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The efficiency of two Bayesian order estimators is studied. By
using nonparametric techniques, we prove new underestimation and
overestimation bounds. The results apply to various models, includ-
ing mixture models. In this case, the errors are shown to be O(e™%")
and O((logn)®/+/n) (a,b > 0), respectively.

1. Introduction. Order identification deals with the estimation and test
of a structural parameter which indexes the complexity of a model. In other
words, the most economical representation of a random phenomenon is
sought. This problem is encountered in many situations, including: mixture
models [13, 19] with an unknown number of components; cluster analysis [9],
when the number of clusters is unknown; autoregressive models [1], when
the process memory is not known.

This paper is devoted to the study of two Bayesian estimators of the
order of a model. Frequentist properties of efficiency are particularly inves-
tigated. We obtain new efficiency bounds under mild assumptions, providing
a theoretical answer to the questions raised, for instance, in [7] (see their
Section 4).

1.1. Description of the problem. We observe n i.i.d. random variables
(rv.) (Z1,...,%,) = Z™ with values in a measured sample space (Z,F, u).

Let (©k)>1 be an increasing family of nested parametric sets and d the
Euclidean distance on each. The dimension of ©y is denoted by D(k). Let
O = Ui>1 Ok and for every 0 € O, let fy be the density of the probability
measure Py with respect to the measure p.

The order of any distribution Fp, is the unique integer k& such that Fp, €
{Py:0 € O\ O©r_1} (with convention Oy = &). It is assumed that the dis-
tribution P* of Z; belongs to {Py:0 € ©4}. The density of P* is denoted
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by f* = for (0* € O« \ Og»_1). The order of P* is denoted by k*, and is the
quantity of interest here.

We are interested in frequentist properties of two Bayesian estimates of
k*. In that perspective, the problem can be restated as an issue of composite
hypotheses testing (see [4]), where the quantities of interest are P*{k,, < k*}
and P*{%n > k*}, the under- and over-estimation errors, respectively. In this
paper we determine upper-bounds on both errors on %n defined as follows.

Let II be a prior on O, that writes as dII(0) = w(k)m(0) db, for all § € Oy,
and k > 1. We denote by II(k|Z") the posterior probability of each k > 1.
In a Bayesian decision theoretic perspective, the Bayes estimator associated
with the 0-1 loss function is the mode of the posterior distribution of the
order k:

kS = arg max{II(k| Z")}.
k>1
It is a global estimator. Following a more local and sequential approach, we
propose another estimator:

KL =inf{k > 1:T1(k|Z") > T(k + 1|2")} <ES.

If the posterior distribution on k is unimodal, then obviously both estimators
are equal. The advantage of Ek over kG is that kY does not require the
computation of the whole posterior distribution on k. It can also be slightly
modified into the smallest integer k such that the Bayes factor comparing
Ok11 to O is less than one. When considering a model comparison point
of view, Bayes factors are often used to compare two models; see [11]. In
the following, we shall focus on %ff and @,I;, since the sequential Bayes factor
estimator shares the same properties as @,I;

1.2. Results in perspective. In this paper we prove that the underesti-
mation errors are O(e~") (some a > 0); see Theorem 1. We also show that
the overestimation errors are O((logn)®/n¢) (some b >0, ¢ > 0); see Theo-
rems 2 and 3. All constants can be expressed explicitly, even though they
are quite complicated. We apply these results in a regression model and in a
change points problem. Finally, we show that our results apply to the impor-
tant class of mixture models. Mixture models have interesting nonregularity
properties and, in particular, even though the mixing distribution is identi-
fiable, testing on the order of the model has proved to be difficult; see, for
instance, [6]. There, we obtain an underestimation error of order O(e™")
and an overestimation error of order O((logn)?/y/n) (b>0); see Theorem 4.

Efficiency issues in the order estimation problem have been studied mainly
in the frequentist literature; see [4] for a review on these results. There is
an extensive literature on Bayesian estimation of mixture models and, in
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particular, on the order selection in mixture models. However, this liter-
ature is essentially devoted to determining coherent noninformative priors
(see, e.g., [15]) and to implementation (see, e.g., [14]). To the best of our
knowledge, there is hardly any work on frequentist properties of Bayesian
estimators such as kS and k& outside the regular case. In the case of mix-
ture models, Ishwaran, James and San [10] suggest a Bayesian estimator of
the mixing distribution when the number of components is unknown and
bounded and study the asymptotic properties of the mixing distribution. It
is to be noted that deriving rates of convergence for the order of the model
from those of the mixing distribution would be suboptimal since the mixing
distribution converges at a rate at most equal to n='/% to be compared to
our O((logn)?/+/n) (b>0) in Theorem 4.

1.3. Organization of the paper. In Section 2 we state our main results.
General bounds are presented in Sections 2.1 (underestimation) and 2.2
(overestimation). The regression and change points examples are treated in
Section 2.3. We deal with mixture models in Section 2.4. The main proofs
are gathered in Section 3 (underestimation), Section 4 (overestimation) and
Section 5 (examples). Section C in the Appendix is devoted to an aspect of
mixture models which might be of interest in its own.

2. Efficiency bounds. Hereafter, the integral [ fd\ of a function f with
respect to a measure \ is written as Af.

Let L1 (1) be the subset of all nonnegative functions in L'(u). For every
f €LY () \ {0}, the measure P is defined by its derivative f with respect
to u. For every f,f € L. (n), we set V(f,f') = Ps(log f — log f')? [with
convention V (f, f') = oo whenever necessary].

Let ¢* =log f*. For all 0,6 € O, we set g =log fy and define H(0,6") =
Py(lyg — Ly) when Py < Py (oo otherwise), the Kullback—Leibler divergence
between Py and Py. We also set H(0) = H(0*,0) (each 6 € O,).

Let us define, for every k> 1, a,0 >0 and t € O, 0 € O,

lt’(; = inf{fgl = O, d(t, 9/) < (5}, Ut = Sup{fgl 0 € O, d(t, 9/) < 5},
Hf =inf{H(0):0' € Oy}, Se(6) = {0/ € Oy H(0') < Hf +6/2},

q(0,0) = P*(0* — €)% =) LV (1 44) € [0, 00].

Throughout this paper we suppose that the following standard conditions
are satisfied: for every k> 1, (O, d) is compact and 6 — ly(z) from Oy to
R is continuous for every z € Z. By definition of k*, we have H} =0 for all
k> k* and H}; > 0 otherwise.

We consider now two assumptions that are useful for controlling the un-
derestimation and overestimation errors.
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A1. For each k > 1, there exist «,d9 > 0, M > 1 such that, for all § € (0, do],
sup{q(0,a):0 € S(6)} < M.
A2. For every k> 1 and 0 € O, there exists 19 > 0 such that
V(ug e, [*) + V(o) +V(f* ugn,) + Vg, fo) < oo.

Assumption A1l states the existence of some (rather than any) exponen-
tial moment for log ratios of densities (¢* — ) for 6 ranging over some
neighborhood of #* and was also considered in [4].

2.1. Underestimation. We first deal with the underestimation errors.

THEOREM 1. Assume that A1 and A2 are satisfied and that 7{Sk(5)} >
0 foralld >0 and k=1,... k".

(i) There exist ¢}, cy >0 such that, for everyn>1,
(1) P ES < k*} < e,

(ii) If, in addition, H} > Hy , for k=1,...,k* — 1, then there eist
c1,c9 >0 such that, for everyn >1,

(2) PR < k%) < cpemme2,

The proof of Theorem 1 is postponed to Section 3.

