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The likelihood-informed subspace (LIS) method offers a viable route to reducing the dimensionality of high-
dimensional probability distributions arising in Bayesian inference. LIS identifies an intrinsic low-dimensional lin-
ear subspace where the target distribution differs the most from some tractable reference distribution. Such a sub-
space can be identified using the leading eigenvectors of a Gram matrix of the gradient of the log-likelihood func-
tion. Then, the original high-dimensional target distribution is approximated through various forms of marginal-
ization of the likelihood function, in which the approximated likelihood only has support on the intrinsic low-
dimensional subspace. This approximation enables the design of inference algorithms that can scale sub-linearly
with the apparent dimensionality of the problem. Intuitively, the accuracy of the approximation, and hence the
performance of the inference algorithms, are influenced by three factors—the dimension truncation error in iden-
tifying the subspace, Monte Carlo error in estimating the Gram matrices, and Monte Carlo error in constructing
marginalizations. This work establishes a unified framework to analyze each of these three factors and their in-
terplay. Under mild technical assumptions, we establish error bounds for a range of existing dimension reduction
techniques based on the principle of LIS. Our error bounds also provide useful insights into the accuracy of these
methods. In addition, we analyze the integration of LIS with sampling methods such as Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) and sequential Monte Carlo (SMC). We also demonstrate the applicability of our analysis on a
linear inverse problem with Gaussian prior, which shows that all the estimates can be dimension-independent if
the prior covariance is a trace-class operator. Finally, we demonstrate various aspects of our theoretical claims on
two nonlinear inverse problems.
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1. Introduction

Many applications in science and engineering must contend with expensive or intractable models that
are typically driven by high-dimensional or even infinite-dimensional random variables. Some exam-
ples are seismic imaging [16, 42], subsurface energy [22], glaciology [49], groundwater [28, 34], elec-
trical impedance tomography [35], and density estimation [46]. Denoting the high-dimensional random
variables of interest by X € X C R, the associated target probability density often takes the form

w(o) = g ula)f(@), 2= [ nla)s @)z, m

where we refer to Z, u(z), and f(x) as the normalization constant, the reference density and the likeli-
hood function, respectively. In the most common scenario, the target density is the posterior defined by
Bayes’ rule, the reference density is the prior, and the likelihood function is often denoted by f(z;y)
for some observed data y. Here we drop the dependency of f on y for brevity unless otherwise required.

In most of the aforementioned applications, the reference density p(x) takes a simple form, e.g. a
Gaussian density or an elliptical density, so that the reference distribution, its marginal distributions,
and its conditional distributions can be directly evaluated and sampled from. However, the likelihood
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function f, which often encodes some highly nonlinear parameter-to-observable map that represents
the underlying model, may introduce complicated nonlinear interactions among parameters. When the
parameter is also high-dimensional, generating samples from the target distribution using classical
methods such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) and sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) can be a
computationally challenging task. The computational effort required for generating each independent
sample from 7 () may scale super-linearly with the ambient parameter dimension d.

In many high-dimensional problems, there often exists a low-dimensional “effective” or “intrinsic"
dimension. Designing scalable sampling methods that can use this property has been a focus in the
recent literature [1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 23, 45, 51, 52, 61]. One effective strategy involves finding a parameter
subspace A with dimensionality d, < d, so that the original density with high ambient parameter di-
mensions can be approximated by some low-dimensional parametrization. The recently developed like-
lihood informed subspace (LIS) method [19, 25, 65] offers a way to identify &} for high-dimensional
target densities and approximates the target density via projections of the likelihood function onto A’..
For sampling related problems, such projections naturally lead to MCMC and SMC computations on
the reduced subspace A).. As a result, this may significantly lower the computation effort compared
with implementations directly targeting the ambient space X. In this work, we focus on the analysis of
the approximation accuracy of the LIS method and its related sampling algorithms.

1.1. Likelihood informed subspaces

Dimension reduction techniques have been exploited to reduce the computational cost due to the pa-
rameter dimension. When the target density 7(x) has a known covariance matrix X, a common ap-
proach is to use the principal component analysis or Karhunen-Loéve decomposition [36, 41] that
identifies the leading eigenvectors of X to define the subspace &.. Then, the parameters in the comple-
ment subspace of A, are ignored in the inference problem. Other than the computational difficulties of
estimating the covariance matrix for high-dimensional non-Gaussian target densities, this approach is
proven to be suboptimal even for problems with Gaussian reference densities and Gaussian likelihood
functions [54].

Without ignoring parameters from the inference procedure, LIS exploits an alternative way to ap-
proximate target densities. The intuition underpinning the development of LIS is that the likelihood
function f(x,,x | ) is often effectively supported on a low-dimensional subspace X, with dimension
dr < d. In other words, f can be approximated by a function that depends only on z, € A).. For a
given subspace A with dimension d,., we denote its complement subspace by X'| and define projec-
tion operators P, and P| such that range(P,) = X, and range(P) ) = X|. A parameter = can be
decomposed as

r=xp+x], Ty = Prx € Xy, (EJ_:PJ_(EGXJ_. 2)

For a density v(z;, 2z | ) on R%, we use 7(z,.) to denote its marginal on X, and v/(z | |z;.) to denote the
conditional density. This way, the target density can be decomposed as

m(x) = m(er, w1 ) =7(wr)m (e |,
where the marginal density and the conditional density take the form

f(xr,z )p(z] |oy)
flxr,z )z 2r)d |

() = i) / far i )uesle)de, and (o) = | .0

respectively. With the assumption that the likelihood function f is effectively supported on A}, the
above decomposition suggests that p(x | |z,) can be a good approximation of 7(z | |z, ). Thus, one
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can identify the subspace X, and construct a suitable lower-dimensional surrogate density @s(zy) to
approximate the marginal target density 7(x,). This allows one to approximate the full-dimensional
target density by

gas(mr,a?l) “@s(xr)ﬂ(xﬂxr)a 4

where the subscript s in @g(x,) and @s(zyr,x | ) denotes the method for constructing the surrogate
density, which will be specified in Section 1.2. The approximate target density ¢s(zy,2 ) can be
efficiently sampled using a two-step strategy—one can first apply MCMC or SMC to generate samples
from the lower-dimensional surrogate density @s(z,), and then draw independent samples from the
conditional reference density pu(x | |z ).

The identification of the subspace & is the key in constructing approximate densities in the form of
(4). Several methods based on the derivative information of the likelihood function have been developed
for this purpose. Some examples include the use of the Fisher information matrix [25, 24], the Hessian
matrix of log f [17,42], and the gradient of log f [19, 65]. Here we focus on the analysis of the gradient-
based techniques. Note that the gradient of the logarithm of the likelihood, V log f(x), indicates a local
direction at = in which the log-likelihood changes most rapidly, and the Gram matrix of V log f(X)
after averaging over all outcomes of X can measure variations of the likelihood function. Depending
on the choice of the distribution assigned to X, different Gram matrices have been considered:

o = [ V1og f(0)Vlog £ (2) la)da.
&)
Hy:= /Vlogf(x)Vlogf(m)Tw(m)dx.

When the gradient Gram matrix Hy, k € {0, 1}, is presented, the subspace spanned by the eigenvectors
of the largest eigenvalues of Hj, preserves most of the variations of Vlog f(x). Thus, the first d,
eigenvectors (which we will refer to as the ‘leading eigenvectors’) of the gradient Gram matrix can be
used to construct the subspace .

Both Hg and Hp can be numerically estimated using Monte Carlo integration. The matrix Hg can
be simply estimated using independent samples drawn from the reference density (). In comparison,
estimation of H7 is more challenging, because samples drawn from the target density 7 () are needed.
One may apply importance sampling

= [ Viog f()log f () f(@)ulz)da,

so that samples from p(z) weighted by the likelihood function can be used to estimate H;. However,
the likelihood f(x) may concentrate in a small region for problems with informative data, and thus the
above importance sampling formula may suffer from a low effective sample size. In this case, adaptive
MCMC sampling or SMC sampling can be used to estimate H;. At first glance, it appears that the
matrix H7 is not an effective way to identify the subspace &).. However, our analysis explains why
using Hy instead of H( leads to a more accurate approximation of the subspace A’..

1.2. Posterior approximation via marginalization

Given a subspace X, here we discuss three methods for building the lower-dimensional surrogate
density. A natural choice is to use the marginal density in (3).
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Definition 1.1 (Marginal likelihood). By marginalizing the likelihood function over the complement
subspace X |, one has

Flar) = / F(ar ) [ L = Ep(f(X)|PeX = 27). ©)

This yields the lower-dimensional surrogate density py(x;) = % f(z) () and the approximate
target density oy (vy, x| ) = @ p(xr)u(x | |77).

Since the low-dimensional surrogate density ¢ f(arr) is equivalent to the marginal target density
7(xy), the approximate target density ¢ ¢ shares the same normalizing constant Z with the full-
dimensional target 7. Closely related to the marginal likelihood approximation, we also consider the
following approximations based on marginalizing the square root of the likelihood and the logarithm
of the likelihood.

Definition 1.2 (Radical likelihood). Defining the square root of the likelihood by g(x) := +/ f (), the
marginal function g(x,) = E,(9(X)|PrX = x,) defines the lower-dimensional surrogate density

Pg(xr) = Zlgg(xr)Qﬂ(xr)7 Zg—/ (zr)? (), (N

and the approximate target density ©g(xr, x| ) = @g(xr) (21 [27).

Definition 1.3 (Log-likelihood). ~Defining the logarithm of the likelihood by I(x) := log f(x), the
marginal function [(x,) =E,(I(X)|P-X = x,) defines the lower-dimensional surrogate density

1 _

@l(xr) = ZeXp( (xr))ﬂ(xr)7 Z = /exp(f(x,n))u(xr)dxr, ®)

and the approximate target density py(x,,x | ) = @(zy)u(x | |2r).

Note that the combination of (; and the subspace defined by H is also known as the active subspace
method [19] in the literature. To provide a unified discussion, here we view it as one specific scenario of
the LIS. While using o4 and ¢; may seem less natural than using ¢ ¢, we will show in Sections 2-4 that
their theoretical and computational properties differ from those of . We use the shorthand notation
X ~ p(z) to indicate that a random variable X follows a probability distribution with the density p(z).
In practice, we can generate independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) samples Xi|XT::L'T,i =
1,..., M, from the conditional distribution (x| |,) using a map X/ = T(z,, W?), where W* are
i.i.d. samples describing the randomness of X | conditioned on X,.. Then the marginalization in all of
the approximate likelihood functions f(z;), §(z), and I(z;) can be respectively computed by Monte
Carlo integration

M )'Zif[:f(l’ X1), M (ar) = % Xi), 1 = % X1 ©
r)- M ryA1) g 7" : M g Tpy A : mr’ J—
i=1 i=1 i=1

Then, we denote the corresponding Monte Carlo version of the densities by

of M) o fM (@) (), @y(h)“gM(mr)Qﬂ(l'r)a o1 (@r) o< exp(™ (z,)) ey,

respectively, and the corresponding Monte Carlo version of the approximate target densities in a similar
way.
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1.3. Related work and main contributions

The use of the approximate target densities naturally introduces errors compared with solutions ob-
tained from the full target densities. Several interconnected factors impact the approximation accuracy.
Under mild assumptions, this paper aims to assess the following error sources and the performance of
related sampling algorithms:

1.

Accuracy of ps(x), s € {f,g,1}.In Section 2, we derive error bounds on the difference between
the approximate target densities ¢g and the full-dimensional target 7, quantified through either
estimation error of some test function or various statistical divergences. The highlight is that all
these errors can all be bounded by the spectrum of Hy or Hj. So if we have the true values of
Hy or Hy, we can find the optimal projection subspace with performance guarantees. From the
results, we will also observe that the approximation error of the subspace estimated using H7 tends
to be smaller than that of the subspace estimated using Hy, and it is independent of the normalizing
constant. In subspace estimation, this leads to a trade-off between Hy and H: the former is easier
to estimate while the latter tends to have better approximation accuracy.

Monte Carlo errors of cpi‘/" (z),s € {f,9,1}. In most practical cases, each of the approximate
target densities ¢ () need to be replaced by the Monte Carlo version goi,w (z) using samples drawn
from the conditional reference density u(x | |z,). In Section 3, we show that Monte Carlo averaging
incurs an additional error that is about O(1/+/M) times as large as the error of ¢g(x). Therefore,
M can be small when the approximation error of ¢4 () is moderate.

. Monte Carlo errors in estimating Ho and H;. The Gram matrices Hy and H; must be approx-

imated by their Monte Carlo estimates Hy and Hj, respectively. The resulting sample-averaged
subspace A may lead to additional approximation errors. In Section 4, we establish bounds on the
errors of the approximate target densities using X; instead of using the true subspace X;.. These
bounds only depend on the dimension of A} and the variances of Hgy and Hi. Importantly, our
bounds do not rely on eigenvalue gaps, which is a typical assumption used in dimension reduction
(e.g., [19]) but may have limited practical applicability. See Remark 4.4, Figures 1 and 6, and [29]
for further details.

