arXiv:2402.01320v1 [math.NA] 2 Feb 2024

On the mean-field limit for Stein variational gradient descent:

stability and multilevel approximation

Simon Weissmann^1 and Jakob Zech^2

1Universität Mannheim, Institute of Mathematics, 68138 Mannheim, Germany,

simon.weissmann@uni-mannheim.de

2Universität Heidelberg, Interdisziplinäres Zentrum für Wissenschaftliches Rechnen, 69120 Heidelberg, Germany, jakob.zech@uni-heidelberg.de

February 6, 2024

Abstract

In this paper we propose and analyze a novel multilevel version of Stein variational gradient descent (SVGD). SVGD is a recent particle based variational inference method. For Bayesian inverse problems with computationally expensive likelihood evaluations, the method can become prohibitive as it requires to evolve a discrete dynamical system over many time steps, each of which requires likelihood evaluations at all particle locations. To address this, we introduce a multilevel variant that involves running several interacting particle dynamics in parallel corresponding to different approximation levels of the likelihood. By carefully tuning the number of particles at each level, we prove that a significant reduction in computational complexity can be achieved. As an application we provide a numerical experiment for a PDE driven inverse problem, which confirms the speed up suggested by our theoretical results.

Keywords: Stein variational gradient descent, multi-level methods, mean-field limit, Bayesian inference

1 Introduction

The Stein variational gradient descent (SVGD) method is an optimization-based variational inference algorithm and has been introduced as an efficient sampling method for Bayesian inference problems [20]. While in practical applications the algorithm is implemented through a finite particle approximation, the theoretical understanding has mainly been developed in the mean-field (MF) limit, e.g. [19]. Therefore, it is crucial to develop efficient approximations of the MF limiting system. In this manuscript, we view the interacting particle system as a approximation of the MF limit and develop a novel multilevel SVGD (ML-SVGD) algorithm. Our analysis primarily relies on the finite time convergence analysis of SVGD developed in [16], and on concepts from multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC), see for example [9, 13]. We point out that MLMC methods have in earlier works been combined with Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods [7] and deterministic quadrature schemes [10, 6, 11, 25].

As a motivating example, we consider SVGD for solving a Bayesian inference problem. In Bayesian inverse problems [4] the goal is to explore a posterior distribution through the generation of samples. Apart from MCMC methods [23] which are widely used, methods rooted in variational inference have become a popular alternative, e.g. [5]. We consider the observation model Y = F (X) + η, where F : R^d → R^{ny} denotes the forward model, (X, Y ) are assumed to be jointly varying random variables on R^d × R^{ny} and η ∼ N (0, C_0) denotes Gaussian additive observational noise that is assumed independent of X. For a prior distribution Q_0 on X, the central task in Bayesian inference is to quantify the posterior distribution—the distribution of X conditional on a realization Y = y— which can be written as π(x) ∝ exp(− 1 2 Φ(x, y))Q_0 (dx), Φ(x, y) := ‖C^{−1/2}_0 (F (x) − y)‖^2, x ∈ R^d , y ∈ R^{ny} . When the prior is assumed to admit a Lebesgue density, the posterior probability density function (pdf) is often written in the form π(x) ∝ exp(−V (x)), x ∈ R^d , for a potential V : R^d → R. One way to quantify the posterior distribution is to solve the variational problem min_{ψ∈Ψ} KL(ψ‖π)

where Ψ denotes a family of (tractable) probability distributions and KL(ψ‖π) denotes the Kullback- Leibler (KL) divergence of ψ and π. In the mean-field limit, SVGD can be motivated as Euler approximation of the Wasserstein gradient flow represented in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) minimizing the KL divergence between a reference distribution and target distribution of interest [8, 16, 19]. In discrete-time it can be viewed as an iterative scheme which involves multiple evaluations of the gradient ∇ log π, where π is the target pdf of the posterior. Each evaluation of ∇ log π requires to evaluate the forward map F , which can be computationally expensive. This is in particular the case if F models some physical, chemical or biological phenomenon, that requires to numerically solve a partial differential equation. In these scenarios where we are only able to evaluate an approximation F_ℓ of F , where ℓ ∈ N stands for a discretization level that is associated with the accuracy of the approximation. A convergence analysis for SVGD as an interactive particle system needs to take into account such errors stemming from the approximation of F as well as the finite number of particles. Viewing the interacting particle system as an approximation of the mean field limiting system, in this paper we propose a multi-level variant of SVGD in the spirit of MLMC. More precisely, we formulate a novel family of independent particle systems, where many particles evolve according to a dynamics driven by F_ℓ with low ℓ (associated to low accuracy but also low computational cost) which is corrected by few particles evolving with a dynamics driven by F_ℓ for high ℓ (associated to high accuracy and high computational cost). This allows us to keep the overall computational cost low and thereby speed up the algorithm.

We emphasize that our method differs crucially from the previously introduced multi-level SVGD method in [1], which is based on gradually increasing the accuracy level as the particles evolve. Their algorithm is formulated in the mean-field limit and the proposed method employs an equal number of particles on each accuracy level. In contrast to our work, their method strongly depends on assuming exponential convergence for the mean-field limiting system towards the target distribution. Ideas similar to [1] have also been proposed as general multi-level optimization tools, see [22, 21] specifically for stochastic gradient methods and [24] for a unified approach treating various deterministic and stochastic methods.

In order to formulate our multi-level SVGD scheme we borrow ideas from multi-level particle methods in the area of data assimilation [18]. The idea of viewing the particle systems as Monte Carlo (MC) approximation of the mean-field limiting system has led to the formulation of various multi-level ensemble Kalman filters [14, 3, 15, 2] and more generally of multi-level mean-field approximation of McKean-Vlasov equation [12].

Contributions:

• We propose a novel multilevel SVGD method that is based on a careful combination of several finite interacting particle systems with differing sample sizes and differing accuracy levels.

• In order to analyse the multilevel SVGD method we study the behavior of the MF system under changes in the target probability distribution function (pdf) π. More precisely, we prove that small changes in π yield small changes in the solution to the MF system in terms of the Wasserstein-2 distance.

• We provide a complete error analysis of the proposed multilevel estimator for expectations with respect to the MF solution. As we show, a careful tuning of the required samples at each level allows to decrease the overall computational cost of the algorithm.

1.1 Preliminaries and notation

In this manuscript, we focus on the discrete-time formulation of SVGD, for which a convergence analysis was recently developed in [16]. Our analysis strongly builds upon these results, and we therefore largely adopt their setting and notation, and also refer to this paper for more details on the operators introduced in the following.

The MF limit of SVGD can be described in terms of the Wasserstein distance between the empirical measure over the ensemble of particles and the limiting distribution evolving in time. Throughout the following we consider R^d equipped with the Borel σ-algebra B(R^d ). For two probability measures μ, η on R^d , the Wasserstein p-distance is defined as

W_p(μ, η) = inf_{ν∈P(μ,η)} ( ∫ R^d×R^d d(x, y)^p dν(x, y) )_{1/p} , where P(μ, η) denotes the set of all couplings of μ and η; i.e. for ν ∈ P(μ, η) we have ∫ R^d ×B dν(x, y) = η(B), B ∈ B(R^d ), ∫ B×R^d dν(x, y) = μ(B), B ∈ B(R^d ).

