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Abstract

Many statistical models have likelihoods which are intractable: it is impossible
or too expensive to compute the likelihood exactly. In such settings, a common
approach is to replace the likelihood with an approximation, and proceed with
inference as if the approximate likelihood were the exact likelihood. In this
paper, we describe conditions on the approximate likelihood which guarantee
that this naive inference with an approximate likelihood has the same first-order
asymptotic properties as inference with the exact likelihood. We investigate the
implications of these results for inference using a Laplace approximation to
the likelihood in a simple two-level latent variable model, and using reduced
dependence approximations to the likelihood in an Ising model on a lattice.

Keywords: Intractable likelihood, Ising model, Laplace approximation, La-
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1 Introduction

For many models, it is impossible or infeasibly expensive to evaluate the likeli-
hood function, typically because it involves a high-dimensional sum or integral.
In such cases, a common approach is to find an approximation L(.) to the like-
lihood L(.), and to use L(.) in place of L(.) to conduct inference about the
parameters of the model.

For instance, one could construct a point estimate of the parameters by
maximizing the approximate likelihood, and form confidence intervals based on
the curvature of the approximated log-likelihood about its maximum. From a
Bayesian perspective, an approximate posterior 7(6;%) o< L(6;y)m(0) could be
formed by substituting the approximate likelihood in place of the exact likeli-
hood.

Such an approach is commonly used in practice. In latent variable mod-
els, where the likelihood is an integral over the latent variables, naive inference
using a Laplace approximation to the likelihood is used in both maximum like-
lihood (Pinheiro and Bated, [1997; Bates ef. all, 2015) and Bayesian (Rue et all,
M) settings. In Markov random field models, where the likelihood involves
an intractable normalizing constant, inference is often conducted by substi-
tuting an approximation to this normalizing constant in place of the exact
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normalizing constant into the expression for the likelihood (Friel et all, 2009;
Tjelmeland and Austad, [2012).

In this paper, we provide conditions under which the naive approach is
asymptotically justified. Under these conditions, the approximate maximum
likelihood estimator is consistent and has the same asymptotic normal distri-
bution as the exact maximum likelihood estimator, hypothesis tests based on
the approximate likelihood remain valid, and in Bayesian analysis the distance
between the approximate posterior and the true posterior shrinks to zero.

Douc et all (2004) show that the approximate maximum likelihood estimator
will have the correct asymptotic normal distribution provided that the error in
the log-likelihood, B

en(0) = log L, (0) — log L, (0),

tends in probability to zero as n — oo, uniformly in 6. We argue that this
measure is too strict in many practical examples, in which €,(6) grows rapidly
with n and yet the inference remains asymptotically valid. Our conditions are
based instead on Ve, (), the error in the approximation to the score function.

We provide two examples to demonstrate how the conditions may be used in
practice. The first is a simple two-level latent variable model, with m,, repeated
observations for each of n items. We deduce the rate at which m,, must grow
with n in order for the Laplace approximation to give asymptotically valid
inference. If m,, grows with n at a slower rate, the estimator remains consistent,
but loses efficiency relative to the exact maximum likelihood estimator, and
naively constructed confidence intervals have lower than nominal coverage.

The second example is an Ising model on an m x m lattice, with the class of
reduced dependence approximations (Friel et all,[2009) used to approximate the
likelihood. For parameter values associated with weak dependence, we show that
the reduced dependence approximation may be used to obtain asymptotically
valid inference at cost polynomial in m, in contrast with the exponential cost
of computing the likelihood exactly.

2 Asymptotic validity of approximate likelihood
inference

2.1 Setup and notation

Consider a sequence of models indexed by n, with common parameter § € © C
RP. Write ¢,(0;y) for the log-likelihood given observed data y under model
n, un(0;y) = Vol,(0;y) for the corresponding score function and J,(0;y) =
—VIVl,(0;y) for the observed information. We sometimes drop the data y
from the notation for convenience. Suppose that the data were generated from
the model for some 6y € ©, and that as n — oo, the amount of information
provided by the data about the parameter grows at some rate r,, such that
Jn(0o) = O(ryp) in probability. This includes the case with n independent
replications as a special case, with r,, = n, but we also wish to allow for more
complex settings. Write I(#) for the Fisher information matrix, chosen such
that J,,(0) = r, ' Jn(0) — I1(f) in probability.

Let ¢,,(.;y) be an approximate log-likelihood, which in general may be any
function of the parameters 6, which will be used in place of ¢,,(.;y). Write 6,



and 0,, for the estimators maximizing £, (6) and 0,,(0) respectively. Suppose that
£, (0) and £, (0) are both three times differentiable, and write 1, (0) = Vgl,,(0)
and J,,(0) = —V] Vg, (0) for the approximate score and information.

