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Abstract

We investigate Bayes posterior distributions in high-dimensional generalized linear models
(GLMs) under the proportional asymptotics regime, where the number of features and sam-
ples diverge at a comparable rate. Specifically, we characterize the limiting behavior of finite-
dimensional marginals of the posterior. We establish that the posterior does not contract in this
setting. Yet, the finite-dimensional posterior marginals converge to Gaussian tilts of the prior,
where the mean of the Gaussian depends on the true signal coordinates of interest. Notably,
the effect of the prior survives even in the limit of large samples and dimensions. We further
characterize the behavior of the posterior mean and demonstrate that the posterior mean can
strictly outperform the maximum likelihood estimate in mean-squared error in natural exam-
ples. Importantly, our results hold regardless of the sparsity level of the underlying signal. On
the technical front, we introduce leave-one-out strategies for studying these marginals that may
be of independent interest for analyzing low-dimensional functionals of high-dimensional signals
in other Bayesian inference problems.

1 Introduction

High-dimensional Bayesian inference has garnered significant recent attention. Early work consid-
ered high-dimensional Bayesian regression where the dimension diverges at a rate slower than the
sample size, and explored when low-dimensional results continue to hold in such settings [1H3].
Following this, extensive prior work studied the ultra-high-dimensional regime where the number
of features p is much larger than the number of samples n, and the underlying signal is sufficiently
sparse or approximately sparse [4HI1]. This line of work identified conditions under which the pos-
terior contracts, is asymptotically normal or mixture of normals, and Bernstein-von-Mises theorems
(BvMs) hold. In this paper, we deviate from both these settings and consider the high-dimensional
regime where the number of features and samples diverge at a rate comparable to each other, also
known as the proportional asymptotics regime.

This regime has become popular in modern high-dimensional statistics due to the following at-
tractive features. First, asymptotic theory established under this regime exhibits remarkable finite
sample behavior, as demonstrated extensively in prior work [I2HI8]. Second, the regime allows one
to move away from traditional strong sparsity assumptions on the underlying signal, and develop
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rigorous procedures that remain valid under sparse to dense signals, leading to methods with impres-
sive practical performance [16], [19-24]. Finally, this regime allows for the precise characterization of
new high-dimensional phenomena that may be difficult to track or explain using other mathematical
frameworks [16, 25H27]. In light of these attractive properties, several prior work has studied this
regime in a frequentist setting.

In the Bayesian context, a long literature in statistical physics and information theory has studied
this regime in the so-called matched setting, where the statistician knows the true prior underlying
the signal [28431]. However, from a statistical perspective, the mismatched setting, where the
statistician does not know the true underlying prior, is certainly more interesting. Only recently, [32]
studied a high-dimensional linear model in a mismatched setting, establishing properties of the log-
normalizing constant and mean-squared error of Bayesian estimators in presence of a Gaussian prior.
In this paper, we provide for the first time precise characterization of finite-dimensional marginals
of the posterior in a high-dimensional Bayesian generalized linear model under the proportional
asymptotics regime in the more realistic mismatched setting. Understanding marginals requires a
more nuanced analysis than that for understanding the log-normalizing constant or mean-squared
errors. For the latter, an “average case” analysis of the model suffices. In our case, a more nuanced
leave-one-out technique is necessary that we introduce in our work. We summarize our major
contributions below.

1. We provide the first characterization of finite-dimensional marginals of the posterior in the
aforementioned setting (Theorem. Specifically, we uncover that, unlike in the low-dimensional
or ultra-high-dimensional regression literature in statistics, the posterior marginals are Gaus-
sian tilts of the prior, where we precisely pin down the tilting function. The mean of the
Gaussian tilt is a constant times the true signal and additional random noise variables.

2. Our result also shows that the effect of the prior does not wash away, even in the limit of
large samples and dimensions. This is a critical observation—since this can pave the path
for designing priors that help in high-dimensional learning, and constructing credible intervals
with low width.

3. Furthermore in this regime, posterior contraction does not occur (Theorem, yet our posterior
marginal characterization can provide first steps toward conducting inference on pre-specified
finite number of coordinates of the signal.

4. As a corollary, our result provides a characterization of the posterior mean in the aforemen-
tioned high-dimensional regime (Corollary . Once again, the effect of the prior survives even
asymptotically.

5. Crucially, based on our aforementioned characterization, we construct an explicit setting where
the posterior mean strictly outperforms the MLE (c.f., the left panel of Figure 3]), even in a
setting where the MLE is Well—deﬁnedﬂ This regime uncovers a striking departure from
classical behavior: the posterior mean no longer converges to the MLE, even in the limit of
large samples. Indeed, this divergence is favorable for Bayesian methods, since the MLE is
known to perform poorly in high dimensions [I6]. But it also consolidates the fact that one
should not pursue classical BvMs in this regime since the MLE is strictly sub-optimal. To

Note, although we consider a high-dimensional regime where the number of features p and samples n both diverge,
we allow them to grow proportionally so that p/n — k. For k € (0,1) the setting is still high-dimensional in that
high-dimensional phenomena would emerge but the MLE can still be well-defined for some subset of x values in this
range. The exact subset would depend on the GLM considered.



overcome issues with the MLE, a debiased MLE was introduced in [16]. We illustrate in the
right panel of Figure [3| that a function of the posterior mean can strictly outperform this
debiased MLE.

6. In terms of technical contributions, this paper provides the first leave-one-out analysis for
a high-dimensional Bayesian model with a planted signal and shows how such leave-one-
out techniques can be used to investigate posterior marginals. In the frequentist literature,
leave-one-out analyses for understanding fluctuations and other properties of estimators have
been introduced for high-dimensional linear and logistic regression [13] [14] [16], treatment
effect estimation [33] (see [34] for other applications). To the best of our knowledge, in the
Bayesian literature, leave-one-out ideas have been employed only for global null models in the
statistical physics and probability literature [35] [36]. These settings are distinct from settings
of interest to the statistician where there is an unknown underlying signal of interest in the
data generating process. Presence of such a planted signal, especially in conjunction with the
non-linear link functions in GLMs, raises significant technical difficulties that we overcome in
this manuscript.

In recent work, a regime where the posterior does not contract was studied in the context of
regression problems through the lens of Variational Bayes [37H39], but their framework does not
cover ours. In fact, in our setting, their feature dimension can grow at most negligible to the sample
size—thus they work in a setting complementary to ours. The proportional asymptotics regime
has been studied for empirical Bayes problems in recent literature, including interesting algorithmic
advances [211 [40, 41]. However, these works do not study the behavior of finite-dimensional posterior
marginals, and it remains unclear how their tools can be utilized to address this question (see also
[42]). Our results also have interesting connections to the literature on Gaussian sequence models
[43] and non-parametric Bayes [44H48]. We discuss these connections to prior work in detail in
Section [3l

Finally, our leave-one-out analyses provide an analogue of classical local asymptotic analysis in
high dimensions. Our key proof idea relies on tilting the full posterior with respect to leave-one-out
posteriors that we introduce in Section [2l Subsequently, we establish that the tilt is asymptotically
Gaussian, as in traditional Le Cam theory [49, [50]. Our proof heuristics section (Section [4) elabo-
rates on this connection. The analogy with local asymptotic analyses can be particularly observed
in and , where we express the full posterior in terms of tilts of the leave-a-variable-out
and leave-an-observation-out posteriors respectively. We believe this leave-one-out framework can
be used to study many other problems in Bayesian inference where low-dimensional functionals of
the high-dimensional signal are of interest. Given the emerging interest in this area in the high-
dimensional Bayesian community [39, [51], our work here is meant to provide a general-purpose tool
for studying such problems in Bayesian inference.

The rest of this manuscript is organized as follows: Section [2] introduces our formal setup and
key ingredients required for our leave-one-out analyses. Section [3] introduces our main results and
provides a short discussion on immediate applications. Section [4] describes our proof outline—given
the technical nature of the paper, we believe this is the most accessible description of our overarching
leave-one-out strategies. Finally, we conclude with a discussion of future directions in Section

2 Formal Setup and Leave-one-Out Posteriors

We work in a high-dimensional regime where the number of samples n and features p(n) both diverge
with p(n)/n — k > 0. That is, we consider a sequence of problem instances {y(n), X (n), B«(n), e(n) }n>1,



where y(n) € R™ denotes the vector of n outcomes, X (n) € R"*P the design matrix, B.(n) € R?
the unknown signal and e(n) € R"™ the unobserved noise variables. Moving forward, we suppress
the dependence on n when it is clear from context. We assume that the samples are i.i.d. with the
i-th sample satisfying the following single-index model

yi = (X Bas i), (1)

where X is the i-th row of X, f(-) is some non-linear function and e; ~ Unif[0, 1] is independent of
X;. As a running example, consider logistic regression where f (XZT B, €i) = ]I{ X7 B >0 (es)} and
o(x) =e®/(1+ e") is the sigmoid function.

We seek to study properties of the posterior distribution when the statistician posits an i.i.d. prior
u(+) on the signal coordinates and assumes the data is generated from a canonical generalized linear

model (GLM). For simplicity, we assume that the covariates satisfy X; S (0,I/n). Though this
assumption is stylized, we will see that new high-dimensional phenomena emerge in our aforemen-
tioned setting even in this simple setting. Defining functions

Ti() =T o f(-, &) and wy(z,y) = 2 T;(y) — Al), (2)
for some function 7'(-), the log-likelihood of our canonical GLM takes the form

Lopb) =Y Ti(X B)X b~ AX;'b) = Y wi( X b, X[ ), (3)

1€[n] i€[n]

for b € RP and suitable log-normalizing constant A(-).

We often analyze the joint behavior of independent samples from the posterior. For a given
realization of the data, we denote [ independent samples from a posterio by 8, 8@ ... 0.
When the superscript is omitted, we assume it equals 1, i.e. 3 is used to denote 8. Note the
log-likelihood involves B, and b through the inner products with X;’s. We introduce a specific
notation for these inner products for convenience. For m € [l], a. and a,, will denote the random
vectors in R™ given by

a, = (X{B...... X, B, an = (X 8™, ..., X Tam) (4)

As before, when the m subscript is omitted, we assume it equals 1. That is, a refers to a;. Let a, ;
and a,,; denote the i-th coordinates of a, and a,, respectively.

Toward understanding the behavior of the posterior distribution, one of our central results
quantifies the expected value of a function g(-) applied to [ independent samples from the posterior,
for any integer [. Note, any such expectation involves two sources of randomness—one coming from
the data, and the other coming from sampling from the posterior, given any realization of the data.
We will distinguish these sources of randomness, using E(-) to denote the expectation with respect
to the data randomness and (-) to denote the expectation with respect to the posterior. Thus, for
a function ¢ : RP* — R, we define

(9(8M,....8")) = ! / gBY,... 8D exp S L8 b TT TT w@si™).,  5)

Zn ,
mel[l] mel[l] j€(p]

where Z,, denotes the appropriate normalizing constant.

2We will use different posteriors for different parts of our calculations; when we refer to samples from a posterior,
it should be clear from context which posterior is involved; where this is not the case, we will specify explicitly.



2.1 Leave-one-Out Posteriors

Two critical components in our mathematical analysis are the leave-an-observation-out and leave-
a-variable-out posteriors. The former is the posterior distribution obtained using n — 1 observations
instead of all n. It corresponds to the log-likelihood

'Cn—lﬂp(b) = Z ui(Xin, X;:B*) (6)

1€[n—1]

with i.i.d. prior p applied to each of the p coordinates. If BW . ....BW are I > 1 independent
samples from the leave-an-observation-out posterior, we will let, with some abuse of notation,
ai,...,a; € R" be defined as the vectors with i-th coordinates X;ﬂ(l), . ,XZTB(Z), respectively.
Again, dropping the m superscript corresponds to taking m = 1. Then for g : R®(*+1) s R we de-
note by (g(ax,ai,...,a;)), the expectation of g(a,a,...,a;) under the leave-an-observation-out
posterior (given the observed data). Thus, formally

m (m)
(ol J g(XFﬁ*,...,Xml))Hmem{exp{zn_l,pw( N}TG-, m(dB; )}_ .

S Toney { &xp{Ln 1B T, pds™)}

Analogously, the leave-a-variable-out posterior is the posterior distribution obtained on dropping
one of the p variables while observing all n samples. Fix jo € [p]. We will use the following
convention. Given a vector b € RP, we will denote by b € RP~! the vector obtained by dropping the
jo-th coordinate. Thus, X, ,é* denote the vectors X, B, respectively, with the jp-th component
removed. Define the leave-a-variable-out log-likelihood as

‘Cn,p*l(i)) = Z ul(XzTBa Xz—rlé*)v (8)

1€[n]

where b € RP™1. The leave-a-variable-out posterior is a measure on R? corresponding to the log-
likelihood L, —1(+) and prior u®?. Let BW, ..., BW bel > 1 samples from the leave-a-variable-out
posterior. Then, for every integrable f : RPU+D s R, we will define expectations under the leave-
a-variable-out posterior (given the observed data) to be

- f f(Bs 5(1)’ o ,,@(l)) Hme[l] { exp{ﬁnmil(g(m))} Hje[p] N(dﬁj(m))}
J Mmen {eXp{ﬁnvp—l(B("”)} Ije) u(dﬁg(-m))} |

(1(8..87,....89)) -
©)

Observe that, if 3 is a sample from the leave-a-variable-out measure, then B is distributed according
to a posterior on RP~! corresponding to log-likelihood Ly, p—1(+) and prior pu®P~1 and is independent
of Bj, (the jo-th coordinate of @), which is distributed according to the prior p. In analogy to the
previous notations, we will let a, and a; be the random vectors in R™ given by

&’*: (XFB*’_,"X;B*)T’ &ZZ (XFB(Z)av‘)Z;B(Z))Tv (]‘O)

where, again, B(l), . ,,é(l) are obtained by dropping the jo-th coordinate from samples 81, ..., 31
drawn from the leave-a-variable-out posterior.

As with the notations introduced in and @D, whenever a new relevant posterior arises in our
analysis, we refer to its expectation (given the observed data) to be (), adding a suitable subscript
to distinguish it from other posterior expectations previously defined. The need to introduce this
notation will transpire later when we discuss our proof strategies.



2.2 Assumptions on prior, likelihood and signal

We work with the following regularity conditions on the prior, likelihood and underlying signal.
In Section [3.2] we discuss examples where our theory applies—we show that either the following
assumptions apply directly or that the example can be well-approximated by a model where the
following apply.

Hypothesis 1. Our assumptions on the prior, likelihood and signal are as follows:
(i) logp : R+ R is a C? and strongly concave function;

(1) Ti~: R — R is almost surely (a.s.) C* and there exists a constant di > 0 s.t. | T!|loo, [|T||00,
T/ |0 < di a.s.;

(iii) A : R+~ R is a non-negative, C> and convex function s.t. ||A"||so < 1 and ||A"||oo < dg for
some dg > 0;

(iv) the signal vectors By € RP define a deterministic sequence such that sup,>q [|Bx|lec < 00,

and as n — oo, the empirical measure p~* ?:1 5/3w.(-) converges weakly to some limiting
distribution 7(-), with second moments converging; in fact, we assume Var(X," B,) = ||8x||>/n

converges to some finite constant of the form ky? > 0.
(v) fori € [n], ui(z,y) is an a.s. non-positive function (recall the definition of u;(-,-) from );
(vi) and, for k € N, E(n~! > icin] T?(0))?* is a bounded sequence.

In the former, all almost sure statements are with respect to the randomness associated to the
noise variables eq, ..., e,. Furthermore, the measure 7(-) in Hypothesis 1(iv) may place a positive
mass at zero which would correspond to a fraction of the coordinates of 3, being zero, i.e. signal
vectors with such linear sparsity are allowed within our framework. In this sense, our framework
accommodates both sparse and dense signals. We mention the aforementioned conditions as an
assumption, but later we will show that all our examples satisfy these conditions. Finally, in addition
to Hypothesis [I) our main result requires some control on the moments of a; as summarized below.

Hypothesis 2. With E(-) and (-) as above, we further assume that, for any k € N, there exists
some Cy, > 0 s.t. for alln > 1 we have E <a’f’1> < Ck.

Remark (establishing Hypothesis . Note that in contrast to Hypothesis (1}, Hypothesis [2| might not
be straightforward to check for a given model. In Appendix[G] we present general results that allow
to check this, and show for our main examples that this indeed holds.

2.3 Auxiliary random measures and fixed point equations

Our main result (Theorem [2)) states that the finite-dimensional posterior marginals behave as Gaus-
sian tilts of the prior. To describe the mean and variance of the tilt, we require two auxiliary
measures that we introduce here. These measures arise repeatedly in our analysis. Before we
describe these, note that the posterior is proportional to exp{Ly(b)}[];c(, 1(bj) Where the like-
lihood £, ,(b) from depends on the data through the quantities { X' B, X;rb}ie[n]. Thus, for
a sample 3 from the posterior distribution, if we can quantify the limit of the joint distribution
of (X;,@*, X:,@) as n,p — oo and p/n — Kk, we can establish the behavior of posterior marginals
using this characterization. Later, in Proposition 4] we do exactly that: we describe this asymptotic



joint distribution. The main message from the proposition is that (X, B, X,;' 3) asymptotically
converges to (6, 0) € R? where

[ﬁ = {e(eg;)} = [\/WO—CB)&;] +N[0,£%], with X= [Z;B*CBCB;} . (11)

The argument in 6(£p) is used to denote that 6 is a function of the dummy variable {5. Recall that
+? was defined in Hypothesis (iv). Above, v, cp, cpp, are constants that we define later. Roughly,
they correspond to the (normalized) norm of a typical sample from the posterior, the inner product
between two independent samples from the posterior, and the inner product between a sample from
the posterior and the true signal (see Proposition .

Note that an alternate way of representing 6, and 6(¢) would be via the following representations:

C2 K
0(&p) = k(v —cB)ép + /Kkcpzpp, and 0, := |k (72 - f§*>fB* + CBB*\/ngB* (12)

if cg > 0or §(&p) := /rkupép and 0, := \/ky2Ep, otherwise. Here, {p, and zpp, are independent
standard Gaussian random variables. For now, we keep £p free.

Now let e ~ Unif[0, 1] independent of everything else and define T'(6,) := T o f(64,¢). Define
the following random measure (random since it depends on the random variables e, {p, and zpp,)
with density

2
pa(€s) x oxp { T(010(6) - A6(E)) - F | (13)

Let (-), denote the expectation under ps. We will also let Egge(-) denote the expectation with
respect to €., zBB,, and e. Here G is used to denote the 2-dimensional standard Gaussian vector
(&B,,zBB,). Notice that py is the posterior corresponding to a canonical GLM likelihood (recall the
form from ) where 6,,0(£p) respectively play the roles of X ZT B, X ZT B and a Gaussian prior is
posited on &p. If Lg denotes the log-likelihood corresponding to the density ps, then the scores with
respect to both 6, and 6 will serve critical in our later derivations; we denote this by

Sp, (EB) =09, Ls =T'(0,)0(€)  and  Sp(€p) := gLy = T(6,) — A'(8(ER)). (14)

With these definitions in place, define the constants rq,rs9, 73 as

rii=Egae | (4"(0(68))), — Var, (So(¢)|
ra i= Ecae |Covy, (S0, (68): So(€n)| (15)

ro i=Egae [(S0(€8))]

where Vary and COV(,)S denote, respectively, the variance and covariance under the measure with
density ps. Note these constants depend on vp,cp,cpp, that appeared in . We now introduce
a different auxiliary measure that determines these.

Recalling from Hypothesis (iV) that 7(-) denotes the limiting empirical distribution of the signal
sequence B, (n), we define the measure

pr(b) o e*ﬁ(b*myu(db) (16)



with B, ~ 7(-), Z ~ N(0,1) independent of everything else, and

t 1 ~
m=aB, +0Z, a=122" 5.V 1 4 _EF(/2) (17)
1 1 1

We denote (), and Ez g, (-) to be the expectations with respect to p;, and (Z, By) respectivelyﬁ
Then, let

vg =Ezp, (5%,
cg :=Ezp, (B)} (18)
cBB, ‘= EzB, (6B)),

Note the RHS of depends on «,o,v (which in turn depends on ry,79,73), whereas the RHS
of depends on v, cp,cpp,. Thus, and provide a coupled system of equations inter-
dependent on each other. We assume throughout that this coupled system admits a unique solution.
Strategies for proving uniqueness of such systems of equations have appeared in the prior frequentist
literature [22], [52] 53]. Proving them in our setting would require case-by-case analysis of GLMs,
which we refrain from diving into since it draws significant attention away from our main contribu-
tions. Numerically, we find that if our other assumptions are met, the system can be solved with
extremely high precision. The code for solving this system of equations can be found in [54].