Let P_2(R^d ) be the set of probability measures on R^d with finite first and second moment. For μ ∈ P_2(R^d ), we denote its mean by m(μ) and its variance by Var(μ), m(μ) = ∫ R^d x μ(dx), Var(μ) = ∫ R^d ‖x − m(μ)‖^2μ(dx) . To formulate SVGD we next recall some notation and operators introduced in [16], and also refer to this paper for further details. Throughout we consider a fixed stationary and positive definite kernel k : R^d × R^d → R, i.e. k(x, y) depends only on x − y. We denote the corresponding RKHS by H_0 with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩_{H0} . The function space H = {f : R^d → R^n | f = (f_1, . . . , f_n), f_i ∈ H_0} defines the product RKHS H with inner product ⟨f, g⟩_H = ∑_n i=1⟨f_i, g_i⟩_{H0} . We denote the derivative of the kernel with respect to its first component by ∇_1k(x, y), and similarly with respect to its second component by ∇_2k(x, y). Given a probability measure μ ∈ P_2(R^d ) and ∫ R^d k(x, x) μ(dx) < ∞, i.e. it

holds that H ⊂ L^2(μ), and we let S_μ : L^2(μ) → H via

S_μf(y) := ∫ R^d k(x, y)f(x) μ(dx), f ∈ L^2(μ), y ∈ R^d . Using the natural embedding ι : H → L^2(μ), we define P_μ : L^2(μ) → L^2(μ) as P_μ := ιS_μ. The operator P_μ applied to the functional f(·) = ∇ log^μ_π (·) is formally of the form

P_μ∇ log μ π (y) = − ∫ R^d (∇ log π(x)k(x, y) + ∇_1k(x, y)) μ(dx) for y ∈ R^d . We consider this to be a definition of the expression on the left-hand side. The formula can be motivated using integration by parts if all functions and measures are sufficiently smooth, [16]. In the specific case where ^μ is an empirical measure ^μ =^1_N ∑_N j=1 δ_x(j) , we thus have for y ∈ R^d

P_{^μ}∇ log ^μ π (y) = − 1 N N∑ j=1 ( ∇ log π(x^{(j)})k(x^{(j)}, y) + ∇_1k(x^{(j)}, y) ) . 2 Stein variational gradient descent

The algorithm of SVGD was originally introduced as a finite interacting particle system {X^{(j)}_n (·), j = 1, . . . , N}, n ≥ 0, of ensemble size N ≥ 2 evolving through

X^{(i)}_{n+1} = X^{(i)}_n − γ 1 N N∑ j=1 { k ( X^{(j)}_n , X^{(i)}_n ) ∇ log π ( X^{(j)}_n ) + ∇_1k ( X^{(j)}_n , X^{(i)}_n ) } (1)

for i = 1, . . . , N with i.i.d. initialization X^{(i)}_0 ∼ ρ_0 for the initial distribution ρ_0. Here and throughout the rest of this manuscript we denote by γ > 0 a fixed step size. Moreover, throughout the paper we consider an initial distribution

ρ_0 ∈ P_2(R^d ). (2)

We now introduce notation for three different stochastic dynamical systems which allow us to analyse the behaviour of SVGD in the following.

(i) Interacting particles: The particle system generated by (1) will in the following be denoted by X_n = {X^{(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N}. The corresponding empirical measure over the particle system is ^ρ_n =^1_N ∑_N j=1 δ_X(j)_n . We introduce the notation

R_ρ(z) := P_ρ∇ log ( ρ π ) (z) = − ∫ R^d k(x, z)∇_x log π(x) + ∇_1k(x, z) ρ(dx) and also write (1) as

X^{(i)}_{n+1} = X^{(i)}_n − γP_{^ρn} ∇ log ( ^ρ_n π ) (X^{(i)}_n ) = X^{(i)}_n − γ ^R_n(X^{(i)}_n ), ^R_n(·) := R_{^ρn} (·), (3)

with i.i.d. initalization X^{(i)}_0 ∼ ρ_0, i = 1, . . . , N. One important property used in the following is that the X^{(j)}_n are identically distributed (but not independent) for j = 1, . . . , N. We will thus often use X^{(1)}_n as a representant.

(ii) Mean field: The dynamics (1) can be viewed as Monte Carlo-like particle approximation to the MF system Z_{n+1} = Z_n − γP_{ρn} ∇ log (ρ_n π ) (Z_n) = Z_n − γR_n(Z_n), Z_0 ∼ ρ_0, (4) where ρ_n denotes the law of the random variable Z_n and R_n(z) := R_{ρn} (z). The sequence of distributions (ρ_n)_{n≥0} solves the MF equation ρ_{n+1} = (I − γR_n)_♯ρ_n = ( I − γP_{ρn} ∇ log (ρ_n π )) ♯ ρ_n , (5)

where T_♯μ denotes the pushed forward measure of μ under a measurable mapping T : R^d → R^d . Due to ρ_0 ∈ P_2(R^d ), according to [16, Lemma 12] ρ_n ∈ P_2(R^d ) (6) for every n ∈ N.

(iii) Mirrored mean field: In order to analyze the MF limit we will consider the auxiliary particle system Z_n = {Z^{(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N}, n ∈ N with empirical measure ρ_n =^1_N ∑_N j=1 δ_Z(j)_n , which mirrors the MF system Z^{(j)}_{n+1} = Z^{(j)}_n − γP_{ρn} ∇ log (ρ_n π ) (Z^{(j)}_n ) = Z^{(j)}_n − γR_n(Z^{(j)}_n ), j = 1, . . . , N, (7)

with i.i.d. initialization Z^{(1)}_0 ∼ ρ_0. Note that by definition Z_n is an i.i.d. sample of ρ_n, and in particular each Z^{(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N, is a random variable with the same distribution as Z_n.

Throughout this paper, we consider (X_n)_{n≥0} and (Z_n)_{n≥0} as stochastic processes on the same probability space (Ω, F, P_0) under which X^{(j)}_0 (ω) = Z^{(j)}_0 (ω) for all ω ∈ Ω. The expectation with respect to P_0 is denoted by E_0 and for p > 0 we define the space

L^p_0(R) := L^p(Ω, F, P_0; R, B(R)) := { f : Ω → R | f measurable, ∫ R |f|^p dP_0 < ∞ }

with norm ‖f‖_Lp_{0 (R)} := (∫ R |f|^p dP_0 )_{1/p} = E_0 [|f|^p]^{1/p}. We summarize the introduced systems in Table 1.

Notation Evolution Initialization Distribution Size IP (X_n, ^ρ_n) (3) X^{(j)}_0 ∼ ρ_0 ^ρ_n =^1_N ∑_N j=1 δ_X(j)_n N MF (Z_n, ρ_n) (4) Z_0 ∼ ρ_0 Z_n ∼ ρ_n 1 MMF (Z_n, ρ_n) (7) Z^{(j)}_0 = X^{(j)}_0 ρ_n =^1_N ∑_N j=1 δ_Z(j)_n N

Table 1: Overview of the of the three particle dynamics introduced in Section 2: mean field (MF), mirrored mean field (MMF) and interacting particle (IP).

In [16] the authors consider a theoretical analysis of the MF limit of the discret-time system (1) to (4) under the following assumptions.

Assumption 2.1. There exist finite and positive constants M, C_V , B and b_{lip} such that:

A1 The Hessian of V = log π is uniformly bounded, i.e. ‖∇^2V (x)‖ ≤ M for all x ∈ R^d .

A2 The gradient of V = − log π is uniformly bounded, i.e. ‖∇ log π(x)‖ = ‖∇V (x)‖ ≤ C_V for all x ∈ R^d . A3 The kernel function k : R^d × R^d → R is a bounded, i.e. ‖k(x, ·)‖_H ≤ B and ‖∇_1k(x, ·)‖_H ≤ B for all x ∈ R^d .

A4 The kernel function k : R^d × R^d → R is continuously differentiable, Lipschitz-continuous and has Lipschitz-gradient, |k(x, x^′) − k(y, y^′)| ≤ b_{lip}(‖x − y‖ + ‖x^′ − y^′‖), ‖∇k(x, x^′) − ∇k(y, y^′)| ≤ b_{lip}(‖x − y‖ + ‖x^′ − y^′‖) . The following Lipschitz property is one key-tool of proving the convergence towards the MF limit.

