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Abstract

We propose a novel Bayesian approach for the adaptive and online estimation of the frequency
distribution of a finite number of categories under the local differential privacy (LDP) frame-
work. The proposed algorithm performs Bayesian parameter estimation via posterior sampling
and adapts the randomization mechanism for LDP based on the obtained posterior samples.
We propose a randomized mechanism for LDP which uses a subset of categories as an input
and whose performance depends on the selected subset and the true frequency distribution. By
using the posterior sample as an estimate of the frequency distribution, the algorithm performs
a computationally tractable subset selection step to maximize the utility of the privatized re-
sponse of the next user. We propose several utility functions related to well-known information
metrics, such as (but not limited to) Fisher information matrix, total variation distance, and
information entropy. We compare each of these utility metrics in terms of their computational
complexity. We employ stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics for posterior sampling, a com-
putationally efficient approximate Markov chain Monte Carlo method. We provide a theoretical
analysis showing that (i) the posterior distribution targeted by the algorithm converges to the
true parameter even for approximate posterior sampling, and (ii) the algorithm selects the op-
timal subset with high probability if posterior sampling is performed exactly. We also provide
numerical results that empirically demonstrate the estimation accuracy of our algorithm where
we compare it with nonadaptive and semi-adaptive approaches under experimental settings with
various combinations of privacy parameters and population distribution parameters.

Keywords: Local differential privacy, frequency distribution, adaptive estimation, posterior
sampling, stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics
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1 Introduction

Frequency distributions are encountered in many applications that involve personal and private
data. Suppose a type of sensitive information is represented as a categorical random variable X
which has a population distribution denoted by Cat(f), where 6 is a K-dimensional probability
vector.

In this paper, we propose an adaptive and online algorithm to estimate 6 in a Local Differ-
ential Privacy (LDP) framework, when X is unobserved and instead, we have access to a ran-
domized response Y derived from X. In the LDP framework, a central aggregator receives priva-
tized /perturbed data from each user and uses this noisy data for inferential tasks. In that sense,
LDP differs from standard DP framework (Dwork, 2006) where the aggregator privatizes opera-
tions on the sensitive dataset after it collects the sensitive data without noise. Hence LDP can be
said to provide a stricter form of privacy and is used in cases where the aggregator may not be
trustable (Kasiviswanathan et al., 2011). This feature of LDP makes it especially useful for users of
social media platforms and cloud computing services where the central aggregator is more prone to
leakage of personal information with or without the knowledge of the company that aggregates the
data. Below we give a more formal definition of e-LDP as a property that concerns a randomized
mechanism.

Definition 1 (Local differential privacy). A randomized mechanism M : X — Y satisfies e-LDP

if the following inequality holds for any pairs of inputs x,2’ € X, and for any output (response)
yey:

e o B(M(@)=y)

~ PM(@') =)

The definition of LDP is almost the same as that of global DP. The main difference is that, in
the global DP, neighboring inputs x, 2’ are two datasets that differ in only one record; whereas in
LDP, z,2’ pairs are two different data points from the same domain. In Definition 1, € > 0 is the
privacy parameter. A smaller € value provides stronger privacy.

One main challenge in most differential privacy settings is to decide on the randomized mech-
anism. In the case of LDP, this is how an individual data point X should be randomized. For a
given randomized algorithm, too little randomization may not guarantee the privacy of individual
users; whereas too severe randomization deteriorates the utility of the output of the randomized
algorithm. Balancing these conflicting objectives (privacy vs utility) is the main goal of the research
on estimation under privacy constraints.

While sequential observation of the individual points in a dynamic/online setting may make
the estimation task under the LDP constraint harder, it may offer an opportunity to adapt the
randomized mechanism in time to improve the estimation quality. Motivated by that, in this paper,
we address the problem of online Bayesian estimation of a frequency distribution (#) under e-LDP,
while at the same time choosing the randomization mechanism adaptively so that the utility is
improved continually in time.

< et

Contribution: This paper presents AAOBEst-LDP: a novel methodological framework for Adap-
tive Online Bayesian Estimation with LDP. A flowchart diagram of AdOBEst-LDP is given in Fig-
ure 1 to expose the reader to the main idea of the framework. AdOBEst-LDP seeks to adapt its
randomized response mechanism to past data to generate the ‘most informative’ responses about
0 while maintaining e-LDP for all users. AdOBEst-LDP uses a randomized mechanism, called
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Figure 1: Flowchart diagram of AdOBest-LDP

Randomly Restricted Randomized Response (RRRR), to generate randomized responses under e-
LDP. The RRRR mechanism is a generalization of the standard randomized response mechanism
in that it restricts the response to a subset of the sample space of X. The subset used in RRRR is
decided such that the sensitive information X from the next individual is likely contained in that
subset. To ensure this, the subset selection step uses two inputs: (i) a sample for § drawn from the
posterior distribution of € conditional on the past data, (ii) a utility function that scores the infor-
mativeness of the randomized response obtained from RRRR when it is run with a given subset.
To that end, we propose several utility functions to score the informativeness of the randomized
response. The utility functions are based on well-known tools from probability and statistics. The
first utility function is based on the Fisher information of the privatized response (Alparslan and
Yildirim, 2022; Lopuhaé-Zwakenberg et al., 2022; Steinberger, 2024; Yildirim, 2024). We propose
a second utility function based on the entropy of the randomized response. We also propose two
utility functions based on total variation distance. A fifth utility function is proposed based on
the expected squared error of the Bayesian estimator of the sensitive data given the randomized
response. Finally, the last utility function considered is the probability of honest response, i.e.,
Y = X. We provide some insight into those utility functions both theoretically and numerically.
Moreover, we also provide a computational complexity analysis for the proposed utility functions.

We equip AdOBEst-LDP with an online posterior sampling for parameter estimation. Standard
MCMC methods, such as Gibbs sampling, have a computation complexity quadratic in the number
of individuals whose data have been collected. As a remedy to this, similar to Mazumdar et al.
(2020) we propose a stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD)-based algorithm to obtain
approximate posterior samples (Welling and Teh, 2011). By working on subsets of data, the SGLD
scales in time.

The numerical experiments show that AAOBEst-LPD outperforms its non-adaptive counterpart
when run with SGLD for posterior sampling. The results also suggest that the utility functions
considered in this paper are robust and perform well. The MATLAB code at https://github.
com/soneraydin/AdOBEst_LDP can be used to reproduce the results obtained in this paper.

Finally, we provide a theoretical analysis of AAOBEst-LDP. We show two key results:
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(i) The targeted posterior distribution conditional on the generated observations by the adaptive
scheme converges to the true parameter in probability in the number of observations, n. This
convergence result owes mainly to the smoothness and a special form of concavity of the
marginal log-likelihood function of the randomized responses. Another key factor is that the
second moment of the sum up to time n of the gradient of this log-marginal likelihood is

O(n).

(ii) If perfect sampling is used for the posterior sampling stage, the expected frequency of the
algorithm choosing the best subset (according to the utility function) tends to 1 as n goes to
00.

The theoretical results depend on fairly weak, realistic, and verifiable assumptions.

Outline: In Section 2, we discuss the earlier work related to ours. Section 3 presents LDP and the
frequency estimation problem and introduces AdOBEst-LDP as a general framework. In Section
4, we delve deeper into the details of AdOBEst-LDP by first presenting RRRR, the proposed
randomized response mechanism, then explaining how it chooses an ‘optimal’ subset of categories
adaptively at each iteration. Section 4 also presents the utility metrics considered for choosing
these subsets in this paper. In Section 5, we provide the details of the posterior sampling methods
considered in this paper, particularly SGLD. The theoretical analysis of AdOBEst-LDP is provided
in Section 6. Section 7 contains the numerical experiments. Finally, Section 8 provides some
concluding remarks. All the proofs of the theoretical results are given in the appendices.

2 Related Literature

Estimating frequency distributions under the LDP setting has been an increasingly popular research
area in recent years. Along with its basic application (estimation of discrete probabilities from
locally privatized data), it is also used for a wide range of other estimation and learning purposes; to
name a few, estimation of confidence intervals and confidence sets for a population mean (Waudby-
Smith et al., 2023), estimation or identification of heavy hitters (Zhu et al., 2024) (Wang et al.,
2024b) (Jia and Gong, 2019), estimation of quantiles (Cormode and Bharadwaj, 2022), frequent
itemset mining (Zhao et al., 2023), estimation of degree distribution in social networks (Wang et al.,
2024a), distributed training of graph neural networks with categorical features and labels (Bhaila
et al., 2024). The methods that are proposed for e-LDP frequency estimation also form the basis
of more complex inferential tasks (with some modifications on these methods), such as the release
of ‘marginals’ (contingency tables) between multiple categorical features and their correlations, as
in the work of Cormode et al. (2018).

AdOBEst-LDP employs a modified version of the Generalized Randomized Response mechanism
(GRR) to generate the randomized responses. Known also as k-randomized response and direct
encoding, this LDP mechanism (or protocol) is the generalization of the binary randomized response
mechanism for the privatization of categorical data when the number of categories is K > 2. The
basic version of GRR is based on simply flipping the category of a given response with probability
ﬂﬁ or reporting its true category with probability ee:ﬁ This is a well-studied mechanism in
the DP literature, and the statistical properties of its basic version (such as its estimation variance)
can be found in the works by (Wang et al., 2017) and (Wang et al., 2020). For convenience and unity
of terminology, we will call this basic approach as standard randomized response (SRR) mechanism



throughout the paper. Unlike the basic version of SRR, the perturbation probability of responses in
our algorithm changes adaptively, depending on the cardinality of the selected subset of categories
(which we explain in detail in Section 4) for the privatization of real X, and the cardinality of its
complementary set.

The use of information metrics as utility functions in LDP protocols has been an active line
of research in recent years. In the work of Kairouz et al. (2016), information metrics like f-
divergence and mutual information are used for selecting optimal LDP protocols. In the same
vein, Steinberger (2024) uses Fisher Information as the utility metric for finding a nearly optimal
LDP protocol for the frequency estimation problem, and Lopuhaé-Zwakenberg et al. (2022) uses
it for comparing the utility of various LDP protocols for estimation of frequency distributions and
finding the optimal one. In these works, the mentioned information metrics are used statically,
i.e., to choose a protocol once and for all, for a given estimation task. The approaches in these
works suffer from computational complexity for large values of K, because the search space for
optimal protocols there grows in the order of 2%. In some other works, such as Wang et al. (2016),
a randomly sampled subset of size k& < K is used to improve the efficiency of this task, where
the optimal k is determined by maximizing the mutual information between real data and the
privatized data. However, this approach is also static, the optimal subset size k is selected only
once, and the optimization procedure only determines k and not the subset itself. Unlike those
static approaches, AdOBEst-LDP dynamically encompasses the information metric (such as the
Fisher Information matrix and the other alternatives in Section 4.2) to select the optimal subset
for each time step. In addition, in the subset step of AdOBEst-LDP, only K candidate subsets
are compared in terms of their utilities at each iteration, enabling computational traceability. This
way of tackling the problem requires computing the given information metric for only K times at
each iteration. We will provide further details of this approach and elaborate on its computational
advantages in Section 4.2.

Another use of the Fisher Information in the LDP literature is for bounding the estimation error
for a given LDP protocol. For example, Barnes et al. (2020) uses Fisher Information inside van Trees
inequality, the Bayesian version of the Cramér-Rao bound (Gill and Levit, 1995), for bounding the
estimation error of various LDP protocols for Gaussian mean estimation and frequency estimation.
Again, their work provides rules for choosing optimal protocols for a given e in a static way.
As a similar example, Acharya et al. (2023) derives a general information contraction bound for
parameter estimation problems under LDP and shows its relation to van Trees inequality as its
special case. To our knowledge, our approach is the first one that adaptively uses a utility metric to
dynamically update the inner workings of an LDP protocol for estimating frequency distributions.

