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Abstract

Gaussian Processes (GP) are widely used for probabilistic modeling and inference for
nonparametric regression. However, their computational complexity scales cubicly with
the sample size rendering them unfeasible for large data sets. To speed up the computa-
tions various distributed methods were proposed in the literature. These methods have,
however, limited theoretical underpinning. In our work we derive frequentist theoretical
guarantees and limitations for a range of distributed methods for general GP priors in
context of the nonparametric regression model, both for recovery and uncertainty quan-
tification. As specific examples we consider covariance kernels both with polynomially
and exponentially decaying eigenvalues. We demonstrate the practical performance of the
investigated approaches in a numerical study using synthetic data sets.

1 Introduction

Gaussian processes are highly popular in statistical and machine learning. They are widely
used for probabilistic modeling and inference, taken as priors for functional parameters in
the Bayesian approach, see for instance the monographs [29] 22, [14].

Gaussian processes are stochastic processes whose finite-dimensional distributions are
multivariate Gaussian vectors. They are specified by their mean and covariance function.
In the Bayesian analysis one typically considers mean-zero Gaussian processes, whereas
the covariance function can be chosen freely, which influence directly the shape of the
Gaussian process prior. They are often used in context of the nonparametric regression
model, nonparametric classification,... etc. In our analysis we focus on the former one, i.e.
we consider (X;,Y;), i =1,..., N, i.i.d pairs of random variables satisfying

Y; = f(Xi) + &4, 52'%1-/\/’(070—2)7 (1.1)

with design points X;, i = 1,..., N, belonging to some compact set X C R?, observations
Y; € R, noise variance 02 > 0 and functional parameter f. In the Gaussian process
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regression f is modeled with a mean-zero Gaussian Process (GP) prior GP(0, K), where
K : R x R® i+ R is a positive definite kernel. The popularity of Gaussian Process
regression stems from the explicit formula of the corresponding posterior distribution due
to conjugacy. Furthermore, since the outcome of a Bayesian procedure is not only a single
estimate of the regression function but a whole distribution, the procedure provides built-in
uncertainty quantification. Among the numerous fields using Gaussian process regression,
one can find computer experiment emulations [11} 20} 25], spatial data modeling [T}, [10]
and geostatical kriging [24], 37], just to mention a few.

In our paper we take a frequentist perspective and assume that the data in is
generated from a fixed “true” regression function fy and we are interested how well this
functional parameter fy can be recovered from the posterior distribution as the sample
size increases and how accurate and reliable is the uncertainty quantification resulting
from the posterior distribution. These questions have been one of the main focus of the
Bayesian asymptotics literature. Theoretical underpinning were derived for a wide range
of Gaussian processes priors and models also beyond the regression framework, both for
recovery [42, 44, 43, 21, [5, 31, [45] and uncertainty quantification [8] 39} 2, B35, B2 46} [0,
30, [17].

The main drawback of GP regression, however, is its computational complexity. To
compute the posterior covariance, one needs to invert an N X N matrix, which in general
requires a cubic algorithm in N. Besides, the memory requirement is also substantial,
O(N?). These render the problem computationally infeasible for large data sets. Scaling
up the algorithm became of particular interest in recent years and lead to the study of
various approximation methods, for instance by considering sparse approximations of the
matrices [15], B3], 28], variational Bayes approximations [40], [7, 26] or distributed methods.
In distributed learning and statistical methods, the data are divided over several machines
which process the data locally and then the local results are aggregated at a central server
or machine. These methods, beside scaling up the computations, also help protecting
privacy as the whole data set doesn’t have to be stored at a single, central database.

Various distributed methods were proposed for Gaussian process regression, recent
examples include Consensus Monte Carlo [34], WASP [36], Bayesian Committee Machine
[41, [12], and Distributed Kriging [16], to mention but a few. The theoretical properties of a
wide range of distributed GP methods were investigated in [38] in context of the Gaussian
white noise model. Frequentist theoretical guarantees but also limitations were derived for
these procedures both for recovery and uncertainty quantification. However, the Gaussian
white noise model serves only as a starting, benchmark model allowing explicit analytic
computations and does not imply guarantees for the more complicated, but practically
more relevant Gaussian regression model, which is the focus of our paper.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Section [2] we recall the distributed
multivariate random design regression model where we carry out our analysis. In Section
B] we introduce various distributed Bayesian methods, derive optimal contraction rates for
them and characterize the frequentist coverage of the corresponding (inflated) credible
sets. We demonstrate the applicability of our general, abstract results in a numerical
analysis using synthetic data sets in Section We summarize our results and discuss
open questions in Section [6] The proofs are deferred to Section [7, Section [§ and the
Appendix.

1.1 Notations

We use the notation Dy = (Y;, X;)i=1,..n for the observations and Py and Ey for the
probability measure and expected value corresponding to the underlying regression func-
tion fo. For matrices A € R™ and B € R¥™" | let K (A, B), denote the n x n’ matrix of
(K (A4, Bj))1<i<n,1<j<n’, Where K stands for the covariance kernel of the prior.
Furthermore, let ||-|| stands for the Lo-norm. For two sequences ay,, b, we write a,, < by,



if there exists a constant C' > 0 such that a,, /b, < C. We denote by a,, < b, if a,, < b, and

by, < ay, holds simultaneously. In the manuscript C' and ¢ denote constants not depending
on n and their values might change from line to line.

2 GP regression framework

2.1 Standard (non-distributed) setting

In our analysis we consider the model (1.1)) and for simplicity we take X = [0,1]%, assume
that the design points are uniformly distributed X; ud U[0,1]% and 02 > 1 to be known.

We endow the functional parameter f with a stationary Gaussian process prior GP(0, K),
where K : R? x R? — R is a positive definite, stationary kernel. ThenAby conjugacy, the
posterior distribution of f is also a Gaussian process, i.e. f|Dy ~GP(fn,Cyx), where for
any x,2’ € [0,1]%,

fn(z) = K(2,X)[K(X,X) + oIy 1Y, (2.1)

Cn(z,2') = K(z,2') — K(2,X)[K(X,X) + 0?Iy] 'K (X, &), (2.2)
with X € [0,1]2*N, Y € RY are the collection of design points and observations, respec-
tively, and Iy denotes the N x N identity matrix, see also Chapter 2 of [29].

We assume that the eigenfunctions {1} };cna of the above covariance kernel K factorize,
ie.

d
b =[] s € N (2.3)
k=1

where {9, }j,en are the eigenfunctions corresponding to the one dimensional kernel on
[0,1]. We further assume that the eigenfunctions of the kernel K are bounded.

Assumption 2.1. There exists a global constant Cy > 0 such that the eigenfunctions
{¥j}jena of K satisfy [¢;(t)| < Cy for all j € N texX.

The corresponding eigenvalues of K are then of the form

d
i = H iy J € Nd, (2.4)
k=1

with {s, },en the eigenvalues of the k-th component of the kernel [4]. Although our re-
sults hold more generally, as specific examples we consider polynomially and exponentially
decaying eigenvalues.

Assumption 2.2. The one dimensional eigenvalues p;, i € N are either
e Polynomially decaying:
C*li7172a/d S l/L'L S Ci7172a/d7 (25)

for some o, C > 0, or

e FExponentially decaying: ‘ A
C~lhe™ < p; < Che ™, (2.6)

for some a,b,C > 0.



In nonparametric statistics, it is common to assume that the underlying functional
parameter of interest belongs to some regularity class. In our analysis we consider Sobolev-
type of regularity classes defined with the basis 1);, i.e. for any 8 > 0 and B > 0, define
as in [3], 18, @] the function space

d
B ={f=Y el Y (X2) <y @

jeNd jeNd =1

For the Fourier basis or the basis corresponding to the Matérn covariance kernel, ©%(B)
is equivalent to S-smooth Sobolev balls and are known as isotropic Sobolev spaces, see [9].

The frequentist properties of Gaussian process priors for recovery are well understood
in the literature. It was shown in various specific examples and choices of priors that for
appropriately scaled Gaussian priors the corresponding posterior can recover the underly-
ing functional parameter of interest fo € ©(B) with the optimal minimax estimation rate
N—B/(d+28) see for instance [42] [44] [43]. Another, from a practical perspective very ap-
pealing property of Bayesian methods is the built-in uncertainty quantification. Bayesian
credible sets accumulate prescribed (typically 95%) posterior mass and can take various
forms. In our analysis we consider Lo credible balls, i.e. we define the credible set as
By = {f : |If = fnll < 7}, satisfying TI(f € By|Dy) = 1 —~, for some v € (0,1).
Credible sets do not provide automatically valid confidence statements. In recent years
the frequentist coverage properties of Bayesian credible sets were widely studied and it was
shown that for appropriate choices of the prior distribution the corresponding posterior
can provide reliable frequentist uncertainty quantification for functions satisfying certain
regularity assumptions, see for instance [39] 35, 2], B0, 6l [32]. However, our setting wasn’t
covered by these results yet.

Despite the fact that the mean (2.1)) and covariance functions can be explicitly
computed, consequently solving the model, their computation requires inverting the ma-
trix (K (X,X) + ¢2Iy). The inversion of this N x N matrix is of O(N?3) computational
complexity, which rapidly explodes as N grows. To speed up the computations various
approximation methods were considered, our focus here lies on distributed approaches.

3 Distributed Gaussian Process regression

In distributed methods, the data are divided among multiple local machines or servers, and
the computations are carried out locally, in parallel to each other. Then the outcome of
the computations are transmitted to a center machine or server where they are aggregated
in some way forming the final outcome of the distributed method. In the random design
regression model it means that we divide the data of size N over m machines (we assume
for simplicity that N mod m = 0), i.e. in each machine k = 1,...,m we observe iid pairs

of random variables (X-(k),Y;(k)) € [0,1]¢ xR, i = 1,...,n, with n = N/m, satisfying

(2

Y9 = fo(x®) 460, B2 A (0,02), (3.1)

% 7

where fo : [0,1]? + R is the unknown functional parameter of interest, and o2 > 0
the known variance of the noise. For convenience, let us introduce the notations Dg‘:) =
x® vy X = (x Py Y = (v )2y, for the whole data set, the
design points, and observations in the k-th local machine, respectively. Similarly to the
non-distributed setting (with only one local machine m = 1), we assume that the true
function belongs to some Sobolev-type of regularity class fo € ©°(B), for given 3, B > 0,
see .

We consider distributed Bayesian approaches for recovering fo. First, we endow the
function fy in each local machine k = 1,...,m with a Gaussian process prior and compute

the corresponding local (adjusted) posterior distribution H(k)(.]]D)gc)). Then, we transmit
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the m local posteriors into a central machine where we aggregate them somehow into a
global (adjusted) posterior HL,m(-UDN). We further denote by f}(Lk) the local (adjusted)
posterior mean, and by fnm the global (adjusted) posterior mean. For quantifying the
uncertainty of the distributed Bayesian procedure we consider Lo-credible balls resulting
in from the aggregated posterior distribution, i.e. let

Bomy={f:IIf - fn ml <Tnmy}, satisfying
m(f € Bn,mﬁmn) =1-1, (3.2)

for some prescribed v € (0, 1).