Write

€n(0) = 0,(0) — £,(0)

for the pointwise error in the log-likelihood,
n(0) = [IVoen(0)[| = [|@n(0) — un(0)]]
for the absolute error in the score, and
1 (0) = V5 Veen (@)l = [|1a(8) — Ju(8)l]

for the absolute error in the observed information matrix. For concreteness, we
use the Ly norms |a| = >, |a;| for a vector a, and ||A|| = max;{}_, |Ai;|} for
a matrix A, although the same results hold for any choice of norms.

Write 65°(S) = supgeg 0, (8) for the uniform error in the score over any set
S C O, and let 6;° = 0:°(0). Similarly, define 75°(S) = supgegn(f) and
v = 42°(0). For any 0y € O, write Bi(6g) = {6 € © : |6 — 0y|| < t} for the
ball of radius t about 6.

2.2 Approximate maximum likelihood inference

First, we describe sufficient conditions to ensure that 6, is consistent. The
proofs of all results are given in the appendix.

We will assume some standard regularity conditions on the model. Writ-
ing u,(0) = 7, u,(0), and u(f) for the limit as n — oo, we assume that
Supgcolltn(d) — @(f)|| — 0 in probability. We assume u(.) is such that, for
any € > 0, fetd(9,90)>€||ﬂ(9)|| > @(fp) = 0. These conditions are stronger than
necessary, and we expect the same result to hold in many other situations where

the exact maximum likelihood estimator is consistent.

Theorem 1. Suppose 67° = 0,(ry,) as n — co. Then 0,, — 6o in probability, as
n — o0o.

We now give conditions to ensure that 0,, retains the same limiting distri-
bution as 6,,. Since 6,, — 0 is O, (rn Y 2)7 this is equivalent to finding conditions
—1/2)

under which én — én is op(rn . The following lemma bounds the distance

between én and én in terms of the error in the score function near 6.

Lemma 1. Suppose that 62° = o,(ry), and that there exists t > 0 such that
62°{Bi(00)} = 0p(an). Then 0, — 0, = 0, (anr;t).

Applying Lemma[lwith a,, = r,ll/ % Jeads directly to the asymptotic normality
result.

Theorem 2. Suppose that §3° = o,(ry,), and that there exists t > 0 such that
52°{By(60)} = 0p(ri/?). Then

7“71/2(@” — 90) — N(O, 1(90)_1)

in distribution, as n — oo.



It is also desirable for hypothesis tests constructed by using the approxi-
mate likelihood in place of the exact likelihood to have the correct asymptotic
distribution.

Consider testing the hypothesis Hy : § € O, where O C © and dim(Og) =
q. Write O for the restricted maximum likelihood estimator, and A, = 2{¢,(6,,)—
0, (0F)} for the likelihood ratio statistic. The approximate version of the likeli-
hood ratio test statistic is A,, = 2{£,,(6,) — £, (62)}, where F is the restricted
approximate likelihood estimator.

Under the same conditions that were used to show that én has the correct
limiting distribution, plus a bound on the error in the information around 6,
A, is asymptotically equivalent to A,, under Hy.

Theorem 3. Suppose that §° = o,(ry,), and that there exists t > 0 such that
5°{B:(6y)} = op(nll/Q) and v2°{B:(00)} = 0,(rn). Then, under Hy, A, — A,, =
op(1).

The Wald and score test statistics, W,, and S,,, are asymptotically equiva-

lent to the likelihood ratio test, so under Hy, all three statistics have limiting
distribution X?)—q' Under the conditions of Theorem Bl I(6y) is consistently

estimated by r, 1jn(§n), so the approximate Wald and score test statistics W,
and S, are also asymptotically equivalent to A,,.

2.3 Approximate Bayesian inference

We now consider the approximate posterior
T (6]y) oc Ln(0;y)7(6),

where we suppose that the prior is such that logz(.) is three times differen-
tiable. Under the same conditions that were used to show asymptotic correct-
ness of maximum likelihood inference, the total variation distance between the
approximate and exact posteriors,

dr (7 (Oly). 701} = 5 [ [701) = m(6l)]o,

tends to zero as n — oo.

Theorem 4. Suppose that §;° = op(ry), and that there exists t > 0 such that
5°{B:(0y)} = op(nll/Q) and v5°{B(00)} = 0p(ry). Then

drv{m(Oly), 7(0ly)} = op(1)
as n — 0o.

If the Bernstein-von Mises Theorem holds for the exact posterior distribu-
tion, under the conditions of Theorem [l it will also hold for the approximate
posterior distribution 7(f|y). In that case, credible regions formed from the
approximate posterior distribution will also be valid confidence sets.



2.4 Adjusted approximate likelihood inference

If Lemma/[I] holds for some a,, > r,l/ 2, then 6,, will still be a consistent estimator,
but might not have the same limiting distribution as 0,. The approximate
likelihood may still be useful in practice, provided that the inference is adjusted
accordingly.