The idea of building adaptive mechanisms for improved estimation under the LDP has been
studied in the literature, although the focus and methodology of those works differ from ours.
For example, Joseph et al. (2019) proposed a two-step adaptive method to estimate the unknown
mean parameter of data from Gaussian distribution. In this method, the users are split into two
groups, an initial mean estimate is obtained from the perturbed data of the first group, and the
data from the second group is transformed adaptively according to that initial estimate. Similarly,
Wei et al. (2024) proposed another two-step adaptive method for the mean estimation problem,
in which, the aggregator first computes a rough distribution estimate from the noisy data of a
small sample of users, which is then used for adaptively adjusting the amount of perturbation for
the data of remaining users. While Joseph et al. (2019); Wei et al. (2024) consider a two-stage
method, AdOBEst-LDP seeks to adapt continually by updating its LDP mechanism each time an



individual’s information is collected. Similar to our work, Yildirim (2024) has recently proposed an
adaptive LDP mechanism for online parameter estimation for continuous distributions. The LDP
mechanism of Yildirim (2024) contains a truncation step with boundaries adapted to the estimate
from the past data according to a utility function based on the Fisher information. Unfortunately,
the parameter estimation step of Yildirim (2024) does not scale well in time. Differently from
Yildirim (2024), AdOBEst-LDP focuses on frequency distributions, considers several other utility
functions to update its LDP mechanism, employs a scalable parameter estimation step, and its
performance is backed up with theoretical results.

To avoid potential confusion, we remark that other notions of ‘adaptiveness’ are also used
in the DP literature. For example, Du et al. (2021) used an adaptive scheme to partition the
domain of non-categorical features for a given dataset, to frugally use the privacy budget for
responding to range queries. Similarly, Qardaji et al. (2013) proposed an adaptive method to
partition geospatial data into grids, to answer range queries. As another example of using a
different notion of adaptiveness, da Costa Filho and Machado (2023) proposed an adaptive selection
scheme to choose one of the two well-known frequency estimation protocols, namely GRR and OLH
(optimal local hash), as a step of their main algorithm. Similarly, Zhang et al. (2018) proposed
an adaptive scheme to choose between GRR and OUE (optimized unary encoding) protocols for a
given task of marginal release. Li and Miklau (2012) proposed an adaptive strategy to distribute
the tasks of answering batch queries (which they call workload) in (e, §)-DP setting, to use a given
privacy budget effectively. McKenna et al. (2020) also uses the same notion of adaptiveness for
answering batch queries, but under the e-LDP setting.

3 Problem definition and general framework

Suppose we are interested in a discrete probability distribution P of a certain form of sensitive cat-
egorical information X € X :={1,..., K} of individuals in a population. Hence, P is a categorical
distribution Cat(6*) with a probability vector

0" = (07,....0%) € A,

where A is the (K — 1)-dimensional probability simplex,

K
A= {HGRK:Zszland9k20forke{1,...,K}}.
k=1

We assume a setting where the individuals’ sensitive data are collected privately and sequentially
in time. The privatization is performed via a randomized algorithm that, upon taking a category
index in {1,...,K} as an input, returns a random category index in {1,..., K} such that the
whole data collection process is e-LDP. (See Definition 1 above.) Let X; and Y; be the private
information and randomized responses of individual ¢, respectively. According to Definition 1 for
LDP, the following inequality must be satisfied for all triples (z,2’,y) € X3 for the randomized
mechanism to be e-LDP.

P(Y; = y|X; = ) < eP(Y; = y| X, = o). (1)
The inferential goal is to estimate 8* sequentially based on the responses Y7, Y3, ..., and the mech-
anisms M1, Mo, ... that are used to generate those responses. Specifically, Bayesian estimation is



Algorithm 1: AdOBEst-LDP: Adaptive Online Bayesian Estimation with LDP

1 Initialization: Start with an initial estimator ©g = fnit.

2 fort=1,2,...do

Step 1: Adapting the LDP mechanism: Based on ©;_1, determine the e-LDP
mechanism M, for the next individual according to a utility metric.

4 Step 2: LDP response generation The sensitive information X; of individual ¢ is
shared as Y; using the e-LDP mechanism M;.
5 Step 3: Draw a sample (approximately) from the posterior distribution

@t ~ H('|Y1:ta Ml:t)-

considered, whereby the target is the posterior distribution, denoted by II(df|Y7.,, M1.,), given a
prior probability distribution with pdf () on A.

This paper concerns online Bayesian estimation of § while adapting the randomized mechanism
to improve the estimation utility continually. We propose a general framework called Adaptive
Online Bayesian Estimation with LDP (AdOBEst-LDP), in which the randomized mechanism at
time t + 1 is adapted to the data collected until time ¢t. AdOBEst-LDP is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 is fairly general and it does not describe how to choose the e-LDP mechanism
M; at time t, nor does it provide the details of the posterior sampling. However, it is still worth
making some critical observations about the nature of the algorithm. Firstly, note that the selection
of the e-LDP mechanism in Step 1 relies on the posterior sample ©;, which serves as an estimator
of the true parameter 6*. As we shall see in Section 4, at Step 1 the ‘best’ e-LDP mechanism
is chosen from a set of candidate LDP mechanisms according to a utility function. This step is
relevant only when Oy is a reliable estimator of #*. In other words, Step 1 ‘exploits’ the estimator
©;. Moreover, the random nature of posterior sampling prevents having too much confidence in
the current estimator ©; and enables a certain degree of ‘exploration’. In conclusion, Algorithm 1
utilizes an ‘exploration-exploitation’ approach reminiscent of reinforcement learning. In particular,
posterior sampling in Step 3 suggests a strong parallelism between AdOBEst-LDP and the well-
known exploration-exploitation approach called Thompson sampling (Russo et al., 2018).

The details of Steps 1-2 and Step 3 of Algorithm 1 are given in Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

4 Constructing informative randomized response mechanisms

In this section, we describe Step 1 of AAOBEst-LDP in Algorithm 1 where the e-LDP mechanism
M, is selected at time ¢ based on the posterior sample ©;. For ease of exposition, we will drop the
time index ¢t throughout the section and let ©; = 6.

Recall that an e-LDP randomized mechanism is associated with a conditional probability distri-
bution that satisfies (1). An e-LDP mechanism is not unique. One such mechanism, which we call
Standard Randomized Response (SRR), returns Y = X with probability e¢/(e€ + K — 1), otherwise
returns a uniformly random number on {1,..., K}/{X}. The transition law corresponding to the
SRR from X to Y is

ef 1

Forn(Y =yIX =) = e =0 oy

I(z # y).



For subsequent use, we define SRR(e, X') to be the SRR mechanism that operates on a sample space
X with DP parameter €, and SRR(x| K, €) to be its random output when it takes X = x as its input.

We aim to develop an alternative randomized mechanism such that the generated randomized
response Y is more informative about 6* than the one generated by SRR. The main idea is as
follows. Supposing that the posterior sample ©; = € is an accurate estimate of 6%, it is reasonable
to aim for the ‘best’ e-LDP mechanism (among a range of candidates) which would maximize the
(estimation) utility of Y if the true parameter were 6* = 6. We follow this main idea to develop
the proposed e-LDP mechanism.

4.1 The randomly restricted randomized response (RRRR) mechanism

Given ©; = 0 € A, an informative randomized response mechanism can be constructed by consid-
ering a high-probability set S C {1,..., K} for X, and a low-probability set S¢ = {1,...,K}/S for
X. Let og = 0¢(1),...,0¢(K) be a permutation vector for ¢ so that 0,,1) > ... > 0,,(x). Then, a
high-probability set S can be constructed as

S=A{o9(1),...,00(k)}

for some 0 < k < K. Since S contains the indices of the k highest-valued components of 6%, it
is expected to cover a large portion of the total probability for X. This can be the case even for
a small value of k relative to K when the components of §* are not evenly distributed. Hence, a
sensible alternative to SRR would be to confine the randomized response to the set S (unioned by
a random element from S¢ to remain LDP). The expected benefit of this approach is due to (i)
using less amount of randomization since k¥ < K, and (ii) having an informative response since X
belongs S with a high probability.

Based on this approach, we propose the Randomly Restricted Randomized Response (RRRR)
mechanism, given in Algorithm 2. RRRR has three algorithmic parameters: a subset S of {1,..., K}
and two privacy parameters €; and €2 which operates on S and S¢, respectively. Note that when
|S| = 0 and ez = ¢, RRRR reduces to SRR. Theorem 1 states the necessary conditions for €j, € for
RRRR to be e-LDP. A proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix A.1.

Algorithm 2: RRRR: Randomly restricted randomized response mechanism

Input: Sample space size K, a subset S C {1,..., K}, randomization parameters
€1,€2 >0, input X € {1,..., K}
Output: Randomized response Y € {1,..., K}
1 Step 1: Generate U ~ Uniform(S¢) and set

R=U-I(X € S) + SRR(X e, 5 - I(X ¢ S).

2 Step 2: Set Z=X-I(X € S)+ R-I(X € 5°).
3 Step 3: Set Y = SRR(Z|e1, SU{R}).
4 return Y

Theorem 1. RRRR is e-DP if e; < € and

e — {min{e,lneq@:gfl_l} for e —e; < In|S¢ and |S| > 0.

€ else



We elaborate on the behavior of RRRR and the choice of €; and €3 in the light of Theorem 1.
The theorem implies that there is a degree of freedom to choose €; < €, while €3 in (2) is the largest

possible choice given € and ¢;. In RRRR, the probability of an honest response, i.e., X =Y, given
X eSis

€1

e
P Y=X|Xef)=——
RRRR ( | ) ERATIE

which should be contrasted to Psgr(X =Y |X € §) = eefﬁ for SRR. Anticipating that {X € S}

is likely, one should at least aim for a higher probability for Y = X than that of SRR when X € S
for RRRR to be relevant. That is, we would like to choose €; to satisfy Prrrr(X =Y |X € 5) >
Psrr(X =Y |X € 5), which is equivalent to

1> e+1n|S| - In(K —1). (3)

Taking into account also the constraint that €; < € (by Theorem 1), we consider ¢; = ke, where
k € [0,1]. Tt is possible to choose k = 1; however, again by Theorem 1, this requires that e; = 0,
which renders Y completely uninformative when X ¢ S. We suggest taking x a number close to
1, such as 0.9, to ensure (3) with a significant margin. In Section 7, we discuss the choice of k in
more detail.

Example 1 (Numerical illustration). We illustrate the benefit of RRRR and the role of k with
an example. We considered 6 values such that 6;/0;1 is constant for i = 1,..., K — 1. The ratio
0;/0;4+1 controls the degree of ‘evenness’ in #: The smaller ratio indicates a more evenly distributed
0. Note that 6 is already ordered in this example; hence, we consider using S = {1,...,k} which
has the k most likely values for X according to 8. Also, for a given €, we fix €; = 0.9¢ and set €9
according to (2).

Figure 2 shows, for a fixed ¢ and K = 20, and various values of k, the probability of the
randomized response being equal to the sensitive information, i.e., Prrrr(Y = X|0), vs 0;/60;11
when S = {1,...,k} in RRRR. (This probability is considered one of the utility functions presented
in Sections 4.2.1-4.2.2.) Comparing this probability with Psgrr (Y = X10), it can be observed that
RRRR can do significantly better than SRR if & can be chosen suitably. The plots demonstrate
that the “suitable” k depends on 6: While the best k tends to be larger for more even 6, small k
becomes the better choice for non-even 6 (large 6;/0;+1). This is because, when 6;/60;,1 is large,
the probability is concentrated on just a few components, and S with a small k captures most of
the probability. Moreover, the plots for ¢ = 1 and € = 5 also show the effect of the level of privacy.
In more challenging scenarios where ¢ is smaller, the gain obtained by RRRR compared to SRR is
bigger.

