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Abstract

We study the validity of the Naive Mean Field (NMF) approximation for canonical GLMs with
product priors. This setting is challenging due to the non-conjugacy of the likelihood and the prior.
Using the theory of non-linear large deviations [4,16,18], we derive sufficient conditions for the tightness
of the NMF approximation to the log-normalizing constant of the posterior distribution. As a second
contribution, we establish that under minor conditions on the design, any NMF optimizer is a product
distribution where each component is a quadratic tilt of the prior. In turn, this suggests novel iterative
algorithms for fitting the NMF optimizer to the target posterior. Finally, we establish that if the NMF
optimization problem has a “well-separated maximizer", then this optimizer governs the probabilistic
properties of the posterior. Specifically, we derive credible intervals with average coverage guarantees,
and characterize the prediction performance on an out-of-sample datapoint in terms of this dominant
optimizer.

1 Introduction

High-dimensional data is ubiquitous in modern statistics and machine learning. Bayesian methods provide
a powerful mechanism to extract the latent signal from the data. Under a Bayesian paradigm, the scientist
constructs the posterior distribution, and draws statistical conclusions based on this probability distribu-
tion. In modern applications, the posterior distribution is typically high-dimensional. This motivates the
development of basic tools to understand the properties of high-dimensional posterior distributions.

The present article investigates this broader question in the concrete setting of generalized linear models
(GLMs) [34]. GLMs are canonical models for supervised learning. Given data {(yi,xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}, GLMs,
e.g., logistic/probit/poisson regression, are ubiquitous if the responses yi are either categorical or count data.
These models generalize the well-known linear regression model. Throughout, we assume that one observes
{(yi,xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}, xi ∈ Rp; the matrix X⊤ = [x1, . . . ,xn] ∈ Rp×n is referred to as the design or the
measurement matrix. The responses yi are assumed to take values in a closed subset X of R e.g., X = R for
the linear model, X = {0, 1} for logistic models and X = N for the poisson regression model. We assume
that the conditional distribution of y = (y1, · · · , yn) is given by a canonical GLM, introduced below:

The random variables {yi}1≤i≤n are mutually independent, and the marginal distribution of yi is Pi,
where Pi comes from a natural exponential family (NEF) on X , defined via the Radon-Nikodyn derivative
pi :=

dPi

dλ , where pi(·) is given by
pi(yi) = exp (yiθi − b(θi)) . (1)
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Here λ is a probability measure on X , θi = x⊤
i β for i ∈ [n], β ∈ Rp is the vector of regression coefficients.

The function b(·) is the log normalizing constant of the p.d.f. pi(·), given by

b(θi) := log
[ ∫

X
exp (yiθi) dλ(yi)

]
. (2)

We assume that the base measure λ is such that b(θi) is finite for all θi ∈ R. Standard exponential family
theory (see for example [51]) implies that b(·) is a smooth function, with b(0) = 0. Before proceeding further,
we provide two concrete examples of canonical GLMs.

Example 1 (Linear Regression). For linear regression, X = R and λ is the N (0, 1) distribution. With
θi = xT

i β, pi(yi) corresponds to the N (θi, 1) pdf. In this case we have b(θ) = θ2

2 .

Example 2 (Binary Logistic Regression and Binomial Logistic Regression). For (binary) logistic regression,
X = {0, 1}, and λ is the Bern(1/2) distribution. With θi = xT

i β as before, the model posits

pi(yi|xi) =
2 exp(θiyi)

1 + exp(θi)
, yi ∈ {0, 1}. (3)

In this case we have
b(θ) = log(1 + exp(θ))− log 2.

More generally, for binomial logistic regression, one takes X = {0, 1, . . . ,N} := [N ] where N is a known
positive integer and λ is the Bin(N , 1/2) distribution on [N ]. In this case, we have,

pi(yi|xi) =
2N exp(θiyi)

(1 + exp(θi))N
, yi ∈ {0, 1, · · · ,N}.

In addition,
b(θ) = N log(1 + exp(θ))−N log 2.

The canonical GLM likelihood in (1) can be written as

L(β) =

n∏
i=1

exp (yiθi − b(θi)) , (4)

where θ = Xβ. We now turn our attention to Bayesian inference for canonical GLMs, which is the main focus
of this paper. Given a prior distribution πp for β ∈ Rp, the scientist constructs the posterior distribution of
β given y := (y1, y2, . . . , yn) as

dµ

dπp
(β|y) := 1

Zp
exp

[
n∑

i=1

(yiθi − b(θi))

]
, (5)

where Zp is the normalizing constant of the posterior distribution, i.e.,

Zp :=

∫
exp

[
n∑

i=1

(yiθi − b(θi))

]
dπp(β). (6)

Borrowing terminology from statistical physics, we will refer to Zp as the partition function of the model
and

H(β) := logL(β) =

n∑
i=1

(yiθi − b(θi)) (7)

as the Hamiltonian. From a theoretical perspective, one seeks to understand the properties of the posterior
distribution µ(·|y). To this end, it is crucial to first analyze the properties of the log partition function Zp.
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Building up on ideas developed in the study of mean-field spin glasses, the log-partition function of canonical
GLMs has been characterized recently in [6], under the assumption that the design entries X are i.i.d., and
that the GLM is well-specified i.e., the observed data {(yi,xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} is actually sampled from a model
of the form (1). This well-specified property leads to powerful symmetries in the posterior e.g. the Nishimori
identities (see [6] for additional details), which are crucial in the subsequent analysis. In sharp contrast,
we will allow both deterministic and random designs, and will not assume a well-specified model. Thus our
results are incomparable to the ones derived in [6]. In addition, we note that our results are not applicable
to the proportional asymptotic setting with an i.i.d. design, and thus perfectly complements the existing
results.

In this work, we analyze the log-partition function logZp and the posterior distribution µ(·|y) under rel-
atively weak assumptions on the design X and the prior πp. To this end, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Properties of the prior πp). We work under a product prior with bounded support. Specifi-
cally, we assume that πp := π⊗p for a probability distribution π on [−1, 1].

The interval [−1, 1] is not special—our results will generalize immediately to any compact interval
[−M ,M ]. Next, we turn to the assumption on the non-linearity b(·). Note that b(·) as defined in (2) is
the cumulant generating function of the probability distribution λ on X , and thus b′′(·) ≥ 0. We always
assume the following smoothness conditions on the derivatives of b(·).

Assumption 2 (Properties of b′′). Assume that the function b′′(·) : R → R is bounded and uniformly
continuous.

We note that the linear regression model and both logistic regression models as defined in Examples 1
and 2 satisfy Assumption 2. Finally, we collect our assumptions on the design X.

Assumption 3 (Assumptions on X). Assume that the design X satisfies the following conditions.

(i) ∥X⊤X∥2 = O(1).

(ii) For any δ > 0 we have
∑n

i=1

∑p
j=1 x

2
ij1(|xij | > δ) = o(p).

(iii) Finally assume that

lim
C→∞

lim
p→∞

1

p
sup

S⊂[n],|S|≤Cp

∑
i∈S

∥xi∥22 = 0. (8)

Before proceeding further, we pause to interpret Assumption 3. Assumption 3 (i) is essentially a conve-
nient normalization, and ensures that logZp is of order p. This assumption already appears in the literature
on high dimensional Bayesian linear regression [14, 37]. Assumption 3 (ii) ensures that the design does not
have too many O(1) entries. To understand the third assumption, first note that for any S ⊆ [n], the quan-
tity

∑
i∈S ∥xi∥22 represents the Frobenius norm of the sub-matrix XS = (xij : i ∈ S, j ∈ [p]). Thus, LHS of

(8) can be bounded as follows:

Tr(X⊤
SXS) ≤ Tr(X⊤X) ≤ p∥X∥22 = O(p).

The third assumption demands that Tr(X⊤
SXS) = o(p) uniformly over |S| ≤ Cp.

The log-partition function logZp is generally intractable, in the absence of specific assumptions on the
design X and the generative model on y. We will employ the notion of the naive mean-field approximation
to approximate the log normalizing constant. For any distribution Q≪ πp, it follows by direct computation
that

logZp = EQ[H(β)]−DKL(Q∥πp)−DKL(Q∥µ). (9)
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Using the non-negativity of KL-divergence, we have,

logZp ≥ sup
Q∈P

{
Eβ∼Q [H(β)]−DKL(Q∥πp)

}
, (10)

where P is the set of all product measures Q =
∏p

i=1Qi on [−1, 1]p which are absolutely continuous with
respect to πp. The bound (10) is generally only a lower bound. We identify a broad set of conditions which
ensure that the lower bound is essentially tight (to leading order). To this end, we introduce the following
definition.

Definition 1. We say that the Naive Mean-Field (NMF) approximation is correct to leading order if

logZp = sup
Q∈P

{
Eβ∼Q[H(β)]−DKL(Q∥πp))

}
+ o(p), (11)

Using (9), the above definition is equivalent to

inf
Q∈P

DKL(Q∥µ) = o(p).

Our first result identifies conditions on the design X such that (10) is correct to leading order (i.e. (11)
holds). We collect some notions that are crucial for our first result.

Definition 2. For any β ∈ [−1, 1]p, define the matrix Aβ := X⊤DβX− diag(X⊤DβX), where Dβ ∈ Rn is
a diagonal matrix with Dβ(i, i) := b′′(⟨xi,β⟩).

Definition 3. Given a set S ⊆ Rk and δ > 0, we say a set S̃ ⊆ Rk is a δ net with respect to a metric d(·, ·)
on Rk, if for every v ∈ S there exists ṽ ∈ S̃ such that d(v, ṽ) ≤ δ.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Finally, assume that for any ε > 0, the set

Ap := {Aβγ,β,γ ∈ [−1, 1]p} ⊆ Rp

has a pε net in ℓ1 metric of size N(p, ε), such that

lim
p→∞

1

p
logN(p, ε) = 0.

Then the NMF approximation is correct to leading order.

In this context, one might be naturally curious about the necessity of our assumptions on the design X.
Specifically, one wonders if Assumption 3 may be weakened. In fact, there are well-known settings where
Assumption 3 is violated, and the NMF approximation fails: a prominent example arises in the proportional
asymptotics regime (i.e., n ∝ p) and xij ∼ N (0, 1

n ). Assumption 3 (iii) is violated in this example. Non-
rigorous predictions from spin-glass theory predict that the NMF approximation should be inaccurate in this
regime; instead, the Thouless-Anderson-Palmer (TAP) approximation is expected to yield a tight estimate
for the log-partition function [36]. Another prominent counterexample arises for sparse designs: assume
n ∝ p and xij ∼ Ber(1/n) are i.i.d. The design violates both Assumption 3 (ii) and (iii). One expects the
Bethe approximation to yield a tight bound to the log-partition function in this example [35]. In conclusion,
it is impossible to weaken Assumption 3 without imposing alternate conditions on the design matrix X.

The net condition in Theorem 1 can be difficult to check in specific applications. We next provide a set
of easily checkable sufficient conditions.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. In addition, assume that both the following conditions
are satisfied:
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(i) For any ε > 0, the set of matrices {Aβ,β ∈ [−1, 1]p} has an ε-net in operator norm of size N(p, ε)
such that

lim
p→∞

1

p
logN(p, ε) = 0.