Distributed methods vary according to the way the local (adjusted) posterior distri-
butions are computed and aggregated to obtain the global posterior. The behavior of the
aggregated posterior crucially depends on the applied techniques. To demonstrate this let
us consider a naive method where in each local machine we endow fy € ©°%(B) with a
Gaussian process prior and compute the corresponding unadjusted local posterior distri-
bution H( )( ]Dglk)). We consider a centered GP with polynomially decaying eigenvalues as
in Assumption [2.2] with regularity hyper-parameter matching the regularity of the truth
a = (. Note that this choice of the hyper-parameter is optimal in the non-distributed
case (with only one local machine m = 1). Then the local posteriors are aggregated to a
global posterior HL,m(-\DN) in the following way: a draw from the aggregated posterior
is taken to be the average of a single draw from each local posteriors. We refer to this
simple approach as the naive method. The theorem below shows that this method, in
accordance with its name, results in sub-optimal concentration for the posterior mean and
sub-optimal contraction rate for the whole posterior distribution as well.

Theorem 3.1. Take § > 2 and consider the function fy € ©g(L) of the form fo(x) =
cr, Z] 13T (log §)"%(x), @ € [0,1], for sufficiently small c;, > 0. Then for the
covariance kernel K with polynomially decaying eigenvalues (2.5) . with « = B and d =1,
and (logn)? < m < n1/(+26) the corresponding naive aggregated posterior mean fn m has
sub-optimal concentmtwn and the posterior itself achieves suboptimal contraction rate, i.e.

Boll fm — fol} > c(log N)~2(N/m)~8/1+29), (3.3)
BTt (1 5 1f = foll3 < e(log N)“2(N/m) /29Dy ) — 0, (3.4)

for sufficiently small ¢ > 0, where fnm is the mean of the global posterior HL,m obtained
with the naive method.

The proof is given in Section [7.4]

3.1 Optimal Distributed Methods

In this paper we consider two methods, for which optimal frequentist performance were
derived in context of the Gaussian white noise setting, see [38]. We investigate these
methods here in the practically more relevant and technically substantially more complex
nonparametric regression model. We note that in [I6] in context of the regression model
an approach closely related to Method II was derived and its contraction properties were
investigated for a rescaled covariance kernel with polynomially decaying eigenvalues. In
our work we consider more general kernel structures and in contrast to [16] do not require
that the functional parameter belongs to the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS)
of the Gaussian Process prior. Furthermore, we also derive guarantees and limitations
to uncertainty quantification. Therefore, our results are of different nature requiring a
different approach.



3.1.1 Method 1

Rescaling the priors. In the first method, introduced by [34] in a parametric setting,
we consider raising the prior density to the power 1/m, which is formally equivalent to
multiplying the kernel K by m, i.e. the adjusted kernel takes the form K'! := mkK.
Then the eigenvalues of the kernel K’ are {M§}jeNd = {mp;}jene. Hence, in view of
(3.1) the posterior distribution, for each machine k = 1,...,m, is also a Gaussian process

FD® ~GP(£P, 6Py with

79 @) = K (@, XO) KD, XO) + m o2 ,) 0,

CW (z,2') = m(K(x, 2) — K (z, XPY[K (X®, X0 1 m_102ln]_1K(X(k),x’)>.

Averaging the local draws. A draw from the global posterior is generated by first
drawing a single sample from each local posteriors and then taking the averages of these
draws over all machines. Since the data sets and the priors in the local machines are
independent, the so generated average of the local posteriors is also a Gaussian process
with mean fTIL’m =m 1Y, fé’“) and covariance kernel CA'fbym =m72Y 0, C’T(Lk), where
;(Lk) and CAQSk) denote the posterior mean and covariance functions in the kth local machine,
respectively.

3.1.2 Method I1

Rescaling the likelihood. In the second method proposed by [36], we adjust the local
likelihood by raising its power to m in every machine, which is equivalent to rescaling
the variance of the observations by a factor m™'. Then, by elementary computations

similar to (2.1) and (2.2]), we obtain that for each machine, the posterior distribution is

A

GP(fM, M), with

F0 (2) = K (@, XY K (X®) XF)Y 4+ m~ 1?1,y ),

n

CW(z,2') = K(z,2') — K(z, X [K(X®, X®)) 4 m~1o?1,] LK (XE) 2.

Wasserstein barycenter. This approach consists in aggregating the local posteriors
by computing their Wasserstein barycenter. The 2-Wasserstein distance W23 (u, ) between
two probability measures p and v is defined as

WH ) i=int [ [ o= ylBa(de ),

where the infimum is taken over all measures « with marginals ¢ and v. The corresponding
2-Wasserstein barycenter of m probability measures pq, ..., i, is defined by

i 1
i = argmin — > W5 (s k),
k=1
where the minimum is taken over all probability measures with finite second moments. In

view of Theorem 4 in 23], the global posterior is a Gaussian process with mean f}{’[m and

covariance C'é,lm satisfying
1 m
Il - 2 : £(k)
n,m m fn ’
k=1
A 1 o= A k) [ A 1/2
CII _ = E CII 1/20(k) CII 1/2 )
n,m m — (( n,m) n ( n,m) )



In particular, the posterior variance function is

Var,ll’lm[ )|Dn] Z Var[f (2)|D)]
for all x € X.

3.2 Posterior contraction rate

We show that the above proposed distributed methods (i.e. Methods I- IT) provide optimal
recovery of the underlying functional parameter of interest. The methods result in different
global posteriors which can have different finite sample size behavior, but their asymptotic
properties are similar.

Theorem 3.2. Let 3,B > 0, K a kernel with eigenvalues (p15) ena satisfying [{j € N .
;N > a?}| < N and corresponding eigenfunctions satisfying Assumption , Further-
more, let

1N

= IljeN? .
vj 0.2+lujNa fO?”(l jENa (35)

and P a linear operator defined as P(f) := > jend(L —vj) fi35 for all f € L?(X). Then

R B 2
Eollfan = ol S IPG)I3+ 52 Yo vi+on,  (36)
jENd
EolT, (Hf folls > M (1P(Fo) I3 + %= Zwaw)mzv) -0, (37)
jENd

for arbitrary sequence My tending to infinity, where fn,m is the mean of the global posterior

11, . (.|Dy) obtained with either Methods I — IT and

6N:inf{NZ 2> e TONG T <n(m uj?)’l} (3.8)

jENd  feZe jeNd
is a (typically) negligible technical term.

The proof of the theorem is deferred to Section [7.3]

First we note that the condition [{j € N : ;N > 02}| < N is very mild and is satisfied
by the eigenvalues considered in Assumption The sequence (v;)jen can be thought
of as the population eigenvalues of the posterior. Next note that the bound has two
main components. The first term || P(fo)||3 measures how close fo is (in Lo-norm) to its
convolution with the eigenvalues (v;),;cne, hence it accounts for the bias of the estimator.
In the meanwhile the second term (02/N) Y jend lxj2 can be thought of as the variance term.
In a similar fashion, the contraction rate has also two main components: || P(fo)||3
and (02/N) Y jend Vi, where the former is the squared bias while the latter is the expected
value of the posterior variance under the true parameter. The remaining dy term is of
technical nature. It bounds the tail behaviour of the eigen-decomposition of the variance
of the posterior mean. This term is shown to be negligible in our examples. Since all the
above terms are related to the kernel K, explicit bounds on the expectation of Hén —Bol|2,
as well as explicit posterior contraction rates of the global posterior HL,m(.|DN), can be
achieved for specific choices of the kernels.

Corollary 3.3. (Polynomzial) For given B > 0 and 8 > 3d/2, assume that the covariance
28—3d
kernel K satisfies Assumptions and (2.5) with « = 5. Then for m = o(N 45 ) the
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aggregated posterior distribution HIL7m(.|]D>N) and the corresponding aggregated posterior
mean fnm resulting from either of the Methods I — I1 achieve the minimaz convergence
rate up to a logarithmic factor, i.e.

sup Bl fom — foll3 S (N/0?) 72/ CFFD 106471 (N /5%)
foe©B(B)

and for all sequences My — 400,

o s Eolll . (f = | = foll2 > My(N/o?)~P/@5+d (1og(N/o2))@=D/2Dy) — 0.
fo€O®B(B)

The proof is given in Section [:I}

Corollary 3.4. (Exponential) For given B > 0 and § > d/2 assume that the co-
variance kernel K satisfies Assumptions and . wzth rescaling parameter a =

26—
(02 /N)V/2B+d) 10g(N/o?) and b = 1. Then for m = 0(N2(25+d>) the aggregated posterior
distribution HIL,m(.HDN) and the corresponding aggregated posterior mean fpn , resulting
from either of the Methods I — II achieve the minimazx convergence rate, i.e.

sSup EOHJ?n,m - fOHS N (N/UQ)_QB/(Z’B—i_d)v
fo€®B(B)

and for all sequences My — +00,

sup  Boll) (£ 1S = folla > My(N/o?) /5Dy ) 0.
fo€®P(B)

The proof is given in Section 8.2 We note that the conditions on S and m in both
corollaries follow from the remaining technical term d. These conditions are not optimized
and are of technical nature.

4 Distributed uncertainty quantification

In the following, we study the frequentist coverage properties of the Lo credible balls de-
fined in (3.2 resulting from Method I. For convenience we allow some additional flexibility
by allowing the credible balls to be blown up by a constant factor L > 0, i.e. we consider
balls

Banﬁ(L) = {f € LQ(X) : Hf - fn,m”Q < Lrn,mﬁ}y

where for the choice L = 1 we get back our original credible ball | . The frequentist
validity of Bnmv(L) will be established in two steps: first we approximate the centered
posterior measure f — fn7m|DN and second we study the asymptotic behavior of the ra-
dius, and the bias and variance of the posterior mean, corresponding to the approximated
posterior.

In the non-distributed case (i.e. m = 1), the posterior distribution can be approxi-
mated by an auxiliary Gaussian process. For the GP posterior f— f ~|Dy ~GP(0, C N ), the
covariance kernel C'y given in is hard to analyze due to its dependence on X. Against
this background, following the idea in [6], we define a population level GP W ~GP(0, C,,),
where Cy(z,2') = 02/N > jena Vij(x);(a'), and show that the two kernels are close
with respect to the Lo-norm. Then using this result we can provide the following frequen-
tist coverage results for the credible balls.



Theorem 4.1. Let 3,B > 0, K a kernel with eigenvalues (p15) ena satisfying [{j € N .
p;N > a?}| < N and corresponding eigenfunctions satisfying Assumption . Further-
more, assume that NOon/ - cnavj = o(1), where the (typically) negligible technical term

on was defined in [3.8). Then in case the bias term |P(fo)|2 satisfies that

NPl _

< (4.1)
o? ZjeNd Vj

for some ¢ > 0, the frequentist coverage of the (inflated) credible set resulting from Method
I tends to one, i.e. for arbitrary L, — oo

PO(fO € Bn,m,w(Ln)) TL—_>>OO L.
On the other hand, if the bias term ||P(fo)||2 satisfies that

NP3 nose

00, (4.2)
o? ZjeNd vy

then the aggregated and inflated credible set resulting from Method I has frequentist coverage
tending to zero, i.e. for any L > 0,

Po(fo € Bum~(L)) "= 0.

We briefly discuss the assumptions. Condition (4.1)) requires that the squared bias
term is dominated by the posterior variance, which is a natural and standard assumption
for coverage. On the other hand condition resulting in the lack of coverage assumes
that the squared bias dominates the variance which is again natural and standard. The
assumption Ny /> cna v = o(1) is of technical nature, required to deal with the tail of
the eigen-decomposition of the posterior. This condition is not optimized but it is already
sufficiently general to cover our examples. The blow up constant of the credible sets are
again of technical nature, it can be equivalently replaced by slightly under-smoothing the
prior, see [21].

