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Abstract

We study the problem of learning from unlabeled samples general statistical mixture models on
large finite sets. Specifically, the model to be learngds a probability distribution over probability
distributionsp, where each suchis a probability distribution ovei] = {1,2,...,n}. When we sample
from ¢, we do not observg directly, but only indirectly and in very noisy fashion, bgrspling from[n]
repeatedly, independently times from the distributiomp. The problem is to infet to high accuracy in
transportation (earthmover) distance.

We give the first efficient algorithms for learning this misdumodel without making any restricting
assumptions on the structure of the distributibriVe bound the quality of the solution as a function of
the size of the samplds and the number of samples used. Our model and results haliesgiops to a
variety of unsupervised learning scenarios, includingrig topic models and collaborative filtering.
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1 Introduction

We study the problem of learning from unlabeled samplestisttal mixture model that is a combination of
distributions over a common large discrete domain= {1, 2,...,n}. This is a model that has applications
to a variety of unsupervised learning scenarios, includisagningtopic modeld26, 34] andcollaborative
filtering [27]. For instance, in the setting of topic models, we aregia corpus of documents, where each
document is a “bag of words” (that is, each document is andered multiset of words). The words in a
document reflect the topics that this document relates t@ a&sumption is that there is a small number
of “pure” topics, where each topic is a distribution over theerlying vocabulary ofi words, and that
each document is some combination of topics. Specifically;\@ord document is generated by selecting a
“mixed” topic from a probability distribution over convexombinations of pure topics, and then sampling
K words from this mixed topic. A good example is the so-calkgemnt Dirichlet allocation model of [10],
where the distribution over topic-combinations is the &htet distribution.

Themixture modd. In this paper, we considarbitrary such mixtures (of a more general form), and our
goal is to learn the mixture distribution, which could becdéte, i.e., have finite support, or continuous.
More precisely, the mixture distributiort, is a probability distribution over probability distribahs on|n].
(Equivalently,s is a distribution over thén — 1)-simplexA,, = {z € R | ||z|; = 1}.) When we draw a
sample from¢, we obtain a distributiop € A,,. However, we do not obseryedirectly, but only indirectly
and in very noisy fashion, by samplirfg times independently from. Thus, our sample is a string of length
K over the alphabdt] where each letter is an iid sample frgmWe call such a sample&-snapshobf p.

(A k-snapshot corresponds to a document of lerdgtim the topic-model example.) The problem is to learn
¥ with high accuracy.

Our mixture model is more general than that in the topic-rhéekrning example, in that we do not
assume that! is supported on the convex hull &fdistributions. It is an example of statistical mixture
mode] where the probability distribution from which the leargialgorithm gets samples (the mixed topic
generating a document, in our topic-model example) is aurexbf other probability distributions (pure
topics, in our example) that are called the mixtoomstituents

Our results.  We give thefirst efficient algorithms for learning a mixture modelthout placing any re-
strictions on the mixture. We bound the quality of the solution as a fioncof the size of the samples;
clearly, larger samples give better results. A natural veasneasure the accuracy of an estimatia our
general mixture model is to consider tinansportation distancéakaearthmover distangebetweens andd
(see Section 2) where the underlying metric on distribigtiover[n| is the L, (or total variation) distance

Given a mixtured supported on &-dimensional subspace, our algorithms return an estimaat is
e-close tov in transportation distance, for ary> 0, using K-snapshot samples fdk = K(e, k) and
sample size that isoly(n) and a suitable function df ande. (Note that the intersection ofiadimensional
subspace with\,, could haveexp(k) extreme points; so saying thétlies in ak-dimensional subspace is
substantially weaker than assuming tli¥ais supported on the convex hull &fpoints.) Our main result
(Theorem 5.3) is an efficient learning algorithm that uS¢s*n® log n/c®) 1- and 2- snapshot samples, and
(k/e)°®) K-snapshot samples, whefe = Q(k'! /e!?) = poly(k,1/¢). We also devise algorithms with
different tradeoffs between the sample size andajierture which is the maximum number of snapshots
used per sample point (i.e., document size), for some dpeasas of the problem. This includes, most
notably, the case wheng is a k-spike mixturei.e., is supported ok points inA,, (Theorem 6.1). This
setting has been considered previously (see below), butigarithm is cleaner and fits into our more
general method; and more importantly, our bounds do notrdepe distribution-dependent parameters (see
the discussion below).

To put our bounds in perspective, first notice importantBt tive consider transportation distance with



respect to thd.;-metric on distributions. This yields quite strong guaesmst on the quality of our recon-
struction, however working with thé-metric (instead of.;) makes the reconstruction task much harder,
both in terms of technical difficulty (see “Our technique&ldw) and the sample-size required: thedis-
tance between two distributions can be much larger than fhedistance, so it is much more demanding
to bound theL-error. In particular, this implies that the sample size ndepend om: as noted in [36],
with aperture independent af a sample size df2(n) is necessaryo recover even the expectation of the
mixture distribution with constant-error. The sample size needs to depend exponentially odirtinen-
sionk because one can have @&mp(k)-spike mixtured (on A,) lying in a k-dimensional subspace whose
constituents ar€(1) L,-distance apart; recovering arclose estimate now entails that we isolate the loca-
tions of the spikes reasonably accurately, which necéssitap(k) sample size. Finally, the aperture must
depend ork ande. The dependence dnis simply because our learning task is at least as hard asrgar
k-spike mixtures for which aperturzk — 1 is necessary [36]. The dependenceeda because the lower
bounds in [36] show that there are two (even single-dimerad)d-spike mixtures, wheré= ©(1/¢), with
transportation distanc@(e) that yield identicalKX -snapshot distributions for ak” < 2¢ — 1.

A noteworthy feature o#ll our results is that our bounds dependy on n, k, ande. In contrast,
all previous results for learning topic models (includitgge that consider onli-spike mixtures) obtain
bounds that depend on distribution-dependent parameiehsas some measure of the separation between
mixture constituents [34, 36], the minimum weight placedaamixture constituent, and/or the eigenvalues
(or singular values) of the covariance matrix (e.g., boumtsy, or L{-condition numbers, or the robustly
simplicial condition) [31, 6, 4, 5]. The distribution-freeture of our bounds is clearly a desirable feature;
if the desired accuracy is cruder than the distributionethelent parameters, then fewer samples are needed.

Our techniques. The main result (Theorem 5.3) is derived as follows. Firg,use spectral methods to
compute froml- and2-snapshot samples a badisfor a subspac&pan(B) of dimension at mosk that
nearly contains the support 6f and such that learning the projectidp of ¥ on Span(B) suffices to learn

¥ (Section 4). We need to choogg carefully so as to overcome various technical challengas dfise
because we work with transportation distance inithemetric. Specifically, we need to move between the
L, and L, metrics at various points (the rotational invariance ofthemetric makes it easier to work with),
and to avoid a/n-factor distortion due to this movement, we need to estalthiat anZ;-ball in Span(B)

is close to being av,-ball in Span(B) (see Lemma 4.5). This allows one to argue that(@)s supported

in an Ly-ball of radiusO(%), which makes it feasible to learn it withibg-errorﬁ (and henced.;-error

€); and (b) projecting this reconstructed mixtureAq preserves thé.-error (up to apoly(k, %) factor).

We remark that the standard SVD technique does not sufficeuiopurpose, since the resulting subspace
need not satisfy the above “spherical” property.gtballs (see also the discussion in Section 4). Next, we
define a projection of thé&-snapshot samples usidgy We compute the estimaigs of ¥ by averaging
the projections and transforming the resulBiean(5) (see Section 5). The proof relies on large deviation
bounds. One can show théts close todz. The outputdz converges to this projection as the number of
samples grows. The rate of convergence can be bounded osisgrom approximation theory.

The result for the special case lofspike mixtures (i.e.y is supported or: distributions) uses a three-
step approach analogous to the argument in [36], but thesimgahtation of each step is different). The first
step findsB as in the general case. In the second step (Section 6.1)gihrétlam projects the sample data
onto the basis vectors iB. From this data, the algorithm computes a good approximdtighe projection
of 9 onto each axis. The idea is to use linear programming to ctergpiecewise constant discretization
of the projected measure such that the fifsthoments are close to the empirical moments derived from the
samples of{-snapshots. The analysis uses a classical result in appatign theory due to Jackson that
estimates the error in approximating 4.ipschitz function on0, 1] by the firstK" Chebyshev polynomials.