According to (1) and (2), both underestimation probabilities decay expo-
nentially quickly. This is the best achievable rate. This comes from a variant
of the Stein lemma (see Theorem 2.1 in [2] and Lemma 3 in [4]).

Values of constants c1, ¢}, cq, ¢, can be found in the proof of Theorem 1.
Evaluating them is difficult [see (9) for a lower bound on ¢y in the regres-
sion model]. However, we think that they shed some light on the under-
estimation phenomenon. It is natural to compare our underestimation ex-
ponents ¢ and ¢, to the constant that appears in Stein’s lemma, namely,
infoeco,. , H(0,0%). The constants do not match, which does not necessarily

mean that kS and k% are not optimal. We refer to [4] for a discussion about
optimality.

2.2. Qwerestimation. Let the largest integer which is strictly smaller
than a € R be denoted by |a|. For simplicity, let a Vb and a A b be the max-
imum and minimum of a,b € R, and V(0) =V (f*, fo) VV (fo, [*) (0 € Ox).
It is crucial in our study of overestimation errors that, if Al is satisfied and
C1 =5(1 +log? M) /202, then (following Lemma 5 and Theorem 5 in [20])
for all k> k* and 0 € Oy, H(0) < e~? yields

(3) V(0) < CLH(6)log? H(6).
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Let us now introduce further notions and assumptions. Given § > 0 and
two functions [ < u, the bracket [l,u] is the set of all functions f with [ <
f <u. We say that [l,u] is a §-bracket if [,u € L (u) and

p(u—1) <3, P*(logu—logl)* <42,
P,_i(logu —log f*)? < §log?6 and P(logu —logl)? < §log? 6.

For C a class of functions, the d-entropy with bracketing of C is the logarithm
E(C,9) of the minimum number of J-brackets needed to cover C. A set of
cardinality exp(£(C,d)) of d-brackets which covers C is written as H(C,0).

For all § € ©, we introduce the following quantities: ¢,,(0) = Y1, lo(Z;),
0y, =211 €*(Z;) and, for every k > 1, B, (k) = (k) [g, e~ dry.(6). Ob-
viously, if k < k' are two integers, then k% = k yields B,,(k) > B, (k+ 1) and
kS =k implies that B, (k) > B, (k).

Let K > k* be an integer. We consider the following three assumptions:

O1(K). There exist Co,Dy(k) >0 (k=Fk*+1,...,K) such that, for every
sequence {0, } decreasing to 0, for all n > 1, and all ke {k*+1,...,K},

{0 € O : H(0) < 6, } < Cy6,P1F)/2,

02(K). There exists C3 > 0 such that, for each k € {k* +1,..., K}, there
exists a sequence {F¥}, F¥ C Oy, such that, for all n > 1,

T { (FF)°} < Can=PrR)/2,
03. There exist 51, L, Da(k*) >0, and 33 > 0 such that, for all n > 1,

3D1 (k*+1)/2+ B2
*T * Ba, Do(k*)/2\—1 (logn)
P {Bn(k ) < (ﬁl(logn) 2n 2( )/ ) } é L n[Dl(k*+1)—D2(k*)]/2 M

When 03 holds, let ng be the smallest integer n such that

(4) 5o = 4mf>1x{m_1 log[B1 (log m)P2mP2(E)/2)} < 2 /9.

When O1(K) and 03 hold with Dy (k*) < ming«<<x D1 (k), given any s > 0,
we set O, = 5k71n_1log3n foralln>2 ke{k*+1,...,K}, with

(5) Op1 >128(1+ 8)(Cy + 2)[D1(k) — Da(k*)] v 128C1 Dy (k) V log ™ ny.

We control the overestimation error for k:,(f when a prior bound k. on
k* is known.

THEOREM 2. If the prior 11 puts mass 1 on Up<y, . Ok and if k* < kpax,
if Al, A2, O1(kmax), O2(kmax) and O3 are satisfied with Do(k*) <
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Milgs <<t D1(Ek), if, in addition, for every k € {k* +1,..., kmax}, for all
integers n > ng such that 0y, < 09 and for every j < 00/0kn],

s/(1+ s)njok.n
Cy +2)log? (j6kn)’

.
(©) &(FE 018kt \ St ). T4 ) < o

then there exists ¢ >0 such that, for all n > ny,

(log n)?)maxk Dy (k)/24B2
pming[D1(k)—D2(k*)]/2

(7) PES > kY < dy
In the formula above index k ranges between k* + 1 and kpax.

On the contrary, the following result on the overestimation error of Ej
does not rely on a prior bound on k*.

THEOREM 3. Let k=k*+ 1. Let us suppose that assumptions Al, A2,
01(k), 02(k) and O3 are satisfied with Da(k*) < Dy (k). If, in addition, for
all integers n > ng such that 0y, < 69 and for every j < |0o/0kn|, equation
(6) is satisfied, then there exists c3 >0 such that, for all n > ng,

(log n)BDl(k*+1)/2+Bz
nlD1(k*+1)—Da(k*)]/2

(8) PR > k) < e

Proofs of Theorems 2 and 3 rely on tests of P* versus complements
{Py:0 € O, H(#) > e} of Kullback—Leibler balls around P* for k > k*, in
the spirit of [8]. They are postponed to Section 4. The upper bounds we get
in the proofs are actually tighter than the one stated in the theorems. Each
time, we actually chose the largest of several terms to make the formulas
more readable. Besides, the possibility in Theorem 3 to tune the value of d;, ;
makes it easier to apply the theorem to the mixture model example. Natu-
rally, the larger oy 1, the larger c3 and the less accurate the overestimation
bound.

Concerning condition (6), it warrants that (a critical region of) O is not
too large, since the entropy is known to quantify the complexity of a model.

Assumption O1 is concerned with the decay to 0 of the prior mass of
shrinking Kullback—Leibler neighborhoods of 6*. Verifying this assumption
in the mixture setting is a demanding task; see Section 2.4. Note that dimen-
sional indices D1 (k) (k> k*) are introduced, which might be different from
the usual dimensions D(k). They should be understood as effective dimen-
sions of Oy, relative to Op+. In models of mixtures of g, densities (y €' C
R%), for instance, Dy (k* +1) = D(k*) + 1, while D(k* +1) = D(k*) 4 (d+1).
It is to be noted that this assumption is crucial. In particular, in the differ-
ent context of [16], it is proved that if such a condition is not satisfied, then
some inconsistency occurs for the Bayes factor.
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Finally, O3 is milder than the existence of a Laplace expansion of the
marginal likelihood (which holds in “regular models” as described in [18]),
since in such cases (see [18]), for ¢ as large as need be, denoting by .J,, the
Jacobian matrix, there exist d,C > 0 such that

N 00 (0)—0 (0) 2m\ P2
B, (k*) > 03 56 drmy«(0) > . | 0] (14 0p(1/n)),
=01 <

and P*{|J,| + |Op(1/n)] > C} < n~ ¢ implying 03 with 51 >0, S2 =0
and Dy(k*) = D(k*). In some cases however, dimensional index Ds(k*) may
differ from D(k*); see, for instance, Lemma 1.

According to (7) and (8), both overestimation errors decay as a negative
power of the sample size n (up to a power of a logn factor). Note that
the overestimation rate is necessarily slower than exponential, as stated in
another variant of the Stein Lemma (see Lemma 3 in [4]).

We want to emphasize that the overestimation rates obtained in Theo-
rems 2 and 3 depend on intrinsic quantities [such as dimensions D; (k) and
Dy (k*), power f2]. On the contrary, the rates obtained in Theorems 10 and
11 of [4] depend directly on the choice of a penalty term.