3 Main Results and Applications

3.1 Main Results

Our main result characterizes the behavior of finite-dimensional marginals of the posterior distribu-
tion in the setting of Section [2] Before we delve into this, we highlight a major difference between
our setting and the more traditional high-dimensional Bayesian literature that posits sparsity-type
assumptions on the underlying signal, and considers the setting where the number of features is
much larger than the sample size. A central picture that emerges in this traditional regime is that
the p-dimensional posterior measure P(:| X, y) concentrates around the true signal—a phenomenon
known as posterior consistency. Formally, posterior consistency states that for all € > 0, the prob-
ability that the posterior distribution assigns to balls (in a suitable metric) centered at B, with
radius € converges almost surely or in probability to 1 asymptotically. In our regime, a different
picture emerges—the posterior no longer concentrates around the truth. In fact the following holds.

Theorem 1. In the setting of Section@ let f: R — R grow at most polynomially. Then we have
that

lim E<; 3 f(ﬁ§1>,...,,8§l))> =Ezp (f80,....80)) .

n—o00,p/n—k ‘ h
J€lp]

where on the left, ﬁ](.l),ﬁj(?), . ,B](l) denote the j-th coordinates of | independent samples from the

posterior and on the right, the expectation is over B, ... U drawn from | independent copies of
pr(+) defined in . In particular,

hm E<(p_1||ﬁ_ﬂ*||2_c)2> _>07

n—oo,p/n—k

where B denotes a sample from the posterior and ¢ := ¥> + vp — 2cpp,, with v* defined as in
Hypothesis (iv) and vg,cpp, defined as in .
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Figure 1: The asymptotic mean squared error, constant ¢ of Theorem as a function of the aspect ratio x for
a logistic regression model with Beta prior and signal. Specifically, we choose p = Beta(2,2) and m = Beta(2,5).
Observe the increase in MSE with increase in k. Computing ¢ requires numerically calculating vg and cpp,, which
in turn requires solving the fixed point equations and . Precise details on how these equations are solved
numerically is provided in Appendix and linked in [54].

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix [A:3] Typically, ¢ > 0 as long as k > 0.
We demonstrate this in Figure [1], where we plot ¢ as a function of k for a logistic model with Beta
prior. Observe that c is positive and increases as a function of the dimension to sample size ratio k,
suggesting that the larger the dimensionality the larger the mean squared error of a typical sample
from the posterior. The main takeaway is that since the Lo distance between a sample from the
posterior and the true signal converges in Lo to a positive constant, the full p-dimensional posterior
cannot concentrate around the truth. This highlights the stark contrast between the traditional
ultra-high-dimensional (parametric) regime and the proportional asymptotics regime. We remark
that in non-parametric and semi-parametric models, there are multiple instances in prior literature
where the posterior is inconsistent in a frequentist sense [55-H59]. In that sense, our parametric
setting behaves similar to these models rather than the high-dimensional parametric ultra-sparse
models. Recently, [37), [89] studied such an inconsistency regime as well, but in our framework, their
results remain within the p = o(n) regime.

Despite this negative picture about posterior consistency, perhaps fascinatingly, the finite-
dimensional marginals of the posterior still contain information about the corresponding coordinates
of the true signal. We formalize this in our main result below.

Theorem 2. In the setting of Section[d, suppose B denotes a sample from the posterior distribution.
For each r € N and set of distinct indices ji,...,j, € N, let (B;,,...,B;,) € R" denote the random
vector formed by the j1,...,j.-th coordinates of 3. Then

(le?"‘?ﬁjr) _d> (lea" . ’Bj'r)’

where (Bj,, ..., Bj,.) has a joint density on R" proportional to pp j, X -+ X pp_j,, where py_; is given
by

1

Ph,j(b) oc e” 20 (b_mi)Qlu(db), with mj; = af,; + 0Z;. (19)

*With some abuse of notation, we will use (-), to denote expectation under multiple independent copies of ps(-)
on some cases later, but this would either be clarified explicitly or be clear from context.



Above f, ; denotes the j-th coordinate of the true signal By, the variables Z; are i.i.d. standard
Gaussian independent of everything else, and o, 0,v are as in .

The proof is deferred to Section [A:4 The theorem says that the finite-dimensional posterior
marginals can be expressed as Gaussian tilts of the prior. Crucially, the tilt itself has a random
mean, that is in the form of a constant times the corresponding true signal coordinate plus additional
Gaussian noise. Our proof heuristics section (Section further illuminates why the posterior
marginals take this form. In particular, our proof uncovers interesting connections with classical
Le Cam theory. For instance, we express the full posterior as tilts of the leave-a-variable-out and
leave-an-observation-out posteriors introduced in Section A key step in our proof is to show
the tilt part converges to appropriate Gaussian variables, as in classical local asymptotic analysis
of standard estimators such as the MLE [60]. We explain this in further detail in Section 4] Here,
we present some discussions surrounding the theorem.

To gain insights, we contrast our theorem with the case of a high-dimensional Gaussian linear
model with Gaussian prior, where explicit closed-form formulae are available for the posterior.
Specifically, if we assume the observed data comes from a linear model with y; = XZT B« + €
and ¢; ~ N(0,5%I,). In our setting, this means f(X, Bs,e;) = X, Bs + @5 (e;) where ®;(:)
is the inverse Gaussian cdf of a N(0,5%I,). Suppose that we consider an i.i.d. A(0,%) prior on
each coordinate. Although we can perform closed-form calculations here, we assume for simplicity
6 = v = 1. The posterior distribution at 3 is proportional to

1 1 1
cpl—5ly - XBIP— I8P }=ew{-38 (X X+DB+yXp)  (20)
tilt from the prior

which is a multivariate Gaussian N (g, 2) with g = (XTX +1,)7 ' X Ty, X = (X T X +1,)".

From here the asymptotic distribution of the marginals can be explicitly calculated. We show
later (Appendix that this closed-form calculation and our Theorem [2[ indeed match. Here we
show the form of the posterior to emphasize that it is indeed a tilt from the prior. Note that
the posterior marginals in a Gaussian linear model remains Gaussian due to both the prior and
likelihood being Gaussian. Once we move beyond this simple example, the posterior naturally no
longer remains Gaussian. Notably, the structure of the posterior being a tilt from the prior still
remains, as outlined in . Theorem [2| shows that, even for GLMs where the likelihood is far
from a Gaussian, the likelihood part still contributes a Gaussian density (with suitable mean and
variance) in the limit. This is a non-trivial takeaway and we defer more detailed discussion for
why this is the case to the proof heuristics section (Section . Unlike many preceding parametric
high-dimensional Bayesian settings, the prior effect does not wash away, even in the limit of large
sample and dimensions, in our setting.

Among existing works, Theorem [2] is reminiscent of a few concrete settings studied in prior
literature. First, in [6I], Gaussian sequence models were extensively studied. Letting the prior
variance depend on the sample size, the author pinned down the precise relation between the prior
variance versus the noise level in the data, as a function of the dimension, that determine when
the effect of the prior washes away versus not, in the limit of large samples; the calculations there
already allude to the fact that, in a parametric problem when the number of samples and dimensions
are diverging at a comparable rate, traditional results such as Bernstein-von-Mises, and effect of the
prior washing away, should no longer hold. However, [61] heavily exploited the Gaussian sequence
model structure, which ensured the posterior remains Gaussian (since the assumed priors were also
Gaussian so the posterior has a neat closed form, analogous to but for the sequence model
case). Whereas in our setting, Gaussianity of the posterior is not automatic, and we find that it is
a Gaussian tilt of the prior instead.
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Second, there are ample examples from the non-parametric Bayes, mixture model, and normal
means literature where the effect of the prior does not wash away even in the limit of large sam-
ples [44H48| (see also numerical observations reported in [62]). Third, there has been an emerging
interest in studying low-dimensional parameters in high-dimensional models in the Bayesian in-
ference literature [39 [5I]). We anticipate that our leave-one-out strategies, explained in Section
[, will provide general-purpose tools to advance the study of low-dimensional functionals in high-
dimensional Bayesian problems. Finally, a naive mean field and variational Bayes literature has
emerged [37, 38, 63], where the posterior has been expressed as tilts of the prior. Translated to
our setting, these papers cover the case of p = o(n) which is lower dimensional than ours (see also
[64, [65]). In fact, in our setting, naive mean field approximations fail [66H69], thus prior naive mean
field-based techniques [37, [63] no longer apply. In some sense, our paper is precisely complementary
to this line of work.
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Figure 2: Comparison of the coefficients a and o, from and , for the MLE and the posterior mean corre-
sponding to various values of k. Here, m(-) is taken to be a Rademacher distribution and the prior p(-) is taken to
be standard Gaussian. We choose such a setting with stark difference between 7(-) and p(-) to illustrate that our
results allow for such mismatch; this is in fact one of the strengths of our approach. Interestingly, between the MLE
and the posterior mean, the growth trends for o and o see a reversal as a function of k.

One critical aspect of our result is the form the mean of the Gaussian in the tilt takes on. One
would naturally inquire if the finite-dimensional posterior marginals can be connected to the finite-
dimensional marginals of the MLE in these models in the same sense that a classical BvM theorem
does. At a first pass, we should not expect any traditional BvM to hold here, following observations
already pointed out in [61L 70} [7T]. However, some connections can still be seen between the posterior
marginals and the MLE for models that are well-studied in this proportional asymptotics regime
in the frequentist literature. For instance, for logistic models, it is known by now [I6] [I8] that the
jo-th marginal of the MLE satisfies

5 d
BMLE,jo — OMLEBx,jo + OMLEZ', (21)

Z" ~ N(0,1), independent of everything else. An analogous result is known for finite-dimensional
marginals [I6] [I8] but we choose a single coordinate here for simplicity. Above, aymLg, oMLE are
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constants, with ayg related to the projection of the MLE in the direction of the true signal, and
oMLE given by the norm of the residual.

By our Theorem 2] the mean of the Gaussian tilt for a posterior marginal takes on a similar
form but with different constants «, o. The presence of the prior in the limit makes it hard to
relate these constants to simple objects such as projection of the posterior sample in the direction
of the signal, etc., as was possible in case of the MLE. It is still worthwhile to compare how similar
or different these constants are. Note that if the prior is taken to be Gaussian, then even in logistic
models the posterior marginal limit in simplifies—comparing the constants for this setting with
the logistic MLE constants from is insightful. Additionally, performing this comparison at the
level of means of the posterior marginal is particularly instructive. We present this comparison
next, but we first mention the following corollary that describes posterior marginals at the level of
means.

Corollary 1. Under the conditions of Theorem@ the posterior mean (B, ..., Bj.)) of the r-tuple
(Bjis - -+, Bj,) converges in distribution toward a random vector m € R” with independent coordinates
k € [r] distributed according to

d
my :/Bph,jk(dB)>

with py, ;. defined as in .

The proof of this corollary can be found in Section As mentioned earlier, py, j, critically
retains the effect of the prior. However, if the prior is Gaussian, it serves conjugate to the Gaussian
tilt part and the limiting mean distribution simplifies. In fact, for a Gaussian prior, Corollary [I] can
be re-written as

d
(Bjo) = BayesBx,jo + TBayesZ (22)

where Z ~ N(0,1), independent of everything else and we choose r = 1 for simplicity. Here the
constants aBayes, OBayes depend on the choice of the GLM and other problem parameters such as
the dimension to sample size ratio x and the signal norm 2 (this may also be thought of as a
signal-to-noise ratio parameter).

In the specific case where the underlying GLM is taken to be logistic regression, we compare
the Bayes constants from with the MLE constants from in Figure [2| and the left plot
of Figure [3] For simplicity, we take the prior to be standard Gaussian. Also, note that if the
dimensionality is sufficiently large compared to the sample size, the MLE would not exist, since
the data would be perfectly linearly separable. We restrict to the regime where the MLE exists as
identified in [I7]. Notably, the MLE values for «, o are significantly higher than the Bayes values.
This contrasts sharply with classical statistics or other parametric frameworks where the posterior
mean asymptotically behaves like the MLE. Remarkably, this difference persists even though we
operate within a well-behaved parametric setting—one as simple as logistic regression.

In fact, in our regime, beating the MLE with an exceptionally simple Bayes estimator—the
posterior mean with a Gaussian prior—is easy. The left panel in Figure [3] compares the asymptotic
MSE of the MLE versus the posterior mean for a marginal. A striking feature is the pronounced gap
between the two values: across the full range of k values considered, the Bayes estimator exhibits
substantially smaller error than the MLE. Notably, one does not even need a sophisticated prior
to see such gains in performance. Given the issues with the MLE pointed out in [16], this may be
unsurprising. But, this reinforces the understanding that seeking a BvM type result with the MLE
as the center would be unreasonable to pursue in this regime; since the MLE itself is sub-optimal.
Identifying the correct centering frequentist estimator would be an interesting direction to pursue
in the future.

12
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Figure 3: The left panel plots the asymptotic MSE of an MLE coordinate versus that of the posterior mean corre-
sponding to that coordinate. The setting is the same as for Figure[2] Due to the relations and , the MSEs
plotted on the left are given by (1 — a)2 + 02, The right panel presents the asymptotic MSE of debiased versions,
obtained by dividing the MLE and the posterior mean by their respective a coefficients. Thus the MSE plotted on
the right is given by (¢/a)?. In both cases, the MLE performs worse than the corresponding Bayes procedure. Across
the board, the MSEs increase with increase in . For the Bayes procedures, the unbiasedness on the right comes at
the cost of significant increase in variance.

In [I6] the authors proposed a debiased MLE that removes the multiplicative bias in by
rescaling the MLE with a consistent estimator of aypg. One might ask if this rescaled MLE is
a better choice for comparing with the posterior mean. But, this comparison is unfair since the
posterior mean is biased per . This is perhaps unsurprising given observations already seen
in [I5, 16], which show that traditionally unbiased estimators no longer remain so in this high-
dimensional regime. Such bias in the posterior mean has also been observed in semi-parametric
Bayesian causal inference problems [72]; for us, this is seen purely due to high-dimensional effects.
Since there is no apriori assumed sparsity in the true underlying signal (it could be sparse or dense),
the cumulative contribution of all coordinates incurs the bias in the mean for the posterior marginals,
in a spirit similar to [16].

The corresponding debiased version of the posterior mean—the one obtained by dividing the
mean by apayes—would exhibit an asymptotic MSE given by O'%ayes / a%ayes. In the right panel of
Figure [3| we compare this MSE with the debiased MLE MSE given by 0§4LE / aﬁ/[LE. Once again,
the Bayes procedure outperforms the debiased MLE. That said, the debiased Bayes procedure
performs worse than the original posterior mean as is evident on comparing the range of the x-axis
values between the left and the right panels. This is unsurprising given the phenomenon of Stein
shrinkage that we famously know in statistics. The unbiasedness in the debiased Bayes procedure
costs sufficient raise in the variance. Hence we do not pursue this debiasing direction further.

Finally, that the effect of the prior survives even in the limit of large samples and dimensions,
may be perceived as a blessing of dimensionality, since it implies we can design data-driven priors
that help in high-dimensional learning and inference.

Next we turn to explaining the main distributional limit that arises in Theorem [2| further. Crit-
ically, the limit involves constants «, o, v that were defined in based on the systems introduced

13



in and . The quantities that appear in these systems possess specific interpretations. In
the remainder of this section, we provide alternate ways of expressing the constants appearing in
and that yields additional insights into how these emerge in our results.

To this end, define for m,m’ € N,

1 / 1
Qe = BB, Q= BI B, (23)

where 8™, ,B(m/) denote two independent samples from the posterior. Proposition [1| below, that
forms one of our main intermediate results, shows that the constants (18)) can be interpreted as
limits of these quantitires, in the sense that for any m # m’ € N

Qmm = vB, Qmm' — ¢B, Qmx — CBBy»

in an Lo convergence sense. That is, vp, cp, cpp, correspond respectively to the (normalized) norm
of a typical sample from the posterior, the inner product between two independent samples and
the inner product between a sample from the posterior and the true signal. Interestingly, the other
set of constants r1, 7o, r3, critical for defining the mean and variance parameters «, o, v in our main
result, Theorem , can be interpreted using versions of the score functions introduced in .

To see this, define 8™, S,Em) € R” to be the vectors with ¢-th entry given by
S = Ti(X[ B.) — A(X] ™) and STV = TU(X] B X 8. (24)

where A'(X,"3(M) = dA/dz|,_xgem and TI(X]B,) = dTi/dﬂj’|m:XTB*. In other words S™, ST
are vector versions of the scalar scores introduced in , with XZT By« and XZT B(™) substituted for
0, and 6 respectively. We then define,

Oy 1= 0 18T ) pp . y=lgmTgm) 5 . p=1gmT glm) (25)

and agp = Ecge (A"(0)) (26)

where recall that (-)s denotes expectations under the measure ps introduced in (13|). With these
definitions, we will see below that the constants ri,79,73 from (18) are intricately tied to inner
products between the scores introduced above. We will sometimes refer to the quantities introduced

in and as the order parameters.

Proposition 1. In the setting of Section@ for any m # m' € N, we have that

s )

lim E <A”(am,1)> = adp,

n—oo
nh_{I;O]E <(Qmm - UB)2> ) nh—>IgoE <(Qmm’ - CB)2> 5 nh_{roloE <(Qm* - CBB*)2> = 07
lim E <(Qmm - 6)2> . lim E <(Qmm, _ r3)2> . and lim E{(Myppn — My —12)2) = 0;
n—oo n—oo n—oo

where ¥ := agp + 13 —11.

Thus, the mean and variance parameters in our main results , which are defined in terms
of r1, 79,13 from , essentially arise as limits of . Proposition |1| forms a crucial first step for
our proofs. Its proof is deferred to Section
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3.2 Applications

Before we delve into the main results of the paper, we provide specific GLM examples where our
results apply. We complement the logistic regression example below with numerical experiments
showing the efficacy of our results.

Example 1: Linear regression—prototype for checking validity Perhaps the simplest ex-
ample of a canonical GLM is the classical linear model. Although any prior that satisfies the
conditions in Hypothesis [1] works for our theory, we mainly discuss the case of the Gaussian linear
model since here closed-form expressions allow us to provide independent validation of the accu-
racy of our results. Thus we take this example as a means to cross-check our theory, and present
non-trivial examples later in this section.

For this example, our observed data arises from the linear model

yi = X, By + 2

where z1,..., 2, are i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables (we take the variance of these to be
1 for simplicity). The log-likelihood is given by

Lop(b) = —% 3 (y . XJb)2

i€[n]

so that matching with our formulation in (3) we have that Tj(x) = f(z, &), f(z,e;) = x4+ (e;),
where ®(-) is the cdf of a standard Gaussian and A(z) = z%/2.

It is easy to check that Hypothesis[I] holds for this model. With a bit of work it can be proved,
as a consequence of [32, Lemma 5.1] with u(z) = —%2, that Hypothesis [2| also holds. We now show

how our fixed point equations look for this model. In particular, given these explicit forms for T;
and A, simplifies to yield:

r1 =1+ Egge[(0())7] — Egee (02(6)),
rg=r1—1 (27)
rs = Egge (0(6) — 0. — 7 (e))’

s )
where 6(), 0, are given by with £ used for £ to shorten the notation.

For a linear model, can be further simplified by integrating Egge[(6? (§)>S] and Egge <9(§)>§
to yield closed form formulae in terms of vp, cp, and cpp,. In contrast, cannot in general be
integrated due to the presence of the prior. However, in the special case of the Gaussian linear
model, these can also be integrated reducing , to an explicit system of equations. This is

summarized in the next proposition whose proof is delayed to Appendix [J|

Proposition 2. For linear regression, simplifies to

1
e k(vp —cp)+1
o k(vp — ¢B)
2 k(vp —cp)+1
vy — /<L(")/2 +c¢g—2cpp,)+1
(k(vp —cB) +1)2
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Furthermore, if u(-) is standard Gaussian and 7(-) is a centered distribution, we have

v = ] +cB
(ro+1)%y2 + 73
cp =
(r1+1)2
. _(ro+ 1)y?
BB, = ry+1
which implies that
K\ 2 K
—ry 1= (7) 1- & 28
T =719+ 5 + 5 (28)

The Gaussian linear model is particularly instructive since the posterior can be explicitly ana-
lyzed in this setting. Specifically, the posterior takes the form . In Appendix we analyze this
posterior directly using random matrix theory tools. We use this to check the validity of our results
presented in the preceding subsection. Specifically, we check that the posterior limit is indeed in
the form given by Theorem [2| and that the expressions for 71,72 that our theory predicts, i.e. ,
match with those obtained from direct random matrix theory computations.