Efficiency of LIS accelerated sampling. We can implement MCMC to draw samples from the low-
dimensional surrogate density @(z,), and then augment the low-dimensional samples by adding
samples drawn from the conditional reference density u(x | |x,) to obtain samples from the full-
dimensional approximate target density p¢(x). In Section 5.1, we investigate the efficiency of this
algorithm, in which Proposition 5.1 shows the overall efficiency is mostly determined by the MCMC
targeting the approximate target density (). In Section 5.2, we further investigate the connec-
tion between SMC and LIS, in particular how to use SMC to simplify the estimation of .

. Dimension independence. LIS methods are mostly used in high-dimensional problems, and hence

it is important for the error bounds to be dimension independent. In other words, various approx-
imation error bounds should depend only on the effective dimension d, and some other statistics,
but not on the ambient dimension d. We illustrate this is indeed the case in Section 6 for a class
of linear inverse problems. It also serves as a concrete example to demonstrate the efficacy of our
analysis.

We provide some numerical examples on nonlinear inverse problems to further verify our results in

Section 7. We allocate most of the technical proofs to the Appendix.

We now discuss some related work that addresses the preceding issues. In [19], Problems 1-3 are

investigated in the context of the active subspace method, which employs ¢; with &} estimated from
Hy, using the Hellinger distance. An analysis similar to that of [19] has also been developed for func-
tion approximation problems with Hy in [48]. The work of [65] investigated Problems 1-3 for ¢
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with &) estimated from H7 using the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. For Problem 1, our analysis
establishes new error bounds of ¢, s € {f, g} with X} estimated from both H; and H based on the
Hellinger distance. Using the bounds on the Hellinger errors, we can establish new sharp bounds on
the expected Monte Carlo errors in ¢ s € { £, g} for Problem 2. This analysis also sheds light on the
trade-off between H( and H;. For the sake of completeness, we also establish the error bound of ¢
and @f\/l with A estimated from H( based on the KL divergence. Moreover, our analysis for Problem
3 does not require the eigenvalue gap condition, which is assumed in [19, 65] and not easily fulfilled
in applications (see Remark 4.4, Figures 1 and 6 and [29]). Low-rank matrix approximation methods
that do not require an eigenvalue gap have also been studied, e.g. in [29], but not for sample-averaged
subspace estimation. Beyond Problems 1-3, our analysis also enables us to investigate Problems 4 and
5, which have practical significance but have not been previously addressed.

2. Accuracy of approximate target densities

Our starting point is to establish bounds on the errors of approximate target densities ps(x),s €
{f,9,1} in Section 1.2. We consider two forms to quantify the approximation errors. The first way
is through the estimation error. Suppose the goal is to estimate E[h] for some function of interest h.
The approximate density ¢ yields an approximate estimate E,, [h] that has the estimation error

En(m,@s) == [Ex[h] — Ep, [h]]. (10)

The second way is via statistical divergences, which are also known as f-divergences. Some popular
choices include the (squared) Hellinger distance

2
o L[ [r@ @)
Dy (m,v) 2/( o) A(x)) Az)dz.

where ) is a reference density such as the Lebesgue density; and the KL divergence

Dy (m,v) = /log ZE;; m(x)d.

We present in Lemma A.1 a few results regarding the relationship between these divergences and their
connections with the estimation error &,. Various error forms can be useful for applying dimension
reduction in different inference tasks, as each inference task often has its “preferred” way to quantify
the error. For example, the optimization problems in transport maps [9, 43, 53] and Stein variational
methods [27, 40] are formulated using the KL divergence, tensor train [21] and other approximation
methods, e.g., [39], give bounds in terms of the Hellinger distance, and the min-max formulation in
density estimation methods such as [59, 60, 62] relies on the estimation error in (10). Unless otherwise
specified, we only consider the estimation error and statistical divergences of the full-dimensional ap-
proximate target densities @4 (x), s € {f, g, (} rather than their lower-dimensional counterparts @4 ().

For different combinations of approximate target densities, ¢s(z),s € {f,g,(}, and subspace con-
struction methods, Hy,k € {0,1}, our first result discusses the a priori estimate of either & (7, ¢s)
or D (m,¢s) using the subspace X, and spectral information of H. Intuitively, the approximation
error is related to the sum of the residual eigenvalues of H},, which is denoted by

R(Xr, Hy,) :=tr(P Hp Py ), (11)
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where P is the projector defined in (2). Note that (11) is well defined for any linear subspace A’ and
computable for a given H},, whereas many statistical divergences do not have closed-form formulas.

To build a connection between approximation errors of ¢ (z) and the residual function R(X;, Hy),
we assume the reference density p(x) is compatible with the subspace X, in the following sense:

Assumption 2.1. The conditional reference density p(x | |xy) satisfies a -Poincaré inequality: for
all z, and any C' function h:

Vat o, o) () < 5 / VAo |2p(e o).

Assumption 2.1 asserts a Poincaré-type inequality that is modified for our subspace approximations.
In probability theory, it is well known that Poincaré-type inequalities hold for any strongly log-concave
density u(x). We refer the readers to [10] for a summary and its connection to other inequalities such
as the Brascamp-Lieb inequality [15] and the logarithmic Sobolev inequality [12, 31, 38, 47]. In the
following proposition, we provide a concrete example of Assumption 2.1 for the case that u(z) is a
slight perturbation from a strongly log-concave density. A similar result can be found in [65, Corollary
F.4]. We provide it here for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 2.2.  Suppose j1(x) x exp(=V (z) — U(x)) and there are constants ¢, B > 0 such that

» For any z, the minimal eigenvalue of the Hessian V2V(x) is larger than c;
* The variation in U is bounded in the sense that exp(sup, U(z) — inf, U(z)) < B;

Then Assumption 2.1 holds with k = B?/c.

Proof. See Appendix B.1. O

Table 1. A summary of approximation error bounds. The second column indicates the functions marginalized by
the approximate target densities.

approximation method ‘ marginalization ‘ approximation errors ‘ upper bounds
1
Hy and ¢y ‘ f ‘ En, Dy (VDkL) ‘ O(R(Xr,H1)2)
1
Hy and g ‘ g=F ‘ En, Dy ‘ O(R(Xr,H1)2)
1
Ho and W | &wbDu | R, HY) D)
1
Hg and g ‘ g=Tr ‘ En Dy ‘ O(R(Xr, Hp)2)
1
Ho and g, | i=t0ef | €.Du./Drr | OR(r, Ho))

Under Assumption 2.1 we will show that &, (7, ¢s) and D(.)(m,¢s) can be upper bounded by a
fractional power of R(X,, H). We summarize the results in Table 1. The first row indicates that
if the Gram matrix H; and the approximate density ¢ are used, then &, (m,¢y) is bounded by
O(y/R(Xy, Hy)). The same applies to other entries in the table. Note that we have written paren-
theses around /Dy, for Hy and ¢ f» since this scenario has been analyzed in [65] under a similar
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assumption. Therefore we do not discuss bounds for Dy (7, ¢ f) and focus on other bounds that
have yet to be analyzed. We first consider the approximations (H1, ) and (H1,¢g4) as described in
Definitions 1.1 and 1.2, respectively.

Proposition 2.3.  For a given subspace Xy, the expected conditional variance of the radical likelihood
function g = \/f provides the following upper bounds:

1
1) DH(W,Wf)2 < 7 /Varu(xL\xT) [g]u(xr)dxrﬂ
1
2) DH(”»SDQ)Q < Z /Varu(acjo) [g]ﬂ(xr)de'
In addition, the normalizing constants Z and Zg satisfy Z > Zg.
Proof. See Appendix B.2. O

Theorem 2.4.  Suppose the approximate densities oy and @ g are obtained using a subspace Xy con-
structed from the matrix Hy. Under Assumption 2.1, we have the following:

1) The Hellinger distance between w and ¢ ¢ is bounded by

1
DH(7T7(pf)§§\/I€R(Xr,H1). (12)

2) The estimation error with any L? integrable function h is given by

En(m,05) < /5 (Bxlh2) + By, [W2)R(X,, Hy).
3) The above two claims also hold for the approximation .
Proof. See Appendix B.3. O

Although the result of Theorem 2.4 claim 1) can also be obtained from Lemma A.1 claim 2) and
Corollary 1 of [65] (which uses the logarithmic Sobolev inequality), our proof offers additional insights
into the subspace construction. Proposition 2.3 connects the error of approximate target densities with
the x-Poincaré inequality via the expected conditional variance. This may also lead to new subspace
construction techniques beyond the gradient-based methods.

Remark 2.5. Recalling the definitions of Hy, we have H1 < % sup,, f Ho. Thus, we have a direct
corollary of Theorem 2.4 for the case where the subspace X is constructed from the matrix Hy:

1 /Kksu 1 /ksu
DHwMﬂSQJZ?meam» DwawszJé?megmn a3)

Similar bounds for the L? distance between log @y and logm assuming sup,, f =1 can be found in
Theorem 3.1 [19] with a more complicated pre-constant. In problems where the likelihood function
f concentrates in a small region, the associated normalizing constant Z can be small. This way, the
constant on the right-hand side of (13) can have a large value. In contrast, the only constant in (12) is
K, which is of value 0.5 when the reference density is the standard Gaussian distribution. This partially
explains why using Hg can be suboptimal. Following this observation, we predict that the reduced
subspace from Hy will perform better than the one from Hq, especially when the likelihood function
has concentrated support. This will be verified in our numerical examples.
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For the approximate target density ¢;, one can obtain bounds on the associated approximation errors
only if the matrix H is used to construct the subspace. In contrast, for the approximate target densities
¢ and g, error bounds can be obtained using both H; and Hy. See Table 1. The error bounds for
¢ are in general weaker than those for ¢; and p4—they depend on additional constants that can take
large values and the exponent of R (X, Hy) in the error bounds is 1/4.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose the approximate density @ is obtained using a subspace X, constructed from
the matrix Hqy. Under Assumption 2.1, we have the following:

1) The error in KL-divergence is bounded by
VElfllz,
Dicamp) < VP VR H). |l = [ Pan()ds > 2.

This also leads to an upper bound in Hellinger distance, since Dy (7, ;) < %DKL(TI', m)-
2) The estimation error is bounded by

B~ B ] < (18] + B 023 V12 (o, 1)) .

Proof. See Appendix B.4. O

el

3. Monte Carlo error of approximate target densities

To construct the approximate densities ¢, s € {f,g,l}, the marginalization in the lower-dimensional
likelihood approximations (cf. Definitions 1.1-1.3) often needs to be computed by Monte Carlo inte-
gration, where i.i.d. samples Xj_ | Xr=xr,i=1,..., M, drawn from the conditional reference density
(x| |x,) are used. To estimate the expected errors of the Monte Carlo version of the approximate
densities, denoted by @éw ,s €{f,g,l}, we consider the expectation of some function in the form of

hM :/h($T7XJ1_7aXJ]‘_J)ﬂ($T)de

By generating conditional samples from p(x | [2,) using a map X | = T'(x,, W), where W ~ v(w),
we can express the expectation of M over all possible outcomes of X | Xr=xp,i=1,...,M, as

Ens [hM} = / / h(xr,mr,wl),---,T(xr,wM»ﬂ(xr)dxr(ﬁu(w%)dwl-'-dw%
=1

in order to remove the conditional dependency of X j_ on X, in the expectation. The following theorems
reveal the accuracy of the sample-averaged approximate densities @é\/l .

Theorem 3.1.  Suppose the approximate densities oy and @g are obtained using a subspace Xy con-
structed from the matrix Hy. Under Assumption 2.1, the following bounds hold:

1) The expected Hellinger distance between 3034 and g4 satisfies

Enm [DH(WSJ#Pg)} < \/%\/m
g
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2) Given the conditional likelihood f(z | |x;) := f(z | ,x7)/ f(x,) and Cy = sup,, sup, | f(x|zr),
then the expected Hellinger distance between 905\/[ and @y satisfies

/2cC
Epf DH((p?/[,(pf)} < \/Mf,/R(XmHl).
Proof. See Appendix C.1. O

Note that claim 2) of Theorem 3.1 needs an additional assumption on the supremum of f(z | |z,),
while claim 1) does not, showing the analytical advantage of ¢4. The requirement that f(x | |z) is
bounded is not restrictive in practice, since the conditional likelihood is expected to be flat in the
complement subspace of X.. Since the Hellinger distance enjoys the triangle inequality, we have

Ear [Du (e, m)| <Ear [Du(el,00)] + Dles ), se{f.gh

This way, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 2.4 together reveal that the Monte Carlo averaging used in
oM (), s € {f,g} incurs an additional error that is about O(1/+v/M) as large as the error of (), s €
{f, g} Since the KL-divergence does not satisfy the triangle inequality, we directly establish the bound
onEy; [Dir(m, )] as follows.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose the approximate density @, is obtained using a subspace X, constructed from
the matrix Ho. Under Assumption 2.1, the expected L? error of the marginalized log-likelihood is
bounded by

Eps

( JIGCSE l‘(w))zu(xr)dxr) %] < ng

The expected KL-divergence of  from the approximation (p{‘/[ is bounded by

Bt (Do) < YU (12 L) RCE )

Proof. See Appendix C.2. O

Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 reveal that the sample size M does not need to be large in practice, as the error
D, (M 1) is dominated by the projection residual R(X;., Hg), which is independent of M.