Lemma 2.2 (Lemma 14 in [16]). Under Assumption 2.1 there exists c_{lip} < ∞ depending on the constants in Assumption 2.1, such that the mapping (z, ρ) → P_ρ∇ log (_ρ π ) is c_{lip}-Lipschitz in the sense ‖P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π ) (z_1) − P_{ρ2} ∇ log (ρ_2 π ) (z_2)‖ ≤ c_{lip}[‖z_1 − z_2‖ + W_2(ρ_1, ρ_2)] .

Moreover, we will make use of a discrete Gronwall inequality.

Lemma 2.3 (Lemma 13 in [16]). Suppose that the real valued sequence (c_n)_{n∈N} satisfies c_0 = 0 and the iterative inequality c_{n+1} ≤ (1 + γA)c_n + b for some γ, A, b > 0. Then c_n satisfies c_n ≤ b γA (exp(nγA) − 1) .

Using both of these key-tools, the MF limit can be quantified in the following way:

Proposition 2.4 (Proposition 7 in [16]). Suppose Assumption 2.1 is satisfied. Then for all T > 0 and any n < T/γ

E[W_2 (^ρ_n, ρ_n)] ≤ c_n := 1 N N∑ j=1 E_0 [‖X^{(j)}_n − Z^{(j)}_n ‖^2] 1/2

≤ 1 2 ( 1 √ N √ Var(ρ_0)e^{AT} ) (e^{2AT} − 1), where A > 0 is a constant depending on π and k.

3 Multilevel Stein Variational gradient descent

In the following section, we propose a novel multilevel SVGD approach by applying ideas of MLMC methods for approximating expectations w.r.t. the MF limit. We start the discussion by the viewpoint of standard single level approximations.

3.1 Single level approximation We aim to construct an estimator of the expectation over some functional of interest φ : R^d → R w.r.t. ρ_n, denoted by ρ_n[φ] := ∫ R^d φ(x) ρ_n(dx) , where (ρ_n)_{n≥0} evolves through the MF equation (5). We work under the following assumption on φ. Assumption 3.1. Let φ : R^d → R be Lipschitz-continuous with a_{lip} > 0 such that |φ(x) − φ(y)| ≤ a_{lip} ‖x − y‖.

Given φ, we define an the estimator of ρ_n[φ] by ^ρ_n[φ] = ∫ R^d φ(x) ^ρ_n(dx) = 1 N N∑ i=1 φ(X^{(i)}_n ), (8)

where ^ρ_n =^1_N ∑_N i=1 δ_X(i)_n and {X^{(j)}_n , i = 1, . . . , N}_{n≥0} evolves through (1) with i.i.d. initial ensemble X^{(i)}_0 ∼ ρ_0, i = 1, . . . , N. The convergence of the proposed estimator can be verified through the MF limit presented in Proposition 2.4.

Proposition 3.2. Let φ satisfy Assumption 3.1. Then for all n ≤ T/γ

‖^ρ_n[φ] − ρ_n[φ]‖_L2_{0 (R)} = E_0 [|^ρ_n[φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≤ C √ N , where C > 0 is a constant depending on π, k, a_{lip} and T but independent of N.

3.2 Multilevel approximation Implementing the iterative scheme (1) requires repeated evaluation of V = − log π for the target measure π. However, in certain applications only numerical approximations ∇ log π_ℓ or π_ℓ to ∇ log π and π respectively are available. Here ℓ ∈ N_0 is the “level” of the approximation, which is assumed to be associated with its accuracy: the larger ℓ the better the approximation. To be more precise, we work under the following assumption. Without loss of generality and to keep the notation succinct, we use the same notation for the occurring constants as in Assumption 2.1.

Assumption 3.3. There exist finite and positive constants M, C_V , β, C_{app} such that:

B1 The Hessian of V_ℓ = − log π_ℓ is uniformly bounded, i.e. ‖∇^2V_ℓ(x)‖ ≤ M for all x ∈ R^d and all ℓ ∈ N_0 .

B2 The gradients of V_ℓ = − log π_ℓ are uniformly bounded, i.e. ‖∇ log π_ℓ(x)‖ = ‖∇V_ℓ(x)‖ ≤ C_V for all x ∈ R^d and all ℓ ≥ 0.

B3 The ∇π_ℓ satisfy ‖∇ log π_ℓ(x) − ∇ log π(x)‖ ≤ C_{app}2^{−βℓ}, (9) for all x ∈ R^d and all ℓ ∈ N_0 .

Remark 3.4. Using the triangle inequality, (9) implies

‖∇ log π_ℓ(x) − ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}(x)‖ ≤ 2C_{app}2^{−βℓ} (10)

for all ℓ ∈ N.

Similar as in Section 2, we introduce again several stochastic dynamical systems, which will be required for the definition and analysis of our multilevel scheme.

(i) Interacting particles: For each ℓ ∈ N_0 we let X^ℓ_n = {X^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_ℓ}_{n≥0} be a particle system of ensemble size N_ℓ ∈ N evolving through X^{ℓ,(i)}_{n+1} = X^{ℓ,(i)}_n − γP_{^ρ}ℓ_n ∇ log ( ^ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (X^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) =: X^{ℓ,(i)}_n − γ ^R^ℓ_n(X^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) (11)

with i.i.d. initialization X^{ℓ,(i)}_0 ∼ ρ_0, i = 1, . . . , N_ℓ, ℓ ∈ N_0 . The corresponding empirical measure is denoted by ^ρ^ℓ_n :=^1_{Nℓ} ∑_{Nℓ} j=1 δ_Xℓ,(j)_n .

(ii) Mean field: For each ℓ ∈ N_0 , the corresponding MF system is given by

Z^ℓ_{n+1} = Z^ℓ_n − γP_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^ℓ_n)

= Z^ℓ_n − γR^ℓ_n(Z^ℓ_n), R^ℓ_n(·) := R_ρℓ_n (·),

(12)

where ρ^ℓ_n denotes the law of the random variable Z^ℓ_n, i.e. (ρ^ℓ_n)_{n≥0} solves the MF equation

ρ^ℓ_{n+1} = ( I − γP_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ )) ♯ ρ^ℓ_n, (13)

with i.i.d. initialization Z^ℓ_0 ∼ ρ_0, ℓ ∈ N_0 .

(iii) Mirrored mean field: For each ℓ ∈ N_0 , we consider Z^ℓ_n = {Z^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_ℓ}, n ∈ N with empirical measure ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ} ∑_N j=1 δ_Zℓ,(j)_n . It mirrors the MF system in the sense

Z^{ℓ,(i)}_{n+1} = Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n − γR^ℓ_n(Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) (14)

with initialization equal to the X^{(i)}_0 , meaning

Z^{ℓ,(i)}_0 (ω) = X^{ℓ,(i)}_0 (ω) for all ω ∈ Ω, i = 1, . . . , N_ℓ.

Except for the initialization, the above systems are analogue to the ones in Section 2, but using the dynamics driven by π_ℓ instead of π. Additionally, we’ll require two more auxiliary dynamics:

(iv) Auxiliary interacting particles: For ℓ ∈ N_0 we let ~X^ℓ_n = {X̃^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1}}, be defined through ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_{n+1} = ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_n − γP_{~^ρℓ} n ∇ log ( ~^ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) ( ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) =: ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_n − γ ~^R^ℓ_n( ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) i = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1} (15)

with initialization ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_0 (ω) = X^{ℓ+1,(i)}_0 (ω), i = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1} (16)

for all ω ∈ Ω. The corresponding empirical measure is denoted by ~^ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ+1} ∑_{Nℓ+1} j=1 δ_{~X}ℓ,(j)_n , ℓ = 0, . . . , L − 1. (v) Auxiliary mirrored mean field: For ℓ ∈ N_0 we let ~Z^ℓ_n = { ~Z^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1}}_{n≥0} be defined as ~Z^{ℓ,(i)}_{n+1} = ~Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n − γR^ℓ_n( ~Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) i = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1} (17) with initialization ~Z^{ℓ,(i)}_0 (ω) = X^{ℓ+1,(i)}_0 (ω) i = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1} (18)

for all ω ∈ Ω. As before, note that R^ℓ_n in (12) independent of the states ~Z^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1}. We denote the corresponding measure by ~ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ+1} ∑_{Nℓ+1} j=1 δ_{~Z}(j)_n .

