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Abstract

This paper considers a canonical clustering problem where one receives unlabeled samples drawn
from a balanced mixture of two elliptical distributions and aims for a classifier to estimate the labels.
Many popular methods including PCA and k-means require individual components of the mixture to be
somewhat spherical, and perform poorly when they are stretched. To overcome this issue, we propose a
non-convex program seeking for an affine transform to turn the data into a one-dimensional point cloud
concentrating around —1 and 1, after which clustering becomes easy. Our theoretical contributions are
two-fold: (1) we show that the non-convex loss function exhibits desirable geometric properties when
the sample size exceeds some constant multiple of the dimension, and (2) we leverage this to prove that
an efficient first-order algorithm achieves near-optimal statistical precision without good initialization.
We also propose a general methodology for clustering with flexible choices of feature transforms and loss
objectives.
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1 Introduction

Clustering is a fundamental problem in data science, especially in the early stages of knowledge discovery.
Its wide applications include genomics (Eisen et al.| [1998; [Remm et al.| 2001), imaging (Filipovych et al.

2011)), linguistics (Di Marco and Navigli, |2013)), networks (Adamic and Glancel [2005)), and finance (Arnott

1980; |Zhu et all [2020)), to name a few. They have motivated numerous characterizations for “clusters” and

associated learning procedures.
In this paper, we consider a binary clustering problem where the data come from a mixture of two elliptical
distributions. Suppose that we observe i.i.d. samples {X;}? ; € R? from the latent variable model

X, =po+pYi+322;,  icn) (1)

Here po, p € R and ¥ >~ 0 are deterministic; Y; € {£1} and Z; € R? are independent random quantities;
P(Y; = —-1) = P(Y; = 1) = 1/2, and Z; is an isotropic random vector whose distribution is spherically
symmetric with respect to the origin. X, is elliptically distributed (Fang et al. [1990) given Y;. The
goal of clustering is to estimate {Y;}? ; from {X;}? ;. Moreover, it is desirable to build a classifier with
straightforward out-of-sample extension that predicts labels for future samples.

As a warm-up example, assume for simplicity that Z; has density and pg = 0. The Bayes-optimal classifier

is
1 ifB*Tx>0
—1 otherwise

pp- () = sgn(B* T x) = {
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with any 3* o £~ 1. A natural strategy for clustering is to learn a linear classifier pg(x) = sgn(8' z) with
discriminative coefficients 3 € R estimated from the samples. Note that

BTX, =B Y, +B87522Z, L (BT )Y, + V/BTS8Z,

where Z; = e{ Z, is the first coordinate of Z;. The transformed data {87 X;}?_, are noisy observations of
scaled labels {(8Tp)Y;}™ ;. A discriminative feature mapping @ — 3"« results in high signal-to-noise ratio
(8" w)?/B7T X3, turning the data into two well-separated clusters in R.

When the clusters are almost spherical (X ~ I) or far apart (|[u]|3 > ||Z||2), the mean vector p has
reasonable discriminative power and the leading eigenvector of the overall covariance matrix pp' + 3
roughly points that direction. This helps develop and analyze various spectral methods (Vempala and Wang},
2004; Ndaoud, [2018]) based on Principal Component Analysis (PCA). k-means (Lu and Zhoul |2016) and its
semidefinite relaxation (Mixon et al.| |2017; Royer, [2017; [Fei and Chen, 2018 (Giraud and Verzelen, |2018; |Chen
and Yang), |2018|) are also closely related. As they are built upon the Euclidean distance, a key assumption
is the existence of well-separated balls each containing the bulk of one cluster. Existing works typically
require ||p||3/[|%[|2 to be large under models like (). Yet, the separation is better measured by p' S~ p,
which always dominates |||3/[|2|l2. Those methods may fail when the clusters are separated but “stretched”.
As a toy example, consider a Gaussian mixture N(p,2) 4+ 1 N(—p,X) in R? where p = (1,0)" and the
covariance matrix 3 = diag(0.1, 10) is diagonal. Then the distribution consists of two separated but stretched
ellipses. PCA returns the direction (0,1)7 that maximizes the variance but is unable to tell the clusters
apart.

To get high discriminative power under general conditions, we search for 3 that makes {3 X;}7,
concentrate around the label set {£1}, through the following optimization problem:

n

: T
min X). 2
min ; F(B7X:) (2)
Here f : R — R attains its minimum at +1, e.g. f(x) = (22 — 1)2. We name this method as “Clustering via
Uncoupled REgression”, or CURE for short. Here f penalizes the discrepancy between predictions {ﬁTXi}?:l
and labels {Y;} ;. In the unsupervised setting, we have no access to the one-to-one correspondence but can

still enforce proximity on the distribution level, i.e.

