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Abstract

Maximum Likelihood Estimators (MLE) has many good properties. For example,
the asymptotic variance of MLE solution attains equality of the asymptotic Cramér-
Rao lower bound (efficiency bound), which is the minimum possible variance for
an unbiased estimator. However, obtaining such MLE solution requires calculating
the likelihood function which may not be tractable due to the normalization term of
the density model. In this paper, we derive a Discriminative Likelihood Estimator
(DLE) from the Kullback-Leibler divergence minimization criterion implemented
via density ratio estimation and a Stein operator. We study the problem of model
inference using DLE. We prove its consistency and show that the asymptotic
variance of its solution can attain the equality of the efficiency bound under mild
regularity conditions. We also propose a dual formulation of DLE which can be
easily optimized. Numerical studies validate our asymptotic theorems and we give
an example where DLE successfully estimates an intractable model constructed
using a pre-trained deep neural network.

1 Introduction

Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) has been a classic choice of density parameter estimator. It
can be derived from the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence minimization criterion and the resulting
algorithm simply maximizes the likelihood function (log-density function) over a set of observations.
The solution of MLE has many attractive asymptotic properties: the asymptotic variance of MLE
solutions reach an asymptotic lower bound of all unbiased estimators [} 24].

However, learning via MLE requires evaluating the normalization term of the density function; it
may be challenging to apply MLE to learn a complex model that has a computationally intractable
normalization term. A partial solution to this problem is approximating the normalization term or
the gradient of the likelihood function numerically. Many methods along this line of research have
been actively studied: importance-sampling MLE [25]], contrastive divergence [12] and more recently
amortized MLE [33]]. While the computation of the normalization term is mitigated, these sampling-
based approximate methods come at the expense of extra computational burden and estimation
errors.

The issue of intractable normalization terms has led to the develoment of other approaches other
than the KL divergence minimization. For example, Score Matching (SM) [13] minimizes the Fisher
divergence [26] between the data distribution and a model distribution which is specified by the
gradient (with respect to the input variable) of its log density function. Its computation does not
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require the evaluation of the normalization term, thus SM does not suffer from the intractability
issue. Extensions of SM has been used for infinite dimensional exponential family models [28]],
non-negative models [14} 35] and high dimensional graphical models fitting [[17].

Other than the Fisher divergence, a kernel-based divergence measure known as Kernel Stein Discrep-
ancy (KSD) [4)[19] has been proposed as a test statistic for goodness-of-fit testing to measure the
difference between a data and a model distribution, without the hassle of evaluating the normalization
term. It reformulates the kernel Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) [9] with a Stein operator
[29, 18], 123]] which is also defined using the gradient of the log density function. For the same reason
as in SM, the KSD can be estimated when applied to a density model with an intractable normalizer.
The last few years have seen many applications of KSD such as variational inference [18], sampling
[23113]], and score function estimation [16}27]] among others. KSD minimization is a natural candidate
criterion for fitting intractable models [2]]. However, the divergence measure defined by the KSD
is directly characterized by the kernel used. Unlike in the case of goodness-of-fit testing where the
kernel may be chosen by maximizing the test power [[15], to date, there is no clear objective for
choosing the right kernel in the case of model fitting.

By contrast, KL divergence has been a classic discrepancy measure for model fitting. The question
that we address is: can we construct a generic model inference method by minimizing the KL
divergence without the knowledge of the normalization term? In this paper, we present a novel
unnormalized model inference method, Discriminative Likelihood Estimation (DLE), by following
the KL divergence minimization criterion. The algorithm uses a technique called Density Ratio
Estimation [31]] which is conventionally used to estimate the ratio between two density functions from
two sets of samples. We adapt this method to estimate the ratio between a data and an unnormalized
density model with the help of a Stein operator. We then use the estimated ratio to construct a
surrogate to KL divergence which is later minimized to fit the parameters of an unnormalized density
function. The resulting algorithm is a min max problem, which we show can be conveniently
converted into a min-min problem using Lagrangian duality. No extra sampling steps are required.

We further prove the consistency and asymptotic properties of DLE under mild conditions. One
of our major contributions is that we prove the proposed estimator can also attain the asymptotic
Cramér-Rao bound. Numerical experiments validate our theories and we show DLE indeed performs
well under realistic settings.

2 Background

2.1 Problem: Intractable Model Inference via KL Divergence Minimization

Consider the problem of estimating the parameter 6 of a probability density model p(x; @) from a
set of i.i.d. samples: X, := {mgi)}?:‘ll i @ where @ is a probability distribution whose density
function is g(«). One idea is minimizing the sample approximated KL divergence from pg to g:

: : q(z)
min KL [g|pe] = melnEq {log o 0)} =C - mgXEq [log p(x; )]
~ C —max — Zlogp(ac(‘)7 0),

where C'is a constant that does not depend on 8. The last line uses X, to approximate the expectation
over g(). This technique is known as Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE).

Despite many advantages, MLE is unfit for intractable model inference. Consider for instance a

density model p(x; 6) := 2 i?é?) , where p(x; 0) is a positive multilayer neural network parametrized

by 0, Z(0) = [ p(x;0)dx is the normalization term which guarantees that p(x; 0) integrates to 1
over its domain. In this example, Z () does not have a computationally tractable form; therefore,
MLE cannot be used without approximating the likelihood function or its gradient using numerical
methods such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC).

However, there is an alternative approach to minimizing the KL divergence: KL [g|pg] is an expecta-

tion of the log-ratio log p%ifg) with respect to the data distribution g(z). If we have access to p‘g:(:g) ,

we can approximate this KL by taking the average of the density ratio function over samples X, and




the density model parameter € can be subsequently estimated by minimizing this approximation to
the KL divergence.

2.2 Two Sample Density Ratio Estimation

Traditionally, Density Ratio Estimation (DRE) [30l 31]] refers to estimating the ratio of two unknown
densities from their samples. Given two sets of i.i.d. samples drawn separately from distributions

Qand P: X, := {wéi)}?qu ~Q, X, = {w,(,i)}:;"l ~ P,z,,x, € R where distribution Q and P

have density functions ¢(x) and p(x) respectively. We hope to estimate the ratio %.

We can model the density ratio using a function r(; §) parameterized by §. To obtain the parameter
d, we minimize the KL divergence KL[q|gs] where ¢(x; d) := r(x; d)p(x):

mainKL[q\qa] s.t. [r(x; 0)p(x)de = 1. (1)
KL[q|gs] comprises three terms in which only one term is dependent on the parameter d:

KL[g|gs] = Eqllog g(x)] — Eq[logr(x; 8)] — Ey[log p(x)] ~ -1 Z?:ql log r(w((f); H+C, (2

g

The last step uses X, to approximate the expectation over ¢(z). C'is a constant irrelevant to §. We
can also approximate the equality constraint in (I)) using X,:

[ r(@; O)p(@)da ~ L5777 r(@f; ). (3)
Combining () and (3, we get a sample version of (I)):
6= arg;nin — n—lq S logr(zY;8) + C s.t.n—lp POy r(@);8) = 1. 4)

The above optimization is called Kullback Leibler Importance Estimation Procedure (KLIEP) [30]].