4. Sample-based Gram matrix estimation

Given a subspace X, constructed from the matrix Hy, k € {0,1}, Sections 2 and 3 show that the ap-
proximation errors are bounded by R (X, Hy,). Since the gradient Gram matrix H}, has to be estimated
through Monte Carlo integration in practice, here we provide rigorous estimates of how the sampling
error of Hj, affects the overall approximation error.

We start with a general importance sampling formulation for estimating the gradient Gram matrix.
Suppose we can generate i.i.d. samples X* i =1,...,m, from a density v, then the Monte Carlo
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estimators of H and I are given by

S 15 ; AT (XY
Hyp=—)» VI X“)V1 X' =,
0 m; og f(X")Vlog f(X*) X
" ( ) (14)
~ 1 ) i 0.&
==Y Vieg f(X)Vlog f(X) T =2,
For some function h™(X1,..., X™) where X i ~ v(x) are i.i.d. samples, we denote the expectation
of h™ over all sampling outcomes of X* i =1,...,m by

Ey[hm]/-«-/h(xl,...,xm)(ﬁy(xi)>dzl~~-dxm.

For example, we have E,, [I;T | = Hy,. We also define the one-sample variance of the matrix estimators
under the Frobenius norm || - || 7 by

d
V(o) = 3 vare, |0rlog ()0 log F(X) 255 | =ik, (1~ llE] . )
ij=1
’ 7(X) = 2
V(Hy,v)= Y varx., [@‘ log f(X)0; 10gf(X)V(X)] =mE, [||H1 - Hl”F} . (16)

i,j=1

Recall that in the LIS procedure, the reduced subspace X is obtained as the d, dimensional leading
eigensubspace of Hj,. The associated residual is given by R(X,, Hy) = sz:d,« 11 Ai(Hp). In practice,
we can only obtain the leading eigensubspace ??T _generated by the sample-averaged matrix H - Thus,

we must consider alternative residuals based on &, and Hj,. We first consider the “effective” residual
R(XT, H;}.), which provides upper bounds on the approximation errors induced by the estimated sub-

space X, as  given in Table 1. Note that the true matrix Hj, must be used here. We aim to compare the
residual R(XT, H k) to the residual R (X, Hy,) to understand the impact of the sample-based estimation

of the subspace XT Since we cannot compute the effective residual R(Xr, H},) in practice, we must
use the computable residual R(XT, H k)= Zi: Al Z(H &) to determine the truncation dimension d,.
Thus, we also aim to estimate the difference between R(X,, Hy,) and R (X, Hy,) to understand the re-

liability of the computable residual R(??r, H & ). The following variation of the Davis—Kahan Theorem
[64] is useful for addressing these questions.

Lemmad4.l. Let Y e R4 gnd 3 e I@dXd be two positive semidefinite matrices. Let é?r be the d-
dimensional leading eigensubspace of > and P| be the orthogonal projection to its complementary
subspace. Then the following hold:

) R(X, D) =P 2P| <31 1 M(D) +2VE | -2 p.

2) R(%., %) = PLSPL <Ly i1 ME) + V|8 = Sp + (S - 5).

Proof. See Appendix D.1. O

A unique feature of these bounds is that they do not depend on eigenvalue gaps, which are usually
necessary for finding the subspace correctly. Further implications will be discussed in Remark 4.4.
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Theorem 4.2. Under Assumption 2.1, suppose Hy,, k € {O 1} is computed by (14) and the computed

subspace X is spanned by the d, leading eigenvectors of H . and the true subspace X, is spanned by
the d, leading eigenvectors of true Hy,. Then the following bounds hold:

~ 2
1) The effective residual satisfies E,, {R(Xr, Hk)} —R(Xp, Hy) < T d,V(Hg,v).
m
~ ~ o~ 1
2) The computable residual satisfies: E,, [R(X,«, Hi) — R(Xr, Hk)} < T d,V(Hg,v).
m
Proof. Using claim 1) of Lemma 4.1 and the identity
~ = dyV (Hy,v)
21 T )
By (| i — Hyllp) < Byl H — Byl = 0,

claim 1) directly follows. Using the fact that E,, [f[k] =H, E, [tr(f[k — Hy)] = 0, claim 2) follows
from claim 2) of Lemma 4.1. O]

Claim 1) of Theorem 4.2 shows that the difference between the expected effective approximation
residual using the sample average defined in (14) and the true approximation residual is of order 1/+/m,
where the prefactor is controlled by the variance V' ( Hy, v) and the dimension d,.. This reveals that, with
increasing m, the approximation accuracy of the subspace given by the sample averages becomes closer
to that of the true subspace. Claim 2) of Theorem 4.2 shows that the computable residual R(XT, H k)=

i: dyt1 N (H &) provides a reliable estimate of the approximation residual in expectation, where the
reliability is controlled by the sample size m, the variance V (H, ) and the subspace dimension d,.

In the following corollary, we combine Theorem 4.2 with the results in Section 2 to address a prac-
tical problem: given the estimated H &, k € {0,1}, quantify the associate LIS approximation error for
estimating E [h]. We use $s(x),s € {f,g,1}, to denote the approximate target densities defined by an
estimated subspace /'?T. Similar upper bounds for the statistical divergences discussed in Section 2 can
also be established. We do not present them for the sake of conciseness.

Corollary 4.3. For any bounded test function h, the estimation errors satisfy the following bounds:

1) Given /ﬁ« obtained from H 1 the resulting approximate target densities $s, s € { f, g}, satisfy

Ey [ (m, ¢s)] < 52 (E“[h2] +Ey [Bo. (1] ) : (R(XT Hy)+ WW) ?

2
1 2 B2 3 d R ~ i
Ey[ehw,@sngm(E“[h”Eg Eplh ”) (E[Z Ai<H1>]+drV<Hh>> |

2) Given X, obtained from Hy, the resulting approximate target density p; satisfies

1 o112 + B, [E 12]])  ® ) |
Ey[shw,samzm(”f oo (EalP 1 B[R ”)> (R(XT,HO)JFW\/%M))) |
1 2 . [h2 3 d R ~
E, [5h(ﬂ,¢z)}én4<”f”2’“ (Ex[h ];EV [Eg, [ H)) (EV > Ni(Ho)| + dr‘\//(gm )
i=dr+1




Accuracy of LIS methods 13

Proof. For claim 1), recall that Theorem 2.4 applies to any given subspace, including z\A’r, so we have

Ey[€4(m, ¢)] < \/ § (Exlh?] + E, [Eg, [h2]) EL [R(X,, Hy),

by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. Then we apply the upper bound of E,, ['R(/?T, Hy)]in Theorem 4.2
to obtain the corollary. Claim 2) can be shown similarly. O

Remark 4.4. It is worth pointing out that our results did not discuss the difference between the
estimated subspace X, and the subspace X, obtained from the true H}.. (For a mathematical definition
of this difference, one can refer to Theorem 1 in [64]). While finding the difference is possible using
tools like the Davis—Kahan theorem, this difference is usually inversely proportional to the eigenvalue
gap, i.e., O(A1(Hy)/(Aq, (Hy) — Aq, 1 (Hy))). See Theorem 1 in [64] for example. This quantity
can be very large if the matrix H, does not have a significant eigenvalue gap near the truncation
dimension d,. This is often observed in various applications, e.g., [17, 18, 30, 33], where eigenvalues
of Hy, decay rapidly. For example, if A\, (Hy) =m ™2, then (\g, (Hy) — Adypis (H))"t=0(d2). For
the numerical examples in Section 7, we observe that the eigenvalue gap is in the order of 10~% 10
10~° for a moderate d,.. In other words, it is impractical to recover the subspace exactly.

Fortunately, different eigenvectors of X, have very different impact on the resulting approximate
target density g. Intuitively, the accuracy of s has little dependence on eigenvectors of Hj with
close-to-zero eigenvalues, because they contribute little to Hy,. But having accurate estimations for
these eigenvectors is the most difficult, since their eigenvalues are close to each other. Our analysis
avoids considering the difference between X, and X, and focuses on the difference between 1 and Qs,
since the latter does not need the eigenvalue gap and is the purpose of identifying the subspace.

In importance sampling, the proposal density v plays an important role in the sampling accuracy. In
particular, the one-sample importance sampling variance of the Gram matrix can be bounded by the
likelihood ratio between v and p, or v and 7, as follows.

Proposition 4.5. We have the following upper bounds for the sampling variance of the Gram matrix

1(X)?
v(X)?)’

7(X)?
v(X)2

V(Ho,v) <Exny |||V 1og f(X)]* V(Hi1,v) <Ex~, |[|Viog f(X)|*

Proof. See Appendix D.2. O

Proposition 4.5 shows that one should make the ratios, % and %, close to one in order to minimize the
sampling variance for Hy and H1, respectively. For estimating H, we can naturally use the reference
distribution, which is easy to sample from, as the biasing distribution, i.e., v = u. For estimating H1, the
second inequality in Proposition 4.5 suggests that using the reference distribution may not be a feasible
strategy. Consider a scenario where the likelihood function is bounded as sup,, f = 1 and the gradient
of the log-likelihood is bounded as sup,, [|Vlog f(z)|| = M. Using v = p, the variance V' (H1, 1)
is inversely quadratic in the normalizing constant Z, i.e., V(Hy,pu) < Mj; / Z2. For a target density
concentrating in a small region of the parameter space, the normalizing constant Z can take a small
value, and thus the variance V (Hy, 1) can take a rather large value. This way, alternative strategies
such as MCMC and SMC must be used to adaptively collect samples from the target distribution for
estimating H, while the intermediate estimation of H provides approximate target densities that can
be used to accelerate MCMC and SMC. Further details are presented in the next section.
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5. Integration with MCMC and SMC

In this section, we discuss the integration of MCMC and SMC with the approximate target densities
defined by LIS for estimating the Gram matrix H;.

5.1. MCMC with LIS

For a given target density 7(z), the Metropolis—Hastings (MH) method employs a proposal density
p(x,z’) and an acceptance/rejection step with the acceptance probability

(2 )p(a’,x)

Ple o) =10 ()

to construct a Markov chain of random variables with () as the invariant density. With the subspace
identified by the LIS approach, we can apply different strategies to different subspaces to accelerate
the convergence of MCMC. For a given subspace X, we can formulate an MCMC transition kernel
on X, that has one of the lower-dimensional surrogate densities ¢s(z,),s € {f,g,l}, as the invariant
density. Then, combining the transition kernel on X, and the conditional reference density p(z | |x),
we can define a Markov chain transition kernel that has the full target density 7 (z) as the invariant
density. This procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: MCMC with LIS proposal

Input: target density 7 (), an initial state X 0 — 20, a LIS subspace X, proposal density p,
conditional reference density p( - |- ), likelihood function f, and lower-dimensional
surrogate density @, s € {f, g,1}, iteration count ¢

Output: a Markov chain X!,... X?

1forj=1,...,tdo

2 Given the previous state X G=1) = g, decompose it as x = x, + x| based on the subspace
decomposition R% = X, & X ;
3 Generate a MCMC proposal z}. ~ p(xy, - );

;L . _ . / I _ Bs(z7)p(ar,Tr) .
4 Let x). = x;, with rejection probability 1 — 5(z,, ), B(ar,z;.) =1 A Gs@plaral)’

5 | Generate a proposal ', ~ (x| |x;) and set 2’ = x). + 2/ ;
AR - /
6 Compute the acceptance probability a(z,z") =1 A fa )ias (I/T)fl(xr) ;
f(@)@s(a))i(zr)
7 With probability a(x, "), accept the complement proposal and set X k — 2/, otherwise

reject &/ and set X7 = z.

The acceptance and rejection steps used in lines 4 and 7 of Algorithm 1 are consistent with the ap-
proximation of the target density. Since the lower-dimensional surrogate density @s(x,) carries most
of the information provided by the likelihood function, it may have a complicated structure to explore.
However, the rather low dimensionality of @(xz,) makes it possible to design efficient MCMC tran-
sition kernels. Note that the product of the lower-dimensional surrogate density and the conditional
reference density, @s(zr)u(x | |2, ), defines an approximation of the full-dimensional target density,
in which the approximation accuracy has been extensively analyzed in previous sections. This way, in
the complement space X'| , we embed (x| |z, ), which is an approximation of 7(z | |2, ), into another
MCMC transition kernel to explore the full-dimensional target density 7(x). Thus, the efficiency of
the complement subspace MCMC transition in lines 5—7 of Algorithm | should strongly depend on
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its acceptance rate. In the following proposition, we show that 7 (z) is indeed the invariant measure of
Algorithm 1. In addition, we also provide a lower bound on the complement transition acceptance rate
in line 6 of Algorithm 1.