Below we consider specific choices of the covariance kernel K, both with polynomially
and exponentially decaying eigenvalues. We show below that by not over-smoothing the
priors, Method I results in frequentist coverage tending to one in both examples.

Corollary 4.2. (Polynomial) For given B > 0 and 8 > 3d/2, assume that the covariance

28—3d
kernel K satisfies Assumptions and (2.5) with « < . Then for m = o(N 4 ) and
Ly tending to infinity arbitrarily slowly the aggregated posterior credible set By m~(LN)
attains asymptotic frequentist coverage one, i.e.

i f P B L 1.
foelnfe(B) O(.] 0 € n,mﬁ( N))
The proof is given in Section

28—d

Corollary 4.3. (Exzponential) For given B > 0 and § > d/2, let us take m = o( N 228+d) )
and assume that the covariance kernel K satisfies Assumptions and (2.6) with
(m/N)Tld(log N)l_i <a< (%)1/(2ﬂ+d) log N

and b = 1. Then for Ly tending to infinity arbitrarily slowly the aggregated posterior
credible set By, m ~(Ly) obtains asymptotic frequentist coverage one, i.e.

inf  Py(fo € Bumn(Ln)) — 1.
€07 (B) O(fO n,m,’y( ))
The proof is given in Section [8:4 We note that in both examples the conditions on
the regularity S and the number of machines are of technical nature and they were not
optimized.



5 Simulation study

We illustrate our findings by performing a numerical analysis on synthetic data. We

consider the regression model (|1.1]) with uniform design on the unit interval X; i Ulo, 1],
fix ¢ = 1 and take the underlying true functional parameter of interest as

folz) = isin(i)ig 3 cos (71' (z _ ;) x) . (5.1)

Note that this function belongs to any Sobolev class of regularity 8 < 1. For computational
reasons we truncate the above series at ¢« = 200. We generate datasets in the distributed
framework and compare the statistical properties of the methods considered in Sec-
tion [3.1] As prior distributions we consider both the Matérn and the squared exponential
covariance kernels. We note that the Matérn kernel has polynomially decaying eigenvalues,
while the squared exponential (under Gaussian design on the real line) has exponentially
decaying ones, see for instance [29]. Since the true function is 8 = 1 smooth, we choose a
matching regularity hyper-parameter v = 5 — 1/2 = 1/2 in the Matérn covariance kernel.
Furthermore, we consider the rescaled version of the squared exponential covariance kernel
k(zi,z;) = e~ (@2’ T™n/2 with rescaling parameter 7y = 10N/(1+28) = 10N1/3. All our
code is written in Python and run on an Intel Core i5-10300H CPU.

First we consider the Matérn covariance kernel and choose a matching regularity of
one to the underlying true function fj in . We start by demonstrating in Figure
that the naive averaging method described above Theorem has indeed suboptimal
statistical performance. We consider increasing sample sizes N = 500, 1000, 10000, 50000,
while keeping m = 100 fixed. The posterior mean is plotted in blue, the true function in
black and the 95% closest out of 1000 posterior draws in Lo-distance to the posterior mean
in gray. In accordance with the theoretical results, this approach performs poorly both for
recovering the underlying true function and for quantifying the remaining uncertainty of
the procedure.

Next we demonstrate that Methods I and II have optimal statistical performance. First
we consider Method I in Figure[2] and take sample sizes N = 500, 1000, 10000, 50000, while
keeping m = 100 fixed. The posterior mean is plotted again in blue, the true function
in black and the 95% closest out of 1000 posterior draws in Lo-distance to the posterior
mean in gray. The figure nicely illustrates that as the sample size increases the estimation
accuracy will be better and that in all cases we achieve reliable frequentist coverage.

Then we compare the finite sample size behavior of the Methods I and II for both the
Matérn and squared exponential covariance kernels in Figure [3] We set the total sample
size N = 5000 and take m = 100 machines. Although the resulting approximations are
different, in all cases we get good approximation and reliable uncertainty quantification.

Finally, in Table [I| we report the average mean squared errors of the posterior means
and the corresponding standard deviations over 100 experiments. We considered both
Methods I and II and both the Matérn and squared exponential covariance kernels. We
have set the number of machines m = 100, while we considered increasing sample sizes
N =500, 2000, 5000, 20000. One can see that the MSE of the methods are rather similar.
We have also computed the coverage of the credible sets. We took 1000 draws from
the posterior and compute the 95% percentile of the Lo-distance of these draws to the
posterior mean. If the Lo-distance of fy to the posterior mean is smaller than the 95%
percentile, we consider the truth to be inside of the Ly credible set. In Table [2] we report
the proportion the true function is inside of the credible sets. One can observe that in all
cases we get good coverage, although the coverage property decreases as the sample size
increases in the case of the squared exponential covariance kernel especially for Method II.
A possible explanation for this is that the rescaling factor of 7y = 10N/3 does not reach
an appropriate bias-variance trade-off and a (possibly by a log N factor) larger rescaling
should be applied.
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Naive averaging, N = 500
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Figure 1: The naive averaging method. Increasing sample sizes from N = 500 to N = 20000
are considered. The true function f; is plotted by black, the posterior mean by blue and we
plot the 95% closest draws to the posterior mean from the posterior in Lo-distance out of 1000,

indicating the Ls-credible sets.

Method I, Matern, N = 500
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Figure 2: Method I with Matérn covariance kernel. Increasing sample sizes from N = 500 to
N = 20000 are considered. The true function fy is plotted in black, the posterior mean in blue
and we plot the 95% closest draws from the posterior to the posterior mean in Lo-distance out
of 1000 samples in gray, indicating the Lo-credible sets.



Method I with Matern Method I with squared exponential

-0.6 -0.6
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Method IT with Matern Method II with squared exponential
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Figure 3: Comparison of Methods I and II for the covariance Matérn and squared exponential
kernels. We take N = 5000 and m = 100, the true function is set to be and it is plotted in
black. The posterior mean is drawn in blue and we plot the 95% closest draws the posterior to
the posterior mean from in Ls-distance out of 1000 samples in gray, indicating the Lo-credible
sets.
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Method\ N 500 2000 5000 20000
Method I (Matérn) 0.020(0.074) | 0.008 (0.050) | 0.005 (0.034) | 0.002 (0.021)
Method II (Matérn) 0.021(0.080) | 0.008 (0.056) | 0.005 (0.035) | 0.002 (0.020)
Method I (Squared exp.) | 0.024 (0.094) | 0.014 (0.070) | 0.006 (0.043) | 0.002 (0.019)
Method II (Squared exp.) | 0.025 (0.110) | 0.013 (0.063) | 0.006 (0.044) | 0.002 (0.020)

Table 1: Average mean squared errors of the posterior means and corresponding standard
deviations out of 100 runs. Increasing sample size is considered from N = 500 to N = 20000,
while the number of machines are kept fixed at m = 100. Both methods and both the Matérn
kernel and the rescaled squared exponential covariance kernels are considered.

Method\ N 500 | 2000 | 5000 | 20000
Method T (Matérn) 1 1 1 1
Method 1T (Matérn) 1 1 1 1
Method I (Squared exp.) |1 1 0.99 | 0.85
Method II (Squared exp.) | 1 1 09 |0.7

Table 2: Coverage of Ly credible sets based on 100 runs of the algorithm.Increasing sample
size is considered from N = 500 to N = 20000, while the number of machines are kept fixed
at m = 100. Both methods and both the Matérn kernel and the rescaled squared exponential
covariance kernels are considered.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we have shown that distributed methods can be applied in the context of
Gaussian Process regression and give accurate results in terms of recovery and uncertainty
quantification. Although a naive averaging of the local posteriors will fail to capture the
true functional parameter, there exist techniques obtaining a global posterior distribution
which has similar asymptotic behaviour as the non-distributed posterior distribution. We
demonstrate through various examples (including both polynomially and exponentially
decaying eigenvalues for the covariance kernel) that the aggregated posterior distribution
can achieve optimal minimax contraction rates and good frequentist coverage.

One of the main contributions of our paper is that we do not need to assume that
the true functional parameter belongs to the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS)
corresponding to the considered Gaussian Process prior, which is a typical assumption in
the literature. This way our results are less restrictive and can be applied for a larger
class of functions and priors. For instance squared exponential covariance kernels contain
analytic functions in their RKHS, hence assuming that the truth belongs to that space
would substantially reduce the applicability of the method. Also, in case of Matérn kernels
by relaxing this assumption we do not have to introduce an (artificial) rescaling factor
which is needed otherwise as the regularity of the Matérn kernel can’t be chosen to match
the regularity of the truth.

The optimal choice of the tuning hyper-parameter in the covariance kernel depends on
the regularity of the underlying function, which is typically unknown in practice. In the
non-distributed setting various adaptive techniques were proposed to solve this problem,
including hierarchical and empirical Bayes methods. However, in the distributed setting
standard approaches based on the (marginal) likelihood fail, as it was demonstrated in
the context of the Gaussian white noise model, see [3§]. An open and interesting line of
research is to understand whether adaptation is possible at all in the distributed regression
framework and if yes to provide method achieving it.
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7 Proofs of the main results

7.1 Kernel Ridge Regression in non-distributed setting

Let us first consider the non-distributed case, i.e. take m = 1. We introduce some
notations and recall standard results for the kernel ridge regression method. The posterior
mean fy coincides with the kernel ridge regression (KRR) estimator

N

I = firn = argmin[—tn (), —In(f) =) (Vi= fX)* +fIF:  (TD)

i=1

where the RKHS H corresponds to the prior covariance kernel K, see Chapter 6 in [29].
The objective function of the KRR is composed of the average squared-error loss and
an RKHS penalty term. In view of the representer theorem for RKHSs, the solution to
is a linear combination of kernel functions, which renders it equivalent to a quadratic
program.

By the reproducing property, all functions f in the RKHS H can be evaluated as
f(Xi) = (f, Kx,)n with Kx, = K(X;,-), and ||f||3, = (f, f)n. The corresponding log-
likelihood function takes the form (up to an additive constant term)

—On(f Z — (i Kx)n)” + 0 (f, F)u

=1

Performing a Fréchet derivation on £y : (H, (-, -)3) — R with respect to f, one can obtain
the score function. By multiplying the score function with 1/(2N) we arrive at the function
Sy H — H given as

N

S = & | S - r K, - %1 . (12)

=1

For simplicity we refer to S ~(f) as the score function from now on and note that the KRR
estimate fy = fxrr then verifies

Sn(fn) = 0.

Define also Sy (f) := EoSn(f) to be the population version of the score function, i.e.

0'2 02
Sx(f) = [ (o) ~ o) Kada = Gpf = Flha— ) = G 1. (7.3

where the operator F' : Lo(X) — H is a convolution with the kernel K, ie. F(g) =
[ g(z)K,dz. Considering g = ZjeNd gj1j, a straightforward calculation gives F(g) =
> jend Hgjtj. We can then rewrite Sy (f) as

o? +/L]

Sw(f) =Y (mifos - )i (7.4)

jENd

which leads immediately to a solution of Sn(f) = 0 with f; = v;fo; where v; = vy ; =
02,‘1;ZN

Let us define another operator F : Ly (X) — H, with H denoting the Hilbert space with
inner product (f,g)s7 = >_jen V]-_ijgj, as F(g) = > jend Vi9j%; (we omit the dependence
on N in the notation). Note that both operators F' and F are bijective and linear, which
allows us to rewrite as

Sn(f)=F(fo) = Fo F~'(f) = F(fo— F~'(f)).
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Hence, using the notation Afy = fx — F(fo) we get
AfN — FoFlo SN(fN) (75)

It will also be useful to define the operator P = id — F, where id denotes the identity
operator on Ly(X). Also note that Sy (F(fo)) = 0.