2.3. Regression and change points models. Theorems 1, 2 and 3 (resp. 1 and 3)
apply to the following regression (resp. change points) model. In the rest of
this section, o > 0 is given, g, is the density of the Gaussian distribution with
mean v and variance o2; X1,..., X, are i.i.d. and uniformly distributed on
[0,1], eq1,...,e, are i.i.d. with density go and independent from Xi,..., X,,.
Moreover, one observes Z; = (X;,Y;) with Y; = g« (X;) +¢; (i=1,...,n),
where the definition of ¢y« depends on the example.

Regression (see also Section 5.3 of [4]). Let {tx },>1 be a uniformly bounded
system of continuous functions on [0, 1] forming an orthonormal system in
L%([0,1]) (for the Lebesgue measure). Let T' be a compact subset of R that
contains 0 and © =T* (each k> 1). For every 6 € Oy, set gy = 22?21 0;t;
and Jo(z) = gy (v) [all = = (2.9) € [0,1] x E].

Change points. For each k > 1, let T}, be the set of (k+1)-tuples (¢;)o<j<k,
with to =0, t; <tj11 (all j <k), and t; = 1. Let I" be a compact subset of
R and Oy = T x I'* (each k> 1). For every 6 = (a,t) € Oy, set wy(z) =
Zle a;l{t; 1 < <t;}, and fo(2) = gy, (2)(y) (all 2= (x,y) € [0,1] x R).

In both examples there exists 0* € O+ \ Og+_1 such that f* = fy«. The
standard conditions of compactness and continuous parameterization are
fulfilled, and A1 and A2 are satisfied. Besides, 202 H (6) = ||g — ©*||3 (all
f € O ), so the additional condition stated in Theorem 1(ii) holds. Conse-
quently, if m is positive on Oy for each k£ > 1, then Theorem 1 applies. In
particular, using Fourier basis in the regression model, we get

*

L Ay 2 2
12¢ > 1 — Z(1+A
(9) c2 > /km<6;35<202+ 5g2 T 1+ Aks) )
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where A1 = (05,1)" ZJ k2(07)? if k41 <k* and Ap =0.

Also, it can be shown that there exists 7 > 1 such that [lg5/,;up 5/7]
is a d-bracket for all § € O and § sufficiently small. Consequently, with
the notation of Theorems 2 and 3, and with F¥ = O (02 is then triv-
ial), £(O, jok.n/4) < —blog(jdk,n) + ¢ for positive b, ¢, and we show in Ap-
pendix D how this implies the desired condition on entropy.

The regression model is regular (as described in [18]), so 03 holds with
Dy(k*) = D(k*). Moreover, the form of H(#) makes it easy to verify that
O1(K) is satisfied for any K > k* with D; = D. Thus, Theorems 2 and
3 apply too. Furthermore, Theorem 3 applies in the change points model
because, for any 7 € (0, %) (see Appendix A for a proof),

LEMMA 1. In the change points model, OL(k* + 1) and O3 hold with
Di(k*+1)=D(k*) + k*, Da(k*)=D(k*) + k* =1+ 27 and P2 =

Actually, the proof of Lemma 1 can easily be adapted to yield that O1(K)
holds for any K > k* with Dy (K)= D(k*)+ K — 1 (we omit the details for
the sake of conciseness). So Theorem 2 also applies in that model.

2.4. Mizture models. We prove that Theorems 1 and 3 apply here with
D;(k*+1) = D(k*)+1 and Dy(k*) = D(k*), yielding an overestimation rate
of order O((logn)¢//n) for some positive c.

We denote by |-|; and |- |5 the ! and ¢? norms on R% Let T' be a
compact subset of R? and A = {g = (g1,...,gx) € *: min;«j |g; — gjr|2 = 0}.
For all v €I, let g, be a density. In this section mixtures of g,’s are studied.
Formally, ©®; =TI and for every k > 2,

k—1
O = {92 (2,7):p=(p1,....pe—1) ERELD p; < 1,7€F’“}-
=1

Every 0 € Oy (k> 2) is associated with fp = Zk 1Py + (1 Zk 105) -

Note that D(k) = k(d+1)—1 for each k > 1. Also the standard conditions
of compactness and continuous parameterization are fulfilled.

We consider the following six assumptions which will be used in the mix-
ture case. The first-, second- and third-order differentiation (with respect to
7) operators are denoted by V, D? and D3, and | - | stands for any norm on
the space of second and third-order derivatives. We say that a function is
CF if it is k times continuously differentiable:

M1. For each k > 1, prior mj writes as dmg(0) = 7% (p)m () dpdy [all § =
(p,7) € ©]. It is C! over O. Moreover, there exist £, C' > 0 such that,
setting A, = {y € ':infgen [y —g[1 >}, v € A, yields w)] (v) > C, and
when d =1, 7} () o< [T;<;|7j — vjrl2 upon A..
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M2. For all y€I',n >0, let us define 9om =inf{gy : |y — 7|1 <n} and

Ty = SUP{Gy 2 |y — 'y <n}. There exist 7y, M > 0 such that, for every
v1,72 € I', there exists 12 > 0 such that

(1+1log?gy,) < Mm, Py, log*(g,, /9. , )< Mg,

Gyym _271,771 Ty1,m

10g% 7., < My log?my

Ivim Ty

and

ngwu (log Gyiom T log 9“/2) + ngg (log Gyim + log g
Ms3. For every 1,72 € I', there exists « > 0 such that

sup{ P, (gy,/9)" 17 €'} < oo.

M4. The parameterization v+ g,(z) is C? for p-almost every z € Z. More-
over, p[sup,ep(|Vgy|1 + |D2g,|)] is finite.
The parameterization v+ log g,(2) is C? for p-almost every z € Z
and for every v € I', the Fisher information matrix I(7y) is positive
definite. Besides, for all vq,v2 € I', there exists n > 0 for which

y<M
=71,

Py, |D?10g goy |[* + Py, sup{|D*log g, |* 1 |y — 72l1 <} < o0.
M5. Let Z={(r,s):1 <r < s <d}. There exist a nonempty subset A of 7

and two constants 19, a > 0 such that, for every k& > 2, for every k-tuple
(71, -.,7k) of pairwise distinct elements of I':

(a) functions g,;,(Vgy, )i (j <k, <d) are linearly independent;

(b) for every j <k, functions g-,, (Vgy, )i, (D?gy, )rs (all 1 < d, (r,s) €
A) are linearly independent;

c) foreach j <k, (r, s) € I\A there exist A%, ..., A% € R such that

(ngv ) - )‘gsg’Yg + Zl 1 )‘rs(VQ’Yg )lﬂ
(d) for all n <mny and all u,v € R?, for each j <k, if

Z (|urus| + |'U7"'Us| Z )\ urus + 'Ur'Us) < m,
(r,s)eA (r,s)¢A
then |ul3 + |v|3 < an.
These assumptions suffice to guarantee the bounds below.
THEOREM 4. If M1-M5 are satisfied, then there exists ny > 1 and cqy > 0
such that, for all n>nq,
(10) P kY < k*} < cre e,
(log n) B@+DE"/2)

vn

The positive constants c1,co are defined in Theorem 1.