(In fact, this step, too, does not use the special structitieeamixture. It works in the case of an arbitrary



measuret, and our error estimates are asymptotically optimal in g@rjeln the third step (Section 6.2),
we use the approximate projected measures to compute a gpookanation for the projection off on
Span(B), giving our algorithm’s output. The main idea here is simiia that of the second step. We
discretize the projection and use a linear program to coenguliscretized measure whose projections onto
the axes used in the second step give a good match to the cangpoproximations on those axes. The
analysis of this algorithm uses Yudin’s multidimensionahgralization of Jackson’s theorem [42]. Both the
second step and the third step use Kantorovich-Rubinstatity to relate the results from approximation
theory to the approximation guarantees in terms of the p@mation distance.

Related work. Generally speaking, our problem is an example of learning>d@ure model Unlike our
case, other mixture learning problems, such as learningceuraiof Gaussians (see [18, 9, 32]), assume a
special structure of the distributions that contributeht® mixture. We discuss this related literature below.

A few previous papers consider the problem of learning actopodel [6, 3, 4, 36]. They all make
limiting assumptions on the structure of the mixture mod€he only paper that considers an arbitrary
distribution 14 over combinations of topics is [6]. However, this paper assslthat the pure topics are
p-separated, which means that each topic has an anchor wairtah probability at least in this topic,
and probability0 in any other topic. In the case of an arbitratyover such topics), the paper [6] learns
the correlation matrix for pairs of pure topics and motin the special case of latent Dirichlet allocation,
the paper also reconstrucis The latent Dirichlet allocation setting is also considene [3]. For this
special case, they relax the condition in [6] to the requeetrihat the matrix whose columns are the word
distributions of the: pure topics has full rank. The constraints on the model that are imposed in [6, 3] allow
them to achieve their learning goals using documents oftanhsize that is independent of the number of
pure topicsk and the desired accuraey As we show in this paper, this is impossible in the generakca
The remaining two papers mentioned above [4, 36] considgrtbe case where each document is generated
from a single pure topic, sd is a discrete distribution with support of size The first paper [4] imposes
on the pure topics the same rank condition as in [3], and thuble to learn the model from constant
size documents. The second paper [36] studies the genermltgqpic documents case and shows how to
learn the model from documents of size — 1, which is a tight requirement. Notice that in this case, the
document size is independent of the desired accuracy. Qultsespecialized to this case are motivated
by the techniques in [36]. They give a simpler and cleaneofpiftat roughly matches the results there (in
particular, the mixture model is recovered usiigsnapshots folk = 2k — 1, which is optimal).

Learning statistical mixture models has been studied irttihery community for about twenty years.
The defining problem of this area was the problem of learnimgidure of high-dimensional Gaussians.
Starting with the ground-breaking result of [18], a seqeeatimproved results [19, 7, 40, 29, 1, 23, 12,
28, 9, 32] resolved the problem. Beyond Gaussians, variecsnt papers analyze learning other highly
structured mixture models (e.g., mixtures of discrete pebvdistributions) [30, 25, 16, 8, 33, 17, 24, 29, 13,
15, 14, 20]. An important difference between this work andsas that the structure of the mixtures that
they discuss enables learning using samples that consést-shapshot of a random mixture constituent
(which is impossible in our setting). Since Gaussians ahdrostructured mixtures can be learned from
1-snapshot samples, the issue of the samples themselwesgagierated from a combination of the mixture
constituents does not arise there. Our problem is unigqueatming from multi-snapshot samples.

2 Preliminaries and notation

LetT : X — Y be a transformation from a normed spa€e(with norm || - || x) to a normed spac¥
(with norm || - ||y). Let u be a measure defined ov&r We useu o 7! to denote the image measure (or
pushforward measure) defined over o T-1(U) = u(T~1(U)) for all measurablé/ C Y. Itis a simple



fact that (see e.qg., [22]) that for any measurable funcfipn
[ fawer = [ oran (1)
Y X

For ease of notation, we sometimes writg to denote the image measyie> 7~'. For a vector, we
use|v|| to denote itsL, norm, and for an operatdf, we use||T'|| x_,y to denote its operator norm (i.e.,
T\l x=y = sup{||Tz|y | z € X,||z||x = 1}). For ease of notation, we ugé’|| to denote the.a — Lo
operator norm of".

Transportation Distance: Let (X, d) be a separable metric space. Recall that for any two disivitmiP
and@ on S, the transportation distanc&an(P, Q) (also called Rubinstein distance, Wasserstein distance
or earth mover distance in literature) is defined as

Tran(P, Q) := inf { [ e dute) s e (e Q)} , @)

where M (P, Q) is the set of all joint distributions (also called couplir@) X x X with marginalsP and
Q. For the discrete case (s&y is a finite set of discrete points,...,v,), (2) is in fact the following fa-
miliar transportation LP:  minimize _, ; d(v;, vj)z;; subjecttod  x;; = P({vi}), Vi € [n], >,z =
Q({vj}), Vi€ [n],zy; €[0,1] Vi € [n],j € [n]. Any feasible solutio{z;;}; ; of the above LP is in fact a
coupling of P and (), since it can be interpreted as a joint distribution a¥ex X, and the constraints of
the LP dictate the first marginal ¢f:;;} is P and the second Q.

Suppose. is a measure on some metric spdée d). LetT : X — X be an operatorI’ naturally
defines a coupling?” betweenu and the image measui@u: foranyR C X x X, letW(R) = pu({z |
(x,Tx) € R}) (so for any measurablg C X, W (S x T(S)) = u(S)). For ease of description, for such a
coupling, we often say “we couptewith T'x together”.

Let 1-Lip be the set of 1-Lipschitz functions ok, i.e., 1-Lip := {f : X — R | |f(z) — f(y)] <

d(z,y) foranyz,y € X}. We need the following important theorem by Kantorovich &ubinstein (see
e.g., [22]):

Tran(P, Q) = sup {'/fd(P— Q)‘ fe 1-Lip}. 3)

In the discrete case, Kantorovich-Rubinstein theorem aethx LP-duality (the dual of the aforementioned
LPis: maximize), f;(P({vi}) — Q({vi})), subjecttof; — f; < d(vi,v;) Vi € [n],j € [n].).

It is important to notice the transportation distance amLtipschitz condition are associated with the
same metrial(x, y). We us€Tran; andTran, to denote the transportation distance fgrand L, metrics
respectively. In 1-dimensional spack; and L, are the same and we simply u$ean. The following
simple lemma will be useful in several places. The proofsstardard; we include them in Appendix A for
completeness.

Lemma2l. (X,|-||x)and(Y,]|-]|y) are two normed spaces. We are given two probability meagunes
defined ovetX such thatTran(u,v) < e.
(i) Supposd’: X — Y is a transformation fromX to Y. Tran(T'u,Tv) < e- ||T|x-y-

(i) Furthermore, if bothy and v are supported on a subspatée C X, thenTran(Tu, Tv) < e- |[|T||v,
where|[ Ty = sup,ey | Tz(ly /[|=[x.

(iif) We are given two operatorf and 7" such that||7 — T"|| xy < e. Supposé|T||x_y = O(1) and
|2’||x = O(1) for all 2’ € Support(r). Then, we have tharan(Tu, T'v) < O(e).

We state the following standard Chernoff-Hoeffding bound Bernstein inequality.
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Proposition 2.2. Let X;(1 < i < n) be independent random variables with valueq(nl]. LetX =
>, X;. Foreveryt > 0, we have thaPr [\X - E[X]| > t] < 2exp(—2t2/n).

Proposition 2.3. Let X;(1 <1 < n) be independent random variables wjtl; || < 1, E[X;] = 0 for all 4.

n n 2
LetX = Y7, X. Leto? = Var[X] = Y7, Var[X;]. Then,Pr [ |X| > t] < 2exp (—m)

We will use the following results from the matrix perturlzetiand random matrix theory.