4.2 Subset selection for RRRR

RRRR in Algorithm 2 can be used for any S by choosing €1, €2 according to |S|, as suggested by
Theorem 1. In this paper, we assume a fixed k € (0, 1) and set €; = ke; and we focus on the selection
of S. (Note that one can also seek to optimize €1, too. However, this comes with the expense of
additional computation due to the requirement to explore a larger hyperparameter space.)

To formalize the discussion, let RRRR(S, €) be the RRRR mechanism that achieves e-LDP by
using the subset S €; = ke and let RRRR(z|S, €) be its random output when the input is X = z.
Furthermore, let U(0, S, €) be the ‘utility’ (concerning inference) when the true parameter is 0* = 6
and Y = RRRR(X|S,€). One would like to choose S such that randomized response Y maximizes

10
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Figure 2: Prrrr(Y = X|0) vs 0;/0;41 for alli=1,..., K — 1 with K = 20. Left: ¢ =1, Right: ¢ = 5.

U(8, S, €). However, since there are 2% — 1 feasible choices for S, one must confine the search space
for S in practice. As suggested in Example 1, RRRR becomes most relevant when the set S is
chosen to have the indices of the k largest components of 8. Therefore, for a given 6, we confine
the choices for S to

Sor :={09(1),00(2),...,00(k)}, k=1,..., K. (4)

Then the subset selection problem can be formulated as finding

b — s | |
argke{or}.l.%ﬁfl} ( > k}g,e) ( )

Note that the set of solutions considered in (5) covers SRR, obtained with k£ = 0 (leading to S = ()
and €3 = ¢€).
In the subsequent sections, we present six different utility functions and justify their relevance

to estimation; the usefulness of the proposed functions is also demonstrated in the numerical ex-
periments.

4.2.1 Fisher information matrix

The first utility function under consideration is based on the Fisher information matrix at 6 ac-
cording to the distribution of Y given 6. It is well-known that the inverse of the Fisher information
matrix sets the Cramer-Rao lower bound for the variance of an unbiased estimator (Casella and
Berger, 2021). Hence the Fisher information can be regarded as a reasonable metric to quantify the
information contained in Y about 6. This approach is adopted in Lopuhaé-Zwakenberg et al. (2022);
Steinberger (2024) for LDP applications for estimating discrete distributions, and Alparslan and
Yildirim (2022); Yildirim (2024) in similar problems involving parametric continuous distributions.

For a given 0 € A, let F(0;S5,¢) be the Fisher information matrix evaluated at 6 when
X ~ Cat(f) and Y = RRRR(X|S,€). Let gg, be the conditional probability mass function of
the distribution of Y given X according to Y = RRRR(X|S, €), that is,

9s,e(y|z) :=Prrrr(Y = y|X =2)

when Y = RRRR(X|S, €). The following result states F'(0;S,¢€) in terms of gs and 6. The result is
derived in Lopuhaé-Zwakenberg et al. (2022); we also give a simple proof in Appendix A.2. Note
that F'(0;S,¢€) is (K —1) x (K — 1) since § has K — 1 free components and 05 =1 — Zfi}l 0;.
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Proposition 1. The Fisher information matrixz for RRRR is given by
F(0;5,€) = A3 Dy Ase, (6)
where Ag . is a K x (K — 1) matriz whose entries are Ag(i,7) := gs,.e(i|j) — gs,(i|K) and Dy is
a K x K diagonal matrix with elements Dy(i,1) := Z]K:1 9s,(4|7)0;.
We define the following utility function based on the Fisher information

Ui(0,S,€) == —Tr [F~1(6;5,¢)] . (7)

This utility function depends on the Fisher information differently from Lopuhad-Zwakenberg et al.
(2022); Steinberger (2024), who considered the determinant of the FIM as the utility function. The
rationale behind (7) is that the for an unbiased estimator 8(Y') of 8* based on Y = RRRR(X|S, ¢) and
X ~ Cat(6*), the expected mean squared error is bounded by Eg«[||0(Y)—6*[?] < Tr [F~1(6%;.5,€)].
For the utility function in (7) to be well defined, the FIM needs to be invertible. Proposition 2,
proven in Appendix A.2, states that this is indeed the case.

Proposition 2. F(0;S,¢) in (6) is invertible for all € A, S C {1,..., K}, and €1,€e3 > 0.

4.2.2 Entropy of randomized response

For discrete distributions, entropy measures the uniformity. Hence in the LDP framework, a lower
entropy for the randomized response Y implies a more informative Y. Based on that observation,
a utility function can be defined as the negative entropy of the marginal distribution of Y.

K

Ua(0,S,€) := Y Inhg(yl0)hs(yl),
y=1

where hg((y|0) is the marginal probability of ¥ =y given 6,
K
hS,e(y|0) = ng,e(mx)em-
r=1

4.2.3 Total variation distance

The TV distance between two discrete probability distributions p, v on X is given by

V(i v) = 3 3 ) — v(a)]

TEX

We consider two utility functions based on TV distance. The first function arises from the ob-
servation that a more informative response Y generally leads to a larger change in the posterior
distribution of X given Y, 8,

e;t : gS,e(y’x)

—1,... K, 8
hs.(]6) (®)

pS,e(x’yv 0) =
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relative to its prior Cat(6). The expected amount of change can be formulated as the expectation
of the TV distance between the prior and posterior distributions with respect to the marginal
distribution of Y given 6. Then a utility function can be defined as

Us(0,S,¢€) :==Eg [TV (ps.(-|Y,0),Cat(6))]

1 K K ,
§ZZ|956 y|£L‘ hS,e(y|0)91| .
r=1y=1

Another utility function is related to the TV distance between the marginal probability distri-
butions of X given # and Y given #. Since X is more informative about 6 than the randomized
response Y, the mentioned TV distance is desired to be as small as possible. Hence, a utility
function may be formulated as

Us(0,S,€) == —TV(hg,(-|0), Cat(0))
K

= 3 > Ihslile) — 6
=1

4.2.4 Expected mean squared error

One can also wish to choose S such that the Bayesian estimator of X given Y has the lowest
expected squared error. Specifically, given k € {1,..., K} let ex be a K x 1 vector of Os except
that e, = 1. A utility function can be defined based on that as

Us(0,5,€) := —argminEy [|lex — ex(Y)|*] 9)
ex

where Eg [[lex — éx (Y)|[?] is the mean squared error for the estimator éx of ex given Y when
X ~ Cat(f) and Y = RRRR(X|S,¢€), which is known to be minimized when ey is the Bayesian
estimator of ex. Proposition 3 provides an explicit formula for this utility function. A proof is
given in Appendix A.2.

Proposition 3. For the utility function in (9), we have

K K 292
U5(9’ S’ 6) — Z gS7€(y|x) xr 1‘

y=12—1 hS,e(y|9)

4.2.5 Probability of honest response

Our last alternative for the utility function is a simple yet intuitive one, which is the probability of
an honest response, i.e.,

Us(0,S,¢) :=P(Y = X|S5,0). (10)
This probability is explicitly given by

Po(Y = X|S) =P(Y = X|X € S)Py(X € ) + P(Y = X|X ¢ S)Py(X ¢ 9)
:eel+|S|<z;9iJr e + K — \S\—129>
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Recall that, for computational tractability, we confined the possible sets for S to the subsets
{o0(1),...,00(k)}, Kk = 0,..., K — 1 and select S by solving the maximization problem in (5).
Remarkably, if Ug(0, S, €) is used for the utility function, the restricted maximization (5) is equiva-
lent to global maximization, i.e., finding the best S among all the 2% possible subsets S. We state
this as a theorem and prove it in Appendix A.2.

Theorem 2. For the utility function Us(0, S, €) in (10) and Skgs in (4), we have

pnax Us(6, Sko,e) = gcmax Us (0, S, €).

4.2.6 Semi-adaptive approach

We also consider a semi-adaptive approach which uses a fixed parameter a € (0,1) to select the
smallest S in (4) such that Pp(X € Sig) > «, that is, S = {og(1),...,09(k*)} is taken such that

Po(X € {og(1),...,09(k" —1)}) < a and Py(X € {og(1),...,00(k")}) > .

Again, the idea is to randomize the most likely values of X with a high accuracy. The approach
forms the subset S by including values for X in descending order of their probabilities (given by )
until the cumulative probability exceeds «. In that way, it is expected to have set S that is small-
sized (especially when 6 is unbalanced) and captures the most likely values of X. The resulting S
has varying cardinality depending on the sampled 8 at the current time step.

We call this approach “semi-adaptive” because, while it still adapts to #, it uses the fixed
parameter a which is not updated during AdOBEst-LDP. As we will see in Section 7, the best «
depends on various parameters such as €, K, and the degree of evenness in 6.

4.3 Computational complexity of utility functions

We now provide the computational complexity analysis of the utility metrics presented in Section
4.2.1-4.2.5, and that of the semi-adaptive approach in Section 4.2.6, as a function of K. The first
row of Table 1 shows the computational complexities of calculating the utility function for a fixed
S, and the second row shows the complexities of choosing the best S according to (5). To find
(5), the utility function generally needs to be calculated K times, which explains the additional K
factor in the computational complexities in the second row.

The least demanding utility function is Us, that is based on Py(Y = X)), whose complexity is
O(K). Moreover, finding the best S can also be done in O(K) time because one can compute this
utility metric for all k = 0,..., K — 1 by starting with S = () and populating it incrementally. Also
note that the semi-adaptive approach does not use a utility metric and finding k* can be done in
O(K) time by summing the components of 6 from largest to smallest until the cumulative sum
exceeds the given « parameter. So, its complexity is O(K).

For all these approaches, it is additionally required to sort 6 beforehand, which is an O(K In K)
operation with an efficient sorting algorithm like merge sort.

5 Posterior sampling

Step 3 of Algorithm 1 requires sampling from the posterior distribution II(:|Y3.,, S1.n) of 8 given
Y1., and Si.p,, where S; is the subset selected at time ¢ to generate Y; from X;. Let w(0|Y1., S1:1)

14



‘ Fisher Entropy TV; TVs MSE Py(Y = X) Semi-adaptive

Computing utility | O(K?)  O(K?) O(K?) O(K? O(K? O(K) NA

Choosing § | O(K") O(K?® O(K? O(K?) O(K?) O(K) O(K)

Table 1: Computational complexity of utility functions and choosing S

denote the pdf of TI(:|Y7.p,, S1.n). Given Yi., = y1., and S1., = $1., the posterior density can be
written as

7(01y1ms s1:n) o< (0) [ [ sr.c(wel6). (11)
t=1

Note that the right-hand side does not include a transition probability for S;’s because the sampling
procedure of S; given Y7, 1 and Sy.;_1 does mot depend on €. Furthermore, we assume that the
prior distribution 7(6) is a Dirichlet distribution 6 ~ Dir(py,...,px) with prior hyperparameters
pr>0,fork=1,... K.

Unfortunately, exact sampling from the posterior in (11) is difficult. Therefore, we resort to
approximate sampling approaches using MCMC. Below we present two MCMC sampling methods.
The first method is based on SGLD, which works with random small-sized subsamples and therefore
is computationally scalable in n. SGLD is an asymptotically exact MCMC sampling approach,
targeting the posterior distribution approximately. The second method is a Gibbs sampler, an
exact MCMC method unlike the SGLD. However, the computational cost of the Gibbs sampler for
n time steps is O(n?K), making the Gibbs sampler affordable when 7 is small to moderate, but too
expensive for large n. In our numerical experiments, we preferred SGLD due to its computational
advantage over the Gibbs sampler.