The sandwich information matrix (Godambe, [1960) is G,,(0) = 1,,(6) H,, ()1 1,,(0)
where H,(0) = var{Vyi,(0)} and I,,(8) = E{J,(0)}. Under suitable regularity
conditions,

51/%(0n — 00) — N(0,G(60) ")

in distribution, where s,, is the rate of convergence of 0,,, chosen such that
Gn(00) = O(s,), and G(0) = lim,, o0 55, ' G (6).

Composite likelihood estimators (Lindsay, [1988) also have this type of asymp-
totic behaviour, and many methods which have been proposed to adjust infer-
ence using a composite likelihood could also be used to adjust the inference with
an approximate likelihood, provided that 0, is a consistent estimator. For ex-
ample, [Varin et all (2011) describe various methods to approximate the variance
of a composite likelihood estimator, and list some modification to the composite
likelihood ratio test statistic designed to ensure that the resulting test statistic
has approximately X%f,‘, distribution. From a Bayesian perspective, the ad-
justments proposed by [Pauli et all (2011) and [Ribatet et all (2012) to posterior
distributions based on composite likelihoods could also be used in the context
of approximate likelihood inference.

3 Examples

3.1 Laplace approximation to the likelihood in a simple
latent variable model

3.1.1 A two-level model

Suppose Y; ~ Binomial(m,p;), where logit(p;) = b; and b; ~ N(0,6?), for
i =1,...,n. The likelihood is

L,(0) = /Rn H{logit_l(bi)}yi{l — logit™ ! (b;)}™ ¥ $(bs; 0, 6)db

i=1

where
Li(0) = [ {logit ™! (b;)}¥1 {1 — logit " (b;)}™ ¥ ¢(b;; 0, 0)db;

and ¢(.; u, o) is the N(u,0?) density function.

If we take a Laplace approximation L, () to the likelihood, it is intuitively
clear that m = m,, will have to grow with n to give valid inference as n — oo.
It is less obvious whether any choice of m,, that grows with n will give valid in-
ference, or whether m,, needs to grow with n at some minimum rate. [Rue et al.
(2009) suggest that any m,, which grows with n will suffice, conjecturing that



“the error rate” is [number of latent variables / number of observations|, al-
though they note that this rate is not established rigorously. In this case, the
error rate refers to the error in approximating 7 (0|y) with 7(8|y), found by us-
ing a Laplace approximation to the likelihood. The Integrated Nested Laplace
Approximations proposed by [Rue et all (2009) are based on this 7(f|y), with
further approximations used to approximate the marginal posterior distribution
of each component of 8, if p > 1. In this example 6 is a scalar, so the Integrated
Nested Laplace Approximation to the posterior distribution is precisely 7 (0|y).

3.1.2 Theoretical analysis

The factorization of the likelihood allows us to study the error for each item
€@y (0) = £y (0) — £;)(0) separately, and then combine the errors. In the sup-
plementary materials, we show that for each fixed 6 € ©,

81y (0) = [ Voew) (0)]| = Op(m;,?),

50 0n(6) < 321 63y (0) = Op(nmy?).

However, the conditions are in terms of uniform rather than pointwise errors.
Since §(;)(¢) is maximized at a point 0* = Op(mﬁl/Q), and decreasing for all
0 > 0%,

0% = 0w (07) = Op(my'/2),

S0 02° = Op(nm;1/2).

The amount of information that the data provides about 6 is bounded for
fixed n as m, — oo, by the available information on @ given the value of each
b;. So if m, — 0o as n — oo, then r, = O(n), and since 6°° = 0,(ry), 0,, will
be consistent.

Provided that 6y # 0, choose any fixed t € (0,6p). Then, for sufficiently
large n,

0 {Be(00)} = (00 — 1) = Op(nmy?)

and
1A Bi(00)} = (00 — t) = Op(nmy,?).

If m, grows at a rate faster than n'/4, then §3°{B;(6p)} = o,(n'/?) and
v {B¢(6o)} = op(n), so the Laplace approximation to the likelihood will give
first-order correct inference.

3.1.3 Numerical demonstration

To verify these results numerically, we simulate 10000 realizations from the
model with 6y = 0.5, various values of n between 1000 and 10000, and m,, =
min{1, 5+ 4(n® — 1000%)}, for a = 0.2, 0.25 or 0.3. The three choices of m,, are
shown in Figure [Tal

A very accurate approximation to the likelihood may be obtained by using
adaptive Gaussian quadrature with 20 quadrature points to approximate each
of the univariate integrals L ;) (). We use this approximation as a proxy for the
exact likelihood L(6).