(11) P{kE > k) < ey
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Note that all assumptions involve the mixed densities g, (v € I') rather
than the resulting mixture densities fy (6 € O ). Assumption M2 implies
A2 and M3 implies A1l. Assumption M4 is a usual regularity condition.
Assumption M5 is a weaker version of the strong identifiability condition
defined by [5], which is assumed in most paper dealing with asymptotic
properties of mixtures. In particular, strong identifiability does not hold in
location-scale mixtures of Gaussian r.v., but M5 does (with A =7\ {(1,1)}).
In fact, Theorem 4 applies, and we have the following:

COROLLARY 1. Set A,B>0 and I'={(p,0?) € [-A, A] x [%, B]}. For
every v = (u,02) €T, let us denote by g~ the Gaussian density with mean p
and variance o%. Then (10) and (11) hold with d =2 for all n > ny.

Other examples include, for instance, mixtures of Gamma(a,b) in a or in
b [but not in (a,b)], of Beta(a,b) in (a,b), of GIG(a,b,c) in (b,c) (another
example where strong identifiability does not hold, but M5 does).

3. Underestimation proofs. Let us start with new notation. For f, f’ €
LY (u)\ {0}, we set H(f, f') = Ps(log f —log f') when it is defined (oo other-
wise), H(f)=H(f*, f), and V(f) =V (f*, f)VV(f, f*). For every 0 € O,
the following shortcuts will be used (W stands for H or V): W (f, fp) =
W(f,0), W(fe,f)=W(,f), W(fs) =W (0). For every probability density
feL(p), PJ‘?" is denoted by Pj and the expectation with respect to Py
(resp. P}') by Ef (resp. E}).

Theorem 1 relies on the following lower bound on B, (k).

LEMMA 2. Let k<k* and § € (0,aM A dp]. Under the assumptions of
Theorem 1, with probability at least 1 — 2exp{—nd?/SM},

B, (k) > Me—n[H;M}
n = 5 ‘

Proor. Let 1<k<Ek*, 0<d<aM A and define
B={(0,Z") €O x Z":£,(0) — £ > —n[H} + 0] }.

Then, using the same calculations as in Lemma 1 of [17], we obtain

“n ey < Tr{Sk(0)} 2P { B}
(12) P {Wk{skw) NB} > #} < /Sk(é) mdﬁk(e)-

Set s € [0,a] and 6 € Si(6) and let @q(t) = P! %) (every t € R). By
virtue of A1, function ¢y is C* over [0, o] and ¢} is bounded by ¢(0,«) < M
on that interval. Moreover, a Taylor expansion implies that

1
wo(s) =1+ sH(O) + 32/ (1—t)py(st)dt <1+ sH(0) + 2s* M.
0



BOUNDS FOR BAYESIAN ORDER IDENTIFICATION 11

Applying the Chernoff method and inequality logt <t —1 (¢t > 0) implies
that, for all § € Si(9),

P {B} < exp{—ns[Hj + 0] + nlog gy (s)}
< exp{—ns[Hf +6 — H(#)] + ns>M/2}.

We choose s = [Hj +0 — H(0)]/M € [6/2,a] so that the above probability is
bounded by exp{—nd?/8M} and Lemma 2 is proved. [

To prove Theorem 1, we construct nets of upper bounds for the fy’s (6 €
O, k=1,...,k* —1). Similar nets have been first introduced in a context
of nonparametric Bayesian estimation in [3]. We focus on @,I;, the proof for
Es is a straightforward adaptation.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1. Since P*"{kL < k*} = S8 1 Pyl =k}, it
is sufficient to study P*"{k% =k} for k between 1 and k* — 1.

Let § < aM Aéy A [Hf — Hi1]/2, ¢ = sm(k)mp{Sk(6)} € (0,1] and & =
20/[H}; — Hy ] €(0,1). Lemma 2 yields

( P kY =k} < PYB, (k) > B, (k+ 1)}
13)
< 26—716 /(8M) +P*H{Bn(1€) > ce—n[H]:+1+5}}.

We now study the rightmost term of (13). Let 0,6 € ©). The domi-
nated convergence theorem and A2 ensure that there exists 179 > 0 such that
d(0,0") < ng yields H(ug,,) < H(0") < H(ug,y)+0, V(0% ugy) < (1+e)V(0",0)
and V(ug,,,0%) < (14+¢)V(¢',60%). Let B(0,m9) ={0" € ©4,:d(0,0") < ng} for
all § € ©. The collection of open sets {B(#,19)}gco, covers Oy, which is a
compact set. So, there exist 61, ...,0n. € O such that O = U;-V:sl B(0;,m;)-
For j=1,..., N, letting u; = ug

37779 ?
Th; = {0 € O : £y <loguy, H(0) < H(uj) + 4,
V(9*7uj) < (1 +€)V(0*79)7 V(uj79*) < (1 +€)V(979*)}7
then Ty = T); and Tyj = Tkj N (Uj,<j Tkj,)c (j =2,...,N:). The family
{Ty1,...,Tkn.} is a partition of ©Oy.

Accordingly, with £y, ., = >3i" logu;(Z;) (j =1,...,N:), the rightmost
term of (13) is smaller than

P*n{Z/ ZH(G "dﬂ'k(e) > ce” n[H 7L1-1—5}}
Ty s

E
<yoprfeet |
j=1 Tk

O~ g (0) > ce_"[H’:“M}WkJrl{Tkj}}
¥
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Ne
< ZP*n{en,uj - g; > _n[HI:—l—l + 6] + IOgC}
j=1

Ne
< Z Py, — £y +nH(uj) > np; +logc}
j=1

for p; = [H(uj) — H},, — 0]. Note that p; > (1 —¢)[H(0;) — Hj ;] > 0 for
j=1,...,N. by construction. Applying (29) of Proposition B.1 (whose as-
sumptions are satisfied) finally implies that

PB, (k) > ce ity

| o HO) - Hp, 1+e
< e - ( * Ik k+1 )}
=7 exp{ T H’““]mm(eggk V() 1-¢

We conclude, since N, does not depend on n. [

4. Overestimation proofs. We choose again to focus on Ej, the proof for
kS being very similar.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3. Set ng and dyp as in (4), then note that u+—
ulog®u increases on interval (0,e2). By definition of k&,

P L > k) < PPYB, (k) < By (K +1)}
(14) < P{B,, (k") < (81 (logn)2n2)/2) 71y
+ P {B,,(k* + 1) > (81 (log n)ﬁanz(k*)ﬂ)_l}.

Assumption 03 deals with the first term of the right-hand side of (14).
Let us focus on the second one. To this end, O« is decomposed into the
following three sets: letting §; satisfy (5) and 6,, = 6;n " log®n,

Sk*+1(2(50)c = {9 S @k*+1 H(@) > 50},
Sn = Sk*+1(250) N Sk*+1(2(5n)c = {9 € @k*+1 Z(5n < H(@) < 50},
Sk*+1(25n) = {9 S @k*+1 H(@) < 571}

Note that S,, can be empty. According to this decomposition, the quantity
of interest is bounded by the sum of three terms (the second one is 0 when
S, is empty): if w, = 3m(k* + 1)1 (logn)?2nP2(-")/2 then

P By, (kK +1) = (B (logn) a2 )/2) 71}

S P*n{/ egn(e)_gv*L dﬂ-k‘*-ﬁ-l(e) Z 1/wn}
Spx1(200)¢
(15) e
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+ P*”{ / O~ dmpe1(0) > 1 /wn}

wprf [ O e (0) > 1w .
Spx+1(20n)
The Markov inequality, Fubini theorem and O1 yield (as in the proof of

Lemma 2) the following bound on the third term, p, 3, of (15):

( P < Wae11{Ske41(26,) } < Cow, 6,1 /2
16)

* Dy (k*41 5 (log n)3P1 (K +1)/2+52
§3,81C27T(k +1)(51 1( )/ nID1(k*+1)—Da(k*)]/2

The first term of (15), py1, is like P*"{B, (k) > ce "Hia Y already
bounded in the proof of Theorem 1. Indeed, the infima for 6 € Si«11(2d0)¢
of H(0), V(0*,0) and V (0,6*) are positive and the scheme of proof of Theo-
rem 1 also applies here: there exist ¢4, c5 > 0 which do not depend on n and
guarantee that

(17) Pna < cge” 5.

