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We address the problem of simulating efficiently from the poste-
rior distribution over the parameters of a particular class of nonlinear
regression models using a Langevin—Metropolis sampler. It is shown
that as the number N of parameters increases, the proposal variance
must scale as N~/3 in order to converge to a diffusion. This general-
izes previous results of Roberts and Rosenthal [J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser.
B Stat. Methodol. 60 (1998) 255-268] for the i.i.d. case, showing the
robustness of their analysis.

1. Introduction. The motivation for the study of the kind of models an-
alyzed in the present paper is the following. We consider a sequence of non-
linear regression models (indexed by N) relating a scalar response variable
y with a vector of covariates z

€

/N7
where h(-;z) is some function depending on a d-dimensional vector of pa-
rameters = (weights) and € has a standard Gaussian distribution. If we take

1 N
(1) y=5 D b +
i=1

n independent measurements Y = (Y7, ...,Y},) on the response variable, cor-
responding to the values (z1, ..., z,) for the covariates, and define the vector
H with components Hy(x) = h(zg;x), k=1,...,n, we get the measurement
equation
@) v LS H +
e — €T R
N Pt 1 N Y
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where € = (£1,...,e,) is a vector of i.i.d. standard Gaussians.

Following the Bayesian approach we take the vector of weights (X1, ..., Xx)
to be random with i.i.d. p distributed components. Then the measurement
equation induces the following posterior distribution (i.e., conditional on
Y =y) on the weights

N N N
j=1 =1

i=1
(3)
where (-,-) stands for the usual scalar product in R™.

These kind of distributions are known in the statistical mechanics setting
as “mean field” models [12]. The study of such distributions with a general
nonlinear H is made complicated by the interaction term which destroys
the a priori independence among the weights. In Appendix A we recall that
propagation of chaos holds for the sequence of distributions (3) as N — oo
(Proposition 3, see also [1, 9]), which means that in the limit any finite col-
lection of variables behaves as if the individual components had been drawn
independently from a single probability measure 7. This is characterized by

log(dm/dp)(z) <y — /Hdﬂ,H(az)>.

Moreover, we prove a moderate deviations result (Proposition 5) which will
be useful for the sequel.

In the rest of the paper we shall analyze the behavior of the Metropolis-
adjusted Langevin algorithm (MaLa) [16] for distributions of the type (3).
In order to simplify our analysis we shall consider the simplest case in which
n =1 and the weights are one-dimensional. Moreover, we shall assume that
1 has an everywhere positive density w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure so the
measure (3) has in this case the following N-dimensional posterior density

(4) ocexp(ZUa:, ——ZH% ),

1,7=1

where
dp
U(r) =yH(x) + log @(:U)

and the limiting probability measure 7 on the real line has a positive density
as well (called again 7 to keep the notation simpler) with the property

logw(:n)ocU(x)—H(x)/HdW::zZ) x

In the following X will always denote a random variable with density m and
expected values of measurable functions f(X) will be written as 7(f(X)).
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The MaLa for the above density is a Markovian algorithm implemented
in the following way. In order to compute X ](ﬂ given X ](-N), first generate
2
N N o N
(5) Y = x{ )+0’W+7Vlog7rN(X](- N,
where W is a standard Gaussian on R”Y independent of X ](-N). The law of

v

; given XJ(»N) =z, thus, has the density

qn(z,y)

(6) X exp (— !

202

(N) (N) (V)

. ) if£j+1<7TN(Yj Jan(Y; 7, X5)

M Xi=q (X )gn (XY, v V)
X ](-N) , otherwise,

where &; are i.i.d. U[0,1].

In order to make the algorithm efficient the parameter ¢ has to scale with
N. A thorough discussion of this problem is reported in the recent survey
[15], to which the reader is referred for more details. In the i.i.d. case (H = 0),
the optimal solution for the Mal.a has been given by Roberts and Rosenthal
[14]. Our main result is a generalization of theirs for sequences of densities
of the type (4): if o is taken proportional to a suitable inverse power of the
number of variables then the rescaled path of the algorithm converges weakly
to a product of one-dimensional diffusions with the same stationary density
m(x). The choice of the proportionality factor only changes the (constant)
speed at which the paths of the diffusions are travelled.

THEOREM 1 (Weak convergence of the Mala). Assume:

(HP) The functions H and U have bounded derivatives of all orders; more-
over, H itself is bounded, whereas lim |, U(z) =—o0.

Let X\ = (XM XN e the MaLa defined by (7), with X5 ~

7N and 0? = 62/N1/3. The following weak convergence result holds in the
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N), N).k
(XN XN st € 0,7}

— {Zdpr- - D) 1 €10, TT},

for any integer k, where {Z}:i=1,2,...} are independent copies of the pro-
cess Zy which is the unique solution to the SDE

(9) dZ; = L(log ) (Zy) dt + dBy, Zy~,

with v =v({) := 202®(—£37/2), T being a constant depending on 7 (explicitly
given in Lemma 7 in Appendiz B). Moreover, the acceptance probability
converges as N — 00,

lim P(XY) =Y ") = 20(—£37/2) =: a(0).