Similar as in Section 2, we consider (X^ℓ_n)_{n≥0}, ( ~X^ℓ_n)_{n≥0}, (Z^ℓ_n)_{n≥0} and ( ~Z^ℓ_n)_{n≥0} as stochastic processes on the same probability space (Ω, F, P_0) under which the initial conditions described above are satisfied for all ω ∈ Ω.

Remark 3.5. By definition Z^ℓ_n is an i.i.d. sample of ρ^ℓ_n, and in particular each Z^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_ℓ, is a random variable with the same distribution as Z^ℓ_n. Similarly, ~Z^ℓ_n is an i.i.d. sample of ρ^ℓ_n, however, of size N_{ℓ+1}. Hence, the joint random variable (Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n , ~Z^{ℓ−1,(i)}_n )_{i=1,...,Nℓ} has marginals Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n ∼ ρ^ℓ_n and ~Z^{ℓ−1,(i)}_n ∼ ρ^{ℓ−1}_n . It is important to note that due to the initial condition these random variables are correlated which will be a crucial to obtain a variance reduction for our multilevel mean-field estimator.

We again summarize the introduced systems in Table 2.

Notation Evolution Initialization Distribution Size IP (X^ℓ_n, ^ρ^ℓ_n) (11) X^{ℓ,(j)}_0 ∼ ρ0 ^ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ} ∑_{Nℓ} j=1 δ_Xℓ,(j)_n N_ℓ MF (Z^ℓ_n, ρ^ℓ_n) (12) Z^ℓ_0 ∼ ρ0 Z^ℓ_n ∼ ρ^ℓ_n 1 MMF (Z^ℓ_n, ρ^ℓ_n) (14) Z^{ℓ,(j)}_0 = X^{ℓ,(j)}_0 ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ} ∑_{Nℓ} j=1 δ_Zℓ,(j)_n N_ℓ Auxiliary IP ( ~X^ℓ_n, ~^ρ^ℓ_n) (15) X̃^{ℓ,(j)}_0 = X^{ℓ+1,(j)}_0 ~^ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ+1} ∑_{Nℓ+1} j=1 δ_{~X}ℓ,(j)_n N_{ℓ+1} Auxiliary MMF ( ~Z^ℓ_n, ~ρ^ℓ_n) (17) Z̃^{ℓ,(j)}_0 = X^{ℓ+1,(j)}_0 ~ρ^ℓ_n =^1_{Nℓ+1} ∑_{Nℓ+1} j=1 δ_{~Z}ℓ,(j)_n N_{ℓ+1} Table 2: Overview of the of the five particle dynamics introduced in Section 3: mean field (MF), mirrored mean field (MMF), interacting particle (IP) and the auxiliary systems.

We are now in position to introduce our multilevel SVGD scheme: As common in multilevel algorithms, the idea is to use a telescoping sum between consecutive levels to reduce the variance. To this end we combine particle systems generated with the same initials, but applied on different accuracy levels ℓ. Given accuracy levels ℓ = 0, . . . , L for some L ≥ 1, we define the following multilevel estimator for ρ_n[φ] by

^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] := ^ρ^0_n[φ] + L∑ ℓ=1 ( ^ρ^ℓ_n[φ] − ~^ρ^{ℓ−1}_n [φ] ) . (19)

To analyze it, we work under the following assumption regarding the computational cost:

Assumption 3.6. There exists q ≥ 0 such that the generation of X^ℓ_n = {X^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_ℓ} defined in (11) has computational cost

cost(X^ℓ_n) = n · N_ℓ · 2^{qℓ}.

We emphasize that the generation of ~X^ℓ_n = { ~X^{ℓ,(i)}_n , i = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1}}_{n≥0} in (15) involves N_{ℓ+1} additional evaluations of log π_ℓ. Thus, the computational cost of the estimator ^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] is given by

cost_{ML} = n · (_L ∑ ℓ=0 N_ℓ · 2^{qℓ} + L∑ ℓ=1 N_ℓ · 2^{q(ℓ−1)} )

≤ n · 2^{1−q} L∑ ℓ=0 N_ℓ · 2^{qℓ}

In Figure 2 in the appendix, we present an illustration of this multilevel particle approximation. In the remaining part of this paper, we will show how this multilevel construction achieves a significant complexity reduction compared to the single level estimator.

4 Convergence analysis

4.1 Main result

We will prove the following error bound by employing a series of auxiliary results, which have been relocated to Section 4.3 for better organization and clarity.

Theorem 4.1 (Error bound). Under Assumption 2.1, 3.1, and 3.3, we obtain for all n ≤ T/γ

‖^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]‖_L2_{0 (R)} = E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12}

≲ (L + 1) ( 1 √ N_0 + L∑ ℓ=1 2^{−βℓ} √ N_ℓ ) + 2^{−βL}, where the constants depend on φ, T and the constants in Assumptions 2.1 and 3.3, but are independent of N_ℓ, ℓ = 0, . . . L and L > 0.

Next we present a “single-level” result. Its proof follows by similar arguments as Proposition 3.2.

Theorem 4.2. Under Assumption 2.1 and 3.3, we obtain for all n ≤ T/γ

‖^ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]‖_L2_{0 (R)} = E_0 [|^ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ 1 √ N_L + 2^{−βL} where the constants depend on φ, T and the constants in Assumptions 2.1 and 3.3, but are independent of N_L ∈ N and L > 0.

We will quantify both the single-level and the multilevel complexity in Theorem 5.1 and Theorem 5.2.

4.2 Stability of the mean-field equation

We next provide a stability result for the MF equation (12). Apart from being required in our convergence analysis, stability is important from an inverse problems point of view. Inverse problems are typically ill-posed and real-world measurements are often subject to noise or uncertainties. Therefore, it is crucial to understand the sensitivity of SVGD w.r.t. changes in log π_ℓ.

Proposition 4.3. Under Assumption 2.1 and 3.3 the MF limit (12) is stable w.r.t. changes in π_ℓ, in the sense that

W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ρ^{ℓ−1}_n ) ≤ E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≤ C_{app}2^{−βℓ}(e^{2 dlip T} − 1), and W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ρ_n) ≤ E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z_n‖^2]^{12} ≤ C_{app}2^{−βℓ} 2 (e^{2 dlip T} − 1),

for all n ≤ T/γ, where d_{lip} > 0 is defined in Lemma C.1.

4.3 Variance reduction: Combined stability and mean-field limit

In the following, we present the main advantage of our proposed multilevel MF approach. Through incorporation of the telescoping sum into the estimator (19), we obtain a variance reduction for the differences ^ρ^ℓ_n[φ] − ρ^ℓ_n[φ] for increasing accuracy ℓ. In order to achieve the variance reduction, we combine the MF limit in Proposition 2.4 and the stability result in Proposition 4.3.

Lemma 4.4. Under Assumption 2.1 and 3.3, we have for all n ≤ T/γ that

E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≲ 1 √ N_0 + ℓ∑ m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m , ℓ = 0, . . . , L. The constants depend on T, γ, c_{lip} > 0 and the constants in Assumptions 2.1 and 3.3, but are independent of N_ℓ, ℓ = 0, . . . L and L > 0.

5 Complexity analysis

Having derived the improved error bound for the proposed multilevel MF approximation (19), we now want to compare both the multilevel and single-level MF approximation. We refer to ^ρ^L_n [φ] as single-level MF approximation, which applies the particle approximation of SVGD to one fixed accuracy level L and a fixed number of particles N_L.