Table |3 provides a summary of the key above notations in order to help the reader find
a way in the proofs.

Table 3: Notation references

Symbol | Definition

Dy

fo

&

A

I

Data, {(Y:, Xi)X;}-

True function.

Gaussian error, g; = Y; — fo(X;) ~ N(0,0?).

posterior mean function, Ex[f|Dy]|, equal to the KRR solution.
fv = argmingey [N, (V= F(G0) + N0
Convolution with kernel K, F(g) = ZjeNd i giv;.

Inverse of F', Ffl(g) = ZjeNd (gj/lﬁj)@bj'

{vj}jena | Eigenvalues of the equivalent kernel v; = pu;N/(0? + p;N).

as]

s N9

Convolution with the equivalent kernel F(g) = ZjeNd V;giv;.
Tverse of F, F~(g) = ¥jea(03/7)¥-

P=id - F.

Sample score function, Sy (f) = N7 XN, (V; — f(Xi)Kx, — 0> f].
Population score function, Sy (f) = F(fo — F71(f)).

7.2 Kernel Ridge Regression in distributed setting

In the distributed setting (both in Methods I and II), accordingly, the kth local sample
and population score functions are given (up to constant multipliers) by

S0 = [0 - K o - mtas]
0_2
SO = [ (ole) = F@)Keda = Lf = Su(h), (7.6

respectively. Analogously to 1) every local KRR estimate satisfies S)(Lk)( ;(Lk)) = 0.
In view of ST(lk) = Sy we have Sflk) (F ( fo)) = 0, hence for each machine, let A f,(lk) =

;Sk) —F( fo) denote the difference between the empirical and the population minimizer of
the KRR.

7.3 Proof of Theorem

In the proof we use ideas from the proof of Theorem 2.1 of [6]. The main differences between
their and our results are that we are considering (various) distributed Bayesian methods
(not just the standard posterior with m = 1) and that we extend the results to general
Gaussian process priors (including kernel with polynomially decaying and exponentially
decaying eigenvalues), while the proof [6] only covered the rescaled version of the kernel
with polynomially decaying eigenvalues and scaling factor depending on the sample size.
More specifically we do not require that the true function belongs to the RKHS of the
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GP prior, which substantially extends the applicability of our results. Finally in our
analysis we consider the multivariate d-dimensional case, work with Ls-norm and consider
Sobolev type of regularity classes rather than L., norm and hyper-rectangles induced
by the series decomposition with respect to the eigenbasis ;. These extensions and
conceptual differences required substantially different proof techniques than in [6].

First note that in view of the inequality (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b%, we get

Eoll fam — foll3 < 2ll.fo — E(fo)ll3 + 2Eo| fam — F(fo)lI3,

where fnm is the mean of the global posterior HL7m(.|DN) obtained with either Method I
or II. Then we show in Section [7.3.1| that for fo € ©°(B)

. _ 1 .
Eolfom = FGO)I3 S (5 D2 v2) (1P(fo) 2 + %) + o, (7.7)
jENd
where
n = inf{N SNy TN 7)< %(Z 1/]2)_1},

jENd LeTLe jENd

concluding the proof of the first statement.
For the contraction rate note that by using Markov’s and triangle inequalities we get

EoEhmlllf = faml3ADN] + Eoll fam — foll3
MZe%, ‘

EOHL,m(f = foll2 = MNEN“D)N) <2
Therefore it is sufficient to show that

BoE}, Il f = faml3IDN] = Zv]

In view of Fubini’s theorem the expected squared Lso-norm of the process f — fmm\]D) N is
the integral of the aggregated posterior variance of f(x) over X,

Bl nllf = FamlBID] = [ Varl, 1Dy ]da
X
In the non-distributed setting, the posterior variance only depends on the design matrix

X. The expectation of this integral is known as the learning curve in Chapter 7 of |29].
In Section we prove that

Eo/ Varnm z)|Dy)dz < o* Z NG +N — Z Vj, (7.8)
jend Hi jENd

concluding the proof of the statement.

7.3.1 Proof of (7.7)

First note, that in view of the inequality (a + b)? < 2a® + 2b%,
. . - JURN 2 - P 2
IAFPIE < 2| AF0 — Fo Pt o SIF(f0) | +2[F o Ft o SO(E(1))|
Then we show below that

Bo[Af0 — Fo o SO (R (o)) S - Boll AFPIB + b, (7.9
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which together with the preceding display implies

EollAJPI3 < 2+ o(1) (Bol| Fo 1o SEUF (o)) + Co).

By combining the preceding two displays we arrive at
Bo[|Af# — om0 SO(E ()|
1 . _ (k) 2
< EEOHFOF o SW(E(fo))|, + b

For the aggregated estimator we get that

8 fainl S A~ 23 Fo Pt o SOF ()|
k=1

1 o= - AR £ 2
~ N FoFlo8®(F H .
+Hm; o F~lo SI(F(fo))|
Then in view of the preceding display, the independence of the data across machines and
Ep (F o F~1o Sk (F(fo))) = 0 we get that

EollAfuml3 S - Bol|Fo P o SEE(f))|| + b

Finally we verify below that

B[[Fo o sWER| < (- X R (IPUB+0?).  (10)

n
jENd

which together with || P(f0)[13 < [ foll3 < B? provides us (7.7).

Proof of : First note that the identity A ﬁ(ﬁ) = _—FoFlo S,(lk)( f,(Lk)) follows from
assertions (7.5)) and . This implies together with the properties of S,Qk) and Sy(bk), that
(S = S SI) = (SEUE(fo)) = SE(F(fo)))
= Fo F7HAfP) = S (F(fo)). (7.11)
On the other hand, in view of ,

n
N

SO =50 = 130 00 = FEN Ky = [ (folo) = f(a)) Ko

=1

for all functions f € H. Therefore, by applying the preceding display twice with f = f,S’“)
and f = F(fy), we get that

(SP(fR) — (f(’“ )) = (S$V(E(fo)) — ST (E(fo)))
:—fEAf’“) (x" K (k>+/ AFR) (2)K,dx.

i=1
Combining assertion ([7.11)) with the preceding display and then using Lemma (with

g=A fy(Lk), satisfying the boundedness assumption, see Lemma ' together with Lemma
we get for arbitrary index set Z C N¢ that

Eo|[AfH) — FoF ' ostt <<fo>>H

:EOH(FOF ( ZAfk) NK (k)—/Af’ﬂ 2K, d:v)Hz

IZ] 37 jewa V5 »
< ey g a f N Y 2 Y

jENd  LeZc
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Taking the minimum over |Z| < (3, cna 1/]2)_1 we get that

Eo||[AfM|3 + Noy (7.12)

By af — Fo o sFR)| 5

concluding the proof of (7.9).

Proof of (7.10). In view of the linearity of the operator F'o F~!, the inequality [ f+g]3 <
2][£113 + 2llgll3, and

n

SEF(0) = >0 = (XK

=1

n 5 2 B

+ % > P(fo)(Xi(k))KXim - %F(fo)’

=1

the left hand side of ([7.10]) can be bounded from above as

z'

B[ o F (S0 () - SOEG) ||
= QEOHFO Fl(izn:p(fo)(Xi(k))KXfm - EX[p(fO)(X)KX]) Hz
=1

- 1& 2
-1 (k)
+2E0HFOF (—n Elsi KXW)HQ

=: (T1 + T2)
We deal with terms 77 and T3 separately. In view of Lemma (with g = P(fo))
2C ~
1< 205 2B G)I3
jENd

for some C' > 0. Since the operator F o F~1 is linear, we get that
o ZEo PIF o FHK w)l3)

4
Y Eo(s( e For- ((Kxfk),KXlgkﬁz))

1<i<t<n

202 202
—E Fol YK 2=" 2
ol F o F7Y( xw)ll2=— Vi,

jENd

because the cross terms are equal to 0 due to independence of the noise ¢;
k=1,...m

7.3.2 Proof of (7.8
In this section we give upper bounds for the learning curves in case of both distributed

methods.

Method I: Let us denote by ,ujl. = my; the eigenvalues of the local covariance kernel.
Then in view of Lemma the expectations of the m local posterior variances are all of
the same order

2
QZ TZ%M ——Zl/j.

jENd

EoEx Var(f(X =0’ )

o2 - nul
eNd + n,uj
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Since the variance of the global posterior distribution H;’%m(.m]\/) satisfies the following
equality

Varfhm(f(x)) =m? Z Var(f(x)’Dgzk))a

one can see that

2
g
EyEx Varl . (f(X)) < ~ pRZE
jENd

Method II: First note that /LJI-I = 1; the eigenvalues of the local covariance kernel.
Note that the expectations of the m local posterior variances are all of the same order

o? it o?
BoBx Var(f(XO)ID) =< -3~y = 5 3w,
IS

2 II
o“/m —+ np;
Nd / Hj jENd

because the variance of the noise is o2 /m for each machine. The variance of the aggregated
posterior distribution H{LIm(HD) ~) satisfies

EoEx Varll (f(X)[Dy) =< Zuj
]ENd

because we know that
Varll (f(X)|Dy) =m™" Z Var(f(X)D*)
proving assertion ((7.8)).

7.4 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

The proof follows similar lines of reasoning as Theorem where we provided general
upper bounds for the contraction rate of the distributed posterior.

First we prove (3.3). For the naive averaging method the local sample and population
score functions coincide to the non-distributed case given in Section with sample size
n, i.e.

S = FXE o - £,

=1

o? 1
S0 = [ (@) = ) Kado = T = Flfo = £) = 2.

Not that the solution of the equation Sz(k)(f) = 0 is given by the coefficients f; = v} fo 5,

d
T +u — J € N,
Then using the inequality a? > (a — b)?/2 — b? one can obtain that

: *
with Vi =

Fx 1 % Fx %
Eollfym — foll3 > Slfo—F (fo)ll3 = Eoll £ m — F*(fo)lI3,

where F*(g) = > jenV;95%; and f;{m is the mean of the global posterior I}, . (.[Dx)
obtained with the naive averaging method.
First note that

o= F*(fo)l3 =" —— p— ———f0; > 2 > i (logs)
= (n/o?)1/(+28) <
> con~ 2/ 0+28) (log n) 2, (7.13)
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for some small enough ¢y > 0. We conclude the proof of - by showing below that

Eol| fnm = F(fo)|3 = o(n=2/* "D (logn)=2). )
Similarly to (7.7) we can derive (by replacing F' and v with F* and v*, respectively)
that

Eollfrum — F*Go)IB S (55 00702) (1P o)l + 0%) + 3,

Jj=1

where 0} = NZ] 1( ) Zﬁ 7 M, With T = n/(mZ:J (v *)2) Note that Hﬁ*(fo)”% =
O(1) and in view of Lemmas and . > e J) n/(1+26). hence

T = n28/0428) 1y

Therefore the first term on the right hand side of the preceding display is O(n~2%/(1+28) /m)
and
NI nt/(+26) N1=26 — N2-28p— 1448 o(n_2’8/(1+2m(log n)~?),

where the last step holds for large enough choice of 5 and not to large choice of m. For
instance taking 8 > 2 and m = o(N/(2+28)) we get that

53?28 < N=1/6 — o(log™2 ).