N—o0 J J

An implication of this result is that as N — oo, for any T >0

1 TN1/3 ) 1 o(O)T
(10) TN ]Z::l 9(X; )%W/O 9(Zs)ds

weakly, if g is bounded and continuous and depends only on k components.
Now, by the propagation of chaos, when N is sufficiently large, the asymp-
totic bias

/‘g(:El""’:Ek)wN(:Ela---,xN)dxl"'d;EN

—/g(azl,...,xk)ﬂ(azl)d:ﬂl---ﬂ(xk)dxk

is small. On the other hand, by ergodicity of (9), when T is large enough the
right-hand side of (10) will be close to [ g(z1,...,xg)m(x1) - 7(zk) d2y - - - dag
with arbitrarily high probability [see, e.g., [17], Theorem (53.1)]. Hence, (10)
may be loosely interpreted as stating that the Monte Carlo estimate

1< N1 N)k
(11) ng(X} ML xR
j=1
of [g(x1,...,xk)7N(21,...,2N)dx1 - - - dz N Tequires a number of iterations I

proportional to N1/3. How large T’ must be depends on the mixing properties
of the diffusion Z, but it is, however, clear that for any fixed value of T it
is convenient to have v(¢) as large as possible in order to enlarge as much
as possible the integration window. We can give an analytic expression for
the maximizer ¢ of v(¢), but this is, in practice, useless since it cannot be
computed easily (except by Monte Carlo methods, which defeats somewhat
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the purpose). Luckily, the functions v(¢) and a(¢) have the same form as
n [14], even if the constant 7 is different in general. Hence, we can exploit
the fact that a is a bijective function of ¢ in order to maximize easily v
as a function of a. Indeed, v(a) < a{® ' (a/2)}?/3, up to a constant factor
depending on 7. Since this function has a unique maximum in a ~ 0 574 in
practice it suffices to monitor the acceptance rate %Z L I{X +1 75 X }
of the MaLa and tune ¢ until a(¢) equals 0.574.

As in the i.i.d. case, it is worth noticing the superiority of the MaLa over
the random walk Metropolis (RWM) algorithm. In the RWM algorithm the
proposal vector Y™) has zero mean and, in order to obtain convergence
to a diffusion N3 has to be replaced by N, both in the scaling for the
variance and for the time. The original result in [13] has been extended in
[2] to Gibbs fields with no phase transition, and it could be proved for mean
field models like (4) as well. As a consequence, (10) essentially holds with
N1/3 replaced by N, which implies that the required number of steps has
the order N rather than N'/3. The only difference is that the function v(¢)
has to be replaced by some other function, which this time is maximized
when the acceptance rate is roughly equal to 0.234.

A final comment concerns the assumption made in Theorem 1 that the
initial value XéN) is already distributed according to the target density my,
which is clearly unrealistic. This means that, in practice, the partial sums
in (10) do not start from 1, but typically from some large value tp, which

ensures that the effect of the initial value XO(N) can be neglected. A deeper
study of the scaling behavior of the MaLa and the RWM when started in
the tails of the target density my has been initiated in [3].

2. A quantitative central limit theorem for the log-acceptance ratio. A fun-
damental step towards the proof of Theorem 1 is to establish a quantitative
central limit theorem (CLT) for the log-acceptance ratio

log 71-N(}/CT(:Ev W))QN(YCT(:Ev W)v :E)
71-N(gj)(]]\/'(xy}/cr(:EvVV)) ,
where x = (x1,...,xy) is fixed, W = (W7, ..., Wy) is arandom vector having

i.i.d. N(0,1) components defined on some probability space (€2, F,P) and
Y, (xz, W) is the proposal vector given by

(12) Gon(z, W) =

2

| N
(13) Ymi(wi):}/i:xi"i‘awi"'_%((]( — H'(x; NZ )7

for some ¢ > 0.

fori=1,...,N, with a:aN:Nf/ﬁ,
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PrOPOSITION 2 (CLT for the acceptance ratio). There exist measurable
sets Fy CRY, with mn(F$) = o(N~t) for any t >0, such that

z, W)  0r

GCT )
(14) hm NP sup sup P<1\rl+(7_ +5 =0

N—oo z€EFN uER

< u) — ®(u)

for any >0 sufficiently small, where T is some positive constant.

Before starting the proof we set up a convenient notation. First, we shall
denote by En empirical averages w.r.t. the vector (x,W,Y’), that is,

(15) Enf(z,W,Y)= Zf (24, W3, V7).

In order to shorten the notation even further the function f is allowed to
contain empirical averages as arguments as well, in which case they have to
be considered as constants. In particular, for

(16) YN () =U(t) — H(t)ExH (x),

we define
(Exyn)(z wa zi;w) = EnU(z) — (ExH(x))?,

and we apply the same convention to empirical averages of derivatives
Vi) =UW@) - O @) ExH ()

and to their products. Finally, we use the shortened notation

(17) ENg Zg xz Wl
and

1 & 1
(18) ENh(Y)W' = Nzh(y’)W’

Moreover, we will always use the same letter C for several constants appear-
ing in the estimates.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2. By direct computation the first two deriva-
tives of Gy n(z,W) w.r.t. o vanish at o = 0. Consequently, we have the
Taylor expansion

7

1 fe d
(19) Gon(x, W)= Za g N (z, W) + 6‘/ (0 —u)® Gun(z,W)du,

7
prr du



OPTIMAL SCALING OF MALA 7

where g n(z, W) = %Cfu—kkGu,N(a;,W)(O) for k=3,...,6. For completeness
the explicit form of these functions is given in Lemma 6 in Appendix B.
Setting o = ¢/N'/6 and standardizing as in (14), we have
Goy N O 1
03T 2 N27

94N (:Ev W)

4
g3.N(z, W) + N5,

/2 /3 -2
+ W%,N(!Ea W)+ - (96,N(33, W)+ 7)

1 (N—1/6 d7
+ f5'7'—€3/0 (EN~Y6 )8 WGu,N(% W) du
=: A+ BNy +Cn+ Dy + In.