Theorem 5.1 (Single-level complexity). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 3.3 and 3.6 are satisfied. Moreover, given a tolerance ε > 0 let L = ⌈^1_{β log(2)} log(^2_ε )⌉ and N_L ∝ ε^{−2}. Then the expected error of the SL estimator is bounded by

‖^ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]‖_L2_{0 (R)} = E_0 [|^ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ ε

with a cost that is bounded by

cost_{SL} = n · N_L · 2^{qL} ≲ ε^{−2− qβ} .

Depending on the relation between computational cost parameter q ≥ 0 and approximation parameter β > 0, we are able to verify improved rates of convergence for the proposed multilevel MF estimator (19).

Theorem 5.2 (Multilevel complexity). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 3.3 and 3.6 are satisfied. Moreover, given a tolerance ε > 0 let L = ⌈^1_{β log(2)} log(^2_ε )⌉ and N_ℓ ∝ (L + 1)^42^{−2βℓ}ε^{−2}. Then the expected error of the ML estimator is bounded by

‖^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]‖_L2_{0 (R)} = E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ ε with a cost that is bounded by

cost_{ML} = n · (_L ∑ ℓ=0 N_ℓ · 2^{qℓ} + L∑ ℓ=1 N_ℓ · 2^{q(ℓ−1)} )

≲ | log(ε)|^4ε^{− qβ} , q > 2β, | log(ε)|^5ε^{−2}, q = 2β, | log(ε)|^4ε^{−2}, q < 2β. 6 Numerical results

Let D = (0, 1) and consider the inverse problem of recovering f ∈ L^2(D) given discrete observation points of the solution u_f ∈ H^2(D) ∩ H^1_0 (D) ⊂ L^2(D) of the equation −u^{′′}_f (s) + u_f (s) = f(s), s ∈ D, u_f (s) = 0, s ∈ ∂D . (20)

We define the solution-to-observation operator as bounded linear mapping O : H^1_0 (D) → R^{ny} such that the forward model is given by f → F (f) := O(u_f ) ∈ R^{ny} . In our specific example we define O(u_f ) := (u_f (s_i))^{ny}_{i=1} with s_i =^i_{ny +1} and n_y = 15. Since (20) has no closed form solution, u_f needs to be approximated numerically using e.g. the finite element method (FEM). More precisely, given an accuracy level ℓ ≥ 1 we consider piecewise linear FEM on a uniform mesh over D of size 2^ℓ to obtain the approximation u^ℓ_f satisfying ‖u_f − u^ℓ_f ‖_H1_{0 (D)} ≲ 2^{−ℓ} and ‖u^ℓ_f − u^{ℓ−1}_f ‖_L2_{(D)} ≲ 2^{−ℓ}.

We introduce a parametrization of f ∈ L^2(D) through the (truncated) spectral representation f(x, ·) = d∑ i=1 x_i √ 2 π sin(iπ·) ∈ L^2(D)

for x = (x_1, . . . , x_d)^⊤ ∈ R^d . Our prior on the parameters x is given as Gaussian N (0, C_0) with C_0 = diag(i^{−2}, i = 1, . . . , d). Using the FEM approximation u^ℓ_{f(x,·)} we can construct an approximation log π_ℓ(x) of log π(x) satisfying ‖∇ log π_ℓ(x) − ∇ log π(x)‖ ≲ 2^{−ℓ}, ℓ ∈ N . For further details on the approximation error we refer to [24, Section 6], where a similar example was discussed.

For the implementation of the discrete-time SVGD in the different considered variants (11) and (15), we fix a Gaussian kernel k(x_1, x_2) ∝ exp(−^1_2 ‖C^{−1/2}_0 (x_1 − x_2)‖^2) and set a step size γ = 10^{−1}. To generate a reference solution of the MF equation, we have applied (11) with accuracy level ℓ = L_{ref} = 13 and ensemble size N_{ref} = 3000, which we denote by ρ^{ref}_n [φ]. Moreover, we have followed the choices on L, N_L and L, N_ℓ, ℓ = ℓ_0, . . . , L proposed in Theorem 5.1 and Theorem 5.2 to construct our single-level estimator ^ρ^L_n [φ] and multilevel estimator ^ρ^{ML}_n [φ]. As quantity of interest, we have considered φ(x) = ‖f(x, ·)‖_L2_{(D)} which for each given x ∈ R^d is approximated on the finest grid L_{ref} using a trapezoid quadrature rule. We have applied 100 runs to construct Monte Carlo estimates of the error E [‖^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ^{ref}_n [φ]‖^2]^12 and E [‖^ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ^{ref}_n [φ]‖^2]^12 which are shown in Figure 1 for different choices of n.

Figure 1: Error convergence for 10 iterations (left), 100 iterations (middle) and 200 iterations (right).

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced a novel SVGD multilevel method and provided a convergence analysis. As an application we focus on Bayesian inverse problems, for which the likelihood is expensive to evaluate, but numerical approximations at different accuracy levels and computational complexity are available. Our main results give error bounds in terms of the total computational complexity of all required likelihood evaluations; in particular we show an improvement over a “naive” single-level implementation of SVGD.

Our method, which is based on a meticulous combination of several particle systems operating at different accuracy levels, fundamentally differs from previous multilevel SVGD and interacting particle approaches, such as those in [1, 24]. In these works, the authors propose incrementally increasing the accuracy of likelihood evaluations over time steps. Combining this idea with our approach presents an interesting opportunity for future research.

References

[1] T. Alsup, L. Venturi, and B. Peherstorfer. Multilevel stein variational gradient descent with applications to bayesian inverse problems. In J. Bruna, J. Hesthaven, and L. Zdeborova, editors, Proceedings of the 2nd Mathematical and Scientific Machine Learning Conference, volume 145 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 93–117. PMLR, 16–19 Aug 2022.

[2] N. K. Chada, A. Jasra, and F. Yu. Multilevel ensemble Kalman–Bucy filters. SIAM/ASA Journal on Uncertainty Quantification, 10(2):584–618, 2022.

[3] A. Chernov, H. Hoel, K. J. H. Law, F. Nobile, and R. Tempone. Multilevel ensemble Kalman filtering for spatio-temporal processes. Numerische Mathematik, 147(1):71–125, 2021.

[4] M. Dashti and A. M. Stuart. The Bayesian Approach to Inverse Problems, pages 311–428.

Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2017.

[5] A. K. David M. Blei and J. D. McAuliffe. Variational inference: A review for statisticians.

Journal of the American Statistical Association, 112(518):859–877, 2017.

[6] J. Dick, R. N. Gantner, Q. T. Le Gia, and C. Schwab. Multilevel higher-order quasi-Monte Carlo Bayesian estimation. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 27(5):953–995, 2017.

[7] T. J. Dodwell, C. Ketelsen, R. Scheichl, and A. L. Teckentrup. A hierarchical multilevel Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm with applications to uncertainty quantification in subsurface flow. SIAM/ASA J. Uncertain. Quantif., 3(1):1075–1108, 2015.

[8] A. Duncan, N. Nuesken, and L. Szpruch. On the geometry of stein variational gradient descent.

Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(56):1–39, 2023.

[9] M. B. Giles. Multilevel Monte Carlo path simulation. Oper. Res., 56(3):607–617, 2008.

[10] M. B. Giles and B. J. Waterhouse. Multilevel quasi-Monte Carlo path simulation. In Advanced financial modelling, volume 8 of Radon Ser. Comput. Appl. Math., pages 165–181. Walter de Gruyter, Berlin, 2009.

[11] A.-L. Haji-Ali, F. Nobile, L. Tamellini, and R. Tempone. Multi-index stochastic collocation for random PDEs. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 306:95–122, 2016.

[12] A.-L. Haji-Ali and R. Tempone. Multilevel and multi-index Monte Carlo methods for the McKean–Vlasov equation. Statistics and Computing, 28(4):923–935, 2018.

[13] S. Heinrich. Multilevel Monte Carlo Methods, pages 58–67. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2001.

[14] H. Hoel, K. Law, and R. Tempone. Multilevel ensemble Kalman filtering. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 54(3):1813–1839, 2016.