Example 2: Binary Outcome GLMs We now consider GLMs with binary outcomes defined
as follows

Yi = H{U(Xi—rﬁ*)zei}’
with e; an independent Unif[0, 1] random variable.
When o(z) = e*/(1 + e*), the sigmoid function, this yields logistic regression, whereas for
o(x) = ®(x), the cdf of a standard normal random variable, this leads to probit regression. The
log-likelihood becomes

= 3 (oo O a1 - a(XT0)).
1€[n]

We show the applicability of our theory for logistic regression where the likelihood simplifies to
Lap(®) = Y {yi X b~ log(1+ X )},
i€[n]

although other binary outcome GLMs would also fall in our framework. Note that
Ti(z) = [o>0-1(e;)y and A(x) = log(1 + e”).

Importantly, T is not differentiable, and therefore does not satisfy Hypothesis (ii). However, it
can be arbitrarily approximated by smooth functions. To this end, consider a smooth approximation
of Iz>0y given by fs(x) := (tanh(z/d) + 1)/2, where § > 0 is smallﬂ Define

Tsi(x) i= fs(x — o ().
When 6 = 0, we have TM ~ T, (see Appendix [If for suitable formalization). The log-likelihood in
the smoothed model is given by

Lpps(b) = Z Té,i(XiTﬁ*)Xin —log(1 + eXin).

i€[n]

“In simulations, we consider § = 1/1000.
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It is easy to check that Hypothesis (1| holds for the smoothed model. By Proposition (Appendix
Gl), Hypothesis also holds. Thus our main results hold for the smoothed model. In Proposition
we establish that the posterior marginals under the smoothed model approach those under logistic
regression as § — 0. Thus, the posterior marginals in logistic regression can be studied using our
results through this approximation strategy. Similar approximations can be invoked for other binary
outcome GLMs. Any log-concave prior would fall in our framework. As a use-case example, we
consider a Beta(a, ) prior with a > 1,8 > 1.

Figure [ compares the theoretical posterior marginal distribution for a fixed coordinate, as
predicted by Theorem [2] with its empirical counterpart obtained from MCMC simulations. In the
left panel, the QQ-plot shows a close alignment between the theoretical and empirical quantiles,
indicating good agreement between the two distributions. The right panel further illustrates this
correspondence by juxtaposing the marginal density obtained from our theory with the histogram
of MCMC samples. A notable feature is that the theoretical curve closely tracks the empirical
distribution across the full support, including in the vicinity of the true parameter value, marked
by the red dashed line. The figure illustrates the applicability of our results in finite samples and
dimensions.
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Figure 4: Comparison of posterior marginals as predicted by Theorem and MCMC simulations. The setting is that
of Figure [Tl and x = 1. For the MCMC simulations, n = 1000, the number of chains was taken to be 4, and 1000
draws were produced with a tune of 2000. The left panel shows QQ-plots for theoretical quantiles, obtained using
Theorem versus empirical quantiles obtained from MCMC. The right panel shows the predicted marginal density
from our theory versus the MCMC histogram; the true signal value f,j, is marked using a red dashed line.

Example 3: Binomial regression Binomial regression with log-concave priors is naturally cov-
ered by our results by extending the calculations from logistic regression. Specfically, in binomial
regression, for some fixed m € N, y; ~ Bin(m, p(X,' B8s)); where p(X,'8,) = o(X,' B,) with o(-)
the sigmoid function. Thus, the log-likelihood is

Lnp(b) = Z{inin —mlog(1l + eX?b)}‘

i€[n]

and the approximations from the prior example can be naturally generalized.
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4 Proof heuristics

Our proof strategy for characterizing the posterior marginals relies on relating the posterior measure
to the leave-a-variable-out measure, @, through an appropriate Radon-Nikodym derivative and
then approximating this derivative in the proportional high-dimensional limit. We now explain this
in further detail.

To study a posterior marginal, say the jo-th marginal, we proceed as follows. Recall that for
a vector v € RP, we denote © € RP~! and vj, to be the vector obtained on removing the jo-th
coordinate, and the jo-th coordinate, respectively. Then, by a Taylor expansion, the log-likelihood
at b admits the following decomposition:

['mp(b) = ['np 1( ) + A[,( 50 ) + En(b), where (29)
Aﬁ(bjov B) = Yl(i)a B*)bjo + YQ( B*)B*,Jo ( >b2 + n(é*)ﬂhjo%o + Y5(Bv B*)Bz,jg (30)
and the Y;’s are given by

ZXwo( (X7 B.) - A(X]b))

Ya(b, By) = Z Xijo T} (X[ B) X"
i€[n]
2 " Tz
Z X5,A"(X'b) . (31)
ze[n]
=Y X2 T(X8))
i€ n]

Z X2 T/ X'B)Xb

2jo

L ze [n]

The arguments in the Y;’s are spelled out to showcase their dependence on b, 8, and that these
do not depend on S, j, or bj,. In the sequel, whenever it is clear from context, we will suppress
the arguments of the Y;’s. Further, E,,(b) equals the error term arising from the Taylor expansion,
defined in . Since it involves sums of terms proportional to X” , E,(b) is of order O(n~1/2),
Above, the notatlon AL(bj,, b) is used to emphasize that in this term, b;, and b are “disentangled”
in that b;, appears only as coefficients to the Y;’s and b appears only in the Y;’s.

Recall that (-), stands for expectation with respect to the leave-a-variable-out posterior, defined

in @D By , we have that, for f : R — R,
J F(Bio) exp{Lnp(B)} [T5=1 1(dB;)
Jexp{Lnp(B)} [T n(dB))
ff Bjo) exp{Lnp-1(B )—’_A'C(B]Ovﬁ) + En(B )}ngl w(dB;)

Jexp{Lnp-1(B) + AL(Bjy, B) + En(B )}, w(dBy)
J £ (Big) ex0{Lnp-1(B)+AL(Bs, B)+En (B T;_, #(dB))
Jexp{Lnp—1(850.B)} TTh—; n(dB;)
S exp{Lnp-1(B)+AL(Bs, B)+En (B T;_, #(dB))
Jexp{Lnp—1(850.B)} TTh—; n(dB;)
(F(B0) exp{AL(B10, B) + En(B)})

<exp{Aﬁ(,3j0, B8) + En(ﬂ)}>v

{(f(Bjo)) =

= (f(Bjo)DPn),
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where we deﬁned@

exp{AL (b, b) + Ea(b)}
(exp{AL(Bj,, B) + En(B)})

Note D,, is the Radon-Nikodym derivative between the full posterior and the leave-a-variable-out
posterior, corresponding to and @D respectively. This calculation is analogous to how local
asymptotic distributions are calculated in classical asymptotic statistics [60].

The proof then involves establishing that, in the setting of Section and under (-),, D, converges
in the proportional high-dimensional limit to the random Gaussian tilt , which is a function
of the jo-th coordinate of the true signal 3, ;, and additional gaussian noise Zj,. Note that, as a
function of bj,, AL(bj,, i)) contains only linear and quadratic terms. Completion of squares naturally
yields a Gaussian density in bj,. To see that this density takes the specific form outlined in , in
the limit of large sample and dimensions, requires analyzing the limiting behavior of the Y;’s under
(-),- These limits are established in Lemma, . Plugging in the form of these limits, we obtain that

D,, = (33)

- exp{—g5 (bj, — mjy)?}
" Jexp{—5(Bjy — mjo)2u(dBi,)’

where m, is defined as in . Thus, essentially, as in classical Le Cam theory, the Radon Nikodym
derivative D, is also asymptotically Gaussian in our setting. In some sense, our leave-one-out
technology allows to build an analogue of classical Le Cam type theory in high dimensions.

This argument can be generalized to studying a single coordinate simultaneously of [ independent
samples from the posterior. In fact, in its most general form, we obtain Proposition [3|that formalizes
our aforementioned argument for a multivariate function applied to a pre-fixed coordinate of the
true signal and [-independent samples from the posterior.

D

(34)

Proposition 3. In the setting of Section @ let f: RAFL 5 R be continuous and polynomially
bounded. For any j € N, we have that

nh_{goE <f(ﬁ*,j>53('1)7 .. ,ﬁ§l))> =Ez <f(5*,ja ﬁ](‘l)7 SRR Bﬂ(l))>h,j ’

where on the left, ﬁ](l),ﬁj(-Q), ey ﬂj(»l) refer to the j-th coordinates of | independent samples from the

posterior and on the right <'>h,j refers to expectation over /B<1), e ,B(-l) drawn from | independent
copies of pp,; defined in (19). Furthermore, Z = (Z1,...,%;) ~ N(0,1}) refers to the Gaussians
arising in the respective means for these copies.

The proof is deferred to Section Proposition |3 is a key result since it directly yields a
characterization of moments of all orders for marginals corresponding to a posterior sample. From
here, establishing our main result on the limiting behavior of a posterior marginal is straightforward,
and described in Section . The necessitaty of establishing Proposition in the general version
we presented above, instead of simply for [ = 1, becomes clear on examining our proofs.

To extend to multiple but finitely many coordinates, e.g, to r coordinates as in the statement
of Theorem [2], we adopt a leave-r-variables-out strategy. To this end, the starting point would be a
log-likelihood decomposition of the form

Lnpd) = Lop—r(b_ij,..51) + AL, bjos -0, b (5, ) + En(bopjy 1)

5Our notational convention is that dummy variables used for arguments of log-likelihoods and any term without
integrals are represented by b and its variants, whereas variables over which integration is performed are represented
using 3 and its variants.

19



where b_;, ;1 refers to all but the ji, ja, ..., jr-th coordinates of b and AL is given by a suitable
analogue of and that isolates the effect of the r coordinates from the rest. As long as r is
finite, the arguments for our analyses remain essentially the same as r = 1.

In the aforementioned proof description, the main detail that was skipped pertained to how the

limits of the Y;’s are derived under (-),. We describe this step next. Note that under (-) , the ¥;’s
~ T ~ ~ T ~ ~

are functions of X; B4, X; 3, where 3 refers to all but the jy-th coordinate of a sample from the

leave-a-variable-out posterior introduced in [0] Thus, understanding the joint distribution of these

under (-), should allow us to characterize the limiting behavior of the Y;’s. Our main observation

is that for any function g, asymptotically,

(9X7B) ~(9(X78))- (35)

That is, in the limit of large sample and dimensions, functions of XZT B, where 8 is all but the
jo-th coordinate of a sample from the leave-a-variable-out measure, behave similarly to functions of
XZT 3, where 3 is a sample from the full posterior. To understand the behavior of the Y;’s, we will
therefore study the RHS in . Next observe that

(9(X;' B) exp{ui(X;' B, X B)}),
(exp{ui(X;' B, X/ B4)}),

(9(x7B)) = = (9(XB)Dn) . (36)

o

where we define - -
B exp{u;(X,' b, X,, Bx)} 37
e e ey AT @)
<exp{ui(Xi B, X, B*)}>O
Note D,, is the Radon-Nikodym derivative between the full posterior and the leave-an-observation-
out posterior defined in . Again, the remaining argument involves computing the limit of D,,

under (-)_. In fact, we show in Subsection |B.2.1} c.f., (B.2.1) that asymptotically

_ [ 9(8) explu(6,6,)}6(én)des
o7 Jew{u(6.0.)}0(Ep)des

where 0, 0, are as defined in (LI), u(6, 6,.) = T(0,)0 — A(6), and ¢(-) denotes the standard Gaussian
density. Subsequently, using the definitions of # and 6, the RHS of can be expressed in terms
of the measure p,(-) introduced in (L3).

Proposition [4] states this formally for the more general case where we consider a multivariate
function of a, ;, a1, ..., a;; where recall from that a,; = XiT,B and ap, ; = X;B(m) with m € [I]
and B8, ..., BU independent samples from the full posterior.

(9(X7B)Dn) (38)

Proposition 4. In the setting of Section @ let g : R — R be continuous and polynomially
bounded. Then for any i € [n]

lim E<g(a*7z-, al,i, ey al,i)) = EG@e <g(9*, 91, ceey 91)>s s (39)

n—oo

where, for m € [{], when cg > 0,

cB

02
O =/ k(vp — cB)ﬁggm) + Vkepzpp, and 0, == | Kk (72 - BB*) s, + CBB. ([ ;ZBBH (40)
B
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else 0,, = 1/I€UBf(Bm) and 0, := \/Kky?*¢p,. Here, {p,,zpp, are i.i.d. standard Gaussian variables,
independent of everything else and G = (¢, ,zBB, ). Furthermore, in , (-), denotes expectation

over fg), e 75591) that have density proportional to

l ; (65”2 ;
[ exp {Tw*)e(g;m)) — A" - Bz} . where T(6,) =T f(..0),
m=1

and e ~ Unif(0,1) independent of everything else.

The proof is deferred to Section [A2] Propositions [3] and [d] can be thought of as contrasts to
each other. The key idea underlying the former is to relate the full posterior (involving n samples
and p variables) to the leave-a-variable-out posterior where one of the variables has been dropped
from the log-likelihood. In contrast, the key idea underlying Proposition is to relate the full
posterior and the leave-an-observation-out posterior, where a sample is dropped but all variables
are retained. Such leave-one-out arguments have appeared in the prior statistics and optimization
literature for frequentist problems [13] [16] 34], [73] and in the statistical physics/spin glasses literature
either for models where the statistician knows the true signal distribution and uses it during the
fitting process (the Bayes optimal setting) or for global null models, where there is no underlying
signal [28, 30, [74, [75]. A major technical contribution of our paper is to rigorously develop this
machinery, for the first time, for commonly used statistical models, e.g., GLMs, under a general
Bayesian setting (and not the Bayes optimal setting) for which prior leave-one-out approaches do
not apply; significant additional heavy-lifting is necessary in this case, as is evident from our proofs.

5 Discussion

An outstanding question that emerges from this work is whether our posterior characterization can
be used to provide intervals with valid frequentist coverage for finite-dimensional marginals of the
true signal. Although we do not develop this here, with some work we believe this would be feasible.
In particular, our main result shows that finite-dimensional marginals of the posterior are suitable
Gaussian tilts of the prior where the tilt parameters are determined by a system of equations that we
characterize. Utilizing this, one can develop a method of moments based approach where we equate
empirical moments under the posterior distribution with population moments. We require three mo-
ments to estimate the parameters «, o, v in our limiting distribution. Thus, for distributions where
third moments exist, we can calculate data-driven estimates for these parameters. Subsequently, a
function inversion technique should allow us to infer about finite-dimensional marginals of the true
signal. Another direction of future work could involve understanding to what extent our current
assumptions can be relaxed. For instance, we believe the Gaussianity assumption on the covariates
can be relaxed using independent universality arguments as done in the recent frequentist literature
[76-81]. It would be important to establish this formally.

Finally, the fact that the effect of the prior does not wash away raises an interesting question:
given an inference problem, could we identify the optimal prior that would lead to credible intervals
(or transformations thereof ) with valid frequentist coverage and minimal possible length? In settings
where the prior effect has mattered in previous literature, authors have exploited this phenomenon
for suitable Bayesian inference [46], [82], but thus far, this has been understood for quite different
settings than the one considered in our work. These aspects would be important to explore in the
future. For this manuscript, we focused on introducing the leave-one-out technology for GLMs with
planted signals (the case of no signal had already been done in [74]) and demonstrate how it can
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help characterize finite-dimensional marginals of high-dimensional posteriors without traditional
sparsity-type assumptions on the true underlying signal.
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Proofs of the main results: Proposition [I] and Theorems [1] and

Before we start our proofs, we state some basic notations that would be useful throughout. Recalling
the definitions of a, and a,; from (), we define ADO AW and A7 to be the random vectors

in R™ with coordinates given, for i € [n], by AZ(»I) = Alag;), A;(l) = dA/dr|z=q, ;, and A;’(l) =
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d*A/dz?| .- ag; Tespectively. Again when the ¢ index is omitted, it is taken to be equal to 1. Recalling
from the discussions before (3)) that Tj(z) := T/( f(x,e;)), we denote by T,T' € R" the random
vectors with coordinates T} := T (ay, Z) and T} := dT;/dx| =, .» respectively. With these abbreviated

notations, the log-likelihood (J3|) at BY can be re-expressed as En,p(ﬁ(@) = Zie[n] Tlagﬂ—AZ(» ) which
for £ = 1 simplifies by our notations to to Zie[n] Tiai — A;.

A.1 Proof of Proposition

The proof of Proposition [I] relies on the following variants of Propositions [3] and ] The difference
between the original propositions and the following lies in the fact that the below assumes certain
limits exist and then conclude relevant convergence results. For this subsection and Section [B]
we redefine constants used earlier in the manuscript as follows. Subsequently, in Proposition [7]
we establish that if these constants were defined as in Propositions [p] and [6] they also satisfy the
system of equations based definitions provided in and . In the proof of Proposition (1, we
will invoke the next two propositions along sub-subsequences.

Proposition 5 (Variant of Proposition . In the setting of Section@, assume that the following
limits hold,

Tim E(Qu) =5, lim E(Qu)=:q, lim E(My) =, lim E(Myp) =

n—oo n—o0

lim IE<A" ai >— Adp, nhm E<Q11> =: 7, hm E<Q12> =:q 11m E<T”(XT[3*)XT,B> =:¢g,

n—oo
where Qmm/, Mot s Qe are defined as in . Define

= Gdp+ G — Ve =M — M, T3 =G (41)
Forl>1, let f:R*Y = R be a continuous and polynomially bounded function. We then have that,

for every j > 1,

. 1 l ({
Jim E (7858 87) =Bz (£(Bes B 8)), (42)
where Z = (Zy, ..., Z1) ~ N(0,1;) independent of everything else and (-);, ; here refers to expectation
under density Hin:l p(bm) with p(by,) proportional to

79 +t7

p(bm) X 67(7‘1/2)(bm*m]')2 where m] — 5*7]. _|_ @Zm (43)
1

Proposition 6 (Variant of Proposition . In the setting of Section @ assume that the following

limats hold

lim E(Q11) =: vp, nli_}II;OE<Q12> =:cpg, nh_)rg()E(Ql,() =:¢BpB,- (44)

n—o0

For1>1, let g : R — R be a continuous and polynomially bounded function. We then have that,
for every i > 1,
lim E(g(axi,--.,a1i)) = Ecge (9(0x,01,...,01)), (45)

n—oo

where we define (for m € [¢]) when cg > 0,

02
= k(v —cB) fgm) ++/kepzpp, and O, == | K (72 - fB*>§B* + CBB*\/;ZBB* (46)
B B
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else 0,, = ‘/ﬁngj(Bm),G* = \/kY3Ep, Here, &g, ,2pp, are i.i.d. standard Gaussian random vari-

ables, independent of everything else and G = ({B,, zBB, ). Furthermore, (g(04,01,...,6;)), denotes

expectation of g(0y,01,...,0;) with respect to fg), ey g) that have density proportional to

! 3 (m)y2 -
I1 e {Tw*)e(sg”b —AWBES)) - “BQ)} where T(6.) =T f(B¢),
m=1
and e ~ Unif(0,1) independent of everything else.
We present the proofs for the aforementioned propositions in Section [B]

Proposition 7. Under the assumptions of Propositions @ and@ the constants r1,r2,13 from (41))
and vp,cp,cpp, from satisfy the fized point equations and respectively, and agqp
satisfies .

Proof of Proposition @ For the constants 71, 9, r3, this follows directly from the definitions
on an application of . For the other set of constants we start from the definition and use
. Analogous arguments hold for the constant ag,

Proof of Proposition |1] Recall definitions and . By Lemma |14] the expectations

E(Q11), E(Qi2), and E(Qi)

define bounded sequences in n. By Hypothesis [2 the same holds true for

E<Q11>, E<Q12>, E(Qu), E(Qu2), E(A"(a1)), E(My), and E(My).

Therefore, for every subsequence (ny)g>1 C N there is a sub-subsequence (ny, );>1 such that all these
expectations converge to constants.

Let (ng)r>1 be some subsequence and (ng,);>1 a sub-subsequence such that these expectations
converge to finite limits. By Propositions the limit of these expectations must define solutions
to the fixed point equations and . However, we operate in the regime where this system
admits a unique solution, implying that these expectations converge to the same value for some
sub-subsequence of each subsequence (ny)r>1. Hence, these expectations converge along the entire
sequence. Since the concentration in L? of these quantities is proved in Propositions (12| and , this
completes the result.