5.1 Stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics

SGLD is an asymptotically exact MCMC sampling approach that enables the use of subsamples of
size m < t. A direct application of SGLD to generate samples for 6 from the posterior distribution
in (11) is difficult. This is because 6 lives in the probability simplex A, which makes the task of
keeping the iterates for 6 inside A challenging. We overcome this problem by defining the surrogate
variables ¢1, ..., ¢x with

Ok - Gamma(pg, 1), k=1,..., K,
and the mapping from ¢ to 8 as

o
O i= —F k=1 K 12
(D)k Z]K:1¢j (12)

It is well-known that the resulting (01,...,60x) has a Dirichlet distribution Dir(py, ..., px), which

is exactly the prior distribution 7(#). Therefore, this change of variables preserves the originally

constructed probabilistic model. Moreover, since ¢ = (1, ..., ¢x) takes values in [0, 00)%, we run

SGLD for ¢, where the j’th update is
d)(j)

t = .
— gD 42 <V¢1np(¢(] V) mZWlnp(yuM”‘”)) + Wi, Wi~ N(0,Ik). (13)
=1
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where u = (u1,...,uy) is a random subsample of {1,...,¢}. In (13), the ‘new’ prior and likelihood
functions are

K
¢) = [ [ Gamma(r; ai 1), p(yle) = hs(yl0(6)). (14)

k=1

The reflection in (13) via taking the component-wise absolute value is necessary because each ¢£J )
must be positive. Step 3 of Algorithm 1 can be approximated by running SGLD for some M > 0
iterations. To exploit the SGLD updates from the previous time, one should start the updates at
time t by setting the initial value for ¢ to the last SGLD iterate at time ¢t — 1.

The next proposition provides the explicit formulae for the gradients of the log-prior and the
log-likelihood of ¢ in (13). A proof is given in Appendix A.3.

Proposition 4. For p(¢) and in p(y|¢) in (14), we have

Oéi—l

i

gSe y‘k) gS,e(y|K)
hse(yl0(d))

K-1
(Vo Inp(d)]i = — 1, [Vehplylo)li=>_ J(i.k
k=1

where J is a K x (K — 1) Jacobian matriz whose (i, j)th element is
1 ¢;

JG, ) =10 =j - .
(i,5) =I( J)§:£;1¢k <§:£;1¢k>2

5.2 Gibbs sampling

An alternative to SGLD is the Gibbs sampler, which operates on the joint posterior distribution of
¢ and X1, given Y1., = y1., and S1p = S1u0,

p(evxlzn‘ylznvslzn) X 77(0) [H Hwtgst,e(yt|xt)] .

t=1

The full conditional distributions of Xi.,, and 0 are tractable. Specifically, for X;.,,, we have
n
p(xlsn|y1:n751:na‘9) = Hpst,e(xt“/taa)a (15)

where pg, ((x¢|yt, 0) is defined in (8). Therefore, (15) is a product of n categorical distributions each
with support {1,..., K'}. Furthermore, the full conditional distribution of # is a Dirichlet distribu-
tion due to the conjugacy between the categorical and the Dirichlet distributions. Specifically,

p(9|$1:m Yi:n, Sl:n) Dlr(0|pp08t7 s >pr]){05t)7

where the hyperparameters of the posterior distribution are given by ,opost =pr+ >4 Lz =k)
fork=1,..., K.

Computational load at time ¢ of sampling from ¢ distributions in (15), is proportional to tK,
which renders the computational complexity of Gibbs sampling O(n?K) after n time steps. This
can be computationally prohibitive when n gets large.
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6 Theoretical analysis

We address two questions concerning AAOBEst-LDP in Algorithm 1 when run with RRRR. (i) Does
the targeted posterior distribution based on the observations generated by Algorithm 1 converge
to the true value 0*? (ii) How frequently does Algorithm 1 with RRRR select the optimum subset
S according to the chosen utility function?

6.1 Convergence of the posterior distribution

We begin by developing the joint probability distribution of the random variables involved in
AdOBEst-LDP.

e Given Y7, and Si.,, the posterior distribution II(:|Y1.y, S1.n) is defined such that for any
measurable set A C A, the posterior probability of {§ € A} is given by

_ Jan@) TT, hs, c(y:]6)d0
H(A|)/in, Sln) = fz n(e) Hg;i hst,e(yt|0)d9

o Let Q(:|Y1m, S1:n, On—1) be the probability distribution corresponding to the posterior sam-
pling process for ©,. Note that, if perfect posterior sampling were used, we would have
Q(A|Y1:n, S1:n, On—1) = II(A|Y1., S1.n); however, when approximate sampling techniques are
used to target 1I, such as SGLD or Gibbs sampling, the equality does not hold in general.

(16)

e For 6 € A, let

Sy =A{og(1),...,00(ky)}, kp:= argke{o??i_l} U(0, Sk, €)

be the best subset according to 6, where Sy g = {0g(1),...,00(k)} is defined in (4). Given
©1.+-1 and Y1, Sy depends only on ©;_; and it is given by S; = Sétfl.

Combining all, the joint law of Si.,,, Y1., can be expressed as
Py« (Stm, Yiin) = Hhst,e(ytw*) [/A I(S; = Sk, ,)Q(dO;—1|Y1:4—1, S1:4—1,0i—2) |,  (17)
t=1

where we use the convention that Q(dfo|Y1.0, S1.0,60-1) = dg,,, (dfp) for an initial value Gipi.

The posterior probability in (16) is a random variable with respect to Py« defined in (17).
Theorem 3 establishes that under the fairly mild Assumption 1 on the prior, the II(:|Y1.,, S1.)
converges to 0* regardless of the choice of ) for posterior sampling.

Assumption 1. There exist finite positive constants d > 0 and B > 0 such that n(0)/n(0') < B
for all 0,6 € A whenever ||§ — 6% < d.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 1, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that, for any 0 < a <1 and

the sequence of sets
Qu={0€A:|0—-0><cn 9},

the sequence of probabilities
lim H(inylznaslzn) P_G; 17

n—oo

regardless of the choice of Q.

A proof is given in Appendix A.4.2, where the constant ¢ in the sets €, is explicitly given.
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6.2 Selecting the best subset

Let S* := Sj. be the best subset at 6*. In this part, we prove that, if posterior sampling is
performed exactly, the best subset is chosen with an expected long-run frequency of 1. Our result
relies on some mild assumptions.

Assumption 2. The components of 0" are strictly ordered, that is, 0,,, (1) > ... > U5, (K)-

Assumption 3. Given any S C {1,...,K} ande > 0, U(0,S,¢€) is a continuous function of 6 with
respect to the Lo-norm.

Assumption 4. The solution of (5) is unique at 6*.

Assumption 2 is required to avoid technical issues regarding the uniqueness of S*. Assumptions
3 and 4 impose a certain form of regularity on the utility function.

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumptions 2-4 hold and ©;s are generated by perfect sampling, that is,
Q(A|Y1.4, S1.) = TI(A|Y14, S1.¢) for all measurable A C A. Then,

As a corollary, S* is selected with an expected long-run frequency of 1, that is,
1
lim — " Ep [I(S; = %)) = 1. (19)
The result in (19) can be likened to sublinear regret from the reinforcement learning theory.

7 Numerical results

We tested the performance of AAOBEst-LDP run with RRRR for randomization when the subset S
in RRRR is determined according to a utility function in Section 4.2.! We compared AdOBEst-LDP
when combined with each of the utility functions defined in Sections 4.2.1-4.2.5 with its non-adaptive
counterpart when SRR is used to generate Y; at all steps. We also included the semi-adaptive subset
selection method in Section 4.2.6 into the comparison. For the semi-adaptive approach, we obtained
results for 5 different values of its @ parameter, namely « € {0.2,0.6,0.8,0.9,0.95}.

We ran each method for 50 Monte Carlo runs. Each run contained 7" = 500K time steps. For

each run, the sensitive information is generated as X Ligt Cat(0*) where 0* itself was randomly
drawn from Dirichlet(p, ..., p). Here, the parameter p was used to control the unevenness among
the components of #*. (Smaller p leads to more uneven components in general). At each time
step, Step 3 of Algorithm 1 was performed by running M = 20 updates of an SGLD-based MCMC
kernel as described Section 5.1. In SGLD, we took the subsample size m = 50 and the step-size
parameter a = %. Prior hyperparameters for the gamma distribution were taken pg = 1x. The
posterior sample ©; was taken as the last iterate of those SGLD updates. Only for the last time
step, t = T, the number of MCMC iterations was taken 2000 to reliably calculate the final estimate
6 of 0 by averaging the last 1000 of those 2000 iterates. (This average is the MCMC approximation

!The MATLAB code at https://github.com/soneraydin/AdOBEst_LDP can be used to reproduce the results
obtained in this paper.
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of the posterior mean of 6 given Y1.r and Si.p.) We compared the mean posterior estimate of ¢
and the true value and the performance measure was taken as the TV distance between Cat(6*)

A~

and Cat(6), that is,

| =

K ~
sz‘ — 0. (20)
i=1

Finally, the comparison among the methods was repeated for all the combinations (K X ex €1 X p)
of K € {10,20}, € € {0.5,1,5}, €1 € {0.8¢,0.9¢}, and p € {0.01,0.1,1}.

The accuracy results for the methods in comparison are summarized in Figures 3 and 4 in
terms of the error given in (20). The box plots are centered at the error median and the whiskers
stretch from the minimum to the maximum over the 50 MC runs excluding the outliers. When the
medians are compared, the fully adaptive algorithms, which use a utility function to select S;, yield
comparable results to the best semi-adaptive approach in both figures. As one may expect, the
non-adaptive approach yielded the worst results in general, especially in the high-privacy regimes
(smaller €) and uneven 6* (smaller p). We also observe that, while most utility metrics are generally
robust, the one based on FIM seems sensitive to the choice of ¢; parameter. This can be attributed
to the fact that the FIM approaches singularity when ey is too small, which is the case if € is
chosen too close to €. Supporting this, we see that when €; = 0.8¢, the utility metric based on FIM
becomes more robust. Another remarkable observation is that the utility function based on the
probability of honest response, Ug, has competitive performance despite being the lightest utility
metric in computational complexity. Finally, while the semi-adaptive approach is computationally
less demanding than most fully adaptive versions, the results show it can dramatically fail if its «
hyperparameter is not tuned properly. In contrast, the fully adaptive approaches adapt well to €
or p and do not need additional tuning.

In addition to the error graphs, the heat maps in Figures 5 and 6 show the effect of parameters
p and € on the average cardinality of the subsets S chosen by each algorithm (again, averaged over
50 Monte Carlo runs). According to these figures, increasing the value of p causes an increase in
the cardinalities of subsets chosen by each algorithm (except the nonadaptive one, since it uses all
K categories, rather than a smaller subset). This is expected, since higher p values cause Cat(6*)
to be closer to the uniform distribution, thus causing X to be more evenly distributed among the
categories. Moreover, for small p, increasing the value of € causes a decrease in the cardinalities of
these subsets, which can be attributed to a higher € leading to a more accurate estimation. When
we compare the utility functions for the adaptive approach among themselves, we observe that for
€1 = 0.8¢, the third utility function (TV1) uses the subsets with the largest cardinality (on average).
However, when we increase the €; value to e; = 0.9¢, the second utility function (FIM) uses the
subsets with the largest cardinality. This might be due to the sensitivity of the FIM-based utility
function to the choice of €; parameter that we mentioned before, which affects the invertibility of
the Fisher information matrix when ¢€; is too close to e.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel adaptive framework, AAOBEst-LDP, for online estimation of the
frequency distribution of categorical data under the e-LDP constraint. AdOBEst-LDP, run with
RRRR for randomization, encompasses both the privatization/perturbation of the given data and
the accurate estimation of population parameters from privatized data, in a dynamic way, using
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Figure 5: Average cardinalities of the subsets selected by each method, for K € {10,20}, e1 = 0.8¢
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Figure 6: Average cardinalities of the subsets selected by each method, for K € {10,20}, €1 = 0.9¢
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Bayesian methodology. Our privatization mechanism (RRRR) is distinguished from the baseline
approach (SRR) in a way that it operates on a smaller subset of the categories rather than using all
categories which is often suboptimal in terms of accuracy. Finding the optimal subset for this task
in a static way is a computationally inefficient approach whose complexity is in the order of 2. For
that reason, we employed an adaptive approach to dynamically update the subsets at each iteration,
given the current sample of the population parameter and the privacy parameter. Optimal selection
of these subsets was guided by various alternative utility functions that we used throughout the
paper, and in each of them, their ‘utility’ was based on optimizing a different information metric to
select the most informative subset among all possible combinations, in a computationally tractable
way.