Theorem 2.4. (Wedin’s theorem, see e.g., [38, pp.261]) IAetX € R™*™ with m > n be given. Let the
singular value decompositions dfand A be

E1 0 21 0
<U1,U2,U3>TA(V1,V2)( 0 % ) <U1,U2,U3>TA(V1,V2)< 0 22)
0 0 0 0

Let® be the matrix of canonical angles betwegmn(U; ) and Span(ﬁl) and© be that betweefpan(V7)
and Span(V7). If there existsd,a > 0 such thatmin; 0;(X1) > a + § and max; 0;(32) < «, then

max{|[|sin @||, || sin O} < ”Aj—A”. Moreover,|[T14 — I15]| = ||sin ®|| (see e.g., [38, pp.43)).

Theorem 2.5 ([41]). For every constant > 0, there is a constant’ > 0 such that the following holds. Leit
be a symmetric with entrieg; = a;; = X;;, whereX;;, 1 < < j < n are independent random variables.
Suppose eacly;; is such thaf X;;| < K, E[X;;] = 0 and Var[X;;] < o wheres > C2K In*n/\/n.
Then, it holds that

Pr[||A]| < 20v/n + C(Ko)Y?n*Inn] > 1 —1/n°.

The Chebyshev polynomial (of the first kind) is defined as tbmpomial satisfyingT,,(cos(z)) =
cos(nz). An equivalent recursive definition i§5(z) = 1,71 (z) = z andTy, 41 (x) = 22T, () — Ty —1(x).
We need the classical Jackson’s theorem (see e.g., [37pimaimation theory (specialized to our setting)
and a multidimensional generalization of Jackson’s thaaestablished by Yudin [42] (Theorem 2.7).

Theorem 2.6 (Jackson’s Theorem)lt is possible to approximate any function ¢ 1] in 1-Lip within
L error O(1/K) using Chebyshev polynomials (or equivalently trigonorogiolynomials) of degree at
most K, i.e., there exis{t; },c[x) such thatf(z) = S tiTi(x) £ O(1/K) Yz € [0,1]. Moreover,
|ti] < poly(K)foralli=0,...,K.

Theorem 2.7. We useB%(R) to denote the spherer € R” | ||z|l2 < R}. For any functionf : B4(1) — C
which is1-Lip (in L distance), there exists complex number$) for ¢’ € Z" N B (R), such thatc(t')| <

exp(O(h))! and for allz € B%(1),
h
<o().

3 Learning single-dimensional mixtures. the coin problem

F@) = 3 ey

t'eZhNBE(R)

In this section, we consider the problem of learning a mixtusupported o0, 1], which we call thecoin
problem Using results in [36], these results carry over to the sgtivhered supported on a line segment

In Yudin's theorem(t') is in fact f(t')A(t'/R), wheref (') = ﬁ fwe[ﬂr x)d (z)e %) dg is the Fourier coefficient,

Az) = (¢ * ¢)(x), ¢(x) is the first normalized eigenfunction of a PDE known as Helitzrequation, ane is the convolution.



in the (n — 1)-simplexA,, = {x € R%,, ||z||; = 1}. We first consider an arbitrary (even continuotish
[0, 1]; in Section 3.1, we consider the case wheiis ak-spike mixture

Let B; k(x) = ([f)xi(l x)K—1, Let Ny denote the number ok -snapshots we take from. For
0 < i < K, definefq;(¥) := [ B x(z)dd. We callfq(¥) := {fq;(9)}o<i<k the frequency vector
corresponding t@. We usefqZ to denote the fraction of sampled coins that showed “head=Ctly i times
and letfq := {fq; }o<i<x be theempirical frequency vectollt is easy to see thdt () = E[fq]. If we take
enough samples, the frequency vector corresponding tarpéieal measur® should be sufficiently close
to that of4.

Lemma 3.1. By takingNg = k2 log(K/§) samples, with high probability — §, we have thaf| fq()) —
fq |loo < k.

Proof. Using Chernoff bound (Proposition 2.2), we can see tRaf|fq;(9) — fq;| > «] <
2exp(—2k?Ng) < /K. Then the lemma follows from a simple application of unionhdover allK + 1
coordinates.

Theorem 3.2. There exists an algorithm, with running time polynomial Af) that gets as inputn =
poly(K') coins from a mixture), each tosseds times, and output a mixturé such thatTran(d,J) <

O(1/+/K) with high probability.

Theorem 3.2 can be proved by a simple application of Chebmmihd (where we seﬁ({%}) = qui),
which we omit here. We provide an alternative proof based em&ein polynomials later. It is a natural
question to ask whethe&p(1/y/K) in Theorem 3.2 achieves the optimal aperture-transportatistance
tradeoff. In [36], it is shown that recovering /&-spike mixture within transportation distan¢g1/K)
usingc(2K — 1) (for any constant > 1) aperture requiresxp(£2(K)) samples. The following theorem
provides amatching upper bound

Theorem 3.3. There exists an algorithm, with running time polynomial i that gets as inputn =
exp(O(K)) coins from a mixture), each tosseds times, and outputs a mixturésuch thatTran (¥, 79) <
O(1/K) with high probability.

To prove Theorem 3.3, we make a crucial observation (Lem#)al3at links the transportation distance,
the frequency vector and the coefficients of Bernstein matyial approximation. Lemma 3.6 bounds these
coefficients using the relation between Bernstein polymabinasis and Chebyshev polynomial basis. We
then provide a simple LP-based algorithm to reconstfuct

Lemma 3.4. Suppose for any € 1-Lip[0, 1], there existK’ + 1 real numberscy, ...,cx € [-C,C], for
some valug” > 0 and X > 0, such thatf = >, ¢;B; k = O(\). Then for any two distribution$ and @
on [0, 1], Tran(P, Q) < C-|[fa(P) —fa(Q) 1 + O(A).

Proof. We havefq;(P) = [ B; xk dP. For anyf € 1-Lip such thatf(z) € [0, 1] for all z € [0, 1], we have

K
[ s Q)‘ —ISe [ Bucar - @) +ow
=0
K
= > cilfa;(P) = fa;(Q)| + O(N) < C-|[[fa(P) — fa(Q)l + O(N).

i=0

Taking supreme ovef on both sides of the above inequality yields the lemma. |

Lemma 3.5. For any functionf € 1-Lip[0, 1], there existds + 1 real numbersy,...,cx € [-C, C] with
C = O(1) such thatf (z) = ZZ o CiBik(z) £O(1/VK) forall z € [0,1].
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Proof. Let B f(z) = Zfio f(i/K)B; i (z) be the Bernstein polynomial approximation foflt is known
that By f converges tgf uniformly with the following rate forf € 1-Lip[0, 1]: || Bx f — flloe < O(1/VK)
(see e.qg., [37]). |

Lemma 3.6. For any functionf € 1-Lip[0, 1], there existds + 1 real numbers, ...,cx € [—C, C] with
C = poly(K) - 25 such thatf (z) = Zfio ¢ Bik(z) £ O(1/K) forall z € [0, 1].

Proof. By Jackson’s theorem (see Theorem 2.6) in approximatiooryhéor any functionf € 1-Lip[0, 1],
there exist{t; };c(x] (with [¢;| < poly(K)) such thatf(z) = Zfio tiTi(x) £ O(1/K)Vx € [0,1], where
T;s are Chebyshev polynomials of degrees at niostSince{T; };cx] and{B; k }ic[x) are two different
bases of the linear space of all polynomials of degree at fdo#iere is a linear transformatiall that can
change from one basis to another basis: For an arbitrarypoiial P(z) of degree at mosk’, we can write
P(z) = K eiBik(x) = K t:Ti(x), wheree; = ST Myty. Usingt = (to,...,tx)T ande =
(co,---,cx)T, we have that = Mt. Itis known that for alki, j, | M;;| = (2K —1)!/(2i—1)!1(2K —2i—1)!!
wheren!! = n(n — 2)(n —4)...(4)(2) for evenn andn!! = n(n — 2)(n — 4)...(3)(1) for oddn [35].
Hence, we have that

K
lelloo < 11 oo o0 = (02@%; \Mijo tllso < poly (k) - 2.

This implies that for anyf € 1-Lip, we can also get;s with |c;] < poly(K)2X such thatf(z) =
S 4Ti(z) £ O(1/K) = K eiBik(x) + O(1/K) forall z € [0, 1]. |

Reconstructing . Suppose we have a good empirical frequency vefatmmmh satisfie$|f?4 —fq(?)|1 <
A/C, whereX andC are as in Lemma 3.4 Now, we show how to reconstruct the mixtiapproximately.
We propose a simple LP-based algorithm as follows.