A.2 Proofs of Propositions [3] and
Proofs of Propositions [3] and [4] follow from Propositions [T}, [5] and [6]

A.3 Proof of Theorem [
Recalling the definitions from , notice that

1
5”5 —B.? = Q11 +12 - 2Q1,.

Then, if we let ¢ := vg + % — 2¢pB,,

E((p 1B = Bull> = ¢)?) <16 (E{(Qu1 —vB)*) + E{((v2 — 7)*) + E{(Q1« — 2¢BB,)?)) .

The result then follows by combining Hypothesis (iv) and Proposition
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A.4 Proof of Theorem [2I

By considering moments, this can be proved directly as a corollary of Proposition [3] Here we show
the proof in the special case where »r = 1. The general case follows identically. Notice that the
random density from defined up to normalization by

Phjr (db) o e ~25(0=mi1)% )y (db)

is strongly log-concave and thus is sub-exponential (see [83, Theorem 5.1]). This implies that its
moment generating function is defined in an open interval containing 0 and thus py, ;, is determined
by its moments (see [84, Chapter 30]). Furthermore, by Lemma all the moments of j3;, are
defined and by Proposition [3| they converge to the moments of py_j,. Then, by [84, Theorem 30.2]
the proof is complete.

A.5 Proof of Corollary

For every m € N let gm(ajl, ey T = Hle[m} 2. Similarly as in the previous proof, from Proposi-
tion |3| applied to gm(ﬁj1 - ,ﬁ](T)) we obtain that
(1) (m) n—00 fbph’jl (db) m
m 9. ]:E
<ﬁ]l> <g (5]1 le )> ( fph,.jl (db)

The result then follows, by [84], Theorem 30.2].

B Leave-one-out arguments: Proofs of Propositions [5] and [6]

B.1 Proof of Proposition

Let jo € [p] be the index of the marginal of interest. For any vector b, we will denote b and b,
to be the vector with the jp-th coordinate removed and the jp-th coordinate of b respectively. We
begin by expanding the log-likelihood into the following terms

Ln P(b) Lnp- 1(b) + bijo Z Xl]o XT/@*) A/(XzTB)) +Bx.jo Z XZJOTZ(X;FB*)X;E

n, ).

i€[n] i€[n]
Y1 Ya
~ =T 1
+ Buiobio D X3, THXT B +825, 5 E XETN(X] BOX 03,5 > A"(XTb)Xfm] + Ea(b)
i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]
Yy Ys Y3

= Lnp-1(b) + AL (bjy, b) + En(b),

where recall that Aﬁ(bm,b) and Y7,...,Ys were introduced in and respectively. Above
the error term F,, is defined as follows

E .— Jo Z A/// & ”0 ,Jo Z T/// XTsz?}O
’LE[TL i€[n) (47)
/32 b 3 b B
+ *7]20 Jo Z T”(XT,B*) 2 + *,Jg Jo Z Ti///(Xi)XizLjO
i€[n] i€[n]
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with & some value in the interval between X'ZT ,é and X: B + Xij,Bj, and x; a value in the interval
between XZT,@* and Xj,é* + Xijo B jo-

The first hurdle encountered in the proof of Proposition [5|is that 3j,,Y7,...,Ys are unbounded
under E (-) and that E, cannot be a priori neglected. To mitigate this, in the next subsection,
we present two intermediate results which establish that expectations under E (-) can be well-
approximated by expectations with respect to a measure I_E<>/K that is much easier to handle.
This is done in Section [B:I.1] The final technical component involves establishing the asymptotic
properties of Yi,...,Ys; the result is stated and proved in Section

B.1.1 Simplification of the leave-a-variable-out measure

The simplification of the leave-a-variable-out measure will consist of two steps. We will first show
that expectations under the full posterior can be asymptotically approximated by expectations
conditional on certain quantities being bounded. In a second step we will show that dropping the
Taylor error terms FE,, does not substantially change these expectations.

Conditioning argument Let || - ||y stand for the operator norm. For K > 0, consider the
following events

Ag = A{[Bj |, M1l [¥5| < K} and B := {[|Xaejol[, || X|[op < 3} (48)
with
X'Jb = (leov ce 7an0) €R™ (49)
Notice that, if we define F: RP +— RS and G : RP*" = R? as
F(B) = (K = [Bj|, K = V1|,..., K = [Y5]) and G(X) = (3 — || Xejl],3 = || X[[op),

we can then write Ax = {F(8) > 0} and B = {G(X) > 0}—this is the version of events we work
with later in Appendix [F]

Let E(-) denote expectation w.r.t. (X, e) conditional on event B. That is, for f : R"*PxR" - R,
E(f(X,e)) is defined according to

. E(f(X. o))

BU/(X,€) = =g (50)

Notice that this quantity is well defined as P(B) > 0. In fact, P(B) — 1 in our high-dimensional
setting. Next we take K > 0 large enough and define for f : R — R,

(1o = LRl 1)

Notice that, (f(Bj,)) is non-zero only on the event B. Furthermore, on B for sufficiently large
K >0, as. (Is,) > 0. Hence, is well-defined. The following lemma controls the difference of
expectations of functions under E (-) and E (-) .. This allows us to work, in the proof of Proposition
[l under the latter measure instead of the original one.

Lemma 1. For f : R? — R bounded, there are vanishing sequences (€p)n>1 and (%) x>1 such that

E(f(8)) = E(f(B))k | < [Iflloo(en + k).

The proof of this lemma is delayed to Appendix [C]
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Taylor approximation Given a function f : RP — R, define the expectation <>'K according to

i (f(B)Lay exp{—En})
= Ip. 52
<f(/6)>K <]IAK exp{—En}> B ( )
That is, (-)% is the posterior expectation conditional on A (and on B) with respect to a modified
log-likelihood that drops the Taylor error terms F,,. The following lemma controls the difference of

expectations of functions under (-), and ()%

Lemma 2. For every continuous f : R — R there is a constant C' > 0 such that

_ / c
Bl (f(Bjo)) i = (F(Bjo)) i | < ni/2:

The proof of this lemma is also delayed to Appendix [C]

B.1.2 Asymptotics of Y7,...,Y5; under the leave-a-variable-out measure

Let 8, ..., B® denote independent samples from the leave-a-variable-out measure defined in @D

This means that 81, ..., 3 denote all but the jo-th coordinates of these and that B](-;), e ,ﬂj(-f)
are independent samples from the prior. In the next section, we will see that, proving Propo-

sition [5| requires analyzing the limit of functions of the random vector Z( ™ ¢ RS defined as
(BJ(-;n), Yl(m), YQ(m), Y3(m)7 Y4(m) , Y5(m)) where we choose Yl(m) = Y1(B™), B,),. m) =Y5(B8"), B,)
defined as in (31)).

Lemma 3. Under the assumptions of Proposition@ forr>1,let f1,..., fr : R? = R be continuous
and polynomially bounded functions and V), ... V) € R™ be random vectors with coordinates,

(m) ._

for each m € [r| and i € [n], given by V, Jm(axisam,i). Then for every m,m’ € [r], if

Qm m! = n—lv(m)Tv(m) then
lim E(Qmm ) =q implies that  lim E(Qmm Yo = q.

n—oo n—o0

Proof. To see this, for every t € [0,1], let (-), be expectation with respect to the posterior corre-
sponding to the log-likelihood

Lypi(b) :=t(AL + Ep) + Ly p—1(b).
That is, for each f: RP — R, we define
J £(B) exp{Lp(B >}Hj€[p 1(dp;)
Jexp{Lypi(B )}Hje[p (dB;)

Clearly (), is equal to (-), (expectation under the leave-a-variable-out posterior) and (-); to (:)
(expectation under the full posterior). Now, notice that

d [ Qexp{Lnyps(B)} [y 1(dBs)
ds [ exp{Lnyps(B)} L #(dB))

J Q AL+ Ey)exp{Lnp,s(B)} Hje[p] n(dB;)
Jexp{Lnps(8)} [Lep 1(dB5)
J Qexp {Lnps(B)} Hje[p] p(dB;) [(AL + Eyp) exp {Lnp,s(B)} Hje[p} p(dB;)

(J D (L0 pa(B)) Ty 1(d5)) =

(f(B), =

<Q) | ot

s=t

=K

s=t

=E((AL+E)(Q— (@) :

t
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where, for the first equality, we used [35] Proposition A.2.1] to exchange differentiation and expecta-
tion and, for the second one, we used that En »s(B) = AL+ E,. By straightforward adaptations
of Propositions |§| and I to (-), we have that the right hand side of this last equation is o(1). From
this and the Mean Value Theorem we conclude that

lim E[(Q), — E(Q)] =

n—oo

For each distinct pair m,m’ € [l], let Qmms Qs M, and M, as in ., but with
BW, ... B0 drawn from the leave a variable-out measure. Recall t, from (| . Furthermore,
under the conditions of the Proposition, by Lemma [3] we have that

lim E <A”(XTﬂ)> = gy,

n—oo

lim B ((T(XB)(X]8)*) =0

n— 00 )

lim IE<T’(XTB*) X gmx; gm > —g

n—oo v

i 5 ( §77(X 60X 6)

n—oo

(53)

v

Here we will state a lemrya that characterizes the limit iI~1 distriloution of the random vectors
Z7(lm). For m € [I], let 0,, := &, + 2" and 0, == &, + Z; with (&1,...,&,&1,...,&) € R¥ a Gaussian
random vector with covariance matrix given, for m, m’ € [l], by

E(émgm’) = (0 — @)0mm» (fmfm ) = (0= @)Smm, and E(émgm’) = (M — M) Smm’ (54)
and (#,%) € R? a Gaussian random vector independent of (£,,,&,,) with covariance matrix given
by Ex’ = G, Ez%2 = ¢, and E(#'2) = m. Then, for m € [[], let

Cm = (6m7§m7§m>adp/2at'yacg) (55)

with (31, B2,... independent samples from the prior p(-). We then have the following limiting
characterization.

Lemma 4. Under the assumptions of Proposition [3, for every | > 1 and every continuous and
bounded function f : Rl — R, we have that

E(f(ZD.....200)) "2 E(f(G,., Q).

The proof is deferred to Appendix [C.4] In Lemma[4] there are two kinds of limits involved—Y3,
Y,, and Y5 involve second moments of X;;, and thus converge to constants. To prove these we will

resort to Proposition I 8| which establishes the concentration in L? of certain functions of the fitted
values X T,@, X TB On the other hand by the results of Appendix l Y1 and Y5 converge to

Ganblanb T he convergence holds since ﬁ ,B(l are independent of X,j, thus conditionally on
BW. ..., BW, the random variables X .TJO,@(l .]0,6(1 are jointly Gaussian with a covariance

matrix Which converges to a suitable limit due, again, to Proposition [§]
By a similar argument as in Lemma we can extend this convergence in distribution to
convergence under E (-) .

Corollary 2. Letl > 1 be some arbitrary integer. Then, for every continuous and bounded function
f: R R,
E(f(ZD,....20) "5 E(f(G, ).

v
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B.1.3 Leave-a-variable-out argument

Here we will present the proof for £ = 1, but the general case follows in an analogous manner.
Furthermore, we will prove the result for continuous and bounded functions f : R — R. The exten-
sion to continuous polynomially bounded functions follows by appealing to the uniform integrability
of B}, under expectation E (-), obtained as a consequence of Lemma Recall that our goal is to

analyze the limit of E(f(ﬁ*,]o, o ,...,B )) where BJ(;), cee Bj(-f) denotes the jo-th coordinate of ¢
independent samples from the posterior. That is,

S £ Bajor BD, . BN TTE _y eLrn B (g3 (m)
J Ty B per (dBm)

which recall from Section simplifies to the following

<f(ﬁ*]o) J(éavﬁj(f»_ [

(FBrior B2 B Tl 1eXp{A£( B + B (B},
([T exp{AL(BYY, B) + En(B)}),

; (56)

Crucially, by definition, under the (-),, measure, B(™)’s are independent draws from a density pro-
portional to e£nr=1(8") ,@p=1(3(m)) whereas ﬂ;gn) ’s are independent draws from the prior u(-). We
work with this definition of the 3(™)’s and B;;n)’s. Our goal is to then show that converges to
the RHS of .

To this end, recall the deﬁnition of Zy, ™) from Section and that of AE(BJ-O,B) from .
For convenience we redefine Aﬁ(ﬁ ,,6 ) to be

AE(Z,(J”)) — Yl(m)ﬁj(:%) + Y2(m)ﬁ*,j0 _ 6](:1)21%(771) + 6*’]05531 _|_ ﬂ* ]OY(m)

to emphasme the dependence of this quantity on the entries of ZT(Lm). For K large enough, define

the event A = {||Zn (m) lloo < K}. Notice that due to the definition of A(m), there is some small
enough § > 0 Such that (56A£(Z")]IAK <1/2 Fix § > 0 such that this holds. Let L > 1.

(2, ZF) = £(B))) exp{AL(Z)}T <1>H (1= exp{AL(ZIN yom), (57)

m=2

where we let H _o(---) =1. As per our Hypothes&s the definition of A( ™) and the fact that fis
continuous and bounded the functions g are also contlnuous and bounded By (52 ., we have that

_ B exp{=Eullay) _ ((Bi) exp{AL(Zn)} ),
(exp{—EnfLag) (exp{AL(Zn) Ha),

where the last equality follows by definition of (-), from @D
Recall the formula for the partial sums of the geometrlc series; that is, for all r > 0,

(F (Bio )i Ip, (58)

L

1—r
dooh= — (59)

0<k<L-1

By equation and this last formula we have
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+E [(F(Bi)) k(1 = 32454, )

1— (1 . 5<6A£(Zn)HAK>v)L)]

B [(F(Bio) i (1 = 874, (60)

_ [ 1— (1= 6(eAE@nT,, ),)E
_ ) AL(Zp) K/vV
oE <f( 30)6 ]IAK>U 5 <€A£(ZR)HAK>U

E [(£(Bio))ic (1 = 8B La)0) |
=0 3 Elge(ZD, . 20 + B [(F(B0) k(1 = 8(eAEE 0,0

1<k<L

where the first equality follows by adding and subtracting a term, the second one by using equation

, and the last one by using and the definition from (57)).
Using Corollary , under E (-), we have that

(Z'r(tl)v .. 7Z7(zl)) i> (Cla .. 'aCl)a

where, for m > 1, (,,, is as in . By Hypothesis [l|and the fact that f and AL are continuous and
bounded in Ag, the g are all continuous and bounded. This and Corollary [2 imply that

SCEG(ZD, 28 T2 S Eg(Gry o Ge). (61)

k<L k<L

For a proper constant C' > 0 and assuming w.l.g. that L is even, the following bound for the
second term holds

B [(£(Bi)ic (1 = 8{exp AL(Zu)acho)] | < CE[(1 = 6(exp AL(Zu)a,c o)
= CE[<1 — exp AL(Z,)] AK)ﬂ (62)
< CE{(1 — 6 exp AE(Zn)HAK)L)U,

where in the first line we used that f is bounded and in the last Jensen’s inequality. Let

Ak = {lI¢ll < K},

and define ay
AE(Cm) = pﬂz + 5m9 + /Bmﬁ*,]otw + /8* ]09 + Cgﬁ* .70

Here, AL((y) is essentially Aﬁ(ﬂjo,ﬁ) with Y7,...,Y5 replaced by their corresponding limits as in
Lemma 4 l Likewise, the event A is the analogous of Ax where Y7,...,Ys have been replaced by
their limits. In the same way as above, we then have that

E((1 — 6 exp{AL(Zn) A, )" )0 = E(1 — §exp{AL(¢1) 4, )" (63)
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Thus, combining equations though , we have for every L > 1,

lim E(f(B)k =0 . Boe(r- o, G) + O(B(1 = Sexp{ALC)M 1, ) ). (64)

n—oo
1<k<L

Now, by the definition of the functions g; and we have

0Bz ¢ [ exp{AL(C1)H 4, p(dB)

1—(1—0Ezz [ex {Aﬁ(C1)}H“K (dB) -
5 Z Egr(C1,- .., Ck) = 0Bz 2 { 55/f ) exp{AL(C)} 4, p(dB) ( e p i ) ]

_ g | Bee S J(8) exp{AL(G) L, p(dB)
T | Bee [ exp{ALC)H 4, 1(dB)

g, |Bee S 1) exp{ALC)N, 1(dF)
3,2 ]Egﬁgfexp{Aﬁ(Cl)}HéKﬂ(dﬁ)

We would like to bound the second term of the last line, which represents the error term resulting
of the approximation of the full series Zk21 gr. by its first L terms ¢ ZlgkgL g, For this we use
that f is a bounded function to get that, for some K > 0,

Eg ¢ [ £(B) exp{AL(G)} 5, 1(dB)
Eg ¢ [ exp{AL(C)} 5, p(dB)

is smaller or equal to

(1 - dee | exp{M(cl)}HAKu(dm)L] .

Ez »

(1 -8z | exp{M(cl)}HAKu(dm)L]

KEz » (1 - 5Eg7§/exp{AE(Cl)}HAKu(dB)>L-

Moreover, by Jensen’s inequality, because the map x — = is convex, we have that

L L
Ez (1 - 5Eg75/GXP{Aﬁ(Cl)}HAKM(d5)> =Ez; (Eg{/(l - 5eXP{A£(C1)}HAK)M(d5)>
E (1 - 5exp{AC(C1)}HAK>L
Combining this with we get that
¢gJ f(B)exp{AL(C)}H 1, p(dB)
§ E o G) =Es s |55
1§;L 9k (C1y -5 Cr) : [ E; o ] oxp{AL(C) 5, p(dF) ]
+0 (E (1 - 5exp{A£(C1)}HAK>L> .
Above, (f €,7,Z) have the same joint distribution as described for the (fl £,%,2)s in . We

then conclude that, for every L > 1,

Bee J 1(B) exp{AL(G) 5, p(dB)

lim E<f(5]o)>K =Ey - Eég—fexp{ﬁﬁ(gl)}ﬂ,i}(ﬂ(dﬁ)

n—oo

+ 0(1&(1 ~ §exp Ac(gl)HAK)L).

(65)
Note that, by the choice of §, we have that 1 — d exp AE(Q)I[AK is a.s smaller than 1/2. Taking the
limit L — oo in , by dominated convergence we then have that

Eg ¢ [ f(B) exp{AL(G)} 5, 1(dB)
Eg g [exp{AL(G)} 4, pn(dB) |

E(f(Bjo))r > Ez
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lim T B (f(8,)) = Eer Eeel f(ﬂ)exp{AE(Cl)}u(dﬁ)] (66)

K —»00 n—00 K s EéjgfeXp{Aﬁ(Cl)}M(dﬁ)

Notice that, by the definition of AL(¢;) and those of 6, and 6y, the right hand side of is equal
to

Es 2

B¢ [ (8) exp{—"825% + B(E + Z') + BBujoty + Brjo(§+ 2) + g2 Jo}u(dﬂ)}p(dﬁ)] . 67)
g ¢ [ exp{—2252 + B(E + Z) + BB joty + Bujo (€ + 2) + coB2 ;. }1(dB) ’

Recall the formula, valid for all a,b € R, for the generating function of two jointly Normal random
variables ¢ and &' of means p, 12 € R and covariance matrix ¥ € R?

Ee e (exp{a +b¢'}) = exp{ap + buz + (a,0)S(a,b) T /2}. (68)
We can then use and to integrate {N and ¢ obtaining that @ is equal to

~ ~ 2 ~ — = ~
[f J(8) exp{—(agy + 4 — )5 + (1 —m +1,)BB,.5, + x@ﬁz}u(d,@’)]
Z ~ — = A~ Y
J exp{—(agy + G — 0)% + (M — M+ 1)5Ps gy + V/ABZ}p(dP)
where Z ~ N(0, 1), independent of everything else. Observe that, in this last equation, the terms
Bx,joZ and ¢4 in the exponents are missing as we have simplified the ones occurring in the numerator

with those of the denominator.
From the above, we then conclude that

lf F(8) exp{—(aay +§ = ) + (0 —m+ 1), + \/Eﬂi}u(dﬂ)] .
. Jexp{—(aay + @~ 0)% + (7 —m + t,)8B. 4, + VABZ}u(dB)

Combining this with Lemmas [T and [2] we conclude that
lim E <f(ﬁjo)> =Ez <f(6)>h,j0 )

n—oo

(69)

lim lim E(f(8j,))

K—o00n—oo

where (-);, ;. is given by ([43).
This proves the proposition in the case in which r = 1 and f is bounded. The extension to
general r > 1 follows in the same way.