As n — oo, we have r, = O(n), but for smaller sample sizes E(||.J,,(6,)]])
still grows with m,,. E(||J,(0,)||) may be approximated by #, = E(|[.J,(8,)]),
where F(.) the sample mean over the 10000 realizations. The functional form
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Figure 1: Comparison of exact and approximate likelihood inference, for a two-
level model with m,, observations on each of n items, where m,, = min{1,5 +
4(n* — 1000%)}, for a = 0.2 (dashed lines), 0.25 (solid lines) and 0.3 (dotted
lines). RMSE(.) denotes root mean squared error.



of m,, was chosen to make 7, 1 %5, (6p) approximately constant in the a = 0.25
case, as shown in Figure [[Bl The same quantity grows with n for a = 0.2 and
shrinks with n for a = 0.3.

Figure [Id shows the root mean squared error in the Laplace estimator, and
as expected, the estimator is consistent for all three choices of a. The root
mean squared error of the Laplace estimator divided by that of the maximum
likelihood estimator, shown in Figure [[d] grows in the a = 0.2 case, stays
approximately constant if a = 0.25, and shrinks towards 1 if a = 0.3.

Figure [Iel shows the actual coverage of likelihood ratio type confidence in-
tervals for 6, of nominal 90% coverage. The upper three lines show the coverage
of the intervals constructed using the exact likelihood, which have very close to
nominal coverage for each a. The lower three lines show the coverage of the ap-
proximate likelihood intervals, which decreases with n for a = 0.2, and increases
towards the nominal 90% level for a = 0.3.

Figure [[fshows the total variation distance between 7(6]y) and 7 (0|y), with
prior w(#) o 1/6. The distance between the approximate posterior and the
exact posterior grows in the a = 0.2 case, stays approximately constant if a =
0.25, and shrinks towards zero if @ = 0.3. The behaviour for a = 0.2 refutes
the conjecture of Rue et all (2009) that the error in the approximate posterior
distribution should shrink to zero provided that m,, grows with n.

3.2 Reduced dependence approximation to the likelihood
in an Ising model

3.2.1 An Ising model

We consider a simple Ising model for n = rc¢ variables y; € {—1,1}, arranged on
an r X ¢ lattice, with parameters 6 = («, f3), so that

pr(Y =y;0) = {Z:..(0)} " exp{aVo(y) + BVi(y)},

where Vo(y) = 32, yi, and Vi(y) = 32, ; viy;. Here i ~ j indicates that i and j
have an edge between them in the lattice, and Zy.c(0) = >_, (1 13+ exp{aVo(y)+
BVi(y)} is a normalizing constant. The likelihood function L(6;y) = pr(Y =
y;0) depends on Z, (), and it is the computation of this normalizing constant
which makes evaluation of the likelihood function difficult. By using variable
elimination (e.g.\Jordan, 2004), Z,.(#) may be computed at cost O(rc2min{rch),
which remains infeasibly expensive if both r and c are large.

3.2.2 Reduced dependence approximations

Many methods for approximating Z, .(#) have been proposed. We will study
properties of inference using the reduced dependence approximations introduced
by [Friel et all (2009), a family of approximations controlled by a positive integer

tuning parameter, which we call k. The approximation for fixed k is Zﬁ’?(e) =
{20 O} { Zir,o(0))F.

We consider the case r = ¢ = m, using a reduced dependence approximation
at level k to approximate to the likelihood, giving L (B) = {Z,(Tlf,)m(O)}_l exp{aVp(y)+
BVi(y)}. The exact likelihood may be computed at cost O(m?2™), and the re-
duced dependence approximation at level k at cost O(m? + km2*). The aim



is to understand how k = k,, should vary with m to give asymptotically valid
inference as m — oo. The error in the log-likelihood,

") (8) = 15 (B) — £ (B) = 10g Zyn,m(B) — log ZF) (B),

does not depend on the data y, so we do not need to consider the statements in
probability: all of the errors are deterministic in this case.

3.2.3 A special case where the exact likelihood is available

If @ = 0, and the lattice has periodic boundary conditions, so that the top row
of variables are joined to the bottom row, and the left row joined to the right,
Kaufman (1949) provides a relatively simple expression for Z, (0, 3), so that it
is possible to compute the likelihood exactly, even for large lattices.

We restrict the parameter space to @ = 0, and assume S € [0,0.43]. This
guarantees that § < 8, = log(1 + v/2)/2 ~ 0.44, where 3. is a critical value at
which the behaviour of the Ising model suddenly changes, so that for 8 > 3.
large areas of all plus ones or all minus ones are observed. If 5y = ., the
maximum likelihood estimator may not have a normal limiting distribution, so
our results do not apply to this case.

The information provided by the data about 3 grows at rate r,, = m?

. In
the supplementary material, we show that if & — oo as m — oo, then 57(5) (B) =
O{m?k exp(—bgk)} + o(1), where bg = 2 cosh™ {1 + cosh(23)?/ sinh(23)}.

For any choice of k which grows with m, supge(g .43 57(715)(5) = o(m?), so the
approximate likelihood estimator will be consistent.