(ii) For any β ∈ [−1, 1]p we have Tr(A2
β) = o(p).

Then the NMF approximation is correct to leading order.

Even though condition (i) in Theorem 2 replaces one net condition by another, this is significantly more
useful in practice, as illustrated by the applications in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold. Then the NMF approximation is correct to leading order if
any one of the conditions (i), (ii) or (iii) are satisfied in addition.

(i) Suppose Assumption 3 holds. In addition, for any C > 0, as p→∞,

lim
p→∞

max
S⊂[n]:|S|≤Cp

∥∥∥∑
i∈S

xix
⊤
i

∥∥∥
op

= 0.

Finally, assume that Tr(A2
0) = o(p) (where A0 is just Aβ with β = 0).

(ii) Assume that the rows of X are i.i.d. centered gaussian, i.e. xi ∼ N (0,Σp/n). In addition, assume
that n ≫ p, ∥Σp∥op ≤ C for some universal constant C > 0 and Tr(Σ2

p,off) = o(p), where Σp,off =
Σp − diag(Σp).

(iii) Suppose Assumption 3 holds and p/n→ κ ∈ (0,∞).

We now turn to the practical implementation of the NMF approximation. In practice, one hopes to approx-
imate the posterior distribution of interest by a product distribution—to this end, one employs the lower
bound (10), and hopes to compute an approximate optimizer of the RHS. In the context of the linear model,
the hamiltonian H(β) is a quadratic function of β—consequently, one can explicitly identify the class of
product distributions Q =

∏p
i=1Qi which maximize the RHS. In turn, this enables one to develop fast nu-

merical schemes to compute the tightest lower bound to logZp (see the analysis in [37] for additional details
in the context of the linear model). This approach underlies popular Variational Inference (VI) schemes
employed in diverse data applications (see e.g. the recent survey [12]). However, this key property is lost as
soon as one moves beyond the linear model setting. This is a key barrier in the development of Variational
inference algorithms for GLMs such as logistic regression. This issue has been identified as a key challenge
in VI, and has been emphasized repeatedly in the literature [12, 42, 53]. Some algorithmic solutions have
been developed for special cases (e.g. for logistic regression with gaussian prior [24]), but general solutions
are absent in the literature.

Our next result directly addresses this challenge. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, we identify novel classes
of parametric sub-families such that these sub-families contain a sequence of approximate optimizers of (10).
In turn, this directly facilitates the development of new VI algorithms—we discuss the state-of-the-art, and
our contributions in this direction in Section 2.

Definition 4 (Exponential tilting). For any γ := (γ1, γ2) ∈ R × [0,∞) and probability distribution π on
[−1, 1], we define the tilted measure πγ as

dπγ
dπ

(x) := exp
(
γ1x− b′′(0)

γ2
2
x2 − cπ(γ)

)
, cπ(γ) := log

∫
[−1,1]

exp
(
γ1x− b′′(0)

γ2
2
x2
)
dπ(x).

For any d > 0, the function cπ(·, d) is strictly convex, and so the function ċπ(·, d) is strictly increasing. Here,
and everywhere else, by ċπ we mean the derivative of cπ(·, γ2). Let h : [−1, 1]× [0,∞)→ R denote the inverse
of the function ċπ(·, d), defined by

u = ċπ(h(u, d), d) = EX∼π(h(u,d),d)
[X].
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We now turn to our next main result.

Theorem 3 (Algorithmic implications). (i) Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold, and assume
further that

∥X⊤(y − b′(0)1)∥2 = O(p).

Then we have

logZp − sup
Q∈Γ
{Eσ∼Q [H(σ)]−DKL(Q∥πp)} = o(p), (12)

where Γ :=
{∏p

j=1 π(γj ,dj) : γ ∈ Rp
}

is the collection of all exponential tilts of the prior.

(ii) Under the same assumptions as part (i) above, we have

logZp − sup
u∈[−1,1]p

{
Eσ∼Qu [H(σ)]−DKL(Qu∥πp)

)}
= o(p), (13)

where Qu =
∏p

j=1 π(h(uj ,dj),dj).

In general, the high-dimensional posteriors under consideration have subtle dependencies, and understanding
their probabilistic properties (e.g. the low dimensional marginals) can be challenging. Our next result illus-
trates the usefulness of the NMF approximation in this regard—in special cases, the NMF approximation
yields explicit characterizations of the low-dimensional marginals of the high-dimensional posterior distribu-
tion. We expect such guarantees to be particularly useful for downstream Bayesian inference—this has been
illustrated in the context of Bayes linear regression in [37]; we expect similar applications in the setting of
GLMs.

Definition 5. We say that there exists a well-separated optimizer u∗ ∈ [−1, 1]p if for all δ > 0, there exists
ε > 0 such that

sup
u∈[−1,1]p:∥u−u∗∥2>pδ

{
Eσ∼Qu [H(σ)]−DKL(Qu∥πp)

}
≤ sup

u∈[−1,1]p

(
Eσ∼Qu [H(σ)]−DKL(Qu∥πp)

)
− pε.

Finally, we will require the notion of Wasserstein or transport distance (see e.g. [43] for an in-depth
introduction).

Definition 6 (Wasserstein distance). Let µ, ν be two probability distributions on [−1, 1]p. Define

dW1(µ, ν) = inf
Γ

{
∥X−Y∥1 : (X,Y ) ∼ Γ

}
,

where Γ represents a coupling of (µ, ν).

Theorem 4 (Posterior structure). Assume that the conditions of Theorem 1 are satisfied. Further, assume
that there exists a well-separated optimizer u∗. Define τ∗j = h(u∗j , dj). Then

dW1

(
µ,

p∏
j=1

π(τ∗
j ,dj)

)
= o(p).

Our final corollary illustrates some statistical implications of our structure result Theorem 4.

Corollary 2 (Logistic Regression: coverage rate and prediction error). Suppose we work with the Logistic
Regression model as defined in (3). Assume all conditions in Theorem 4 are satisfied.
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(i) For j ∈ [p], ε > 0, and α ∈ (0, 1/2), let

Iεj := (q
α/2
j − ε, q1−α/2

j + ε),

where qα/2j and q1−α/2
j are the α/2 and 1− α/2 quantiles of π(τ∗

j ,dj). Then we have as p→∞,

µ
(1
p

p∑
j=1

I(βj ∈ Iεj ) ≥ 1− α− ϵ
∣∣∣y)→ 1.

(ii) Let x̃ = (x̃1, x̃2, . . . , x̃p) ∈ Rp be a new data point. Suppose there exists C > 0 such that p∥x̃∥∞ < C.
Then as p→∞,

µ
(∣∣∣ p∑

j=1

βj x̃j −
p∑

j=1

Eβ∼π(τ∗
j
,dj)

[β]x̃j

∣∣∣ > ϵ
∣∣∣y)→ 0.

In addition, suppose Ỹ ∼ Bern(f̃(x̃)), Ŷ (β) ∼ Bern
(
ϕ(x̃⊤β)

)
, where ϕ(t) := 1

1+e−t and Ỹ ⊥⊥ Ŷ (β),
then the classification error can be characterized as

PỸ ,β∼µβ|y,Ŷ (β)(Ỹ ̸= Ŷ (β)) = 2 ·
∣∣∣ϕ( p∑

j=1

Eβ∼π(τ∗
j
,dj)

[β]x̃j

)
− f̃(x̃)

∣∣∣+ oµ(·|y)(1).

Notations: We use the usual Bachmann-Landau notation O(·), o(·), Θ(·) for sequences. For a sequence
of random variables {Xp : p ≥ 1}, we say that Xp = o(1) if Xp

P→ 0 as p → ∞ and Xp = o(f(p)) if
Xp/f(p) = o(1). Similarly, with a slight abuse of notation, we say that Xp = oµ(1) if Xp

µ→ 0. Throughout,
we use C,C1,C2 · · · to denote positive constants independent of n, p. Further, these constants can change
from line to line. For any square symmetric matrix A, ∥A∥op and ∥A∥F denote the matrix operator norm
and the Frobenius norm respectively.

1.1 Prior Work
We highlight related prior work, and discuss the connections with our results in this section.

(i) Non-linear large deviations: The theory of non-linear large deviations was initiated in the seminal
work [16], as a general tool to solve the large deviation problem for sub-graph counts on sparse random
graphs. Several alternative approaches to a general theory have emerged since, including the gaussian-
width based approach of [18], and the information theoretic treatment by [4]. We exploit the approach
of [4] in this work; however, the alternative approaches are closely related, and we believe it should be
possible to derive similar results using any of the alternative approaches. In [11,25,26] the authors utilize
these general ideas to analyze the log-partition function for Ising/Potts models on graph sequences with
growing degrees.

In [37], the first and third author employ ideas from non-linear large deviation theory to study high-
dimensional bayesian linear regression. The current paper is a continuation of this research direction;
we extend the prior results significantly beyond the linear model in this paper. As we emphasize
in Section 1.2, the linear model was closely related to prior analyses of Ising/Potts models, due to
the quadratic nature of the associated likelihood. The canonical GLM has a very different structure,
and thus requires significantly different ideas. We emphasize our main technical contributions, and
highlight the difference compared to existing works in Section 1.2.
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(ii) Spin glasses and variational inference: There has been a rich-thread of recent research which
utilizes ideas from mean-field spin glass theory to analyze high-dimensional Bayesian inference prob-
lems. These analyses typically assume that xij ∼ N (0, 1/n) are i.i.d. and work under a proportional
asymptotic regime i.e., p ∝ n. In particular, [7] characterizes the limiting mutual information for
Bayes linear regression, while the seminal work [6] characterizes the limiting mutual information and
estimation errors for GLMs. The “adaptive interpolation method" has emerged as a central tool in this
endeavor, and facilitates the aforementioned analyses. We note that existing works typically assume
a well-specified setting i.e., the data is generated from the model family being fitted to the data. In
this setting, one can utilize the powerful Nishimori identities [39] to establish replica-symmetry of the
posterior distribution. Going beyond the well-specified setting is generally challenging—the associated
posterior is expected to be full-replica symmetry breaking in many cases. We highlight exciting recent
progress in [5,9], where the authors establish replica symmetry even beyond the well-specified setting,
by exploiting log-concavity of the prior.

Finally, we note that our analysis is based on the accuracy of the NMF approximation. The NMF
approximation is expected to be inaccurate for regression models in the proportional asymptotics
regime. Instead, the Thouless-Anderson-Palmer (TAP) approximation from spin glasses is conjectured
to yield a tight approximation to the log-partition function [30]. The TAP representation for the
log-partition function of bayes linear regression with a uniform spherical prior was established at high-
temperature in [45]. The instability of NMF free energy has been established for the related spiked
matrix problem in [21]. In follow up work, [20] and [15] studies the TAP free energy, and establishes
asymptotic bayes optimality for the statistical procedure obtained.