Unfortunately, it cannot be directly used to estimate our ratio p%(mm_g)

from ¢(z) but not from p(x; #). Consequently the equality constraint [ r(x; d)p(x; @)dx = 1 can
no longer be approximated using samples.

since we only have samples

A natural remedy to this problem is to draw samples from p(a; 6) using sampling techniques, such as
MCMC which, in general, can be costly when p(x; €) is complex. Correlation among drawn samples
from an MCMC scheme further complicates estimation of the ratio. More importantly, regardless
of the feasibility of sampling from p(x; @), the availability of an explicit (possibly unnormalized)
density p(x; @) is much more valuable than just samples, especially in a high dimensional space
where samples rarely capture the fine-grained structural information present in the density model

p(x;0).

In this work, we propose a new procedure — Stein Density Ratio Estimation — which can directly
use the (unnormalized) density p, as it is, without sampling from it. Moreover, the new procedure
(described in Section yields a density ratio model r¢(xz; §) for the ratio function p(g:(f;;) that
automatically satisfies the aforementioned equality constraint for all 6.

3 Stein Density Ratio Estimation

Let us consider a linear-in-parameter density ratio model r(x;8) := 8 ' f(x), where f(x) is a
“feature function” that transforms a data point o into a more powerful representation. To better model
p%;(;;) , we define a family of feature functions called Stein features.

3.1 Stein Features

Suppose we have a feature function f(z) : R? — R® and a density model p(x; 8) : R? — R. A Stein
feature Ty f(x) € R? with respect to p(x; 0) is To f (x) = [To f1(x), ..., Tofi(x),..., Tofo(x)] ",
where Ty is a Stein operator [29,8, 14, 23] and Ty f;(x) € R is defined as

Tofi(x) := (Vg logp(x; 0), Vg fi(x)) + trace(V3, fi(x)),



where f; is the i-th output of function f, V, f;(z) is the gradient of f;(x) and V2 fi(z) is the
Hessian of f;(x). Note that computing Tp f () does not require evaluating the normalization term
Z(0) as

Velogp(x;0) = Vg logp(x;0) — V. log Z(0), where V log Z(60) = 0.
Example 1. Let p(x; 0) be in exponential family with sufficient statistic 1(x), then
Tofi(x) = 0" Jotp(x)Ve fi(®) + trace[V3 fi(®)],
where J zp(x) € RYI™OIXd s the Jacobian of 1 (x) and dim(8) is the dimension of 6 .

One more example can be found at Appendix, Section A slightly different Stein opera-
tor was introduced in [4] 23] where Tj f(z) € R for f(xz) € R? is defined as T f(z) =
Z?:l [0z, log p(x; 0)] fi(x)+ 0y, fi(x), where O, f () is the partial derivative of f(x) with respect
to z;. We can see the relationship between T and T": Ty f;(x) = Ty V4 fi(x). Next we show an
important property of Stein features.

Proposition 1 (Stein’s Identity). Suppose p(x;0) > 0,

vi,j lim p(mla R PR 7xd;0)8xjfi(xlv IREY 7 PR 7xd) = 07
|| =00
p(a; 0) is continously differentiable and f; is twice continuously differentiable for all @ and i. Then
E,,[Tof(xz)] = 0 forall 6.

We give a proof in Appendix Section Similar identities were given in previous literatures such
as Lemma 2.2 in [19] or Lemma 5.1 in [4]. Utilizing this property, we can construct a density ratio

model which bypasses the “intractable equality constraint” issue when estimating p'(l(mﬁ;) as shown in

the next section.

3.2 Stein Density Ratio Modeling and Estimation (SDRE)

Define a linear-in-parameter density ratio model: rg(a; 8) := & ' Tg f () + 1 by using a Stein feature
function. We can see that E,, [re(x;8)] = E,,[6  Tof(z) +1] = 'E,, [Tof(x)] + 1 = 1 where
the last equality is ensured by Proposition [I|for all § and @ if the specified regularity conditions are
met. This equality means the constraint in (I]) is automatically satisfied with this density ratio model.
Now we can solve (@) without its equality constraint.

1 & . 1 & .
0 :=argmin —— Z log rg(m((;); 8) + C = argmax — Z log {5TTgf(m((;)) +1|. )
serr Mg i serv g

It can be seen that (3 is an unconstrained concave maximization problem. Note for all z, € X,

rg(xq; 0) must be strictly positive thanks to the log-barrier (see e.g., Section 17.2 in [22]) in our

objective function. However, it is not possible to guarantee that for all & € R?, rg(x; 3) is positive.
This is not a problem in this paper, as the density ratio function is only used for approximating the

KL divergence, and we will not evaluate rg(; ) ) at a data point @ that is outside of X,. Note, the
unnormalized density model p(x; €), by definition, should be non-negative everywhere for all 6.

We refer to the objective (3) as Stein Density Ratio Estimation (SDRE). One may notice that

n—lq Z?:"l log 7‘9(5135;); ) ) evaluated at b is exactly the sample average of the estimated ratio over X,

which allows us to approximate the KL divergence from p(x; 0) to ¢(x).

4 Intractable Model Inference via Discriminative Likelihood Estimation

n

Let /(8,0) := iq S logre(x$”; ). We will use £(3, 0) as a replacement of KL [¢()|p(; 0)).
The rationale of minimizing KL divergence from p(x; 6) to ¢(x) leads to:

mein (8, 6) or equivalently mein max £(0,0). (6)



The equivalence is due to the fact that £ evaluated at the optimal ratio parameter 4 is also the maximum
of the DRE objective function when being optimized w.r.t. §. The outer problem minimizes ¢ with
respect to the density parameter 8. We call this estimator Discriminative Likelihood Estimation
(DLE) as the parameter of the density model p(x; ) is learned via minimizing a discriminatorﬂ

which is the likelihood ratio function £(8, @) measuring the differences between g(x) and p(x; 6).

4.1 Consistency with Correct Model

For brevity, we state all theorems assuming all regularity conditions in Proposition [I] are met.