When 6, < dy, bounding the second term of (15), py 2, goes in four steps.
Let A, = |00/0n]. For all j=1,...,A,, let S, ; ={0 € F, N S,:jo, <
H(0) < (j+1)6,}. Consider [l;,u;] € H(Sn,j,70n/4), define u; = u;/pu; and
introduce the local tests
5
¢i,j = :ﬂ-{gn,ﬂi - E; + nH(ﬂz) > ’I’L%} = gbn,f,p,c
for f =u;, p=jo,/2 and c=1 in the perspective of Proposition B.1.

Step 1. Set 0 € S, j such that fy € [l;,u;], g = fo and p’ =log pu;. Then
pg=1,V(g) =V(0)>0and H(u;)— (p+p') = P*(* —logu;) —log pu; — p =
P*(t* —logu;) —p = H(0) + P* (g —logu;) — p > H(#) — P*(logu; —log ;) —
p> % > 0. Thus, according to (30) of Proposition B.1,

[H (@) — (p+p')] (H(m) —(p+r) , 1)}
2 V(0) )
Since H() < (j 4+ 1)8, < 28 < e~ 2, then log? 4, > log?(jé,) and (3) yield

V(6) < CyH (6) log® H(8) < C1(j + 1)d, log?(76,). Conseanently, j/(j +1) >
1/2 and 8C log?(jd,) > 1 imply

n
Ef(1— ¢ij) <exp{—

n njon }
18 Ep(l —09;,) < -_ 5.
( ) 9( (b 7]) exp{ 6401 10g2(]5n)

Step 2. Proposition B.1 and (29) ensure that

n njon 100,
e <es{ = (5 1) }
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The point is now to bound V' (@;). Let again § € S,, ; be such that fj € [l;,u;].
Using repeatedly (a+b)? < 2(a®+b?) (a,b € R), the definition of a §-bracket
and (3) yield

V(0*,1;) = P*(¢* — logu; + log pu;)?
< 2P*(1* —logu;)? + 2log? pu;
(19) S AP*(0F — €9)? + 4P* (g — logui)? + 2(p(u; — 1))
<AV () + 4P*(log u; — log ;)% + 2(u(u; — 1;))?
< 2(2C1 4 3)(j + 1), log*(jdn),
and similarly,
(20) V (@i, 0%) < 4(C1 +2) (5 + 1)0 log® (jn)-

A bound on V(w;) is derived from (19) and (20), which yields in turn

21 B - < expd — .
(21) Gig exp{ 64(C1 + 2)log2(jon)

Step 3. Now, consider the global test
¢n = max{¢i,j < exp{g(sn,jyjén/él)}’j < An}

Equation (18) implies that, for every j <A, and § € S,, ;,

5
(22) E3(1—¢n)§€XP{—$gg(j5)}-

Furthermore, if we set p,, = n,/[64(1 + s)(C; + 2)log?®§,], then bounding
¢n, by the sum of all ¢; ;, invoking (21) and (6) yield

*1 ] njén
E" ¢, < Zexp{S(Sn,N‘sn/‘l) ~ 64(Cy + 2)log?(jdy) }

A
. , exp{—pn}
<) exp{—jpm} < —————~-
jgl " 1- exp{_pn}

Since 01 > 128(1 + s)(Cy + 2)[D1(k* + 1) — Da(k*)] V log™>(ng), one has
log?§, < 4log®n, and p, > $[D1(k* + 1) — Do(k*)]logn. Thus, the final
bound is

1

(23) B0 < i n-Datez 10
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Step 4. We now bound p,, o:

pua=E" (00 + (1= 00))2{ [ O drmpes1(0) > 1/ |

n

SnNFE

+E"(1 - ¢n)n{/s . e O dmpe 1(0) > 1/2wn}.

The first term of the right-hand side is bounded according to (23). Moreover,
applying the Markov inequality and Fubini theorem to the second term
above, p, 22, ensures that

(logn)”>
(24) Pn,2,2 <6505 D1+ 1)—Da(k*)]/2"

As for the third term, p,, 2 3, invoking again the Markov inequality and Fubini
theorem, then (22), yields

An
Pn,2,3 < 2w, Z/S Eg(l - ¢n) dﬂ'k*—l—l(e)
j=175n

An

njon }
<2 n - G YN * S,n
-7 ;GXP{ 64, log2 (6, ) ™+ 5

< 2w, exp{—an} < 2w, exp{— ul logn}
64C1 log” 6, 256C"

(logn)*
D1+ D)= Da(k)]/2

< 6517‘1’(1{3* + 1)

Combining inequalities (23), (24) and (25) yields

1 . (logn)?
Pn2 < I DageE — 1 + O D)+ ) ey pee

Inequalities (16), (17) and the one above conclude the proof. [

5. Mixtures proofs. In the sequel we use the notation 6* = (p*,~*), p* =
(PY,- > Pfey) and pie =1 — 231 pr. Also, if 6 = (p,7) € O, then 1 —
Zf;ll pj is denoted by py.

The standard conditions hold. Assumption Al is verified by proving (with
usual regularity and convexity arguments) the existence of o > 0 such that
the function 6 — P*e*~%) is bounded on ©Oj+. Assumption A2 follows
from M2. Lemma 3 in [12] guarantees that Hj > Hj , (every k < k*).
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So, the underestimation error bound (10) in Theorem 4 is a consequence of
Theorem 1.

The overestimation error bound (11) in Theorem 4 is a consequence of
Theorem 3. Let us verify that O1(k* + 1), O2(k* 4+ 1) and O3 are satisfied.

PROPOSITION 1.  There exists Co > 0 such that, in the setting of mizture
models, for every sequence {6, } that decreases to 0, for alln>1,

Thr 1110 € Ope 1 : H(0) < 8, } < C6, [PEIH/2,

PROPOSITION 2. If FF'*1 = {(p,7) € O« i1 :minj<p=y1p; > e "} ap-
prozimates the set Opxy1, then O2(k* + 1) is fulfilled. Furthermore, the en-
tropy condition (6) holds as soon as &1 is chosen large enough.

The technical proofs of Propositions 1 and 2 are postponed to Appendix C
and D, respectively. Assumption O3 is obtained (with Sy = 0) from the
Laplace expansion under P*, which is regular (see also the comment after
Theorem 3). Finally, Theorem 3 applies and Theorem 4 is proven.