We approximate eacB; x by a piecewise constant functid® x in [0, 1] such thaf| B, x — B; k ||cc <
¢ for¢ = O(k) (vinLemma3.1). Itis easy to see th@f1/¢') pieces suffice (sincB;  is either monotone
or unimodal). We can divid@, 1] into h = O(K/€¢') small intervaldag = 0, a1), [a1,a2), ..., [an—_1,ap =
1] such that in each small interval;  is a constant for al) < i < K. We useb; ; to denote the value
of B; k ininterval [a;,a;11). For each small intervdh;, a;.1), define an variable; (think of z; as the
approximation of)([a;, a;+1))). Consider the following linear progratrP:

h—1 h—1
>0 and Y zj=1 and > bz =fq e, fori=0,... K (4)
j=0 j=0

It is easy to see that, by Lemma 34, = 9([a;,a;+1)) defined by the original mixture measufeis a
feasible solution fot.P.

On the other hand, any feasible solutionL®f produces a frequency vector that is cIoséEtoSuppose
z* is an arbitrary feasible solution &P and? is any distribution supported df, 1] that is consistent with
z* (i.e.,@([aj, aj+1)) = 25), we have that

fqz(l?,\) = /Bl,Kd’b\ =+ + /Ez,Kd;’\ =+ + Z bi,j / d;’\ =+ + Z bi,jzi* = f?E]Z + 2¢.
j [aj,a;+1) ;
J J

Proof of Theorem 3.3Combining with Lemma 3.1, we have that

Ifq(D) — fa(9)]l1 < K|fa(¥) — fq(9) ]l < K(|[fa(d) —falls + [Ifq — fa(¥)]|0) < O(Kk).
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Then, using Lemma 3.1 with®%) samples, we can makefq(P) — fq(Q) ||; < 1/CK (recall thatC' =
poly(K)2K). So, we finally have that

Tran(dJ,9) < C||fq;(¥) — fq;(9)||1 + O(1/K) < O(1/K) forx € O(1/CK?). &
Proof of Theorem 3.2The proof is the same as that of Theorem 3.3, except that wiearsma 3.5 instead.
In this case, it suffices to use onbyly (K') samples to ensure thifq(P) — fq(Q) |1 < O(1/K). |
3.1 Learning k-spike mixtures

We now consider the case whefds a k-spike mixture supported ifo, 1], i.e., is supported o points
n [0,1]. This result will be useful later when we consider mixtuneshigher dimensions. We now use
K-snapshots only foK = 2k — 1. Let thei-th moment ofd be g;(¥) = [ 2"d(dx) = Zlepjaé.. The
algorithm is based on an identifiability lemma proved in [86¢mma 3.7) and its converse (Lemma 3.8).

Lemma 3.7 ([36]). For any two k-spike distributionsd, 9, supported on0, 1], ||g(¢1) — g(I2)]2 >
Tran(9¥1,92) O(k)
1,V2
(Fetpt)
Lemma 3.8. For any two distributions;, > supported on0, 1], andi € [K], |gi(V1) — ¢i(V2)] < i -
Tran(dy,¥2)).

Proof. For anyi € [K], itis easy to see that is i-Lipschitz in[0, 1]. Hence, we have

\gi(ﬂl) — gl(ﬁg)’ = ‘/xld(ﬁl — 792) < 1- Tran(vﬁ‘l,ﬂg).

The last inequality is due to Kantorovich-Rubinstein thezor |

the normalized frequency vectto benfq;(9) = [ 2(1 — 2)X~1)(dx) = Z?lejxi(l — )K=, Let Pas
be the2k x 2k lower triangular Pascal triangle matrix with non-zero @stPas;; = (f‘l) for0<i<K
andi < j < K. Itis not difficult to verify thatg(}) = Pasnfq(?J) . It is known that||Pas| < 4 /\/3. By
Lemma 3.1, using)((k/e)°*)) samples, the empirical frequency vecforsatisfies thafifq — fq(d)||2 <
(¢/k)O®) with probability 0.99. Letnfq, = fq/ (X ) Let§ = Pasnfq be the empirical moment vector.

If we can find a distribution} such that||g (v J) — g2 < (e/k‘) , we know, by Lemma 3.7, that
Tran(v&‘ 1Y) < e. In order to find such &, we do the followmg vis ak- splke distribution supported on
the set of discrete pointd, 7,27, ...,1} wherer = (e/k) . First, we guess the support éf(there are
(1/ T) choices). Then, we solve the following linear prograRy, wherez; represents the probability mass
placed at pointiT Support(ﬂ).

LP : ‘Z;L'j(jT)i — i
J

Theorem 3.9. Usmg(k:/e) ) log(1/6) many(2k —1)-snapshot samples, the above algorithm can produce
an estimationy, which satisfies thdfran (v, ) < e with probability 1 — 4.

Recall the frequency vectda, () = [ (%)a%(1 — 2)X~"9(dz) = Y5, p; (%) a’(1 — 2)K~". Define

(Kr), forallie [K], Y a;=1, a;€l0,1], forall j

Proof. We know there is &-spike measuré’ supported o0, 7,27, ..., 1} such thatTran(¢,9') < 7
Hence,|g;(¢) — ¢;(9)| < i for all 4, by Lemma 3.8. Also,

~ —~ =~ €\ k)
[~ 9(9) 2 < [Pas]|nfa — nfa() |2 < [Pasi]ifa — (@)l < (). ©



Therefore, we have
19:(0") = il <19:(¥) — ;)| + |9:(V) — gi| < O(ir).

This indicates that P, has a feasible solutions is a feasible solution of Py, hence||g(d) — g2 <
O(K?3/?7). So,

lg(9) — g(@)l2 < lg(@) — Gll2 + g(9) — Gll2 < OF?7) < (¢/k)* ),

which implies the theorem, by Lemma 3.7. |

4 Learning multidimensional mixtureson A,,: areduction

We now consider the setting where the mixtwréon A,,) is an arbitrary distribution supported inka
dimensional subspace . In this section, we us&ran; andTrans to denote the transportation distances
measured ir,; and L, norm respectively. For a pointand a sefS, we usellg(v) to denote the projection
of v to S, i.e., the point inS that is closest ta. We always assume the projection is with respect.40
distance, unless specified otherwise. For any arbitrarysorea@ supported ofR™, we usellg () to denote
the projected measure definedlas(v)(T') = ¥(I1g* (7)) for any measurabl@ C S.

This section provides a reduction from the original leagnimoblem to to the problem of learning the
projected measure in a specific subspgwen(B). Sections 5 and 6 complement this reduction by devising
algorithms for learning the projected measuig := Ilg,.,(5)(?) (for arbitrary k-dimensionahi and k-
spike v respectively); combining these algorithms with the redurcof this section yields algorithms for
learning?y). The spac&pan(B) will satisfy several useful properties (Lemma 4.5). Ondipalarly useful
property is that any unit vectar € Span(B) has||v|l. < O(1/y/n) (ignoring factors dependingandk).
This implies thatl,; norm andL, norm inSpan(B) are quite close up to scaling, hence allow us to convert
bounds betweem,; and L, distances without losing a factor dependingrofotherwise, we typically lose
a factor of,/n). Furthermore, we can show we do not lose too much by workirfgpan(B) as most of
the mass of is very close tSpan(3). Suppose we can learn the projected meagyyevell. If we can
showp is close to the original mixturé in Tran; distance, them g, a good estimation of 3, would be
a good estimation off as well. However, we are not able to show and are close enough in general.
Nevertheless, we can prove that a projectio gfto a smaller polytope is close th Finally, we need to
make some small adjustments in order to ensure that ouragtim} is a valid mixture, as well as a good
approximation of? (see Reduction 1).

Before we delve into the details of our reduction, we provsdene intuition for why we require the
subspace&pan(B) to satisfy the above-mentioned properties and why the atdnfVD method does not
suffice. For ease of discussion, we tre@ndk as constants, but as a parameter that can be very large.
Our goal is to obtairbpan(B) of dimension at most so that if we can learn the projected mixtutg
within Tran-error at most;, then we can leari within Tran;-distance at most We would likee; to be
independent of. so that the number dk-snapshot samples required to estimatewithin Tran; -distance
at moste; is independent of, (as is the case in Theorems 5.3 and 6.1).