Notations: H is V%&G)E(é, 0), the full Hessian of £(8,0). Hs g is VsV{(d, 0), submatrix of the

Hessian matrix whose rows and columns indexed by &, 6 respectively. s € R4™(6) is Vg log p(x, 0)
evaluated at 8%, score function of p(x; 0). A(+) is the eigenvalue operator. Apin (+) O Apmax(+) is the
minimum or maximum eigenvalue and || - || is the operator norm.

We study the consistency of the following estimator under a correct model setting.
8,0) = i 03,0 7
(9,0) := argmin e (6,6), )

where © and A, are compact parameter spaces for 6 and § respectively. The compactness condition
is among a set of conditions commonly used in classic consistency proofs (see e.g., Wald’s Consistency
Proof, 5.2.1,[32]]). It is possible to derive weaker conditions given specific choices of f or p(x; 0).
However, in the current manuscript, we only focus on more generic settings and conditions that would
give rise to estimation consistency and useful asymptotic theories. We assume they are properly

chosen so that (6, §) is the saddle point of (7).

First, we assume our density model p(x; ) is correctly specified:

Assumption 1. There exists a unique pair of parameter (0*,8%),8* € ©, §* € A, such that
p(x;0%) = q(x) and ro- (z;6*) = 1.

Given how rg(a; d) is constructed in Section the above assumption implies 6™ must be 0.
Assumption 2. There exist constants Ay > 0, A’ . > 0and A .y > 050 that VO € ©,6 € An,

min

)\min {_H5,5} Z Aininy Amax Z HHG,SHE}S

» Amin {—He,sHEj;Ha,e} > Amin > 2[|Ho,g| -

The lower-boundedness of Ay, {—H s s} implies the strict concavity of ¢(d, ) with respect to

d (¢(8,0) is already concave by construction, see (3)): For all 8 € O, there exists a unique d(0)
that maximizes the likelihood ratio, which means the likelihood ratio function should always have
sufficient discriminative power to precisely pinpoint the differences between our data and the current
model . It also ensures that d can “teach” the model parameter 6 well by assuming the “interaction”
between d and 6 in our estimator, H g 5, is well-behaved.

Now we analyze Assumption [2]on a special case:

Proposition 2. Let A, := {6 L < rg(2;68) < Cratio, |6]l2 < T/o(ny),V0 € ©,Vx € X,

Cratio —

where T' > 0, Cyatioc > 1 are constants and o(-) is a monotone-increasing function. p(x;0) is in
exponential family with sufficient statistic v(x) and Stein feature is chosen as To1)(x). Suppose

there exist constants Co,Cs,Cy, Cs, Al AV, > 0,Cy > i 27;1 Hme(ccl(zi))H‘l,
1 g _ ) 1 g ) LT
Amin {n Zme(wE,Z))Jm(mg”f} > O, — > [ Tatpl(@)) Tutp(@(?) || < Cu,
9 5=1 9 =1

1 Ng ‘ T ‘
- > Tt (@) Tatp(2l)) | - [ Torp(z())] < Cs
9 =1

and Al ... > A (n%, S ngp(acff))ngp(asz))T) > AL, VO € © with high probability. There

max min’

exists a constant N > 1, whenn, > N, Assumption@]holds with high probability.

!The word “discriminator” is borrowed from GAN [[7]. Indeed, DLE and GAN bears many resemblances.



The proof can be found in Appendix, Section Note in practice the domain constraint of A, in
this proposition can be easily enforced via convex constraints or penalty terms. Analysis on a few
other examples can be found in Appendix, Section[A.2]

Proposition 2] gives us some hints on how the feature function f of Stein feature can be chosen. In the
case of exponential family, the choice f = ¢ guarantees Assumption 2]to hold with high probability
when n, increases.

Assumption 3 (Concentration of Stein features). The difference between the sample average of
the Stein feature Ty~ f(x) and its expectation over q converges to zero in {y norm in probability.

LY, To- f(=f)) — B, [Te*f(m)]H2 0.

Ng

Note, if Assumption (1| holds at the same time, Proposition (1| indicates E, [Tg~ f(z)] = 0. This
assumption holds due to the (strong) law of large numbers given that the E, [To- f ()] exists.

Theorem 1 (Consistency). Suppose Assumption Eand holds, (8,0) 5 (0,6%).

See Section @ in Appendix for the proof. This theorem states that as n, increases, all saddle points
of (), converge to the vicinity of true parameters. All the following theorems rely on the result of
Theorem 1]

4.2 Asymptotic Variance of 6 and Fisher Efficiency of DLE

In this section we state one of our main contributions: DLE can attain the efficiency bound, i.e.,
asymptotic Cramér-Rao bound when f(x) is appropriately chosen. First, we show our estimator
6 has a simple asymptotic distribution which allows us to perform model inference. To state the
theorem, we need an extra assumption on the Hessian H':

Assumption 4 (Uniform Convergence on H). supscn, oce |H, ; —E, [H; ]| 5 0, ;.

This assumption states the second order derivatives (which is an average over samples from X)
converges uniformly to its population mean, as n, — oo. It helps us control the residual in the
second order Taylor expansion in our proof. This assumption may be weakened given specific choices
of f and p(x;0) but we focus on establishing the asymptotic results in generic settings, so this
condition is only listed as an assumption.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic Normality of 0). Suppose Assumption @ and | holds,

. _ —1
Vg (07 =8) = N[0, V]V = (=B, [H 5 By [Hs 5] By [Hso]) . ®)
where H* is H evaluated at (6, 0").

See Sectionin Appendix for the proof. In practice, we do not know E, [H *], so we may use H,
the Hessian of £(4, 0) evaluated at (4, 8) as an approximation to E, [H™].

Although MLE is also asymptotically normal, important quantities such as Fisher Information Matrix
may not be efficiently computed on intractable models. In comparison, Theorem [2] enables us to
compute parameter confidence interval for DLE even on intractable pg.

Now we consider the asymptotic efficiency of the DLE with respect to specific choices of Stein
features. Let V ¢ be the asymptotic variance () using a Stein feature with a specific choice of f.

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions andhold and B, [Ty~ f(z)Te~ f(x) "] is invertible.
Moreover, suppose that the integration and the derivative of 9y, [ p(x; 0)Te f (x)dx is exchangeable

foralli. Vg = (Eq[sTo- () TEq[To- f () To- f(2) )" Eq[To- f(z)sT]) " .

The proof is given in Section[B.6]in the Appendix. Lemma [3|expresses asymptotic variance using
score function and Stein feature and is used to prove that the variance monotonically decreases as the
vector space spanned by the Stein feature vectors becomes larger.