1 « 1 1

i=1

A good approximate solution to (2)) leads to |37 X;| ~ 1. That is, the transformed data form two clusters
around +1. The symmetry of the mixture distribution automatically ensures balance between the clusters.
Thus is an uncoupled regression problem based on . Above we focus on the centered case (uo = 0)
merely to illustrate main ideas. Our general methodology

a€R, BeRd

: 1 ¢ 1 .
min {n;f(awﬁxiw 2(a+ﬁTu0)2}, (4)
i—
where fip = % Yoi, X, deals with arbitrary g by incorporating an intercept term .

Main contributions. We propose a clustering method through and study it under the model
without requiring the clusters to be spherical. Under mild assumptions, we prove that an efficient algorithm
achieves near-optimal statistical precision even in the absence of a good initialization.

e (Loss function design) We construct an appropriate loss function f by clipping the growth of the quartic
function (22 — 1)2/4 outside some interval centered at 0. As a result, f has two “valleys” at 1 and does
not grow too fast, which is beneficial to statistical analysis and optimization.

e (Landscape analysis) We characterize the geometry of the empirical loss function when n/d exceeds
some constant. In particular, all second-order stationary points, where the smallest eigenvalues of Hessians
are not significantly negative, are nearly optimal in the statistical sense.



o (Efficient algorithm with near-optimal statistical property) We show that with high probability,
a perturbed version of gradient descent algorithm starting from 0 yields a solution with near-optimal
statistical property after O(n/d + d?/n) iterations (up to polylogarithmic factors).

The formulation is uncoupled linear regression for binary clustering. Beyond that, we introduce a
unified framework which learns feature transforms to identify clusters with possibly non-convex shapes. That
provides a principled way of designing flexible unsupervised learning algorithms.

We introduce the model and methodology in Section [2| conduct theoretical analysis in Section [3] present
numerical results in Section [4 and finally conclude the paper with a discussion in Section

Related work. Methodologies for clustering can be roughly categorized as generative and discriminative
ones. Generative approaches fit mixture models for the joint distribution of features X and label Y to
make predictions (Moitra and Valiant, 2010; [Kannan et al., [2005; |/Anandkumar et al. 2014). Their success
usually hinges on well-specified models and precise estimation of parameters. Since clustering is based on the
conditional distribution of Y given X, it only involves certain functional of parameters. Generative approaches
often have high overhead in terms of sample size and running time. On the other hand, discriminative
approaches directly aim for predictive classifiers. A common strategy is to learn a transform to turn the data
into a low-dimensional point cloud that facilitates clustering. Statistical analysis of mixture models lead to
information-based methods (Bridle et al.| {1992; Krause et al., [2010]), analogous to the logistic regression for
supervised classification. Geometry-based methods uncover latent structures in an intuitive way, similar to
the support vector machine. Our method CURE belongs to this family. Other examples include projection
pursuit (Friedman and Tukey, [1974; [Pena and Prietol [2001a), margin maximization (Ben-Hur et al., 2001} [Xu
et al., [2005), discriminative k-means (Ye et al., |2008; Bach and Harchaoui, |2008]), graph cut optimization by
spectral methods (Shi and Malik, [2000; |Ng et al., [2002) and semidefinite programming (Weinberger and Saul,
2006)), correlation clustering Bunea et al| (2020); Jarrow et al|(2020). Discriminative methods are easily
integrated with modern tools such as deep neural networks (Springenberg, [2015; |Xie et al, [2016). The list
above is far from exhaustive.

The formulation is invariant under invertible affine transforms of data and thus tackles stretched
mixtures which are catastrophic for many existing approaches. A recent paper |Kushnir et al.[ (2019)) uses
random projections to tackle such problem but requires the separation between two clusters to grow at the
order of v/d, where d is the dimension. There have been provable algorithms dealing with general models with
multiple classes and minimal separation conditions (Brubaker and Vempalay, 2008; Kalai et al.l 2010; Belkin,
and Sinhal |2015). However, their running time and sample complexity are large polynomials in the dimension
and desired precision. In the class of two-component mixtures we consider, CURE has near-optimal (linear)
sample complexity and runs fast in practice. Another relevant area of study is clustering under sparse mixture
models (Azizyan et al., |2015; [Verzelen and Arias-Castro, 2017), where additional structures help handle
non-spherical clusters efficiently.