Proposition 5.1.  The full-dimensional target density w(x) is the invariant density for Algorithm 1.
Moreover, the expected acceptance rate for the x | part is lower bounded by

E [a(X,X")] > 1—4V2Dy (7, ps).
Here X is a random sample from 7 and X' is a proposal generated by Algorithm 1.

Proof. See Appendix E.1. O

Proposition 5.1 indicates that when running Algorithm 1, the acceptance rate of the MCMC transi-
tion in the complement subspace X| is controlled by the accuracy of the approximate target density.
One anticipates that the acceptance rate in line 6 approaches 1 if the approximation error approaches
0. In other words, the efficiency of Algorithm 1 depends largely on the efficiency of the MCMC on
the low dimensional &}.. To implement Algorithm 1, we need the lower-dimensional surrogate den-
sity @s, s € {f, g,1}. This in practice can be replaced by the Monte Carlo version @é‘/f (cf. Definitions
1.1-1.3), with accuracy guaranteed by Theorems 3.1 and 3.2. Note that the surrogate density @?4 (zr)
provides an unbiased estimate of the marginal target density 7 (). In [24], this is used together with
the pseudo-marginal technique [4, 5] to design alternative sampling methods.

Another key ingredient in Algorithm 1 is the LIS subspace X, which is obtained by estimating
either the matrix Hq or the matrix H1. While Hj is easy to compute, the resulting subspace may have
inferior approximation accuracy compared with that obtained by H7. However the estimation of Hy
often requires samples from the target 7(z) (cf. Section 4). To resolve this dilemma, we consider to
adaptively estimate 1 and the LIS &} within MCMC. The procedure is summarized in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: MCMC with adaptive LIS
Input: target density 7(x), reference density u, likelihood function f, number of epochs K,
iteration count ¢, and a truncation index K
Output: a Markov chain X!, ..., XE+Dt and a subspace X
1 Generate X!,..., X from y and compute HO = % Zﬁzl Viog f(XH)Vliog f(X)T;
2 Find the leading eigenvectors {v1,...,vg, } of HO) to define X, =span{uv1,... ,Ud, 3
sforj=1,..., K do
4 Run Algorithm 1 with target density 7, initial state X7?, and LIS subspace X for ¢
iterations to generate the Markov chain X J Hl, D ¢ian?
5 Compute H) = % 25:1 Vlog f(X7H)Vlog f(XIHHH T,
¢ | Compute = ity Simingc)
7 Find the leading eigenvectors {v1,...,v4 } of H to define X, =span{vy,...,vg };

Our starting point is an initial LIS Xp that can be estimated using H. Then, we run Algorithm 1
using X{ to generate samples from 7. We call this the first epoch. Algorithm 1 in this epoch might
not be efficient, since Xy may not be a good subspace. However, we can re-estimate the matrix Hy
and an improved LIS X using the samples in the first epoch. Then, the updated X is used in the next
epoch to run Algorithm 1. This procedure can be carried out iteratively, where each epoch creates better
estimates of the Gram matrix H7 and the corresponding LIS. The truncation index K is introduced
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to discard burn-in samples from initial epochs in estimating ;. Since the subspace estimation error
follows a Monte Carlo convergence rate (cf. Theorem 4.2), we often only need to implement Algorithm
2 for 0(103) iterations in each epoch to estimate the LIS &) in many practical scenarios. In practice,
the LIS usually stabilizes after a few epochs (e.g., about 10 epochs) of training, so in total 0(104)
iterations are needed to build the LIS. Then, the estimated subspace A&} can be used in the non-adaptive
Algorithm 1 to explore the target density.

5.2. SMC with LIS

For target densities with complicated and multi-modal structures, SMC offers an efficient alternative
to MCMC. Here we present the integration of SMC with LIS. This integration also offers a layered
subspace construction procedure that is naturally embedded within SMC. In our context, SMC uses a
sequence of densities 7, k € 0,..., K, such that 7y = p, mg = 7, and each ratio 7y 1 /7, has a small
variance. For example, one can obtain such a sequence using the tempering formula

1

(@) = ZH

@f@)™, Ze= [u@)f@Prde, heoL... K,

where ;. > 0 is an increasing sequence with So = 0 and Sx = 1. This way, given samples from 7,
one can apply importance sampling to obtain weighted samples from 7 1 and estimate associated
statistics. Then, these statistics can be used to formulate MCMC transition kernels with the invariant
density 71 to update the weighted samples. This procedure is summarized in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: SMC for LIS proposal
Input: likelihood function f, reference density u, tempering coefficients §;, and iteration count
ty foreachlevel k€ 1,... K
Output: Samples X', ..., X7 from 7 o fp
1 Generate samples X!, ..., XT from mp = W
2 forke0,..., K—1do
3 Compute the weights W7 = fBr+1—5x (X7 forj=1,...,T;
4 | LetH|=(X]_ W7)~"L 3T, Vg f(X7)Viog f(X7)TWJ;
5 Find the leading eigenvectors {v1,...,vq, } of H] to define X, =span{v1,...,vq, };
6
7

fort=1,...,T do
Draw a resampling index J from the categorical distribution with the probability mass
function P[J = j] o« W7, j=1,...,T,and set YO = X7/,

8 Run MCMC Algorithm 1 with the invariant density 71 o< i f Br+1 | initial state YO,
LIS subspace X}, iteration count g, let Yl, ... Y be the output ;
9 Update X! = Y'*;

In Algorithm 3, a resampling step is used to transform a weighted particle representation of 7 1 into
an equally weighted particle representation, followed by MCMC updates. In practice, the tempering
coefficients can be chosen adaptively. Given the weighting function fPr+1=Br (z), one can choose the
next tempering coefficient 8y such that

2 N2

Er, |:fﬁk+l_6k (X)] ESS ( ny fﬂkﬂ—ﬂk (XZ))
BB T <71, where ESS = T A" o

Er,, [fPer17Pk(X)2] n D JURRITPR(XT)
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is the effective sample size and 7 € (0, 1) is a predetermined threshold.
For each tempering coefficient 35 1, we construct the matrix H for the corresponding target density

Tk-1 Using importance sampling with 7, as the importance density, and then build MCMC transition
kernels as described in Algorithm 1. Denoting the matrix H; for the density 741 by H YHI), its

importance sampling estimate takes the form E, [H %5+ 1) (X)), where

HOED) () = Dk

= Vlog f(z)Vlog f(x)—rf(x)(ﬁk-&-l_ﬁk).
Zk11

The introduction of the tempering sequence reduces the variance of each H7 estimation compared to
the direct estimation of /17 from the reference . This can be characterized in the following proposition.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose ||V log f(x)|\4f(x)5k+1+6 with 0 = Biy1 — By is integrable under the
reference . Then the variance upper bound

d
Z
Vesra(m) i= 37 varam, [HEDO0]] < 22 B, (19108 SOOI (0]
ij=1
for the subspace estimation in SMC is finite.
Proof. See Appendix E.2. O

By setting v = p in the inequality for V/(H7,v) in Proposition 4.5, and by using that 7(z)/u(x) =
%f(a:) for a.e. , it follows that V' ( Hy, i) is finite if ||V log f (z)||* f (x)? is integrable with respect to
te. This is strictly stronger than the requirement in Proposition 5.2 if and only if 81 + d < 2. The
latter condition is valid as soon as K > 2 tempering coefficients are used. Consider the same example
used in Section 4 where the likelihood function is bounded as sup, f = 1 and the gradient of the
log-likelihood is bounded as sup,, ||V log f(z)|| = M. The variance Vj 1 (H1, ) in SMC satisfies

Mjgzk

Vi1 (Hy,mp) < 7
k41

which can be much smaller than the upper bound V (Hy, pu) < M;: / Z? of the direct importance sam-
pling formula in Proposition 4.5. On the other hand, one needs to implement the SMC scheme which
is in general more involved and computationally more expensive than using importance sampling.

6. Dimension independent errors for linear inverse problems

LIS mainly targets high-dimensional problems with intrinsic low-dimensional structures. For infinite-
dimensional problems, it is highly desired that the subspace approximation error (e.g., the result in
Corollary 4.3) is independent of the ambient parameter dimension d. While the dimension indepen-
dence of sampling methods has been extensively investigated in the literature, see [20] and references
therein, there has been little investigation on the dimension independence of LIS. Intuitively, for the
approximation error to be dimension independent, Hy, k € {0,1} must be trace-class in the limit as
d — oo and the variance V (H},,v) must be bounded independently of d. It is an open question to
establish conditions under which these properties hold for general likelihood functions. We will show
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that the two conditions above are satisfied for linear Gaussian Bayesian inverse problems, i.e. where
the prior and likelihood are Gaussian and the parameter-to-observable map is linear.

We consider a Bayesian problem with unknown parameter z € R? and the prior pq (2) being N'(0,T).
Given a linear parameter-to-observable map G, the data are given by

Y=GZ+¢§, E~N(0,1qg,).
Applying a whitening transformation X =I'~/2Z, we obtain X ~ p(z) where pu(z) = N'(0,1,) and
Y =AX+¢ A=GTY2

This defines the likelihood function f(z) = exp(—% |Az — Y'||?). First we will establish a series of
estimates for the quantities we derived in previous sections.

Proposition 6.1. Denote C4 = AT A= GTT'G. The following hold:

1) The eigenvalues of Hy are controlled by \j1(Hp) < /\i(CA)2-
2) The eigenvalues of Hy are controlled by A\;11(Hp) < )\i(CA)2/1 + X (Ca).

3) The normalizing constant is bounded by \/det(Cy + I) < % <+/det(Cy +I)exp (% ||y\|2)
4) The constant % is bounded by % <det(I +C%)V4exp (3(v2—1)?|ly|?)
5) When the reference density i is used for estimating Hy,, k € {0, 1}, the variances are bounded by

2

d
V(Ho,p) < 6( (Z )\z‘(CA)2> + IIATyI4>7
i=1
d i (C )2 2
V(Hy, 1) < 64/det(T+ CF)exp (V2= 12y ( (Z M) + IIATyII4>~

i=1

6) The SMC sampling variance in Proposition 5.2 is bounded by

d 2
Ai(Cy)?
Viey1 (H1,mp) <61/ det(1+0°C3 ) exp (74T ( (} A A,%AJ + ||ATy4>.
1

=1
where § = By 11 — B and T = [11 + 9.

Proof. See Appendix F.1. O

Claim 1) implies that the spectrum of H( is bounded by the spectrum of C%. Claim 2) implies that
the spectrum of H; is bounded by the spectrum of Ci([ + C4)~ L. Note that

Xi(Ca)?

— < )\;(C 2,
1+)\i(CA)_ Z( A)

and the ratio between the two is large if A;(C4) is large. Also recall that in Remark 2.5, we showed
the approximation errors with subspace obtained from Hj involve the pre-constant 1/Z, which is
estimated in claim 3), but not the subspace obtained from H;. Thus, in the Gaussian linear setting,
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the error estimates obtained from [; will be much tighter than those obtained from H; when the
dominating eigenvalues of C 4 are large, which is often the case in practice.

On the other hand, H is easier for Monte Carlo based estimations than Hy. This can be seen from
the bounds on the variance of the Gram matrices in claim 5). Comparing with V(Ho, ), V (Hq, 1)
has an additional dependence on det(I + C%) and exp (%(\/ﬁ —1)2|ly||?). Claim 6) shows that this
estimation difficulty can be remedied by SMC, because the upper bound of the variance Vj, 1 (H1, 7))
is smaller than that of V' (Hy, u).

In many applications, the spectrum of the prior covariance I is assumed to exhibit polynomial decay,
i.e. /\j(F) < Crj~% a > 0. This kind of assumption is common for functional data analysis [18, 33,
50] and inverse problems [57]. With « > 1/2, the prior covariance is trace-class, and thus the prior
has measure 1 on some suitably constructed Banach space. In the following corollary, we replace the
bounds in Proposition 6.1 with estimates obtained using this trace-class constraint to demonstrate the
dimension scalability.

Corollary 6.2. Suppose the eigenvalues of I' exhibit polynomial decay, \;(I") < Cpj~% with o >
1/2, the observation matrix G has bounded 22 operator norm, and the observed data have bounded
02 norm. Then the following estimates hold independently of the ambient parameter dimension d.
Consequently, the estimation error &y, for any bounded h is independent of d by Corollary 4.3.

1) When using X, as the subspace spanned by the first d, eigenvectors of Hy, k € {0,1},

1

<
RUE i) < 507

G| CR(dy — 1)1,

2) The constant % is bounded by % <exp (3(vV2 - 1)?|jy|> + 225 G|* CE).