Corollary 4 (Monotonocity of Asymptotic Variance). Define the inner product as Ey[f g] for func-

tions f and g. Let To+f(x) = [t1,...,ty) and Ty~ f(x) = [t1,...,1;] be two Stein feature vec-
tors. Assume that span{ty, ..., ty} C span{ti,...,t;}, where span{- - - } denotes the linear space



spanned by the specified elements. Then, the inequality Vi =< Vi holds in the sense of the positive
definiteness.

Proof. Let us define Pygs as the orthogonal projection of s onto span{t1,...,%}. A simple calcula-
tion yields Pys = E,[sTp- f(x) "|E,[To- f(x)To- f(x) "] To~ f(x), and thus, Lemmaleads to
Vf_1 = [E,[Pss(Pys)"]. From the property of the orthogonal projection (see e.g., Theorem 2.23 in
[34), we have E,[P3s(Pys) "] = Ey[Pgs(Pgs)T]. Therefore, we obtain V3 < V. O

For Qs = s — Pgs, we have Ey[ss'] = E,[Prs(Pys)"] + E [Qrs(Qrs)'] = Vi ' +
E,[Qss(Qfs)"]. Thus, we see that the asymptotic variance converges to the inverse of the Fisher

information, E,[ss ]!, as Py s gets close to s. In particular, when the linear space span{t, ..., t,}
includes s, Qs vanishes and consequently the DLE with f(a) is asymptotically efficient.

Example 2. Let p(x;0) be the model of the d-dimensional multivariate Gaussian distribution
N(6,1den - o?), where Iden is the identity matrix. Here the variance o2 is assumed to be known. The
score function is sj(x;0) = —(x; — 0;) /02, and the Stein feature vector defined from f(x) = x is
(Tox); = —(z;—0;) /0 forj = 1,...,d. Clearly, the score function is included in span{t, ..., tq}.
Hence, the DLE with f achieves the efficiency bound of the parameter estimation.

One more example can be found in Appendix, Section[A.3] In fact, Corollary [3] suggests that as
long as we can represent the score function s using Stein feature Ty f up to a linear transformation,
DLE can achieve efficiency bound. However, since f is coupled with V, log p(x; 0) in Ty f, it is
not always easy to reverse engineer an f from s. Nonetheless, our numerical experiments show that
using simple functions such polynomials as f yields good performance.

4.3 Model Selection of DLE

As our objective (6) tries to minimize the discrepancy between our model p(x; @) and the data
distribution, it is tempting to compare models using the objective function evaluated at (4, 0), i.c.,

((8,6). However, the more sophisticated p(z; 8) becomes, the more likely it picks up spurious
patterns of our dataset. Similarly, the more powerful the Stein features are, the more likely the
discriminator is overly critical to the density model on this dataset. Thus a better model selection

criterion would be comparing E, [€ (3 , é)} which eliminates the potential of overfitting a specific

dataset. Unfortunately, this expectation cannot be computed without the knowledge on ¢(x). We
propose to approximate this quantity using a penalized likelihood:

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption EI and holds. E, [H 27 5] and E, [H :‘;79} are full-rank and
dim(@) < b, then n E, [ﬁ(& é)} = ming maxs ngl(d,0) — b+ dim(0) + op(1).

See Section [B.7|in Appendix for the proof. This theorem is closely related to a classic result called
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) [1]. Both AIC and Theorem [5|similarly penalize the degree of
freedom of the density model dim(@), while our theorem also penalizes the number of ratio parameter
dim(d) = b due to the fact that our ratio function is also fitted using samples.

One can also show E(S , 9) follows a x? distribution. See Sectionin Appendix for details.

Theorem 5 provides an information-criterion based model selection method. Suppose M is a set of dif-
ferent Stein features and M’ is a set of candidate density models. We can jointly select density model

and Stein feature: (17, 77) := arg min,, e pr max,enr Eq [0(8(m), 8(m))], where (8(m/), §(m))
are estimated parameters under the model choice (m’, m). Replacing E,[¢(6(m’), d(m))] with the
penalized likelihood derived in Theorem 5] we can get a practical model selection method.

5 Lagrangian Dual of SDRE and DLE by Minimization

Some techniques can be used to directly optimize the min-max problem in (6), such as performing
gradient descend/ascend on 6 and § alternately. However, looking for the saddle points of a min-max
optimization is hard. In this section, we derive a partial Lagrangian dual for () so we can convert this
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Figure 1: Theoretical Prediction values vs. Empirical results

min-max problem into a min-min problem whose local optima can be efficiently found by existing
optimization techniques.

Proposition 3. SDRE problem in (9) has a Lagrangian dual:

Tq
o= argminZ[ (log —pu;) — 1) — Zul s.t. Z,angf )
Boi=

Moreover, the duality gap between () and () is 0 and ro(xq W 8) = —1/fus.

See Section[B.9]in the Appendix for its proof. Instead of solving the min-max problem (€)), we solve
the following constrained minimization problem:

q Tq q
. . _ . , @)y _
min min ;[ (log —p;) — 1] — Z Wi, s.b.: ; wiTo f(x,’) =0, (10)

where we replace the inner max problem in (6] w1th its Lagrangian (9). All experiments in this paper
are performed using the Lagrangian dual objective (T0). See https://github.com/lamfeeling/
Stein-Density-Ratio-Estimation for code demos on SDRE and model inference.

6 Related Works

Score Matching (SM) [13}14] is a inference method for unnormalized statistical models. It estimates
model parameters by minimizing the Fisher divergence [20, 26] between the true log density and
the model log density. To estimate the parameter, this method only requires V. log p(x; 6) and
V2 log p(z; 0) to avoid evaluating the normalization term.

Kernel Stein Discrepancy (KSD) [2] is a kernel mean discrepancy measure between a data distribu-
tion and a model density using the Stein identity defined on Stein operator 77, ! . This measure has
been used for model evaluation [4} [19]. In Section[7] we minimize such a dlscrepancy with respect to
0 for unnormalized model parameter estimation. A more generic version of this estimator has been
discussed in [2]].

Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE) [10] estimates the parameters of an unnormalized statistical
model by performing a non-linear logistic regression to discriminate between observed dataset and
artificially generated noise. The normalization term can be dealt with like a regular parameter and
estimated by such a logistic regression. NCE requires us to select a noise distribution and in our
experiments, we use a multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean and variance the same as X,,.

7 Experiments
7.1 Validation of Asymptotic Results

To examine the asymptotic distribution of , /7, [9 — 0*], we design an intractable exponential family
model p(x; 0) := exp [1(0) "¢ (x)], where

d
)= [Zxf7m1x2,Zmlxi,tanh(m)]—r7n(9) :=[-.5,.6,.2,0,0,0,0] ",z € R*,0 € R?.
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Figure 2: MNIST images with the highest (upper red box) and the lowest unnormalized density (lower green
box) estimated on each digit by DLE and NCE.

tanh(z) is applied in an element-wise fashion. The feature function of the Stein feature is chosen as
f(x) := tanh(x) € R5. Due to the tanh function, p(x; @) does not have a closed form normalization
term. We draw n, = 500 samples from p(x;0) as X,. Given we set 8" = 0, X, actually comes
from a tractable distribution. However the intractability of p(x; @) does not allow us to perform MLE
straight away.