It remained to deal with (3.4). First note that by the computations above combined
with Markov’s inequality there exists a sequence p, — 0 such that

Po(lfim = F*(fo)ll2 = pan™ 02D (logn) 1) — 0.
Then by triangle inequality, and Markov’s inequality we get for ¢ < ¢g that
BTy (£ 1F = folle < en™/0+29 (1og m) Dy
< Bolty (1o = F* (o)l = en” 7 (logn)
W = F*(olll2 < If = Frmll2D)

< BoIl;, (e — ¢ = pu)n ™ 2 log ) 1 < |If = fi ll2IDx ) + 0(1)
S 02D log n) By By £ = i3

We conclude the proof by noting that

o0 o0
k)Y _ 2 Hj _ 9 *
EoEx Var (f(X)IDJ) = o j2102+w = Z

for all k € {1,...,m}, hence

A 1 & P2, o
Bl f = Foml3 = —5 > FoEx Var (f(X)IDSJ“)) =¥ 2V S D,
k=1 J=1

7.5 Proof of Theorem (4.1

We first consider the non-distributed case m = 1 for clearer presentation and then extend
our results to the distributed setting.
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7.5.1 Non-distributed setting

Connection to KRR Similarly to the posterior mean, the posterior covariance func-
tion C'y can be given as

Cy(z,2') = K(z,2') — Kn(z,2),
where Ky (z,-) = K(-, X)[K(X,X) + 02Ix] 'K (X, z), or equivalently

N

[l T
Koy = Kn(e,) = argmin | DK X)) - g(X0)* + Slol], )

see assertion (8) of [6].
Then by taking the Frechet derivative of the expression on the right hand side we arrive
to the (adjusted) score function and its expected value

N

Sk,.n(g)=N"" ( D (Ke(Xi) — g(X0)Kx, — 029),
=1

0.2

Sic.v(9) = BSilo) = [ (Kule) = 9(2) Kz = o

Then similarly to the posterior mean in Section [7.1] the following assertions hold

SKI,N(Q) = F(Kz) —Fo Fﬁl(g) = F(Kx - Fﬁl(g))v (715)
AK%N:R%N—F(K:E):—FOF_loSKx7N<A$7N), (716)
N
S, (F(K) = (S0 PUR)(X) Ky, — 0 F(K)), (7.17)
=1

Fo Fﬁl(AIA(%N) - SKI,N(F(KJJ))

N
1 A N
3 AR w(X) K, + / ARy (&) K yda, (7.18)
i=1 X

and note that IA(CC,N and F(Kx) are the zero points of the functions ,SA”K%N and Sk, N,
respectively.

Under-smoothing Following from the triangle inequality, to obtain frequentist cov-
erage for the credible ball it is sufficient to show that for L, — oo

Po(I1PColla + 1 fx = P(fo)l < Ly ) = 1.

The preceding display is implied by assumption (4.1]) and assertions

~ 0'2
Ro(Iafvl < In%e S w) = 1, (7.19)
jENd
9 1 o?
Py (TN,v > oy VJ‘) -1 (7.20)
w jGNd

where Afy = fn — F(fy), verified below.
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Proof of (7.19): In view of assertion (7.7) with m = 1 (and hence n = N) and
Markov’s inequality we get

A(IafxlEz n e Y w) < AR
jend NN 2ijent Vj
< (N Yjena ) + on
Lno*N71 Y jena Vs
_ o(l/LN +Non/ S yj) —o(1). (7.21)

jeNd

Proof of (7.20): The radius 7y, is defined, conditionally on X, as P(||[Wy|3 <
7’]2\,7,YIX) = 1—+, where Wy is a centered GP with covariance kernel Cy given in (2.2)). In
view of Chebyshev’s inequality

N = ElIWNIB1X] = (1 =) 712 Var(|Wl[3[%)2.

Using Fubini’s theorem, the first term on the right hand side of the preceding display can
be rewritten as

EWxIBIX] = Eullf — fv|2Dx] = /X Varn|f (2)|Dx)da

The integral on the right-hand side of the display, called the generalization error, see
Chapter 7 of |29], is asymptotically bounded from below almost surely by

> w >, (7.22)

jeNd jeNd

o2+ N,ujsupxeX ¢J(

in view of assertion (12) of [27] and Assumption Furthermore, the variance of ||Wx||3,
conditional on the design X, is

Var(|Wy|31X) = E[|[Wx[[2X] — B*[||[ W [13[X].
The first term on the right hand-side satisfies
E[[Wy|3X] = Exllf — fxll5iDy] (7.23)

[
( / ((2) - fw(@))de / (') - fmﬂ»?m’) I(df D)
X X

/ (F(2) — Fy(@)2 (') — (e PTI(df Dy dd!

g
i
3!

= /Varn z)|Dy]dz) +2/ ICn (2, .)|3dx

/ Varn[f(2)|Dy] Varn[f(z/)|Da] + 20 (2, ) 2d’dz

— B[ W|RIX] + 2 /X 1C (. ) |2da, (7.24)

using Fubini’s theorem and the reduction formula EX? X2 = Var(X1)Var(Xs)+2Cov(X1, X2)?
for X1, Xy centered Gaussian random variables, see for instance page 189 of [19]. Hence,
again in view of Fubini’s theorem,

Eo Var(| Wi [2IX) = 2 / EollCy (x. )|[3dz. (7.25)
X
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Recall that the covariance function Cy(z,2') = K(z,2') — Ky(z,2'), where K,y =
Ky (x,.) is the solution to (7.14). We show below that for all z € X

Eo||Cn(, )3 S P23+ On, (7.26)

for

on = {(Z vy)? Z pe: T CNe|Z| = o(N/ Z 1/]2)}

jENd LeLe jENd
In view of the definition of the linear operator P and the eigenvalues vj, i we get

~ 0.2
P(K(0,a') = 37 (1= vt (s (a') = T 3 vty (@), ), (7.27)

jeNd jENd

for all z,2’ € X. Then by combining the last three displays

Bo Var(|Wy 2/X) = 2 / Eo||Cx(z, ) |3z

/ |P(K (z, ) |3de + S
V
/ZU’lP] )2dz + 6y ZJENd
j€ENd
V
:< ) DORZERN JENd (7.28)
jENd

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality and Lemmas [A.5] and [A-6]

1/2 o _92 E]eNd vy N Z.ijeNd Yy
Py | Var ([Wa[3X) " >t— > v | St + -0
( 2 ) NjeNd ! (ZjeNd Vj)2 (ZjeNd Vj)2

for all ¢ > 0. Hence by combining (7.22)) and the preceding display (with ¢ = (1 —
NHEC?)2),
_ 9,0, 07
R (BIWN 3] — (1~ 7) 2 Var (W 31%)/2 2 (0522 % 32 1) = 1
jeNd

This implies that all the quantiles of |Wyl||3, conditionally on X, are of the order
(02/N)Y jena Vj With Py-probability going to one, including 7"]2\,77.

Proof of (7.26): First note that by the inequality (a + b)? < 2a® + 2b?,
ICx (a, )3 < 2] P(KL)|[3 + 2 AK. w3,
where AKI,N = KI,N — F(Kx)
Next we give an upper bound for the second term of the preceding display similarly to
Section [[.3.] First note that
IAK, N3 S 1AK, v — F o F~' o Sy, n(E(K))II3 + ([ 0 F~' o Sk, w(F ()3

Then by showing below that

N ~ N ~ 2 . ~
Bo|[ ARy = Fo F™' o S, w(F(K)|| < o Bol| AR [3) + b, (7.29)
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we arrive at

Boll AR, I S FollFo P10 Sic, w(F(KL))I + b
Next, in view of ([7.17)),

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2
Eol|F o F oS, n(F(K,))|3 = EOHF o F! (SKI,N(F(K:E)) — i, (P (K))) ||

. . 2

:EOHFOF ( ZP X)) Kx, —EX[P(Kw)(X)KX])Hz

1 2\ 5 2 _ 5 2
< (X )P =0 (HP(&) ).
jENd

where the last line follows from Lemma with ¢ = P(K,) (and m = 1), concluding the

proof of (7.26]).
Proof of (7.29): Similarly to (7.12)), by using assertion (7.18), Lemma (with

g = AK, n and sample size N) and Lemma E (with m = 1), we can show that for all
reX

. N . - 2
EOHAK%N —FoFlo S,;QC,N(F(IQE))H2

;

_ EOH(F o F1 (% XN: ARy n(X) Ky, — / AKI,N(x')Kx,dx')
P X

| ‘Z]eNd j Eo ||AKmNH2 ( Z VJZ)Z Z o,

jENd Leze

Taking the infimum over |Z] < o(N/ > jend V?) we get that the left hand side of the

preceding display is bounded from above by o(Eo||AK, x|13) + dx, concluding the proof
of the statement.

Over-smoothing By the definition of credible sets and using the triangle inequality,
we get that

Py (fo € En,m,v(L)> <P (Hlf’(fb)H2 < ‘ fn — F(fo)H2 + LTNﬁ)

<R ([P0, <24 F)]) + B (|| P0)]|, < 22rw,)

and we show below that both probabilities on the right hand side tend to zero.
The first term disappears in view of assumption (4.2]) and (|7.21f). For the second term
note, that in view of Markov’s inequality and Po([|[Wy |3 > 73, ,|X) = v, where Wy is a

centered GP with covariance kernel Cly, we have 77"12\,’7 < E[|[Wn|3X]. Then

Po(2Lrky = IP()IB) < Po(ENWNIBX] = S5-I P(f0)11)
2LE0 ([ Var( (w)| ) ) (7.30)
W B(fo) 3

The expectation in the numerator, known as the learning curve, is of order (o2 /N) > jeNd Vj
according to Lemma [A74} thus for all L > 0 not depending on N the right hand side of
the preceding display goes to 0 in view of assumption (4.2]).
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7.5.2 Distributed setting

Preliminary results. We start by introducing the distributed version of the notations
introduced in Section The aggregated posterior covariance function is C£7m($: x') =
m=2 oy CA’TIL’(k)(x,m’ ), where the local posterior covariance functions can be given as

o (z,2") = KL(2") — R’a{j,(tk) (z') with

KM ) = KX KX, X)) + o 1) 7 KX, )
= mK (-, X)) [K (X, X)) +m ™o L) K (X, 2)
Then in view of ,
N 1r<& o2
—14-1,(k) _ 1 (k)y _ F)yy2 . 7 2
m K] argggn[;u«m )= 9(X)? + T lgl, -

For convenience let us introduce the notation f(g(ck% = m_l.f(ijflk). Then the corresponding
score function (up to constant multipliers) is given by

n 2
. _ o
S0 - (3 ()~ oK~ )
i=1 ’
satisfying S’éik)( (k)) = 0. Furthermore the expected value of the score function is
2
k o
Sk.alo) = BSR0) = | (Kalo) = 0()) Koz = S = Sieov (o)

hence S{(In(F(Kx)) =0.
Then similarly to the posterior mean in Section [7.1] the following assertions hold

ARE) = R — P(K,) = ~Fo P o Sf  (KE)),

AL (k) & 1/~ = k o? -
SR E(ED) = (3 P E o = T F(Ky)), (7.31)
=1
Fo F~HAKE) - 83" (F(K.))
1 n
Z—gZA ®(xME (k)+/ AK®) (2)) Ky da'. (7.32)
=1

Main assertions. Similarly to the nondistributed case in Section for the cov-
erage of the credible sets it is sufficient to show that

2

o
Fo (Ti,m(w) 2 Gy > Vj) -1, (7.33)
jENd
2
P ~ o
PO(an,m - F(fO)H% < LNW Z Vj) — 1, (7.34)
jENd

where the radius 7, (y) is defined as P(|[Wymll3 < 72, (7)X) = 1 —~ and Wy, is
a centered GP with the same covariance kernel as IIf(.[Dy). Furthermore, the lack of
coverage under (4.2) follows from

Py(Lrp () = [1P(f0)3) = 0. (7.35)

We prove below the above assertions.