3) When the reference distribution 1 is used for estimating the matrices Hy, k € {0, 1}, the variances
are bounded by

4o’ 8 ~4 4
V(H < G r+ A

40
V(Hy, 1) <6 2 12[yl2+ —=—|GI*CE) [ ———— IGIBCE + ATy ) .
(#1,00) < 600 ( (V2= D21l + 52 1G1CR ) (g 61 G + 14T
4) The SMC sampling variance in Proposition 5.2 is bounded by

52a 40
H < 2 AT 2 4 ~2 8 ~4 AT 4 )
Viera(Hm) < bexp (14TyI? + 51161 ) (o gz |GIP G + 14T

where § = By — B

Proof. See Appendix F.2. O

7. Numerical examples

Now we provide several numerical examples to illustrate the theoretical results developed in the pre-
ceding sections. We start with a synthetic linear inverse problem to demonstrate various likelihood
approximation methods and continue with a more practical nonlinear Bayesian inference problem gov-
erned by a partial differential equation (PDE).
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7.1. Example 1: synthetic example

In the first example, we consider a Bayesian inverse problem with linear observations and log-normal
prior. Problems of this type are applied in X-ray tomography and atmospheric remote sensing, see [32]
and references therein. The parameter to be inferred can be modeled by a random Gaussian vector
X ~ pu=N(0,T), where T' € R¥¢ is the prior covariance matrix. The observation data are modeled
through

Y =Gexp(X)+¢, £~N(0,0%1y,),

where G € R%*4 is a matrix. The observation likelihood is then given by

f(x;y) ocexp (_%ig |y — Gexp(w)Q) :

To compare different approximations by exploring regimes where the data have differing impacts on
different parameter directions, we generate random observation matrices and prescribe the spectra of
the observation matrix and the prior covariance matrix. We specify the prior covariance by setting
I' = diag(v1,72,---,7q) With v; =03 —B%. To create a random observation matrix G, we use the
reduced singular value decomposition G = U AV'T, where the matrices U and V are randomly and
independently generated from the orthogonal group [56] and A = diag(A1, Ag, ..., )\dy) with \; =

Ao j —Bx.In particular, U and V' are computed using a QR decomposition of a matrix of independent
standard Gaussian entries. By using randomly generated GG, we can confirm the observed phenomena
are not restricted to a specific choice of . In this example, we present 3 independently generated G,
and we will see the numerical results have little differences among them. The problem dimensions are
set to d = 500 and dy = 50. The variables that determine I' and G are given by vo =4, 8y = —2,
Ag = 100, and By = —1. The standard deviation of the observation noise is given by o = 1.

R.M.2 R.M.3
104
oo
od-o"o,
o 9387
o ~
°%“&o‘~ -
<
O ~\~
pa -
1073 |- @
) 000
Ar(Hyp)
_10 W ] I _10 W ] N _10 W Ar(H1) 7 Ar1(H1) N
10 3 5 10 3 5 7 10 3 5 7
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
dr d'r dr

Figure 1. Synthetic example. Eigenvalues and the gaps of eigenvalues of H}, matrices for three randomly gener-
ated observation maps (R.M.) and the sums of the residual eigenvalues versus the projection dimensions.

We present the numerical results based on three realizations of the randomly generated G matrices.
For each test case, we construct the “true” matrix Hy using 5 x 10° Monte Carlo samples and construct
the “true” matrix Hq using 5 x 106 MCMC samples. As shown in Figure 1, for all three test cases, the
eigenvalues of H7 matrices are several orders smaller than those of Hy matrices, and thus the sums
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Figure 2. Synthetic example. Approximation errors of the approximate posterior densities versus projection di-
mensions for different /, matrices and different approximation methods. From left to right, approximation meth-

ods are (,olM s <p9/[ ,and 4,0% , respectively. Sample size M = 4 is used in computing the conditional expectation.

R(Xr, Hy), MC R(Xr, Hy), MCMC R(Xr, Hy), SMC

10°

100

102

Figure 3. Synthetic example with the first random observation matrix. The sums of the residual eigenvalues versus
projection dimensions for different /1, matrices and subspaces Xr computed using different samples sizes m and
different methods. From left to right, we have Monte Carlo estimation of ﬁo, MCMC estimation of H 1, and SMC
estimation of H 1, respectively. The error bars represent [10%, 90%] quantiles estimated using 100 runs.

of the residual eigenvalues, R (X, H1), are significantly lower than R (X}, Hg). This suggests that the
approximate posterior density induced by the H; matrix should have better accuracy compared with
that defined by the H( matrix in this example. This is confirmed in Figure 2, which shows the squared
Hellinger distances between the true posterior and three approximations @é\/l ,s €{f,g,l} introduced
in Section 3. For all posterior approximation methods, the approximation subspaces defined by H;
matrices yield significantly smaller squared Hellinger distances than those of Hy matrices.

The eigenvalue gaps, A\, — \,_1, are also plotted in Figure 1. Note that we use the same x-axis by
assuming r = d,. The eigenvalue gaps decay to zero quickly. In particular, for Hy, the gap is around
103 for a moderate reduction dimension r = 32, and 107 for a larger dimension r = 128. For Hy,
the effective eigenvalue gaps are of similar values, since we need to divide it by A, which is around 10*
for Hg. This illustrates that it is important for the theoretical results to be independent of eigenvalue
gaps, as explained in Remark 4.4.

Since all the numerical results are similar among all three randomly generated observation matrices,
we will focus on the first realization for subsequent discussion. Next, we investigate the impact of
sample size m for estimating the lower-dimensional subspace X,.. Figure 3 presents the quantiles of the
sums of the residual errors for various sample-based subspace estimations. Although both Hy and Hy
matrices have diminishing eigenvalue gaps in this example (c.f. Figure 1), the sample-based estimations
still exhibit sufficient accuracy in probing the dimension reduced subspaces. For example, with a rather
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Figure 4. Synthetic example with the first random observation matrix. Approximation errors of the approximate
posterior densities (with projection dimensions dr = {8, 16, 32}) versus sample sizes M = {1,2,4,8}. From left
to right, approximation methods are gle with the matrix Hy, cp?/[ with the matrix H1, and cpé\/[ with the matrix
Hy, respectively. The error bars represent [10%, 90%)] quantiles estimated using 100 runs.

small sample size m = 100, using either MCMC or SMC can lead to accurate subspace estimations
for the approach based on the H1 matrix. This confirms the findings of our analysis in Section 4. In
addition, the SMC-based estimation has better accuracy compared to that of MCMC-based estimation,
which is also anticipated by our analysis in Section 5.

Finally, we investigate the Monte Carlo sample size M for computing the conditional expectations
in various approximate posteriors, as discussed in Section 3. The results presented in Figure 4 confirm
the results of our analysis. For problems with rather small residual eigenvalues R (X, Hy), a small
sample size M is sufficient for accurate estimation of the conditional expectations. Increasing M only
leads to a marginal improvement in the approximation accuracy in this example. The reasons behind
this were explained at the end of Section 3.

7.2. Example 2: PDE problem

We consider a classical Bayesian inverse problem governed by an elliptic PDE [26, 28]. Such problems
arise in subsurface flows and oil reservoir management. Fix a domain of interest D with boundary 0D.
The potential function ¢ — u(t) where t € D C R? is modeled by the PDE

— V- (k(t)Vu(t)) =0, teD:=(0,1)% (17)

with Dirichlet boundary conditions u|¢, =0 = 1 and u|¢, =1 = 0 on the left and right boundaries, and
homogeneous Neumann conditions on other boundaries. The diffusion coefficient x(t) should be pos-
itive, and thus it is often parametrized by its logarithm, i.e., x(¢) = exp(z(¢)). The goal is to infer
the unknown parameter function x(t) from d,, incomplete observations of the potential function w(t).
Following the setup of [23], a zero-mean Gaussian process prior with the exponential kernel

K(t.t)=exp (~7lle 1)

is prescribed to the unknown parameter x(t).

Given an arbitrary function z(t), the PDE (17) cannot be solved analytically. This way, the func-
tions z(t) and u(t) need to be discretized to numerically solve (17). We tessellate the spatial do-
main D with a uniform triangular grid with mesh size h, and then define continuous, piecewise
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quadratic finite element (FE) basis functions {¢1(¢),...,¢4(t)} with cardinality d. Then, the infi-
nite dimensional functions z(t) and w(¢) can be approximated by z(t) ~ zy,(t) := Zle @;(t)z; and
u(t) = up(t) = 2?21 ¢;(t)u;, respectively. After discretization, the unknown function z,(¢) can be

effectively represented by a coefficient vector x = (z1,...,x4), which yields a multivariate Gaussian
prior pi(z) :=N(0,T) where T;; = [ [ K (t,t')¢;(t)¢;(t')dtdt’.

Tirue(t) u(t; Torue)
-,
]

Figure 5. Setup of the PDE inverse problem. Left: the true parameter xt, e (t) used for generating synthetic data.
Right: the corresponding potential function u(¢; Ttrye) and observation locations.

For any given parameter coefficients z, the corresponding discretized potential function wy, (t; ) is
obtained by solving the Galerkin projection of the PDE (17). Observations are collected as dy = 19
local averages of the potential function «(t) over sub-domains D; C D, i=1,...,d,. The subdomains
are shown by the squares in Figure 5. To simulate the observable model outputs, we define the forward
model G : R? — R% with

1
Gl(a:)zm/D up(t;x)dt, i=1,...,dy.
? i

Synthetic data for these dy, local averages are produced by y = G(true) + &, where & ~ N(0, oI dy)
and xtrye i a realization of the prior random variable. To investigate the impact of the observa-
tion noise in practical applications, we present three test cases with observational standard deviations
o =1{0.034,0.017,0.0085} that correspond to signal-to-noise ratios, 10, 20, and 40, respectively. The
resulting posterior distribution concentrates with reducing o.

As shown in Figure 6, for all three test cases, the eigenvalues of the Hj matrices and their gaps
decay rapidly, which are similar to the first numerical example. The eigenvalues of H{ matrices and the
associated sums of the residual eigenvalues, R (X}, H1), are several orders smaller than the eigenvalues
of Hy matrices and R(X,, Hp). In addition, the gap between R(X;, Hy) and R(X;, Hy) increases
with decreasing o. This suggests that the accuracy improvement of the approximate posterior densities
induced by the H7 matrix over those of the H matrix can be further enhanced for more concentrated
posterior distributions in this example. Moreover, with a smaller o, the signal-to-noise ratio is larger,
and the posterior density is more different from the prior. As a result, the sampling problem becomes
more challenging. This can be observed from the eigenvalue values for o = 8.5 x 10™3, which are
several magnitudes larger than the ones of o = 3.4 x 1072,

In Figure 7, we compare the performance of using Hy and H; with three projection methods and
noise scales. The performance is measured in Hellinger distance from the true posterior. We can see that
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o =0.017 o =0.0085
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Figure 6. PDE example. Eigenvalues and their gaps of Hj matrices for three test cases with o =
{0.034,0.017,0.0085} and the sums of the residual eigenvalues versus projector dimensions.
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Figure 7. PDE example. Approximation errors of the approximate posterior densities versus projection dimensions
for different Hj, matrices and different approximation methods. From left to right, approximation methods are

go{vj , ap% ,and 909/[ , respectively. Sample size M = 4 is used in computing the conditional expectation.

all three projection methods yield similar results. Approximations using Hi consistently outperform
the ones using H, especially when d, increases. By reducing o, the sampling problem becomes harder,
so the approximation becomes less accurate. But this is more severe for the approximations with Hy,
since the approximation error is of order 1 when d,. = 26 while the approximation error using Hj is of
10~2 when d, = 26.

Using the test case with o = 0.017, we investigate the impact of sample size m for estimating the
lower-dimensional subspace &.. Figure 8 presents the quantiles of the sums of the residual errors for
various sample-based subspace estimations. Similar to the first numerical example, the diminishing
eigenvalue gaps of Hj matrices (c.f. Figure 6) do not impact the accuracy of subspace estimations.
With a rather small sample size m = 100, all methods (MC for Hy and MCMC and SMC for H1) can
lead to accurate subspace estimations.
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R(Xr, Hy), MC R(Xr, Hy), MCMC R(Xr, Hy), SMC

10t

Figure 8. PDE example with o = 0.017. The sums of the residual eigenvalues versus projection dimensions for
different Hj, matrices and subspaces Xr computed using different samples sizes m and different methods. From
left to right, we have Monte Carlo estimation of ﬁo, MCMC estimation of H 1, and SMC estimation of H 1,
respectively. The error bars represent [10%, 90%)] quantiles estimated using 100 runs.

8. Conclusion

This paper has provided a step-by-step analysis of the accuracy of the LIS method for approximating
high-dimensional intractable target probability densities. We have shown that information about the
spectrum of the Gram matrices Hy,, k € {0,1}, leads to upper bounds on the errors of various true
approximations. We have also generalized these upper bounds to the numerical implementation of the
approximate probability densities, in which Monte Carlo averaging is applied to both the estimation
of Hy,, k € {0,1}, and the marginalization used during the construction of the approximate likelihood
functions. Our analysis provides insights into the trade-off between the usage of Hy and H; for con-
structing LIS: while the approximations based on H; can have smaller approximation errors compared
with those obtained from Hy, the matrix H; is often more difficult to estimate. Fortunately, this diffi-
culty can be addressed by integrating the LIS estimation process into sampling tools such as MCMC
and SMC. We have also discussed the performance of the integration of MCMC and SMC with LIS.
We have demonstrated our analysis on a linear Bayesian inverse problem, where all the error bounds
presented in this paper are independent of the ambient parameter dimension, under suitable technical
assumptions that are commonly used in high- or infinite-dimensional inverse problems. Finally, we
have provided numerical examples to further demonstrate the efficacy of our analysis on nonlinear
problems.