We run DLE 6000 times with new batch of X, each time and obtain an empirical distribution of
/Tig0. We show qqgplots of its marginal distributions vs. A (0, V7 1), N'(0, V2 2), the asymptotic

distribution predicted by Theoremwhose variance V' is approximated by X, and 0. Figureshows
all quantiles between the empirical marginals and predicted marginals are very well aligned. We also

scatter-plot , /n 9 together with the predicted 95% and 99.9% confidence interval in Figure It

can be seen that the empirical joint distribution of ,/n 0 has the same elongated shape as predicted
by Theorem [2] and agrees with the predicted conﬁdence intervals nicely.

One of our major contributions is proving DLE attains the Cramér-Rao bound. We now compare
the variances of the estimated parameter § using Gamma p(x;6) = I'(5,6),6* = 1 and Gaussian
mixture model p(z; 0) = .5N (0, 1) + .5N(1,1), 0* = —1 across DLE, SM and KSD. Var,, [0] are
shown on Figure [1c|and[1dl For DLE, we set f(x) := [x, 2] and for KSD, we use a polynomial
kernel with degree 2. Note we particularly choose p(x; 6) to be tractable so we can compute MLE
and Cramér-Rao bound easily. It can be seen that all estimators have decreasing variances and MLE,
being one of the minimum variance estimators, has the lowest variance. However, DLE has the
second lowest variances in both cases and quickly converges to Cramér-Rao bound after n, = 150.
In comparison, both KSD and SM maintain higher levels of variances.

7.2 Unnormalized Model Using Pre-trained Deep Neural Network (DNN)

In this experiment, we create an exponential family model p(x; ;) := exp[6, ¢ (x)],z € R84
where () € R?? is a pre-trained 3-layer DNN. 1) () is trained using a logistic regression so that
the classification error is minimized on the full MNIST dataset over all digits. Clearly, p(x; 8;) does
not have a tractable normalization term. The dataset X, contains n, = 100 randomly selected

images from a single digit i and we use DLE and NCE to estimate 6; for each digit i. For DLE, we
set f(x) = ¢ (x). Though we can only obtain an unnormalized density for each digit, it can be used
to rank images and find potential inliers and outliers.

In Figure 2] we show images that are ranked either among the top two or bottom two places when
sorted by log p(x; 91), for each digit i. It can be seen that, when 0 is estimated by DLE, images
ranked the highest are indeed typical looking images, while the lowest ranking images tend to be
outliers in that digit group. However, in comparison, when 0 is estimated by NCE, some highest
ranked images are distorted while some lowest ranked image look very regular. This experiment
shows the usefulness of DLE as a model inference method when working with a complex model
(DNN) on a high dimensional dataset (d = 784) using relatively small number of samples (n, = 100).

8 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we introduce a model inference method for unnormalized statistical models. First,
Stein density ratio estimation is used to fit a ratio and to approximate the KL divergence. The model
inference is done by minimizing such an approximated KL divergence. Despite promising theoretical
and experimental results, future works are needed to demonstrate a systematic way of choosing Stein
features in different scenarios as the performance of DLE depends heavily on such choices.
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Fisher Efficient Inference of Intractable Models
Supplementary

A Examples

A.1 Examples of Stein Features Tp f ()
Example 3. Let p = N'(0,1), Tiro,1y1 = 0, then Trr(o,1yx = —x and Thr(o,1y2%/2 = —a* + 1.

As we see, Stein features with respect to A/(0, 1) using monomials of x are same-order polynomial
terms of = which have been widely used as function basis in various function fitting applications.

A.2  Assumption 2| Examples

Example 4. When f(x) = 0, by the definition of Stein feature at Section Tof(z) = 0. Our
density ratio model does not have any discriminative power and become a constant function 1. We
can see Hs s = 0, Hs 9 = 0 regardless what § and 6 are chosen. Thus, Assumption is not satisfied
here. See (14) and (I3)) in Section[B.2)in Appendix for the exact formulas of Hs s and Hs p.

Example 5. When f(z) := z and p(z;0) := N(0,1), our density ratio model becomes a linear
discriminative function (See Example [3). From (14) and (13) we can see, when 0 = 0* and
6 =0 Hi; = L ngl(xfj) — 0*)? which is essentially the negative sample variance and

Hj,= ni S Vo (x((;) — 0) = —1. Given ng is sufficiently large, Awin and Al is reasonably
small and A, is reasonably large, Assumption@]should hold at the optimal point (6*,0) with high
probability. We omit the analysis when § and 0 are slightly deviated from their optimal values due to

the page limit. Nonetheless, it can be analysed with some extra regularity conditions.

A.3 Example of Asymptotic Efficient Choice of f(x)

Example 6. Consider the univariate Gaussian distribution p(z;6) = exp {61z + 62x*} /Z(0) for
x € R,0 = (61,02), where 61 € R, 05 < 0, and Z(0) is the normalization constant. The score
Sunction is s1(x;0) = x — ﬁ@ng(B), so(w;0) = 2% — %892Z(0). Let us consider the Stein

feature vector for f(x) = (z,22/2)", Tof(x) = (01 + 209z, 1 + 612 + 20222)T. We know that
01Z(0) + 20209, Z(0) = 0 and Z(0) + 6109, Z(0) + 20209, Z(0) = O (see [[L1]] for details). Thus,

T9f1 (:E) _ 292 0 S1 . e .
(Te ) ) = Lo 20,) (sa) The coefficient matrix is invertible as long as 0> #* 0. Hence,

the DLE with the above f achieves the asymptotic efficiency bound.

B Proofs

For simplicity, we write all ¢, g(wgi)) as Y1, g(x™) from now on as samples always come

from dataset X,. See Table|l|for all defined notations.