(iii) NMF Variational Bayes: Variational Bayesian inference, based on the NMF approximation, has
attracted significant attention in high-dimensional Bayesian statistics. We refer to [38], [41] and the
references therein for some early works, and to [52,54,55] for theoretical analyses of NMF Variational
Bayes under classical low-dimensional asymptotics. More recently, the community has focused on
the statistical performance of variational posteriors in high-dimensional models, often with additional
sparsity assumptions on the underlying model; we refer the interested reader to [1, 2, 23, 44, 47, 48, 57]
and references therein for the state-of-the-art in this area. In a related direction, [28] investigates the
theoretical properties of Gaussian Variational Inference in high-dimensions.

(iv) Algorithms: The main attraction of Variational Inference from a practical standpoint lies in the
dramatic computational gains conferred by these algorithms. In special cases, e.g. Bayes linear re-
gression with product priors, one typically employs Coordinate Ascent Variational Inference (CAVI)
algorithms to find an optimizer Q̂ of the RHS of (10). CAVI algorithms are typically fast and iterative,
and can be applied to very large problems, well-beyond the purview of traditional MCMC methods.
However, such algorithms are generally unavailable for Bayesian GLMs. In a celebrated work, [24] in-
troduced an algorithm for Bayesian logistic regression with gaussian priors — this algorithm introduces
a quadratic lower bound to the logistic likelihood, and then optimizes this lower bound. This algorithm
was adopted to the high-dimensional logistic regression model with gaussian spike and slab priors re-
cently in [48]. These algorithms do not generalize beyond this particular example, and thus there have
been many attempts to design general purpose Variational Inference algorithms for Bayesian GLMs.
A recent general idea “black box variational inference" [42,46] — in this case, the statistician searches
for the optimizer Q̂ in (10) via direct gradient descent. The gradient is typically computed by Monte
Carlo, or quasi Monte Carlo [33]. We refer the reader to [12] for a discussion of recent developments
in this direction. Finally, various message passing based algorithms have also been proposed for this
problem [29, 40] —unfortunately, these algorithms usually lack theoretical guarantees, which restricts
their use in practice.

(v) Variational inference via Optimal Transport: There has been significant recent progress in the
design and analysis of variational inference algorithms using ideas originating from optimal trans-
port [49]. [32] establishes convergence of CAVI algorithms under log-concavity, [17] and [27] develop
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algorithms to solve Gaussian VI and mean-field VI assuming smoothness on the posterior, [31] analyzes
mean-field Variational inference for diffusion processes, [3] derives guarantees for the CAVI algorithm
for log-concave measures, [58] develops a Wasserstein gradient descent algorithm for mean-field Varia-
tional inference.

1.2 Technical Contributions:
We highlight our main technical contributions in this section.

(i) NMF for non-linear statistical models: The theory of non-linear large deviations was originally
developed to characterize large deviation probabilities for sub-graph counts in sparse random graphs
[16,18,56]. These techniques were used to analyze Ising and Potts models on random graphs first in [11];
the initial results were sharpened in several follow up works [18,19,25,26]. In the context of statistical
learning problems, two authors of this article utilized these techniques to analyze the bayesian linear
regression problem in [37]. The Ising/Potts model and bayes linear regression analyses crucially utilize
the quadratic nature of the associated Hamiltonians. To highlight the main idea at a high-level, fix
any symmetric matrix A ∈ Rp×p with Ai,i = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ p. Consider the quadratic Hamiltonian
H(β) = β⊤Aβ; an application of the general framework developed in [4] yields that NMF is correct
to leading order if the set {Aγ : γ ∈ [−1, 1]p} has an L1 net of size exp(o(p)). In prior works, the
authors identify the condition Tr(A2) = o(p) as a sufficient condition to guarantee the existence of an
efficient net. The success of the first step relies crucially on the quadratic nature of the Hamiltonian,
and does not generalize directly to settings beyond linear regression.
To analyze non-linear statistical models using existing ideas, one might first try a global second order
Taylor expansion:

H(β) ≈ H(β0) + (β − β0)
⊤∇H(β0) +

1

2
(β − β0)

⊤∇2H(β0)(β − β0),

where β0 is an arbitrary reference point in [−1, 1]p. If the difference between the two sides above is
o(p) uniformly in β, one can a priori replace the original posterior distribution by a pseudo Gibbs
measure with the approximate quadratic Hamiltonian, and then invoke existing ideas for quadratic
models. This route can indeed be formalized in special cases: for example, if the design entries are
i.i.d. N (0, 1/n) and p = o(n), one can choose β0 = 0 and rigorously justify the error of the global
quadratic expansion using standard operator norm bounds from random matrix theory.
However, one can easily construct examples of design matrices X where the global quadratic expansion
strategy does not work: a simple example in this regard is the case n = p and xij = 1/p for all
1 ≤ i, j ≤ p. In this case, the NMF approximation should be valid, as the Hamiltonian is a function
of a single projection β̄ = 1

p

∑p
i=1 βi, but the Hamiltonian cannot be globally approximated by a

quadratic function. The situation is considerably more involved if the design has two parts, one similar
to the random design example described above, and the other corresponding to the structured, low-rank
structure described here.
In Theorems 1 and 2, we derive easily verifiable sufficient conditions for the correctness of the NMF
approximation in the special context of canonical GLMs. Our conditions can cover both the random
design and low-rank examples described above, and any combination thereof. To derive these sufficient
conditions, we employ the general framework introduced in [4]; we establish that even though a global
quadratic expansion is possibly incorrect, one can still approximate the Hamiltonian “locally" by a
quadratic function in our setting. The NMF approximation is then true if (i) the number of distinct local
quadratic approximations required is of size exp(o(p)) and (ii) the local Hessians are each dominated
by a “few" large eigenvalues (this is an informal version of Theorem 2). When these conditions hold,
we informally think that the model has “low Hessian complexity". This low Hessian complexity-based
strategy to establish the correctness of the NMF approximation should be valid in settings beyond
GLMs, and our proofs could thus be of independent interest.
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We note that the importance of “Hessian complexity" in the context of the NMF approximation for
the log-partition function has been hinted at in recent prior work [9]; however, this work focused on
log-concave distributions, and thus the approach and main results are independent of our work. The
log-concave case is potentially conceptually simpler, as the Gibbs measure is always in a “pure state".
However, we find this connection tantalizing, and believe exploring further connections in this realm is
a fruitful direction for future research.

(ii) Identification of sufficient parametric sub-families: For models with quadratic Hamiltonians,
one can easily establish that any NMF optimizer must have a special structure; indeed, each component
distribution must be a quadratic tilt of the base measure π. This explicit identification has played a
crucial role in prior analyses of Ising/Potts and linear regression models [11, 37]. This ingredient is
absent for GLMs (and more generally for models with non-quadratic hamiltonians), which a priori
makes their analysis intractable. Building on the analysis of [4], Theorem 3 identifies appropriate
sub-families of product distributions which suffice for NMF approximation in GLMs. This observation
has several distinct implications. First, it directly helps in our subsequent investigations into the
probabilistic properties of the posterior distribution (see Theorem 4). Second, this finding can aid in
implementing NMF approximations algorithmically in practical data analysis. We discuss this impact
in detail in Section 2.

(iii) Low-dimensional marginals of the posterior distribution: If the NMF approximation is correct
to leading order, the associated Gibbs measure can generally be approximated by a mixture of prod-
uct distributions (with exp(o(p)) many mixture components) [4]. In general, it is challenging to pin
point the mixture components and their weights under the Gibbs distribution; as a consequence, it is
often challenging to characterize natural properties of the Gibbs distribution e.g., the low-dimensional
marginals, Mean-square error, average coverage guarantees etc. For well-specified models (i.e., if the
data is sampled from the fitted family), the Nishimori identities and the associated strong replica sym-
metry properties provide powerful additional ingredients to characterize high-dimensional posteriors.
However, beyond the well-specified setting, these properties are generally absent; in a recent work au-
thors of [8] establishes that replica symmetric behavior can be recovered in the general setting, provided
the prior is log-concave. We emphasize that we never make any assumptions on the true generative
model for the response y, and thus our results go beyond the well-specified setting. In this generality,
it is quite challenging to analyze the posterior distribution, even under the NMF assumption. Building
upon our insights in Theorem 4, we identify sufficient conditions for the posterior to be approximable
(in Wasserstein metric) to a product measure in Theorem 4. The proof of this result is delicate, and
constitutes one of our main technical contributions.
To describe our technical contribution, we introduce some ideas from [4] at a high-level; the main
conceptual ideas in alternative NMF approximation results are similar, and our approach should be
adaptable to these alternate frameworks in a straight-forward manner. Given the assumptions of The-
orem 1, [4] constructs a partition of [−1, 1]p = ∪Nj=1Cj , and establishes that the posterior distribution
µ(·|y), restricted to any element Cj , is close to a product measure (in Wasserstein distance). In partic-
ular, this implies the approximate decomposition µ(·|y) =

∑N
j=1 µ(Cj |y)µ|Cj

(·|y) ≈
∑N

j=1 µ(Cj |y)Qj ,
where Qj represents a product distribution for 1 ≤ j ≤ N . At this step, if one can establish that there
exists 1 ≤ j ≤ N such that µ(Cj |y) ≈ 1, this would immediately imply µ(·|y) ≈ Qj . However, this con-
dition is not easily verifiable in practice. Instead, we work with the well-separated optimizer property
(see Definition 5) — under this property, there exists a subset S ⊆ [N ] and a product distribution Q
such that µ(∪j∈SCj |y) ≈ 1 and for each j ∈ S, Qj ≈ Q. This ensures that µ(·|y) ≈ Q. We formalize
this idea in the proof of Theorem 4.

Organization: The rest of the paper is structured as follows. We include some numerical demonstrations
of our results, and explore novel variational inference methodology based on our theoretical insights in
Section 2. We discuss some directions for future inquiry in Section 3. We prove our results in Section 4.
Finally, Section 5 collects some auxiliary results required for our proofs.
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2 Numerical experiments

We provide some numerical evidence in support of our theoretical results in Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, we
turn our attention to the algorithmic implications of our results. Using (9), if Q̂ is an optimizer of the RHS
in (10), Q̂ minimizes the KL divergence between the posterior µ and the class of product measures. This
suggests a natural algorithmic strategy—approximate any optimizer Q̂, and use Q̂ as a proxy for the true
posterior µ. This strategy is ubiquitous in modern high-dimensional statistics and Machine Learning, and is
usually referred to as NMF Variational Inference (NMF VI). It is challenging to approximate any optimizer
Q̂ for a general GLM. In Section 2.2, we illustrate that our results can provide some natural algorithmic
guidelines in this direction.