For the posterior sampling of 6 at each iteration, we employed an efficient SGLD-based sampling
scheme on a constrained region, namely the K-dimensional probability simplex. We distinguished
this scheme from Gibbs sampling which uses all of the historical data, which is not scalable to large
datasets.

In the numerical experiments, we demonstrated that AJOBEst-LDP can estimate the popula-
tion distribution more accurately than the non-adaptive approach under experimental settings with
various privacy levels € and degrees of evenness among the components of #*. While the perfor-
mance of AAOBEst-LDP is generally robust for all the utility functions considered in the paper, the
utility function based on the probability of honest response can be preferred due to its much lower
computational complexity than the other utility functions. Our experiments also showed that the
accuracy of the adaptive approach is comparable to that of the semi-adaptive approach. However,
the semi-adaptive approach requires determining an optimal parameter («) in a continuous space,
so the adaptive approach is practically more useful in real-life applications.

Via theoretical analysis, we showed that, regardless of whether the posterior sampling is con-
ducted exactly or approximately, the target posterior distribution of AdOBEst-LDP converges to
the true population parameter 8*. We also showed that, under exact posterior sampling, the best
subset given utility function is selected with probability 1 in the long run.

Note that the observations {Y;};>1 generated by AdOBEst-LDP are dependent. Hence, the the-
oretical work in Section 6 can also be regarded as a contribution to the literature on the convergence
of posterior distributions under dependent observations. Moreover, we have already pointed out a
form of analogy between AdOBEst-LDP and Thompson sampling (Russo et al., 2018). Observe
that posterior sampling is present in both methods and the subset selection step can be likened to
the action step of a reinforcement learning scheme. In that sense, we also believe that the theoret-
ical results can inspire studies on the convergence of dynamic reinforcement learning algorithms,
particularly Thompson sampling.
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A Appendix

A.1 Proofs for LDP of RRRR
Proof of Theorem 1. Let k = |S|. We can write as

eeeleﬁ reSyesSz=y
ﬁ reSyeSr#y
1 1
K—F itk x €S, S
gselyla) = { TR Ve (21)
FTE r¢g SyeS
662+§<27k716661~1#k $¢S’y¢sa$:y
e€2+lg—k—1 eiik v Sy¢SxFy
We will show that when €7, €5 are chosen according to the theorem,
e asdle) _ -

T gselylr') T

for all possible z,2',y € {1,..., K}. When S = (), the proof is trivial; we focus on the non-trivial
case S # (). For the non-trivial case, the transition probability gs(y|x) requires checking the ratio
in (22) in 10 different cases for z, z’, y concerning their interrelation.

(Cl) ze€S,2°¢S,ye S, y=1x Wehave

€1
gS,e(y|x) _ eﬁelJrk €1

gs.e(ylz') itk

Since €1 < €, (22) holds.

(C2) z€8S,2/¢S,ye S, y+#x. We have

gS,e(y|l') _e‘l4k 1
= =4

gs,e(ylz’) ﬁ

which trivially implies (22).
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(C3) zeS,2"¢S,y¢ S, y=2a'. Weneed

11
9s.e(y|x) _ K—Fkel+k _ e2+K—-—k—1
95y mrRTT e (K — k)ecrte

We can show that ggg’e((;tf,)) < 1 < ef already holds since

2+ K—k—-1_ (K—k—1)+e>

(K — k)eeﬁ-ez (K — k= 1)651+52 ¥ ee1ter’

and the first and the second terms in the numerator are smaller than those in the denominator,
respectively. For the other side of the inequality,
e?2+K—-k—1
(K — k)ecrte

implies
K-k-1
T e (K —-k)—1

whenever e ~¢(K — k) — 1 > 0, which is the condition given in the theorem.

e?

(C4) ze€S,2°¢S,y¢ S, y#a'. Weneed
gscylr) megermE €2+ (K—k)—1

G5 W) T T (K R)en

Since €2 < €, we have
e? < (K —k)(eT — 1) + 1.

Hence

€

gse(ylr) _ (K—Fk)(e™ -1)+1+K k-1
) S <e ’
gs,e(yla’) (K — k)ea
hence we proved the right-hand side inequality. For the left-hand side, we have
CHK—k-1_ (2-D+K—-k_ K-k
(K — k)eﬁl - (K _ k)€€1 - (K _ k)eel

— 6—61 Z 6—6

since e > 0 and €1 < e.
(C5) z,2' € S,ye S, y=1z. We have

gselylz) _ et/(e? +k) _
gs.e(yle’) — 1/(e + k)

Since €1 < €, (22) holds.
(C6) z,2/ € S,ye S, y+#xand y#a’. We have

g5cylz) _ 1/( +K)
g5c(la’) ~ 1/(e + )

=1.
So (22), trivially holds.
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(C7) z,2' €S,y ¢ S. We have

95.(ylx) _ E-keltk _ 4

gs.e(ylz') K—Fk itk

=

So, (22) trivially holds.
(C8) z,2' ¢ S,y¢ S, y=1x. We have

gsc(ylr) _ e?/(e™+ K —k—1e /(e +h) _
gsc(ylz’) — 1/(e2 + K —k — 1)t /(e + k) '

Since €3 < €, (22) holds.
(C9) z,2" ¢ S,y¢ S, y+#x, y+#a'. We have

g9se(ylz) _ 1/(e? + K —k —1)e /(e + k)

- =1.
gse(yla’) /(e + K —k —1)et /(e + k)

So, (22) trivially holds.

(C10) z,2' ¢ S, y € S. We have
9s.e(ylz) _ 1/(e™ +15])
gs.e(ylz') /(e +15])

=1.

So (22), trivially holds.

We conclude the proof by noting that any other case left out is symmetric in (z,2") to one of the
covered cases and therefore does not need to be checked separately. O

A.2 Proofs about utility functions
Proof of Proposition 1. Given 6 € A, let ¥ be the (K — 1) x 1 column vector such that ¢; = 6;

fori=1,...,K — 1. We can write the Fisher information matrix in terms of the score vector as
follows.
K
F(6;S,¢) = By | VyInhs(Y]0) Vg In hs(V]0) } 3 hse(yl9) [vﬁ In hs,e(y]0) Vg In hg,e(y]6) "
y=1

Noting that
K-1 K-1
hs.el0) = > gs.c(Wlk)Ix + gs.(y| K) ( 79k>
k=1 k=1

the score vector can be derived as

gSe(y‘k) gS,e(y|K)
hs.e(y]0)

As the K x (K — 1) matrix Ag, defined as A(7,j) = g(i|j) — g(i|K), we can rewrite (23) as
(Volnhg(y|0)]r = Asc(y,k)/hsc(y|f). Let a, be the y'th row of Ag,, and recall that Dy is

[VoInhg(y|0)]x = , k=1,..., K —1. (23)
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defined as a diagonal matrix with 1/hg(j]|0) being the j’th element in the diagonal. Then, the
Fisher information matrix is

K T K

y ay T T
hs’e Yy 0) = a, ———a, = A €D9AS7€
2 T o0 ety 5 0) = 2 g = A

F(0;S,¢e) =

as claimed. O

Next, we prove that F'(6;5,¢€) is invertible. Let Gg, be the K x K matrix whose elements are

Gseliyj) = gselili), 4,i=1,...,K. (24)
To prove that F'(0;S,¢€) is invertible, we first prove the intermediate result that Gg is invertible.
Lemma 1. Gg, is invertible for all S C {1,..., K} and e > 0.

Proof. 1t suffices to prove that of Gg is invertible for S = {1,2,...,k} and forall k € {0,..., K—1}.
For other S, G, can be obtained by permutation. Fix k and let S = {1,2,...,k}. It can be verified
by inspection that G g is a block matrix as

Go. — alfk—i—aglkl,z blklfT(-_k
5 clg_il) dil_+ dolg_lp |’

where I, is the identity matrix of size n and 1,, is the column vector of 1’s of size n. The constants
a1,a92,b,c,dy,dy are given as

et 1 ) 1 1
= —a a9 = —— = — c= a

kt+er 2 T kgea k+ et K—Fk°
ef2 et 1 el

dl:ef2—|—K—k—1k+eﬁl — d2:ee2—|—K—k‘—1k:+el'

a

Also, note that since €; > 0 and ez > 0, a1 and d; (whenever it is defined) are strictly positive.
The case k = 0 is trivial since then Gg, = di1 1 + dalk IIT( is invertible. Hence, we focus on the

case 0 < k < K. For this case, firstly note that the matrices on the diagonal are invertible. So, by

Weinstein—Aronszajn identity, for Gg. to be invertible, it suffices to show that the matrix

M =al; + aglklg - blklﬁfk(dljj(fk + dQIK,kl%ik)_lclK,klg

is invertible. Using the Woodbury matrix identity, the matrix M can be expanded as

I | ( 1

1 - 1
M = a1 + aplpl) —blpl) (d — Tk (- + 11T<_’“d1K"“> 11T<_kd> clp_p1}
1 1 2 1 1

+ be. o + o obe (1 K—k\' - -
:a1Ik+a21k1k _71k1K—k]‘K*k1k +72 — + 1k1K—k1K*k1K—k1K*k1k
d1 42 \ dy dq
(K—kbe be (1 KE-kK\ . -
—al S S A T (e i S A 11, .
arly + | a2 o e2\a T4 Bk

Inside the square brackets is a scalar, therefore M in question is the sum of an identity matrix and
a rank-1 matrix, which is invertible. Hence, Gg . is invertible. ]
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Proof of Proposition 2. Note that Ag. = Gg¢J, where the K x (K —1) matrix J satisfies J(,7) = 1
and J(i,K) = —1 for ¢ = 1,..., K, and J(4,j) = 0 otherwise. Since Gg is invertible, it is full
rank. Also, the columns of Ag., denoted by cf‘, i=1,..., K —1 are given by

A G G A G G
¢l = ¢ —Cg, ey Cg 1 =Cg_ 1 Ckg,
where c is the i’th column of Gg for i =1,..., K. Observe that c{‘, i=1,..., K —1 are linearly

mdependent since any linear combination of those columns is in the form of
K-1 K-1 K-1
E CLZ'Cg4 = Z aich — E a; C%.
i=1 i=1 i=1

Since the columns of G g are linearly independent, the linear combination above becomes 0 only

if ay = ... = ag—1 = 0. This shows that the columns of Ag. are also linearly independent, thus
we conclude that Ag, has rank K — 1. Finally, since Dy is diagonal with positive diagonal entries,
A; DoAs.e = A—Si ED;/ ZD;/ 2A576 is positive definite, hence invertible. O

The following proof contains a derivation of the utility function based on the MSE of the
Bayesian estimator of X given Y.

Proof of Proposition 3. Tt is well-known that the expectation in (9) is minimized when eéx =
v(Y) :=Ep[ex|Y], i.e. the posterior expectation of ex given Y. That is,

min By [lex —ex(V)[?] = Eq [llex —v(Y)|1?].