This work leads to some future research directions for dimension reduction techniques. Firstly, our
analysis of the linear Bayesian inverse problem shows that various approximation errors are dimen-
sion independent. We conjecture this property will also hold for general nonlinear Bayesian inverse
problems. Finding the conditions that guarantee this property remains an open problem. Secondly, our
analysis indicates that the expected conditional variance of the square root of the likelihood controls
the approximation error. This may lead to new dimension reduction techniques that bypass the usage of
the Poincaré inequality and the gradient. Moreover, the analysis presented in this work can be further
generalized to other types of log-concave reference distributions, for example, the Laplace distribu-
tion that is commonly used in sparsity-promoting learning. This may require further investigations on
using weighted Poincaré-type inequalities [11, 13] for building alternative Hj matrices and subspace
approximations.
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Appendix A: Useful lemmas

We begin with several useful lemmas for our discussion. Although some of them are not new, we
provide proofs for all lemmas for the sake of completeness.

Lemma A.1. The following holds

1) The estimation error of a L? function h can be bounded by Hellinger distance

[Exlh] — Ey (]| < \/2Ex[h2] + 2, [12] Dy (,v).

This result can also be found in [58, Proposition 5.12].
2) The Hellinger distance can be bounded by the square root of KL divergence

Dy (m,v) <,/ %DKL(WH/)'

This is often referred as the Csiszdr-Kullback-Pinsker inequality [ 14, 63].
3) The total variation distance can be bounded by the Hellinger distance

Dy (m,v) < V2Dg (7, v).
This is often referred as the Kraft’s inequality [55].

Proof. Proof of claim 1). Let )\ be a reference density, e.g. the Lebesgue density, for the Hellinger
distance, so
2
Dy (m,v)? = %/ (’ / m — “Z\Eﬁ) Alz)dz.
Note that
2
B [h] — Eu[A]]2 = (/ (;Eg - Kg;) h(x)A(a:)d:r:)
2
B 7(x) v(z) () v(x)
- (/ (\/A(w) - \/A(@) (\/)\(a:) + \/A(@) h(f”)k(x)d”g)
] o [ ([, [
(by Cauchy—Schwarz) < Dy (7, v) o) + o) R2(z)\(z)dx

(by Young’s ineq.) < Dy (m,v)? (/2 <§g; + ﬁg) h2(w))\(x)dx>

= 2(Ex[h%] + E, [h%]) Dy (,v)2.

Proof of claim 2). The result comes from the following

7(x)

v(x)

Dy (m,v) :/log 7(x)dx
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v(x)
lo m(x)dx
g o) (

/ &
(by —log(l+2)>—2) > 2/( @) Dr(z)dx

()

=2

= /(w(ac) + () = 2v/7(x)v(z))dx
= /(W(x) +v(z) — 2v/7(x)v(x))de = 2D g (7, v)2.

Proof of claim 3). The result comes from the following

Dy (m,v)? = ( # /\())\(x)d;v>2

(Wﬁ) )( (i ) s
o (2 et

Lemma A.2. Consider two probability densities 7(x) = Ziff(x),u(x) and p(x) = Zihh(x),u(x)
where Zy = [ f(x)u(x)dx and Zy, = [ h(z)p(x)dz. Given the L? distance between \/f and \/h

O

VT~ Vil = ( [ (V7@ - M)Zu@c)dx)é.

Then we have the following:

1) The normalizing constant difference is bounded as |\/Z — \/Zp,| < |V/] — Vh|l2,4-
2) The squared Hellinger distance is bounded as Dy (w,p)? < Zlf IV — \/EH%#

Proof. Proof of claim 1). Note that
2~ 2| =| [ (£(&) - @) uta)do
= /(\/f(x) — V(@) (V/ f(@) + /D)) u(x)d

1/2

IN

JW/F@ - V@) (e ds

|/F+F

1/2</f dxl/2 ‘/

IN

JW/F@ - V@) 2(e)da

1/2)
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1/2

~ (2 + V) | [ (VT@) - VA Pata)da

Dividing both sides by (1/Z + v/Z}) > 0 we have the result.
Proof of claim 2). The squared Hellinger distance of 7 from p satisfies

D) = [ (Vo) = Vo)) da
- Z;f (mm) ~ VR(@) + /(@) - ¢h<x>\/§z> ule)da
-7 (mx)— VR + V@) (1— 2‘)) u(w)ds
7 (WI=VBE+ [VZa - 2] ) < ZIVT - ViR,

Thus, the result follows. O

(by Young’s ineq.) < Zlf / (\/f(w) - M)Qu(x)dw +

/h(w)u(w)dm

LemmaA.3. LetC € R4 be symmetric and positive semidefinite, U € R¥*% be a rank p symmetric
matrix, for p > 1. Then for any k

Apgp(C+U) <A (O).
Proof. By the Courant—Fischer—Weyl min-max principle, we note that for any symmetric matrix C'
Apip(C+U) = mvi_n{max{ﬂ(c +0)z, |z =1,2eV},dm(V)=d—k—p+1}.
Let the eigenvectors of C' be vy,...,vg and the eigenvectors of U with nonzero eigenvalues be
uf, ..., up. Now we pick

V) =span{v1,...,vp_1,u1,...,Up},
and its orthogonal complement V' as a subspace of dimension at least d — k — p + 1. Select any
subspace V' of dimension d — k — p + 1 from V”, then

A C+U)< max 2z (C+Ux= max z' Cz<\(C).
k+p( )71‘EV,||96H:1 ( zeV[lz|=1 <M(©)
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Appendix B: Proofs in Section 2
B.1. Proof of Proposition 2.2

Denote the density v(z) o« exp(—V (z)) and the associated conditional density as v(z | |2, ). Note that

_penay)  exp(=Vi(ar,xy))exp(=U(zr, 21 ))
Ju(zr,z)dey [exp(=V(zr,z1))exp(=Ul@r,z1))dr

(L |zr)

Let cg = infz exp(—U(x)). Then exp(—U(xr, x| )) < Beg, so

exp(f‘/(xraxj_))BCO
,LL(ZUJ_LTT) < fexp(f‘/(xraxl_))codxj-

= Bv(x| |zy).

Likewise

‘LL(ZEJ_|x7~) > exp(_v(x'f‘)xl))co _ —1

= [exp(—=V (zr,z)))coBdz| vz |zr).

Finally, note that
~V2 logu(x |z,) = —V2, logu(z,zy),

which is a sub-matrix of —V?log v(z), so its minimal eigenvalue is greater than ¢ by the assumption
of strong log-concavity. Then the Bakry—Emery principle (see, e.g. Theorem 3.1 of [44]) indicates that
v(x | |z, satisfies the Poincaré inequality with coefficient c, i.e. for any h € C'*

1
vt o o1 < 3 [ [Vh(or0)|Pv(e o) das.

Finally, we have the Poincaré inequality for u(x | |2, ):
2
Vo o) 1) < [ 100) = By o B P o) d s

< B [ b@) - Byfe o) (@) v(o Lo )do.

= Bvaru(:tl |zr) (h)

B
<2 [ IVasbara ) Puleslor)doy

B2
<2 [ IVes b ) Puleolar)do..

B.2. Proof of Proposition 2.3

Proof of claim 1). Recall the squared Hellinger distance

2
o L[ 7@  Jes@ o
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= %/ (; /(f(xr,xj_)% f_(xr)%) (‘CCJ_.’Er)dZL'J_> ﬂ(xr)dxm (18)
and definitions of f(x;) and g(z,):

Flay) = / g(er ) 2u(ey |en)dey, §er) = / gz ) (e e )de .

We have the identity:

var, ;| 1) [9] = Flar) — g(zr)?. (19)

The inner integral in (18) can be expressed as

| —

/<g<xr,xl> Flan) 32 [,

:1/(g<xr7xL)2+f($r)— (.’IIT,.’I}L)fT( )%)M(mlLrT)dl‘L

2
= flar) = flar)2(er).
By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have f (:cr)% > g(xr) > 0, and therefore
Flar) = Flar)2g(ar) 2 glar)? 2 0.

This leads to the inequality

= 1_ 7 _
flzr) — f( r)2g(zr) < flor) — 9(957’)2 =vary(z |x.) [g]
Applying this bound above to (18), we find that:

1
Dir(m.op)? < / VT, oy 9] )y

Proof of claim 2). Recall that the normalizing constant of ¢ takes the form

Zyg ::/g(xr)2u(x)dac.

The squared Hellinger distance can be written as
1 1
Dy (m,¢9)* = 5 / (/ ( r9(Tr,x1) —
72

Using the identity (19) and f(xr)% > g(x,) >0, we have

9(e0)) e ey ) i)y, (20)

N
Q| T

2= [ t@mteyis = [ fanntds, = [ gtanateds = [ gen)*u(w)da =2, >0,
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and therefore % < 1. Then, we can bound the inner integral in (20) by

/N
|—=
b=}
8
3
8
|7
|
—
=
8
>
N—
[\&]
=
~—
8
=
8
&
~—
j=9
8
'_
[l
N~

Substituting this upper bound into (20), we have

1 Z -7
DH(W,SDg)Q S ﬁ/ (varu(zﬁx,,,) [g] + Zg gg(ﬂir)Q)ﬂ(fL'r)dxr
1

= 5 ([ votutes o sl e, + (2 - 2,)).
The term Z — Z, satisfies
2 2= [ ( [(0(oro0)? = glarDutasler)dos ) nte)do,
- / VAT (o 1o [9] () . 1)
In summary, we have

1
DH(7T,<pg)2 < 2(/"&%(@_\%) [g]ﬁ(a:r)d:cr)

B.3. Proof of Theorem 2.4

Claim 1). Recall that in (2), the projector P, satisfies range(P,) = X).. By the Poincaré inequality of
(x| |x,), the expected conditional variance of g satisfies

v oo [9] < [ 100 = PV ()Pt sl ).
Applying Proposition 2.3, we have

Dy (m,pp)? <

/ (/ (1 — PT)vg(Jj)|‘2u(1‘J_|IT)dJUJ_>/,L(xT)d$T

|z N =

5 [ 1= P)Tg@)Puta)ds
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K
— 5 [ 1P bog (@) g(2)*(e)da
k 2
= [ 1PLV10g £ (&) ()
Since || P, Vlog f(x)||? = P, Vlog f(x)Vlog f(x) T P, the result follows from

/ 1Py Vlog f(x)|2r(2)de = R(X,., Hy).

Claim 2). This result follows from Lemma A.1 and claim 1).
Claim 3). The same proofs of claims 1) and 2) can be applied.

B.4. Proof of Theorem 2.6

Proof of claim 1). Note that
/ (log () — ) 2 |5 ), = var, g o1 log £(2)
<x / Vs, log f(a 1,0 |2ule |20)de

= [ 1PV log 10 Pui o).

Integrating both sides with respect to fi(z,) yields

[ 08 (@) ~ T Puto)de < k(X Ho).

Then by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we find

/ (log f(z) — [(zs))? () dac / P @)pl)de > 72 (/ tog 2((32”(:”)“)2’

7 = / exp((ar))ji(ar )dar

where

= /exp (/logf(a:)u(a:J_mr)de> p(xr)dxy

/ </f w(x | |xy) dﬂ?L) i(xy)dz, = Z. (by Jensen’s ineq.)

;rl((x) n(x)dx >0, so

Moreover, it is well known that Dy 1 (7, ¢;) = )

( J1os 02 w(x)dx)zzwmw 1) +10g 2/ 712 > D (m, 1),
o1(r)Z ’ = UKL
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In conclusion, we have claim 1) by

Dot < [ 1og X7 n(ayar)
< [ (o (@)~ War)Pute)ds [ P

f 2
< Ml [ 1PL9 08 £0) (o)

||f||2,u

R(X;, Ho).

Proof of claim 2). Applying claim 1) of Lemma A.1, claim 2) of Lemma A.l, and then claim 1) of
Theorem 2.6, we have

[Exlh] — By [1]] < \/2(Bx[h2] + Egy [12]) Dy (. 1)

< (Ex[h%) + Eg, [h%])2 v/ Dcr (. 1)

< (B2 + By 02 2 L 02 (e, i)

Thus, the result follows. O

Al

Appendix C: Proofs in Section 3

C.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof of claim 1). Recalling the function g takes the form g = v/f and using

M

7 () = M};gwr,xl Mzgxr, (WO, and (o) = [ glor o fo)ds,
(2

we have the corresponding approximate target densities <p£/[ (zr,z1) o< g™ (xp) (2, 2 ) and
¢g(r, 1) o g(zr)?pu(zr, x| ), respectively. Note that

En (5" (zr) - gar))?) = % ZVMM [9(@r, T (e, W) = var, o) [9(@r, 1),

Applying Lemma A.2 claim 2), we have

Eas [Da el o0?] < - | [ [ 2" 0r) = ate0) i o ooy

= ZyM / Vary (o (o) (9(@r, @ L)y ) dr
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2K
<7 [ IVes9(@) Putods

log g(«) || f (x) () dx

2k7

=—R(Xr, Hy).
ZgM (7“» 1)

Thus, the result follows from Jensen’s inequality.