Algorithm 1 The Jakkola-Jordan algorithm for logistic regression with Gaussian priors
Require: X,y,u0, Σ0, ξ0
t← 1
while A suitable convergence criterion is not satisfied do

Σ−1
t ← Σ−1

0 + 2
∑n

i=1 λ(ξt−1,i)xix
T
i ▷ λ(x) := 1

2x

(
1

1+e−x − 1
2

)
ut = Σt

(
Σ−1

0 u0 +
∑n

i=1(yi − 1/2)xi

)
for i = 1 : n do

ξt,i =
√
xT
i (Σt + utuT

t )xi ▷ optimizing the variational parameters.
end for
t← t+ 1

end while
return N (ut−1, Σt−1)

2.1 Approximating the log partition function
We investigate the efficacy of the NMF approximation to the log partition function in problems of moderate
size. This complements the asymptotic conclusions derived in Theorems 1 and 2 above. The illustration here
serves as a proof of concept—we do not streamline the numerical implementations to optimize computational
efficiency. To this end, we study a design matrix X with a block structure. We assume that n ≥ 2p. Denote
X⊤ = [x1, · · · ,xn]. Setting 1p := (1, · · · , 1) ∈ Rp, we define x1 = · · · = xp = 1

p1p; in addition, we set
xp+1 = · · · = x2p = [ 1p1p/2,− 1

p1p/2]. Finally, for 2p+1 ≤ i ≤ n, xi ∼ N (0, Ip/n) are i.i.d. Given the design,
we sample y from a logistic regression model; the coefficients of the regression model are sampled i.i.d. from
a prior π. As a special case, we consider π = N (0, 1)—note that this setting is not within the strict purview
of Theorems 1 and 2, due to the unbounded support of the gaussian prior. However, this specific setting has
been studied in the prior literature, and there exist well-known estimates which serve as a benchmark for
our NMF approximation. Moreover, given the fast decay of the tails of the gaussian prior, we believe that
this setting is a relatively minor extension of our setup.

We consider three distinct approximations to the log-partition function logZp.

(i) Monte Carlo estimate—We use the popular package STAN to draw approximate samples from the
posterior distribution. Using these approximate samples, we obtain an estimate for the MSE of the
posterior mean. Finally, STAN uses a bridge sampling algorithm to estimate the log-partition function.

(ii) Jakkola-Jordan algorithm—The Jakkola-Jordan tangent transform method [24] was developed to ap-
proximate the posterior in this specific example. The method approximates the joint distribution by
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a multivariate gaussian distribution. We refer to the original paper [24] for a derivation of the ap-
proximation scheme; the resulting algorithm is iterative, and updates the mean vector and covariance
matrices of the fitted multivariate gaussian distribution. For the convenience of the reader, we present
the iterative update scheme in Algorithm 1. Denote the resulting multivariate gaussian distribution
as QJJ. We estimate the log-partition function as logZp ≈ EQJJ [H(σ)]− DKL(Q

JJ∥π⊗p). Finally, we
estimate the MSE using the mean vector of the fitted multivariate gaussian distribution.

(iii) NMF estimate—We use the NMF estimate (10), and compute a restricted maximum over the class of
independent Gaussian distributions

Γ =
{
Qu,v = ⊗p

i=1N (ui, vi) : u ∈ Rp,v ∈ Rp
+

}
.

To fit this variational family, we compute the derivatives of

M(u,v) := Eσ∼Qu,v [−H(σ)]−DKL(Q∥π0)

=

n∑
k=1

yk⟨xk,u⟩ −
n∑

k=1

Eσ∼Qu,vb(⟨xk,σ⟩) +
1

2

p∑
i=1

log vi −
p∑

i=1

vi + u2i
2

+
p

2

with respect to the variational parameters u and v,

∂M
∂ui

=

n∑
k=1

ykxki −
n∑

k=1

Eσ∼Qu,v

[
b(⟨xk,σ⟩)

(
−ui − σi

vi

)]
− ui,

∂M
∂vi

=

n∑
k=1

Eσ∼Qu,v

[
b(⟨xk,σ⟩)

(
− 1

2vi
+

(ui − σi)2

2v2i

)]
+

1

2vi
− 1

2
.

(14)

These derivatives can be approximately computed using a Monte Carlo strategy. Lastly, we use L-
BFGS-B of [13] to solve for supu∈Rp,v∈Rp

+
M(u,v). We denote the resulting optimizer as (uNMF,vNMF)

and the optimal value asMNMF, which serves as our NMF approximation to the log partition function
logZp.

We summarize our findings in Figure 1 and Table 1. The NMF approximation to logZp shows excellent
agreement with the alternative estimates, thus illustrating the validity of this approximation. In addition,
the MSE for fitting the regression coefficients β obtained from the NMF scheme mirrors those obtained from
the Monte Carlo/Jakkola-Jordan schemes. This further emphasizes the usefulness of this approximation.

(p,n) (50, 2000) (100, 2000) (100, 4000)
(MNMF − logZSTAN) /p -0.0029 (0.0021) -0.0047 (0.0013) -0.0052 (0.0020)
(MNMF − logZJJ) /p -0.0033 (0.0022) -0.0045 (0.0014) -0.0052 (0.0017)

STAN MSE 0.719 (0.130) 0.872 (0.114) 0.808 (0.099)
JJ MSE 0.719 (0.129) 0.872 (0.114) 0.807 (0.098)

NMF MSE 0.720 (0.126) 0.870 (0.112) 0.813 (0.101)

Table 1: This table provides a compact summary of the comparisons between the three different methods,
in terms of both log partition function approximation and mean square error with respect to the true hidden
signal. The reported values are averages over 20 repeated experiments and the numbers in parentheses are
standard deviations.

2.2 Logistic Regression with discrete priors
In this section, we focus on NMF Variational Inference for general GLMs with a non-gaussian prior on
[−1, 1]. The Jakkola-Jordan algorithm crucially uses the gaussianity of the prior and does not generalize to
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Figure 1: The 3-D plot on the left visualizes the almost perfect alignment among uNMF, uSTAN, and uJJ,
when n = 4000 and p = 100. The right panel showcases the estimated log partition functions (y-axis) given
by different methods, for 20 repeated experiments (x-axis). In particular, ‘STAN’ stands for a sampling-based
method called bridge sampling [22], and ‘JJ’ refers to the widely celebrated tangent transform algorithm
proposed by [24]. Please note that for ‘JJ’, the plotted value was not the evidence lower bound (ELBO).
Instead, it was Monte Carlo evaluation of Eσ∼QJJ [−H(σ)] − DKL(Q∥π0), where QJJ is the multivariate
Gaussian distribution rendered by the Jaakkola and Jordan algorithm upon convergence. Here n = 2000
and p = 50.

this setting. Several instance specific algorithms have been introduced in the prior literature on this problem
(see e.g, [48] and the references therein). In [42, 46], the authors introduce a general idea, which they term
“black box" Variational Inference. The basic idea is the following: suppose one wishes to approximate the
posterior distribution µ by minimizing

inf
υ∈Υ

DKL(Qυ∥µ),

where Υ denotes an appropriate index set. In typical applications, Υ ⊆ RD for some D ≥ 1. Using (9), this
is equivalent to maximizing the function

υ 7→ Eβ∼Qυ
[−H(β)]−DKL(Qυ∥πp).

To this end, [42, 46] implement a gradient descent approach, and estimate the gradients using Monte
Carlo. We refer the interested reader to [12] and references therein for successful applications of this general
strategy to diverse applications in statistics and machine learning. This general purpose strategy is extremely
powerful if the variational family is a priori parametrized by some euclidean parameter υ ∈ Υ.

This strategy is generally inapplicable for NMF Variational Inference i.e. if one wishes to approximate
the posterior µ using the class of all product measures. This is specifically where our results can be useful.
Note that in this case, using (9), one wishes to optimize the map

Q 7→ Eβ∼Q [−H(β)]−DKL(Q∥πp) (15)

over the set of product distributions absolutely continuous with respect to πp. This is difficult to implement
via an efficient algorithm. However, Theorem 3 establishes that to compute an approximate optimizer of (15),
we can restrict to sub-families {µβ : β ∈ [−1, 1]p}, {

∏p
i=1 π(γj ,dj) : γj ∈ R} or {Qu : u ∈ [−1, 1]p}. Armed

with this insight, one can re-implement the general strategy of “black-box" Variational Inference described
above. Thus our insights allow for a simple algorithmic implementation of NMF Variational Inference in
general GLMs. We consider this to be an important practical takeaway of our results.

We illustrate this general strategy in the context of a logistic regression model below. Our demonstra-
tion serves as a proof of concept — in particular, we do not optimize our implementation for space/time
complexity. To highlight our idea in a concrete setting, we assume that πp := π⊗p and π is a probability dis-
tribution supported on {−1, 0, 1}. In particular, for ξ−1, ξ0, ξ1 ≥ 0 and ξ−1+ ξ0+ ξ1 = 1, let π({−1}) = ξ−1,
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π({0}) = ξ0, π({1}) = ξ1, with ξ−1 + ξ0 + ξ1 = 1. For our numerical experiments, we choose ξ−1 = ξ1 = 0.2,
ξ0 = 0.6. Using Theorem 3, we use the Variational family

Γ =
{
Qu :=

p∏
i=1

π(h(ui,di),di) : u ∈ (−1, 1)p
}
,

where di := (XTX)ii. Define

M(u) = Eσ∼Qu [−H(σ)]−DKL(Qu∥π0).

To optimize M(·), we utilize the first order stationary point condition established in (37), (38) and
construct an iterative scheme with variables {(u(t)

p ,v
(t)
p ) : t ≥ 0} initializing at u

(0)
p = 0 as follows:

v
(t+1)
p,j =

n∑
i=1

yixij −
Covπ

(h(u
(t)
p,j

,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;u

(t)
p ),σj)

c̈π(h(u
(t)
p,j , dj), dj)

+ b′′(0)
dj
2

Covπ
(h(u

(t)
p,j

,dj),dj)
(σ2

j ,σj)

c̈π(h(u
(t)
p,j , dj), dj)

, (16)

u(t+1)
p = ċπ(v

(t+1)
p ,d), (17)

where

fj(σj ;u) = Eπ(h(u,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

(b(x⊤
i σ)− b(x⊤

i σ0,j))
∣∣∣σj].

Note that for discrete distributions with finite support, the Cov functional above can be computed efficiently.
The challenging step in this iteration is the computation of fj — we use a Monte Carlo strategy to this end.
We defer the analytic forms of ċπ and c̈π to the supplementary material. Upon convergence, we denote the
final output as uNMF, which serves as the NMF approximation to the posterior mean vector, i.e., Eβ∼µ[β].
In Figure 2, we compare this uNMF with the posterior mean approximated by a naive Gibbs sampler.

Average SD
NMF MSE 0.3984219 0.005186545
Gibbs MSE 0.3971022 0.007278441

Figure 2: The left panel showcases a (typical) comparison between the approximations of the posterior mean
vector given by our iterative scheme (uNMF on the x-axis) and a naive Gibbs sampler (uGibbs on the y-axis)
when n = 2000 and p = 100. These two estimators also have comparable mean square errors (MSEs) with
respect to the true signal β⋆, as outlined in the table on the right (for n = 1000 and p = 50). The average
and standard deviation were computed based on 10 repeated experiments. Entries of the design matrix X
were sampled i.i.d. from N (0, 0.01/n). Given the design, we sample y from a logistic regression model; the
coefficients of the regression model are sampled i.i.d. from π, i.e., these two figure and table were generated
assuming a well-specified setting.
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3 Discussion

In this section discuss our assumptions and collect some directions for future enquiry.