Suppose first that we know exactly, and we simply usgpan(A) as the subspace. In fact, it is not
difficult to learnd = [ , ¥ within Lo-transportation distancg using a sample size independent:ofThis
is mainly due to the rotationally-invariant naturelof, which makes this equivalent to a learning problem in
R*. However, the same is not true for the distance. Note that we place no assumptionsipso in order
to obtain an estimaté with Tran; (¢, ) < €;, we essentially need to ensure tHatn, (9, 9) < €1 /v/n;
however, this would require a sample size depending .offt is precisely to prevent thig/n-factor loss
that we require that ati»-ball in our subspac&pan(B) be close to an...-ball (and hence, ai-ball



is “nearly spherical”). This ensures thag is supported in arl.,-ball of radiusL = O(1/y/n), which
makes it possible to learfiz within Tran,-distancee; /\/n with sample size independent of since the
desired error i$)(L). The standard SVD method would typically return the subspgmanned by the first
few eigenvectors ofl; but this suffers from the same problem as when we kdogxactly, since there is no
guarantee that ahs-ball in this subspace is close to &n.-ball in this subspace.

We now state the main result of this section. We use the fatigywarameters throughout the paper. The
polynomial in the definition of” below depends on the specific problems and we will instantidater.

62
C’:poly<k‘,%>, L:O<\/§.§>, 61:o<%>. 6)

Theorem 4.1. Suppose’ is an arbitrary mixture orSpan(A) N A™ whereSpan(A) is a k-dimensional
subspace. We can find a subsp&gen(B) of dimensiom. (h < k) in polytime such that:
(i) Span(B) satisfies all properties stated in Lemma 4.5 (see below); and

(ii) If we can learn an approximation?B (supported onSpan(B)) for the projected measurép =
Hgpan() (¥) such thatTran, (95,9p) < e usingNy(n), Na(n) and N (n) 1-, 2-, andK -snapshot
samples, then we can learn a mixtutesuch thatTran; (¢, 9) < e usingO(N(n/e) + nlogn/ed),
O(Nz(n/e) + O(k*n3logn/e%)) andO(Ng (n/e)) 1-, 2-, andK-snapshot samples respectively.

Thereduction and itsanalysis. Letr be the vector encoding thesnapshot distribution af, i.e.,r; =
Pr[the 1-snapshot sampleiis = [ z;9(dz). We say that the mixturé is isotropic if r; € [1/2n,2/n].
UsingO(n log n) 1-snapshot samples, we can get sufficiently accurate d@ssroér;s with high probability.

Lemma 4.2 ([36]). For everyo > 0, we can us@(%nlog n) independent 1-snapshot samples toiget
such that, with probability at least — 1/n2, for all i € [n],

ri€(lto)r; Viwithr; > o/2n, 1< (1+0)o/2n Yiwithr; <o/2n.

Next, we show it is without loss of generality to assume thatgiven mixture is isotropic, at the expense
of a small additive error. The argument essentially follahat of [36], but is simpler.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose we can learn with probability— § an isotropic mixture orjn] within L, trans-
portation distance: using N1(n), No(n) and Nk (n) 1-, 2-, and K -snapshot samples respectively. Then
we can learn, with probability — O(4), an arbitrary mixture withinZ, transportation distancee using
O(Znlogn + Ni(n/o)),0(Na(n/o)) and O(Nk(n/o)) 1-, 2-, andK-snapshot samples respectively,
whereo < ¢/4.

From now on, we assume that the given mixtdrs isotropic. LetA to be then x n symmetric matrix
encoding the 2-snapshot distributiongfi.e., A;; is the probability of obtaining a 2-snapsh@tj). Itis
easy to see that = [, za”9(dz). Note that the suppoRupport(dJ) of the mixtured is contained in the
subspaceSpan(A), spanned by the columns df. For ease of exposition, we first assume that we kraow
exactly. This assumption can be dropped via somewhat sthmdatrix perturbation arguments, which we
sketch at the end of this section. Consider the hyperéube [—C/n,C/n]™ in R™ (C only depends ot
ande, and is fixed later). We now have all the notation to give aititalescription of the reduction.
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Reduction 1.

Constructing thebasis B. Input: Matrix A.  Output: A basisB satisfying Lemma 4.5.
Consider the centrally symmetric polytope= H N Span(A) and the John ellipsoid inscribed inP. It is well
known that € P C k€. Suppose the principle axes of€ are{e;, ..., e}, sorted in nondecreasing order of

their lengths. We choose the orthonormal bdte be B = {bi = G |lel2 > L} For every,; € B, itis easy

lleill2 NG
to see thaf|b; ||, = Lel= < &Yk . vn _ (\/% Q),

ez = n € €

Final adjustment. Input: Matrix B, Up (which is an approximation af 5 and supported ofipan(B)).
Output: The final estimation? of the original mixturey.
1. Define the polytop@ = (A™ + B (e)) N Span(B). HereB} (¢) denotes the.;-ball in R™ with radiuse, and the

Minkowski sumA + B of setsA andB is the sef{a + b | a € A,b € B}. EssentiallyQ is the set of points in
Span(B) with L; norm within[1 — e, 1 + €].

2. Letdg = IIo(¥5) be the measuré projected toQ, i.e.,Jo(S) = EB(H;(S)) foranyS C Q.
3. Notice thatﬁg may not be a valid mixture since some pointsﬁi@ may not be inA™. In this final step, we

Ll—project{gg back intoA,, and obtain a valid mixturé (i.e., for each point inQ, we map it to itsL;-closest
pointin A™), which is our final estimation af.

Lemma 4.4 shows that for large enough # contains(1 — ¢) unit of mass ofy. Lemma 4.5 proves
various properties abo$pan(B), which we exploit to prove that the final adjustment procedweturns a
good estimate of.

Lemma 4.4. For anye > 0, the following hold. (i) Suppose’ is a k-spike distribution. ForC' > 3k /e,
Y(H) > 1 — €. (ii) Suppose’ is an arbitrary distribution supported in &-dimensional subspace. For
C >5k%/e,9(H) > 1—e.

Proof. We prove the first statement. Suppase= Zle pida;, Whered,, is the Dirac delta at point;.
We useq;; to denote thejth coordinate ofv;. Sinced is isotropic, we know thad % pia;; = 7 €
[1/2n,2/n]. So, ifa;; > C/n for somej (or equivalentlya; ¢ #), we havep; < 2/C. The lemma thus
follows since there can be at mdssuch points.

To show the second statement, consider two convex polytopes

1
Ps = Span(A) N EH and P = Span(A)NH,

whereiH = [~C/kn,C/kn]". BothP; andP, are symmetridi-dimensional bodies. By classical result
from convex geometry, we can find a linear transformatid@ of the unit hypercubé—1, +1]*, such that
K C Span(A) and

Ps CKCEkPs="7P.

Now, we confine ourselves itpan(A). K has2k faces of codimension 1. For each such fateconsider
the polyhedron
Cr ={z |z = ay, forsomea > 1andy € F}.

In other words F’ separates the cone generatedrbiynto two parts and  is the unbounded part. We claim
thaty(Cr) < 2k/C for any facel’. Consider the normalized vector = ch zd(dx)/¥(Cr). Sincerp is a
convex combination of vectors @ andCr is convex,;rr is in Cr. Moreover, it is easy to see, NCr = ().

2This can be seen either from John’s theorem, or the fact thaa€h-Mazur distance between any two nornmigfinis at most
k (see, e.g., [39)).
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So there must be a coordinatergf whose value is larger thafi/nk. Sincer = [ zd(dx) > 9(Cr)rp, we
must have)(Cr) < 2k/C. All suchCrs together fully cover the region outsi and there are at mo3t:
suchCrs. So the total mass outsidis at mostik?/C. n

Lemma4.s5. LetL = O <\/k/n : C/e). Let? = Span(A) N H. Letv € Span(B). The following hold.
(i) If [Jv]|2 = 1 then|v|| < L. @) If |l =1 then% < |lvl|2 < L.
(i) If z € R™ with ||z||; = 1, then|[IIg(x)||2 < L. (iv) For every pointw € P, ||lw — p(w)|l2 < €/y/n.
Proof. SupposeB| = h. Consider the ellipsoidz = VkE N Span(B). Clearly, the principle axes
of &g areey,...,e,. Supposeu is an arbitrary point in the boundary éf; andv = u/||ul|2 is a unit
vector inSpan(B). Obviously, |ulle < CVE/n (asu € VEE C VEkH) and ||ulls > €/y/n. Hence,
lv]loe = llte]loo/|lull2 < L, which proves part (i).