APPENDIX A: PROOF OF LEMMA 1
Let 6* = (a*,t*) and 0 € Oy satisty H(0) <J,. For every j <k* (resp.

j < k), we denote by 77 (resp. 7;) the interval [t]_;,t3[ (vesp. [tj—1,t;])
[hence, H(0) = Y jcps > jrcprrr(@f — ayr)?u(mr N7y, and set s(j) such
that u(77 N7y(5)) =maxj<x pu(77 N 7). So, u(77 N7y(s)) = p(r7)/k, and (o —
ag(j))? < ey for all j <k*. If s(j) = s(j') for j/ > j, then necessarily j' >
(j +2) and s(j + 1) = s(j), while oF # aj 4, so we do get k* conditions
on . Suppose now without loss of generality that s(j) = j for all j < k*.
Then (ay — aj.)?(1 — tg+) < &, another condition on 6. Moreover, for all
3 < K () = (7 173) = (7 Vo) 7 O 70), () — (1 7y) =
(i N 1iy) + (5 N 774) (with convention 71 = 7%y = @) and o # of
imply |p(7) — (77 N7;)| < by, for 7€ {77, 75}. So, [(#5 —t;) — (¢j_1 —tj-1)| <
2¢6,. Using successively these inequalities from j =1 to j = (k* — 1), we get
(k* —1) conditions on 6 of the form [t} —t;| < ¢6,. Combining those condi-
tions yields O1(k* 4 1) with Dy (k* + 1) = D(k*) + k*.

Let S, ={t*+u/n:ue Rﬁ:“,uo = upx = 0,|ul; < Floglogn} C Ti+. For
large n, there exists an event of probability 1 — (1 —miny, [t} —t;_,|/2)" upon
which the model is regular in « for any fixed ¢ € S,,, hence, there exists C' > 0
(independent of t) such that, on that event,

* C A * * *

Zn(e)_en “ > Z”(O‘t?t)_én > Zn(a 7t)_én

(25) /N* e dmp« (alt) > 2t > st ,
where &; is the maximum likelihood estimator for fixed t. Denote n;(t) =

i 1{XG € [t5,85 + uj/n[} and v*(t) = o? Z?;l(a]*- — of_1)?n;(t) for any
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t€S,. Then &(t) =4, (a*,t) — 0 + %vz(t) is, conditionally on Xi,..., X,
a centered Gaussian r.v. with variance v?(t). Because each n;(t) is Binomi-
al(n,u;j/n) distributed, the Chernoff method implies, for any t € S,,,

(26) P {03(t) > rlogn} = O(1/V/n).

Moreover, since £(t) is conditionally Gaussian, it is easily seen by using (26)
that, for any ¢ € Sy, setting B = {Z":£,(a*,t) — £ > —5(v2(t) + Tlogn)},

(27) P{B} =0(1/vn),
too. Now, the same technique as in the proof of Lemma 2 yields

x X * 2P ™{ B¢
(28) P*n{/ efn(a b)—03 drpe (t) < n—k +1—T} S/ ﬁdﬂ'k*(t)
n Sn Tk (S”)

whenever m{S,} = c(loglogn/n)¥ =1 > 2n=*"*1 By combining (25), (27)
and (28), we obtain that 03 holds with Ds(k*) = 3k* +2(7 — 1).
APPENDIX B: CONSTRUCTION OF TESTS

PROPOSITION B.1. Let (p,c) belong to R x (0,1] and f € L. (u) \ {0}.
Assume that V(f) is positive and finite. Let €,y => 1" 1log f(Z;) and

bn,fpe =Wl s — 0y +nH(f)>np+logc}.
The following bound holds:

(29) E"p f.pe < % exp{—% (% A 1> }

Let p' € Ry and g € LY (1) be such that pg=1, g < e, f and V(g) is
finite. If, in addition, (p+ p') < H(f), then the following bound holds true:

n[H(f) = (p+p) (H(f) = (p+p)
2 ( V(g) A1)}

ProoOF. H(f) is also finite. Let us denote log f by £¢, logg by ¢, and
set s € (0,1]. Then
CE*n(bn,f’pp = CP*n{gn,f - E:L >np — nH(f) + IOg C}
< e~ ns(p—H(f)) (P*es(ff_f*))"‘

(30) E"(1— o ppe) < exp{—

A Taylor expansion of the function ¢ — P*e!és—%") implies that

1
prestts=t) zl—sH(f)+32/ (1—t)/(f*)l_Stht(E*—Bf)2d,udt
0

<1—sH(f)+ sV(f* )75V (f, ) )2
<1—sH(f)+s*V(f)/2,
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by a Holder inequality with parameters 1/st and 1/(1 — st). Moreover, since
logt <t—1 (t>0), we have

cE™" ¢y 5 pc < exp[—nsp + ns2V(f)/2].

The choice s=1A % yields (29). Similarly, for all s € (0, 1],

ES(1 = & fp.) < PP, — Lo g >n[H(f) — pl}
< PO, — bg>n[H(f) — (p+ )]}
< o= mH) o+ (p s ~ta) Y,

The same arguments as before lead to P,es*"~f9) <1+ 52V(g)/2 and
Eg(l - ¢n,f,p,c) < exp{—ns[H(f) - (P + P/)] + 7182V(g)/2}.

The choice s=1A W yields (30). O

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Let {0,} be a decreasing sequence of positive numbers which tend to 0.
Let us denote by || - || the L*() norm. Because /H(0) > || f* — fol//2, M1
ensures that Proposition 1 holds if

. D(k*)+1
(31) T 1{0 € Ope g1 |1+ — fol| < V6on} < C2\/5, (+

for some Cy > 0 which does not depend on {4, }. We use a new parameteri-
zation for translating || f* — fg|| < /5, in terms of parameters p and ~. It is
a variant of the locally conic parameterization [6], using the L' norm instead
of the L? norm. In the sequel, ¢, C' will be generic positive constants.

LY locally conic parameterization. For each 0 = (p,~) € int(Og«11), we
define iteratively the permutation oy upon {1,...,k* + 1} as follows:

e (j1,00(j1)) = ming; jny argmin{|vF — 1 :j < k*,j" <k* + 1}, where the
first minimum is for the lexicographic ranking;

o if (j1,00(j1))s---, (Ji—1,00(ji—1)) with [ < k* have been defined, then (j,
o9 (ji1)) = ming; jy argmin{|y; — v;/[1}, where in the argmin, index j < k*
does not belong to {ji,...,5;—1} and index j' <k* +1 does not belong to
{o0(j1),--,00(1-1)};

e once (j1,09(j1)),---, (Jk=,09(jx+)) are defined, the value of og(k* + 1) is
uniquely determined.

We can assume without loss of generality that oy =id, the identity per-
mutation over {1,...,k* + 1}. Indeed, for every 6 = (p,7y) € O+11 and
each permutation ¢ onto {1,...,k* + 1}, let 6° = (p°,7°) € O«11 be the
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parameter with coordinates p§ = pe(j), 75 = V() (all j <k +1) and set
75 1(6) =y ().
Since for all § and <, || f* — fol| = ||.f* — fos||»

Tt 140 € Opeyr | F* = foll < V/0u}

(32)
= M1 {0 € Opegriog =id, | f* = foll < v/},
S
where the sum above is on all possible permutations.

We show below that the term in the sum above associated with ¢ =id is
bounded by a constant times \/ED(k*)H. The proof involves only proper-
ties that all 7}, share. Studying the latter term is therefore sufficient to
conclude that Proposition 1 holds.

Set ©* = {0 S @k*+1 10 = ld} For all 6 € @*, let Yo = Vi*+1, PO = Pk*+1
and Ry = (p1,---, Pk*—1,7T1,---,Tk+ ), where

* *
pj = P Pj and rj;= B0 (j < k).
Po Po
Note that > <4« pj = —1. Now, define

k*

k*
T
o+ D057 Ve + D Pigy:
j=1 j=1

N(’YG?RO) =

)

then ty = pgN(’yg, Rg)

LEMmA C.1. For all 0 € ©*, let V(0) = (tg,v9, Rg). The function ¥ is
a bijection between ©* and W(O*). Furthermore, T = supgeg+ tg is finite, so
that the projection of W(O*) along its first coordinate is included in [0,T].
Finally, for all € >0, there exists n >0 such that, for every 6 € ©*, || f* —
foll < yields tg <e.