B.1 Proof of Lemmall

Proof. Our proof below is similar to the proof of Lemma 4 in [13]]. It can be seen that

E,, [Tofi(x)] = /p(a:; 0) [(Vm logp(x;0), Vafi(x)) + trace(Vifi(w))] dx

= /<Vmp(w; 0), Vafi(x)) +p(x;0) - trace(Vy, fi(x))dw.
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Table 1: Notations of Symbols

Symbol Definition
0(8,0) n—lq S logre(x; 8), log likelihood ratio
V£(8o,00) V(5.6)£(80,00)|5=5,,6=0,
Vsl(80,600) Vsl(80,00)
H Vis.6)0(8,0), Hessian of likelihood
Hso VsVel(d,0), submatrix of Hessian.
Ball(R, x0) {5 ball with radius R centered at xo
A 25 norm of a vector A or the spectral norm of a matrix A
s(x; 0) € RI=©® Ve log p(z, 8), Score function of pg
s s(x;0%)

Let us rewrite E,, [Ty f;(x)] as nested integrals over each component of a:

Epe [TG fi (x)}

= Z/ ' Oz, fi(x) - O, p(x; 0) + p(x; 0) - aijfi(a:)dxjda:\j, (11)

d
= (:0)0,, fi(2)] 7" day; — (x;0) |02 fi(x) — 02 fi(x)| dz;day
Z/m\ [p ]J \J /m\j/sz { 5 5 LjAT;

0,by assumption

(12)
—0. (13)

where x\ ; contains all the components in & except the j-th component. The equality from (TT)) to (12)
is due to one dimensional integration by parts formula. The first term in (I2) is zero as the product of
p(x) and O, fi(x) is asssumed to be zero when x; takes the limit to +/ — co. Our assumption holds
for all ¢, j, so we can assert V;E,, [Ty f;(x)] = 0 and E,,, [Tg f(x)] = 0 by its construction. O

B.2 Derivations of V2/(6, ) and V; ¢¢(J,0) with f(z) : R? —» R

n : 2
1 & [Tof(x®)
V%f(é,@) = _%ZW-FO? (14)
i=1 ’
1 < Ty fz) (). 1 1 (%)
V[S)gf((s, 0) = —n7q £ vapm(w ,(5) + g Zl WVngf(w ) (15)

B.3  Proof of Proposition 2]

Proof. First, the definition of Anq gives the boundedness of our ratio, i.e., & ,1( < ro(z;8) <
Cratioavw S Xq,VO € 0.

n 3 N T AN . . >
Second, —Hs,5 = = 1) m T T where T1pV is an abbreviation of Ty (z(?).
q To\Z )

It is a sum over ratio weighted positive semi-definite matrices so we can lower bound its minimum
eigenvalue using the lower bound of the ratio:

1 1 v T A2,
Amin(—H 5,5) > CT)\min (n ZT,,/,(Z)T,/,(Z) ) > —zt- > 0, with high prob.,
7 =1

ratio ratio

due to our assumption. Similarly, we can also upper-bound its maximum eigenvalue

n
1 — , AT
Amax(—H s.6) < C2 1o dmax (n Z Top O Tp® ) < C2 A ., with high prob.,
4 =1
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Third, ~He,e = ;- >.i% W JoP(2 D) T pp (D) T 88T T pap (D) T T pap(2)). We can
see

I 2, CaT
[Heooll < ratlo ” ” ZHJ N < C2,.Co - ||6]7 < < Yratio“24

ti
ratio o (nq ) 2
Fourth, using the fact that —H s s is a positive definite matrix, which we have just proved, we can see

Amin {—He,aHﬁ;Ha,e} = Ain(—Hy sHs0Ho 5)
2 )\min(_H;}S)Amin(HS,OHB,é)
_ )\min(Hé,BHG,&) > /\Inln(H6 OHG,J)
)\max(_HS.ﬁ) B CQ A ’

ratio” *max

where 2nd line is due to Theorem 7, [21]]. So we only need to find a lower bound for Apin(H 5,6 Ho.s)-
We can write Hyg s as

g

1 1 . .
_ = (1) (T
Hos = g ;:1: Tg(ac(i);ts)wa(m )Tz (x') (16)
A
1 1 , : ,
= (7) (T (T
Y ;:1 Tg(mu);a)']”d’(“’ ) zp(x') §Tptp(z') (17)

B
Therefore H s gH g s can be written as

AA" —AB" - BA" + BB'.

Since we are analyzing the minimum eigenvalue, we can safely ignore the last term BB Tasitis
positive semi-definite. This gives the following inequality:

Amin {AAT _ABT - BAT} > Amin {AAT} + Amin {—ABT _ BAT}
> Amin {AAT} —|ABT + BAT||

As A is a sum of ratio weighted positive semi-definite matrices, we can use the same trick in the
second step to lower bound its eigenvalue using the lower bound of the density ratio, eventually, using

n i) 76) T
our assumption on )\min{,% > JO g } > C, we can get,

Cs . 2
)\min(A) 2 -~ )‘min(AA ) Z )\min(A) : >\min(A) > b}
C(ratio Cr'mtlo

Now we analyze |AB' + BA" | which is further upperbounded by 2||A|||| B||.

Similarly to how Apin(A) is bounded, we can upper-bound ||A|| using the upperbound of the
ratio: ||A|| < CratioCy. Let us write B = niq Y % J( g’ 8T " where J@ and r; are
abbreviations of J () and 7 (2(?); §). It can be seen that

Mg

1 h, 1 i) 70) T i i
||BH§TTZ||772J()J() ||'||5T¢()||< le L0 8- T @),
q ;=1 7

< Cratlo C5T/U(nq)
Now we can bound
Amin {AAT ~ABT - BA" + BBT} > Amin {AAT} —2)|A||||B]
02
> — CraioCa - C5Tfa(ng)

ratlo
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There exists a constant N > 0, such that when n, > N,

— Amin(-l—_-l—§ 9H0 5) O?? Cr'ltiOC4 : CST
Awin {~Ho,sHj sHs o} > 0208 > _
0.0 CrzatioAglax lelatioA;nax CT(nq)*/\“/r;lax
C2.,CoT
> ratio > ||H .
Tt > | Hol

inally we analyze osH5 5. 0.6HS 5| < 0.5l 5 5||. As —H g ¢ 1s positive definite,
Finally lyze |HosHy 5| ||[HosHy 5| < | Heosl|-|Hj |- As —Hs s is positive definit
the operator norm of its inverse is the inverse of its minimum eigenvalue, which is upperbounded
. T
by C2,.,/A”.,. On the other hand, we can rewrite (T6) as Hgs = - S 14, L . JO @ .

min* ng =1 7r;
N T
(Iden — Ti . 6T1,b(‘) ) )

Ng

1 1 N 1 T
1He.sll < —— > —- HJ@J@)T . <Iden — =0Ty )H

q = " i
Chratio i N T 1 aT
< Gt Sy 0.5 OT - fraen — L o707
[ R— Ti

C

From calculation, we know ||C|| < 1+ |(r; — 1)/ri] < 2 + Chagio- Therefore ||Hg 5| <
C2rtioT2Cratio \1 i) 76) T 1| ;
% > [JDTO | < (C2,. 4+ 2Catio) Cy. Therefore HH975H57}5H is upperbounded

by (CL,.. + 203 )Cy/A"

ratio ratio min*

Refer to [21}16] for inequalities of eigenvalue of matrix summation and product. O

B.4 Proof of Theorem/[]

Proof. We denote Hessian H as a block matrix:

i C(Hiy Hu\ [ V(6.0) VsVel(5,6)
H—Vé(‘s’a)—<H21 H22>—<vgv,;e(5,9) v20(6,0) )

then Assumption [2|states that for every 6 € A, and 6 € ©, ANH H fllH 12) is lower bounded by
2||H 22| and HH21H1_11 || is upper bounded.