For the squared norm inside the expectation, we have

lex —vW)I* = (1 —o(¥)x)* + Y v(Y)i

k£X
=1+v(V)k —20(Y)x + > o(Y)}
k£X
K
=1-2(Y)x + Y v(Y)i (25)
k=1

The expectation of the last term in (25) is

K
= hse(l0) Y ps.laly.0)
=1
x
2
K
)

K

ZU(Y 2

k=1

hs.e(y|0)ps.c(zly, 0)*

gs,e(y|x)262
hSe y|0

3
3 el
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For the expectation of the second term in (25), we have

Eo[v(Y)x] = pse(zly, 0)ps.c(z,y]0),
z,y

where p(z, y|#) denotes the joint probability of X, Y given 6. Substituting p(x, y|0) = ps.c(z|y, 0)hs.(y|0)
into the equation above, we get

K K
Eo[v(Y)x] = > hse(yl0)ps.c(zly,0)*.

r=1y=1
K K
_ Z Z gS,e(y’x)20:% (27)
=1 y=1 hS,e(y|0) ’

which is equal to what we get in (26). Substituting (26) and (27) into (25), we obtain

7)%62 KK 2202
By [lex — (V)] = 1- 233 9520 | S g gsclyla®s

= 1y < hse(y]0) hs.e(y|6)

K 202
—1_ Z gS,e(y’x) ex
hS,e(y|0)

z=1y=1

z=1y=1
Finally, using the definition Us (6, S,¢) = — ming; Eg [[lex — ex(Y)||?], we conclude the proof. [

Proof of Theorem 2. The global maximization of Ug over all S C {1,..., K} can be decomposed as

max Ug(0,S5,¢) =  max { max
SC{l,...K} k{0, K—1} | SC{l,....K }:[S|=k

Us(9, S, e)} . (28)

This inner maximization is equivalent to fixing the cardinality of S to k and finding the best S
with cardinality k. Now, the utility function can be written as

€1+k(z + 62+K k_129>
el el ee?
:<efl+kz>29i+<efl+k>(662—{—[( k—1>20“

i€sS i¢S

where k appears in the first line since |S| = k. Note that > ;cg0; and 3,04 6; sum to 1 and the
constants in front of the first sum is larger than that of the second. Hence, we seek to maximize
an expression in the form of

Us(0, S, €)

ar +b(1 — x)

over a variable > 0 when a > b > 0. This is maximized when x > 0 is taken as large as possible.
Therefore, Us(0, S, €) is maximized when ) ;4 0; is made as large as possible under the constraint
that |S| = k. Under this constraint this sum is maximized when S has the indices of the k largest
components of ¢, that is, when S = Sy 9 = {09(1),...,00(k)}.

Then, (28) reduces to maxy—1,. x Us(0, Sk, €). Hence, we conclude. O
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A.3 Proof for SGLD update

Proof of Proposition J. For the prior component of the gradient, recall that we have ¢ = (¢1, ..., dK),
where B
i S Gamma(p;,1), i=1,..., K.

Then, the marginal pdf of ¢; satisfies
Inp(¢;) =(pi—1)Ing; —InT(p;) — i, i=1,..., K.
Taking the partial derivatives of In p(¢;) with respect to ¢;, we have

pi — 1
Gi

For the likelihood component, given 6 € A, let the (K — 1) x 1 vector ¢ be the reparametrization
of 0 such that ¥; = 0; for i =1,..., K — 1. Then, according to (12),

e — 1K1 (29)

Sy

Using the chain rule, we can write the gradient of the log-likelihood with respect to ¢ as

[VeInp(o)]; = -1, i=1,...,K.

VeInp(y|p) = J - Vylnhg(y|6).

where J is the K x (K — 1) Jacobian matrix for the mapping from ¢ to ¢ in (29), whose (i, j)th
element can be derived as

.. 0Y; 0 oy
Ji,5) =2t = o=
9¢; 09 25:1 Pk
1 ]
=1(: =7) 1 — - J 5
D k=1 Ok (Zk:l ¢k)
Using (23) for VyInhg(y|6), we complete the proof. O

A.4 Proofs for convergence and consistency results
A.4.1 Preliminary results

Lemma 2. Given ¢ > 0, there exists constants 0 < ¢ < C' < oo such that for all § € A and all
S c{l,...,K}, we have
c<gse(ylr) <O, < hs(yld) < C.

Proof. The bounds for gs¢(y|z) can directly be verified from (21). Moreover,

K
c< min g5 (yli) < hse(yl0) = Z;gs,e(yli)@' < max, gse(yli) < C.
1=

Hence, we conclude. ]
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Remark 1. For the symbol 6, which is used for K x 1 probability vectors in A, we will associate
the symbol ¥ such that ¥ denotes the shortened vector of the first K —1 elements of 6. Accordingly,
we will use 9, 9, 9*, ete, to denote the shortened versions of 0, ¢, 0*, etc

Lemma 3. For any 6,0’ ¢ A, ye {l,...,K}, and S C{1,...,K}, we have

hS,e(y|9) - hS,e(yw/) .
hS,e(y‘Q)

Volnhg(yl0)" (9 — ') =

Proof. Recall from (23) that

gSe(y‘ ) gS,e(y’K)
hS,e(y|9)

[Volnhg(y|6)]; = , i=1,...,K —1.

Hence,

K-

1
Vg lnhs,e(yIH)T gSe y’ 9576@/‘[{))792'
1

hSe yw

K—

1 1 K-1
gs,e\Y|t gSe Yy K A
= o) | 2 st~ asc0IK) 3 ]

1=

K-1
|9 [Z gS,e ya gS,e(y‘K)(l — GK)]

Yy =1

1
his,e(y]0)
1
" s (yl0 )[hse(ylﬁ) 9s.e(y|K)],

and likewise VyInhg (y|0) 9 = m [hse(yl0') — gse(y|K)]. Taking the difference between
Vyln hgye(ylﬁ)Tﬁ and VyIn h57e(y]9)T19’, we arrive at the result. d
Concavity of Inhg(y|f): The following lemmas help with proving the concavity of hg(y|f) as
a function of 6.

Lemma 4. For 0 <b<a <1, we have Ing > %b—k@.

Proof. For z > 0, using the series based on the inverse hyperbolic tangent function, we can write

o 4 L _ 1)\ 2k+1
=2y ot ()
k=0
Apply the expansion to z = a/b when a > b. Noting that (z —1)/(z+ 1) = (a — b)/(a + b),

1ng>2a—b>2(a—b) _a—b

b~ a+b~ 2a a
where the difference is
2@—b) a-b _ 2a? — 2ab — a® + b? _ (a — b)? S (a — b)?
a+b a a(a+b) (a+ba — 2
since 0 < a,b < 1. ]
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Lemma 5. Let 0 < a < 1. For z > 1, we have 1(z® — 1) < (z —1).

Proof. Consider f(z) = L(z*—1)—(z—1). We have f(1) =0and f/(z) =2*'—1 <0 for z > 1.
Hence we conclude. O

Lemma 6. Let 0 <a<b<1and 0 < a <1. Then, b* —a® > a(b—a).

Proof. Fix a and let b = a+x for 0 <z <1 —a. Consider the function f(z) = (a+x)* —a® — ax.
We have f(0) = 0 and f'(z) = a(a +2)* ' —a >0over 0 <z < (1 —a) since a +z < 1 and
a — 1 < 0. Hence, we conclude. ]

Lemma 7. Given € > 0, there exists mg > 0 such that, for all. S C {1,..., K} andy € {1,..., K},
Inhge(y|f) is a concave function of ¥ that satisfies

Inhse(yl0) — Inhs(yl6") > Volnhsc(yl0) " (9 —9) +mo(hs,(y10) — hs(yl6")?
for all 6,0 € A.
Proof. We will look at the cases hg(y|0) > hg(y|0') and hg(y|6) < hs(y|6') separately.
1. Assume hg((y|0) > hs(y|0'). Using Lemma 4, we have

hse(yl0) — hs.e(y|6)
hs.e(yl6)

1
= Vo nhs(ylo) (9 =) + 5 (hse(yl) — hsc(y]0))?,

1
In hS,e(ym) —In hS,e(yw,) > + §(h5,e(y|9) - hS,e(y|9/))2

where the last line follows from Lemma 3.

2. Assume hg(y|0) < hg(y|¢). Let a = hg(y|0) and b = hg(y|0'). Let

where ¢ and C' are given in Lemma 2. This « ensures that 0 < o < 1 and b*/a® < 2, so that
we can use Taylor’s expansion of In Z—Z around 1 and have

N T N 1o A\
In-—=—In— = B D LA QR | .
"e T a " a a[z( ) k(aa )]

k=1

Approximating the expansion up to its third term, we have the following upper bound on

lngas
b 1 (b 1 /b 21 b 5
h-<-(—-1]——1[|— -1 — | —==1] . 1
na_a<aa ) 200 <a0‘ )+30z <a0‘ ) (81)

For the third term, we have

(07 3 « 2 o (e 2
R S N S LR U WL R
3a \ a® 3a \ a® a® 3o\ a®
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since 1 < Z—Z < 2. Substituting this into (31), the inequality can be continued as

b1 (b 1 /b 2
h-<—(—-1)——(—-1) . 32
na_a(aa ) 604(@@ ) (32)

Using Lemma 5 to bound the first term in (32), we have

b _ (b 1 (b ?
h-<{(--1|]—-—1|—-1] . 33
na_(a > 6a<a0‘ > (33)

Finally, using Lemma 6 we can lower-bound the second term in (32) as

%_121) —aa Za(b;a)ZOz(b—a),
a a a

where the last inequality follows from a¢ < 1 and « > 0. We end up with

1n9§ (b—l)—a(b—a)z.
a a 6

Referring to the definitions of a and b, we have

hS,e(yw,)

hlhe 0, _lnhe 0 S(
S, (y| ) S, (y’ ) hS,e(y|0)

o
“1) = s 016) — hs I8
or, reversing the inequality,

(hS,e(yle) - hS,e(y’9,>)2' (34)

/
0 hig,e(y]6) — In s (y]6') > (1 - hS(W)) L@

hse(yl0) )~ 6
Using (30) in Lemma 3, we rewrite (34) as
Inhs e (y0) = nhs(y|0") > Vg Inhs,(y[0) " (9 —9') + %(hs,e(yIQ) —hse(ylo")?, (35
which is the inequality we look for.
To cover both cases, take mg = min{§, %} So the proof is complete. O
Recalling that Sy is the selected subset at time ¢, define
Vi(0,0') := (hs, c(Yi|0) — hs, (Y]0))*. (36)
The proof of Theorem 3 requires a probabilistic bound for y ;" | V;(6, "), which we provide next.
Lemma 8. For all 6,0’ € A and t >0, V;(6,0") < |6 — ¢||%.

Proof. Let the 1 x K vector r; be the ith row of Gg, .. Then, we obtain

Vi(0,0) = [hs,e(yl0) — hs, (y|0)])* = (r:(0 — 0))?
=0-0)"rr(6-0)
<16 ¢,

since every element of r; is at most 1. O
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Lemma 9. For all 0,0’ € A and t > 1, there exists a constant ¢, > 0 such that
Eg:[Vi(6,6")] > |6 — 6|7,

where Eg« is the expectation operator with respect to Py« defined in (17), Amin(A) is the minimum
eigenvalue of the square matriz A and the matriz G is defined in (24).