By using a a standard lemma on distribution functions ([11], Lemma 1.9,
page 20) we obtain the following estimate:

3

werl \ Br 2
(20) < sup IP(Ay <u) — @(u)| + P(|Bn| > en) + P(ICn| Z en)
ue

4e N
N
where (ey) is an arbitrary sequence of positive numbers to be chosen in the
sequel.

In Appendix B various lemmas are proven in order to estimate separately
each term appearing on the right-hand side of (20). By Lemma 7, for any
N and ey >0,

sup [P(Ay < u) — @(u)l
ueER

+P(|Dn|>en) +P(|In| >en) +

o <o ! ho(F3(E N
< <\/—N+€N—N)+ +(F3( NQ(@))"’E,

where Fj is polynomial, rs is a vector of bounded measurable functions and
hr is a locally Lipschitz function vanishing at

T2 = F3(7T(I‘3(X))).

Denote by C3 the inverse of the local Lipschitz constant of h at 72. Therefore,
for

x€ Fys(en)={x:|Enrs(z) —m(r3(X))| < Csent},
it holds

1 1
22 P(Ay <u)—® g()(—+—+s )
(22) iggl (Ay <u) — O(u)| mtanten
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provided ey goes to zero. By Lemma 11, for any N and ey > 0,

C
(23) P(|By|>en) < =755
N1/3¢3,
C
(24) P(ICn|>eN) < <5755
N2/3¢3,
2 P(|Dn| > < —
(25) (I N|_€N)_N€%V,

for x € N{_y Fnx(en), where

Fyx(en) = {a:|Enri(x) — w(rx(X))] < Cren N*/671,

r; being a vector of functions for k =4,5,6, and Cy, k =4,5,6, are suitably
small constants. Furthermore, by Lemma 12,

C

Finally, set Fy = 02:3 Fn x(en), and choose ey = N=1/9 In order to es-
timate 7y (F (VN ~1/9)) we need to control deviations of empirical aver-
ages from expected values under 7 of the order N~ where ag = ag = 1/9,
a5 =5/18 and ay =4/9. Since the latter is the largest, it is enough to apply
Proposition 5 in Appendix A with Ay = N'/18 in which case N~Y2\y =
N—4/9. By consequence,
6
NFR) <D an(Fnp(NTH2)) <exp (—eNY? 4+ o(N1?)),
k=3
which is o(N~*) for any ¢ >0 as claimed.
Using the bounds (20), (22)—(26) we get that

Sup|P(GU,N($7 W) é u) - q>_5672/27467_2 (’LL)| = O(N_l/g)‘ 0
ueR

3. Proof of Theorem 1. Let f be any smooth function with compact
support from RY to R. Define on f the discrete generator,

Ao f(2) =E[f(XY]) — f(2)| XV = 4]
=E[(f(Ys) — f(x))1 A eFon @]

and the infinitesimal generator of the process (Z,).),

(28) - (T Z[fxpxp (U (2,) — H'(x) / Hdw) I (@ )}

(27)

<
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By [7], Corollary 8.9, page 233, the weak convergence (8) holds, provided we
exhlblt measurable sets F N C ]RN such that

(29) ngan(X[(N3/3t] eFyforallt<T)=1
and
(30) i sup [NYEA sy f(2) = Af (@) =
® seFy
for any smooth f(z) = f(z1,...,zx) with compact support. Notice that since

XSN) ~my and 7y is stationary,

IP’(X( N1/34] ¢ Fy for some t <T) < [N'3T)rn(2:x ¢ Fy).
Thus, in order to ensure (29) it is enough to check that 7y (F§) = o(N~1/3).
By [18], Proposition 2.2, page 177, it is enough to prove (30), for k=2, in
order to get the convergence (8) for any integer k.

For a fixed z € RY we expand A, y f(x) in powers of o, which is obtained
by recalling that Y, ; is defined in (13),

AU,Nf($) = E[(f(YU,17YU,2) - f($1,$2))1 A eGU’N(x7W)]

2 2

i=1

(31) + %2]01‘2((]/(1'1) - H/(xZ)ENH(‘T))) + 02W1W2fx1x2‘|

x E(1 A eGon @My, Wz)}

+ Ung((L .Z'),

where partial derivatives of f are always evaluated at (z1,x2) if not specified
otherwise, and

2
T‘N( {(Z[fml,x“ml 17Y0' 2)
i=1

X (W +&(U" (x;) — H'(z:) Ex H(z)))?
+ 3 s (Y51, Y5 5) - (U'(2:) — H'(2;) En H ()

X (Wi +6(U'(a;) — H'(a;) Ex H(x))|

+3 | Frvsniie; (Wi + 5(U' (22) — H'(2;) En H(x)))*
i#]
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x (W +&(U'(z;) — H'(z;) EnH ()))
+ foie,(Wi+ 6(U' () — H'(2:) En H(x)))

x (U'(z;) — H'(mZ)ENH(x))D
X 1A eG"’N(m’W)},

where 0 < & < o. By assumption (HP), plugging in 0 = oy = (N6 the
remainder 7y (o, x) is uniformly bounded in N and z.