We can write the optimality condition of (7)) and expand them at (§* = 0, 6"):
V5£(3,é) =0= V&é(é*,e*) + .Hll(s — 5*) + .ng(é — 9*) (18)
Vol(8,8) = 0= Vel(6",0") + Ho (6 — 6) + Haz(6 — 67), (19)

where H is the Hessian evaluated at a (&, 8) which is in between (8, 0) and (8", 0*) in an element-
wise fashion. This expansion is basically one-dimensional mean-value theorem applied on each

individual dimension of V£(8,0) and V/(8,6).
Given and we can solve equations for & — 6* and @ — 6*.
From (I8) we can get
6o =H' [fvae(a*, 0") — H2(0 — 0*)} . (20)
Substituting (20) into (T9) we get
0= Vol(8",0%) — Ha H ' Vsl(8",6%) + |~ Har Hy  Hio + Hl (6-67).

Rearranging terms, we get

00" = [HoyH [ Hiy— Ha|  (Vol(6".07) — HnHL'V50(5°.0%) @

I rr— L 13 I I rr— * *
- [—H21H111H12 +H22} Ho H{'V50(57,07). 22)
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The last line uses the fact that Vg/(6",0%) = 0
Weyl’s inequality states:
Amin(A + B) Z )\min(A) + )\min(B)~
Asé € A,, and 0 € ©, H is regulated by Assumption Since
)\min(_ﬂZI-H;fﬂlQ) 2 Amin
and
Amin

)\mm(H22) _HH22H > _?

which are assumed by Assumption[2] we have

)\min(*ﬂmﬂﬂlﬂlz + H22) > Amin/2 > 0.

Denote —H oy H{ H1s + Hoy as H/Hs (it is actually the Schur Complement of H). Using
Holder’s inequality, we get

16— 6| < | [/ He) 7| | oL 1950067, 67))

AIIldX
IVst(8%,67)| < ———

<4 . * * )
= Anin [H/Hg ] A [Vsl(86*,0%)] . (23)

Further, we have E, [Tp- f ()] = E,,. [To- f(x)] = 0. The first equality is due to Assumption|l]
and the second equality is given by Stein identity.

Therefore, Vs((8",07) = - 321, To- f flP)—0==L -3ty To- f f(x®) —E, [To- f(x)], which
converges to 0 in £3 norm in probablhty due to Assumptlon l This gives the convergence in

probability of Hé — 07||. Finite sample convergence rate can be given if the convergence rate of
IVs£(8*,0%)] is known.

Now we show the consistency of 8. From we can see that
6~ & = —Hy, Vsl(67,0") — Hy Hi2(0 — 6%),

and due to Holder’s inequality, we get

56 Er;fH IV5£(5%,0%)] + Hﬂ;fﬂlgu Hé—a*
A' [Vsl(6™,60%)] + Amax 66" (24)
Combine (24) with 23] we get
5 202 AL+ Ami
—_ 85l < max**min min | * 0*
R e e b LGB
. . « payy P .
Again, due to Assumptlon IVs€(6*,6%)|| = 0. This completes the proof.
O

B.5 Proof of Theorem 2|

Proof. Due to Assumption , it can be seen that H ﬂ Eq [I_{ } Moreover, as 6 ﬂ 0" and

§50 (proved in Theorem |1 I) we can see E, [f{ ] 5 E, [H"] due to continuous mapping. Thus
H =E,[H"] + 0,(1). From now on, for s1n1p1101ty, let us denote — Jas I ﬂ

2I for “information matrix”. Do not confuse with the identify matrix which is denoted as Iden in this paper
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We again write the optimality condition of (7) and apply asymptotic expansion at (6* = 0, 0"):
Vsl(8,0) = 0= Vsl(6",0%) + (—I11 + 0,(1))(8 — %) + (—L12 +0,(1)) (8 — 67)  (29)
Vol(8,0) = 0= Vol(6",0) + (—Is1 +0,(1))(8 — 8") + (—Ia2s + 0,(1))(6 — 87).  (26)

Note we have replaced all H with —I + 0,(1), and 0,(1) will be ignored in future algebraic
calculations.

We now get an asymptotic version of (22)):
R . _ -1 _ * pk
N (0 0 ) s — (In I Ty — To) " Iy 17V s0(87,67) - /g
— -1 — * *
= — (IglIlllIlg) I21I111V5€(6 ,0 ) *4/Nyg
The last equality is due to I52 = 0.
Noticing that I7;'Vs¢(6*,0*) - /n is a sum of independent random variables with zero mean and
covariance —I;". Applying CLT on I;'V5¢(5*,0%) - | /m; yields
I7'Vsl(5%,0%) ~ N (0,17},

thus

Vig (0-67) ~ N [0, (-In 15 1a) ]

B.6 Proof of Lemma[3

Proof. Let us shorten the Stein feature vector Ty f(x) as t(x;60) € R® and t as t(x;0"). We
start by computing each factors in the variance. Since rg(x;8") = 1 holds for all 8, we have
Vere(xz;d*) = 0. Then, we have

-E, [Hg’é] = —-E, [V% log rg*(:n;é*)}
1

=E, | ———=tt' | =E [tt"] € R®®
q |:7"(2E,6*,0*)2 :| q[ ]6 ’

1 1
E,[Hp 5] = E, [ Vgt(a:;B*)T - ﬁVgrg*(x; 6”‘)t(:1:;0*)T

r

Eq [V@t((ﬂ, 0*)T] c Rdim(@)xb.

Since the equality E,, [t(x; 8)] = 0 holds for all 8, we have VoE,, [t(x; 8)] = 0. Exchangeability
of the integration and the derivative yields

VoE,, [t(z;0)] = E,, [s(x;0)t(x;0)"| + E,, [Vot(z;0)"] = 0.

As a result, we obtain -
Eq[Hg 5] = —Eq[st'].