The vanilla version of CURE in is closely related to the Projection Pursuit (PP) (Friedman and
Tukey, (1974) and Independent Component Analysis (ICA) (Hyvérinen and Ojal, 2000). PP and ICA find
the most nontrivial direction by maximizing the deviation of the projected data from some null distribution
(e.g. Gaussian). Their objective functions are designed using key features of that. Notably, Pena and
Prieto| (2001a) propose clustering algorithms based on extreme projections that maximize and minimize the
kurtosis; [Verzelen and Arias-Castro| (2017 use the first absolute moment and skewness to construct objective
functions in pursuit of projections for clustering. On the contrary, CURE stems from uncoupled regression
and minimizes the discrepancy between the projected data and some target distribution. This makes it
generalizable beyond linear feature transforms with flexible choices of objective functions. Moreover, CURE
has nice computational guarantees while only a few algorithms for PP and ICA do. The formulation with
double-well loss f also appears in the real version of Phase Retrieval (PR) (Candes et al., [2015]) for recovering
a signal @ from noisy quadratic measurements Y; ~ (X,;' 3)2. In both CURE and PR, one observes the
magnitudes of labels/outputs without sign information. However, algorithmic study of PR, usually require
{X;}7, to be isotropic Gaussian; most efficient algorithms need good initializations by spectral methods.
Those cannot be easily adapted to clustering. Our analysis of CURE could provide a new way of studying
PR under more general conditions.



Notation. Let [n] = {1,2,---,n}. Denote by |- | the absolute value of a real number or cardinality of a set.
For real numbers a and b, let a A b = min{a, b} and a V b = max{a, b}. For nonnegative sequences {a,}°2
and {b,}>2,, we write a,, < b, or a, = O(b,,) if there exists a positive constant C' such that a,, < Cb,,. In
addition, we write a, = O(bn) if a,, = O(b,) holds up to some logarithmic factor; a,, < b, if a,, < b, and
by < a,. We let 15 be the indicator function of a set S. We equip R? with the inner product (x,y) = x "y,
Euclidean norm |[|z|s = /(z,) and canonical bases {e;}9_,. Let S = {& € R? : |zf» = 1},
B(z,r) = {y € R?: |ly —z|]2 < r}, and dist(z, S) = infyes ||z — y|]2 for S C R For a matrix A, we
define its spectral norm [|All2 = sup|,=1 [[Az|2. For a symmetric matrix A, we use Amax(A) and Amin(A)
to represent its largest and smallest eigenvalues, respectively. For a positive definite matrix A > 0, let
lz|la = V& T Az. Denote by d, the point mass at . Define || X||,, = supp>1p’1/2E1/T’|X|p for random

variable X and || X |y, = supjy,=1 [[(w, X}y, for random vector X.

2 Problem setup

2.1 Elliptical mixture model
Model 1. Let X € R? be a random vector with the decomposition

X = po+pY +3V227.

Here po, u € R and X = 0 are deterministic; Y € {+1} and Z € R? are random and independent. Let
Z =el Z, p be the distribution of X and {X;}7_, be i.i.d. samples from p.

(Balanced classes) P(Y = —-1)=P(Y =1) =1/2;

(Elliptical sub-Gaussian noise) Z is sub-Gaussian with || Z|y, bounded by some constant M, EZ =0
and BE(ZZT) = I; its distribution is spherically symmetric with respect to 0;

(Leptokurtic distribution) EZ* — 3 > kg holds for some constant kg > 0;

(Regularity) |[poll2, [4ll2; Amax(E) and Amin (E) are bounded away from 0 and co by constants.

We aim to build a classifier R? — {£1} based solely on the samples { X;}?_; from a mixture of two elliptical
distributions. For simplicity, we assume that the two classes are balanced and focus on the well-conditioned
case where the signal strength and the noise level are of constant order. This is already general enough to
include stretched clusters incapacitating many popular methods including PCA, k-means and semi-definite
relaxations (Brubaker and Vempalaj, 2008). One may wonder whether it is possible to transform the data into
what they can handle. While multiplication by 3~1/2 yields spherical clusters, precise estimation of 3 ~1/2
or X is no easy task under the mixture model. Dealing with those d x d matrices causes overhead expenses
in computation and storage. The assumption on positive excess kurtosis prevents the loss function from
having undesirable degenerate saddle points and facilitates the proof of algorithmic convergence. It rules out
distributions whose kurtoses do not exceed that of the normal distribution, and it is not clear whether there
exists an easy fix for that. The last assumption in Model [T] makes the loss landscape regular, helps avoid
undesirable technicalities, and is commonly adopted in the study of parameter estimation in mixture models.
The Bayes optimal classification error is of constant order, and we want to achieve low excess risk.