B.2 Proof of Proposition [6} leave-an-observation-out argument

Recall definitions (2) and (6)—(7) and that a, = (X{ By, ..., X, B) ", am = (X BM™,..., X, 3(™)T
Isolating the dependence of the log-likelihood on the last observation we get that

Lop(b) = Ln_1(b) +un(X, b, ay0), (70)

where a,, denotes the n-th coordinate of a,. This implies that we can express the following
expectation under the full posterior in terms of the leave-an-observation-out measure, defined in

, according to

<g(a*,n) Alny--- ,aZ,n) eXP{Zmem un(am,na a*,n)}>
E

E(g(axn;@im,---»a0n)) = el (71)

(exp up (a1 n, a*,n»ﬁ

where note that the denominator is obtained by noticing that <Hf;1:1 exp{un(@mn, @xn)})o =
(exP Un (A1 ,n, Axn))b-
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Note that on the right hand side, within the expectation, we have expectations w.r.t. the leave-
an-observation-out measure. The latter does not involve the n-th observation, thus a sample from
the posterior induced by this measure will be independent of X,,. For calculating the limits of these
expectations, it will be enough to track the joint distribution of the following ¢ + 1 variables

(xmy @1y - - a0m) = (X, B, X, 8Y, .. X, B0,

where 81, 82 . B® are independent samples from the leave-an-observation-out measure. By
Gaussianity of X,,, and the fact that 8™ is independent of X, these are zero mean multivariate
Gaussian, so it suffices to track only their covariance matrix.

Now the asymptotic representation theorem of Appendix [E| (Lemma , by Proposition
holds under the hypothesis of this proposition which states that the expectations of @11, Q12, and
(14 converge, and we obtain under the leave-an-observation-out measure,

(a*,nyal,nv---yaﬁ,n) i (9*7917~~ 795)‘ (72)

We will use later in this section. Before we present the rest of the proof we comment on the
different sources of randomness in the aforementioned display.

Next, we will need the following auxiliary result that proves concentration of )11, @12, Q1x
defined in under the leave-an-observation-out measure.

Lemma 5. There exists a positive constant C' > 0 such that
2 2 2 c
E((Qu —vB)?),, E((Qi2 —cB)?),, E((Qix — cBB,)’), < 7
where vp,cp,cpp, are defined as in .

In the above lemma, since the expectations are taken under the leave-an-observation-out mea-
sure, it means that Q1; = B' 3/n, where B is a sample from the leave-an-observation-out measure.

Proof. This proof is analogous to that of Lemma [3] Here we will prove the conclusion for Q11 but
the result follows analogously for the others parameters. First notice that Proposition [12| applies to
the leave-an-observation-out posterior. We then have that, for some v/,

E((Qu - v}p)?), < jﬁ

We thus only need to prove that v = vp.
To see this, for every t € [0,1], let (-), be expectation with respect to the posterior corresponding
to the log-likelihood

En,p,t(b) = tun(X,—ll—b, a*,n) + Z Uz(Xsza a*,i)-
i€[n—1]
That is, for each f: RP — R, we define

. J 1(B) exp{Lnpi(B)} Hje[p} 1(dB;)
= o B Ty wdB)
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Clearly (-), is equal to (-), (expectation under the leave-an-observation-out posterior) and (-); to
() (expectation under the full posterior). Now, notice that

N AeX ﬁnps iclp dj
%E<Q> ’s t:E[de p{ (/3)}1_[3 []ﬂ(ﬁ)]}

ds [ exp{Lnps(8)} ey #(d5))
J Q(AL + En) exp{Lyp,s(8)} Hje[p} p(dB;) ‘
Jexp{Lnps(B)} ng[p} n(dB;) s=t
J Qexp {Lnps(B)} Hje[p] 1(dB;) [ un(arm, @xn) exp{Lnp,s(B)} Hje[p} p(dB;)
(J 5P (Lo s (8} Ty m(d8)))

=E

‘s:t

=E((AL+E)Q— (@) :

where, for the first equality, we used [35] Proposition A.2.1] to exchange differentiation and ex-
pectation and, for the second one, we used that Enp s(8) = (AL + E,,). Then, for every fixed
te0,1],

‘disE <Q>S ‘s:t‘ < \/E <u721(a*7n,a1’n)>t]E<(Q _ <Q>t)2>t < n?/4,

where, for the last inequality, we used that Propositions[12] and [14] can be straightforwardly adapted
to (-),. From this and the Mean Value Theorem we conclude that v3 = vp which proves the
lemma. |

B.2.1 Proof of Proposition [6]

We first prove this for g continuous and bounded. For simplicity we will write the proof with [ =1
but the derivation follows in a completely similar way for larger values of [. Let M > 1. For
conciseness of notation, below we use u(z,a. ) to denote u,(z,ay,) as defined in (3)). For each
k < M define
k
fk(al,n» <oy Ak my a*,n) = g(al,n) eXPU(al,n, a*,n) H (1 — exXp u(am,na a*,n)); (73)
m=2
where we let H;:Q(- --) = 1. By Hypothesis [l| and the fact that ¢ is continuous and bounded, the
functions fi are also continuous and bounded.
By equation ([71)) and the geometric series formula,

(1= () M) +E [(glara)) (1 = (erm o))V ]

m_[al
_[al
> E

1<k<M

L= (1= (eronmann)) )M

<6U(al,n:a*,n)>o

fk A1y -5 Akn, an*))o +E |:<g(a1,n)>(1 - <eu(a17n,a*7n)>0)M:| .

n
eW(@1,n,0x,n)
n

+E{g(arn)) (1 — (etl0mann)) ) M)

(74)

As noted above, by Hypothesis [I] and the fact that ¢ is continuous and bounded, the f; are all
continuous and bounded. Then, by ,

Z E<fk:(a1,na <oy Ak omy a*,n)>o H—OO> Z Efk(Hb cee 79ka 0*)a (75)

1<k<M 1<k<M
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where recall the definition of 6,,’s and 6, from . For a proper constants K > 0, the second term
can be bounded in the following way

)E [<g(a1,n)>(1 - <expu(a17m a*,n)>0)M] ‘ S KE(l - <eXp u(al,na a*,n)>0)M

(76)
< KE((1 — expu(ar n, axn))™)o,

where in the first line we used that g is bounded and in the second Jensen’s inequality. Now, because
(1 — expu(ain,asn))™ is a continuous and bounded function of (a1, ax,) by Lemma [10| we have
that

E((1 = expu(ar,n, aun))")o =2 E(1 = expu(61,6.)", (77)
where on the RHS we use u(z, 6,) to denote T(0,)x — A(z) with T'(6,) = f (64, ¢) and e ~ Unif(0, 1)
independent of everything else. Thus, combining equations through , we have so far that
for every fixed M > 1,

lim E(g(arn)) = > Efi(01,.... 0 0.) +(’)(E(1 —expu(91,9*))M>. (78)

n—o0o
1<k<M

Because this holds for every fixed M > 1, taking the limit M — oo after the limit in n, by dominated
convergence theorem, which holds because the functions fj, are continuous and bounded, we get that

ST OEf0r . 0600 T Y E S0, 00,60,) and E(1 — expu(6y,6.))M M2 0.
1<k<M k>1
(79)
Note that E(-) denotes expectation w.r.t. (G, e, &, &, ...), and we see that

k
> Efi(6r, .., 0k, 04 ZEG®6/¢ déy) -+ ¢(dér)g(61) expu(6,6,) [ [ (1 — expu(fm, 64))

k>1 k>1 m=2

_ZEG@/(;& d€1)g(01) expu(fy, 65) H /qs d€m) (1 — exp u(Bim, 65))

k>1

k—1
_ZEG®6/¢ dé1)g(01) expu(fy, 6,) (/¢> dé2)(1 — exp u(fa, b4 )))

k>1
k—1
= Egs. [ 6(d)o(0r) e ulé, . ( [ otaz) 1—expu<ez,e>>)

k>1

_F <f¢ d€1)g(01) expu(fy, O« )>
e\ J 6(dea) expu(0s,0,)
= Ecge (9(01))

(80)

where ¢(d&,,)/dEy, denotes the standard Gaussian density and for the fourth equality we used
dominated convergence to exchange summation and integration and in the fifth we used the formula
for geometric series.
Then, combining equations f we obtain that

S Efie 5= Eage (9(01)), - (81)
1<k<M
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Finally, to see that the second term goes to 0, note that 1 —expu(6;,6,) < 1 since u is non-positive
a.s. The limit then follows by another use of dominated convergence.

Notice that if g is polynomially bounded, by Proposition we have that g(a,) is uniformly
integrable. We can thus, for computing its expectation, approximate it by a continuous and bounded
function. The same proof as above subsequently applies.

C Proofs of intermediate results for Proposition

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

For this result, we require some uniform bounds on E <Y12> oo, B <Y52>, as established in the fol-
lowing.

Lemma 6. Assume Hypothesis[]] and[q hold. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 s.t., for alln > 1,
we have E<Y12> R <Y52> <C.

Proof. We present the proof for Y7. In this case, we have

Z E ZJO Z E <Xij0Xz"j0Fii'> =nk <X12j0F11> =+ n(n — 1)E <X1j0X2jOF12> ;
i€[n] i#i' €[n]

Where for i,7 € [n], we denote (Tj(ax;) — A’(@;))( ](a*]) Al(a;)) by Fij; where T; is defined as
in and a;, a.; are defined as in . but with 3% referring to a random sample from the full
posterlor with the jo-th coordinate left out. The first term on the RHS is easy to bound. Indeed,
by Hypothesis [I| there exists K > 0 such that

nE (X3, Fi1) < nK(EXE, +E(X}, THax))) < nkK (EXUO + \/1[«: L E(Tf(dhl))) <K'

(82)
where we use that, because T is bounded, E(T} (ax1)) < K(1 + E&fjl) to see that it is a bounded
sequence. For the second term, by Gaussian integration by parts, as in [35, Appendix A.4|, with
respect to X1j, and Xs;, we obtain that nE (X1joX2j,F12) is equal to

Bf,joE <F12T{T2’a1 1a2,1> - 533'015 <F12T1/T2/a1,1a2,2> — By jo E <F12T{a171A’2(1)5](.01)>

+ By jo E <F12T1(11 1Al( 5 > B jo & <F12A/ (I)B(I)Téa2,1> + Byjo B <F12A’1(1)B§;)T2’a2,2>
—E(Foa V4 V50%) + B (Rt V4P 080 — 52 E (FaT{Tiar 0 )

- 53,]'01[“3 <F12T{T£a1,2a2,2> + 253,]'0[[‘3 <F12T{T£a1,2a2,3> + By jo B <F12T{a1,2A/2(1)5J(-;)>

+ B jo <F12T1/a1,2z4/2(2)5](-§)> — 204 E <F12T1/a1,2z4'2(3),3](0 > + Br.jo <F12A’1(2)ﬁj(§)féa2,1>
+ Brjo B <F12A/ (2)5(2)@&2 2> — 2B, 50E <F12A'1(2)5](-§)T210273> —-E <F12A/1(2)5j(02)14/2(1)5](~;)>
B (Rt P40 507 1 28 (R a D50 4,050

where we heavily relied in notations introduced in previous sections to compress this expression.
Despite the complexity of this expression, it is easy to notice that in every term, all the finite
moments of all factors inside the expectation are uniformly bounded. These bounds follow, similarly
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to , from Hypothesis Lemma and Proposition From this and multiple applications of
Cauchy-Schwarz, we conclude that for some K’ > 0

n(n — 1)E (X15,X2j, F12) < K. (83)

Combining equations and we see that IE<Y12> < C. A completely analogous argument
proves the result for Y5.

The random variables Y3 and Y, have second moments that are easier to bound. For example,
by Hypothesis [1| we have E (Y?) < doE||Xjy||*; where the RHS is easily seen to be bounded. A
similar argument applies for Y.

Finally, for Y5 observe that by Hypothesis [1| and Cauchy-Schwarz |Ys| < d; \/|\X,é||2||X.]O||3
We then have

2

E(Z) <d, |[E(IXBINVE (> x5 | - (84)

1€[n]

2 .
where E (Zie[n} ij O) is easily seen to be of order O(n~2). Finally, combining the fact that || X||op

is bounded with very high probability by 3 + 6 and Corollary we obtain that n=2E <\|X‘B|\4> is
uniformly bounded. This concludes the proof. |

The conclusion of Lemma [I]is then given by an application of Proposition [I3]in the special case
of [|flle < 00 and letting e, := 2y/P(B¢) and & := 2, /I_E<HA<;{>. The fact that ¢/ goes to 0 as
K — oo is a direct consequence of Lemma [6]

C.2 Proof of Lemma [2]
For proving this we will use the following version of [36, Proposition 4.5].

Lemma 7. For every f: R — R bounded we a.s. have that

| (FBjo)) e = (F(Bio)) i | < 21f oo (1 Enl) g + (| Enl)k)

where E,, as defined in .

By Lemma (7] it suffices to control E (|E,|), and E (|E,|)} to bound the effect of dropping the
term F,. If we define

63
nl — Jo ZA/” gl 2]07 n2 _ Jo ZT/// XTB 1307
i€[n]

’BBJOBJO 1 4
and E, 4 := > T"(xi)X;

jo

Bzdoﬁjo " T4
En3 - 2 ZT (X ﬁ*) 1]0’

i€[n] i€[n]

we then have that £, = E, 1+ E,2 + E,3 + E, 4 and we can thus bound the absolute values of
these four terms separately. We will now do this in an orderly fashion.

For the first term, by Hypothesis [I] and exchangeability, we have that there is some constant
C > 0 such that

= C
Z E <’6]0 |X’Lj()’ ) nE’XUO‘?’ < m

E(|En,
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Notice that Proposition |§| and Corollary |3| easily extend to (-),. For the second term, we use
Hypothesis 1| and Caucy-Schwarz to see there is a constant C’ > 0 such that

B 1Bal) e < 20l S8 ((1%741) 1%, 1)

1€[n]

< WPl (g (1A ) 3 x5

S (), 1)
< 3Bl (g 1)) Exi2)" <

where in the last inequality we used the extension of Corollary [3{to (-) ;. While for the third term,
we similarly have for some constant C” > 0

1/2

dlﬁz,joK — C”

13
9 ’I’LE|X1]O| < n1/2.

_ di5 , = 3
E<|En73|>K < 9 Z E (<|5J0|>K |Xij0| ) <

i€[n]

Finally, for the fourth, we readily see there exists a constant C”” > 0 such that

i Pl WIBLIK e
E(|Bualye < o 2E | (8l 2 X, | < 5 —nBXf, < =

Uo n
i€[n]

Analogous bounds for E (| Ep 1)}, E (| En2|)y, E(|Ens|)y, and E (| E, 4|)} follow from straight-
forward adaptations of the previous bounds and generalizations of Proposition [9] and Corollary [3|to
the measure (-)7.

Finally, by the definition of event Af, |Bj,| < K under (), and (-)}. Let f be the restriction
of f to the interval [—K, K]. Because |3;,| < K, then

E(f(Bio)) i = E{f(Bjo))c and E(f(Bjo)) e = E(F(Bjo)) -

Finally, ||f]|coc < oo because f is continuous and [—K, K| is compact. We then have the desired
result.

C.3 Concentration of functions of the fitted values

From a straight forward adaptation of the proof of Proposition [ for the case in which two observa-
tions are left out and using Lemma we obtain the following which proves the asymptotic decor-
relation of the different coordinates of functions of ay, ..., a,. For this, notice that if f,¢ : R® — R
are continuous and polynomially bounded, then F' : R® s R given by F(z,y) = f(x)g(y) is also
continuous and polynomially bounded.

Lemma 8. Under the assumptions of PropositioanL let f,g: R3— R be continuous and polynomi-
ally bounded functions. We then have that

lim E(f(ax1,01,1,02.1)9(ax2,01,2,022)) = Egge (f(0x,01,02)), Ecge (9(0x, 01,602)),

n—o0

with Bage(-) defined as in Section[2.5 and (-)

s as 1 Proposition .

43



From this we have the following concentration result used in the proof of Lemma [4

Proposition 8. Under the assumptions of Proposition |ZL forr > 1, let fi,....,fr : R? = R
be continuous and polynomially bounded functions and V) ... V() € R™ be random vectors with
coordinates, for eachm € [r] andi € [n], given by Vi(m) = fm(@wi,am,i). Then for everym,m’ € [r],
if vam/ = n VI Ty ) we have that

lim E<(Qmm - E<Qm,m’>)2> =0.

n—o0
Proof. First notice that by the exchangeability of the variables a1,..., 0., and am1,. .., @pm .y We
have that

E(( Qs ~ B{Qun)?) = 5 3 B{V2 >2> b S BV
zE[n] i#i €[n]
Z B2 < (m. )> _ % S E <v;(m>vi<m">E <V;§m)v;§m'>>
i€[n] i/ €[n]
= (B (i) - (vevie?))
+ n(nn; 1) (E <v,§m>vrgm’)v,§Tf ng£>> _E <V,5m)v,5m’>> E <V,§ml>v,§m1)>)

It is easy to see that the first term of the last line converges to zero by the polynomial boundedness
condition in the hypothesis and Proposition Moreover, by Lemma [§ the last line converges to
ZEro. |

C.4 Proof of Lemma [4]

By a simple interpolation argument (analogous to the proof of Lemma , Proposition |8 and the
assumption that the assumptions of Proposition |5, we have that, for m # m’ > 1,

E <(Qmm - 5)2>U ’ E <(Qmm - 77)2>u ) E <<Mmm - m)2>v ’

E <(Qmm’ - @)2>v ) E <(Qmm’ - Q)2>U ) and E <( mm/ m)2>v )
all go to 0 as n — oo.

Recall definition @ of the leave-a-variable-out measure. It is clear then that, if 3 is a sample
from the measure induced by (-),, the random vector B € RP~! (the vector without the jo-th
coordinate of 3) is independent of X,j,. Moreover, by the L? concentrations of Qmm, Qumm/s Mynm,
and M, argued above and a simple adaptation of Lemma [I(] to this setting we obtain that

Y ) S (60,61,.,6,0),

under the measure induced by E[(-),], where 0,0 are defined as in (54)). From the independence of
B from X,j, we can also easily prove that, for every m <,

E((Y3 — aap/2)?),, E(Ys—ty)?, and E{(Y5 —¢g)?),
all go to 0 as n — oo. Finally, under the leave-a-variable-out measure 6](-3), cee BJ(-? are all inde-

pendent and distributed according to p(-). We then conclude the convergence stated in Lemma

2]

44



D Concentration in L? of order parameters

In this section we will prove that, under E (-), the order parameters Q11, Q12, and @14, as defined
in , concentrate. The formal statement is provided in Proposition [12| at the end of this section.
We use this concentration result critically in the proof of Proposition [1| earlier.

By the Hypothesis |1} the Hessian H|[L,, p] of Ly, is positive definite. This is so because, for all
J.3" € [l

2 T
abj,bj/‘cnvp == Z XZ]XZ]/A//(XZ b)
i€[n]

and A” > 0. Furthermore, by Hypothesis |1, the coordinate-wise prior pu(-) is strongly log-concave.
Then, there are some € > 0 and a € R such that

log ju(x) < —e(z — a)?. (85)

Because this constant can be eliminated by a simple translation of the coordinates, we will assume
w.l.g. that @ = 0. All this implies the crucial fact that the posterior measure is strongly log-concave.
To show that the order parameters concentrate we will introduce the following tilted log-likelihood

Lap(®D,62) := Ly () + Loy (0) 4+ Aal DD + 7,60 TP + x, 8, 6Y, (86)

for (A\n)n>1, (Vn)n>1, (Xn)n>1 C [0,€/2], three vanishing sequences to be selected later. Note that,
unlike the log-likelihoods introduced before, this one involves two p-dimensional vectors. Given a

function f : R% R, ther[]

(7(B®,80)) = 1 / exp{Lay(BY, 8N} [T nasi)utas®), (87)

T ZAnv"/naXn je[p]

is the posterior expectation associated to (86| with Z Anyn.xn > 0 a suitable normalizing constant.
We will either write I' or (5(1),5(2)) to refer to samples form the tilted posterior. In this section,
we will denote the scaled log-normalizing constant of the posterior measure by

F, :=n""tlog Z,. (88)
In the same way, we will let the log-normalizing constant of the tilted posterior be
Fn = n_l log ZAann»Xn' (89)

First, we will give an exponential control of the norm ||3™M]|? under (), (i.e., we control the
square-norm of the first p coordinates of a sample from the tilted posterior). We will then use this
bound to control all the finite moments of n~![|3))|2 under (-),. This control is needed to account
for the fact that the samples from this measure are not necessarily bounded.