Proof of claim 2). We have the corresponding approximate target densities <p§/[ (zr,2 1) o< fM (), 1)

and ¢y (zy, 1) = 7 f(wr)(@r, v 1) where
M) = - Zf o X1) = Zf or T(ar W), and flar) = [ flara (o for)de.
Similar to the proof of claim 1), we apply Lemma A.2 claim 2) and find
Enr {DH(W o5 < ]EM [// \/fM (zr) \/f (zr))” plr, 2 )dwpde |
*]EM [// \/fM () \/f (7)) () doy p(x ) |2 )da |
— 7 [ [ (/00 - Fe) ] (o), 22)

here. Considering the identity

\/fM (z) \/f (zr)) § \/fM (z) \/f (zr)) \/J?M(xr)/f(xr)"‘l)Q
= (M () = (@) fr),

the inequality in (22) also satisfies

En [DH(SO%@f)ﬂ <7 fi(xr)dar. 23)

Then for each given z,, by independence of .733_ we have
M o2l 1
Ear [(P (o) = F(@))?] = 37vaty (e, o) F(ar,21)
K
<7 [ Ve for ) Pute o) da
K 2 2
=17 [ 192, 108 far o) 202G o)

— 2 F@n)? [ 190, 108 Flara 2o lon)Pue L for)de .
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Substituting the above identify into (23), we have
2K — _
En DH(SD?/[,QOf)z] < Vi / Ve, log f(@)|* f(x L |2r)*u(xy wr)dw ) flar)i(z,)dz,
— o [ 19as tog @IS ler) fata)a
=2 z, log f(x z | |zr) f(x)u(z)dx
2xC
< TfR(XTle)v
where C'y = sup,, sup,  f(x|zr). Then, the result follows from Jensen’s inequality. O

C.2. Proof of Theorem 3.2

By the independence of the Monte Carlo samples, we have

2

M
Eps (lM(xr) - Z(xr))ﬂ =Eum (]\14 Zl(me(thi)) - (xﬁ)
=1

= Mvarﬂ(l‘ﬂwr) [l(xT; xi)} )

which leads to the following using Assumption 2.1,
E ™ (2,) — (@) 2w ) day | < — I () d
ar [ [ @) = e Paer)dar | < < [ Nty o) [@r o)) i) dar.

By Jensen’s inequality, the expected L? error of IM () satisfies

(/@) e Pr(aria %] < 2 ([t o o) o,

Assumption 2.1 states that

Enp

(24)
/ VAo oy (U@, 2] i)y < 5 / / IV, Urr ) [2a(a s ) iy = KR (X, Hy),
together with (24), we have

E

( JIGESE ‘<xr>>2ﬁ<xr>dxr) %] < VLR, Ho)

To obtain the KL divergence, we note that

O, ﬂ—(x) T )ar
/lgw{%) ()d]

=Ey U (l(az) - l‘M(xr)) w(x)d:v] +Enr {log ZZM} :

E [DKL(WvSol]\/[)] =Eum
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where Zy; = [ e[M(m’“)ﬂ(xr)dair. The expectation of Z,; satisfies

Exr[Za] = Eas [ / elMWu(xT)dxr}

:/IEM [exp< Zl (zr,2%) )] (zy)day
/<]EM [Hexp( 1)) )])UMQ(xr)dxr

1/M

:/ (H/exp (l(xr,xﬁ_)) u(atﬁ_a:ﬁdmﬂ_) p(xr)dxy
i=1

= [ [ #riinterfonde s ilerde, = 2.
Therefore, by Jensen’s inequality, we have
Zyr Zn
Eu [log—| <logE <0.

Thus, the expected KL satisfies

Ear | Dicr(m )| <Ea [ / () = UWar) + W) = M () w(x)dx}
- / (i(z) = l(xy)) m(@)dz +Epy [/ (Z_(xT) - l_M(xT)) w(x)da:] . (25)
Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, the first term in (25) can be bounded by
/(l(x) ~Tar)) wl)da < % </ (i) - l(xr))Qu(a;)dx) 1

1
12 ;

Z (/Varu(nlxr) [l(wrywi)}ﬂ(xr)dxr> ,

and the second term in (25) can be bounded by

Eum [/ (l_(:cr) - Z_M($r)) m(z)dx ] ”fH?ME (/ (l_(xr) - l_M(xT))Zu(xr)dxr> é] :

Thus, applying the bound on E;[-] in (24) and Assumption 2.1, we have
112 ! ; i
Ear [Drc(m o] < F 22 (14— [ ooy W)

< Wl (4 LY (o [ 19t i)
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_ VEISe, 1
= Z “(1—&—@) R(X, Hp).

Appendix D: Proofs in Section 4
D.1. Proof of Lemma 4.1

Given two positive semidefinite rrlatrices >, iAe RAdXd, let IA/T be Athe matrix consisting of the d, lead-
ing orthonormal eigenvectors of X such that VTTVT =1I;., and A, be the d;- x d, diagonal matrices
consisting of the d, leading eigenvalues of S as its diagonal entries. Similarly, let V. and A, be the
matrices consisting of the d, leading orthonormal eigenvectors of X and the d,- leading eigenvalues of
Y., respectively. We can define the orthogonal projectors Pr = VTV and P ' =1—P;.

Proof of claim 1). Since tr(P| XP, ) = tr(ZPQ) =tr(XP|) = tr(X) — tr(XP;), we have

tr(P| SP| ) = tr(X) — tr(Ay) 4 tr(A,) — tr(SP,) 4+ tr(EP,) — tr(SPy)

= t2(2) — tr(Ay) + tr(Ay) — tr(E5) + tr((E — 2) By).

AN~

The definition of the eigenvalue problem £V, = V, A, gives tr(35,) = tr(SV,V.1) = tr(A,.). To-
gether with tr(3) = Z?:l Ai(X), we have

d
r(PLEP )= Y M(D) +tr(Ay — Ay) +tr((E - %) Py). (26)
i=d,+1

The term tr(A, — A,.) satisfies

p 1/2
~ ” ~\ 2
D)<V (3 (v -nE)
i=1
Since ¥ and 3 are both symmetric, applying Theorem 6.11 of [37], we have
dr 2 d d
> (@ - a®) <3 () - @) <TG9 =58k,
=1 =1 i=1
which leads to
tr(Ar — Ay) < Vdp |2 — 3| 27)

Since for any matrix A € R ¥dr it satisfies tr(A) < \/d, Z?;l A2 < \/d;||Al|p, the term
tr(P, (S — X)) satisfies

(P (S - %) = (VT (£ = D)) <V |V, = D)Villp <ValE-Slp,  @8)



38

where the last inequality follows from the property
|AB|% = t(ABBTAT) = e(BBT AT A) < | BBT [[tr(AT A) = | B|*)| |13

Substituting (27) and (28) into (26), the result of claim 1) follows.
Proof of claim 2). The approximation residual can be expressed as

A~~~

tr(P,LP)=tr(P SP)) + tx(P (E - )P))
d
= Y MO +t(PLE =) + (B (S - %)) — tr(PH(Z - X))
i=dr+1

d
> AE) + (S - 5) + tr(Pr (S - X))
i=d,+1

Applying (28), then the result of claim 2) follows. O

D.2. Proof of Proposition 4.5
For any 4, j-th component of V(Hy, ), we have

2
VAL ¥y {31. log (X)) 1ogf(X)5g(” <Ex~y [(c’% log f(X)0; logf(X)/:gD ] :

This way, summing over all indices, we have

d 2 2
w(X) 1 (MX)
< : : — = 7 .
V(H()vl/)f]EXNV ijzl <8210gf(X)ajf(X)y(X)> EXNV ||VI0gf(X)” V(X)
The bound on V' (H7,v) can be shown similarly by replacing p with 7. O

Appendix E: Proofs in Section 5.1

E.1. Proof of Proposition 5.1

We denote the composite transition density of lines 3—5 of Algorithm 1 by Q(z, ). We first verify the
detailed balance condition 7(x)Q(xz,2’) = w(2")Q(2', x). Note that for x, # 7.,z | # a2’ , the overall
transition density is

Q(x,2") = p(r,27) B(ar, a7)p(a, |2})a(z, 2").
Note that by the formulation of 3, the following detailed balance condition holds

P(frv x;«)@s (Ir)ﬁ(xra ) ) = p(l'lr, Ir)@s (IQ)B(I/N Ir)- (29)
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These lead to
m(2)Q(x,2") = m(@)p(wr, 27.) B(ar, a7) (2, a7)a(z, 2”)

=7(x) gzgi;p(m;, xy) B, xr)u(xux;)a(% 2')  (by (29))

= p(I;, xr)ﬂ(zlr, zr)ﬂ'(xl)

= 1'/ X .'17/ Ty )T I'/ f
—p( T 7“)5( T T) ( )f(

For the case x = x.,2 # ', , the overall transition density is

Q(,7") = 8y —gr Belam)ule! Jr)a(@,2"),  Belwn) =1 - / P, o) B, o).

Therefore, as z, = x’T, we have

=7(2')85, =01 Be(zr)u( L |2r)a(a’, x) = 7(2")Q(a", ).

Note that if the proposal is rejected for the x| part, then the x; is also rejected. So the case that x, #
Thr, = x’J_ can be ignored. Finally, the detailed balance condition is trivial if z = z’. In conclusion,
the detailed balance condition holds, so 7 is the invariant density of Algorithm 1.

Next, we investigate the acceptance rate of the complement transition. If we denote the MCMC
transition probability for the z,. part as

P(l‘hx;ﬂ) :p(xTvxg“)B(xT’x;) + Bc(mT)(szL’r::v’r'

Note that the acceptance probability can also be written as

F@) ps(@r)lay) _ | F@pla’) s(ar)n(erlzy) | m(@)ps(z)

T@ esapiten) " @) ps(zp)p(apla’y) 0 w(@)es(al)’

Then, the acceptance rate is given by

E [a(X, X")] ://W(m)P(xr,x/T)u(x/ﬂx;) (1 A m) dxdz’
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= [ [ Pt eesta) | Z0 S aear

Therefore if we denote the likelihood ratio b(z) = ;T(é)) , then the average rejection probability is

1-E[a(X, X)] ://P(xr,x;,)gos(x)u(xﬂx;) [(1=0b(z")) V(1 —b(x))] deda’.
To continue, we note that forany b>0,1 —b<2—2Vb < |2 — 2\/5|, therefore

(1=b(z)) V(1 —=0bz") <|2—=2yb(x)| V|2 —=2/b(2")] <|2—2yb(z)| + |2 — 2/V (z)].

Asa consequence,

1-E [a(X,X)] §//P(xr,xlr)@s(m)u(mux;ﬂ?—2\/b(x)|dxdx'
+ [ [ Plarabesnta! a2 - 2/6) dods
:2//P(xr,x;)%() (&, [a)[2 — 2+/b() dwde’ = /ws(x)\l—\/b(x)\dx.

Above, the first identity is obtained by observing that P (., ;. )gs (x) (2’| |2].) = P(@)., 2 )ps (2 )z | |27).
The second identity is obtained by observing that

// (zr, 2} (2’| |2).)dx.dx’, = /P((Er,x;.) (//L(xum;)dx/l) dz). :/P(xr,x;n)dx; =1.

Then by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

/ ps(@)|1 — /b(@)|dz < ¢ / pa(a)(1 - \/b(:c))ng:\/ / ps(2)dz < /2Dy (m, ps).

In summary, we have E [a(X, X")] > 1 — 42Dy (7, ¢s). O

E.2. Proof of Proposition 5.2

Recall that
1

1
(@) = o f(@) % (@), mp (@) = o f (@) (),
k k+1
and
d
— . 4 Tht1(X)
Vi1 (Hi,mp) = Y vary e, |0ilog f(X)0;log f(X) o (X)
ij=1
For all z such that 7 (x) > 0, we have
Tht1() _ Zy, f(x)(ﬂk+1_5k) — 7Zk T 5’

() Zkt1 Zky1
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where 6 = 11 — . Thus, the variance Vj,, 1 (H1, ) satisfies

d
Viep1(Hi,mp) = ) varxn, [[H(k’kﬂ)(X)]ij}
ij=1

d
<Y Exon [V O0]]]
ij=1

= Extor, [[H®HD(X))E]. (30)

Since the square of the ¢, j-th component of H (k,k+1) (x) is given by
k1) (112 2 5\
044 0(0))2 = (2010w f(2)0y 10w f(0)0) )
’ k+1
the variance upper bound in (30) can also be expressed as
(kk41)  xy (12 7z 2 2 (1126
Extom, [[H*FD(X0)|3] = Exwm, [ (0310 (X))2(9;10g £ (X)) £(X)

T 72
Zi1 i1

2
Zk

/ 1V log £ ()[4 () 2y () e

2
Zk+1

72 [ IR @I ) e
= Ji [ 9108 1@l @ p(ara

Zlc—l—l

Z
Zk-lic-l /Hvbgf(x)||4f(33)67rk+1(x)da:.