[15] H. Hoel, G. Shaimerdenova, and R. Tempone. Multilevel ensemble Kalman filtering based on a sample average of independent EnKF estimators. Foundations of Data Science, 2(4):351–390, 2020.

[16] A. Korba, A. Salim, M. Arbel, G. Luise, and A. Gretton. A non-asymptotic analysis for Stein variational gradient descent. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 4672–4682. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020.

[17] E. Kwiatkowski and J. Mandel. Convergence of the square root ensemble kalman filter in the large ensemble limit. SIAM/ASA Journal on Uncertainty Quantification, 3(1):1–17, 2015.

[18] K. Law, A. Stuart, and K. Zygalakis. Data assimilation: A mathematical introduction, volume 62 of Texts in Applied Mathematics. Springer, Cham, 2015. A mathematical introduction.

[19] Q. Liu. Stein variational gradient descent as gradient flow. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 30, pages 3115–3123. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017.

[20] Q. Liu and D. Wang. Stein variational gradient descent: A general purpose Bayesian inference algorithm. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 29, pages 2378–2386. Curran Associates, Inc., 2016.

[21] M. Martin, S. Krumscheid, and F. Nobile. Complexity analysis of stochastic gradient methods for PDE-constrained optimal control problems with uncertain parameters. ESAIM Math. Model. Numer. Anal., 55(4):1599–1633, 2021.

[22] M. Martin and F. Nobile. PDE-constrained optimal control problems with uncertain parameters using SAGA. SIAM/ASA J. Uncertain. Quantif., 9(3):979–1012, 2021.

[23] C. P. Robert and G. Casella. Monte Carlo Statistical Methods. Texts in Statistics. Springer New York, 2004.

[24] S. Weissmann, A. Wilson, and J. Zech. Multilevel optimization for inverse problems. In P.-L.

Loh and M. Raginsky, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Fifth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 178 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 5489–5524. PMLR, 02–05 Jul 2022.

[25] J. Zech, D. Dũng, and C. Schwab. Multilevel approximation of parametric and stochastic PDEs. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 29(9):1753–1817, 2019.

A Illustration of the multilevel mean-field particle approximation

Figure 2: Illustration of the multilevel mean-field particle approximation.

B Proofs of Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3.2. We can quantify the approximation error through

E_0 [|^ρ_n[φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≤ E_0 [|^ρ_n[φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} + E_0 [|ρ_n[φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} =: A_1 + A_2. We start with

A_1 = E_0 [| 1 N N∑ i=1 ( φ(X^{(i)}_n ) − φ(Z^{(i)}_n ) ) |^2]^{12} ≤ a_{lip} N N∑ i=1 E_0 [‖X^{(i)}_n − Z^{(i)}_n ‖^2]^{12}

≤ a_{lip} ( 1 N N∑ i=1 E_0 [‖X^{(i)}_n − Z^{(i)}_n ‖^2] )_{1/2} = a_{lip} c_n,

where we have used Jensen’s inequality. Note that c_n ≤^1_2 (_{1√} N √ Var(ρ_0)e^{AT} ) (e^{2AT} − 1) by Proposition 2.4. Moreover, we have

A_2 = E_0 [| 1 N N∑ i=1 ( φ(Z^{(i)}_n ) − E_0 [φ(Z_n)] ) |^2]^{12} ≤ B

E_0 [|φ(Z_n) − E_0 [|φ(Z_n)|]|^2] √ N , where we have used the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality, see [17, Theorem 5.2] and the fact that the Z^{(i)}_n are i.i.d. with the same distribution as Z_n. Note that due to Lipschitz continuity of φ we have

E_0 [|φ(Z_n)−E_0 [φ(Z_n)]|^2] ≤ ∫ R^d |φ(z)|^2 ρ_n(dz) ≤ φ^2(0)+2 a_{lip} ∫ R^d |z|^2 ρ_n(dz) ≤ 2φ^2(0)+a_{lip} √ Var(ρ_n) and according to [16, Lemma 12] under Assumption 2.1 the variance Var(ρ_n) remains bounded for n ≤ T/γ due to (2). Finally, we obtain A_1 + A_2 ≤ C/ √ N for some constant C > 0 independent of N. C Proofs of Section 4

C.1 Proofs of Section 4.1

Proof of Theorem 4.1. The principle of the derived error bounds follows the multilevel ensemble Kalman filtering formulation presented in [14]. We define the estimators

ρ^ℓ_n[φ] = 1 N_ℓ N_ℓ∑

i=1 φ(Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) and ρ^ℓ_n[φ] − ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n [φ] = 1 N_ℓ N_ℓ∑

i=1 ( φ(Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) − φ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(i)}_n ) ) , and the corresponding multilevel estimator

ρ^{ML}_n [φ] = ρ^0_n + L∑ ℓ=1 ( ρ^ℓ_n[φ] − ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n [φ] ) . We can split the error into

E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≤ E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ^{ML}_n [φ]|^2]^{12} + E_0 [|ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ^L_n [φ]|^2]^{12} + |ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|. (21)

We start with the first term on the rhs in (21). Using that X̃^{ℓ,(i)}_0 = X^{ℓ+1,(i)}_0 = Z̃^{ℓ,(i)}_0 for i = 1, . . . , N_{ℓ+1} (cp. (16) and (18)),

E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ^{ML}_n [φ]|^2]^{12} ≤ 1 N_0

N_0∑

i=1 E_0 [|φ(X^{0,(i)}_n ) − φ(Z^{0,(i)}_n )|^2]^{12}

+ L∑ ℓ=1 1 N_ℓ N_ℓ∑

i=1 E_0 [|φ(X^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) − φ(X̃^{ℓ−1,(i)}_n ) − (φ(Z^{0,(i)}_n ) − φ(Z̃^{ℓ−1,(i)}_n ))|^2]^{12}

= E_0 [|φ(X^{0,(1)}_n ) − φ(Z^{0,(1)}_n )|^2]^{12} + L∑ ℓ=1 E_0 [|φ(X^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − φ(X̃^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) − (φ(Z^{0,(1)}_n ) − φ(Z̃^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ))|^2]^{12}

≤ a_{lip} E_0 [‖X^{0,(1)}_n − Z^{0,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + a_{lip} L∑ ℓ=1 ( E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + E_0 [‖ ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ) .

Here we used that {X^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_ℓ} and {Z^{ℓ,(j)}_n , j = 1, . . . , N_ℓ} are collections of identically distributed (but not independent) random variables. Applying Lemma 4.4 this yields

E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ^{ML}_n [φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ L∑ ℓ=0 ( 1 √ N_0 + ℓ∑ m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m ) ≤ (L + 1) ( 1 √ N_0 + L∑ ℓ=1 2^{−βℓ} √ N_ℓ ) .

Next, for the second term of the rhs in (21) we again apply the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality [17, Theorem 5.2],

E_0 [|ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ^L_n [φ]|^2]^{12} = E_0 [| |ρ^0_n[φ] − ρ^0_n[φ] + L∑ ℓ=1 ( ρ^ℓ_n[φ] − ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n [φ] − (ρ^ℓ_n[φ] − ρ^{ℓ−1}_n [φ]) ) | |^2

] 1_2

≤ E_0 [| | 1 N_0

N_0∑

i=1 φ(Z^{0,(i)}_n ) − E_0 [φ(Z^0_n)] | |^2

] 1_2

+ L∑ ℓ=1 E_0 [| | 1 N_ℓ N_ℓ∑

i=1 ( φ(Z^{ℓ,(i)}_n ) − φ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(i)}_n ) − E_0 [φ(Z^ℓ_n) − φ(Z^{ℓ−1}_n )] ) | |^2

] 1_2

≤ 1 √ N_0

E_0 [|φ(Z^0_n)|^2]^{12} + L∑ ℓ=1 1 √ N_ℓ E_0 [|φ(Z^ℓ_n) − φ(Z^{ℓ−1}_n )|^2]^{12}

≤ φ(0) + a_{lip} √ N_0

E_0 [‖Z^0_n‖^2]^{12} + L∑ ℓ=1 a_{lip} √ N_ℓ E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n ‖^2]^{12} ,

≤ φ(0) + a_{lip} √ N_0

E_0 [‖Z^0_n‖^2]^{12} + L∑ ℓ=1 a_{lip} √ N_ℓ C_{app}2^{−βℓ} 2 (e^{2γ dlip T} − 1)

≲ 1 √ N_0 + L∑ ℓ=1 2^{−βℓ} √ N_ℓ where for the second inequality we have used Remark 3.5, for the second to last inequality we used Proposition 4.3, and d_{lip} > 0 is as in Lemma C.1.