Proposition 9. Assume Hypothesis|1| holds. Then there exists some constant C' > 0 such that for
all t, (An)n>1, ()n>1, (Xn)n>1 @0 [0,e/4] and n > 1 it holds that

log (expt/|8V]2) log (exptl|B2]2) < On(||X][3, +n [ T(0)|? + 1)?,
where, as above, BY) and B? are random vectors containing the first and last p coordinates of a

sample from the tilted posterior , respectively.

5Note here we use (,@(1),,@(2)) to refer to a sample from the tilted posterior (87)), instead of referring to two
independent samples from the full posterior as in the rest of the manuscript. But, since we refer to these under the
expectation (-)7, the meaning is clear from context.
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Proof. Here we prove this for 3. The proof for 8 follows in a similar way. For any b, b3,
because 0 < t, \, < e/4,

(t+ M) 1BV] < B0

Similarly, because 2b)TH(2) < |[b™M)|[2 4 Hb(Q)H2 and 0 <7, <¢e/4,
b5 (Hb 17+ [18®]2).

And because 26073, < |[bM |2 +||B4]|? and 0 < x,, < /4,

T, < S(IBD|P +[18.]2).
Finally, notice that by ,

Do D logulby™) < (B + b)),
mef{1,2} jelp]

By the above bounds,

(t+ A DD + 70D T8 + 3, dDT8 + ST S log (el
me{1,2} j€[p]

is then smaller or equal to

_£ )2 @2 _ 2
= (20612 + 71612 — 1.1
Also, as A(-) is by Hypothesis [I](iii) non-negative,
Yo D TX L)X — AX[ ™) < 7T (! +b); (90)
me{1,2} i€[n]

where, for j € [p], 7j 1= > e T;(X,' B.)Xij. Because Hypothesis |1 (iv) states that sup,,>1 [|Bx]|co <

oo, there is some L > 0 such that [|B]| < y/nL for all n > 1. Then, because ||T!]|oo < dyi by
Hypothesis I (i), it follows that for all z € R, Tj(x) < dy|z| + T3(0). Then, for some K, K’ >0

||T a* H2 Z T a*z < Z(d1|a*7i| —|—Tz(0))2
i€[n] i€[n]
< K (X812 + 1)) (o)
< K (|1X 3, +n ! [TO)]).

where, in the last line, we used that ||3.||> < nL? We then obtain that, for some appropriate
K", K" >0
Y Y

tog [ exp{tl|8V| + £,,(8, 8} [T u(dsMutds?)
J€lpl
is smaller or equal to

€ K" B 2
log/exp{TT(,@(l) +B%) — Iy T dsVas? < =i + % — plog(K"e)
Jj€lp]
"

K" - L 92
< NP @I IXIE, + 0 (§ - rtop(s))

~ 2
<nk" (X112, +n ITO)F +1)
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where we used and and that, for all @ € Ry and b € R, fe_“”2+bxd:n = (W/a)l/ze%.
Now we need to show an analogous lower bound on the log-normalizing constant. Define the set
By = {[|bW]|oe + [P0 < 1} € R* and M := fil p(dx). Without loss of generality, we may
assume that M > 0. If this were not the case, it would suffice to adapt the argument by changing
the interval [—1, 1] to one with positive p-mass. Notice that, because the integrand is non-negative,

D rpoen > /B exp{Lnp(BY, B} T] 1(dB)u(d™). (93)
Jj€lp]

Furthermore, in the set B, we have, by Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that in B,, the norms of b()
and b@ are bounded by VD,

BOTH| < e, and 876D < vl Bl

This implies that inside B, .
En,p > En,p - ('Yn + LXTL)K’n; (94)

where L > 0 is as above. On the other hand, inside B,, by Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that
|[b(1)[| < \/p, there is some K®) > 0 for which

> T(XBIX W > —[|T(al)]|[| X6V

i€[n]
> —/n||T (@) [1Xlop
> ~KOn||X g/ 1 X3, + 0 [ T(O)] (95)
> KOy /|| X[2, +nYIT(0)] 21X,
> —K@n X3, + 20 1T(0) 121X 2, + 02| T(0) 1

= KD (|1X|12, + n 7Y IT(0)?)

where, for the third bound, we used . In a similar way, by Hypothesis (iii) we have that
[|A”||oc < 1, which implies that there are constants a,b, > 0 such that, for all z € R we have that
—A(z) > (x + blz| + ¢). Thus inside B,, we have some K®) > 0 s.t., for m = 1,2,

_ Z A(XZTb(m)) > _K®) ||Xb(m)\|2 i Z ‘X;I'b(m)‘ in

i€[n] i€[n]
> —K® (11 x007]12 + V| X0 + n)
> =K (11X1[2,]160]2 + v/l | X ||opl b || + 1)

> —KOn (| X0 +1)%;

where we used that, by Cauchy-Schwarz, 3~ 1 X, 6™ < /n||Xb™)||. Combining this last
inequality with , , and we obtain that for some K(©)

~ 2
108 Zn, e 2 =K O (|| X112, +n I TO)P +1) (96)

where we used that the Lebesgue measure of B, is 4”. Putting equations and together
produces the result. |
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From this, a uniform bound for the finite moments of ||31)[|?/n under (-), can be derived as
follows.

Corollary 3. Assume Hypothesis[1 holds. For all k > 1 there is some Cy, > 0 such that, for all
An)nz1, (n)nz1, (Xn)nz1 in [0,e/4] and n > 1, E([[BD|*), E(||BP||**), < Cyn”.

Proof. This follows directly from Proposition [9] [35, Lemma 3.1.8|, Hypothesis[I} and the fact that
all the finite moments of || X||,, are uniformly bounded in n (which follows from [85, Corollary
5.35)). m

Next, we will produce a bound for the variance of the log-normalizing constant of the tilted
model.

Proposition 10. Assume Hypothesis 1| holds. Then, there exists some fizted C > 0 s.t., for all
Andnzts (nzts (X1 in [0,2/4], Var (Fr) < C/ /.

Proof. Define the vector e := (e, ...,e,). By the law of total variance we have that

e)) + Var (E (Fn e)) . (97)
We will now analyze the two terms separately.
Given a differentiablefunction on R™" we let Vx be the gradient over this space. Notice that,
letting e be fixed, then F' is only a function of X. By Gauss-Poincaré inequality we have that for
any given sequence G, as in Hypothesis

Var (Fn) —E (Var (Fn

. 1 .
Var (Fn e> <_E (HVXFnH%‘e) ;
n

where || - || stands for the Frobenius norm.
Note that, for all i € [n] and j € [p], the ij-th coordinate of VxF is given, interchanging
differentiation and integration using [35, Proposition A.2.1], by

1
O, By = ———— / 0%,y (Lap®0D) + £0p(®)) TT s(au(a@?)
nZ)Vn,v’Y’ran ]G[p}

1 T a(m = (m) T a(m)y g(m)
= S (TXT B+ T - AXT )

me{1;2}

.
Thus,

me{1,2}
where, for each i € [n] and j € [p], the ¢j-th component of these matrices are given by
1] j

UgY =n B (X780 LV =n T T (B and W = nt (A(XT BB

We then have, ||V x F,||% < 36 D ome{1.2} |U||%+|V]|%+]||W||%. In a similar way as in Propositon
[0, we can see that there is some large enough constant K > 0 s.t.

. (st ? . (811
[Tt} < K\|Xu§pn>T, VI3 < K (11X |op + 1>2n>T,
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1 / IS, 18
(m)12, « = (m)'112(1 q(m) (|2 2
and [|W |} < — (LA |2807) < <\|X\| )

In the bound for |[W{™||2 we used that, by Hypothesis I (iii), ||A”||cc < 1, which implies that
there exists a constant a > 0 such that, for all z € R we have |A’ ()| < |z| 4+ a. Therefore, by the
uniform bound for the moments of || ,B(m)HQ /n under (), given in Corollary [3{ and the fact that all
the finite moments of || X||,, are uniformly bounded in n (direct consequence of the exponential
bound in [85, Corollary 5.35]), the mean of ||Vx F,||% is O(1).

For bounding the second term of (97) define g(e) := E(F,|e). We will use Efron-Stein’s in-
equality (see |86l Theorem 3. 1]) to control the variance of this function. Given e define a new
random vector according to e := (eq,...,€;—1,€,, €it1,...,€,) with e, ~ Unif]0, 1] independent of
everything else. Also denote by L i the resulting log—hkehhood obtalned by replacing e by e} and
let Fn,i be the corresponding log-normalizing constant. In this setting, the Efron-Stein’s inequality

takes the form
Var (g Z E(g Z E(F, — F},,)?, (98)
ze[n] ze[n]

where in the last relation we just used Jensen’s inequality. For estimating the terms on the right
hand side of the inequality, first notice that for all ¢ € [n],

Fn _F/m,i ilog <exp{£npz( 7:8(2)) —En’p(ﬁ(1)7ﬁ(2)>}>
< L {£,,(80.8%) - £,,.(87.82))

n

3
T

T

by Jensen’s inequality for —log(z). Let (-)7; be the expectation resulting from replacing e; by €]
in (-), Similarly as above,

~ ~ 1 ~ ~
Fn - Fn,z - - log <exp{£n7p(5(l)vﬁ(2)) - £;7p,l(6(1)76(2))}> )
n T,
1 ~ ~
- M g@y_ g (31 32
Z n <£n,P(/3 7/8 ) ‘Cn,p,z (/8 n@ )>T,i

by the concave version of Jensen’s inequality for log(z). In what follows, we omit the arguments
of the log-likelihoods to have more compact equations. Combining the above and using Jensen’s
inequality one more time for the square,

- . 2
BBy — B ) <E(Ly, z;w> +E{Lnp = L >T
K

(99)
< 2B ((Lop— L1 pi)?), -

In the last inequality we used that, because e; and €} are i.i.d., then E <>Tl is equal to E (-);.. Now,
the difference of the two log-likelihoods can be readily computed and yields

(‘C ‘C/ n,p, z) = (T o f(a*,i7 ei) —To f(a* s 61))2(611 i+ a2 1)2

(100)
< K'(2|awi| +T o f(0,e;) — T o f(0, ez‘))z(al,z’ + a%,i)'

Observe that, by exchangeability, E <ai‘>T =n! Zie[n] E <a;‘»‘>T. Then,

> E(al), <E(IXBIY), < \/EIX|SE (18],

i€[n]
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From this and the bound over the moments of ||3||?/n of Corollary [3| we have that E <a‘11>T = O(n).
This together with Hypothesis [1] and the easy to check fact that E(a.; + 1)* = O(1) imply that,
for some K" > 0, for every i € [n]

E((Lnp(BV.B%) = £,,:(8".87)7) < K"V, (101)

Combining equations (98)-(101)) we obtain that Var (g(e)) < K”/y/n. This concludes the proof. M

In the following lemma we prove that the tilted posterior is strongly log-concave. For this we will
consider its log-density as a function from R? to R. As such, along the proof, we will use a generic
deterministic vector (b, b2) € R?P such that by, b; € RP to evaluate likelihoods and priors. To
simplify notations, in the following we will write log p(b1) instead of Z?:l log 1u(b1,5) and log p(b2)
instead of > 7_, log pu(ba ;).

Lemma 9. If0 <\, < £/4, then Ly, (b1, ba) +log uu(by) +log ju(ba) is an &/2-strongly concave
function.

Proof. Remember that
L p(b1,b2) = L (1) + Ly p(b2) + Ap||b1]|? + 70b{ b2 + xnB[ b1

By Hypothesis [1] we already know that £, is a concave function and log z(b1) and log 1(b2) are
e-strongly concave. It is then enough to prove that the perturbation terms A, | b1 |2, v,b{ ba, and
XnB/] b1 do not “break” the strong concavity of the posterior. For this, it is enough to bound their
Hessians, in the Lowner order, by matrices proportional to the identity. In the case of x,,3, b1, this
is trivial because its Hessian is the null matrix. Now, let #(1Y) be the Hessian of A, ||b1||? and #(1?)
the one of ,b{ by. Then, if v € S?~1(1), it is easy to see that

v H Wy = M\, |12 < A and VT HDy = 7, (v1 - 2)? < 7,
where vy, vy € RP are such that v = (v1,v2). Because 0 < A\, v, < £/4, we then have that

HD) Z]I and H1? — ZH

are both negative-definite matrices for all values of by and by. By the e-strong concavity of £,, ,(b1)+
log pu(b1) + Ly, p(b2) + log 11(bz), we then conclude that

Lnp(b1, b2) + log 11(b1) + log pu(b2)
is €/2-strongly concave. |

The next proposition proves the concentration of some of the order parameters. For this, recall
the definitions of 11, @12, and (1, from . In this proposition, the definitions are the same but
(,@(1),,3(2)) are taken to be samples form the tilted posterior.

Proposition 11. Let (An)n>1, (Yn)n>1, (Xn)n>1 € [0,€/4]. Then, for some fized C > 0,

E((Qu1 — E(Q11)7)*)7, E{(Q12 — E(Q12)7)*) 1, E{(Q1x — E(Que)7)?) 7 < 7110/4'
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Proof. We will present the proof for ()11 but the arguments for Q12 and @1, are completely analo-
gous. Since the tilted posterior is e/2-strongly log-concave, by Brascamp-Lieb’s inequality (see [87,
Theorem 5.1]), we have that

(IVQuIP)r _ (I8P (102)

g/2 en?

((Qu1 — (Qu)1)*)r <

where we used that VQ1, = p~ V| 8W |2 = 2p~ 1.
Taking expectation on both sides, we obtain by Corollary [3| that there is some constant K > 0

s.t.
K

E((Qu1 — (Qu)7)*)7 < — (103)

Now, note that B ~
O Fn = (Qui)r, 03 Fp =n{(Qu1 — (Qu)r)*)r >0,
ONEE, =E((Qu)r, and 083 EF, =nE((Qu1 — (Qi1)1)*)r > 0.

Also, by a standard lemma (see for example [88] Lemma 3.2|), we have that if G, ¢ : R — R are two
convex functions, for any § > 0 it holds that

G'O)—g O <gdO+0)-gO-6)+6" D> |Gy - g (104)
ye{0—5,0,0+5

For the calculation below, we rename F), to be FAn%,xn to emphasise its dependence on Ay, 7v,, and
Xn- Note that F) ., ., and EF) .. ., are convex in A, so taking g = F , v, and G = EF) .
we have that for all § > 0

(Qu1)7 — E(Qu1)7] < (Q11)a,46 — (Qu)au—s + 6D [ Fyryen — EFy i, (105)
yey

with Y 1= {\, — 0, A\n, A\ +6}. In this last equation, (-),,+s stands for a posterior mean of the form
(-)r where the perturbation parameter A, has been replaced by A, £ ¢ respectively. By the mean
value theorem 3z € (A, — 0, \,, + 6) such that

(Q11)rn+6 — (Q11)xn—5 = 26n{(Q11 — (Q11)rn=2)*) Apea-

Since an analogous bound as in (102)) holds for (-)x,—., we have that for all 6 > 0, small enough,

(@u)rnss — (Qui)ancs < (18|23 (106)

On the other hand, since the bound on the variance in Proposition [10| does not depend on A, we

have that )

E Z |Fy77n - Epy"‘)’n’ S
yey

9K’
; (107)

B

where we used that

2
2 2 2 2
(Za) < |Z* maxaf < |Z] > a (108)

€L €L
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which holds for the arbitrary finite index sets Z and terms (a;)iez. Squaring (105 and using
equations ((106))-(107)), inequality (108)), and Propositionwe have that, for some K’ > 0,

2

E((Qu1)7 — E(Q11)7)* <E [ (Qi1)ants — (@u)an—s + 0D |Fy e — EFyq vl

yeY
2

1 5 5
<4 [ E(Qu1)ants — (Qui)a,—s)* + 52 > |Fy, —EF,,,|

yey
2R 4 /
§4<45 (811 , 9K )

g2 n? 6%2\/n
By Corollary |3, n2E <HBH4>T is a bounded sequence. Then, letting 8, = n~/® we obtain there is
a positive constant K" > 0 such that

K//
n1/4 :

E((Qu)r — E(Qu1)r)* < (109)

Combining (103]) and (109) concludes the proof. |

The last step to prove the concentration of the order parameters of the model is to show that
the conclusion of Proposition [I1] extends to our original untilted posterior measure. We establish
this conclusion by a simple interpolation argument.

Proposition 12. Assume Hypothesis |1 holds. Then, there exists a positive constant C' > 0 such

that
E((@Qu ~ E(Qu)?), E((@n ~ EQu)?), E((@u ~ BQL)) < o

Proof. Again we will prove this for Q11 but the proofs for (12 and Q1. are completely analogous.
For simplicity, we will set 7, and x,, to be equal to 0. The proof may be extended to non null values
of v, and x, in a straightforward way.

Define an interpolating log-likelihood Ly, ¢ := Ly, p+tA,nQ11 fort € [0,1]. Clearly, £, p0 = Lnp
and L, 1 = En,p. Let (-); be the posterior expectation with respect to this log-likelihood. That is,
for each f: RP — R and ¢ € [0, 1], we let

__ J f() eXP{En,p,t(b)}Hje[p] pi(dbj)
= e L OV} Ty ()

In this way we have that (-); is equal to (-); and (-), to (-). Note that by Brascamp-Lieb inequality
(see |87, Theorem 5.1]) we have

2
((Qu1 — (Qu1)e)*): < QM. (110)

en?

Then, for all ¢ € [0, 1]

d 2\,
&<Q11>t = nX\ ((Q11 — (Qu1)e)?)t < — <H[3H2>t
and
iIE = n\,E — 2y, < ﬁl@ 2
o (Qu1)t = nAE((Qu1 — (Q11)1)")t < - 11BI1%), ,
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which implies by the Mean Value Theorem that, for some K > 0,

A K A K

(I!Xl\op+1) and  [E{Qu) — E(Qu)r| < ——, (111)

[(Q11) — (Q11)

where for the first relation we used Proposition [J] together with Jensen’s inequality while for the
second we used Corollary [3] We then have that

VE(Qu — E(Q11))%) < VE((Qu — (Qu1))?) + \/E ((Q11) — (Q11)7)?
+V(EQ11) — E(Q11)7)2 + VE(Qu1)r — E(Q11)7)2.

By choosing A, = n~'/4, we have that owing to Proposition |11} the fact that || X||,, has uniformly
bounded moments, and equations (T10)-(111)) the RHS of this last inequality is O(n~/*). This
concludes the proof. |

E Distributional limits of projections of random vectors

As seen earlier, quantifying properties of the posterior in GLMs requires analyzing the joint behavior
of terms of the form X;ﬁ(l),X;ﬁ@), for suitable choices of B and B?). If these vectors were
independent of X;, quantifying the joint distribution of these terms would be easy. In this appendix,
we record some such basic results, considering general sequences of random vectors (without using
our specific problem structure), which we use in intermediate steps in our proofs. For £ € N, we will
let Vo, Vi,..., V; € RP be sequences of random vectors. In Lemmas [I0] and [T1] below, we prove an
asymptotic representations for products of normal vectors with these sequences of random vectors.

Assumption 1 (order parameters concentration). The sequence of random vectors Vy, ..., Vy satis-
fies the following property: there exist constants 0 < cg, ¢ < v,vg such that for all distinct m,m’ € [r]
we have that E(p~1V, V,,, — c0)?, E(p1V,) Vi — )2, E(p~ V' Vo — w)?, and E(p~1V,) V,,, — v)?
go to 0 as p — oo.

In this section, results are proved for general sequences of random vectors V,,’s that satisfy
Assumption [I] These results are used in Section [B]|to prove Proposition [5] and [6| where the V;,,’s are
chosen to be specific random vectors of interest.

Let X € RP be some sequence of standard normal vectors independent of (Vp, Vi,..., V). And
for every m € [(] U{0}, let Sy, := X "V}, /\/D.

Lemma 10. Assume 0 < ¢ < v and cg < voc and let Oy = \/vg — c3/cko + co/\/cz and (for
€ [0]) Om = Vv — c&mn + \cz; where &, ..., &,z are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.
Under Assumption[]) we then have that, as p — oo,

(S0, S1,-..,80) % (60,61, ...00).