25



Proof of ([7.33): Similarly to the proof of ([7.20)) we get by Chebyshev’s inequality
that
P (1) = El[Waml31X] = (1= 7)Y Var([[W,m[|3%) /2.

n,

Then in view of
Varl . (f( -2 ZVar 2)DE),  forall z € X, (7.36)
and Lemma, it holds almost surely that

zmmm@mz/ Varl (f(« 2: (7.37)
reX eNd

Z\Q

Furthermore, as in ([7.25)),
Var([ Wi nl1%) = 2 | 16E (o,

Recall that the covariance function C’ém(az, P)=m723 0, cL® (x,2'). Then in view of

(Z;n;l ai)2 S m Zzil (I,L?,
168 e, I = [ S LW, || <nr3§jncf I3
k=1

We show below that
Eol|CE® (2, )13 < m? (| P(KL)|13 + o). (7.38)

for by = inf{(>_;ene ¥ V223 e MZ ]I\ <n/(m3_jenaV; )} similarly to the non- dlstrlbuted

case. Then in view of assertion (7.27), the variance of |[Wim|3, similarly to (7.28)), is
bounded from above by

Eﬁ@ﬂm%mﬁK)ZQA}%M%m@wW@x
< ([ 1P@&D|3d+ 5
z) 20T N

X

=3 DV ton.

jeNd

Hence for all ¢ > 0 we get by Markov’s inequality and Lemmas [A.5 and [A.6] that

4
Py Var(||Wam 31%) =t %:d v)?)
J

< t‘2< > jend ’/32 - oNN?
(ZjeNd Vj) 04(Zj€Nd Vj)

Hence with Py-probability tending to one E[||[W;,.,,|13|X] is of higher order than Var (|| Wi, m|13)"/2.
Therefore, the quantiles of ||W,, || are of the order (02/N) > jend vj with Fy-probability

going to one, including r%’m(v).

2) =o(1).

Proof of ([7.38): We adapt the proof of ([7.26|) to the distributed setting. First note
that

A I1,(k
1C20 (@, )13 S m?(IPU)IB + AR, - Fo P~ o Si) (F(K,)IB

+I1F 0 F o S0 (F(K))IB),



where AINQ(EIZ)L = IA(T]Lj;(,;k)/m — F(K,). Then, in view of (7.31)), we get that
Eoll o =" o SR (F(K)I

x,N

= [P P (SK R () - SEY R ()|

[\

where the penultimate inequality follows from Lemma E with g = ]S(Kx)

Furthermore, similarly to the proof in Section [7.5.1] by using assertion (7.32]), Lemma
(with gk = Af(g(glf% and sample size n) and Lemma we can show that for all
reX

~ ~ N ~ 2
EOHA k) _ fro p-l osgi’jg(F(Kz))H

x,m 9

~ _ 1 1 ~ k 2

=E0H(F0F 1)(H;A ®(xM) K m—/ AKM (2K, dac) ’2
< 'Zj‘de LE|| AR5 + on

Taking the infimum over |Z| < o(n/ jeNd v7) we get that the left hand side of hte pre-

ceding display is bounded from above by O(EOHAI?&)LH%) + 0x. We conclude the proof of
(7.38) by combining the above three displays.

Proof of ([7.34): Exactly the same as the proof of (|7.19).

Proof of : Similarly to assertion ([7.30]) we get in view of and Lemma

in the case where assumption holds
2LEy [, Var, ;(f(x))dx.

VP (Fo)ll3
m~o? > jend %

1P(fo)ll3
B N~152 ZjeNd v;
o IP()3

Po(Lrd ,(v) > [P (fo)l13) <

AN

= o(1).

8 Proof of the Corollaries

8.1 Proof of Corollary
First note that for any A" c N¢
} 4
IP(fo)ll3 = Z (1- VJ)Qfg,j = Z mﬁij
jENd jENd J

<N Y S Y (8.1

JEN T JENI/N

Consider eigenvalues satisfying (2.5) with o = 3, i.e. p; < (ngl ji)_%/d_l. Let us
d
take N' = {j € N? : TIZ_, j; < Js} with Jg := (N/0?)28+4 and note that in view of (A.6))
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[with I = Jg| we have
N S Jglog™" s = o(N) (8:2)

Furthermore, we also get that

d ap/d+2 , -8 J B
sup P(f)I3S sup | max [ []4i j; il 5
fo€O8 (B) focob(B) | N? jeN H ; gf ; !
-8 4 \B
+ oup (zgl) z(zﬁ) faj]
JEN jEN \i=1

]
< <N> J;ﬁ/d+2B2 —i—J_Q'B/dBQ

~ 0_2
< (/o).
using Lemmas [with r = 48/d + 2, s = 23 and J = Jg| and [with s = 23 and

J=Js.
Moreover, in view of Lemma and v; <1
0'2 2 0’2 d_l 2 ;2['3 2 d—l
N Z RS Njﬁ (log J3)" " = (N/o*)2+d (log(N/c?))" .
jeNd

—23
Finally we show that the remaining term is dy = o( N 27 ). Let us take

d
= {jeNd: Hjigf} with]:]g_l()(zy;)l,
n

2
iy m=log fred

where (ZjeNd ij) > 1 holds because m is small enough. Note that in

- N
m2log?~ 1 (n/m

-1
view of Lemma |A.8| the cardinality of 7 satisfies |Z| < =~ < > jend V?) , hence it satisfies

the cardinality assumption on Z. Then in view of Lemma [A-8 and Lemma [AJ5]

SNSNY i > w SN v et T

JENT gL 4>T jeNd
_ 28/d+1 _
< N! 2,6’/dm45/d( Z VJQ) / (log N)2B+d 1
jENd

SJ N2—2ﬁ/dm4ﬁ/d(log N)Qﬁ-i-d—l‘

28 28—3d
The right hand side is of order o( N~ 4+28) for allm = o(/N ## ) with 8 > 3d/2. Combining
the above inequality with Theorem concludes the proof for the polynomially decaying
eigenvalues.

8.2 Proof of Corollary

For arbitrary index set N' C N¢ we get that

-B d B
~ 0—4 d d .
sup [[P(fo)ll3 < sup [ max < ji| ez i | 13
focOB(B) foees(p) | V2 JeN ; ]%:v ; !
d —B d B
JEN \i=1 JEN \i=



We deal with the two terms on the right hand side separately. Note that the function
x> 17229 is convex on [1,J,], for J, = a"'log(N/o?) with a < 1, and achieves its
maximum at one of the end points. Let us take the set N'= {j € N : Zle Ji < Jo} and
note that

V] < a%log? N = o(N), (8.4)

by the lower bound on a. Furthermore, by noting that (Z?zl ji)? < dzgzl j2, the maxi-

mum of the last display over N is bounded from above by

d -5 d 28

E 2 200 1 ji < E 3 204 1 ji < —28 ,2aJa
max : e i=1 max e i=1 14+ J “Pe .
jGN (zl jl) ~ ]EN — j'l/ ~ a

The second term in (8.3) is directly bounded from above by J, #p2, Therefore, by
combining the inequalities above,

5 2 < ot -1 2y —28
IP(folll2 S 775 + (@™ log(N/a%)) ™. (8.5)
Moreover, in view of Lemma [ATf]
2 2 2
% Z vj = %Jc‘f = %a‘d log?(N/o?). (8.6)

jENd

For a := (N/JZ)_ﬁ log(N/o?) both of the preceding displays are bounded from above
by a multiple of (N/O'2>_%.

Finally, we show that the remainder term 0y is of lower order than (N/ 02)_%. We
take Z = {j € N*: "0, j; < I}, with T = N4 (m? > jend yf)_l/d. Then it is easy to
see that [Z| < I? < N(m? > jend yjz)_l holds. Note that |Z| > 1 holds because m is small

enough. Furthermore, in view of the upper bound p(i,d) < %(2:11) +1/2 < i% on the d
partition of 7 € N, we get that

5NSNZV?ZNZ§nZV?Zide—ai

jENd  feZe jENd i1
_ n\2 _ _
<nlde ! Z z/j2 < (E) e~ (logn)~L. (8.7)
jENd

Since 5 > d/2, we have

1
N\ 2+ NN i o/ 2\—1/d
al = <02> log <02) Nim~?/ ( g 1/]-)

jENd
28—d
> N @A) gy 2/ log N > Llog N.

B—d/2
Hence the right hand side of (8.7)) is o(N~1), for arbitrary L > 0, when m = o( N 28+ )

concluding the proof of the corollary using Theorem [3.2]

8.3 Proof of Corollary

We proceed by proving that the conditions of Theorem [£.1]hold for this choice of the kernel
and the parameters, which directly provides us the statements.
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Let us take N = {j € N : %, ji < Ju} with J, := (N/0?)V/(@+29) in [81). The
cardinality of this set is o(/N), see (8.2). Furthermore, in view of a < f3,

3 4 d d - d
swp [P} S sup []‘;%{(Hﬁ)“ T () R,
=1

fo€OB(B) Jfo€©#(B) i=1 JEN =1

- zyz iy (ij?)ﬁfg,j]

JEN JEN =1

~ 0_2

N724d72d22 —28/d p2 2y =28
S| =) JaveEelipE g g 2PlB? < (Nfo?)zara.

Then, in view of Lemma, vj <1 and the preceding display,

—_2a_ d—1
N 2a+d N ~
S = Tt = (5) T (1 (5)) 2 s 1Pl

jeNd foe®F(B)

when a < 5. Finally in view of Corollary we have that

b= 25) - o T ).

jENd

finishing the proof of the corollary.

8.4 Proof of Corollary

We again prove that the conditions of Theorem [£.1 hold in this setting.
In view of assertions and (8.6]), we get for a < ( )1/ @2h+d) og (g) that

||P fo)ll Z Vj-
]ENd

Furthermore, the cardinality of the set {j € N¢ : p;N > o2} is o(N), see (8.4).
Finally, in view of Corollary Oon = o(N~¢), hence the condition oy = 0(”—]\? > jend yj)
of Theorem [4.1] also holds, concluding the proof.

A Technical lemmas

Lemma A.1. Consider the local regression problem (3.1)) for arbitrary k € {1,...,m} and
let g € Lo(X). Then there exists a universal constant C' not depending on g such that

Bo[[(Fo P (23 gx 0K o0 — ExloOKX)|) < TlolB v (a)
i=1 jeNd

where X is a uniform random variable on X, and v;’s are the eigenvalues of the operator
F.