2.2 Clustering via Uncoupled Regression
Under Model [1} the Bayes optimal classifier for predicting Y given X is
YBayeS(X) = sgn (aBayes + IBBayesTX)’

where (aBayes,ﬁBayeS) = (—pud =7 'p, X7 1p). On the other hand, it is easily seen that the following
(population-level) least squares problem E[(a+3T X )—Y]? has a unique solution (a'®, BYR) = (—cpd T u, cE 1)



for some ¢ > 0. For the supervised classification problem where we observe {(X;,Y;)}" ;, the optimal feature
transform can be estimated via linear regression

L3 e+ 87X - Vi o)

This is closely related to Fisher’s Linear Discriminant Analysis (Friedman et al., 2001)).

In the unsupervised clustering problem, we no longer observe individual labels {Y;}? ; associated with
{X;}}_, but have population statistics of labels, as the classes are balanced. While directly forces
a + BT X; =~ Y; thanks to supervision, here we relax such proximity to the population level:

1 ¢ 1 1

Thus the regression should be conducted in an uncoupled manner using marginal information about X and
Y. We seek for an affine transformation  — o + BT to turn the samples {X;}? , into two balanced
clusters around =+1, after which sgn(a+ 3" X) predicts Y up to a global sign flip. It is also supported by the
geometric intuition in Section [I| based on projections of the mixture distribution.

Clustering via Uncoupled REgression (CURE) is formulated as an optimization problem:

: RS T 1 T A 2
aeﬁflglew{n;f(wrﬂ X;) + 5o+ B fuo) } (7)
where fip = 13" | X;. f attains its minimum at +1. Minimizing 137" | f(o + 87 X;) makes the
transformed data {a+ 8" X}, concentrate around {+1}. However, there are always two trivial minimizers
(o, B) = (%1, 0), each of which maps the entire dataset to a single point. What we want are two balanced
clusters around —1 and 1. The centered case (po = 0) discussed in Section [1] does not have such trouble as o
is set to be 0 and the symmetry of the mixture automatically balance the two clusters. For the general case,
we introduce a penalty term (o + B fi9)?/2 in to drive the center of the transformed data towards 0. The
idea comes from moment-matching and is similar to that in Flammarion et al|(2017). If 2 3" | f(a+8" X;)
is small, then |a + 87 X;| ~ 1 and

1 & Hi: a+B8"X; >0} {i: a+B8TX,; <0}
n Zéa+5TXi ~ o1 + o_1.
n— n n
Then, in order to get @, we simply match the expectations on both sides. This gives rise to the quadratic
penalty term in . The same idea generalizes beyond the balanced case. When the two classes 1 and
—1 have probabilities p and (1 — p), we can match the mean of {o + 8" X;}"_; with that of a new target
distribution pd; + (1 — p)d_;, and change the quadratic penalty to [(a+ 87 f1p) — (2p — 1)]2. When p is
unknown, can always be a surrogate as it seeks for two clusters around +1 and uses the quadratic penalty
to prevent any of them from being vanishingly small.

The function f in requires careful design. To facilitate statistical and algorithmic analysis, we want f
to be twice continuously differentiable and grow slowly. That makes the empirical loss smooth and concentrate
well around its population counterpart. In addition, the coercivity of f, i.e. lim|y|_ o f(2) = 400, confines
all minimizers within some ball of moderate size. Similar to the construction of Huber loss (Huber) [1964),
we start from h(x) = (22 — 1)2/4, keep its two valleys around +1, clip its growth using linear functions and
interpolate in between using cubic splines:

h(:C), . . |93‘ <a
f(@) = hla) + W (a)(|2] — a) + 2 (|2] — a)? = g% (2] — a)®, a<|z[<b. (8)
F(b) + [0 (a) + 2521 (@) (|| - b), | > b

Here b > a > 1 are constants to be determined later. f is clearly not convex, and neither is the loss function
in @) Yet we can find a good approximate solution efficiently by taking advantage of statistical assumptions
and recent advancements in non-convex optimization (Jin et al., 2017).



Algorithm 1 Clustering via Uncoupled REgression (meta-algorithm)

Input: Data {X;}? ; in a feature space X, embedding space ), target distribution v over Y, discrepancy
measure D, function class F, classification rule g.

Embedding: find an approximation solution ¢ to ming,ecr D(@4pn, V).

Output: Y; = g[¢(X;)] for i € [n].

Algorithm 2 Perturbed gradient descent

Initialize v° = 0.

For t=0,1,... do
If perturbation condition holds: Perturb ~% « ~' + &' with &' ~ U(B(0,7))
If termination condition holds: Return ~*
Update v/t « vt — nV L1 ().