(i) Design Assumptions: Recall that most of our results are derived under Assumption 3 on the design
matrix X. As remarked after Theorem 1, there are well-known settings beyond Assumption 3 where
the NMF approximation is expected to fail. In particular, the Thouless-Anderson-Palmer (TAP) ap-
proximation is expected to yield a tight approximation to the log-partition function in the proportional
asymptotic regime (i.e. n ∝ p) with an i.i.d. gaussian design X. Similarly, the Bethe approximation
is expected to be tight under a proportional asymptotic regime (i.e. n ∝ p) when the design matrix X
corresponds to a sparse bi-partite graph with fixed average degrees. We believe rigorous investigations
into these advanced mean-field approximations is an extremely fruitful direction for further enquiry.

(ii) Unbounded Priors: Throughout, we impose that the prior π has a bounded support. Existing ap-
proaches to establish the NMF approximation typically require boundedness of the base distributions.
The only counterexample is [8]; however, they work under log-concavity assumptions on the base mea-
sures. From a practical perspective, it is important to extend these results to settings with unbounded
priors (potentially with some additional tail-decay conditions). We believe this is an interesting direc-
tion for follw-up research, and leave this for future investigations.

(iii) The i.i.d. gaussian design case: In [6], the authors study Bayesian inference for GLMs under
an i.i.d. gaussian design and a proportional asymptotic regime (i.e., n ∝ p). In this case, they view
the model as a planted spin glass and use ideas developed in this context (e.g. interpolation, cavity
method) to analyze this model. Finally, this analysis assumes a well-specified setting, i.e. the response y
is generated from the same model family; as remarked before, one has access to the powerful Nishimori
identities in this setting. In sharp contrast, our results are valid in the regime p = o(n), and thus
complement these existing results. In addition, our results can accommodate correlations among the
features, and are valid beyond the well-specified setting. While completing this manuscript, we came
to know that in ongoing work [10], the authors are looking into Bayesian inference for misspecified
GLMs under an i.i.d. Gaussian design and proportional asymptotic regime. These results will be in
complementary scaling regimes, and thus are directly incomparable. In addition, their analysis builds
on spin-glass based tools, and are thus distinct from the approach adopted in this paper.

4 Proofs

We establish Theorems 1 and 2 in Section 4.1. We prove Theorem 3 in Section 4.2. We establish Theorem 4.3
in Section 4.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2
Proof of Theorem 1: We prove this result using the machinery derived in [4]. Consider the Hamiltonian
H(β) =

∑n
i=1 (−yi⟨xi,β⟩+ b(⟨xi,β⟩)) :=

∑n
i=1 gi(⟨xi,β⟩).

We first define the discrete gradient function: fix β,σ ∈ [−1, 1]p. The discrete gradient of H(·) at β,
evaluated at σ is defined as

∇H(σ;β) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

(
gi(⟨xi,βσj ,j⟩)− gi(⟨xi,β0,j⟩)

)
,

where βy,j is the vector where the jth entry is y, and the remaining entries are the same as β. According
to the formalism introduced in Austin [4], if these discrete gradient functions can be efficiently covered by a
net of size eo(p), then NMF is correct to leading order. We will show that under the theses of this theorem,
there exists an efficient covering of the discrete gradient functions.
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To this end, we use Taylor expansion on the function fi : [0, 1] → R, fi(t) = gi(⟨xi,β0,j⟩ + txijσj), to
conclude that

gi(⟨xi,βσj ,j⟩) = gi(⟨xi,β0,j⟩) + xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β0,j⟩) + x2ijσ

2
j

∫ 1

0

(1− t)g′′i (⟨xi,β0,j + txijσj⟩)dt.

We note that∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

(
gi(⟨xi,βσj ,j⟩)− gi(⟨xi,β0,j⟩)

)
−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

(
xijσjg

′
i(⟨xi,β0,j⟩) +

x2ijσ
2
j

2
g′′i (⟨xi,β0,j⟩)

)∣∣∣
≤

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

x2ij

∫ 1

0

|b′′(⟨xi,β0,j⟩+ txijσj)− b′′(⟨xi,β0,j⟩)|dt,

where we used the fact that
∫ 1

0
(1− t)dt = 1/2 and |σj | ≤ 1. Using Assumption 2, for any ε > 0, there exists

δ > 0 such that∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

(
gi(⟨xi,βσj ,j⟩)− gi(⟨xi,β0,j⟩)

)
−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

(
xijσjg

′
i(⟨xi,β0,j⟩) +

x2ijσ
2
j

2
g′′i (⟨xi,β0,j⟩)

)∣∣∣
≲ ε

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

x2ij +

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

x2ij1(|xij | > δ) = o(p). (18)

The last equality follows from first sending p→∞ and noting that ε > 0 is arbitrary. We will use similar
equalities in our subsequent computations, and will omit the corresponding justification whenever there is
no scope for confusion.

Thus at a o(p) cost, the discrete gradient can be approximated by an intermediate function

G1(σ;β) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

(
xijσjg

′
i(⟨xi,β0,j⟩) +

x2ijσ
2
j

2
g′′i (⟨xi,β0,j⟩)

)
.

Again, using Taylor expansion,

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β0,j⟩) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β⟩)−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβj

∫ 1

0

g′′i (⟨xi,β⟩ − txijβj)dt.

This implies∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β0,j⟩)−

( p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β⟩)−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjg
′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩)

)∣∣∣ = o(p),

where the last equality follows by the same argument as (18). Finally, applying the same argument as (18)
to second term in G1, we have,

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j g

′′
i (⟨xi,β0,j⟩) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩) + o(p).

In turn, this yields the following approximation to the discrete gradient function

G2(σ;β) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β⟩)−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjg
′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩) +

1

2

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩).
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Observe that the last term can be approximated as follows:

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j g

′′
i (0) +

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j (g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩)− g′′i (0)).

Now, define S(β, ε) := {i ∈ [n] : |⟨xi,β⟩| > ε}. By Markov inequality,

|S(β, ε)| ≤ 1

ε2

∑
i∈S(β,ε)

⟨xi,β⟩2 ≤
1

ε2

∑
i∈[n]

⟨xi,β⟩2 ≤
∥X⊤X∥2

ε2
p.

We note that
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσ
2
j (g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩)− g′′i (0))

=
∑

i∈S(β,ε)c

p∑
j=1

x2ijσ
2
j (g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩)− g′′i (0)) +

∑
i∈S(β,ε)

p∑
j=1

x2ijσ
2
j (g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩)− g′′i (0)).

Next, we observe that∑
i∈S(β,ε)c

p∑
j=1

x2ijσ
2
j (g

′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩)− g′′i (0)) ≤ sup

|x|≤ε

|b′′(x)− b′′(0)|Tr(X⊤X) + sup
|S|≤Cp

∑
i∈S

p∑
j=1

x2ij = o(p),

Note that C > 0 depends on ε > 0 and C → ∞ as ε → 0. where the last inequality uses the observation
g′′i (x) = b′′(x) and the fact that

∑
i,j x

2
ij = Tr(X⊤X). In turn, we obtain the following approximation of the

discrete gradient function.

G3(σ;β) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjg
′
i(⟨xi,β⟩)−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjg
′′
i (⟨xi,β⟩).

= −σ⊤X⊤y + σ⊤X⊤b′(Xβ)−
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjb
′′(⟨xi,β⟩). (19)

We note that we have dropped a term
∑p

j=1

∑n
i=1 x

2
ijσ

2
j g

′′
i (0) in the display above as it does not depend on

β—it does not affect the subsequent net construction.
Consider now the function ψ : [0, 1] → Rn, t 7→

∑p
j=1

∑n
i=1 xijσjg

′
i(⟨xi, tβ⟩). By Taylor expansion, we

have,

ψ(1) = ψ(0) + ψ′(t∗)

for some t∗ ∈ [0, 1]. By direct computation,

ψ′(t∗) =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjb
′′(⟨xi, t

∗β⟩)⟨xi,β⟩.

Finally we again have∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjb
′′(⟨xi,β⟩)−

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjb
′′(⟨xi, t∗β⟩)

∣∣∣
≤ sup

|x|,|y|≤ε

|b′′(x)− b′′(y)|
n∑

i=1

p∑
j=1

x2ij + ∥b′′∥∞
∑

i∈S(β,ε)∪S(t∗β,ε)

p∑
j=1

x2ij

≤ sup
|x|,|y|≤ε

|b′′(x)− b′′(y)|
n∑

i=1

p∑
j=1

x2ij + ∥b′′∥∞ sup
|S|≤Cp

∑
i∈S

p∑
j=1

x2ij = o(p). (20)

17



This implies we have to cover the set of functions{
σ 7→

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjb
′′(⟨xi, t∗β⟩)⟨xi,β⟩ −

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjb
′′(⟨xi, t∗β⟩) : β ∈ [−1, 1]p

}
. (21)

Note that
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

xijσjb
′′(⟨xi, t∗β⟩)⟨xi,β⟩ −

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x2ijσjβjb
′′(⟨xi, t∗β⟩) = σ⊤At∗ββ.

Note that as long as the set of vectors {Aβγ : β,γ ∈ [−1, 1]p} has an efficient cover in L1 norm, the
linear functions can be covered in the L∞ norm.

Proof of Theorem 2: Using Theorem 1, it suffices to cover {Aβγ : β,γ ∈ [−1, 1]p}. For any ε > 0,
without loss of generality, let {Mε

1, · · · ,Mε
N(p,ε)} be the smallest ε-net in L2 operator norm for the collection

{Aβ : β ∈ [−1, 1]p}. In particular, this implies that for any 1 ≤ j ≤ N(p, ε), there exists β ∈ [−1, 1]p such
that ∥Aβ −Mε

j∥2 < ε—if not, we can reduce the size of the net by dropping Mε
j . Define C(ε) = {Mε

jγ : 1 ≤
j ≤ N(p, ε),γ ∈ [−1, 1]p}. Observe that for any β ∈ [−1, 1]p, there exists 1 ≤ j ≤ N(p, ε) such that for any
γ ∈ [−1, 1]p,

∥Aβγ −Mε
jγ∥1 ≤ p∥Aβ −Mε

j∥2 ≤ pε,

where the first inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Thus it suffices to cover the set C(ε) in
L1 norm. Note that for any 1 ≤ j ≤ N(p, ε), there exists β ∈ [−1, 1]p

Tr((Mε
j)

2) = ∥Mε
j∥2F ≤ 2∥Aβ∥2F + 2pε2 ≤ 4pε2.

For each 1 ≤ j ≤ N(p, ε), we use [11, Lemma 3.4] to construct a cover of the set {Mε
jγ : γ ∈ [−1, 1]p}.

Denote this set as Cj(ε) and denote its size as sj(ε). In particular, ∪N(p,ε)
j=1 Cj is a cover of C(ε) with size∑N(p,ε)

j=1 sj(ε). Finally we note that

lim
ε→0

lim
p→∞

1

p
log

N(p,ε)∑
j=1

sj(ε) = 0.