Finally, for the third term on the rhs in (21) again with Proposition 4.3 we obtain

|ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]| = |E_0 [φ(Z^L_n ) − φ(Z_n)]| ≤ a_{lip} E_0 [‖Z^L_n − Z_n‖^2]^{12} ≲ 2^{−βL}.

C.2 Proofs of Section 4.2

We first show the following stability property w.r.t. log π_ℓ, which is similar to Lemma 2.2.

Lemma C.1. Under Assumption 2.1 and 3.3 there exists d_{lip} > 0 depending on the constants in these assumptions such that

‖P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π_ℓ ) (z_1) − P_{ρ2} ∇ log ( ρ_2 π_{ℓ−1} ) (z_2)‖

≤ d_{lip}[‖z_1 − z_2‖ + W_2(ρ_1, ρ_2) + 2^{−βℓ}].

and similarly

‖P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π_ℓ ) (z_1) − P_{ρ2} ∇ log (ρ_2 π ) (z_2)‖

≤ d_{lip}[‖z_1 − z_2‖ + W_2(ρ_1, ρ_2) + 2^{−βℓ}].

Proof. Using the triangle inequality

‖P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π_ℓ ) (z_1) − P_{ρ2} ∇ log ( ρ_2 π_{ℓ−1} ) (z_2)‖ ≤ ‖P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π_ℓ ) (z_1) − P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π_{ℓ−1} ) (z_1)‖

+ ‖P_{ρ1} ∇ log ( ρ_1 π_{ℓ−1} ) (z_1) − P_{ρ2} ∇ log ( ρ_2 π_{ℓ−1} ) (z_2)‖

=: I_1 + I_2.

By Lemma 2.2 I_2 ≤ c_{lip}[‖z_1 − z_2‖ + W_2(ρ_1, ρ_2)].

For I_1 we get

I_1 = ‖E_{X∼ρ1} [∇ log π_ℓ(X)k(X, z_1) − ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}(X)k(X, z_1 ) + ∇_1k(X, z_1) − ∇_1k(X, z_1)]‖ = ‖E_{X∼ρ1} [(∇ log π_ℓ(X) − ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}(X))k(X, z_1 )]‖ ≤ BE_{X∼ρ1} [‖∇ log π_ℓ(X) − ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}(X)‖] ≤ 2BC_{app}2^{−βℓ}, where we have used the boundedness of the kernel and (10). The second assertion follows by similar argumentation.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. We consider the two stochastic processes

Z^ℓ_{n+1} = Z^ℓ_n − γR^ℓ_n(Z^ℓ_n), Z^ℓ_0 ∼ ρ_0, Z^{ℓ−1}_{n+1} = Z^{ℓ−1}_n − γR^{ℓ−1}_n (Z^{ℓ−1}_n ),

with Z^{ℓ−1}_0 (ω) = Z^ℓ_0(ω) for P_0-almost all ω ∈ Ω, such that the Wasserstein-2 distance is lower bounded by W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ρ^{ℓ−1}_n ) ≤ E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n ‖^2]^{12} .

The quantity c_n = E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n ‖^2]^12 evolves in time through

c_{n+1} = E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n − γ(R^ℓ_n(Z^ℓ_n) − R^{ℓ−1}_n (Z^{ℓ−1}_n ))‖^2]^{12} ≤ E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n ‖^2]^{12} + γE_0 [‖R^ℓ_n(Z^ℓ_n) − R^{ℓ−1}_n (Z^{ℓ−1}_n )‖^2]^{12}

= c_n + γE_0 [‖P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^ℓ_n) − P_ρℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) (Z^{ℓ−1}_n )‖^2]^{12}

≤ c_n + γ d_{lip} ( E_0 [‖Z^ℓ_n − Z^{ℓ−1}_n ‖^2]^{12} + W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ρ^{ℓ−1}_n ) + 2^{−βℓ} ) ≤ (1 + 2γ d_{lip})c_n + γ d_{lip} 2^{−βℓ},

where we used Lemma C.1. Since c_0 = 0, we conclude with discrete Gronwall inequality, Lemma 2.3, that c_n ≤ 2^{−βℓ} 2 (e^{2 dlip T} − 1) .

The second assertion follows again by similar argumentation.

Similarly, one can derive the following stability result on a particle level when applied to our mirrored mean field and auxiliary mirrored mean field particle systems.

Proposition C.2. Under Assumption 2.1 and 3.3 the mirrored MF limit is stable w.r.t. changes in π_ℓ, in the sense that

W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n ) ≤ E_0 [‖Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≤ C_{app}2^{−βℓ}(e^{2 dlip T} − 1),

for all n ≤ T/γ, where ρ^ℓ_n and ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n are defined in Section 3.

C.3 Proofs of Section 4.3 Proof of Lemma 4.4. We are going to prove the claim via induction. On level ℓ = 0, we have for all n ≤ T/γ E_0 [‖X^{0,(1)}_n − Z^{0,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≲ 1 √ N_0

, (22)

due to the MF limit Proposition 3.2 (or [16, Proposition 7]). Now, assume that for all n ≤ T/γ

E_0 [‖X^{ℓ−1,(1)} n − Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≲ 1 √ N_0 + ℓ−1∑ m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m (23)

for some ℓ ≥ 1. We define Δ^ℓ_n = E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n )‖^2]^12 and observe the following nested behavior

E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≤ E_0 [‖ ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2] + Δ^ℓ_n ≤ Δ^{ℓ−1}_n + E_0 [‖X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + Δ^ℓ_n

(24)

with the convention Δ^0_n = E_0 [‖X^{0,(1)}_n − Z^{0,(1)}_n ‖^2]^12 . For each ℓ ≥ 1, we compute iteratively

Δ^ℓ_{n+1} ≤ Δ^ℓ_n + γE_0 [‖ ^R^ℓ_n(X^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − ~^R^{ℓ−1}_n ( ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) − (R^ℓ_n(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − R^{ℓ−1}_n ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ))‖^2]^{12}

≤ Δ^ℓ_n + γE_0 [‖P_{^ρ}ℓ_n ∇ log ( ^ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (X^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n )‖^2]^{12}

+ γE_0 [‖P_{~^ρ}ℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ~^ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) − P_{~ρ}ℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n )‖^2]^{12}

+ γE_0 [‖P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − P_{~ρ}ℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) − ( P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − P_ρℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) ) ‖^2]^{12}

Using Lemma C.1 we obtain

Δ^ℓ_{n+1} ≤ Δ^ℓ_n + γ c_{lip} ( E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + E_0 [W_2(^ρ^ℓ_n, ρ^ℓ_n)]

+ E_0 [‖ ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)} n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + E_0 [W_2(~^ρ^{ℓ−1}_n , ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n )] ) + γE_0 [A]^{12} , where

A := ‖ ‖P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − P_{~ρ}ℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) − ( P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − P_ρℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) ) ‖ ‖.