In order to meet the conditions of Theorem B2l & = k,, should be chosen
so that 5$){Bt(ﬂo)} = o(m). For any t < 8. — S, for sufficiently large m,
SIB(Bo)} = 6% (Bo + 1) = O{m2kexp(—bg,+:k)} + o(1). Since bs is a
continuous function of 3, any k such that m?kexp(—bg k) = o(m) will meet
this condition for sufficiently small ¢. This may be achieved by taking k,, =
cg, logm, for any cg, > b;ol. Figure [2al shows how b;l varies with f.

For any k — oo as m — 00, 7 {B,(Bo)} = o(m?), so the reduced de-
pendence approximation to the likelihood with k,, = cg,logm will provide
asymptotically valid inference for any cg, > bgol. The cost of computing this
approximation is O(m logm m®© °62) < O(m®s 1°62+2) polynomial in the size
of the model, but increasing rapidly as 8y approaches the critical value.

3.2.4 Extension to the more general case

If o # 0, no simple expression for Z, (o, 8) is known. Instead, we investigate

the behaviour of m =18 (e, 8) numerically, by using 79 for some large K as a
proxy for the exact log-likelihood. Care is needed to choose K sufficiently large
to ensure that the results are not sensitive to the choice of K.

Taking K = 16, a contour plot of this approximation to log{m_16,(7}f) (0.1,0.3)}
against logm and k is shown in Figure Bl for k = 2,...,12, m = 50,...300.
The same plots with K = 15 (dashed) and K = 14 (dot-dash) are overlaid,
and the differences are barely visible at this scale. Given this stability, it seems
reasonable to assume a contour plot of the exact 1og{m_1(5,(7]f) (0.1,0.3)} would
look very similar to this. To obtain asymptotically valid inference, k., should
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Figure 2: Inference for an Ising model with a reduced dependence approximation
to the likelihood.

be chosen so that this rescaled error shrinks with m, which seems to occur if k,,
grows at rate ¢(0.1,0.3) logm, for ¢(0.1,0.3) larger than about 1.5. This pattern
of behaviour is very similar to the & = 0 case. In both cases, reduced depen-
dence approximations with an appropriate choice of k will give asymptotically
valid inference at cost polynomial in the size of the model, in contrast with the
exponential cost of computing the likelihood exactly.

4 Discussion

The results obtained here can also be applied to other approximations to the
likelihood and to other types of model. The conditions on the approximate
likelihood, such as showing that 67°{B:(6y)} = op(r), may be difficult to verify
in practice, as the exact likelihood is assumed unavailable. If the approximation
to the likelihood is a truncation of a series expansion for the exact likelihood,
as is the case for the Laplace approximation, the conditions can be checked by
examining the contribution from higher-order terms in the expansion. In other
cases, it may only be possible to investigate the size of the errors numerically,
by using used a more accurate and expensive approximation to the likelihood
as a proxy for the exact likelihood, as described in Section B.2.4 for the Ising
model example.

Many approximation methods have a tuning parameter, k say, where in-
creasing k allows computation of a more accurate likelihood approximation at
increased cost. The reduced dependence approximation at level k described in
Section [3.2.1] is one example of this. In order for the approximate likelihood
inference to be close to the exact likelihood inference, k = k,, should be allowed
to vary with n. Given an understanding of how the error in the score function
varies with k£ and n, the results obtained here could be applied to determine
how k,, should scale with n. This has the potential to allow the construction
of approximate likelihoods which match the inference with the exact likelihood
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closely for all n, but which scale well to large data sizes.
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Appendix: proofs of results

Proof of Theorem [1]

Proof. We apply Theorem 5.9 of van der Vaart (2000), with ¥, () = 7, 11, ()
and ¥(0) = @(#). Then

supl|W,,(8) — W(0)|| = sup||in(0) + ' Voen (0) — a(0)]|
6O €O
< sup|[tin () — @(0) | + 5, 0n
0€O
= op(1)

The conditions of Theorem 5.9 oflvan_der Vaart (2000) are met, so since ¥, (0n) =
0, we have that 6,, — 6y in probability, as n — co.

Proof of Lemma [

Proof. Taking a Taylor expansion of u,, about én,

ﬁn(o) = ﬂn(én) - (9 - on)Tjn(H:;) = *(9 - én)Tjn(Q:;)a

for some 67 between 6 and 6,,. Define @, (6) = r;; 2iin (6). Then

T (0) = U (0) + 1, Vo (0) = —(0 — 0,)7 T, (07) + 7, Voen (0),
SO any 0, solving ﬁn(én) = 0 solves

Or — Op = JH05)r 'Voen(6,),

for some 07 between 6, and 0,,. ~
~ But 6}, is a consistent estimator of ¢, because 6, is by Theorem I so
Jn(02) — I(6p) in probability. So

Or — 0n = Op(r710,(6,)).