This completes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1: We start with the proof of part (i). Using Theorem 2, we have to cover the set of
vectors {Aβγ : β,γ ∈ [−1, 1]p} in L1 norm. Recalling Aβ = X⊤DβX− diag(X⊤DβX), we note that

X⊤DβX =

n∑
i=1

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i .

Setting S(β, ε) = {i ∈ [n] : |⟨xi,β⟩| > ε}, we have

X⊤DβX =
∑

i∈S(β,ε)c

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i +

∑
i∈S(β,ε)

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i .

Using the definition of S(β, ε) = {i ∈ [n] : |⟨xi,β⟩| > ε} and Lemma 4, we have

∥X⊤DβX− b′′(0)X⊤X∥op ≤ δ(ε)∥X⊤X∥op + ∥b′′∥∞ sup
|S|≤Cp

∥∥∥∑
i∈S

xix
⊤
i

∥∥∥
op

≲ δ(ε) + o(1),
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where δ(ε) = maxx∈[−ε,ε] |b′′(x)− b′′(0)|. In addition, Lemma 5 implies

∥diag(X⊤DβX)− b′′(0)diag(X⊤X)∥op ≤ ∥X⊤DβX− b′′(0)X⊤X∥op = o(1).

Combining, we immediately have, supβ∈[−1,1]p ∥Aβ − b′′(0)A∥op = o(1). The set {Aβ : β ∈ [−1, 1]p} can be
covered by the singleton set {b′′(0)A}. Further, if Tr(A2) = o(p), supβ∈[−1,1]p Tr(A

2
β) = o(p) — this follows

from eigenvalue interlacing. The proof is now complete by invoking Theorem 2.
We now turn to the proof of part (ii). We first verify that Assumption 3 holds for designs with i.i.d.

gaussian rows. Specifically, n ≫ p implies that ∥X⊤X −Σp∥2 = o(1) [50]. Similarly, setting xij = zij/
√
n,

we obtain

E[
n∑

i=1

p∑
j=1

x2ij1(|xij | > δ)] =

p∑
j=1

E[z21j1(|zij | > δ
√
n)] = o(p),

where the last equality follows from ∥Σp∥2 ≤ C. Finally, for S ⊂ [n], by Bernstein’s inequality

P
[∣∣∣∑

i∈S

∥(xi∥22 − E[∥xi∥22])
∣∣∣ > t

]
≤ 2 exp(−c t

K
),

where c > 0 is a universal constant, and K is the 1-Orlicz norm of ∥xi∥22. Now, we note that under the given
assumptions on Σp, K = O(p/n). We can now verify condition (iii) in Assumption 3 by union bound, noting
that log

(
n
Cp

)
= n log(p/n).

Now, using the proof of [37, Corollary 2], we know that Tr(A2) = o(p) with high probability in this
setting. Let zi ∼ N (0,Σp). Then there exists C1 > 0 (depending on Σp) and C ′ > 0 depending on C1 such
that [50]

P
(
σmax(ZS) >

√
|S|+ C1

√
p+ t

)
≤ 2 exp(−C ′t2).

We choose t = t0
√
n so that

P
(
∥
∑
i∈S

xix
⊤
i ∥op > 2t20

)
≤ 2 exp(−C ′nt20).

The proof of (ii) now follows by union bound.
Finally, we move to the proof of part (iii). Assume that p/n → κ ∈ (0,∞). For any β ∈ [−1, 1]p, we

have,

Tr(A2
β) = ∥Aβ∥2F ≤ 2∥X⊤DβX∥2F ≤ 2λmax(X

⊤DβX)Tr(X⊤DβX).

In addition, note that Tr(X⊤DβX) ≤ ∥b′′∥∞Tr(X⊤X) = o(p) using (8). Similarly, we have that λmax(X
⊤DβX) ≤

∥b′′∥∞λmax(X
⊤X) = O(1). Thus we have supβ∈[−1,1]p Tr(A

2
β) = o(p). Now we construct a sub-exponential

size net (in operator norm) for the set of matrices {Aβ : β ∈ [−1, 1]p}. Using Lemma 5, it suffices to cover
the set {X⊤DβX : β ∈ [−1, 1]p}. To this end, we start with an L2-net N1(p, ε) of {Xβ : β ∈ [−1, 1]p}. As
p/n → κ, there exists an efficient net such that limε→0 limp→∞

1
p log |N1(p, ε)| = 0. Consider first the set

{
∑n

i=1 b
′′(vi)xix

⊤
i : v ∈ N1(p, ε)}. For β ∈ [−1, 1]p, assume that ∥Xβ − v∥22 ≤ pε for v ∈ N1(p, ε). For any

δ > 0, we have,

|{i : |⟨xi,β⟩ − vi| > δ}| ≤ pε

δ2
.

Define S(β,v, δ) = {i : |⟨xi,β⟩− vi| ≤ δ}. Define C(ε) be an ε-net of [−2∥b′′∥∞, 2∥b′′∥∞], and set N2(p, ε) =

{
∑

i∈S wixix
⊤
i : S ⊂ [n], |S| ≤ pε,w ∈ C|S|

ε }. We note that

|N2(p, ε)| ≤
(
p

pε

)
|Cε|pε.
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Noting that |Cε| ≤ 1/ε, we have that limε→0 limp→∞
1
p log |N2(p, ε)| = 0. Finally, we define the net

N (p, ε) = {M1 +M2 : M1 ∈ N1(p, ε),M2 ∈ N2(p, ε)}.

We claim that this net suffices for our purposes. To see this, note that
n∑

i=1

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i =

∑
i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i +

∑
i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)c

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i .

Using Lemma 5, ∥∥∥ ∑
i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i −

∑
i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)

b′′(vi)xix
⊤
i

∥∥∥
op

≲ δ(ε).

Moreover, using Lemma 5 again, we can find w ∈ C|S(β,v,ε1/3)c|
ε such that∥∥∥ ∑

i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)c

b′′(⟨xi,β⟩)xix
⊤
i −

∑
i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)c

wixix
⊤
i

∥∥∥
op
≤ ε.

Combining, we have,

∥X⊤DβX− (M1 +M2)∥op ≤ (δ(ε) + ε)∥X⊤X∥op,

where

M1 :=
∑

i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)

b′′(vi)xix
⊤
i ∈ N1(p, ε), M2 :=

∑
i∈S(β,v,ε1/3)c

wixix
⊤
i ∈ N1(p, ε).

Finally, the net N (p, ε) satisfies limε→0 limp→∞
1
p log |N (p, ε)| = 0. This completes the proof.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 3
Let µβ denote the following β-indexed distribution,

dµβ
dπp

(σ) ∝ exp


p∑

j=1

[
σj

n∑
i=1

yixij −
n∑

i=1

(
b(xTi βσj ,j)− b(xTi β0,j)

)] = exp [∇H(σ;β)] . (22)

Then by the first display on Page 23 of [4], we get,

logZp −

(
sup

Q∈{µβ:β∈[−1,1]p}
(Eσ∼Q [−H(σ)]−DKL(Q∥πp))

)
= o(p). (23)

This completes the proof of part (i).
Next, we establish part (ii). To this end, recall the approximation G3(σ;β) to ∇H(σ;β) from (19). (19)

implies that

sup
σ∈[−1,1]p

∣∣∣G3(σ;β)−
b′′(0)

2
σ⊤diag(X⊤X)σ −∇H(σ;β)

∣∣∣ = o(p).

For β ∈ [−1, 1]p, define V (β) = X⊤y −X⊤b′(Xβ) + b′′(0)diag(X⊤X)β, such that

G3(σ;β) = −σ⊤V (β).
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First observe that

DKL(µβ∥π(V (β),d)) = Eµβ

[
log

dµβ
dπ(V (β),d)

]
= o(p). (24)

Using Marton’s transportation-cost inequality, we have,

d̄W1
(X,Y) = o(1), (25)

where X ∼ µβ and Y ∼ π(V (β),d). Formally, this implies that there exists a coupling Γ between µβ and
π(V (β),d) such that 1

pEΓ[∥X −Y∥1] = o(1). As X,Y ∈ [−1, 1]p, 1
pEΓ[∥X −Y∥22] ≤ 1

pEΓ[∥X −Y∥1] = o(1).
In particular, this implies

|Eµβ
[H(X)]− Eπ(V (β),d)

[H(Y)]| = |EΓ[H(X)−H(Y)]|

= |EΓ[⟨
∂

∂x
H(Z), (Y −X)⟩]|

≤ ∥∥ ∂
∂x

H∥2∥∞ · EΓ∥Y −X∥2

≤ √p∥∥ ∂
∂x

H∥2∥∞
√

1

p
EΓ∥Y −X∥22 = o(p).

where the last step uses Jensen’s inequality with the function x 7→
√
x. Note that by direct computation,

∇H(β) = −X⊤y +X⊤b′(Xβ) = −X⊤(y − b′(0)1) +X⊤Dt∗βXβ,

where the last step follows by Mean Value Theorem and Dt∗β = diag(b′′(⟨xi, t∗β⟩)). Using our assumption
that ∥X⊤(y − b′(0)1)∥2 = O(p) and ∥X⊤DβX∥op ≲ ∥X⊤X∥op = O(1), we have

sup
β∈[−1,1]p

∥∥∇H(β)∥22∥∞ = O(p). (26)

On the other hand,

DKL(µβ∥πp) = Eµβ

[
log

dµβ
dπp

]
= Eµβ

[
log

dπ(V (β),d)

dπp

]
+ o(p).

= Eµβ

[
− σ⊤V (β)− b′′(0)

2

p∑
j=1

djσ
2
j

]
+ o(p).

Finally,

DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp) = Eπ(V (β),d)

[
log

dπ(V (β),d)

dπp

]
= Eπ(V (β),d)

[
− σ⊤V (β)− b′′(0)

2

p∑
j=1

djσ
2
j

]
.

Thus we have,∣∣∣DKL(µβ∥πp)−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp)
∣∣∣

≤ ∥V (β)∥2∥Eµβ
[σ]− Eπ(V (β),d)

[σ]∥2 +
1

2
|b′′(0)|max{dj}∥Eµβ

[σ]− Eπ(V (β),d)
[σ]∥1 = o(p)

using (25) and the discussion around. Combining, we obtain,

sup
β∈[−1,1]p

∣∣∣(Eµβ
[H(σ)]−DKL(µβ∥πp)

)
−
(
Eπ(V (β),d)

[H(σ)]−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp)
)∣∣∣ = o(p). (27)

This completes part (b).
The proof of part (c) is direct from part(b), and is thus omitted.
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4.3 Proof of Theorem 4
We prove Theorem 4 in this section.

Proof of Theorem 4: Recall the distribution µβ from (22). [4] establishes that

logZp =

∫ [
Eµβ

[−H(σ)]−DKL(µβ∥πp)
]
dµ(β|y) + o(p). (28)

Now using (27), we have,

logZp =

∫ [
Eπ(V (β),d)

[−H(σ)]−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp)
]
dµ(β|y) + o(p). (29)

On the other hand, for any β ∈ [−1, 1]p, we have,

logZp ≥ Eπ(V (β),d)
[−H(σ)]−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp).