Now we show part (ii). The first inequalit% < ||v]|2, is always true. To see the second inequality, we
use the Holder inequality:

o]l
o3 = (v,v) < lvllillvllee = T -
[[0]]2

[o]l2 < Lifoll2-

To prove part (iii), use the Holder inequality again:

(e p()) _ [ally | Ts() e
M@l = @

g (x)[l2 =

For part (iv), consider an arbitrary poiat € P = Span(A4) N H. We can see thab € vkE. By the
construction ofB, any point im/k£ has anL, distance at mosfe;, ;1 ||» from Span(B), so doesu. [

We now prove part (ii) of Theorem 4.1. Lét; supported orspan(B) be such thaflran; (¥, {53) <
€1. Definedg = I1g(¥Y) to be the original measuréprojected toQ.

Lemma4.6. We have thatlran; (Jg,v) < O(e).

Proof. For any measurg and subset C R", let u|s be the measurd restricted taS. It is easy to see that
Tran (¢, ¥g) < Tran (93, g (V) + Tran (9|7, o (V7))

whereH{ = [-C/n,C/n]™ (the hypercube used in Lemma 4.3)Note that even though the transportation
distance is measured ih;, the projection is with respect tb, distance in this lemma. We first bound
the termTran; (9|5, I1o (V%)) by coupling every poinp € A™ andllg(p) together. By Lemma 4.5 (iv),
the L, distance from every point i = Span(A) N A™ N H is at moste//n from Span(B). Hence,
lp = i) < vnolp —p(p)ll2 < eand|[s(p)[1 < llpli + lp — Ts(p)l < 1+ € which implies
IIo(p) = Ip(p). Thus the first term is at most

Now, we bound the second term. For any peirt A", itis easy to see the; distance fronp to 1o (p)
is at mos® + . Since the total mass iff;; is at mosk, Tran; (V|57 lg(Y|5)) is at most(2+¢)e < 3e. W

€2

Lemma 4.7. Lete; = O (\/Ec
Tran; (U, Ug) < 1. Then, it holds thaflran; (Yo, Jg) < O(e).

). Let Jo be as defined in Reduction 1 and suppdseis such that

®Note that even if two measures are not probability measthes, transportation distance is still well defined as loagath
have the same total mass.
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Proof. First, we notice that g = I1g () = g (Ilgpan(p) (V) = Ilg(¥5). So, we have

Trany (Yo, 9g) = Trana(Ilg(V5), Io(95)) < Trans (¥, 95),

where the last inequality holds sinég-projection to a convex set is a contractiband Lemma 2.1 (i). By
Lemma 4.5 (ii),

Tran; (Yo, 00) < v/n Trany (Yo, ¥0) < v/n Trany(9p,95) < vn - L - Tran (5, 9g).
Plugging in the valud. = O(\/k/n - C/¢), we prove the lemma. |

Proof of part (ii) of Theorem 4.1By Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7, we haran; (¢, 7g) < Trani(9,90) +
Tranl(ﬁg,ﬁg) < O(e). By considering the coupling between all pointsghand the corresponding
points inSupport(«)), we can see that is the probability measure supportedA¥ that has the closest
L,-transportation distance tbo. Hence, Tran; (¥, 199) < Trany (7, Jo) < O(e). We conclude the proof
by noting thatTran; (9,9) < Tran; (9,00) + Tran; (9g,v) < O(e). |

Aisunknown. We now remove the assumption thdts known. First, we obtain a close approximation
of A usingO(k*n3logn/e%) 2-snapshot samples as follows. We choose a Poisson randi@ilea, with
E[N2] = O(k*n?logn/e®), chooseN, independent 2-snapshots, and construct a symmetric: matrix

A where A;; is the frequency of the 2-snapsh@ti), for all i € [n], andA;; = Aj; is half of the total
frequency of the 2-snapshats j) and(j, ), for all i # j.

Lemma 4.8. The matrixA obtained above Witli[N,] = O (2221951 ) satisfies|A — A|| < O ( ,/2)

We find the basis3 as described in Reduction 1, except that wedisestead of4. SinceB satisfies all
properties in Lemma 4.5, the algorithms and analysis ini@ez6, 6.1 and 6.2 continue to work. Suppose
that we have an esUmat@é of ¥5 = Il5(¥) such thalTranl(vﬂ V5) < e. We prOJectﬁ~ to O =
(14+€)A™NSpan(B) to obta|m9 . The same proof as that of Lemma 4.7 showsmahl(ﬂé, 5@) < Of(e).

So the only remaining task is to prove an analogue of Lemmalbéing thatﬁ is close to the original
mixture ¢.

Lemma 4.9. We have thaflran (95, 9) < O(e).

5 Learning arbitrary mixturesin a k-dimensional subspace

Suppose that) is an arbitrary distribution supported onkadimensional subspacgpan(A) in R™. It is
known that in order to lear@t within transportation distance it is necessary to usk-snapshot samples
with K = Q(1/¢) [36], even in the 1-dimensional case. In this section, weegdize the result to higher
dimensions. By the reduction in Theorem 4.1, we only neegézify how to learn a good approximation
Jp of ¥ such thatTran; (Jp,95) < €. This can be done as followsB = {by,...,by} is ann x h
matrix (Recall thatB is an orthonormal basis f&tpan(B)). Letb,, ..., ), be columns ofB”. We use the
following parameters in this sectioi! = O(k?/¢) as suggested in Lemma 4&,and L are as in (6), and

€ ()P h B 1\"
EQ_L\/H_(E>, K= O<6210g ) and N_O<5>. @)

“This may not be true foE; projections.
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Suppose we take A-snapshot sample= {/1,...,lx} from ¥, where/; € [n]fori =1,..., K. Let
u(s) = % fil b}i (which is anh-vector). Suppose we hav€ K-snapshot sample&,,...,sy}. We
define the empirical measufe= + Zfll 0(1(si)), whered() is the Dirac delta measure. Our estimation
for ¥ is the image measunés = Bji = + ZiNzl §(BIi(s;)). Note thatd is indeed a discrete measure

supported ofR™ as BJi(s;) is ann-vector. We can also see that= BT sinceBTB = I.

Analysis. First, we defineu to be the measurég, represented in basiB. Hence,u is supported over
R*. Formally,u = BT9p = BTz = BTBBTY = BTY. Now, we show thafi is a good estimation
of u. For this purpose, we introduce an intermediate meagwralefined as follows: Suppose thé-
snapshot samplg is obtained from distribution; € Span(A4) N A™. Note thats; is ann-vector and let
In =N 6(s;) andpy = BT . First, we show:y and;i are close.

Lemmas5.1. Letuy andj: be defined as above ard = O(Z log ). Then,Trany (u, i) < O(eLL).
2

Proof. We simply coupleB”'s; € Support(uy) andji(s;) € Support(ji’) together. Conditioning og;,
we can see thadt[fi(s;)] = B”'s;. Recall from Lemma 4.5 that the magnitude of every entrj3d$ at most
L. By a standard application of the Chernoff-Hoeffding boamdi a union bound ovér coordinates, we
can see thaPr[||ji(s;) — BT si|loe > €2L/vh] < he 23K/h < ¢,/2. Hence, with high probability, for at
least(1 — ;) N sampless;, we havel|fi(s;) — B” s;||» < eoL. Moreover,||fi(s;) — BT s;||s < O(LV/h) for
all . SO,Trang(,uN,ﬁ) < (1 - 62) ~eol + €9 - O(L\/E) < O(EQL). [ |

Lemma5.2. Lety and .y be defined as above ad = O(1/e)". Then, with probability at least — e,
it holds thatTrana(u, un) < O(eaL).

Proof. 1 is the empirical measure @f. It is well known thatuy — p almost surely in the topology of
weak convergence. In particular, the rate of convergenderms of transportation distance, can be bounded
as follows [2, 43]: for anys, for N > C for some large constaidt depending only om,, with probability

at leastl — 2, we haveTrany(uy, 1) < O (L/NY/"). PluggingN = O(1/e2)" yields the result. u

Combining Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2, we obtdirn, (1, ji) = Trany(BT9, BT95) < O(eyL). Viewing
B as an operator froni,(R") to L (R"), its operator norm is

1Bl = sup 12201 _ gy, 1Bzl o
TERP Hw”Z rERA ”B(L'HQ —

So by Lemma 2.1 van, (9, 9) = Tran, (B, BRi) < ||B|la—1 Trang(u, i) < O(eaLy/n) < e;.