Write A,, for the event {, € B;(6y)}. Then pr(A4,) — 1 as n — oo since 6,
is consistent, and conditional on A,,,

On — 0, = Op [r;lé;’f{Bt(eo)}} = 0p(ry, ' an).

11



For any € > 0,

pr(||én - én” > eanrgl)
= pr(||9~n - én” > fanT;1|An)Pr(An) + Pr(Hén - én” 2 6anT;1|AS)pr(Ag)
< pr(||9~n - én” 2 eanr;1|An) + pr(Ag)
—0

as n — oo. O

Proof of Theorem
Proof. Applying Lemma [ with a, = 7‘71/ 2

O — 0 = 0p(r)/*r) = 0y ().

So
v/ (0 — 00) = /(0 — 00) + 0, (1) — N(0,1(60) ")

in distribution, as required. [l

Proof of Theorem [3
Proof. We have

(A, —Ay)/2=

0a(0n) = €a(62) = (O = 00) 0 (00) + (O — 62)" T (8) (0 — 60

for some 6, between 0,, and 6,,, 50 £,,(0,) — £, (0,,) = 0,(1), since ||6,, — 0, =
op(rn /%) and J(6n) = Ju(0n) +0p(rs) = Op(rn). Similarly, £,,(6%) — £, (6%) =
op(1), so

(A —Ay) /2= en(én) - en(éf) + 0p(1)
= (én - éf)TVGGn(H:;) + 0p(1)

for some 07 between 6,, and 6F. But 6, — OF = Op(rn Y %), and, for sufficiently
large n, ||Voen (05)| < 05°{Bi(00)}, so Ay, — Ay, = 0,(1), as required.
(|

Results needed to prove Theorem 4

In order to prove Theorem [ it is helpful to first consider properties of inference
with the penalized loglikelihood ¢7(6) = £(6) + log 7(#) with log-prior penalty.
We write é,’{ for the corresponding penalized likelihood estimator, which is the
posterior mode. Similarly, write A™ for the version of the quantity A computed

12



with £7(.) in place of £,(.), and A™ for the approximate version. Since €7 () =
€n(0), all the error terms remain unchanged.

Under the regularity conditions assumed on the model, the penalized like-
lihood estimator é” will be consistent, and for any b, = o,(ry), the posterior
probability that 6 € B b1/ (0o) will tend to one as n — co.

To prove Theorem IZL we will use the following lemma, which says that the
error in the penalized log-likelihood ratio may be approximated in terms of the
error in the score function.

Lemma 2. Suppose that 6;° = o,(ry), and that there exists t > 0 such that
6°°{Bt(90)} = op(r 1/2). Then 07 and OF are consistent estimators of 6y, and
or — 67 = =op(rn 7).

If vgo{Bt(Ho } = 0,(bn), for some b, = o(ry,), then

sw  |[{8507) ~ T3 (00}~ {0207) — £ 0)}] - [(05 ) Voen (0)] | = 0,1
6B, _1/2(07)

Proof. That 07 — 0T = op(Tn 1 2) follows by a similar argument to the proof of
Theorem 21 Write

o) = (0)y = {€5(07) — €0
GhO7) — 07} — {E7(0) — €6
n) —€n(0) =

}
Y= {0 — 600}
{07) — (67}

—_ —

Then o o R T, B
Cn(07) = £n(07) = (07 — 07) T T (0) (07, — 07)
for some 6,, between é:{ and éﬁ, and
en(07) — en(8) = (67 — 0)TVoen () + (0 — 0)7V5 Voen (6,(6) (07 — 6)

for some 0% (0) between 67 and 0. Write

Dy(8) = Cu(6) — (07, — 6)" Vgen(6)
= (67 — )"V Voen(6:(0) (07 — 0) — (07 — )T J7(8.) (67 — 67,).

n n n

Then supeeB ) ’D )‘ may be expressed as

1/2 (G

sup |07 — )TV E Ven(05(9))(0F

. n n n
6eB —1/2 (9;)
bn

—0) — (07 — 07)" J7 (8,07 — 07)]}

< sw |07 - 0"VEVen020)E )|} + |07 - 07)" T (B0~ 07)]
0€B, _1/2(07)

< b, 6 Bi(0o)} + 0p(1)

for n sufficiently large. But 6;°{B:(00)} = 0p(bn), so supy.p ) ‘DH(Q)’ =

b;1/2(é77{
0p(1), as required. O

13



Proof of Theorem (]