Next, observe that if I'(u) is an absolutely continuous function of the real
variable u, then

1
LA — 1 p 0 4 / 11wy <op T () eF® du,
0
Now we apply this formula to the function I'(u) = Go N (z, ulWy, ulWsy, W),
where W () = (W3,..., Wy), and take conditional expectations w.r.t. (Wy, Wy):

E(1 A eCoN@WI I, Wh)
(32)  =E1ACNEWIW =0, W,y =0)

+ ZW / Lt <0}G<(7Z)N($ uWi, uWa, W) el Wy, Wy) du,

where G((:)N denotes the partial derivative of G, N(:E,wl,wg,w(c)) w.r.t. the
variable wZ

We now substitute (32) into the expression (31) so we obtain the following
expression:

1 13
As N f(x =3. Z [fwm (LA eGU,N(w,W)|W1 =0,Wy=0)
(33) + fur(U' (i) = H' () Ex H () E(1 A eCon (@)
+ Ry(o,x),
where
Ry (o, x)

_1fol [W2/ Lir <0}G (m,qu,uW27W(C))ef(u)du
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3 ' 0 :
%j{: Ti,Tq { ”/‘ {FOO<0}CaTN(x uL@H,uLL§7VV())eF(U)du}
+ f xz{ |:W1 W2/ Ls <0}G( ) (m,qu,uW%Ww))ef“(u) du}

+E[W1W2 / 5y <0y GO (W W, W) @) du}}

+ory(o,x).

Now we concentrate on the o' term in the above expression, since the
others are more easily controlled with similar arguments. First, bound | fs,|
with a constant, then we are left to bound for i =1, 2,

1 1 i -
;E [Wf/o Il.{fx(u)<0}Gg_7)A7($,uW1,UWQ,W(C))BF(U) du]
(34)

< lIEJ(WZ? sup ’GJ,N(i)(‘TaU’WhUW27W(C))‘)'
o 0<u<l1

Let us write explicitly
GU,N(i) (337 W)
= 2(U'(Yi) = U'la) — H'(Y)EyH(Y) + H'(¢;) EnH(x))

o2

-5 <WZ-(U”(YZ-) — H"(Y,)ENH(Y)) — H'(Y; Z Wi H' m)
k 1

+ %3(U"(1€) —H'(Y;)EyH(Y) - H'(Y,)EnH'(Y)),

where we have written Y; for Y, ;. Using (HP), we can rewrite the right-hand
side of (34) as

—E(Wf sup \GUN (x,qu,uWQ,W(C))]>
0<u<1

= 3B (W2 sup [0/ (¥i(w) - V')
0<u<l1

(Y () Ex H (Y (1)) + H’(a:,-)ENH(a:)]) +o(1),
where Yi(u) =Yy +ouS 2, 0pWi, k=1,..., N. We have now

B(W2E( sup [U/(¥i(w) - U'(a)

0<u<l
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- H'(Yi(w) ENH(Y () + H () Ex H(o)| )

(35) <E(W? sup |U'(Y;(w)) - U'(a) )

+E(W2 sup |H'(w) — H'(V(w)| ExH(z)
0<u<1

+E(W? sup (IH(Yi(w)|Ex[H(Y (u) - H(@))).
0<u<1

Observe that, when T is either U’, H' or H and i = 1,2, we can write, using

the fundamental theorem of calculus,

T(Yi(u)) = T'(xi)

0.2
=7 o+ S (U @) ~ H'(@) Ex H(z)| - T(a) + T(¥i(w)

2
— T[mi + %(U’($i) — H’(xz)ENH(x))]

0_2
= 5 (U'(wi) = H'(2:) Ex H (x))

x /0 Ex (x + ?(U’(ggi) _ H’(:L"i)ENH(:L"))) dv

2

+oW; /Ou T’ (mz + %(U'(mi) — H'(z;)EnH(x)) + saWi) ds.

1/6

By bounding the derivative of 1" and substituting oy = ¢N~/°, we have

sup [T(Y;(u)) — T(x;)| < CN~V6(1 4 |W;)).
0<u<1

By substituting this bound into (35) and, subsequently in (34), the right-
hand side is bounded by O(N -1/ 6) uniformly over z. Similar arguments
allow us to conclude that Ry (o, z) — 0 as N — oo, uniformly over x as well.

Now let A/ be a Gaussian random variable with mean —¢572/2 and vari-
ance (072, Tt is immediately seen that E(1 A eV) = 2®(—¢37/2). By an inte-
gration by parts we have

IE(1 A eCon@W)) _E(1 A V)

< CSUp|P(GU7N(l‘, W) < ’LL) - (I)—ZGTZ/ZZGTQ (u)|,
u€R

which goes to zero uniformly for x € Fy by Lemma 7. Moreover,

(LA eCon @My =0, W, = 0) — E(1 A eSon )]
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<E|Gon(2,0,0, W) — Gy (z, W)
2 1 )

SZE/ (WG nD (a2, uW1, uWa, W )| du,
. 0

and by the same argument as before, the right-hand side goes to zero uni-
formly over z. Finally, we have

INY3 A, N f(z) — Af ()]
=Cloy Ay N f(x) — 02 Af ()|

2
<33 Vo [EQLA W =0, W2 =0)
—E(1 AN
+ | fas (21, 22)[|U () [[EQ A GrN W) —R(1 A V)]

+ | foi (w1, w2) || H' ()
x (|ExH(@)|[E(1 A O =Wy —E(1 A V)

+[ExH(z) = n(H(X))|[E(1AeV)])]

Next define Fyy = FyN{z:|ExH(z) — 7(H(X))| < N~'/9}. By using Propo-
sition 5 in Appendix A it is immediately verified that 7y (F§) = o(N~*) for
any t > 0. The proof is complete since the right-hand side of the last expres-
sion goes to zero uniformly on Fly.

APPENDIX A.