Combining with Theorem 4.1, we obtain the following theorfamlearning an arbitrary (even continu-
ous)k-dimensional mixture. The sample size bounds for 1- andapsimots below follow from Lemma 4.2
(takingo = O(¢)) and Lemma 4.8.

Theorem 5.3. Lety be a mixture supported @pan(A)NA,,, whereSpan(A) is ak-dimensional subspace.
Using O(nlogn/e?), O(k*n3logn/e%), and (%)O(k) 1-, 2-, andK-snapshot samples respectively, where
K = O(k' /¢!%), we can obtain, with probability 0.99, a mixtufesuch thatTran, (J,19) < O(e)

6 Learning k-spike mixtureson A,
In this section, we consider the setting wheéres a k-spike distribution omA,,, that is, ) is supported on

k points in A,,. This setting was also considered in [36] but unlike the Itediherein, our sample size
boundsonly depend om and & andnot on any “width” parameters af (e.g., the least weight of a mixture
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constituent, or the distance between two spikes). Welismapshot samples only féf = 2k — 1 in this
section, which is known to be necessary [36].

The high level idea of our algorithm is as follows. Again, givthe reduction of Section 4, we
only need to provide an algorithm for learning a good appration ¥ for the projected measure
Vg = lgpan(p)(¥). More specifically, we needran; (Vp,9p) < €. For this purpose, we pick a fine
net of directions irSpan(B) and learn the 1-dimensional projected measures on thesgidits. Then we
use the 1-dimensional projected measures to recondtig)ct, 5)9. The reconstruction can be done by a
linear program that is similar tbP; in Section 3.1. The most crucial and technically challeggiart is to
show that if the 1D-projections of two measures are closdim), then the two measures must be close
as well (Lemma 6.3). To do this, we leverage Yudin’s theor&hmeprem 2.7), which shows that ainftip-
function f in 53(1) admits a good approximation in terms of certain 1D-functiarith bounded Lipschitz
constant. Since the 1D-projections of the two measureslase,¢he Kantorovich-Rubinstein theorem im-
plies that the RHS of (3) is small for these 1D functions, aedde that the RHS of (3) is small fgr This
implies (again by (3)) that the two measures are closE-im.

Theorem 6.1. Letd be an arbitraryk-spike mixture inA,,. UsingO(nlogn/e®), O(k*n3logn/e%), and
(k/e) O(*) 1- and 2- and(2k — 1)-snapshot samples respectively, we can obtain, with piiityad.99, a
mixtured such thatTran; (9, 9) < O(e).

6.1 Projecting to onedimension

AssumeB = {by,..., by}, whereh = dim(Span(B)) < k. We use the following parameters: = O(k/¢)
as suggested in Lemma 44,and L are defined as in (6), and

h
K =2k+1, }%:O<:>, e =eMp, (8)
1
Let 7" be a set ofn- dimensional vectors (We call thedirectiong in Span(B), where eacht € T'is
given byt = ZZ 1t b; with ¢; € hR - R ., R}. In other words, each direction= (t1,...,t;) € T
has the form; € hR -{-R,. i < 1. Consider the set
of 1-dimensional “projected” measureét}tg, whered; is defined as

94(S) == 0({z | (t,z) € S}) foranyS c R.

Now, we show how to estimate the projected measyréor eacht € T. Since\|:n||1 = 1 for any
x € Support(), we can seé, is supported withir—||t||c, ||t|lcc]. Let P(x) = M= Tt 2 L which maps
[—|It]loo, Itlloc] tO [0,1]. Suppose we get &-snapshot sample from the original mlxture. We need to
describe how to convert this sample td<asnapshot sample for the 1-dimensional problem for estingat
’l9t.

1. For each sampled letter in té&-snapshot sample, say the lettef is [n], we get a samplél” for the
1-d problem with probabilitys(t;) (¢; is theith coordinate ot), and a samplé€0” with probability

1—o(t:).

2. We feed thosé( -snapshot samples to the algorithm for the 1-d problem (se&d® 3.1) and obtain
a measure/;. Our estimation for, is J, defined ag),(S) = 9(¢(S)) for any.S < [—|[¢[|oo, |I[|oo]-

We first need a bound on how good our estimaﬁ@ﬂs.

Lemma 6.2. Using (kL/e3)° (k‘/e) *) many K- snapshot samples, the above algorithm can pro-
duce, with probability 0.99, an estlmatlcm such thaffrang(ﬁt, ¥¢) < ey foreacht € T.
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Proof. Let ¥, be the 1-dimensional measure supported®i] defined asy,(S) = J;(¢~1(S)) for any
S C [0,1]. A moment reflection shows tha, is exactly the mixture that generates the convered
snapshot samples (i.e., thel samples generated in step 1). et eo/L = ¢ Olh) . By Theorem 3.9, using

(k/¢")°®) | the algorithm returns’, with Tran(9}, 9;) < €. The functions stretches the length by a factor
of 1/2]|t]|~ (shifting by a constant does not affect transportatioradist), so

Trang (9, ) = Tran(d}, 9}) - 2|[t]loe < 2||t]|loce’ < 2L’ = €. ]

6.2 Reconstructing 9 from the 1D-projections

We usell as a short foflg,,,,z) and usel to denote the projection a@fto Span(B), i.e.,¥p = I15(¥).

We now reconstruct g from the 1-dimensional proiectlor{s%}tegp

Now, we show how to obtain a probability measukg such thatTran(dg,95) < O(e). LetSp =
Span(B) N BY (L) whereB% (L) is the Ly ball in R™ with radiusL. By Lemma 4.5 (iii) 793 = IIp(Y) is
supported orBp. It is well known that there is a-net N of size (L/e;)°" = (k/e)°"") for Sp (see
e.g., [21, 11)), i.e., for any point € Sp, there is a point € N such that ip — s||a < eg. Therefore, for
any probability measuré supported oveSp, there is a discrete distributiof with support\ such that
Trany (¥, Q) < e2. Now, we try to find a distributior) such thafrranl(ﬁt,Qt) < ¢ for eacht € T,
wheree, is defined in (8). Consider the following linear prograbi®§): For each poin € N, we have a
variabley, (y, > 0) corresponding to the probability mass at pajra variablez,, > 0 representing the
mass transported from a poimte Support(@t) toq € N. Note tha@t is also a discrete distribution, so the
constraint about the transportation distance can be edadeetly as a linear program:

LPy: ) zpg=ygforallgeN;
P
Z Tpg = J,({p}) for all p € Support(d;);

Zip )| 2pg < €2; quzl.
q

Suppose is a discrete distribution with suppokf’ such thatlrany(Q, 5) < €9. From Lemma 2.1, we can
see thaflran(Qy,V;) < ez forall t € T"as well (¢, ) for ||t < 1 is a contraction). Hence,P has a
feasible solution. We obtain a feasible solut@rio LP and letyg = () be our estimate of 5.

Analysis.  Any feasible solutior) to LP satisfiesIran(Q;, ;) < e2. The following crucial lemma asserts
that if the corresponding 1-dimensional projections of tmeasures are close in transportation distance for
every direction, the original measures must be close toais;Twe obtain thalran; (Jz,95) < O(e1);
combining this with Theorem 4.1 yields Theorem 6.1.

Lemma 6.3. For any probability measure® € Sp, we useP, to denote the 1-dimensional measure
P,(S) == P({z | (t,z) € S}) forany S C R. Consider two probability measurd3d and () over Sp.
If Tran(P;, Q) < O(eg) forall t € T, thenTran; (P, Q) < O(e1).