Proof. The overall expectation can be written as

Bg[Vi(0,6")] = > Pp(Se = S)Eg-[Vi(6,0)|S; = 5]
Sc{1,..,K}
where the conditional expectation can be bounded as

K

B VG0, 018 = 8] = 3 (0, i10) — s (1) s (10"
Z[:(l
> (hse(il0) — hse(il6)) e, (37)
=1

where the second line is due to Lemma 2. Further, let the 1 x K vector r; be the ith row of Gg..
Then,

K K
> (hse(ilf) — hs,e(il6)* = Y (ri(6 = 6)?
i=1 i=1

@—0)"r ri(6—0)

I
Mw

—_

= 0

) G5€(6 0"
IIGsE(9 0 )II2
= )‘min(GS,eGS,e)He - ‘9/”2~ <38)

Combining (37) and (38) and letting ¢, := cmingcqy, . xy /\min(Gg’eGs,e), we have
Ep-[Vi(0,0)|Sy = S] > cu||0 — 0| (39)

for all S, which directly implies Fyp«[V;(6,0")] > c.||@ — &'||? for the overall expectation. Finally,
¢y > 0 since, by Lemma 1, every Gg is invertible. ]

Further, define
Vi(6,6")

/
1 %)
Wi(6,0) e

Lemma 10. For any 0 < t; < ... < g, we have Eg- [Hle Wti(9,9’)] < (1 — )k
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Proof. For simplicity, we drop (6, 6’) from the notation and denote the random variables in question

as Wy, ..., W, . We can write

k
Ep- (H Wti) = Ep
i=1
k—1
(H Wti> Ege (W [Wy ..., Wtkl)] . (40)

i=1

k
Eg- (H Wi,

i=1

By construction of W;(0,0"), we have Ep«(W;|S; = S) < 1 — ¢, which follows from (39). Using
this, the inner conditional expectation can be bounded as

Egr (Wi [Why, oo Wi ) = > Poe(Sy, = SIWay, ..., Wi, ) Eg (W, | Sy, = S)

< Z P@*(Stk:S’tha"'thk—1>(1_cu)
Sc{1,...,.K}

=(1—-cy). (41)

Combining (40) and (41), we have

k—1

<HWt> (1 —cy) Ep- (H Wt> . (42)
=1

By Lemmas 8 and 9, we have V;(0,0') < || — ¢'||*> and Ey-[V;(0,0")] > c,||0 — 0'||*>. Thus we

necessarily have ¢, < 1. Therefore, the recursion in (42) can be used until £ = 1 to obtain the

desired result. O

Note that W(6,6") is bounded as 0 < W;(0,60") < 1. We now quote a critical theorem from
Pelekis and Ramon (2017, Theorem 3.2) regarding the sum of dependent and bounded random
variables, which will be useful for bounding Y ;" ; V;(6,').

Theorem 5. (Pelekis and Ramon, 2017, Theorem 3.2) Let Wy, ..., W, be random variables, such
that 0 < W, <1, fort =1,...,n. Fiz a real number 7 € (0,n) and let k be any positive integer,
such that 0 < k < 7. Then

f(Swer) e 2

AC{L,..n}:|Al=k

E ] Wz] ) (43)

i€EA
where (Z) - w

In the following, we apply Theorem 5 for >} | V4(6,6').

Lemma 11. For every 6,6’ € A and a € (0,1),
. 1
e T (n;w ') < acllf - e’w?) =0
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Proof. For any integer k < n(1 — ac,) < n, we have

1 « , m2\ el g / 2
Py (n;m(e,e) < acy||f — 0’| ) = Py (He—o [ %2(1 — Wi(0,6)) < acy|0 — 0|

t=1

1 n

= Py« —Z (1 —Wy(6,0") <acu>
Lt

= Py« ( Wi (0,60") >n (1 — acu)>
t=1

=P [ S Wi0,0) > 0 (1 - >)
t=1

1
SMZ

k AC{1,....,n}:|A|=k

< (“1>)<:> (1",

where the last two lines follow from Theorem 5 and Lemma 10, respectively. Select k = k* =
[n(1 — a)] and note that when n > 1/(a — ac,) one always has k* < n(l — ac,). Then, for
n>1/(a—acy,),

1 " 1 n *
Fo- <n >_Vi(8:8) < acul6 - 9'”2> < (o) (k) (1-cu)*

[Twce, 0’)]
i€A

k* .
. n—1t+1
=(1—c,)" : 44
(1-cu) }_[n(l—acu)—i+1 (44)
The right-hand side does not depend on 6,6 and converges to 0. O

Smoothness of Inhg(y|f): Next, we establish the L-smoothness of hg(y|f) as a function of 6
for any y € {1,..., K} and S C {1,..., K}. Some technical lemmas are needed first.

Lemma 12. For z >0, In(1+ ) > z — 2%

Proof. The function In(1 + z) — z + 0.52% is 0 at # = 0 and its derivative 1/(1 +z) — 1 + 2 =

—(1—x)zﬂzaz2/(l+x)>Owhen:c>0. O

1
1+x 1+x

Lemma 13. Forz >0, In(z +1) <1 - m%rl + 322

Proof. The function In(z + 1) — 1+ m — %x is 0 at x = 0 and its derivative,
1 1 r—x(z+1)?  2(1-(x+1)?
— — T = = s
r+1 (z+1)2 (x +1)2 (x +1)2
is negative for x > 0. O
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Lemma 14. There exists an Ly > 0 such that, for all S C {1,...,K} and y € {1,...,K}, the
function Inhg ((y|0) is an Lo-smooth function of 6. That is for all 0,60 € A, we have

In g (y0) — Inhse(y|0') < Volnhs(y|0) " (9 — &) + Lol0 — 6']>.

Proof. Assume hg¢(y|6) > hge(y|6'). Using Lemma 13 with z = :5’5((;';)) — 1> 0, we have

/ 2

hS,e(y|‘9) 5 hS,e(yw/)
1 hS e(y|9) - hSe(yw/) 2
=Vylnhg, 9T19—19’+< ’ :
B S, (y| ) ( ) 9 h575(y\9’)
1
< Volnhs (i) (0 —0') + 3 (hselwl6) — hs )" (45)
1
< Vylnhg(y|0)" (9 —0')+ 5.2 16— 6|17,

where the first term in the second line follows from Lemma 3, the third line follows from Lemma
2, and the last line follows from Lemma 8.

Now, assume hg(y|0) < hg(y|¢’). By Lemma 12 with x = hseWlf) _ g > 0,

hS,e(y|9)
hs.c(y]6) > 1 <hse<yre'> >
Inhg (yld) —Inhg, 92<’—1 -\ 1),
S.e(ylo') S.e(y10) hs.c(y]0) 2 \ hse(yld)

or, reversing the sign of inequality,

hse(y!9’)> 1 (hss(yW) )2
Inhg (ylf) —Inhg, 9/§<1—’ + - -1
S, (y| ) S, (y‘ ) hS,e(y‘e) 92

< Volnhs Wl0)T (9 =) + 55 (hse(ul0) = hs.ewl6')”

where the third line follows from Lemma 2. Hence we have arrived at the same inequality as (45).
Hence, Lemma, 14 holds with Ly = ﬁ O

Second moment of the gradient at 6*: Let the average log-marginal likelihoods be defined as

D, (0) := %Zln hs,(Yil6), n>1. (46)
t=1

The following bound on the second moment of this average at 8* will be useful.

Lemma 15. For ®,(0) defined in (46), we have

. 1 ,
B [IV0®,(0)*] < - max,_ Te[F(0:5.0)).

Proof. First, we evaluate the mean at 6 = 6*.

* 1 o *
Eg+ [Vg®,(0%)] = - Y Eg- [Vylnhg, (Y:]67)] .
t=1
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Focusing on a single term,
Eg- [VyInhg, ((Y;]0)] = Z Py« (St = S)Ep« [VyInhg (Y3|6%)]|S; = 5].
Sc{1,..,.K}
Each term in the sum is equal to 0, since

K
Eg+ [V Inhs o (Yi]07)]|S: = S| = > Vg Inhg(k|0%)hg(k|0*) = 0. (47)
k=1

For the second moment at 8 = 6*,

1 n
Eg- |Vo®a(67)V®n(6)" | = Er (VoI hs, (Yi[6%) Vo In hs, o (Vi16") T
t=1
9 n t—1
+ 553 B [w In hs, (Yi|0*) Vo Inhg,, (Yy |9*)T} .
n t=1t'=1
For the diagonal terms, for all t = 1,...,n, we have

Ege [V In his, o (Yil6*) Vi In b, (¥i16°) |

= Y Pp(S,=5)Ep [w In g (Yi]0%) Vg In s, (Ye]60)T|S; = S]

Sc{1,...,.K}
— Z Pg*(St:S)F(e*,S,G)
Sc{1,...,.K}

For the cross terms, for 1 <t <t <n,

Eg+ |V Inhs, (Y;|6*)VgIn hst,(yt,ya*f] = B, {Eg* [vﬁ In hs, (Y|0*) Vg In g, (Yir|0%) T Ve, St,”
= Eg- { Eg- [Vo Inhs, o(Yi16")| Yo, S] Vi In hs, o(Yul") T}
The conditional expectation inside is zero, since, by (47),

Eg- [Vylnhg, ((Y;07)|Yy, Ap] = Z Py« (S = S|Yy, Sy )Ep [V Inhg (Y;]07)|Sy = S] = 0.
Sc{1,...,.K}

Therefore, all the cross terms are zero,
Eg+ [V In his, (Yil60*) Vo In b, (Yul6)T] = 0,

and hence we arrive at

Epe |Vo®u(07)Vy®a(67) ] = % YD Pe(Si=9)[F(6%5,6)] (48)

t=1 Sc{1,....K}
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for the second moment of the gradient of ®,(6*). Therefore,
Eo- [[IVo@u(67)|] = o [Tr (Vo@u(67)V00n(0%)") |
— Tr (Eg* [w%(e*)w@n(e*ﬂ])
1 < .
== Y > P8 =8)Tr(F(6%S,¢))
t=1 Sc{1,...,.K}

< max Tr (F(6%;S,¢)),

1
n Sc{l,.,K}

which concludes the proof. O

A.4.2 Convergence of the posterior distribution

Let u € (0,1) and, for 0,0’ € A, define
1 n
ERO,0) = pey)|0 — 0| — - > Vi(6,9), (49)
t=1

where V;(6,0') was defined in (36) and ¢, > 0 was defined in the proof of Lemma 9, respectively.
The proof of Theorem 3 requires the following lemma concerning E5(6,0").

Lemma 16. There exists p € (0,1) such that, for any € > 0, we have

lim Py« (/ enmon (0.0%) g ~ ea> =0.
n—oo A

Proof. Define the product measure

P®(d(0,-)) := ﬁz‘ X d Py« (") (50)

for random variables (© € A, {S; € {1,...,K},Y; € {1,...,K}}+>1), where df is the Lebesgue
measure for ¥ restricted to A and |A]:= [, df. We will show that the parameter 4 in (49) can be
chosen such that the collection of random variables

Ci={fn:= max{l,e”mogﬁ(@ﬂ*)} :n>1}

is uniformly integrable with respect to P®. For uniform integrability, we need to show that for any
€ > 0, there exists a K > 0 such that

E®||fol - I(fn > K)] <&, ¥Yn>1.
For any K > 1 and n > 1, we have

EO[ermEi OO (1 > K] < sup "M OO) PO (1 S )

OcA,
. InK\ df
= sup emo€n (6,0 )/ Py- <5,‘j(9, %) > a2 )
0cA, A nmo |A‘

< enhmocu Py (EF(6,0%) > 0),
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where the last line follows from &f(6,0*) < pc,|@ — 0%||> < pcy. Using (44), the last expression
can be upper-bounded as

t
1
enONE Py (E0(0,67) > 0) = €T Py, (n STVi0,607) < puea0 - 9’||2>
t=1

[n(1—p)]
< eTHIM0Cuy (1 _ Cu)[n(l_ﬂﬂ H n(
i=1

n—1+1

. 51
1—pey) —i+1 (51)

The parameter p can be arranged such that (51) converges to 0. For such p, we have that for
any € there exists a N. > 0 such that for all n > N, E®||f.| - I(f, > K)] < € for any K > 0.
Finally, choose K. = suppe4,,_ eNemokeu g that E®[|f,| - 1(fn > K:)] < € for any n > 1. Hence, C
is uniformly integrable for a suitable choice of p.