O
B.7 Proof of Theorem 3
Proof. Use Taylor series to expand E, {5(3, é)] on (6%,8"), we get
E, [z([s, é)] =E, [¢(6%,0")] + V5E, [¢(6",0%)] [8 - 5*} + VoE, [((6%,0")]" [é - 9*}
byl =T V3E, @) [ - ']
=040+ 0+ [y — '] VAE, [e(m)] [ — '] 27)

2

17



where we denote 1 := [g} for short and 7 is defined in between 7) and * in an element-wise fashion.

The second equality is due to " = 0 and E, [V5¢(d",0")] = 0, which is given by Stein identity.
Similarly we can expand

(6,0) =Vs0(5",67)7 [6—6"| + Sl — ) Vae@) [ -, 8)

1
2
where 7) is similarly defined as 7. It can be seen that V2 /(7)) 5 _Iand VI E, (7] 5 T due
to Assumption [4] and our consistency results. Taking the difference between and (28) after
multiplying n, yields

nqEq [z(s, é)} — ngl(8,0) = —n,Vs0(87,0%)7 [Zs - 5*} +0,(1).
Substitute (& — §*) with (20) we get
nqEq [z(s, é)] — 1gl(8,8) = n,Vsl(6",0%)T [ﬁ;ﬁvae(a*, 0") + Hy, H (0 — 9*)] +0,(1).
Substitute (6 — %) using (22), we get
nqEq [z(s,é)} — ngl(8,0) =n,Vsl(6",0")T H,, ' V5((5",0%)
—n,Vsl(8,6°) H ' Hyy [H/Hy) ' Hy Hy, Vst (5*,6%) -(1‘2 9057(1)

Replacing submatrices of H a,b Using submatrices of —1I, ; in (29) and using the fact that Iy; = 0
(due to 6" = 0),

ngEq [£8,0)] = nyl(8,0) = —/agVsl(6",07) TH!Vsl(8",0%) /g

* ek — — -1 - * ek
+ \/TTqVJZ((S ,0 )TllllIlg [1211111112] IglIlllv,;E(é ,0 )\/E—i- Op<1)
(30)
Taking the expectation,
A c A — _ _ -1
an {Eq |:£(6, 9>i| - 6(6, 0)} = — tI‘aCQ(IllIlll) + tI‘a.C6<1111112 [IglIlllIlg] 121) + Op(l)
= — rank(IH) + rank (I21II11I12) + Op(l)

In the case when I1; € RP*? I, € RP*dim(@) are fyll-rank and dim(6) < b, rank(I1;) = b and
rank (I2117;' I12) = dim(8), which completes the proof. O

B.8 The Asymptotic Distribution of 2n,¢(5, 6)

We show 2n4 ¢ (3, é) follows a x2 distribution based on previously assumed assumptions.
Theorem 6. Suppose Assumption @and holds, E, [Hf;,(;] is invertible and |E, [Hz,o} are
full-rank and dim(6) < b, then 2n,£(8,0) ~ x2(b — dim(9)).

Proof. First we expand 2nq€(3 , @) using mean value theorem:

2m40(8,0) = 2n,V50(8*,0%) T dd + nydd H1,dd + n,dd H 15d0 + n,d0 Ho1dd + n,d6 Hoyd0
(3D

where dt is short for t — t*. Note £(6*,0*) = 0. Now we analyze each term.

From the proof in Section [B.7] we know
2n,Vsl(6*,0%)Tds =2n,V50(6%,0%) " I'Vsl(5*,0%)

* * — —_ -1 —_ * *
—2ngVsl(8*,0°) T I Ino [Io1 17 T1a]  Ia1I77' Vsl(8*,0%) + 0,(1).
(32)
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With the help of (20) and 22)) and a few algebra we can see that
nyddI11ds = n,Vsl(6*,0%) I7'Vsl(5*,0%)
* * — — -1 — * *
—ngVel(6*,0°) I I [In I T1a]  IoiI7'Vsl(5*,0) +0,(1).  (33)

Similar calculations also show n,dd H12d0 = n,d0H2dé = 0,(1) and n,d0H2d0 = 0,(1).
Combine (31), and (33)), we can see that

2n0(8,0) =n,Vsl(6*,0°) I Vsl(5%,6%)
* )k — — -1 — *  k
—nqvaf(é s 0 )TIlllIlg [IglIlllIlg] I211111V5€(5 y 0 ) + 0p(1)
* * — - -1 - * *

= /an(;K((s y 0 )TIlll {Iden — I12 [I21I111I12] I21I111} V5£(5 s (7] ). /Tq + Op(l),
where Iden is identify matrix. Denote Iden — I'1o [I2117; I12] Y . as A. One can verify
that V0(6*,0%) T I{' A has covariance I;;' APl By checking the eigenvalues of it can be
seen that rank(A) = db — dim(@) and assuming I;" is full rank, rank(I;;'A) = db — dim(8).
Therefore , /iy V50(8*,0)T I;' A is asymptotically a degenerated multivariate normal variable with
covariance matrix I7;' A.

We can rewrite /7, Vsl(6*,0°) T I AVs((6*,0%),/ng as
JaVsl(85,0°) I A I A] ' T AV0(6*,6%) /g,

where T is the pseudoinverse. This quadratic form has a x? distribution with degree of freedom
rank(I7'A) = db — dim(8). O

B.9 Proof of Proposition 3|

Proof. We convert the SDRE problem (3)) as the following equivalent problem:
q
. T i
n;ix;log € st.Vie{l...ng}, o Tgf(.’l)g)) +1=g¢.

Let us introduce Lagrangian multipliers pi1 . .. pi,,, Over all the constraints. We can write the La-
grangian:

) q g . :
m;n n%aex; (loge;) — ; b (5 Tgf(a:fz )) +1- ei) (34)
Solve the inner max problem with respect to €,
q Tq
max Y _loge; + pic; = y [~ (log —p) — 1], (35)
i=1 =1
when ¢; = _;% This also implies the relationship between the dual parameter p; and the primal
parameter 4: 7"9(1:((;); d) = JTTpef(a:gi)) +l=¢=—=1.

Hi
The inner optimization with respect to 4, i.e., maxs — Z?:‘Il 1i0 Ty f (a:,gi)) is a linear programming
and is only bounded when S, 11;Tg f () = 0 and achieves the optimal value 0.

Substituting the optimal values of these two maximization results into the Lagrangian and adding

constraint Y4, 1, Ty f(w((;)) = 0 gives the Lagrangian dual (9). Moreover, the primal problem in
(@) is concave, we can verify the Slater’s condition holds at § = 0,€ = 1 thus the strong duality
holds. O

*Some calculations show AT I'A = I7'A.
*eig(Iden — T') = 1 — eig(T) and eig(ST) = eig(T'S).
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