Thus, the variance upper bound is finite if ||V log f(x)||* f (:)?+119 is integrable under . O

Appendix F: Proofs in Section 6

F.1. Proof of Proposition 6.1

For the linear inverse problem, the likelihood function and its log gradient are given by
f(z)=exp (—;HAZ‘ — y2) , Vlog f(x)= AT(Ax —y).

The posterior distribution of X is given by

(@) ~N(Ca+ D)7 ru, (Ca+1)7Y), Ca=ATA u=ATy.
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Proof of claim 1). The Hy matrix is given by
Ho =Ey, |[Vlog f(X)Vlog f(X)T| = AT (44T +yyT)A=C4 + T,
where U = ATyy " AT is a rank 1 matrix. Apply Lemma A.3 with Hy = C’i + U, we have
Mer1(Ho) < Ae(C3).
Proof of claim 2). The H; matrix is given by
Hy =E, {v log f(X)Vlog f(X)T} —E, {AT(AX —y)(AX —y)TA|.

For a given y and X ~ , the vector A (AX — y) follows a Gaussian distribution with the mean

AT (A(CA + 1)ty — y) —CA(Ca+ D) u—ATy=Ca(Ca+ D) lu—u=—(Ca+1)"u
and the covariance C 4 (C'4 + I)~1C 4. This way, we have

Hy=Ca(Ca+1)7'Ca+ (Ca+1)7UCA+ D),
where (Cy + I)~'U(C4 + I)~! is a rank-1 matrix. Thus, by Lemma A.3, we have
Ner1(H1) <0 (Ca(Ca+ D)7 Ca).

Finally note that eigenvectors of C 4 (I + C A)*lC’ 4 are identical with the eigenvectors of C 4, with

Ae(Ca)?

T -1 _
Vg CA(IJrCA) C’Avk— 1+)\k(CA)7

and we have our claim.
Proof of claim 3). Note that for a fixed y, the normalizing constant Z is the integral

_ 1 1
2= [ny 2exp (~5ldo—oiP - Flel?) do.

which is equivalent to

1 1
(2122 = [ (2 2ol exp (= Gla = P - Gl o

where the integrand of the right hand side is the joint probability density of = and y. In other words, if
we view (27r)_dy /27 as a function of vy, then the right-hand side of the equation above is the marginal
probability density of y. Since the marginal of a Gaussian distribution is still Gaussian, it is easy to see
that y follows the Gaussian distribution A'(0,1 + AAT). Thus, we have

Z=det(I+AAT)" 2 exp (-in(H AAT)—1y> .

Since det(I + AAT) =det(I + AT A) = det(I + Cy), we have

1 1 1
>7> o (=5 lul?).

det(I + Ca) Jdt 1y ¥
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Then, the result follows.
Proof of claim 4). We have

— 1
1718 = )2 [ exp (—lla =yl - 11e?) o

1, -~ 5 1
= (27r)dy/2 |:(27T)_d/2_dy/2 /exp (—2|A$ - y||2 - 2||l‘|2) dx]

with A = /24 and §j = v/2y. Note that the term inside the square brackets is the normalizing constant
of the posterior defined by the prior N'(0, I;), the parameter-to-observable map A, and the data §. This
way, applying a similar identity to that in claim 3), we have

. 1._ 4
I1£113,,, = det(I + AAT) "1/ 2 exp (—QyT(I—i—AAT) 1y>

1

T Ty—1
= exp|— I+2AA .
dot(I 1 2C ) P )
This leads to

I fll2,  det(Z+Cy)t/2
Z  det(I42C4)1/4

1 _ 1 _
exp <2yT(I+AAT) 1y—§yT(I+2AAT) 1y>. (31)

Suppose the eigenvalue decomposition of AAT is givenby AAT = UAU T, then
(I+AAT) (I +24AT) L =ua+N)" 0T —UI+20)UT
=UAI+AN) " I+20)7 0T,

Therefore if AAT has an eigenvector u; so that AATu; = M\u;, then it is also an eigenvector of
(I+AAT)"t — (1424471

Ai
U
(T+X)(1+2)) "

(I+AAT) ™ — (T +24AT) Ly, =

. i
Since AN (iTen) = 2% +11//\1+3 < 2(\\[[_:1) we obtain the upper bound following (31)

s (] 12O 0O RN
142Xi(Ca) (f+1)

k=1

d 1/4 V2 -
< IT (1) ep< il 2)

V2
—de 2\1/4 oy 2
=det(I +C%) p<(\[+1)| |I>

— a1+ C3) exp (V21717

| /\
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Proof of claim 5). Recall that Vlog f(z) = AT (Az — ). We introduce the random variable ¢ =
ATAX — ATy that follows the Gaussian distribution p(¢) = N (—ATy, 0124) Employing the upper
bound established in Proposition 4.5, we have

d

V(Ho,p) <Ey |[|VIog f(X)] } EC~1)KZC) } ECNP[ZC’CJ}

=1 i,

Note that if X ~ A(m,c?), we can write it as X = m + 0 Z where Z ~ N(0,1). With this we find
that

EX* =m?* +20%2m? + 30% <3(m? + 0%)? = 3(EX?)2.
For i = j, we have ]E[C;l] = S(E[Cg])z because (; is Gaussian distributed and all real-valued Gaus-

sian random variables have zero excess kurtosis, and for i # j, we have IE[CZQCJQ] < ]E[C:L]E[Cj‘] =
SE[CE]]E[CJQ] This leads to

d
E¢npllC] Ew[zgg}qzﬂzg 1E2) = 3( > EIR) (32)

Since { ~ N (—ATy,C?%), we have

d d
SE[C) = tr(C3) + tr(ATyy " A) = SN (C)? + ATyl
i=1

7

Thus, we have
d 2 d 2
V(Ho,u) <3( D 0(Ca)? +14Tyl?) " <6( D Ai(Ca)?) +6)aTy|
=1 =1
For the case k = 1, employing the upper bound established in Proposition 4.5, we have

T 2
V(1) < By [IV10g FOOT TS| = 75 [ 19108 /@140t

Define a new distribution with the density
1 2 L2
m2(2) = o (@) () o< exp (]| Az = yl| - 5l
2
1
o exp <—2xT (I+2AT Ay — yTAm> . (33)

Clearly 79 is a Gaussian distribution, its mean is 2(1 +2C 4) "' ATy, its covariance is (I 4+ 2C4) "1,
and the normalizing constant Zo = || f||3 ,, satisfies

2 [T (1 nien )Wexp(\ﬂﬂn ||2> Vet + Chexp (V2= 12yl1?)

k=1

N‘N
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as the result of claim 4). We express the upper bound on the variance as

W(X)T Zs

Z
4 _ 4| _ 42 T, 114
V(Hp) < B V108 FOON T | = 73 (9108 SO = 558 [I0aX - ATyl

Similar to the proof of the first part, we can introduce ¢ = C'4 X — ATy, for X ~ 7. Then ( follows
the Gaussian distribution with the mean

204(I+2C4) ATy —ATy=—(T+20,4)"1ATy,

and the covariance C'4 (I +2C 4)~'C 4. This leads to

ZE Gl =tr(CA(I +2C4) T Ca) + [|(T+2C4) T ATy|?
4
- 14T, 112
=Y s I 20 AT
=1
d
2
. 4
Z = QA +1ATy] (34)
Thus, following a similar derivation to the case k = 0, we have
Lonew? )
V(Hi,p) < 64/det(I +C? 2 —1)%|ly|I? ERAANS: VIR ATy
(H1.p) < 61/det(1 +C3) exp (V2= 12y > rran(ey) A
Proof of claim 6). Consider the tempered target density
130 = - 10 a) = i exp (5 1VFde - VByIP - Glol? )
p Zg (2m)4/2Zg 2 2 ’
where the normalizing constant takes the form
Zg=det(I + BAAT)™1/2 exp( BT T(r+pAAT) ! ) : (35)

We use the shorthand notations 7y, and Z, to denote g, and Zg, , respectively. Let 6 = 811 — By,
we have

2

Z
Viw1(H1,m) € 55 Ex, [[|V1og (0| F(X)¥]
k+1

= Zf’“ By V108 F(X)I|*£(0) 2454
k+1

Following a similar procedure in the proof of claim 5), we define a new distribution with the density

mr(z) =
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where 7 = 26 + By = 28441 — Br = Brs1 + 0. The density 7, (2) has the mean 7(I +7C4) " 1ATy
and the covariance (I + 7C A)_l. We express the upper bound on the variance as

Z
Vi1 (H1, ) < 555, [[[V1og £(0)]* £(X)7]
k+1
_llg
ZkJrl
_ZeZyy

T2
Zk+1

v 19108 £ ()]
v [ICax = ATy|]. (36)

Then, for X ~ 7, we introduce { = C4 X — ATy, which follows the Gaussian distribution with the
mean

E[¢] = (rCa(I +7C) ' —DATy=—(I+7C4x)tATy,
and the covariance C 4 (I + 7C A)*lC 'A- Similar to the derivation of (34), this leads to

d

> BT =EN¢]1%) = [ELCII? + tr(covic])

i=1

=tr(CA(I+7C4) " CA) + (T +7C4) "t ATy|?

which yields the following using the same argument used in (32):

Er, |[|[CAX — ATy|*| =E 4 <6 - i(CaP 2 ATy|* 37
Ty [H AX — Ay ] =Er, [HCH } < (; m) +1A "] (37)
Recalling (35), the ratio between normalizing constants in (36) can be expressed as

2+ 7 det(I + By AAT) 1 T
5) = eXp | 7Y Ty )
Zi1 \/det(I+ BRAAT)det(I +TAAT) 2

where
T =281 (I + By 1 AAT) L = B(T + BRAAT) L — 7 (T +7AAT) 7L,

In the above equation, the ratio between determinants can be expressed as

1/2
det(I + By 1 AAT) _ ﬁ 14 281410(Ca) + B 1 2i(Ca)?
Vdet(I + B, AAT)det(I + TAAT) H1 12810 (Ca) + BrTAi(Ca)?

Since ﬂ%H — (Brg1 — Br)? = Br(2Brs1 — Br), which gives ﬂ%H =62 + f3;,7, and thus

det (I + 1 AAT) - ﬁ <1+ 52\i(C)? )1/2
Vdet(I+ BLAAT)det(I +TAAT) 5 142811 Mi(Ca) + B i (Ca)?
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d 1/2
<11 (1 +52)\¢(CA)2> . (38)
=1

Since the matrix 7" and the matrix AAT share the same eigenvectors, the eigenvalues of T can be
expressed as

Br B Bk n T B T
1+ Bt M(AAT) 14 B N(AAT) T 14 B M(AAT) 1470 (AAT)
—BroN;(AAT) N ToN; (AAT)
T + Bra1 N (AAT)) (14 BN (AAT)) (14 Brp1 M(AAT)) (1 +7A(AAT))
SA(AAT) B )
1+ﬁk+1>\ AAT 1+T/\ AAT 1+6k/\Z(AAT)
B 2020;(AAT)
(L Bepa M(AAT) (L + 70 (AAT)) (1 + BeAi(AAT))

Ni(T) =

This way, we have \;(T') < 262\;(AAT), and thus T' < 262AA " . This leads to
1
exp (QyTTy> <exp ((52HATy||2) .

Substituting the above inequality, (37), and (38) into (36), we have

d 2
2 (C 2
Vier1(Hi, 1) < 64/det(I +62C%) exp (52\‘ATZ/||2) <(Z HZT()\?)CA)) + |ATy||4> )
i=1 ’

F.2. Proof of Corollary 6.2

We will first show that the eigenvalues of C 4 are bounded by those of I". By the Courant—Fischer—Weyl
min-max principle, we note that for any symmetric matrix C'

Ar(C) = min{max{z " Cz, ||z| =1},dim(V) =d —r +1}.
vV zeV
Let the eigenvectors of I be vy, ...,v4. Now we pick V' = span{vy,...,vs}. Then for any = € V' of
unit 2 norm,
2T Cpr =2 TV2GTGTY 20 = |G 2a|? < | G2 T 222 < [|G]2An(T).

Therefore, \-(C4) < ||G||2\-(T).
The following identities are useful: For > 2, we have

d o) (T— l)lfa

S [T U
a—1

j=r r—1



48

and for r = 1, we have

d
«
14 <
ZJ Ta-—1
=2

For any a > 0, we have

d d
[T +ari(Ca) < TT+alGIPA))
J=r j=r
d d
<exp | a|GI* Y N(T) | =exp [ allGlPCr Y 5
j=r j=r
Thus, we have
d 2a
2 42
; <
D N(Ca) < |GICE 5= (39)
=1
and
2 42 20
det(I 4+ aC%) <exp | a||G|| CFQa—l . (40)
Then, replacing the estimates in Proposition 6.1 with these upper bounds, the results follow. O
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