Proof. For simplicity we omit the reference to the local k machine in the proof by writing

k .
X;= X" Let g = 5, cna g0 € La(X). Since g(X)Kx = ¥ pewa tigrthy (X)tow(X));
and (¢;) jena is an orthonormal basis of Lo(X), we have Ex[g(X)Kx| = > cna 1959;-
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Furthermore, the linearity of the operator F' o F~! implies that F o F~!(g(X)Kx) =
Zj,kENd Vigk¥; (X)), (X)wj, providing

FoF~ (EX Z vigivj,

jENd
RYARY Im =
NS D g(X)Kx) = = > Fo P (g(X)Kx,)
=1 =1

:%Z S gt (X (X . (A2)

i=1 j kend
Then using the inequality (a + b)? < 2(a? + b?) we get

2

EOH(FOF ( Zg DKy, — Exlg (X)KX])H2

—EOH > vigrti (= ZI/JJ 5jk)Hz

jkGNd
-y ;on(g,(Xi)wj(Xi) ~g;)°
jend
2(C2 4+ 1|93
<2Z ( X3 (Xq) + ?)S%MZV?’
jENd jens

finishing the proof of the statement.
O

Lemma A.2. Consider the local regression problem (3.1) for arbitrary k € {1,...,m}.
Then for any finite index set T C N, |Z| < N© and data dependent function gk xn
R, [|§®)]|2 < N, for some C > 0,

Bul[(Fo P)(2 3 60 (XK 0 - Exla®(0) K]
=1

|Z|log N . Lk -
S TR Y BBV + Bollag 5 Yo v Y met NTOL (A3)
jeNd jENd  (eTe

where X is a uniform random variable on X, v;’s are the eigenvalues of the operator F,
Cy can be chosen arbitrarily large, and g(’?(-) = Zjezc @5“1/}1()

Proof. For simplicity we omit the reference to the kth local problem and write X; = Xi(k)
and § = §®). Let us next define the event

Az = {(Xl,..., cam: ( Z% 5]-5)2 < w,w e I}.

(A4)
Note that by Hoeffding’s inequality, for arbitrary ¢ € Z,

8C2C'log N
Ps,) < 12P(( ij )=o)t > =)
4CiClogN}

< 2/7fexp { - z O(|Z|N 3.
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Then using (a + b)? < 2a% + 2b? and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

Bo|[(Fo F (Zg DEKx, - Exls (X)KXDHz

= 5| 3 3 g zwj )50

jENC feNd

<5 Y A(Xal Z¢j<xi>we<xi>—6je))2

jENd el

—i—EoZ (Z‘ge‘ Cw"‘l))

jENd LeTe

S B0 Y0 VTS R D i (Xie(X0) - 830)
=1

jENd el

+ Z ng Z e Eo Z @?N[l

jENd  fleTe leze

8C2C\I\ log N
< Z 1/2E0H9H2<— IA;I‘I’) +E0”916H%5 Z VJZ Z fre
jEN jent - tere

|Z| log N . . -
< PO S al3 + Eolaae 3 Y2 v2 S e+ OV0),

jeNd jeNd  (eZe

where C' can be chosen arbitrarily large, concluding the proof of our statement.

Lemma A.3. There exists C > 0 such that

Eol|[KLE fm — F(K )3, < C Y v2.
jENd

Proof. First note that
1K m = PG|, < 2m 2| KPR, + 20 F(KL) |15
The second term on the right hand is bounded by
VPG5 = D2 i) < CF 3 myvi S 5 ).
jeNd jeNd jeNd

Since f{i;&“ is a KRR estimator, we get that

o N - k k
Eoo? | K% < Eo( D(EENX™M) = Ko(x™))? + 02 K
=1

< By S FU)ED) - Ko (X2 + 02 P 1)
=1

< ZEoP X)) + PN = 03 ),

where the last inequality follows from ([7.27)).
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Lemma A.4. Assume that the eigenvalues ;i of the covariance kernel K satisfy Z end i <
00, |[{j € N¢: ;N > 02} < N, and 0 > ¢ > 0. Then the expectation of the posterior
variance is of the following order

EoEx Var (f(X)|Dy) AJ2Z

eNd + NN

where the expectation Ex corresponds to the random variable X ~ U[0,1]? and the multi-
plicative constant depends on ZjeNd ;i and c.

Proof. 1t is shown in Section 6 of [27] that the expectation of the posterior variance, named
“generalization error”, is bounded from below as follows

EyEx Vi Dy > o o?
oEx Var (f(X)] a EZNdO_2+NMEX¢2 EZNdU2_|_N’u

In [I3], it has been shown that for stationary GPs, for any J C N¢, with |J| < N, the
learning curve is bounded from above by

EyEx Var (f Z My — NZ 'uj

jENd JjeT ]

where
¢j=(N-Duj+o+ Y py
jENd

Let us take J = {j € N% : p; N > 02} and by assumption its cardinality is bounded
by N. Then

ITEES SE S SN S

jeNd JjeJ € JjeTJ < j¢T
ieNd Hj +0°
Z“JZ d]M T2t +Z“J
jeg jeNd B Hi i¢T
ene Hj/0% +1
< 52 ) JeNd 4902
_UZ’LL] 02+ujN 0202+uj
JjeT
DD
N’
jeNd —|—,u,

concluding our proof.
O

Lemma A.5. Forv;, j € N9, defined in (3.5) with eigenvalues w; polynomially decaying
according to Assumption[2.9 and k € N,

Z 1/]’<C = Ja logd*1 Ja,
jENd

where Jo = (N/UQ)#EH!.
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Proof. Let N := {j € N : nu; > 0%} = {j e N¢: H?:l ji < CJ,} and we apply Lemma
[with Z=N, I=CJ, and v = k(2a/d + 1) — 1]. First, we prove the upper bound,

Npij)*
> 4=

jENd jENd
Nk k
<Y+ () Yu
JEN JEN

N\ k
5 Ja(log Ja)dfl + (ﬁ) J(;k(Qa/d+1)+1(log Ja)dfl

< Ja(log Jo)*
The lower bound follows similarly,
N \k AN _ —
S vz () 30k 2 (B0 e g 1) 2, (log )
jeNd JEN
O

Lemma A.6. Forv;, j € N, defined in (3.5) with eigenvalues ;i exponentially decaying
according to Assumption[2. withb=1, a <1 and k € N,

D v =i
jeNd
where J, = a~!log(N/o?).

Proof. Let Ny = {j e N*: Ny; > 02} = {j e N*: 2% j; < J, + ¢/a} with ¢ > 0 a
positive constant. Then it is easy to see that |[Ny| < 2¢J2. Moreover, we will show by
induction on d that

. —k
Z ek i di < a*d<ﬁ2) logd=1(N/o?).
JENG 7
Let us start with the case d = 1. We can directly see that

ak

—k
—akj —akJ, € -1 N
ki < oot (MY
; - etk —1 7~ o2

J a

Now, assume that our assumption holds for d and consider the case d + 1, then

g efak ijill Ji S./ E eia’k Z?:l Ji E eiakjd+1

JENG+1 J1:4€N? Jar1>max(Ja—3%L | 5:,0)

. ek
< § : (e_akzizlji A e—akJa)
~ eak _ 1
J1:4€Nd

S.; § : aflefakJa_i_ § : aflefakz‘iizlji
J1:4€Ng J1:d¥Na
NNk Nk
-1 —d—1 d—1 2
<a Wd\(g) ta (ﬁ) log ' (N/0?)
N\ —k
< %4(7) lood( N /o2
s ot (3 gt v/,

which concludes the induction proof.
Using these two results, we can easily show that

NNk ek _ _
S Y 1+ (5) X e ERI SN+ a g (nfo?) S U

JjeNd FENa JENg
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On the other hand, we can show by induction that for all J > d, the cardinality of
Ny:={jeN: Z?Zl Ji < J} is bounded from below as follows

INg| > (J —d)¢/d.

Note that it holds trivially for d = 1. Now assume it holds for d, then we can write Ny
as a partition as follows

d+1 J—d
Napr={G e N> " < Ty = [ e N jigg =4 Zyk<J—z}
k=1 =1 k=1

According to our induction assumption, the cardinality of all these subsets are bounded
from below by (J —d —4)¢/d!, hence we have

(J — d—z) J=d (J—d—t)? (J —d—1)4t!
N T s

which concludes our induction proof. Using this result, we can now show that

Sz Y 1=l 2

jeNd JEN
concluding the proof. O

Lemma A.7. For arbitrary fo € l2(L) we get that
Eol Af{PI3 < CN,
for some universal constant C' > 0.

Proof. First note that

AL, < 20 £ 13, + 201E(fo) 13-

For fp € ¢2(L) the second term on the right hand is bounded by

_ N2y,
IE(fo)ll5, = Z Hj ! 2f0,j = Z (RS J 2 < NL?/o>.

2 270, =
o4+ u; N
jENd jENd Hi )

Then by the definition of ﬁ(lk) we get that

oI FNZ, < STEPE) - v 4 6?2,

=1
< (DU ED) = fo(x ™) = )2 + 2 P (fo) )
=1
< Qiﬁ(fo)z(ka)) + 2i<s§’“>2 + (| F(fo)llZ,- (A.5)
=1 =1

We conclude the proof by taking the expectation of both sides

o Eoll fP13, < 37 EoP(£0)2 (X)) + Y ()2 + 0| P (fo) |3, = O(N).
j= i=1
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Lemma A.8. The cardinality of the set
If,d:{j:(jb ’]d H]’L <I} (A6)

satisfies that |y 4| < 291 10g?" 1 I. Furthermore,

S L = 1o (A7)

JELE ,i=1
for some universal constants depending only on ~v and d.

Proof. We prove both statement by induction, starting with the first one. For d = 1 it
is trivial. Let us assume that it holds for d and consider the case d + 1. We distinguish
cases according the value of jgi1. If jgi1 = 1, then H?Zl ji < I holds, if jgr1 = 2, then
H?:l Ji < I/2 holds, and so on. Hence we can write that

I
Z1 a+1] < Z Z1/jap0.d] <

Ja+1=1 Ja+1=1

I
< 24 < 2% T10g?T,
Z Jd+1 ]d+1

where in the last inequality we have used that Y ;" ; 1/i < 1+logn < 2logn.

Note again that for d = 1 the second statement holds trivially (using Riemann sums
for instance). Then assume that it holds for d and consider the case d + 1. First we deal
with the upper bound, where we note that

d+1
> i = Z il > Hf” 1
JELT gyn 't Jat1=1 JeL I/Jd+1d
T Z JdJlel_[z:f7 1
Jar1=1 1=17;=1
S Z Jan I (log(I/jar1)) )+ Z Ja
Ja+1=1 Jay1=1

< I (log 1% Z o+ 177 < I logd(D).
Ja+1=1
Finally, it remained to deal with the lower bound. First note that it is sufficient to show
the result for I > C, for some C' large enough (depending only on d, ). Then by noting
that for z > %1 the function z=*log?~! 2 is monotone decreasing, we get that

d+1
- 1 —v—1 —y—
Sl | ERRE o ZHJ”
JEL} g4 =1 Jar1=1 T€LE ) gp1.d =
I I
2 ‘”( > dghogntt— ) j;ﬁl(logjdﬂ)d‘l)
ch»l:l jd+1:1
I (i 1
EI'Y((lOgI)dl/ v e — Z Jgi1(log japr)
o=l Jd+1=1
I
—/ x_l(logm)d_ldaﬁ)
r=ed—1
> 17 ((log I)! = Cay — (log 1)*/2)) 2 17 (log 1),
concluding the proof of our statement. O
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Lemma A.9. There exists an event Aﬁf) such that for any 0y € Loo(L) and N < n©1, for
some Cy > 1 there exist constants Cy, C3 > 0 such that

o

S B 1, 2

C
< 2
‘21A£Lk)7n ,

Efo

Proof Let us take A% = = {30 (g e® )2 < n¢}, for arbitrary Cy > 1. Then in view of
we have on the event A; ) that

IAFF 2 < 112 + I (fo)lle S NY? 4+ 0 4 L < nVar/2,
Furthermore, note that

IAS = Fo =t o SPE(fo) 5 S IALPIE + 1F o F~1o ST (F(fo))13

< N+Z<a§’”>2 + N2 SE(E(fo))]13.
=1

Furthermore from the definition of &(Lk)’ the boundedness of X and || K||cc = O(1) we
get that

SWEG)| <

n 2

N - 2 1

WE)|_ < (n§ :|a§‘“’r> + I foll
i=1

1 ¢ (k)\2
< - E : 1.

i=1
Finally, since W,, = Z?_I(E(k))z ~ X2, note that for n large enough

1

n/2 fx/2d < —n%0 /3
{x>n00} 2n/21—\(n/2)x e r S e )

ElW >nCO WTL —
reulting in

N ~ ~ - 2
By AR~ Fo B o SOE()| 1 0, S VN < e

~

for large enough n, concluding the proof of the lemma.