Proof. Throughout the proof, f : R™*! = R will be some continuous bounded function. Notice that
for fixed values of Vp, V4, ..., V4, the quantity (S, S1,...,S) € R is a normal random vector with
covariance matrix ¥, € REFDXEHD) with entries ¥,y = p~ 'V, V,. Because f is continuous
and bounded, we thus have that there exists some continuous and bounded g : REFD*(EHD) R
such that

E[f(S0,51,....50)] =E[g(3)] - (112)
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2

By Assumption PO Ly as p — oo; where ¥ € REFDX(HD) ig o gymmetric matrix s.t. for all
distinct m,m’ € [¢] U {0} its elements are given by 3gg = vo, Lom = €05 Lmm = ¢, and Xy, = 0.
In other words,

vVvo ¢ ... Cp

o

X=1 . ,
. 2/
o

with ¥ € R™*™ a symmetric matrix with elements equal to v on the diagonal and ¢ on the
off the diagonal. Then, by the continuous mapping theorem, E[g(3,)] — ¢g(£). Notice that the

normal vector (6y,61,...,0,) has covariance matrix ¥. By the definition of g, we then have that
E[f(00,01,...,0¢)] = g(¥). This proves that E[f(So,S1,...,S¢)] converges to E[f(0o,61,...,00)]
and, because f is a generic continuous bounded function, it concludes the proof. |

Remark. The other scenario in which we will need a result of this kind is when ¢y = ¢ = 0. In this
case, the result trivially holds for 6y := \/vo&o and 6; := \/v&.

Now, let X’ € RP be some sequence of standard normal vectors independent of (Vp, V1,..., V)
and X. Analogous to the notations before, let (for m € [¢] U {0}) S|, = X’TVm/\/;B, o) =
Vvo — g /el + co/v/eZ, and (for m € [€]) 0], == v —c&, + /c2'; where &), ...,&, 7 are iid.

standard normal variables independent of &g, ..., &, 2. We then have the following extension.

Lemma 11. Assume 0 < ¢ < v and ¢3 < voc and let (0y,01,...,0¢) and (6),01,...,6)) be as above.
Under Assumption[I] we then have that, as p — oo,

(S0, S1, .-, 50, 0,84, S % (60,01,...,00,00,0,,....0)).

Proof. For each fixed value of (Vo, V1,..., Vi), (S0, 51, ..,50,5,51, . -.,5},) is a normal vector such
that, for every m,m’ € [r]U {0}, the covariance of Sy, and S/ , is zero. The result then follows in a
similar way as in the proof of Lemma [I0] n

Remark. Again, the analogous result for ¢ = ¢ = 0 also trivially holds.

F Conditional posterior measures

In Appendix [B.1.1] we require bounding expectations under posterior measures restricted to specific
sets. Here we present some basic conditioning arguments that where used as auxiliary results there.
We discuss the presented results in broad generality here without reference to specific posteriors.
To this end, let X € R™? and y € R™ be a random matrix and vector, respectively, and E(-) be
the expectation induced by their joint distribution. Also, define the measure

P(BIX,y) = - oxpH, (81X, y)u(dP);

where, fixing X and y, H,p : R? — R is some general log-likelihood, v(-) is some appropriate Borel
prior. Let 3 denote a random sample from this measure and, assuming the right hand side of this
definition is integrable, Z, > 0 is a suitable normalizing constant. For the rest of this section (-) will
refer to expectation under this generic posterior measure. We use this abuse of notation to avoid
introducing new notations that will not be used later on.

Let f: RP — R and g : R"*? — R be some functions. Define the events A := {f(3) > 0}
and B := {g(X) > 0} and assume that B has a strictly positive probability. Moreover, assume
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that (I4) > 0 a.s. Let E(-) be the expectation with respect to (X, y) conditional on the event B.
Similarly, for each h : RP — R, define

((B)La)
(h(B)) = { (Ta) f (I4) >0

0 otherwise.

Proposition 13. For all h: R? — R s.t. E(h*(8)) < oo, we have that
[E(h(8)) — E(h(B))| < (E(Lac))"/* (B2 (h?) + BV (h2)') + (E(h?) P(B)) "/ + E (|hl) P(B).

Proof. This bound follows easily by the definitions above. By hypothesis, E <h2 (,@)> < oo and this
implies that

E(r2(B)), E(h*(B)) < occ.
First, notice that
E (h(8)) — E (h(B)) = E[(M(B)) L] — E (h(B)) P(B°).
By Cauchy-Schwarz, we then have

1/2

[E (h(B)) — E(h(B)) | < (E(h*)P(B°))

Similarly, we have that

+E(Jh(8)|) B(B°).

[(P(B))" (Lace)].

&=
=
2

|
=
=
2

Il

=
=
)
=

c

|

=

As before, this implies that

[E(h(8)) ~E(h(B))'| < (E(Lae)) V> (BV/2 () + BV (12)')

Remark. If ||h|| < 0o, this simplifies to
[E(h(8)) — E(h(8))' | < 2Ihlloc |(E(Lac))/* + (B(B))?] . (113)

In Section [B] we use this kind of conditioned measures to compare the expectations under the
full posterior and suitable conditional posteriors. In that section, we also require a convergence in
distribution version of the aforementioned proposition. For this, we first prove two auxiliary results
below.

For some fixed d > 1, let (V},)n>1 be a sequence of random vectors in R?% and V € R? another

random vector such that V,, % V. Denote by P, (-) the probability measure induced by V,,, P(-)
the one by V', and let A C R? be some set of positive probability w.r.t all the measures (Pr)n>1-
Let (V;,)n>1 be the sequence of random vectors obtained by conditioning (V;,),>1 on A and V the
one obtained by conditioning V' on A. We then have the following.

Lemma 12. If A is a closed continuity set of P and P(A) > 0, then V,, 4.
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Proof. Along the proof we will make several uses of Portmanteau’s Theorem. In particular, we will
prove the conclusion by showing that for all C C R? closed,

lim sup P,(C) < P(C).
n—oo
For this, first notice that, by the convergence in distribution and the fact that A is a continuity set
of P, we have that
lim P,(A) =P(A). (114)

n—o0

Also, by the fact that A is closed and the convergence in distribution, for every closed C' C R?

lim sup P,(CNA) <P(CNA) (115)

n—oo

Let P,(-) be the probability measure induced by V;, and P(-) the one induced by V. Equations
(114) and (T15) imply that, for every closed C' C RY, there exists a vanishing sequence (e,),>1 such
that

_ P, A P A n
B, (C) = cn )S (cn )+e.
P,(A) P(A) — ¢,
The result is then obtained by taking lim sup,, on both sides of the last equation and noticing that
the right hand side tends to P(C). [ |

From this convergence in distribution result and the fact that P,,(A) — P(A) we then have the
following corollary.

Corollary 4. If A is a closed continuity set of P and P(A) > 0, then for all f : A — R continuous
and bounded

E(f(Va)La(Va)) 2= E(f(V)1a(V)).

G General results to establish Hypothesis

In this appendix we will derive two general results to prove the uniform boundedness for the moments
of a,, assumed in Hypothesis [2|

G.1 Moment control of fitted values under log-polynomial condition

The main result of this subsection will be the following proposition.

Proposition 14. Assume that Hypothesis |1| holds. Furthermore, suppose for a constant C that
|T| < C a.s. and that there exists some polynomial p(x,y) such that A(z) = logp(e*,e™*). Then,
for all k > 1 there exists some Cy > 0 such that, for alln > 1, E <a%k> < Cy.

The proof will be based on the following lemma that bounds the exponential moments of a,
under the leave-an-observation-out measure (-), defined in . In this subsection, E,(-) will be
expectation with respect to the single normal vector X,, and E(-) with respect to (X1,..., Xp—-1).
We then have that E(E,(-)) is the expectation with respect to X. Recall that, for m > 1 and
i € [n], axi= X, Bs, am; = XiTﬁ(m) and further that a, = X,/ 3().

Lemma 13. For all a > 0 there exists C' > 0 such that logE,, (exp{aa,}), < C(||X||op + 1)2.
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Proof. Note that

E, (exp{aan}), = E, <exp {a Z Xjn,Bj}> = <exp {OézngQ }>0

JElp] o

Here, as before, we used [35], Proposition A.2.1] to exchange derivatives and integrals. Analogously
as in Proposition [0] we have that for every sufficiently small ¢ > 0, for some K > 0,

log (exp{t[|8][*}), < nEK (|| X |lop + 1)%.

Choosing some t > 0 such that this holds and letting n > 1 be large enough so that 2nt > a2, we
obtain that

o? o? o’K | o
log<exp{2nttllﬂ||2}> < o log (exp{t]|BIP}), < 5 (1Xllop + D7,

where we used the concave version of Jensen’s applied to the function z% (with a := a?/2nt < 1)
to obtain the first inequality. We then have the conclusion choosing C := a?K/2t. |

From here we can obtain the desired bound for the moments of a,,, as argued below.

Proof of Proposition [} Notice that, for every f: R — R,

(#(@n) exp{Toan — Alan)})
(flan)) = . 2, (116)
(exp{Tnan — Alan)})

Now note that

log E,, (exp{a,}) < = logE, <exp{(1 + Tn)an — A(an)}>j + %log E, <exp{Tnan - A(an)}>_2

logE,, <exp{2(1 + Tn)an}> + %log E, <exp{—2Tnan + 2A(an)}> ,

o

o

IN

(117)

where in the first line we used (116) and Cauchy-Schwarz, and in the second one that A > 0 and
Jensen’s on both terms for #2 and 1/z2, respectively. We will now upper bound these terms by
functions of || X||op. For the first we have, for some K > 0,

logE, <exp{2(1 + Tn)an}>o <logE, <exp{2(1 + C’)an}ﬂ{anzo} + exp{2(1 — é)an}ﬂ{an<0}>o
< log 2 max {En <exp{2(1 + é’)an}> JEn <exp{2(1 — C’)an}> }
< K(||1X]|op + 1),

where in the last line we used the previous lemma. In an analogous manner, we may obtain a similar
bound for the second term of the second line of (117)). For the second term we explicitly use that
A(z) = logp(e*, e~ ™) for some polynomial p to arrive at

E, <exp{—2Tnan + 2A(an)}> =E, <e_2T"“”p2(e“", e_“")> .

] o
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Bounding in a similar fashion as done for the first term shows that there is another constant K’ > 0
such that 3 }
log By (exp{~2Tnan + 24(an)}) < K'(|1X|lop + 1)
o

Define Z := K'(||X||op + 1)>. Finally, by [35, Lemma 3.1.8], which states that if a random
variable X is such that log(E(eX)) < C, then (for every k > 1) E(X*) < 2F(k* + C¥), we have that
there is some K” > 0 such that

E <ai’€> < K"(1+EZ%).

The conclusion follows by fixing Cy := K"(1 + sup,,>; EZ2?*) which is finite. [ ]

H Moment control of coordinates of posterior samples

In this appendix we will prove that, for all £ > 1, the k-th moment of each coordinate of a sample
B3 from the full posterior is a bounded sequence in n.

Lemma 14. Suppose Hypothesis 1] holds. Then, for every k > 1 there exists some Cy > 0 such
that, for alln > 1 and jo € [p], E<ﬁ%€> < C.

For this, we will first prove an intermediate result. This will require the definition of the following
auxiliary measure. Recall that X is the design matrix obtained by removing the jo-th column and
B, € RP~! is the vector obtained by removing the jo-th coordinate of the true signal 3. Recall
definitions (2) and (T0)-(9) Fix jo € [p]. Fori € [n] and ¢ € [0, 1], define Tj; := T3 (t Xijo Br.jo + ssi),
Ti’,t i= T!(tX;joBrjo + Gx1), and Ti’,'t i= TV (tXijoBsjo + @x.i), where recall that a,; = X, B, For
f:RP~1 5 R define

1 - S . -

@i =5 [ 1B S TXTB-aXT By [ sy (19
Joit i€ln] j€lp\ Lo}

with Zj ; a suitable normalization constant.

Lemma 15. Under the same conditions as the previous lemma, there is a constant C' > 0 s.t. for

every jo € [p] ,

1 ~ ~
log(exp  37,) < C | D {(Tilaws) = A'(@)) Xijojo.1 +1
i€[n]

Proof. The proof follows by adapting |35, Lemma 3.2.6] to our setting. According to [35, Theorem
3.1.4], if the logarithm of the density of the posterior (which we will denote by ¢(-)) is such that,
for all 3,3 € R? and some fixed K > 0,

s <B + B’) _9(8) ﬂ; ¢(8)

' > |18 - 8P, (119)

then
<e(5jo—<ﬁjo>)2> < 4. (120)

Because of the strong log-concavity of the prior and the convexity of A(-) there is some constant
§ > 0 such that ¢(-) + d]| - || is concave. We therefore have that

/ /112 / /
¢<ﬂ;ﬂ)+5Hﬂ;ﬂ _¢(B)J;¢>(ﬂ)_5Hﬂll2ﬂ;llﬁllz20
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or, what is the same,

¢<ﬂ+ﬂ’) _ 4(8) + 4(8) 2_5Hﬂ+ﬁ’
2 2 2

2 2 /112
LN

Now, notice that
2 * 2

Thus, inequality (119) holds with K = ¢/4. The other result we will use is [35, Lemma 3.2.2] which
states that if w : R — R is concave and achieves its maximum at some z, € R, then for all K/ > 0
such that w” < —K'

o /112 0 2 /112 —5 —3?
_5’ =B+ 81+ U817+ 1811%) = 418 - 811>

K'/(x —1,)%e" @z < /ew(m)dx. (121)
Define w : R — R to be w(z) = f(x) + log pu(z); where

f(x) == log / expd S Tilan)(XT B+ 0Xi,) — AXTB+2X) b [ wldsy).

i€[n] J€lp\{jo}

Now, notice that the marginal of 3;, will be proportional to e“Pio) and that, for some ¢ > 0,
w” < —e because of the strong log-concavity of w. From (121I)) and [35, Lemma 3.2.2] we obtain
that

((Bjo — 4)?) <

with 2, the maximum of w. This then implies that [(8;,)] < e"'/2 + |2.|. By the strong concavity
of w we also have that |w'(0)| = |w'(x4) — w'(0)| > €|x,|. Here, with some abuse of notation, refer
to the density of u(-) as p(z). We will also assume without loss of generality that p(0) > 0. If this
is not the case, the argument can be easily adapted to a generic point in the support of the density
of p(x). Combining the above, we then obtain that

~ ™| =

e+ w'(0))?
exp(Bj,)? < exp (W)
e (Ve £0)+ ““‘”)2
p 1(0) (122)
2
/
_ ~ ~ 0
=exp e [ Vetr ST~ ADXjy)jon + & )
et p(0)
3/,2
By the convexity of ez and bounds (120)) and (122)) we obtain
1 1 1 2
(exp 308 = <exp {3180+ 5055 - a1 >
1 b1 )
< 5<exp <Bj0> ) + §<eXp(/3j0 - <Bj0>> )
2
1 ~ ~ (0
<Lep{e?(Ver ST - AXyhipa + 10 ) Y ra
2 i€[n] 'LL(O)
The result then follows by using that if K” > 0 and x > 1 then log(K” + z) < K" + log . [
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From this result we can then achieve uniform control for the moments of 3;,. By Lemma[I5/and
[35, Lemma 3.1.8], it is enough to show that there is some K > 0 s.t., for all n > 1,

2k 2k
E| Y Tilan)Xijo |+ E[ Y (A@))jo1Xio | <K

i€[n] i€[n]
To prove this, we will need the following auxiliary proposition.

Proposition 15. For all k > 1, there is some constant Cy, > 0 such that, for alln > 1 and t € [0,1],
E <a%k> < Ck.
Jost
Proof. For K > 0, define
D == {||B]| < VnK} and B :={[|X]||,, <3} (123)

Let K be large enough so that u([—K, K]) > 0. Notice that, for every X, there is a K’ > 0 such
that
<HDK>]‘0¢ > K/:u@)pil([_K? K]pil)’ (124>

Asin , we define E(-) as the conditional expectation with respect to (X, e) conditional on event
B. Moreover, for every f: RP~! = R we let

v ()
<f(ﬁ)>j0,t T e, |

where (Ip,) jot > 0 a.s. since, for almost all X, the posterior density is strictly non-negative on
Dg. In the zero probability event {(Ip,), , = 0} we just define the ratio as 0. From bounds in

[85] for P(B€) and an adaptation of Proposition |§| to (-);,+ We can easily see that:

(i) for some a > 0, P(B) < e™";

(i) for K > 0 large enough, there is an o/ > 0 s.t. E (Ipe. >j0 < e~

(iii) and, for all ¥ > 1, E <6~l%k/>,

Jo,

< E(IXBI) <kl
t jo,t

Jo,

Notice that, by (iii), moments of a; grow at most polynomially under the measure E () Jodt while
upper bounds in (i) and (ii) are exponentially decaying. This readily implies that, for all & > 1,
E <(~z?k >j0 ,and E <&Z2k >j0 , differ by an o(1) quantity. Similarly, by Proposition we have that the

moments [E <a?k - and E <d?k ;O , also differ by an o(1) quantity. We will make repeated uses of
this in the rest 0% the proof. By taking a derivative and using a Gaussian integration by parts we
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obtain

d /o ok _
@E <a1 >jo,t - Z E <a1’1(a1’i B aQ’i)Ti/’tXijO/B*’j°>jo,t

2'6[ ]

1
— g <CL1 1(a1 )i — ag Z)T tﬁ*730> .
Jo

zE[n '

+E <a1 (@1, — a2,) (@1 + Gz, — a3,i)Ti/,2tBE,j0>

!/
// 2
- E IE<6111 alz 021) i,t/B*,jo>. ;
Jjo,

ze[n

Jost

~ !/
+E <a1 (@1 — G2) (G + s — ds.0) 17352 4, >j T o(1);
0,
where for the second equality we used Gaussian integration by parts with respect to Xj;,: the first
terms comes from the derivative of T}, w.r.t. X;, and the second term comes from the derivatives of
exp {Zie[n] THXT = A(X}T ,@)} and the normalization constant Zj, ;; and for the third equality

we used () (iii) along with Proposition [13| to approximate E(-) by E(-) and, in the second term,
jo . ¢» as discussed above. By grouping the terms on the last line correctly and using
Hypothe51s i.we see that for some appropriate constants K', K" > 0

~ / _ ~ /!
- Z <a1 (a1, d2,i)ﬂ'ftﬁf,jo> _ +E <a%f€1(a1,z‘ — G2,i)(a1,i + G2, — as,i)Tﬁﬁf,jo> .
Jo,

,t
ze[n Jo

/
75 32 t 2% - a2\
— g ap Bis ——E <a > g <a27'T- ; >
n 11 Z 4,t%,50 n 1,1 jost 1Lt %,jo jost

/ t_ /
LB (S IXAIPTAR,), - B (i) (IXBIPTER,) |

)

/
t -
~2k
—]E<CL11 E alzagzﬁ*]0> +ﬁ <11§ a?za3zﬁ*go>

i€[n] jost i€[n] Joit

K (B (XA +E (@), o (1%81), )

FE(ahn IXBEY, +E|(ah) o (1KA1Y,

+E (an !X 8" |||rXﬂ<2>\|> +I‘E<a11n XA XAV )
<wen(it),

where we used that Ti/,t and Tl’ft are bounded, that >, [ai| < V|| X8, Y ieln) @ a? = | X8|,
and that, by the definitions of the sets Dy and B, under E (- >' the quantlty n~'|| X B|? is

uniformly bounded by a constant. Approximating, using Lemmas |1 I and l ) by E(-) and ()" ot
by (-),,.¢» We then have that

t

d
’E <a2’f> < K'E <a2k> +o(l
dt ! Jo,t ! Jo,t ( )
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Let X (t) be a non-negative and differentiable function and K, K’ > 0 two constants such that, for
all t € [0,T7,
dX(t)
dt
Then Gronwall’s inequality, [89, Theorem 1.2.2|, implies that

< K'X(t)+ K.

! K !
X(t) < X(0)eXt + F(eKt —1).
In our case, because K, as a sequence of n, is o(1), this becomes
X(t) < X(0)e" + o(1).