In this appendix we discuss the asymptotic behavior of sequences of dis-
tributions 7wy defined in (3) for a general measurable function H. For ease
of notation we drop from now on boldfaces used to indicate n-dimensional
vectors. First let us introduce the exponential family of probability measures
on R? generated by p and H, which is defined by

pig(dz) = e OHEN=EO) (), e,

where K (6) =log [ e/®H @) 1 (dz) is the cumulant generating function of H
under p. We assume that K is finite only in an open set © of R™ and that
no hyperplane of R™ contains H (z) p-almost surely (in the case n =1 this
is equivalent to assume that H is nonconstant). Moreover, in the paper we
assumed that H is bounded so K is defined on the whole space.
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Consider now the strictly convex function J(6) = (|6 — y||> + K (), where
K is extended to the complement of © by setting its value equal to +o00. This
function has a unique minimum 6, = 6, (y) in R"™ (as it is strictly convex and
lower semicontinuous with compact level sets), that is the unique solution
of the equation

(36) 0+ VK@) =
which implies, by the properties of exponential families, that
(37) 0=y~ [Han

We can now state the following:

PROPOSITION 3 (Propagation of chaos). Whenever f:(R%)>® — R is
a bounded measurable local function (i.e., it depends only on a finite number
of components), then

lim /fdﬂ'N = /fdﬂ®°°,
N—oo
where ™= g, .

PrROOF. We can easily bound the Kullback—Leibler divergence

D(mn||7®N) :/log(dﬂN/dﬂ®N) dry.

In fact, by using (37) and setting H(z) = H(z) — [ H dm,

log<%)
N 1 N
=logCy' + NK(6.) + Z(m 0., H(x;)) _—Nz: 5))
_1ogC’ +NK(0 —H/Hdw
g(H /Hdﬁ+<i;ﬂ§gi> >_zz< W>)
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where

~ N 2
logCN :10gC&I+NK(0*)+EH/Hd7T

=logCy' + NJ(0.)

1 1 N _ N
——log | exp(—5 75 L )gwwxi),

and, therefore, by the CLT, the right-hand side of the above expression
converges to

2

—log E(exp(—3|2Z%))),

where 7 is a zero mean Gaussian vector. Hence, it is bounded uniformly in
N by some constant M. By consequence D (my||7®V) < My. It follows that
if we denote by 7y 1 the marginal of 7y for the first & components, then an
inequality of Csiszar [5] equation (2.11), page 772, yields

1 M,
D(mypl|n®) < e Dl ln®™) < e

and now the stated convergence follows by [4], Lemma 3.1. [

In the forthcoming Proposition 5, we shall need the following technical
lemma.

LEMMA 4. For any symmetric nonnegative definite matriz A of order s,
the convex conjugate of 0 — %(9,A9> is given by

we= (LT

where A~ is the pseudo-inverse of A. As a consequence, the origin is the
unique minimizer of M*.

PROOF. Let A= U!'LU, with L a diagonal matrix with the diagonal
elements equal to the eigenvalues ()\;) of A. Then A~ = U'L~U, where L~
is the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements equal to the reciprocal of the
eigenvalues (if positive) of A and zero otherwise. By definition,

M*(z) =sup((z,0) — 1(0, A9)) = Sup(Zini - %Z)\[LU?),
0 v i=1

i=1

where v = Uz and w = U#§. If there exists ig such that \;;, =0 and v;, #
0 (which happens if and only if z ¢ Ran A), it is immediately seen that
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M*(z) = +o0. Otherwise, the function between round brackets has a max-

imum w; = ”—z for 4 such that A\; > 0, w; = 0 otherwise. Finally, it is easily
seen that
N 1 v?
M (Z):§Z )\—’i: (z,A” 2)
i: >0

for z€¢ RanA. O

PROPOSITION 5 (Moderate deviations). If the sequence {An} is such

that Ay — oo but )\?V/N — 0, then for any bounded measurable function
N

& 2 9(@) —/gdﬂ

g:R 5 R™,
1
TN
< i=1 \/N

where ¢ >0 s a constant and ™= py,.

PROOF. Define §(z;) = g(x;) — [ gdm, H(x;) = H(x;) — [ Hdr and
N
(Zy Yn) = OwVN) ™ 32 (g (i), H ().

i=1

Now it is easy to compute (see, e.g., [6])

A@,0) = Jim 55 log [ exp (00, Z) + (0, Vo) dn ™

N—oo N
_ %«o,w),xw,w»,

where 3 is the covariance matrix of (g(x), H (z)) under 7. By applying the
Gértner—Ellis theorem and Lemma 4, we prove that (Zy,Yy) satisfies un-
der 7 an LDP with speed A%, and rate function

T(z,y) = { (=), 27 (), if (2,y) € Ran¥,
+00, otherwise.

We want to prove the same result for the sequence Z under 7n. Decompose
> into blocks as

221 222 fﬁ?dﬂ' fﬁﬁtdﬂ'
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and write

R (6) = log Oyt / exp{ A3 ({8, Zn) — 1|V [2)} dn®N

= log/exp{k?vw, ZN)}dm.

Next apply Varadhan’s lemma ([ |, Theorem 4.3.1, page 137) to the contin-
uous function ¢(z,y) = (0,2) — 3||y||?, which satlsﬁes the moment condition

1
lim —log/exp(a)\?vgo(ZN,YN))dw(@N
N—00 )‘N

— 1
< lim glog/exp(a)\?v(H,ZNﬁdﬂ@N

A}E}noog log/exp(%(a@,g}(ml)))ﬂ(d:ﬁ)

N 2% %
131100 S (1 + o (9, ¥110) + O(WN))
< 00,

for any constant a. Since Cy is bounded in N, we obtain

= lim —log/exp)\Ncp(ZN,YN)d o
=sup{e(zy) = J(z)}

In order to maximize the right-hand side, write (z,y) as X(u,v), without
loss of generality since J is equal to +oco out of the range of ¥. Now

sup{p(z,y) — J(2,9)} = sup{(0, S11u + S120) — [ So1u + Sov]|?
2,y u,v

— 2 ((u, Z11u) + (v, Boov) + 2(u, B120)) .