Next, we show that each f,, in C converges in probability to 1. The convergence is implied by
the fact that for every 6 € A,, and £ > 0, we have

Py (max{1,e"m0En 00 5 ey = P (£(0,6%) > €) — 0.

by Lemma 11. Since C is uniformly integrable, the Vitali convergence theorem ensures that f,
converges in distribution (with respect to P®) to 1, i.e., lim, o E®(f,) = 1. Since P® = % X
dPp+(+) is a product measure as defined in (50), the stated limit implies that

Ey- [/ max{l,e”mogﬁ(e’e*)}dO — 1,
A

that is, the sequence [, max{1, enmoén (©:6")1d6 converges to 1 in distribution with respect to Ppe.
Since convergence in distribution to a constant implies convergence in probability, we have

/ max{l,e”mogﬁ(e’e*)}dﬂ oy, (52)
A
Finally, since we have

/e”mogﬁ(av"*)degf max{l,e"mogﬁ(e’e*)}dﬁ,
A A

and the right-hand side converges in probability to 1, we conclude. O

Proof of Theorem 3. Writing down Lemma 7 with 6* and any 6 € A separately for t = 1,...,n,
summing the inequalities and dividing by n, we obtain

0, (0%) = D (0) > Vo (0%) (9" — 9) +mo > _ Vi(6,67)
t=1
= VP, (0")T (0" —0) +ml||6 — 6*||> — moEL (6, 6%).

where m := umqgc,. Reversing the sign,

D, (0) — @,(0%) < Vy@,(0°)T (9 — 9*) — m]|6* — 0]|> + moEL (6, 0%).
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Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for the first term on the right-hand side, we get
D (0) — Ba(07) < IV (0%) 10 — 0| =m0 — 011 + oL (0, 0°).

Using Young’s inequality uv < % + ”27” for the second term with u = ||Vy®,(0%)], v = ||6* — 0|,
and kK = m, we get

V@, (09)]> m
8, (0) — B (07) < LVOL I 05 gz o, 00). (53)
2m 2
Similarly, using Lemma 14 with 6* and any ¢’ € A for t = 1,...,n, summing the inequalities and

dividing by n, we obtain
D, (0%) — ©,(0") < V@, (0%) " (9" — ') + Lo||0* — 6]

Again, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Young’s inequality uv < %—1—1’27” with u = ||V, (0],
v=|0*—46|, and kK = 2Lg, we get

O, (07) — @ (0') < (V@ (6)][16° = 6'|| + Lol6* — ']
*\ (|2
_ IVaa(0")]
- 4L
Vo8]
2L

+ 2L || 0% — 6'||?

+Ljo* - ¢, (54)
where we let L := 2Ly. Summing the inequalities in (53) and (54), we obtain

1 1 m L
_ N < [ - #\12 _ p* _ 2 e _ o2 o ).
0,(0) = 2u(#) < (57 + 5o ) Vo0V = F107 = 7 + 516~ 017 + moct6.67).(55)

Let a € (0,1) be a constant and define the sequences

Qn:={0ecA:|0-0° < max{4/m,4/L}n"%}, n>1.
Ap=1{0€ A0 —60*|> > max{4/m,4/LIn" "}, n>1.
Bp:={0€A:|0—06"*<min{2/m,2/LIn" "}, n>1.

For 6 € A, and 0" € B, (55) can be used to obtain

1 1 2m L
— N < [ — N *\|2 _ —a I (R - I Y.
D,(0)— 2,0 < (2L + 2m> IVo®, (67)||° —n <max{2, 7 } mln{m,1}> +mo&EL(0,07)

Noting that maX{Z, 2Tm} — min {#, 1} > 1, we have

B, (0) — D, (0') < <21L + 2;) IV g®n(0%)]12 — 0™ + moEH(0,0%), 6€ A0 € B,.  (56)

Multiplying (56) with n, exponentiating, and multiplying the ratio of the priors, we get

:&9; Zigiﬁ?)}} = :778)) exp [(2113 + 21”> 0|V (67)[2 = 112 + nmoEl(0, 07)

< Cpnexp [C1n]| V@, (07| — n' ™ + nmoEL (0, 0%)] (57)
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for all @ € A, and ¢’ € B, where C; = i + ﬁ and C,, = SUPge A, 0'cB, %. The bound
in (57) can be used to bound the ratio between the posterior probabilities TI(Ay|Y1.n, S1:n) and
II(By|Y1m, S1:n), since

H(Anlylt’m Sl:n) - fAn 77(0) exp{nq)n(g)}de

II(By|Y1:n, S1:n) an n(0) exp{n®, (0)}déd
n(0) exp{n®n(0)}
fAn infgrc g, M(0") exp{n®n(0')} de

n(0) exp{n®n (0)}
an infgrc g, M(0) exp{n®n(0’)} do

1(0) exp{n®n(0)}
< fAn infgrc g, M(0) exp{n®n(0’)} do

- 1(6) exp{n®n(0)}
an infgrc g, M(0) exp{n®n(0’)} do

- fAn Ch.nexp [C1n]| V@, (0%)|2 — n'~% + nmo&L (6, 6%)] d6
- [5, 1d0

1
— WCWL exp [Cln||V19<I>n(9*)||2 — nl_“} / exp [nmo&L(6,0%)] d6,

An

where Vol(B,,) := | B.AA df. Note that B, shrinks with n, so there exists a Np such that for
n > Np, the volume B,, can be lower-bounded as

1 (Yrmin{2/m,2/L}n=*) K-

B, >
"= (K - 2)! IF((K-1)/2+1) ’
where the factor ﬁ corresponds to the worst-case situation where 8* is on one of the corners
of A, such as * = (1,0,...,0)", and the rest is the volume of a K — 1 dimensional sphere with

radius min{2/m, 2/L}n~*. The lower bound is the volume of the intersection of a simplex with a
sphere centered at one of the sharpest corners of the simplex. Therefore, for n > Np, ratio can
further be bounded as

H(An’}/lny Sl:n)
H(Bn|Y1:n7 Sl:n)

< CoCypexp [C1n||[ V@ (0)]1% + (K — 1)alnn —n' ] / exp [nmoEL(0,6*)] 6,
C((K-1)/2+1)

min{2/m,2/L}K—-1x(K-1)/2

Next, we prove that the sequence of random variables

where Cy :=

does not depend on n.

Zy = Cyexp [C1nl| V@, (67)])” + (K — Dalnn — n' ] / exp [rmo&7 (6,67)] 0
An

converges to 0 in probability, which in turn proves the convergence of % in probability

to 0. To do that, we need to prove that for each € > 0 and § > 0 there exists a N > 0 such that
for all n > N we have Py« (Z, > 2¢) < 26. Fix e > 0 and § > 0.

e Firstly, by Assumption 1, because B, shrinks towards 6*, there exists N, > 0 such that
Cyn < B for all n > N,,.
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e Next, let 3 := Cimaxgcq1,. i) Tr(F(6*;.5,€))/d. Using Markov’s inequality for || Vy®,,(6*)|
with Lemma 15, we have

<HV<I> N 210 ) <L e Tr(50) Y -

Also, since the n'~® dominates the term Inn, one can choose an integer Ng > 0 such that

B <In(e/B)+n'"— (K —1)alnn, Vn > Ng.
e Now we deal with the integral in Z,,. We have
Py- (/ exp [nmo&H(0,0%)] do > 2> < Py« </ exp [nmo&(6,0%)] d > 2) — 1,
An A

where the convergence is due to Lemma 16. Hence, there exists a N¢ such that for all n > Ng,
Py- </ exp [nmo&H(6,0%)] db > 2) <.
An
Gathering the results, for n > max{N,,, Ng, N¢}, we have

Pg* (Zn > 5) < P@* (601n||vq9(1>n(9*)Hz“r(K*l)ah’ln—nl*a > €/B> 4 Pg* (/ exp [nmog#(e,a*” do > 2)
A

< Py (Cin|| V@ (09)]1* + (K — 1)alnn —n'~* > In(e/B)) + 6

l—a _ _
_ P, <n||V79<I> 092 > In(e/B) +n (K 1)alnn> )
Cq
< P (IV00u09)2 > 2= ) +5
Cin

(In the first line, we have used P(XY > pg) = 1 —P(XY <pq) <1-P(X <pandY < q) =
P(X >porY >q) <P(X > p)+P(Y > q) for non-negative random variables X,Y and positive
p,q.) Therefore we have proved that Z,, — 0 in probability. Finally, since B,, C 2,,, we have

H(An’}/ina Sl:n) < H(An|Y1:na Sl:n)

< CoZ,
H(anflznvslzn) o H(BTL‘Y].:naS].:n) =
for all n > Np. This implies that,
H(An‘ylznaslzn) P_@; 0.
H(Qn’}/lny Sl:n)
Since A, = A/Q,,, as a result we get II(Q,|Y1:n, S1:n) P—O; 1. This concludes the proof. O
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A.4.3 Convergence of the expected frequency

Proof of Theorem 4. Assumption 4 ensures that there exists a kg > 0 and k* € {0,..., K — 1} such
that for all 0 < k # k* < K,

U(6*;8*,€) —U(0%; {og«(1),...,00«(k) },€) > Ko.
By Assumption 3, there exists a d; > 0 such that

0 —0'|| <6 = |U6,S,e) — U, S, €)| < ko/2.
Moreover, since the components of 6* are strictly ordered,

0y := k:lr,?.l,rll(fl(e (k) —6*(k+1)) > 0.

Choose § = min{d, d2/v/2}. Define the set
Qs =1{0cA:|6—06%>< 8.

Then, for any 6 € Qs, 09 = ¢« and S; = S*. This implies that {0, € Qs} C {Sn+1 = 5*}. Since
perfect sampling is assumed, we have Q(df;|Y1., S1.¢) = I1(d6;|Y71.4, S1.¢). Hence,
P@* (Sn+1 - S*) > EG* [PH* (971 S QJ‘SI:’mYl:n)] = EG* [H(96’Y1n7 Sl:n)} (58)
Recall the sequence of sets
Qu=1{0cA:)0—-6><cn™

defined in Theorem 3. There exists an N7 > 0 such that n > N; we have ,, C Q5. For such Ny,
we have

Epg« [H(QE‘Yl:na Sl:n)] > Fy- [H(anfln) Sl:n)] , n>Nj.
Combining with (58), we can write as
PG*(Sn—H = S*) > By« [H(anflna Sl:n)] , N> Ni. (59)

We will show that the right-hand side converges to 1. To do that, fix € > 0. By Theorem 3, there
exists a Ny > 0 such that

Py (I(Q0|Yiin, S1in) > V1—¢) > V1 —e.
This implies that, for n > N,
Eg«(II(Q2|Y1:0, S1:n)) > V1I—eV1l—e+01—-V1—¢)=1—c¢.

This shows that Eg« [I1(2,,|Y1:n, S1:n)] — 1 as n — oo. Since the right-hand side of (59) converges
to 1, so does the left-hand side. Therefore, we have proven (18).
To prove (19), we utilize the convergence of Cesaro means and write

1 n
lim = " Pp(S; = 5%) = Jlim P8y = §%) =1,
t=1

n—oo N

where the last equality is by (18). Finally, we replace Py«(S; = S) by Ey(I(S; = S;)) on the
left-hand side and conclude the proof. O
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