Proor. It is readily seen that ¥ is a bijection. We point out that
N(~,R) is necessarily positive for all (¢,7,R) € U(©*), by virtue of M5.
As for the finiteness of T, note that, for any 0 € ©*,

k* k*
Pogrg + D15 = )TV gy + D (05— 1})gy

ty = ;
j=1 j=1

(33)

k*
<2+ 95l =) Vo -
j=1
The right-hand side term above is finite because I' is bounded and || (Vg,y;) 1l

(j <k*,1 <d) are finite thanks to M4. Hence, T is finite.
The last part of the lemma is a straightforward consequence of the com-
pactness of I and continuity of 6 — fp(z). O
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Proof of (31). For any 7 > 0, define the sets
Bl = {9 € @*:jn%ikq Yo — vl > 1 [1f* = fol| < \/&}
and
57 = {0€ 0" min o — 2}l < 7.~ foll < VA .
Inequality (31) is a consequence of the following:

LEMMA C.2. Given T >0, there exists C' >0 such that, for alln>1,

(34) mea (B} <0Va, .
LEmMMA C.3.  There exist T,C' >0 such that, for alln>1,
(35) o1 {B]} < C\/—k*(d-i-l

Because I' is compact, continuity arguments on the norm in finite dimen-
sional spaces yield the following useful property: Under M5, if g1,...,gx €
L (u) are k functions such that, for every y € T, 9~,91, - - -, gk are linearly in-
dependent, then there exists C' > 0 such that, for all a = (ag, ..., a;) € RFt!
and ye I,

k
>0 lajl-

J=0

(36) apgy + Z a;g;

Jj=1

PrOOF OF LEMMA C.2. Let 7 >0, let (¢,7,R) € ¥(0*) and 6 = (p,v) =
U—L(t, v, R) satisfy |yy =%l > 7 for all j <k* and ||f* — fol| < /3. Given
any z € Z, a Taylor-Lagrange expansion (in t) of [f*(z) — fp(2)] yields the
existence of t° € (0,t) (depending on z) such that

1f7(2) = fo(2)| = — gv +ZP§ iV gy (2)+ D pigy (2)
=
21E T
(o)
N2 >0 Ve (2) + 5 Zp] D2gye (2)rj).
i=1

where 77 =% + t°r; /N and p§ = p; +t°p;/N (all j < k*). Therefore, by
virtue of M4, there exists C' > 0 such that

"
> (psllrsl + lrjlg)D-

=1

N T Y (e
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Furthermore, M5 and (36) imply that, for some C' > 0 (depending on 7),

"
(38) NZC<1+Z(\Pj!+p§!7’j\1)>,

J=1

so the following lower bound on || f* — fy| is deduced from (37):

k*
Sz (ps = o5l =5l 4y — 7]*|%)>
).

(39)  1f*— ol 2t<1—c !
S (s — P+ 05y — vk

By mimicking the last part of the proof of Lemma C.1, we obtain that the
right-hand term in (39) is larger than ¢/2 for n large enough (independently
of 6). Because t = ppN and (38) holds, there exists ¢ > 0 such that

k*
7Tk*+1{B1}<7Tk*+1{9€@ Z|p] pil+ il —ih) <evé }

j=1

leading to (34) by virtue of M1. O

PrROOF OF LEMMA C.3. Let 7 >0 and 6 = (p,~y) € O* satisfying || f* —
foll < +/9,. Assume that |yy — vil1 < 7 for some j <k*, say, j =1. By con-
struction of ©*, |v1 — {1 < |y —~f|1 <7, and 7 can be chosen small enough
so that 7p must be different from 7 for every j=2,...,k*. We consider
without loss of generality that vp ¢ {77 :j <k*}.

Lemma C.1 implies that |v; —~7]1 and [p; —p}| go to 0 as n 1 oo for every
Jj=2,...,k*. This yields that |p; + pg — p}| goes to 0 as n 1 oo. Therefore,
by virtue of M5 and (36), there exist ¢, C' > 0 such that, for n large enough,

| f* feH>C<Z\p] pJ!JerJ!’YJ v
Jj=2

+ |(p1+po — 1)

+ > Alpa(ve — e (0 —17)s
(r,s)¢.A

+p1(v = 77)r (71 —7)s]

+ > [pal(ve —41)r (0 —1)s]
(r,s)eA

+ p1(v1 =) (1 = 77)sl]
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d
2
=1

p1( — )i +pe(ve — Y

+ Y Mlpeve — 1) (v0 —1)s
(r,s)¢A

+p1(71 = 1)r(71 = 77)s]

)

k*
- C<p9|79 — B+ pm —nE+D - %*—I%)
i=

= CAl —CAQ.

Since |v; — 771 goes to 0 for j=2,... k%, Z?;Q Iy — 7;@ can be neglected
compared to Z?:z pilv; — ;| when n is large enough. If C Ay <2cAs, then
Z?;Q [pj — p}| < 2¢As, so that |p1 + pg — pi| < 2cAs, which yields in turn

> Alpove — 1) (v — 1) +p1(1 — 1) (1 — 1))
(r,s)¢.A

+ Y Ipol(vo = v)r(vo — 9)sl + 1l (71 = e (71 = 11)sl] < 4cAs.
(r,s)eA

Consequently, M5 guarantees the existence of C’ > 0 such that

polvo =13 +piln — 113
< C'(polye — i li +piln —1l),
which is impossible when 7 is chosen small enough. Therefore, C A1 > 2cA,
and (40) together with M5 give
k* k*
1% = foll > C(Z i — 05l + > _ Pl — i h + L+ po — pi
=2 j=2
+polve — 7113+ prlm — 3
d

.

=1

p1(y1 =) +pe(ve — ¥

+ 3 Mpe(ve — 1) (ve — 71)s
(r,s)¢A

+p1(m =) — 1))

)
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for some C' > 0. Finally,

k*
Ip1+po — Pl + Y Ipj — 0| + il — 15 + pele — i1
=2
(41)
k*
+ o1 =) +pe(ve =9 + Y0l — 5 h < CVon.
=2

Therefore, for 7 small enough and n large enough,
Tpe1{B3 } < mpx11{0 € ©*: (41) holds}.

The conditions on p; and v; (j =2,...,k*) and a symmetry argument
imply that the right-hand side term above is bounded by a constant times
\/(5n[(d+1)(k ~UI times wy,, where

Wy, = /Hpe > p1}1{|p1 +po — P} + p1l11 — 1113

+polve — Vi3 + [p1 (11 — %)
+ (9 — 1) < CVo,}dml () dnfe (D).

Note that the conditions in the integrand imply that |y —v1]3 <4CV/6,/p1
and py > py/4 as soon as C'v/d,, < p}/2. Simple calculus (based on M1) yields
the result.

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

It is readily seen that O2(k* 4 1) holds for the chosen approximating set.
Let us focus now on the entropy condition (6).

Constructing d-brackets. Let d; satisfy (5). A convenient value will be
chosen later on. Set j' < |89/, ], e =756, /4 and 7> 1.

Let 6 = (p,7y) € Ok+11 be arbitrarily chosen. Let n € (0,7;) be small
enough so that, for every j <k*+1, u; =7, , and v; = oy (as defined in
M2) satisfy, for all v € T', Py, —y; (1 + log?g,) <e/T, P, (logu; —logv;)* <
(e/7)? and P,y log?u;j < (¢/7)log?(e/7).