The function to be maximized is concave in (u,v) and it is immediately
checked that (—0, (I + X92)713210) is a stationary point. Substituting this
back into the above expression, we finally arrive at

A(9) = 1(0, BO),

where B = X11 — Y19(1 + ¥22)7'351. In order to apply the Gartner-Ellis
theorem, we need only to check that B is nonnegative definite and apply
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Lemma 4. Set A =3X5%5,. Since Ker[Xg;] = Ker[¥13], we have X1 = A¥o).
As a consequence,

Varg[g(z;) — AH (z;)] = ¥11 — X1235, Y91 > 0.
Now consider the difference
D =%1955%01 — L1a(I + Ta9) 1891 = 12(Zgp — (I + Xa2) 1) %oy,

and notice that the matrix between round brackets is nonnegative definite on
Ran Y99. But since Ran[Y¥s1] C Ran X9y (as a consequence of the inclusion
Ker 99 C Keris), D is nonnegative definite, and, hence, so is B. The
explicit estimate in Proposition 5 follows by taking ¢ =inf{A*(z):z ¢ By} >
0, where By is the unit sphere in R™. [J

The results of this appendix can be directly applied to the sequence of
densities my defined in (4) by setting m =0 and u(dx) =exp{U(x)} dz.
APPENDIX B.

Let D be the set of monomials in the derivatives of H and U. By assump-
tion (HP) functions in D are bounded. The following lemma is the result of
a tedious but a straightforward computation, whose details are omitted.

LEMMA 6. For h=0,1,2,...,

h h+2
(38) WGU’N(% W)=N Z UkPk(ENpg(:E)gpg(Yg)W”;f =1,...,myg),
k=0

for some integers my, where Py is a polynomial and p;,p; € D. In particular,
k

the derivatives gy n(x, W) = %Cit—kGu,N(x,W)(O), for k=3,...,6, have the

following explicit form:

N
g3.n (@, W) = — —(Ex (30NN W + iiWw?)

— 3N (H'W)Ex(H'"YYy) = 3En(H"W?)En(H'W)),
N
9a.N = =5 (En (3R + 3R W2 + 6URun W2 + o W)
(40) —3{(ExH'Y\)? +2(ExH'W?)(Ex H'{y)

+ (ExH'W?)?} +61.n),

(41) g5, = Nos N,
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and
N
1440

x { B (45052003 + 60y R + 90¢’”¢ TV
+ 180y N YRy + 45(R) W
+ 180U PR W2 4 600N YW
(42) + 600N YW 4" 6)
— [90(EN H'Y5 i) (En H'¢ly ) + 180(Ex H" i) (Ex H'Yly)
+90(En YN H'W?)(En H'y)
+90(Ex H' Y3\ ) (Ex H'W?)
+ 180(En H" Y (Ex H' Yy ) + 90(Exy H'W?) (ExH'W?)
+ 360( Ex H" Y\ W?)(Ex H'ly)
+ 180(Ex H'"W?)(Ex H"¢3)
+180(Ex H'"W?)(Ex H" Y, W?)
+60(ExH"'W*)(Ex H'{ly)
+ 360( Ex H'W?)(ExH" )\ W?)
+60(ExH" WY (ExH"W?)]
+[45(En H'?)(ExH'¢y)? + 90(Ex H'?)(Ex H'W?)(Ex H'{y)
+45(ExyH'?)(ExH"W?)?

+5&N}

where 04 N,05 N and 0 Ny are sums of monomials in empirical averages of
the type (15) and (18) and each of them has at least a factor with an odd
value of [.

g6, N = —

LEMMA 7. Set
72 = g {9m (" 2(X)Y (X)) + 187 (& (X )¢ (X)) (X)) + 157(1"" 2 (X))
v 18m(H" (X) + H'(X)y' (X))m(H'(X) (" (X) + ¥/ (X)¢"(X)))
+ 97 (H' (X)) (w(H" (X)) + (H'(X)¢/ (X))}

=: F3(m(r3(X)))

for some polynomial F3 and some vector rg with components in D.
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Then for any N and en >0,

sup P(N—1/293;N(1,W) SU> — o(u)
(44) 1 1 €
< C<\/N o N) e (B (Enes@) + A

where hy(x) =1V @Hl - %| is a continuous Lipschitz function vanishing

at 72,

PROOF. Let us define

X = = L 3 (W ()W) + En (0 W)

— 3EN (H'Yy (2) En (H'(2)W) — 3Ex H" (2) En (H' (x)W) }

and

Y = @EN(H"(:U)(W? 1) En(H ()W),

From the expression of g3 y given in (39), we find that

1
—gg7N($,W) = XN + YN.

vIN
The term Yy has zero mean, and we bound its variance as follows:
C
2 //2 12 2 21172
E 2 _ 2y <«
(45) EYyN 144N3 H W)V H' = (z; ) E(W7 —1) W ) < ¥

2

The expression Xy is a sum of independent random variables whose mean
under the measure P is zero. We compute its variance TN directly as follows:

7% = 7 { Ex OURR@)un (@) + 186 ()0l () (w) + 15042 @)
— I8EN[H'(2)¢iy () + H"(2)

x BN (o) () H' (@) + U (@) H' (@)
+9ENH'?(z)(ExH" (2))?
+18ENH" (x) Ex (H' (2)Y)y () Ex H'?(2)
+ BN H' () (Ey (H' ()l (x)))°

- [-36EN (6 (@) () B () H ()

(46
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H'()H" (2)) Ex H" (x) + 36 Ex (H"*(z) H'*()) |

+7z£§ENuT@c@Lw%x»}
By inserting into the above terms the explicit formula for ¢ given in (16),
expanding the products and rearranging terms, we get the representation
7% = F3(Enr3(z)). By replacing the vector of empirical averages Enrs(r)
with that of expected values w.r.t. 7, the expression (43) is obtained.
Next, setting u = v, we obtain

P<§¥§u>—¢@)
P<§ﬂgv)—¢@)

TN

]P’(& < v) — ®(v)

TN

sup
u

<sup

v

@@%>—m@

(2

where the last line has been obtained by a straightforward Lipschitz esti-
mate.