Proof. The normalized exact and approximate posterior distributions are 7 (0]y) =
L,(0)7(0)/Z, and 7(0ly) = L,(0)7(0)/Z,, where Z, = [ L,(0)n(0)dd and
Zy = [ L, (0)7(6)db.
First, we find a Laplace approximation
Z = (2m) PP |IR (07 ML (67)

to Z,. Then log Z,, — log Z, = op(1), because Z,, is a p-dimensional integral,
where p remains fixed as n — co. Similarly, Z, may be approximated by using
a Laplace approximation. Then

log Zy, — log Zy, = log Z,, — log én +o0p(1)
= (log | I (67)| —log |7 (7)) /2 + €1(07) — €7.(67) + 0p(1).
Since v2°{B(00)} = 0p(rsn), both r T (07) and ;' JT(07) converge towards
I(6y), so
log |J77 (67)] —log | J7 (67)] = log |ry, ' I (67)] —log [ry I (67)
= log|I(6o) + op(1)| —log [1(6o) + 0p(1)]
= 0,(1).
So 5 A o
log Z,, —log Z,, = £},(05) — L7 (67) + op(1).
Since 05°{B:(00)} = 0,,(7“5”2) and y2°{B(00)} = op(ry), we may choose b, =

o(rn) such that 65°{B;(60)} = 0,(bn /%) and v2°{B;(60)} = 0,(b,). Whiting
Sn = By-12(07),

sup { | log 7(6]y) — log m(8ly) — (67 — ) Voen(0)| }
0eSn,

= sup {|07(6) ~ 0g Zu — £3(6) +10g Zu — (0 — 0) Ve (0)|}
0€S,,

< sup {|72(0) = 7207) — £:00) + E307) = (67 — 0) Vaen(0)] } + 0, (1)
0€Sy

= O:D(l)’

14



by Lemma 2 Then

2dryv{7(0ly), 7(0]y)} |7 (0]y) — w(0ly)|d6

Il
P

o o

[7(6ly) — w(6l)|do + [ _[7(0ly) ~ w(6ly)]ad

n S¢
‘7?(9|y)—ﬂ'(9|y)‘d9+/ 2’77(9|y)‘d9+/ 2’7?(9|y)‘d9
sg sg

7(0ly)
7(0ly)

- [S n
m(0ly)

oes, | T(0]y) -
= Gsug | exp{log 7 (0y) — log m(Aly)} — 1| + op(1)
€Sy

<

n

— 1‘ (0]y)dd + o,(1)

1’ + 0,(1)

< ‘exp { Gsug) |log 7 (6ly) — log m(6y)|} — 1‘ + 0p(1).
€8n
But

sup | log #(0ly) — logr(6ly)] < sup |05 — )" Vpen(6)] + 0p(1)

0eSy 0ESn
= b, /26,2 {Be(60)} + 0p(1)
= 0p(1).

So drv{7(0ly), m(0ly)} = 0p(1), as claimed. O
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Supplementary material for
On asymptotic validity of naive inference with an
approximate likelihood

Helen Ogden

University of Southampton, UK

1 Finding ¢)(f) in Example 3.1

Recall Y; is the number of successes out of m = m,, trials on item i. We study
how 0(;)(0) = [|(d/d0)e;y(0)|| varies with m.
Write

f(byyi) = —yilog {logit ™" (b)} + (m — y;) log {1 — logit™ " (b) }
and
g(b;0,y:) = f(b;y;) —log ¢(b;0,6),
so that -
Ly @) = [ exp{=g(b:6. 1)}

In the following, we drop the data y; from the notation for convenience. Write

b(#) for the maximizer of ¢(.,0), and

0:(0) = T2 (5(0):6).

By equation (4) of [Shun and McCullagh (1995), the error in the Laplace
approximation to the log-likelihood £(;(#) is

e (0)=> % > na(PY(=1) 91y (0) - Gp, (0){G2(0)} ", (S1)

=1 PePyy

where P = p1]...|py is a partition of 2] indices into v blocks of size 3 or more,
and ng(P) is the number of partitions @ of 2 indices into [ blocks of size 2, such
that @ is complementary to P.

Write hp(0) = gp,((0) - . §p.) (0){g2(0)} ~". Then hp(8) = Op(m~"), since
Gr(8) = Op(m) for each 7.

Differentiating (S1)) gives

L@ =351 3 maP) 1) hp(6), (52)

—_



and

v

0 =3 (31,1 T] 011018200 = T 1311 0135(0) (3200}~

i=1 j#i
(S3)
where (6) = (4/d6)3, (0).
For each r, we have
110) = - {4 b(0):0)}
" do '
B 6g(T) o dl;(@) R
We now study the size of each of the terms in (§4). We have
29" 0 o : _
200 = 5o { - lowoi0.0) | = 0,00), (55)
and
gr+1(0) = Op(m). (S6)

For each 0, b(6) satisfies g1 (b(0);0) = 0. Differentiating this with respect to 0,

db(6) g1 -~
02 (b00);0) + 22 (50):0) =0
o %(b- 0) = —260""
ae ) 3
D = 2000 (32(0)} ™ = Opom ™). (s7)

Substituting (S5)), (S6) and (S7) into (S4) gives that g.(0) = O,(1) for each
r. From (S3)) we then have

d ol
@hp(o):op(m =1y,

The highest order terms in (S2)) come from partitions with (I,v) = (2,1) or
(3,2), and s0 &;)(0) = Op(m™2).