Proof. Consider a functiorf that is supported ofip = Span(B)NB4(L) and1-Lip in L, distance (denoted
asf € 1-Lip(Sp, L1)). From Lemma 4.5 (i), we can sgédz) is %-Lip in L, distance. Hencef(zL), sup-
ported orSp = Span(B)NBY (1), is 1-Lip in Ly distance. From now on, let us switch to the representation in
basisB for the rest of the proof. For anfy € 1-Lip(Sp, L1 ), using Yudin’ Theorem (Theorem 2.7) and after
scaling, we can see that there exigf) € C for t' € Z" N BE(R) such that f () — (Urf)(z)| < O(h/R)

WhereURf(x) = zt’GZhﬂBg(R) C(t,)€i<t,’x>/L
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Now, fix somet € T. In basisB, t' = Rht is an integer vector. By Kantorovich-Rubinstein theorem,
foranyt € T, we have| [ gd(P;, — Q;)| < ae; for anyg € a-Lip wherea is a positive number. Consider
functione'®® wherei is the imaginary unit. It is easy to see both its real part amajinary part are in-Lip.
Therefore, we have

/eiw d(P — Q1)

Now, we make a simple but crucial observation that links trgeated measuré’; to the characteristic
function of P:

§ O(O&Eg).

/ei<t’,w> dp = /eihRm dp, foranyt € T andt’ = Rht.

In fact, this can be seen from (1), by viewiiy as the image measure Bfunder the functiorit, ).
By the Kantorovich-Rubinstein theorefiyan (P, Q) = sup jci-tipsp.z,) |/ fd(P — Q)|. Consider an
arbitrary f € 1-Lip(Sp, L1). We have that

‘/fd(P— Q)‘ < ‘/URfdw— Q)‘ ro(%)

> )Ic(t’)|"/ewt',mmd(P_Q)'w(%)

t'eZhnBh (R
- ¥ )|c<t>|-' [eettam - qu| +o (%)

t'eZhnBM (R

hzze; 3 |C(t/)|+0(%)

t'€ZMNB"(R)

IN

IN

Since|c(')| < exp(O(d)), choosingk = O(L) ande; = (e1/h)°" L, we have that [ fd(P — Q)| <
O(e1). Taking supremum on both sides completes the proof of the mm |

Proof of Theorem 6.1As noted earlier, any feasible soluti@p to LP satisfiesTran(Q;,v:) < €. By
Lemma 6.3 below and noticing that

"915 — Ht(ﬂ) — Ht(HB’ﬂ) — Ht(l?B) — (193)“

we can see thdfran; (Q,95) < O(e;). Reduction 1 and Theorem 4.1 therefore show that we obtain
satisfying the stated transportation-distance bound.

The sample size bounds for 1- and 2-snapshots below follom ftemma 4.2 (takingg = O(e))
and Lemma 4.8 respectively. Overall, we need to estinRt€”) = (h/e)°(") many,s, each requiring
(k/e)°**) many(2k — 1)-snapshot samples (by Lemma 6.2). [ |
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A Proof of Lemma 2.1

SinceTran(u, v) < ¢, there exists a coupling” betweer andv such that

[ e =l a0v o) < ¢

W can also be viewed as a coupling betw&gnandT'v. Therefore,

Tran(Tu, Tv) < / | T2 Tyllyd(W(z,y)) < / 1T x oy le—yllx dW(2,9)) < [Tlxoy e

The second statement can be shown in exactly the same waythifthes as simple. Supposé’ is the
optimal coupling betweep andv. Then, we can see that

Tran(Tp, T'v) < / Tz — T2 ||y W(d(x,2"))
< / (ITz — Ta'lly + | T2’ — T'a/||y) W(d(z, 2'))

< I Tlxoy / le — 'lx W(d(z,2')) + |2’ x / IT = T'llx oy W(d(z, )

< Tl x—y Tran(p, v) + [[2'] x - € = O(e). u

B Proofsfrom Section 4

Proof of Lemma 4.3With O(- L nlogn) independent 1-snapshot samples, we can assume;shsatisfy
the statement of Lemma 4.2. We modify the mixture as folloWsthere is a letteri € [n] such that

r; < 20/n, we simply eliminate this letter. The total probability dineinated letters is at mosio, which
incurs at most an additivés < e term in transportation distance. For each of the remairétigri € [n],

we “split” it into n; = |n7;/0| copies, and the probability afis equally spit among these copies. For the
eliminated letter, we can thinkn; = 0. Let 9 be the modified mixture.

Consider anm-snapshot from the original mixturg. If the snapshot includes an eliminated letter, we
ignore this snapshot. Otherwise, each lettar the snapshot is replaced with one ofjitscopies, chosen
uniformly at random. Then, we feed the algorithm for Ieam%with this snapshot (we can easily see the
snapshot is distributed exactly the same as one generate@ﬁjr Supposé&f is an estimate of (returned by
the algorithm). To obtain an estimate of the original mig{uior each constitute of, we have a constitute
in which the probability of lettef is the sum of the probabilities of the copies.

Now, we showd is isotropic. Letn’ = = >.,n; < n/o be number of new letters id. We can see
n/ >3 2> gg. For each non-eliminated iteinwe haver; /r; € [31/32, 33/32] Then, we can easily

1 30

verify that for each new itenf, we haver; = m € [, 2] Therefore is isotropic. [
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Proof of Lemma 4.8Let D = Ny(A — A). It is easy to see thdk[D;;] = 0. Moreover, sinceV; is a
Poisson random variabl&);;s are independent of each other. IX—fB = 1 if the ¢-th snapshot i$i, j). Let

Y = X!, — Aj;. S0,D;; = 3,2, Y. We can see that
Var[D;; | Ny = ng] = ns Var[Y;-}] < ngA;j < ng/n.
Let K = O(k’*n3/?logn/e®). Using Bernstein’s inequality (Proposition 2.3), we cae sat for any

n9 § 2E[N2],

K2

1
Pr[|D;j| > K | N2 = ng] < 2max {exp <_n_n> ,exp(—3K)} <1-
2

exp(n)’

With a union bound and the fact thBt[ne > 2E[Ns]] < 1 — exp(—n) , we can see that with probability
1 —exp(—n), |D;;| < K forall i, j. Let& denote the evenD,;| < K for all i, j. Notice that conditioning
on¢&, D;;s are still independent of each other. Moreover,

Var[D;; | €] = Var[D;; | |D;;| < K] < Var[D;;] = E[N>] Var[YZ-}] < E[No]/n.

Conditioning ong, we can apply Theorem 2.5 and obtain that, with probability 1/ poly(n),

1) <2/ PR o(VR @)Y 1)

Plugging in the value dE[N,] and K, we can see that, with high probability— 1/ poly(n),

~ 1 2 3
_ < —|IDI|l < ——||D|| <O —— ).

Proof of Lemma 4.9Suppose the spectral decomposition4dfs A = Zle Aol whered; > \p >
... > Ax > 0 are the eigenvalues. Let= ez/ktn. Supposey < Ay < A\pry1 < ... < \g. Itis easy to see
that there must a valué < j < k such that\;_; — \; > ~/k. Define A’ to be the truncation

A/ == Z )\Z"UZ"U;-F.

1:0<J
First, we can see from the definition dfthat for any:,
N = (vr, Avy) = / (vi, 2)29(dr) = / (03, 2)20(de).

Then, we have that

[lle = Taal3otas) < [[| 3 (oo
ii>j
:/Z(vi,x>219(dw) §/ Z (vi, z)*0(dx)

1:9>] 1N <y

== Z )‘z < 62/71.

1N <y

219(1
z'2(33)
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Now, we can bound the transportation distance betwieand, using Cauchy-Schwarz, as follows:

Trang (9, [y ) < / 2 — TLya||29(da)

< </Hx—HAIwHEﬂ(dw)/119(dw)>1/2

< O(e/Vn).

Supposed has the spectral decompositioh= Y"1 | nu;ul and A’ = 37, nusul . Note thatll 3,9 =
117 (IT139). Exactly the same proof also shows that

Trang(Hgvﬂ, Hg,ﬂ) § O(e/\/ﬁ)

All nonzero eigenvalues of’ and A’ are at least?/(kn). Let ® be the matrix of canonical angles between
Span(A’) andSpan(A’). Using Wedin's Theorem (Theorem 2.4) and sifice— A|| < O (k2 3/2> we
can see that

Trang(Iy9, 11 3,0) < / 1ML () — T 5, () |20(de) < / MLy — 104 | - [lz]l29(da)

< / | sin ®||29(dz) < | sin ® ||

A4l Al

e <0V,

Combining the above inequalities, we can see that
Tran; (9,9 ;) < v/nTrang(0,9 3) < O(e).

To show thafIran (J 7,9 5) < €, we can use exactly the same proof as that of Lemma 4.6. [
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