By using the formula given in [11], Lemma 1.9, page 20, again and the
above estimate

+ sup
v

< sup

v

)

X Y]
:supIP’< Nt N§u>—<1>(u)
u T
<su P<&<u>—¢(u)+IP’(|Y|>€ T)—I-E—N
up ™ N N \/%

and by means of Esseen’s inequality ([11], Theorem 5.4, page 149) for X /7n,
Chebyshev’s inequality and the estimate (45) for Yy, we arrive at
sup |P(Any <u) — ®(u)|
1 C
< ~I1E " / 3 E " 3
< 75 77 { Ev ek @0k @ + Enlufi(z)

+ Ex|H'(2) P (Bn (|H' ()0l (@) + | H"(2)[*)) }
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IRV (T—N> - ‘1 - <i) ‘ + B () En (B2 () +
T ™ N72e%; Vor
from which the estimate (44) is obtained. [

REMARK 8. It is worth noting that when H = 0, that is, the target
distribution has independent components, an easy integration by parts yields

2 = g {9 (V" (X)w" (X)) + 187 (¢ (X )" (X )¢ (X)) + 15m (¢ *(X))}
= {5m(0"*(X)) = 3m(¢"*(X))},

which coincides with the constant J? appearing in the paper [14].

LEMMA 9. Let F:R™ — R be a polynomial and rp,:R?> =R, h=1,...,m,
be of the form ry(x;, W;) = bh(xi)WiBh, where by, belongs to D. Define the
vector Er with the components in D by (Er)(z;) = E{ry(z;,W;)}. Then for
any 0 <y <1/2 and e >0,

PINY|F(Ee(, W) = F(r((Er)(X)] > €] £ w57

holds for all x € Fy (), where

Fy(e) = {z:|En(Er)(z) — 7((Er)(X))| <eN"7/2K},
and K is a local Lipschitz constant for F' in a neighborhood of the point
m((Er)(X)).

PROOF. Let us notice that, when z € Fiy(¢), we have
P(N7|F(Enr(z, W)) — F(x((Er)(X)))| > )
<P(NY|F(EN(Er)(z)) — F(Enr(z,W))| >¢/2).

Let us consider a generic monomial appearing in F'(vy,...,vy,), which will
be of the form []jL; v,". By simple algebraic manipulations,

ﬁ ap ﬁ ap Z ﬁ Qh ( _ )lh ap—lp
h=1 h=1

(ll,...,lm):l1+---+lm>0 h=1
Now substitute the empirical average Enrp,(x, W) into v, and its centering
En(Er)y(x) into up. Denoting by s =r — Er, the above expression becomes

m

> 11 (?,f) (Ensn(z, W) Ex (Er),(2)* 0.

(U ool : b+l >0 h=1
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We proceed to bound the second moment of each term of the above sum in
the following way. The term |Er| is bounded by a constant so we are left to
bound the second moment

Miy,...jn (@) = E[(Bwsny (2, W)™ - (Ensp, (, W) ™12,

where sp,(x;, W;) = bh(a:,-)Zi(h) with Zi(h) =W — EW/". By using next
Lemma 10, we finally get the bound

Mp,.. n.(x) <
The proof is complete by an application of Chebyshev’s inequality. [

LEMMA 10. Let (Z;:i=1,...,N) be i.i.d. centered r-dimensional ran-
dom wvectors. For any j=1,...,r define Yi(]) = b(j)(:ni)Zi(]). Then for any
a;j>0,7=1,...,r, such that 3774 aj =k, it holds

Z( ZbAlxh1> < ZbAmth>

m:l —m h1=1 hm=1

where bk (x) = Ell;ea, ]b(j)(x)ij)] and the sum is taken over partitions
P ={A1,...,An} of the set of repeated indices I ={1,...,1,2,...,2,...;7,...

(where “17 is repeated 20 times, ..., “r” is repeated 2. times) such that
each As contains at least two elements of 1.

PrRoOOF. Begin by writing

- — - > 1) 1 (r) (r)
(48) = e Z Z Z Z E(Yil ’”Yial .”Y;a1+---+ar.,1 ka

XYy Dy oy )

Saq+-tan_q Sk
A summand in the last expression is zero as soon as there exists an index
(i1, ik, S1,---,8k) whose value is not repeated by another. This follows
by the independence and zero mean property of the YZ-(J ). Another way of

rearranging this sum is therefore as follows: partition the set I of the upper
indices of the formula (48) into a finite union I = A; U---U A,,, where

T}



24 L. A. BREYER, M. PICCIONI AND S. SCARLATTI

Z-j ) to simplify notation. Then
the sum on the left-hand side is bounded above in absolute value by

k N N
(49) )ED DD DETHD D b el B Pl

m=1|P|=mhi=1  hm=1
| S —

hihy if ki

|As| > 2 for each s. We write YiAk =Iljea, v,

Since the sum is over nonrepeating indices hi, ..., h;,, we have, by indepen-
dence, E]Y}ﬁl\ e \Yh‘i:”] = b4 (zp,,) - b (xp,,). Now the summand in (49)
is positive, so we can bound the sum from above by a sum over all (possibly
repeating) indices hq, ..., h,,, and after rearranging the sum, we obtain (47).
O

LEMMA 11. It holds that

gan(z, W _ C
) BBy zew) =P(E = e ) < e
gs,N .Z',W —
(51) ]P)(‘CN’ ZEN) :P<% >t 27'5N) < NT?%%/
gﬁN(az,W) 7'2 -3 ) C
Sey)=P( |22 4 > <
(52)  P(IDw|>en) ]P’( N g 2 ) S

forx € ﬁ’Mk(EN), where

Fyp(en) = {333 |[EnEry(2) — m(Erg(X))| < ge—KNﬁg‘ka/G_l}

for k=4,5,6, where K is the smallest of the local Lipschitz constants for
Fy at n(Erg(X)), for k=4,5,6.