Remember, ρ^ℓ_n and ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n denote empirical measures over i.i.d. sample according to ρ^ℓ_n and ρ^{ℓ−1}_n . Next, due to the stationarity of k it holds k(z, z) = k(0, 0) and ∇_1k(z, z) = ∇_1k(0, 0) for all z ∈ R^d . Thus

P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) = − 1 N_ℓ N_ℓ∑

m=1 ( ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) )

= − 1 N_ℓ ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − 1 N_ℓ ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − 1 N_ℓ N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) )

= − 1 N_ℓ ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n )k(z, z) − 1 N_ℓ ∇_1k(z, z) − N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ 1 N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) )

for any z ∈ R^d . Similarly, one can derive P_{~ρ}ℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) = − 1 N_ℓ ∇ log π_ℓ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n )k(z, z) − 1 N_ℓ ∇_1k(z, z) − N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ 1 N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)} n )k( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)} n , ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)}_n , ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) ) .

Note that W_2(^1_{Nℓ−1} ∑_{Nℓ} m=2 δ_Zℓ,(m)_n ,^1_{Nℓ−1} ∑_{Nℓ} m=2 δ_{~Z}ℓ−1,(m) n ) ≲ 2^{−βℓ} by using Proposition C.2. We are

ready to decompose E_0 [A]^12 ≤ E_0 [A_1]^12 + E_0 [A_2]^12 + E_0 [A_3]^12 with

E_0 [A_1]^{12} := k(z, z) N_ℓ E_0 [‖∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n )‖^2]^{12} ≤ k(z, z) N_ℓ ( E_0 [‖∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − ∇ log π_ℓ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n )‖^2]^{12} + E_0 [‖∇ log π_ℓ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) − ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n )‖^2]^{12} )

≲ 2^{−βℓ} N_ℓ , E_0 [A_2]^{12} := 1 N_ℓ E_0 [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) )

− 1 N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_{ℓ−1}( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)} n )k( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)} n , ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)}_n , ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ) ) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2] 1_2

≲ 1 N_ℓ ( E_0 [‖Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n ) + 2^{−βℓ} ) ≲ 2^{−βℓ} N_ℓ , where we used Lemma C.1, and by the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality [17, Theorem 5.2] we obtain

E_0 [A_3]^{12} := E_0 [‖ ‖ ‖ 1 N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) )

− 1 N_ℓ − 1 N_ℓ∑

m=2 ( ∇ log π_ℓ(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n )k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) + ∇_1k(Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n , Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) )

− ( P_ρℓ_n ∇ log ( ρ^ℓ_n π_ℓ ) (Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ) − P_ρℓ−1_n ∇ log ( ρ^{ℓ−1}_n π_{ℓ−1} ) ( ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)} n ) ) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2] 1_2

≤ 1 √ N_ℓ − 1 ( E_0 [‖Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + W_2(ρ^ℓ_n, ρ^{ℓ−1}_n ) ) ≲ 2^{−βℓ} √ N_ℓ , since {Z^{ℓ,(m)}_n }^{Nℓ}_{m=2} and { ~Z^{ℓ−1,(m)}_n }^{Nℓ}_{m=2} are i.i.d. samples according to ρ^ℓ_n and ρ^{ℓ−1}_n .

Using the nested behavior (24) and the additional bounds

E_0 [W_2(^ρ^ℓ_n, ρ^ℓ_n)] ≤ E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≤ Δ^{ℓ−1}_n + E_0 [‖X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + Δ^ℓ_n,

E_0 [W_2(~^ρ^{ℓ−1}_n , ~ρ^{ℓ−1}_n )] ≤ E_0 [‖ ~X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − ~Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≤ E_0 [‖X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + Δ^ℓ_n ,

we obtain the iterative bound for (Δ^ℓ_n)_{n≥0} written as

Δ^ℓ_{n+1} ≤ Δ^ℓ_n + γ c_{lip}(Δ^{ℓ−1}_n + 2E_0 [‖X^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ−1,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} + 2Δ^ℓ_n) + C 2^{−βℓ} √ N_ℓ ≤ (1 + 2γ c_{lip})Δ^ℓ_n + γ c_{lip} Δ^{ℓ−1}_n + C ( 1 √ N_0 + ℓ∑ m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m ) . (25)

Here, we have used the induction hypothesis (23).

We will use another (nested) inductive argument over ℓ^′ = 0, . . . , ℓ to verify that

Δ^{ℓ′}_j ≲ 1 √ N_0 + ℓ^′∑

m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m for all j ≤ n. (26)

For ℓ^′ = 0, the bound Δ^0_j ≲^{1√}_{N0} holds by (22). Next, suppose the induction hypothesis is true for

some ℓ^′ − 1 ≥ 0, i.e. Δ^{ℓ′−1}_j ≲^{1√}_{N0} + ∑_ℓ′_{−1} m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m . Then we deduce from (25) that

Δ^{ℓ′}_{j+1} ≲ (1 + 2γ c_{lip})Δ^{ℓ′}_j + γ c_{lip} ℓ^′−1∑

m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m + C ( 1 √ N_0 + ℓ^′∑

m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m ) .

By the discrete Gronwall inequality, see Lemma 2.3, with Δ^{ℓ′}_0 = 0 we obtain that Δ^ℓ_j ≲^{1√}_{N0} + ∑_ℓ′ m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m for all j ≤ n, which shows (26). Finally, we obtain with (24)

E_0 [‖X^{ℓ,(1)}_n − Z^{ℓ,(1)}_n ‖^2]^{12} ≲ 1 √ N_0 + ℓ∑ m=1 2^{−βm} √ N_m , which concludes the proof of the lemma.

D Proofs of Section 5

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Firstly, for the choice L = ⌈^1_{β log(2)} log(^2_ε )⌉ we obtain 2^{−βL} ≤ ε/2 and with

N_L ∝ ε^{−2} the expected error is bounded by

E_0 [|^ρ^L_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ 1 √ N_L + 2^{−βL} ≲ ε. The resulting computational cost is

cost_{SL} = nN_L2^{qL} = nN_L2^{qβ log(2) log( 2ε )} ≲ ε^{−2− qβ} .

Proof of Theorem 5.2. By Theorem 4.1 the expected error of the ML estimator is bounded by

E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ (L + 1) ( 1 √ N_0 + L∑ ℓ=1 2^{−βℓ} √ N_ℓ ) + 2^{−βL},

where with L = ⌈^1_{β log(2)} log(^2_ε )⌉ we have that 2^{−βL} ≤ ε/2. With the choice N_ℓ ∝ (L + 1)^42^{−2βℓ}ε^{−2}

we obtain^{2−βℓ√}_{Nℓ} ≲^1_{(L+1)2} ε and therefore

E_0 [|^ρ^{ML}_n [φ] − ρ_n[φ]|^2]^{12} ≲ (L + 1) L∑ ℓ=0 ε (L + 1)^2 + 2^{−βL} ≲ ε.

The computational cost is given by

cost_{ML} = n (_L ∑ ℓ=0 N_ℓ2^{qℓ} + L∑ ℓ=1 N_ℓ2^{q(ℓ−1)} ) ≲ n2^{1−q}(L + 1)^4ε^{−2} L∑ ℓ=0 2^{(q−2β)ℓ}.

For q = 2β it holds ∑_L ℓ=0 2^{(q−2β)ℓ} = L + 1, which yields

cost_{ML} ≲ n2^{1−q}(L + 1)^5ε^{−2} ≲ | log(ε)|^5ε^{−2}.

For q < 2β it holds ∑_L ℓ=0 2^{(q−2β)ℓ} ≤ 2 such that

cost_{ML} ≲ n2^{1−q}(L + 1)^4ε^{−2} ≲ | log(ε)|^4ε^{−2}.

Finally, for q > 2β we have ∑_L ℓ=0 n2^{(q−2β)ℓ} =^{2(q−β)(L+1)−1}_{2−1} ≤ 2^{(q−2β)(L+1)} ≲ ε^{( qβ −2)} and the total cost is bounded by cost_{ML} ≲ 2^{1−q}(L + 1)^4ε^{−2−( qβ −2)} ≲ | log(ε)|^4ε^{− qβ} .