. . k .
2 Finding 57(”)(6) in Example 3.2

Kaufman (1949) provides an exact expression for the normalizing constant for
an Ising model on an n X m lattice, with a = 0 and periodic boundary, as

Znxm(0,8) = {2sinh(28)}"™/2 4, (B)/2,

where



and

AN, (8) = ] 2cosh (mazgs1.n(8)/2), AR (8) =[] 2sinh (mazg1.n(8)/2),

q=0 q=0
A (B) = [] 2cosh (m azq.n(8)/2), A (8) =[] 2sinh (m azen(8)/2)
g=0 q=0

where
ain(B) = cosh™! {cosh(2ﬂ)2/sinh(25) — cos(wl/n)}
for I > 1, and ap,(B) = ao(B) = 28 + log {tanh(B)}.

Using the approximation z® (B) t0 Zmxm(B), the error in the log-likelihood

mxm
1S

e (B) = (m — k +1)1og A (B8) — (m — k) log A1, (8) — 10g Am,m(B).
Differentiating this with respect to 3,

%e“ﬂ (8) = (m—k+1>% {1ogAk,m<6)}—<m—k)% {log Ak_l,mw)}—% {log A (B)}
(S8)
and

d < - d (@ i

where 7, l) m(B) = Ag,)m(ﬂ)/An,m(ﬂ)'
‘We have

ddﬁ {tog ). (8)} = m/2§a'2q+1,n<m tanh (mazg1.0(8)/2)

=m/2) _ abyi1,(B8) + O(mexp{—ao(B)m})
=0

as m — oo, since tanh(z) = 1+ O(exp{—2z}) as ¢ — oo, and azg+1,»(8) >
ao(ﬂ) > 0. '
Similar expressions may be obtained for the other % {1og Agfy)m(ﬂ)}, and

combining these gives
di {log A (B)} = mSL(B)r(2), (B)+mS ) (B)re), (B)+O0(m exp{—ao(B)m})

where S5 = S0 (ahy i1 (B), S = S0y abyn(B), T (B) = T (B) +
7“512271(6) and r(e) B) = 7“51271(6) + ,(142,1(ﬁ). Define

flz;8) =dg{-1+cs— cos(m)}_l/Q{l +c5— cos(:z:)}_l/2

where dg = 4cosh(283) — 2cosh(28) coth(283)? and ¢z = cosh(23)?/sinh(253).
Then a ,(8) = f(jm/n; B), and n=18{”(B) and n=1S{(B) are both trapezium
27

rule approximations to I(8) = 5= [ f(x; 8)dz. Write R (B) =n185(8) —

1(8) and R (B) = n=18{?(B) — I(B) for the error in each of these approxima-
tions to the integral.



Lemma 3. For each 8 < B, Rn(8) = max{|R\” ()], [RY (B)|} = Olexp{—bsn}),
where b = 2 cosh™ {1+ cosh(2/3)?/ sinh(23)}.

Proof. We apply the results of [Trefethen and Weideman (2014) to show ex-
ponentially fast convergence of these trapezium rule approximations to I(f).
These results depend on properties of the integrand f(z, ), considered as a
function of complex-valued z. There are a branch points of f(z, 8) at a distance
ag = cosh™{—1+ cosh(23)?/sinh(28)} from the real axis, and the function is
analytic for —ag < Imz < ag, so by Theorem 3.2 of [Trefethen and Weideman

(2014), |5 (8)] = Olexp{~2agn}) = O(exp{~bsn}).
The same argument holds with R (B) in place of RY (8), so R,(B)
O(exp{—bpgn}), as required.

Ol

We now prove the main result.
Lemma 4. If k — 00 as m — 00, 69 (8) = O(m2k exp{—bsk}) + o(1).
Proof. We have

% {1og flnm(ﬂ)} =mnl(B) + mnt,m(8) + O(mexp{—ao(B)m})

where ., (8) = Ry (B)rim (8) + B (B)riim (5).

Substituting this into ([S8)), the contributions from the mnI(8) terms cancel,
and the combined remainder terms are always o(1), since m? exp{—aqo(B)m} =
o(1). We are left with

%es@ (B8) = (m =k + ymtg m(B8) = (m — k)ymtg_1,m(B8) — Mty m(B) + o(1).

Then

389 = | 7540 0)
(m e+ Dbl ()] + O~ Kym(E = Dltism(5)] -+ 021t (8)] + (1)

<
< (m —k+ 1)mkRy(B) + (m — k)ym(k — 1) Rx_1(B) + m* R (B) + o(1)

since [tm ()] < |RY (B)rSm (8) + |RY (B)|rim (8) < Ra(B)
= O(m*k exp{—bgk}) + o(1)

by Lemma [3] as required. O
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