PrOOF. By Lemma 6 we have g y(z, W)= NF,(Enry(z,W)) for k=
4,5,6. The vectors ry and polynomials Fj are of the type required by
Lemma 9. In order to compute Fj(m(Erg(X))) for k=4,5,6 we need to
replace in (40)—(42), of Lemma 6 the empirical averages with expectations
with respect to m x P. By a straightforward computation,

Fy(r(Ery(X))) = —i{[?)E(%D"(X)WQ(X)) +3E(y"*(X))
+6E("(X)y' (X)) + 3" (X))]
— (BH'(X)v/(X) + H'(X)])*}
00 [ 2
=—5 [3C/+ (e¥ ") (z) dx — <c/+ (e H') (x) d:z:> },

—00 —0o0
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since X has the density 7(z) = ce¥® with ¢ = e %), Since by assump-
tion (HP) both (e¥4”) (z) and e¥®) H'(x) are of the form f(z)e?®) with f
bounded and ¥ (z) — —o0 as || — 400, the right-hand side of the previous
expression is zero.

Next F5(m(Ers(X))) =0, since each monomial in rs contains at least one
factor which is an odd power of W, hence, it has mean zero. Finally,

Fy(m(Erg(X)))
= — i {SE@ (X)' (X)) + 60B (" (X)y'*(X))
+270B (4" (X)$" (X)¢/ (X)) + 135E(4"2(X))
+180E (¢ (X)9'"* (X)) + 180E (¢ (X)y" (X))
+ 180 (" (X )9/ (X)) + 60B (""" (X))
—90[B(H" (X) + H'(X)v/ (X))
x B(H'(X)(@" (X) + 3/ (X)$"(X)))]
—90[2E(H" (X)y'*(X)) + 2E(H"(X)y" (X))
+4B(H" (X' (X)) + 2B(H" (X))

x B(H"(X)+ H'(X)y' (X))

+45B(H'*(X))(B(H"(X)) + E(H'(X)v'(X)))*}

= — i { (BB (X)y (X)?)

+90E (W (X)) (X)$"(X)) + TBE(4" (X))

—90E(H"(X) + H'(X)y'(X))

+ B(H'(X)(4"(X) + v/ (X)3"(X)))

+45E(H"(X))(B(H" (X)) + BE(H'(X)y/(X)))*}
— 1 { B (X0 *(X) + BB (X)y" (X)y" (X))

+E("(X)) + 3B (X )4 (X))

+ BB (X9 (X)) + BE("™ (X)¥/ (X)) + E@"" (X))}
+ o [BH" (X)9'(X)) + E(H"(X)y" (X))

+2B(H" (X)¥/ (X)) + E(H"(X))]
x [B(H"(X) + H'(X)¥/(X))]},
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and this simplifies to

Fo(Bre(X)) = =<,
because the first term in curly braces equals —T—; by (43), the second term
is proportional to

E(wm(X)w/g(X)+3¢/(X)¢//(X)¢W(X)+1/1///2(X)3E(¢////(X)1/J//(X))
—|-3¢HH(X)¢,2(X)+3¢,/,/,(X)1/1/(X)—l—l/)”””(X))

+o0o
_ C/ (eww///)/// dr = 0,

—00
and the third term in curly braces contains the multiplicative factor
+0o0o
E(H"(X)+ H'(X)Y' (X)) = c/ (eVH'Y dz = 0.
— 0o
The last two displays equal zero by the same argument used before. There-
fore,

P(’%,N(%W)’
N2/3

= P(NY3|Fy(Enry(z, W))| > 1 rey),

o 9581, W)
N5/6

= P(NYS|F5(Enrs(z, W))| > 0 21ep),
2

> e_lTEN)

> €_2TEN)

W
ge,N(x )+T

P[22
= ]P’(’FG(ENI‘G(x,W)) — FG(EI‘G(X))‘ > €_3T€N)

so that the stated estimates follow directly from the previous lemma. [J

> £—37-5N)

LEMMA 12.  For on =(/NY%, it holds

o 7
(53) P[%/O Ylon =)L G (2, W) du

C
du” - eN} =

- EN]\[l/ﬁ'

PrOOF. By Markov’s inequality and Lemma 6, we have

]P’{i/(m( ) W du| > }
o fy (ow 27 Cun (@ EN

<Llg

o 6 o W)
< Gen /0 (on —u)” ——=Gy (2, W)du

du




[

2]

8]

[4]
[5]
(6]
(7]

8]

— =
=9

=
)

(13]

(14]
(15]

(16]
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1 6 d7
1
= G / UN_UGNEZUPk (Enpe(z)pe(Y )W 0 =1,...,m)|du
k=0
1 N
=G —u)SN Y u"E|P,(E rep—1
_6!5N/0 (on —u kZ::Ou [P (Enpe(x)pe(Yu) W3 ,m)| du,
C 7 C
<5NO'N = YN -
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