We then obtain that
E <a§k> . <E <a§k>  exp{K't} +o(1).
]07t _7070

But, by Hypothesis [2] the right hand side is a bounded sequence. We then conclude the proof. W

Proof of Lemma[Ij] As pointed out before, it is enough to show that there is some K > 0 s.t., for

alln > 1,
2k 2k

E(> Tiaed)Xijo | 5 E| Y _(A@))jonXio | <K (125)
i€[n] i€[n]

We will then prove both these inequalities separately.
Notice that, by a first order approximation of T, for the first bound it is enough to show that,
for some K > 0,

2k 2k

E (Y Tia)Xij,| +E Bejo Xl | S K(L+B2):;
]

i€[n] i€n

where we used that 7" is a bounded function. From the hypothesis of the lemma and the fact that
Bx.jo is fixed and the Xjj, are i.i.d. of mean 0 and variance 1/n we directly see that there is some
K' > 0s.t.
2k
2 2k
E( > BuioXiy | <K'BZ,

1€[n]

For the other bound notice that Ti(&*ﬂ) is independent of Xjj;,. Then expanding the power and
again using that X;;, are i.i.d. normal of mean 0 and variance 1/n we have that, for some K" > 0

2k
E Z Ti(a*,i)Xijo = Z E(Ti(&*il) o 'Ti(d*,i%)) E(Xiljo e Xi%jo)
i€ln] 01,025 €[N]
= Z E(TQ(d*;il) e 'TQ(d*:ik)) E(Xi%jo o 'XEMO)
1,50k €[N
2k
S K” Z E(X’?ljo .. 'XZij()) = K”E Z X/L]O p— K”(Qk‘ - 1)!!;
i1,y €[] i€[n]
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where, for the last inequality, we used that, as a consequence of Hypothesis [ all moments of
T1(ax,1),- - -, Tn(G@xn) are bounded. This is indeed the case because Hypothesis [1f implies the at
most linear growth of 7" and the moments of a, ; are easily seen to be finite. Thus, for some K > 0,
we have

2k
Z Ti(a*,i)XijO K(1+ /3*,]0)
i€[n]
For the second bound of ((125), by the Mean Value Theorem, for some & € [0, 1]
2k 2k
B> (A@))joaXije | < 2B D (A(@)))o0Xij
1€[n] i€[n]

2k
+22PE | ) (A1) — A'(24))a14) jo.c Ty () X0 Broo
i€[n]
ok 2k
< K" | Z<A/(C~Li)>jo,0Xijo +E Z <|ai|>jo,§ X’i2j0 5
1€[n] €l

for K" > 0 some constant only depending on k& > 1 and where we used that, by Hypothesis
A" and T are bounded functions and Bs,jo is a bounded sequence. It is enough then to show that
the two expectations on the last line are uniformly bounded in n. For the first expectation, notice
that ({(A’(@i))jo,0)icin) are independent of the (Xij,)ic[)- Furthermore, because the (Xjj,)icjn) are
i.i.d. centered Gaussian r.v.s of variance 1/n and by Hypothesis [2| we have as above that, for some
KW >,

2k

E Z <Al(ai)>jo,0Xijo = Z E (<A/(XT )>J0 0’ <A/<XTﬁ)>]o 0) (Xl21jo XZZk]o)

ze[n] il,...,iké[n]

4 2 2 4
<KW Z E (Xmo Xlkjo - KWE Z Xijo

11,00k E[N] 1€[n]

= KW@k - 1)1,

2k

Now, note that the proof of Proposition |§| directly extends, for jo € [p] and ¢ € [0, 1], to the measures
() Jort: Therefore, by the analogue of Corollary (3| for every k > 1 there is a Cj > 0 such that for all
n >1and t € [0,1] it holds that

E(IIBI*) < Cint.

Moreover, the moments of n > are uniformly bounded in n. Thus, for the second term it

x4
1€[n] 1]0
is enough to see that, for some K®) >0,

2k
1 1 2k
E n Z <‘di|>j0,§ nXZ2J0 E Z < |ail) joanz2]0>
i€[n] i€ln
1/2
<n*E(@xE)  <n <IE (aft) EX8k> < K0,
VIES Jo,§
where we used that EX® is O(n~**) and Proposition [

63



I Smooth approximation for logistic regression

In the case of logistic regression, Tj(z) = [{z>0-1(e;)}> Where o(-) denotes the sigmoid function and
e; ~ Unif(0, 1), independent of everything else. This function is indeed bounded but is not C* and
therefore does not obey Hypothesis 1(ii). For each 6 > 0, let fs(z) := (tanh(z/d) 4+ 1)/2. However,
for each § > 0, we can approximate T}(z) by a function Tj;(z) given by Ts;(z) = fs(x — o (e;)).
And Hypothesis (ii) does hold for T(;Z Furthermore, when § ~ 0 we have that TM ~ T,

In the rest of this appendix, we will let P(-| X, y) denote the logistic regression posterior given
by

1 -
P(dBIX,y) = - oxp{ D Tilan) X[ B —log(1+ X %) b TT uas)). (126)
" i€[n] j€lp)

In a similar way, we will let Ps(-|X,y) be the posterior measure associated to the smooth approxi-
mation used. That is, Ps is the measure defined according to

1 -
Ps(dB| X, y) = 7P D Tsi(aw) X, B —log(1 + eXi B) I r(as;), (127)
" i€[n] j€lp]

where Z, s > 0 is a normalizing constant. We will then let (-); denote expectation with respect
to (127). Finally, for each j € [p], we will let P; and Ps; denote the j-th marginals of P and Pj,
respectively.

I.1 Convergence of order parameters

In this section we will prove that the values of the asymptotic expectations of the order parameters
with respect to (-) s approximate the ones with respect to (). This is the content of the following
proposition.

Proposition 16. In the above context, for every m,m’ € {1,2, %}, we have that

lim E(Qunm/) = %im lim E(Qnm/)s -

n—oo —0n—oo

For simplicity we will write the proof for ()1, while the ones for the other variables work in the
same way. Consider the posterior corresponding to the log-likelihood

Lp(b) = xb" B+ > (1= 1)Ti(aws) + tTs(a0:)) X, b — AX, b) (128)
i€[n]

and the same prior as the original model. The corresponding posterior expectation will be denoted
by (), .6 We then have that, for f: RP — R,

[ F(8) exp{ Loy (B)} TTey ()

Jexp{Lyp(b)} Hje[p] 11(db;)
Notice that the logistic regression log-likelihood is recovered when x and t are both zero. In the
rest of the section let € > 0 be as in Section [Hl

A key observation will be that the proof of Proposition [9 holds with direct adaptations for this
posterior measure. Because for every t € [0,1] and § > 0

<f(/6)>x,6,t =

0 < (1—8)Ti(ax;) +tTsi(ax,) <1,
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the same derivation proves that there are a, K > 0 such that, for every ¢ € [0,1], 6 > 0 small
enough, 0 < x < €/4, and n > 1,

log (expallBI?), 5, < K(IIXlop + 2.
This, as in Corollary |3} implies that there is some K’ > 0 for which

nE(BI), 50 n P E(I1BIY), 5, < K. (129)
From this we get that

_ _ 1/
E(a3), 50 =n BUXBIP), 4, < (BIXISnE(I8I1Y, 5,)

2
< k" (B1X15,)"* < K
(130)
for some K” > 0 not depending on n, x, d, nor t. Lemma |§| of Section [Hf also holds (uniformly on
the parameters x, d, and ¢) for the measure (-), 5.
As in equation ((110]) in the proof of Proposition , we have that if 0 < y < €/4, then for some
K/l/ > 0
d
SR )
dx (Q1e)y .61 x£’
2
=nE ((Que = (Qu)es1)’). | X (131)

£,6,1
2
_ TE(IBIR) g

E (@1 g1 — E(Quuls | = ‘ v

- x < K"x;

where, for in the first line we used the Mean Value Theorem, for the second the explicit expression
for the derivative, and for the last Brascamp-Lieb, valid by Lemma |§|, and equation (129). In an
analogous way, again Lemma |§|, Brascamp-Lieb, and equation (129)) we get

B (Qie)y 50 — E(Qua) | < KWx; (132)

where K > 0 is some constant and we used that, for every § > 0, (Qix)g 50 = E{(Q14)-
Below, Lemma, [17] will connect in a similar way the expectation of @1, with respect to E <->X75’1
and E (-), ;. Before proving this, we establish an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 16. There is a constant C' > 0 such that for alln > 1 and § > 0,

> E((Tsilans) ~ Tilan)a) < C8'n.

i€[n] X0t
Proof. Let Is; := (—V6 + o7 1(ei),Vd + 07 1(e;)). Notice that
1
om0y — fs(a)| = T 2l

We then have that, for a.; € I§;, T (ayi) — Tsi(axs)| is of order 0(6_2/\/5). To control the mean
of the first term we use that by Hypothesis [2] and the above, for some K > 0,

E <(T5,¢ — Ti)ai>x i K\/E(Ts; — T;)? < K\/P(a*,i € I5;) + O(e4/V9).

And P(ay; € Ij;) is easily seen to be O(v/5). We then have that

Z <(T5,i - Ti)ai> 5t < K&6Y4n.
X6,

1€[n]
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Lemma 17. There is some fited C > 0 such that, for every § > 0 small enough and §/* < x < €/4,

’HE<(91*>X,&1 __H£<(21*>X,&0 ’f; 6751/4-

Proof. Let F,, , s: be the log-normalizing constant associated with the density corresponding to the

log-likelihood £,, ,. We then have that, by Lemma ,

d - -
‘thFn,x,é,t =12 E<(Ti(a*,z‘) —T57i(a*,i))ai> 5l S C6'/n.
i€[n] X0
Then, for some constant K ®) > 0,

By taking the first two derivatives of nflEFn%M with respect to x we get

d d?
-1 _ -1 o1 2
n —dXEFmX,(;,l =E <Q1*>x,5,1 and n 7dX2EFn’X’5’1 =nE <(Q1* - <Ql*>x7571) >X’5’1 > 0.

This proves that, seen as a function of x, n”'EF,, , s1 is a convex function whose first derivative gives
E (Q14), 6, Similarly, n~'EF, .60 is a convex function whose first derivative gives E (Qx)y 50
As in (|104)), for every d > 0 sufficiently small we then have that

1
‘E <Q1*>X:571 —-E <Q1*>X75:0 ‘ S E <Q1*>X+d,5,l —E <Q1*>X7d,5,l + % Z ‘EFn,y,l - EFn,y,O‘; (134)
yey

with Y := {x — d,x,x + d}. As in Lemma |§|7 as x < €/4, the measure associated to (-), 5, is
e-strongly log-concave for € > 0. Then, by Brascamp-Lieb we have that for every such x

BRTIAT

x5l €N

d

a (@uidar = (@1 = @u)y50)?) < K© (135)

for some K6 > 0. Combining equations (I33)), (134)), and (I35) and using the Mean Value Theorem
we finally get that there is some K(7) > 0 such that, for all d > 0 sufficiently small,

. 51/2
E <Q1*>X,571 —E <QI*>X,6,D | < KO d+ Rk

The conclusion of the lemma is reached by fixing the value d = §/4. |

Proof of Proposition[16 As mentioned before, we will prove this for Q1, but the proofs for Q1; and
Q12 follow in a similar way. By equations (131)) and (132)) and the lemma above, we have that for
all 6 > 0 sufficiently small and §'/4 < y < €/4

IE(Q1x)s — E{Q1) | S E(Qui)s — E(Qui)y g1 |+ [E(Q1x)y 51 — E{(Q1x)y 50| + [E(Q14)y 50 — E(Q1) |
< K®(x 441,

for constants K® > 0 that do not depend on n, x, or . The result then follows by taking first the
limit of n — oo and then § — 0 and x — 0. |
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I[.2 Wasserstein convergence of marginals

Recall the definition of the Wasserstein-2 metric between two Borel measures p1 and v on RP

1/2
Wa(p,v) == inf (/HX—Y\%(dX,dY))
Y€ (1)

where T'(u, v) is the set of all couplings of 1 and v.

Here we will prove the following bound on the Wasserstein-2 metric between the jo-th marginal
under P and Ps respectively (recall definitions from and respectively). Instead of the
empirical measure convergence assumptions in Hypothesis 1(iv), for this section, we will assume
that B, has i.i.d. coordinates drawn from = (-). This is stronger than Hypothesis 1(iv). The rest
of our assumptions stay as earlier. For the rest of this section, we will assume that E(-) stands for
expectation with respect to (X, e), as before, but also with respect to the randomness in 3.

Proposition 17. In the aforementioned setting, let jo € [p]. There exists a constant C' > 0 that
does not depend on n such that EW;(PJ‘O,IP’(;JO) < C6Y4, where Pj,, Ps j, denoted respectively the
Jo-th marginal induced under P and Py.

Proof. For this proof, denote
F,:=logZ, and F,;:=logZ,;,

with Z,, and Z, 5 as in (126)) and (127)). For two Borel measures ;1 and v on RP such that p define
their Kullback—Leibler divergence, Dxy,, (1||v) according to

Dic(ull) = [ 1og (fjj(b)) ().

By [90, Theorem 1|, because the posterior is strongly log-concave, we have that Talagrand’s
transport inequality holds for it. This means that

W3 (P, P5) < 2D, (Ps|[P);
Now expectation of the KL divergence is given by
EDkr,(Po|IP) = > B (T - Ti)ai>§ +E(F, — Fs,).
i€[n]

The first term can be directly controlled using Lemma As in the previous subsection,
let F, \s: be the log-normalizing constant associated with the density corresponding to the log-
likelihood ﬁn’p. In the rest of the proof we fix y = 0 and thus omit its corresponding subscript. For
the second term, notice that

an(St ]. d ~ ~ T XTﬁ
L 4 SO (T + (1 - 0T5,) X B —log(1 + X (
dt ‘t:{ Zn,éf / eXP{ ( * ( ) > ) ‘ 13 Og( e )}

T r(ds;)

dt : t=¢
’ i€[n] J€E[p]
= Z <(Tz - Té,i)ai>5§-
1€[n] ’

Then, by the Mean Value Theorem with respect to ¢, Can you please show an intermediate step for
the following.

Fn_Fé,n = Z <(i _Té,i)ai>6 )

i€[n] -
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with ¢ = £ some value in (0, 1). From this and another use of Lemma [16] we have that
EWZ(P,Ps) < C6Yn

To conclude, just notice that, because the coordinates of 3, are exchangeable, then the measures
P and Ps are symmetric under exchanges of the coordinates. Then,

EW3(P,Ps) > Y EW3 (P}, Ps;) = pEWS (Pjy, Ps j,).
JEP]

The conclusion then follows because p/n — k. |

J Explicit fixed point equations for linear regression

J.1 Proof of Proposition

For this subsection, we abbreviate 6({g),&{p as 6 or 0(£) and £ respectively. Notice that, to have
explicit expressions for these equations, it is enough to compute

(B, (B, (0(), and (62(€)), .

We will compute these by repetitive use of Gaussian integration by parts. The first part of the propo-
sition will follow from calculating (6(£)), and <92(§)>S, which do not require the signal distribution
u(+) to be Gaussian.

First, notice that

(0)s = Vr(vg —cB)(§)s + VKCcB2BB,-

By suitable completion of squares, note that computing (g(£))s amounts to calculating E(g(£))
where

1
~ N[, 42— P
3 1+C%( .+ 2 —co2BB,) T+

], with ¢; = \/k(vp — ¢B), ca = \/kCB, (136)

where z = ®~!(e) ~ N(0,1), independent of everything else. Hence,

k(v — cB)
= (6, — .
<€>5 /‘i(UB — CB) + 1( +z ’QCBZBB*)
This implies that
k(v — cB) KCB

0), = (0 +2) + ZBB,- (137)

We now compute the second moment of 6.

k(vp —cp)+1 k(vp —cp)+1

(6%), = k(vg — cB) (€%), + kepzhp, + 26/ (vB — c)cB (), ZBB, -

From ([136)), we know that

<£2>s: 1 <1+ k(vp — cB) (9*_1_2_\/@2193*)2)_

k(vp —cp)+1 k(vp —cp)+1
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Putting things together, we obtain

62 :M 1 MQ* _ 2 9
7). k(vg —cp) + 1 +H(UB—CB)—I-1( +2 —+/kepzpB,)” | + KCB2Ep,

2k(vp — cB)
k(vp —cp)+1

(138)
(0* + 2z — \/FJCBZBB*)\/K}CBZBB*.

By the independence of £p,, z, and zpp, and using definitions , , and , we obtain that

ri=1+ry=1+Egge (0(6)? — Egge (6%(9)), = W (139)

2 -1
v°+cg—2cBB, + K
and 73 = Egae (0() — 0, — 2)2 = (v —cp + K1)

We will now prove the second part of the proposition. To this end, we assume that the prior u(-) is
standard Gaussian. and that 7(-) is centered. In this case, (f(3))n is equivalent to E[(f(5)] where
B ~N(m/(1+v),v/(1+v)), with m,v defined as in (17). Plugging in these definitions we have,

(r2 +1)By 4 /T3

_ 140
(B et (140
1 ((ro +1)By + /732)*
2
= 1 . 141
<’8 >h rl + 1 ( + Tl _|_ 1 ( )
From this, and using the fact that B, and z are independent and centered we get that
1
1

cp = U (142)

2

cop, = "I

Plugging things in (139)), we obtain that

7“%—1—%7’1—1:0

AN K

J.2 Derivation of r; and r, by direct arguments

from which we see that

In the setting of linear regression with Gaussian prior, that is, where p(+) is Gaussian (for simplicity
we assume standard Gaussian), we can validate by direct arguments that Proposition [2 provides
accurate expressions. While this could be formally proved for all the constants, here we show
the computations for r1 and ry. We choose this example since closed-form expressions exist in
this case, allowing us to validate the accuracy of our results. By calculations similar to prior
section, it can be shown that our main theorem says a single posterior marginal behaves as 3; ~
N(m/(1+v),v/(1+v)) in this setting. The mean and variance simplify to

m__ (ro +1)/r1Byj + /T3/11Z
1+v 1+1/m

= (r2+1)/(ro+2)Bs+/r3/(m+1)Z, v/(1+v) =1/(r1+1),
(144)

69



where we used the fact that here r; = ro + 1. Recall the generative model is

y=XBx+z

and the posterior is

1 1 1
PBIX.9) = e { -3 1XB -l — L8l ).

In this case, we can then rewrite the posterior according to
1 1
PBIX.9) = 5 o —58 (XX 115+ yT X8}
n
This means that the posterior is exactly a Multivariate Normal with mean
p=(X"X+D"'X"y
and covariance matrix
»=(X"X+10"%

Notice that p is the ridge solution to the problem with tuning parameter equals 1 and 3 is the
resolvent of the Wishart matrix (X ' X) evaluated at z = —1.

Suppose we wanted to compute the marginal associated with ;. By the fact this is a a Multi-
variate distribution, the marginal will be a Normal random variable with mean

= [(XTX+D)7'X Ty
and variance
Y= [(XTX +1) 7.

The easiest of these constants to analyze in the limit of n going to infinity is the variance. For
this, we have that

n—oo

[(XTX +1) 1 = Ma(—1) == a = m(-1);

where M, (z) is the Stieltjes transform of a Wishart matrix of aspect ratio x and, by [91], m(z) is
the solution to the quadratic equation

zem?(z) — (1 =k — 2)m(z) + 1 =0.

Plugging in m(z) = a and z = —1, we obtain that

2 1
@+ (2-1)a-2-0
K K

The only positive solution to this last equation is

1 2 2y 2 1 2\ 2 2
a=— 1) 4412 == ) 41122
2 K K K 2 K K

Which implies that




From ([143]), we see that this equals 1 + 1 as well as ry + 2, thus indeed the variance of the marginal
isa=1/(r1 + 1) as suggested by our main theorem (recall (144))).
We next show that part of the mean from direct computations and our main results match

(X' X+D) ' XTy=(X"X+D)XTXB + (X' X +D) Xz
Furthermore,

(XTX+D) ' X"XB, =(X"X+D) (XX +D)B, — (XX +D)7'3,
=B, — (XX +1)7'B,.

From this we see that

P
(XTX+D)'XTXB1 = (1-%1)fu1 — Z (XX +1)7 1B
Jj=2

Notice, by the preceding argument, the first term converges to (1—a)S, 1. But recall that at=ro+2
from previous calculations. Thus the coefficient of the marginal is 1 —a = :2+§ which matches the

2
coefficient as predicted by our main theorem results for linear regression from (|144]).

K Computation details

To validate the theory of Theorems [I] and [2| we ran numerical experiments as demonstrated by
the figures in our main manuscript. They required numerically computing the solution to the fixed
point equations f. Here we provide details regarding how we proceeded in this regard.

Our approach consisted in treating the right-hand side of f as a map, which was then
applied iteratively to the values obtained at the previous step until the constants (v, g, m,ri,r2,73)
stabilized. To this end, the expectations appearing on the right-hand side of equations f
were approximated by empirical averages computed from samples of the corresponding measures:
ps(+) for equation and pp,(-) for equation . In each case, 1000 samples were drawn using
the No-U-Turn Sampler (NUTS), employing the default PyMC configuration with 4 chains and a
tuning phase of 2000 iterations. The smoothing parameter § was fixed throughout at the value
1/1000. The code used for all simulations is available in the repository [54].
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