For any ε > 0 setting

T (ε) = {β ∈ [−1, 1]p : Eπ(V (β),d)
[−H(σ)]−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp) < logZp − pε},

we have µ(T (ε)|y)→ 0 as p→∞. Now, define the event Ep(δ) = {β ∈ [−1, 1]p : ∥ċπ(V (β),d)−u∗∥2 ≤ pδ}.
Using the well-separated optimizer property, there exists ε > 0 such that if β ∈ Ep(δ)c, β ∈ T (ε). Thus
for any δ > 0, there exists ε > 0 such that Ep(δ)c ⊆ T (ε). In turn, for any δ > 0, this directly implies
µ(Ep(δ)c|y)→ 0 as p→∞.

For β ∈ [−1, 1]p, define V (β) = X⊤y −X⊤b′(Xβ) + b′′(0)diag(X⊤X)β. Let β∗ be an optimizer of the
map ϕ : [−1, 1]p → R

ϕ(β) :=
[
Eπ(V (β),d)

[−H(σ)]−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp)
]
.

We note that

logZp − ϕ(β∗) = o(p)

implies that β∗ ∈ Ep(δ).
Now, let {C1, · · · , CN(p,δ′)} be a δ′-partition, as introduced in [4]. Formally, this implies for β,γ ∈ Cj ,

∥V (β)−V (γ)∥1 ≤ pδ′. Without loss of generality, assume that β∗ ∈ C1. Fix a representative ψ1, · · · ,ψN(p,δ′)

from each partition. In particular, we fix β∗ = ψ1 without loss of generality. Now, fix M > 0, and define a
relation M∼ such that for j ≥ 2,

Cj
M∼ C1 if

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

(ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)− u∗i )2 ≤ 10pδ. (30)

Using (30), observe that if Cj
M≁ C1,
p∑

i=1

(ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)− u∗i )2

≥
∑

i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

(ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)− u∗i )2 > 10pδ.

Further, for any β ∈ Cj , ∥V (β)− V (ψj)∥1 ≤ pδ′. Thus we have, by Taylor expansion,

|ċπ(V (β)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)| ≤ c̈π(θi, di)|V (β)i − V (ψj)i| ≤ |V (β)i − V (ψj)i|,
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where θi lies between V (β)i and V (ψj)i. Further, we use the bound ∥c̈π∥∞ ≤ 1 in the inequality above. In
particular, this implies

p∑
i=1

(ċπ(V (β)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di))
2

≤
p∑

i=1

|ċπ(V (β)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)| · |ċπ(V (β)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)|

≤ 2

p∑
i=1

|ċπ(V (β)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)| ≤ 2∥V (β)− V (ψj)∥1 ≤ 2pδ′.

Thus for any β ∈ Cj , by triangle inequality
p∑

i=1

(ċπ(V (β)i, di)− u∗i )2 ≥
1

4
(10pδ − 2pδ′) > pδ

for δ′ sufficiently small. In particular, this implies Cj ∩ Ep(δ) = ∅. As {C1, · · · , CN(p,δ)} forms a partition of
[−1, 1]p, we have,

Ep(δ) ⊆ ∪
j:Cj

M∼C1
Cj .

Combining this with our earlier observation, we have, µ(∪
j:Cj

M∼C1
Cj\Ep(δ))→ 0 as p→∞.

Next, note that for any j ≥ 1, β ∈ Cj , by Lemma 2,

dW1
(π(V (β),d),π(V (ψj),d)) ≤

1

p

p∑
i=1

dW1(π(V (β)i,di),π(V (ψj)i,di))

≤ C 1

p

p∑
i=1

|V (β)i − V (ψj)i| ≤ Cδ′.

Using [4] and (30), we have,∑
j:Cj

M∼C1

µ(Cj)
∫
Cj

dW1
(µ|Cj

,π(V (β),d))dµ|Cj
(β) = o(1).

Using triangle inequality,∑
j:Cj

M∼C1

µ(Cj)dW1
(µ|Cj

,π(V (ψj),d)) ≤
∑

j:Cj
M∼C1

µ(Cj)
∫
Cj

dW1
(µ|Cj

,π(V (β),d))dµ|Cj
(β) + Cδ′

≤ Cδ′ + o(1).

Setting S(p,M) = {i : |V (β∗)i| > M}, for j ≥ 2 such that Cj
M∼ C1, we have,

dW1
(π(V (ψj),d),π(V (β∗),d)) ≤

1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

dW1
(π(V (ψj)i,di),π(V (β∗)i,di)) +

2

p
|S(p,M)|, (31)

where we use the fact that dW1
(X,Y ) ≤ 2 for any two random variables taking values in [−1, 1]. Using

Lemma 2, the first term can be controlled as
1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

dW1(π(V (ψj)i,di),π(V (β∗)i,di))

≤ 1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M ,|V (ψj)i|≤2M

|V (β∗)i − V (ψ)i|+
2

p
|{i : |V (β∗)i| ≤M , |V (ψj)i| > 2M}|.
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1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M ,|V (ψj)i|≤2M

|V (β∗)i − V (ψ)i|

≤ 1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M ,|V (ψj)i|≤2M

1

c̈π(θi, di)
|ċπ(V (β∗)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di)|

≤ C

√√√√1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

(ċπ(V (β∗)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di))2 ≤ C
√
δ (32)

for some universal constant C > 0. On the other hand, if |V (β∗)|i ≤ M and |V (ψj)i| > 2M , there exists
δ′M such that

|ċπ(V (β)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψ)i, di)| ≥ δ′M .

Thus we have,

(δ′M )2
|{i : |V (β∗)i| ≤M , |V (ψj)i| > 2M}|

p

≤ 1

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

(ċπ(V (β∗)i, di)− ċπ(V (ψj)i, di))
2

≤ 2

p

∑
i:|V (β∗)i|≤M

(u∗i − ċπ(V (ψj)i, di))
2+

+
2

p

p∑
i=1

(ċπ(V (β∗)i, di)− u∗i )2

≤ 50δ.

In summary, we obtain the upper bound,

|{i : |V (β∗)i| ≤M , |V (ψj)i| > 2M}|
p

≤ 50
δ

(δ′M )2
.

Plugging these bounds back into (31) we have,

dW1(π(V (ψj),d),π(V (β∗),d)) ≤ C
√
δ + 100

δ

(δ′M )2
+

2

p
|S(p,M)|.

Using Lemma 3 given ε > 0, we first choose M large enough so that the last term is less than ε/2. Then
we choose δ > 0 small enough so that the sum of the first two terms is less than ε/2. Thus we have, using
(30), ∑

j:Cj
M∼C1

µ(Cj)dW1(µ|Cj
,π(V (β∗),d)) ≤ Cδ′ + ε.

As
∑

j:Cj
M≁C1

µ(Cj) = o(1) and the Wasserstein distance is bounded, we have,

N(p,δ)∑
j=1

µ(Cj)dW1
(µ|Cj

,π(V (β∗),d)) ≤ Cδ′ + ε+ o(1).

Since there exists an efficient coupling between µ|Cj
and π(V (β∗),d) for each Cj , this leads to the Wasserstein

bound dW1
(µ,π(V (β∗),d)) ≤ Cδ′ + ε + o(1). The proof is now complete by another application of Lemma 3

and triangle inequality.
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Proof of Corollary 2: First of all, let Γ∗ be the optimal coupling between µ(·|y) and
∏p

j=1 π(τ∗
j ,dj), then

for any Lipschitz-J function fp,j : [−1, 1]→ R and (β,γ) ∼ Γ∗, we have

1

p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p∑

j=1

fp,j(βj)−
p∑

j=1

fp,j(γj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ J

p
∥β − γ∥1

Γ∗

−→ 0. (33)

(i) Let f̃p,j(x) : R→ [0, 1] be

f̃p,j(x) =


0 if x ≤ qα/2j − ε or x ≥ q1−α/2

j + ε;
1 if qα/2j ≤ x ≤ q1−α/2

j ;
(x− qα/2j + ε)/ε if qα/2j − ε ≤ x ≤ qα/2j ;
(x− q1−α/2

j )/ε if q1−α/2
j ≤ x ≤ q1−α/2

j + ε.

Further more, let fεp,j be f̃p,j restricted to the domain of [−1, 1] and fεp (β) :=
∑p

j=1 f
ε
p,j(βj). Applying

(33) to fεp gives

1

p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p∑

j=1

fεp,j(βj)−
p∑

j=1

fεp,j(γj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Γ∗

−→ 0.

On the other hand, Efron-Stein concentration inequality implies, for any δ > 0,

π⋆

1

p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p∑

j=1

fεp,j(γj)− E
p∑

j=1

fεp,j(γj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ > δ

→ 0,

where π∗ :=
∏p

j=1 π(τ∗
j ,dj). Noticing that 1

pE
∑p

j=1 f
ε
p,j(γj) ≥ 1 − α by definition of Iεi ’s, the two

equations above render the desired result.

(ii) Similarly, noting that PỸ ,β∼µβ|y,Ŷ (β)(Ỹ ̸= Ŷ (β)) = 2
∣∣∣P(Ỹ = 1)− P(Ŷ (β) = 1)

∣∣∣, applying the same
strategy to fgp (β) :=

∑p
j=1 f

g
p,j(βj) =

∑p
j=1(p · x̃j)βj again gives the desired result.

5 Auxiliary Results

Lemma 1. For u ∈ [−1, 1] and d ≥ 0, let Qu = π(h(u,d),d). Then we have,

(i) DKL(π(h(u,d),d)∥π) := G(u, d) = uh(u, d)− b′′(0)d2Eπ(h(u,d),d)
[X2]− cπ(h(u, d), d).

(ii) We have,

∂

∂u
G(u, d) = h(u, d)− b′′(0)d

2

Covπ(h(u,d),d)
(X,X2)

c̈π(h(u, d), d)
.

(iii) As u→ 1, ∂
∂uG(u, d)→∞. Similarly, as u→ −1, ∂

∂uG(u, d)→ −∞.

Proof: (i) By definition,

G(u, d) = Eπ(h(u,d),d)

[
log

dQu

dπ

]
= Eπ(h(u,d),d)

[Xh(u, d)− b′′(0)d
2
X2 − cπ(h(u, d), d)].

We are done with part (i) once we note that Eπ(h(u,d),d)
[X] = u.
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(ii) By differentiation, we obtain,

∂

∂u
G(u, d) = h(u, d)− b′′(0)d

2

∂

∂u
Eπ(h(u,d),d)

[X2].

Further, we note that

∂

∂u
Eπ(h(u,d),d)

[X2] = Covπ(h(u,d),d)
(X,X2)

∂

∂u
h(u, d).

Finally, note that u = ċπ(h(u, d), d). Differentiating in u, we obtain

∂

∂u
h(u, d) =

1

c̈π(h(u, d), d)
.

The proof is complete upon plugging the derivative into the display above.