If we define vy = (1 — E/T)(Z;?:{lpjvj) and ug = (14 E/T)(Z;?:{lpjuj),
then there exists 7 > 1 (which depends only on k* and the constant M
of M2) such that the bracket [vg,ug] is an e-bracket. The repeated use of
(32, pjuj/ 32, pjvj) < max;u;/vj is the core of the proof we omit.
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Control of the entropy. The rule z1(1 —¢/7) =e " and ;41(1 —¢/7) =
xj(14¢/7) is used for defining a net for the interval (e™",1). Such a net has
at most [1 +n/log(1+¢/7)/(1 —¢e/7) <1+ 2n7/e] support points. Using
repeatedly this construction on each dimension of the (k* + 1)-dimensional
simplex yields a net for {p € Rff tminj<gep; > e 1 = 30 g pj > e "}
with at most O((n/e)*"+1)) support points. We can choose a net for I'*"+1
with at most O(e~%*"+1)) support points such that each v € I'*"*1 is within
| - |1-distance e of some element of the net.

Consequently, the minimum number of e-brackets needed to cover f,’f”rl
is O(nF"+1) /e(d+1D)(E"+1)) "o there exist constants a,b,c > 0 for which

v
(42) £ <}',’§*+1, %) <alogn — blog(j'6,) +c.

nj’ dn ndn nén 3
o2 G760 > Tog o) 108 70) > Toe” 6. and consider each

term of the right-hand side of (42) in turn. It is readily seen that alogn <
nd,/log? s, is equivalent to

(43) 61> [(log® nyn(®1/*)*=1) 71,
Now, —blog(j'd,,) < m if and only if —blogd, < 6;log®n. Since

Now, let us note that ;

log? 6, < 4log?n, both are valid as soon as

(44) 61> 2b/log?n.

Finally, using again log? 6, < 4log?n yields that ¢ < nd, /log?é, when
(45) 91 > 4c/logn.

When 6; > a, the largest values of the right-hand sides of (43), (44) and
(45) are achieved at ng. So, d; can be chosen large enough (independently of
j" and n) so that (5), (43), (44) and (45) hold for all n > ng and j" < |[d9/dy |-
This completes the proof of Proposition 2, because &£ (.7-"5*“, 76, /4) is larger
than the left-hand side of (6) (with j’ substituted to j). O

Acknowledgments. We thank the referees and Associate Editor for their
helpful suggestions.

REFERENCES

[1] AzeNcoTT, R. and DACUNHA-CASTELLE, D. (1986). Series of Irreqular Observations.
Springer, New York. MR0848355

[2] BAHADUR, R. R., ZABELL, S. L. and GupPTa, J. C. (1980). Large deviations, tests,
and estimates. In Asymptotic Theory of Statistical Tests and Estimation 33-64.
Academic Press, New York. MR0571334

[3] BARRON, A., SCHERVISH, M. J. and WASSERMAN, L. (1999). The consistency of
posterior distributions in nonparametric problems. Ann. Statist. 27 536-561.
MR1714718


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0848355
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0571334
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1714718

[4]
[5]

(6]

(7]
8]
[9]

(10]

(11]
(12]
(13]

(14]

(15]
(16]
(17]

(18]

(19]

20]

BOUNDS FOR BAYESIAN ORDER IDENTIFICATION 25

CHAMBAZ, A. (2006). Testing the order of a model. Ann. Statist. 34 1166-1203.
MR2278355

CHEN, J. H. (1995). Optimal rate of convergence for finite mixture models. Ann.
Statist. 23 221-233. MR1331665

DACUNHA-CASTELLE, D. and GAsSIAT, E. (1999). Testing the order of a model us-
ing locally conic parametrization: Population mixtures and stationary ARMA
processes. Ann. Statist. 27 1178-1209. MR1740115

FRrRALEY, C. and RAFTERY, A. E. (2002). Model-based clustering, discriminant anal-
ysis, and density estimation. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 97 611-631. MR1951635

GHOSAL, S., GHOSH, J. K. and VAN DER VAART, A. W. (2000). Convergence rates
of posterior distributions. Ann. Statist. 28 500-531. MR1790007

HasTIE, T., TIBSHIRANI, R. and FRIEDMAN, J. (2001). The Elements of Statistical
Learning. Springer, New York. MR1851606

IsHwARAN, H., JAMES, L. F. and SuN, J. (2001). Bayesian model selection in finite
mixtures by marginal density decompositions. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 96 1316
1332. MR1946579

Kass, R. E. and RAFTERY, A. E. (1995). Bayes factors. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 90
773-795.

Leroux, B. G. (1992). Consistent estimation of a mixing distribution. Ann.
Statist. 20 1350-1360. MR1186253

McLACHLAN, G. and PEEL, D. (2000). Finite Mizture Models. Wiley, New York.
MR1789474

MENGERSEN, K. L. and ROBERT, C. P. (1996). Testing for mixtures: A Bayesian
entropic approach. In Bayesian Statistics 5 (J. M. Bernardo, J. O. Berger, A.
P. Dawid and A. F. M. Smith, eds.) 255-276. Oxford Univ. Press. MR1425410

MORENO, E. and Liseo, B. (2003). A default Bayesian test for the number of com-
ponents in a mixture. J. Statist. Plann. Inference 111 129-142. MR1955877

RoOUSSEAU, J. (2007). Approximating interval hypothesis: p-values and Bayes factors.
In Bayesian Statistics 8 417-452. Oxford Univ. Press.

SHEN, X. and WASSERMAN, L. (2001). Rates of convergence of posterior distributions.
Ann. Statist. 29 687-714. MR1865337

TIERNEY, L., Kass, R. E. and KADANE, J. B. (1989). Fully exponential Laplace
approximations to expectations and variances of nonpositive functions. J. Amer.
Statist. Assoc. 84 710-716. MR1132586

TITTERINGTON, D. M., SmiTH, A. F. M. and Makov, U. E. (1985). Statistical
Analysis of Finite Mixture Distributions. Wiley, Chichester. MR0838090

WonNG, W. H. and SHEN, X. (1995). Probability inequalities for likelihood ratios and
convergence rates of sieve MLEs. Ann. Statist. 23 339-362. MR 1332570

MAP5 CNRS UMR 8145 CEREMADE, UMR CNRS 7534
UNIVERSITE PARIS DESCARTES UNIVERSITE PARIS DAUPHINE AND CREST
45 RUE DES SAINTS-PERES PLACE DE LATTRE DE TASSIGNY

75270 PARIS CEDEX 06 75775 PARIS CEDEX 16

FRANCE FRANCE

E-MAIL: chambaz@univ-paris5.fr E-MAIL: rousseau@ceremade.dauphine.fr


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2278355
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1331665
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1740115
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1951635
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1790007
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1851606
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1946579
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1186253
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1789474
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1425410
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1955877
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1865337
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1132586
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0838090
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1332570
mailto:chambaz@univ-paris5.fr
mailto:rousseau@ceremade.dauphine.fr

	Introduction
	Description of the problem
	Results in perspective
	Organization of the paper

	Efficiency bounds
	Underestimation
	Overestimation
	Regression and change points models
	Mixture models

	Underestimation proofs
	Overestimation proofs
	Mixtures proofs
	Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 1
	Appendix B: Construction of tests
	Appendix C: Proof of Proposition 1
	Appendix D: Proof of Proposition 2
	Acknowledgments
	References
	Author's addresses