Lemma A.10. Let r,s > 0 such that r > s/d and f : [1,00)? — R defined as

Then, f is bounded from above by d—*J"5/% on the set N := {z € [1,00)% : ngl x; < J}
with J > 1.

Proof. From the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means, we know that for all x €
[1,00)7

d d 1/d
i=1 =1

Thus, we can bound f from above by

d r—s/d
d=* (H 1),) < d*SJrfs/d’
i=1

on N concluding the proof. O
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Lemma A.11. Let s > 0 and f : [1,00)¢ = R defined as
d
fla) =0 =)™
i=1

Then f is bounded from above by d=°J /% on the set N := {z € [1,00)? : H’Zflzl x; > J}
with J > 1.

Proof. Since f is differentiable on its domain, we can compute its gradient

d

(Vf)e=—s>_m)*' <0,

=1

for all £ € {1,...,d}. Thus, the function attains its maximum at H?Zl x; = J. At the
maximum point, in view the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means, 2?21 xTp >

1/d
d (Hle xl> = dJ'4. The statement of the lemma follows by raising both sides to the
—S power. O
References

[1] BANERJEE, S., GELFAND, A., O'FINLEY, A., AND SANG, H. Gaussian predictive

process models for large spatial data sets. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society:
Series B (Statistical Methodology) 70, 4 (2008), 825-848.

[2] BELITSER, E. On coverage and local radial rates of credible sets. Ann. Statist. 45, 3
(06 2017), 1124-1151.

[3] BENYI, A., AND OH, T. The sobolev inequality on the torus revisited. Publicationes
Mathematicae Debrecen 83 (2013), 359-374.

[4] BERLINET, A., AND C. THOMAS-AGNAN, C. RKHS and Stochastic Processes.
Springer US, 2004, pp. 55—108.

[5] BHATTACHARYA, A., PaTI, D., AND DUNSON, D. Anisotropic function estimation
using multi-bandwidth gaussian processes. Annals of statistics 42, 1 (2014), 352.

[6] BHATTACHARYA, A., PATI, D., AND YANG, Y. Frequentist coverage and sup-norm
convergence rate in gaussian process regression. arXiv e-prints (2017).

[7] Burr, D. R., RAsMUSSEN, C. E., AND VAN DER WILK, M. Rates of convergence
for sparse variational Gaussian process regression. In International Conference on
Machine Learning (2019), PMLR, pp. 862-871.

[8] CasTIiLLO, I., AND NICKL, R. Nonparametric BernsteinAg-von Mises theorems in
gaussian white noise. Ann. Statist. 41, 4 (08 2013), 1999-2028.

[9] CoBos, F., KUHN, T., AND SICKEL, W. Optimal approximation of multivariate pe-
riodic Sobolev functions in the sup-norm. Journal of Functional Analysis 270 (2015).

[10] CRrESSIE, N. Statistics fo spatial data. John Wiley & Sons, 2015.

[11] CurRIN, C., MITCHELL, M., MORRIS, M., AND YLVISAKER, D. Bayesian prediction
of deterministic functions, with applications to the design and analysis of computer
experiments. Journal of the American Statistical Association 86, 416 (1991), 953-963.

[12] DEISENROTH, M., AND NG, J. W. Distributed Gaussian processes. In Proceedings
of the 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning (Lille, France, 07-09 Jul
2015), F. Bach and D. Blei, Eds., vol. 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research,
PMLR, pp. 1481-1490.

38



[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]
[19]

[20]

[21]
[22]

23]

[24]
[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[29]
[30]

[31]

FERRARI-TRECATE, G., WILLIAMS, C., AND OPPER, M. Finite-dimensional ap-
proximation of gaussian processes. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems (1998), M. Kearns, S. Solla, and D. Cohn, Eds., vol. 11, MIT Press.

GHOSAL, S., AND VAN DER VAART, A. Fundamentals of nonparametric Bayesian
inference, vol. 44. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

GiBBs, N., JrR, W. P., AND STOCKMEYER, P. An algorithm for reducing the
bandwidth and profile of a sparse matrix. SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 13, 2 (1976), 236—
250.

GUHANIYOGI, R., L1, C., SAVITSKY, T. D., AND SRIVASTAVA, S. A divide-and-
conquer bayesian approach to large-scale kriging. arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.09767
(2017).

HabpJ1i, A., AND SZABO, B. Can we trust bayesian uncertainty quantification from
gaussian process priors with squared exponential covariance kernel? SIAM/ASA
Journal on Uncertainty Quantification 9, 1 (2021), 185-230.

HUNTER, J. Distributions and sobolev spaces. Lecture Notes: Analysis Prelim
Workshop, 2013. Department of Mathematics of the University of California Davis.

IsserLIS, L. On certain probable errors and correlation coefficients of multiple fre-
quency distributions with skew regression. Biometrika 11, 3 (1916), 185-190.

KENNEDY, M., AND O’HAGAN, A. Bayesian calibration of computer models. Jour-
nalof the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology) 63, 3 (2001),
425-464.

KNAPIK, B., VAN DER VAART, A. W., AND VAN ZANTEN, J. H. Bayesian inverse
problems with gaussian priors. Ann. Statist. 39, 5 (2011), 2626-2657.

Kocuan, J. Modelling and control of dynamic systems using Gaussian process mod-
els. Springer, 2016.

MALLASTO, A., AND FERAGEN, A. Learning from uncertain curves: The 2-
Wasserstein metric for Gaussian processes. In Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 30, 1. Guyon, U. V. Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus,
S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, Eds. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017, pp. 5660-5670.

MATHERON, G. The intrinsic random functions and their applications. Advances
inapplied probability 5, 3 (1973), 439-468.

MitcHELL, T., SACKS, J., WELCH, W., AND WYNN, H. Design and analysis of
computer experiments. Statistical science (1989), 409-423.

NIEMAN, D., SZABO, B., AND VAN ZANTEN, H. Contraction rates for sparse varia-
tional approximations in gaussian process regression. arXiv preprint arXiw:2109.10755
(2021).

OPPER, M., AND VIVARELLI, F. General bounds on bayes errors for regression
with gaussian processes. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems I1,

M. Kearns, S. Solla, and D. Cohn, Eds. MIT Press, 1999, pp. 302-308.

QUINONERO-CANDELA, J., AND RASMUSSEN, C. E. A unifying view of sparse
approximate gaussian process regression. J. Machine Learning Research 6 (2005),
1939-1959.

RAsMUSSEN, C., AND WILLIAMS, C. Gaussian processes for machine learning. MIT
Press, Boston, 2006.

RAY, K. Adaptive bernstein-von mises theorems in gaussian white noise. Ann. Statist.
45,6 (12 2017), 2511-2536.

ROUSSEAU, J., AND SzABO, B. Asymptotic behaviour of the empirical bayes poste-
riors associated to maximum marginal likelihood estimator. Ann. Statist. 45 (2017),

833-865.

39



[32]

[33]
[34]
[35]

[36]

[37]
[38]

[39]

[40]
[41]
[42]

[43]

[44]
[45]

[46]

RousseAu, J., AND SzABO, B. Asymptotic frequentist coverage properties of
Bayesian credible sets for sieve priors. The Annals of Statistics 48, 4 (2020), 2155 —
2179.

SAAD, Y. Sparskit: a basic tool kit for sparse matrix computations, 1990.

ScoTT, S., BLOCKER, A., BoNass, F., CHIPMAN, H., GEORGE, E., AND McCUL-
LOCH, R. Bayes and big data: The consensus monte carlo algorithm. International
Journal of Management Science and Engineering Management 11, 2 (2016), 78-88.

SNIEKERS, S., AND VAN DER VAART, A. Adaptive Bayesian credible sets in regression
with a Gaussian process prior. FElectron. J. Stat. 9, 2 (2015), 2475-2527.

SRIVASTAVA, S., CEVHER, V., DINH, Q., AND DUNSON, D. WASP: Scalable Bayes
via barycenters of subset posteriors. In Proceedings of the Eighteenth International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (San Diego, California, USA, 09—
12 May 2015), G. Lebanon and S. V. N. Vishwanathan, Eds., vol. 38 of Proceedings
of Machine Learning Research, PMLR, pp. 912-920.

STEIN, M. Interpolation of Spatial Data: some theory for kriging. Springer Science
& Business Media. 2012.

SzZABO, B., AND VAN ZANTEN, H. An asymptotic analysis of distributed nonpara-
metric methods. Journal of Machine Learning Research 20, 87 (2019), 1-30.

SzABO, B. T., VAN DER VAART, A. W., AND VAN ZANTEN, J. H. Frequentist
coverage of adaptive nonparametric Bayesian credible sets. Annals of Statistics 43, 4
(2015), 1391-1428.

Tr1rsias, M. Variational learning of inducing variables in sparse Gaussian Processes.
In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. 2009, pp. 567-574.

TRESP, V. A bayesian committee machine. Neural computation 12, 11 (2000), 2719—
2741.

VAN DER VAART, A., AND VAN ZANTEN, J. H. Bayesian inference with rescaled
Gaussian process priors. Electron. J. Statist. 1 (2007), 433-448.

VAN DER VAART, A., AND VAN ZANTEN, J. H. Information rates of nonparametric
Gaussian process methods. Journal of Machine Learning Research 12 (2011), 2095—
2119.

VAN DER VAART, A. W., AND VAN ZANTEN, J. H. Rates of contraction of posterior
distributions based on Gaussian process priors. Ann. Statist. 36, 3 (2008), 1435-1463.

YANG, Y., AND DUNSON, D. B. Bayesian manifold regression. Ann. Statist. /4, 2
(04 2016), 876-905.

Yoo, W. W., AND GHOSAL, S. Supremum norm posterior contraction and credible
sets for nonparametric multivariate regression. Ann. Statist. 44, 3 (06 2016), 1069—
1102.

40



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Notations

	2 GP regression framework
	2.1 Standard (non-distributed) setting

	3 Distributed Gaussian Process regression
	3.1 Optimal Distributed Methods
	3.1.1 Method I
	3.1.2 Method II

	3.2 Posterior contraction rate

	4 Distributed uncertainty quantification
	5 Simulation study
	6 Discussion
	7 Proofs of the main results
	7.1 Kernel Ridge Regression in non-distributed setting
	7.2 Kernel Ridge Regression in distributed setting
	7.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2
	7.3.1 Proof of (7.7)
	7.3.2 Proof of (7.8)

	7.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1
	7.5 Proof of Theorem 4.1
	7.5.1 Non-distributed setting
	7.5.2 Distributed setting


	8 Proof of the Corollaries
	8.1 Proof of Corollary 3.3
	8.2 Proof of Corollary 3.4
	8.3 Proof of Corollary 4.2
	8.4 Proof of Corollary 4.3

	A Technical lemmas