(iii) As u → 1, h(u, d) → ∞. For the second term, note that by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
observation that c̈π(h(u, d), d) = Varπ(h(u,d),d)

(X),∣∣∣∣∣Covπ(h(u,d),d)
(X,X2)

c̈π(h(u, d), d)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣Covπ(h(u,d),d)

(X,X2)

Varπ(h(u,d),d)
(X)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
√

Varπ(h(u,d),d)
(X2)

Varπ(h(u,d),d)
(X)

(34)

The function x 7→ x2 is Lipschitz on [−1, 1] and thus by Efron-Stein inequality, Varπ(h(u,d),d)
(X2) ≤

C · Varπ(h(u,d),d)
(X) for some universal constant C > 0. This completes the proof for the case u → 1.

The analysis for u→ −1 is analogous, and is thus omitted.

Lemma 2. Let π be a probability measure on [−1, 1]. We have,

sup
d≥0

dW1(π(A1,d),π(A2,d)) ≤ C|A1 −A2|, (35)

for some universal constant C > 0.

Proof: We use the duality formula for the 1-Wasserstein distance. We have,

dW1
(π(A1,d),π(A2,d)) = sup{|Eπ(A1,d)

[f(X)]− Eπ(A2,d)
[f(X)]| : f : [−1, 1]→ R, |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ |x− y|}.

For any 1-Lipschitz function f , differentiating in A we have,

|Eπ(A1,d)
[f(X)]− Eπ(A2,d)

[f(X)]| ≤ |covπ(A,d)
(f(X),X)||A1 −A2|

for some A in [A1,A2]. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

|covπ(A,d)
(f(X),X)| ≤

√
Varπ(A,d)

(X)Varπ(A,d)
(f(X)) ≤

√
Varπ(A,d)

(f(X)). (36)

Finally, by the Efron-Stein inequality,

Varπ(A,d)
(f(X)) ≤ 1

2
Eπ(A,d)

(X − Y )2 ≤ 2.

This completes the proof.

Lemma 3. Assume the conditions of Theorem 1 are satisfied. Further, assume that there exists a well-
separated optimizer u∗. Let β∗ be a maximizer of the map

ϕ(β) :=
[
Eπ(V (β),d)

[−H(σ)]−DKL(π(V (β),d)∥πp)
]
,

where V (β) = X⊤y −X⊤b′(Xβ) + b′′(0)diag(X⊤X)β. Then we have,
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(i) Define S(p,M) = {i : |V (β∗)i| > M}. Then

lim
M→∞

lim
p→∞

1

p
|S(p,M)| = 0.

(ii) Define τ ∗ = h(u∗,d). Then we have,

dW1(π(V (β∗),d),π(τ∗,d)) = o(1)

as p→∞.

Proof: Define the functionM : [−1, 1]p → R such that

M(u) = EQu [−H(σ)]−DKL(Qu∥πp) = Eσ∼Qu [−H(σ)]−G(u,d),

where Qu =
∏p

i=1 π(h(ui,di),di). Evaluating the gradient at u ∈ (−1, 1)p we have,

∇M(u) = ∇EQu [−H(σ)]− h(u,d) + b′′(0)
d

2

Covπ(h(u,d),d)
(X,X2)

c̈π(h(u,d),d)
. (37)

To differentiate the first term, note that

∂

∂uj
EQu [−H(σ)] =

∂

∂h(uj , dj)
EQu [−H(σ)]

∂h(uj , dj)

∂uj
=

Covπ(h(u,d),d)
(−H(σ),σj)

c̈π(h(uj , dj), dj)
.

We note that H(σ) =
∑n

i=1(−yix⊤
i σ + b(x⊤

i σ)). For 1 ≤ j ≤ p,

H(σ) = H(σ0,j)−
n∑

i=1

yixijσj +

n∑
i=1

(b(x⊤
i σ)− b(x⊤

i σ0,j)).

Thus we have,

Covπ(h(u,d),d)
(−H(σ),σj) = c̈π(h(uj , dj), dj)

n∑
i=1

yixij − Covπ(h(uj ,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;u),σj),

where

fj(σj ;u) = Eπ(h(u,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

(b(x⊤
i σ)− b(x⊤

i σ0,j))
∣∣∣σj].

In particular, this implies ∂
∂uj
M(u) → −∞ as |u| → 1. Specifically, this implies that M(·) attains its

maximum on [−1, 1]p. Let up be a maximizer of M. Using ∇M(up) = 0 we have, up = ċπ(vp,d), where
vp ∈ Rp satisfies

vp,j =

n∑
i=1

yixij −
Covπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)

(fj(σj ;up),σj)

c̈π(h(up,j , dj), dj)
+ b′′(0)

dj
2

Covπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(σ2

j ,σj)

c̈π(h(up,j , dj), dj)
. (38)

For any M > 0,

M2

p
|{j : |vp,j | > M}| ≤ 1

p

p∑
j=1

v2p,j .
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Furthermore,

1

p

p∑
j=1

v2p,j ≤
4

p
∥X⊤y∥2 + (b′′(0))2

C

p

p∑
j=1

d2j +
C

p

p∑
j=1

(Covπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;up),σj)

c̈π(h(up,j , dj), dj)

)2
,

where C > 0 is a universal constant, and we use that Covπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(σ2

j ,σj) ≤ Cc̈π(h(up,j , dj), dj) for
some universal constant C > 0. The last assertion follows by Cauchy-Schwarz and then an application of
Efron-Stein inequality.

Finally, note that by Cauchy Schwarz inequality,

1

p

p∑
j=1

(Covπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;up),σj)

c̈π(h(up,j , dj), dj)

)2
≤ 1

p

p∑
j=1

Varπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;up))

Varπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(σj)

. (39)

By differentiation,

f ′j(σj ;up) = Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

b′(x⊤
i σ)xij

∣∣∣σj]
= Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

b′(x⊤
i σ)xij

]
+ Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

xij(b
′(x⊤

i σ)− b′(x⊤
i σj,τj ))|σj

]
.

= Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

b′(x⊤
i σ)xij

]
+ Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

x2ijb
′′(x⊤

i σj,∗)(σj − τj)|σj
]
.

Thus

∥f ′j(·;up)∥∞ ≤
∣∣∣Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

b′(x⊤
i σ)xij

]∣∣∣+ 2∥b′′∥∞dj .

By Efron-Stein inequality,

Varπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;up)) ≤ ∥f ′j(·;up)∥2∞Varπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)

(σj) (40)

Combining, we obtain

1

p

p∑
j=1

Varπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(fj(σj ;up))

Varπ(h(up,j ,dj),dj)
(σj)

≤ 1

p

p∑
j=1

∥f ′j(·;up)∥2∞.

≤ 2

p

p∑
j=1

(
Eπ(h(up,d),d)

[ n∑
i=1

b′(x⊤
i σ)xij

])2
+ 8∥b′′∥2∞

1

p

p∑
j=1

d2j ≤ C

for some universal constant C > 0. Thus we obtain

|{j : |vp,j | > M}| ≤ Cp

M2
.

In conclusion, this implies

1

p
|{i : |up,i| > 1− ε}| ≤ C

M(ε)2
,

where M(ε)→∞ as ε→ 0.
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Now, let rp be any sequence of points in [−1, 1]p such that 1
p∥up − rp∥2 → 0 as p→∞. Note that both

u∗ and ċπ(V (β∗),d) satisfy this property. Assume if possible that there exists δ′ > 0 such that

lim
ε→0

lim
p→∞

1

p
|{i : |rp,i| > 1− ε}| > δ′. (41)

Consider the set of indices such that |rp,i| > 1− ε/2. There are at least pδ′ many such indices. On the other
hand, there are at most Cp/M(ε)2 many indices where |up,i| > 1− ε. For ε sufficiently small, there are Θ(p)
indices where |up,i − rp,i| > ε/2. This directly implies

1

p
∥up − rp∥2 ≥ δ′′ > 0

which is a contradiction.
In particular, this implies

dW1
(π(V (β∗),d),π(τ∗,d)) =

1

p

∑
max{|u∗

i |,|ċp(V (β∗)i,di)|}≤1−ε

dW1
(π(V (β∗)i,di),π(τi,di))

+
1

p

∑
max{|u∗

i |,|ċp(V (β∗)i,di)|}>1−ε

dW1(π(V (β∗)i,di),π(τi,di))

=
1

p

∑
max{|u∗

i |,|ċp(V (β∗)i,di)|}≤1−ε

|V (β∗)i − τ∗i |

+
2

p
|{i : max{|u∗i |, |ċp(V (β∗)i, di)|} > 1− ε}|.

≤ C(ε)

p

p∑
i=1

(ċπ(V (β∗)i, di)− ċπ(τi, di))2

+
2

p
|{i : max{|u∗i |, |ċp(V (β∗)i, di)|} > 1− ε}|.

The required conclusion now follows by first setting p→∞, and then ε→ 0. Finally, note that

1

p
|S(p,M)| = 1

p
|{i : |ċπ(V (β∗)i, di)| > 1− ε(M)}|,

where ε(M)→ 0 as M →∞. The proof now follows immediately from the observation above.

Lemma 4. Let {xi ∈ Rp : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be such that ∥
∑n

i=1 xix
⊤
i ∥op = O(1). Let (di)ni=1, (d̄i)ni=1 be such that

di, d̄i ≥ 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Finally, assume that |di − d̄i| ≤ ε for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Then we have,∥∥∥ n∑
i=1

dixixi
⊤ −

n∑
i=1

d̄ixix
⊤
i

∥∥∥
op
≤ Cε

for some universal constant C > 0.

Proof: Define D = diag(d1, . . . , dn) and D̄ = diag(d̄1, . . . , d̄n). We have
∑n

i=1 dixix
⊤
i = X⊤DX and∑n

i=1 d̄ixix
⊤
i = X⊤D̄X. In turn, we have,

∥X⊤DX−X⊤D̄X∥op = max{|λmax(X
⊤DX−X⊤D̄X)|, |λmin(X

⊤DX−X⊤D̄X)|}.

29



For any v ∈ Rn with ∥v∥2 = 1, we have,∣∣∣v⊤X⊤(D− D̄)Xv
∣∣∣ ≤ n∑

i=1

|di − d̄i|⟨xi,v⟩2 ≤ ε
∥∥∥ n∑

i=1

xix
⊤
i

∥∥∥
op
.

The proof is complete once we note that

max{|λmax(X
⊤DX−X⊤D̄X)|, |λmin(X

⊤DX−X⊤D̄X)|} ≤ sup
∥v∥2=1

∣∣∣v⊤X⊤(D− D̄)Xv
∣∣∣.

Lemma 5. Let M1, M2 be n× n real symmetric matrices. For any symmetric matrix M, define diag(M)
as a diagonal matrix with diag(M)ii = Mii. Then we have,

∥diag(M1)− diag(M2)∥op ≤ ∥M1 −M2∥op.

Proof: As diag(M1) and diag(M2) are diagonal matrices, we have,

∥diag(M1)− diag(M2)∥op ≤ max
1≤i≤n

|(M1)ii − (M2)ii| ≤ ∥M1 −M2∥op.

This completes the proof.
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