2.3 Generalization

The aforementioned procedure seeks for a one-dimensional embedding of the data that facilitates clustering.
It searches for the best affine function such that the transformed data look like a two-point distribution. The
idea of uncoupled linear regression can be easily generalized to any suitable target probability distribution v
over a space ), class of feature transforms F from the original space X to ), discrepancy measure D that
quantifies the difference between the transformed data distribution and v, and classification rule g : Y — [K].
CURE for Modelabove uses ¥ =RY Y =R, v = %6,1 + %61, F={z—a+B"z: acR, BcRi},
g(y) = sgn(y) and

D(j1,1) = [Ex - (X) = Exoasf(X)| 4 5 [Exa, X ~ B X o)

for any probability distribution p over R. Here we briefly show why @ is true. Fixany f: € —a+ 8"z
in F and let p = %Z;;l do+p7 x, be the transformed data distribution. From f(—1) = f(1) = 0 and
Ex~,X =0 we see

[Exnf (X) = B (X)) = Exaf(X) = =3 fla+ 87X,
i=1

n

1 2 )
ExuX - Ex X[? = (n S (ot BTXn) — (a+ 87 i),
=1

Div) = =3 Jlact BTX0) + 5+ AT ho).
i=1

On top of that, we propose a general framework for clustering (also named as CURE) and describe it
at a high level of abstraction in Algorithm (1 Here p,, = % > i, 0x, is the empirical distribution of data
and @up, = %ZZL:I dp(x;) is the push-forward distribution. The general version of CURE is a flexible
framework for clustering based on uncoupled regression (Rigollet and Weed, 2019)). For instance, we may
set Y =RX and v = % ZZ=1 de, when there are K clusters; choose F to be the family of convolutional
neural networks for image clustering; let D be the Wasserstein distance or some divergence. CURE is easily

integrated with other tools, see Section in the supplementary material.

3 Theoretical analysis

3.1 Main results

Let ﬁl(a, ) denote the objective function of CURE in 1D Our main result (Thporem shows that with
high probability, a perturbed version of gradient descent (Algorithm [2)) applied to L; returns an approximate
minimizer that is nearly optimal in the statistical sense, within a reasonable number of iterations. Here



U(B(0,7)) refers to the uniform distribution over B(0,r). We omit technical details of the algorithm and
defer them to Appendix [B.4] see Algorithm [3] and Theorem [4] therein. For notational simplicity, we write
~ = (a,8) € R x R? and Baves = (oBaves gBavesy — (_, TSi=1 g 571 y). 4B defines the Bayes-optimal
classifier & — sgn(aBaes 4+ @BavesT ) for Model

Theorem 1 (Main result). Let 49,71, - be the iterates of Algorithm |2 starting from 0. Under Model
there exist constants ¢, C, Cy, C1,Cy > 0 independent of n and d such that if n > Cd and b > 2a > Cy, then
with probability at least 1 — C1[(d/n)“2? + e=Can'/? 4 n~19], Algorithm@ terminates within O(n/d + d2/n)
iterations and the output 4 satisfies

2 ayes d
sl o, 5o o (3).

Up to a /log(n/d) factor, this matches the optimal rate of convergence O(1/d/n) for the supervised
problem with {Y;}?_; observed, which is even easier than the current one. Theorem |1| asserts that we can
achieve a near-optimal rate efficiently without good initialization, although the loss function is non-convex.
The two terms n/d and d?/n in the iteration complexity have nice interpretations. When n is large, we want
a small computational error in order to achieve statistical optimality. The term n/d reflects the cost for
this. When n is small, the empirical loss function does not concentrate well and is not smooth enough either.
Hence we choose a conservative step-size and pay the corresponding price d?/n. A byproduct of Theorem
is the following corollary which gives a tight bound for the excess risk. Here ||g||cc = sup,cg |g(x)| for any
g: R — R. The proof is deferred to Appendix [I}

Corollary 1 (Misclassification rate). Consider the settings in Theorem and suppose that Z = e Z has
density p € CH(R) satisfying ||pllec < C3 and ||p||co < Cs for some constant Cs > 0. For~v = (o, 8) € RxRY,

define its misclassification rate (up to a global sign flip) as
— T
R(vy) = SJlelinl]P(ssgn (a+B'X) #£Y).

There exists a constant Cy such that

n Cydlog(n/d

IP’(R('?) < R(YP) )> > 1 C1[(d/n) %24 4+ e~ 4 =10,

n

3.2 Sketch of proof

The loss function L; is non-convex in general. To find an approximate minimizer efficiently without good
initialization, we need L1 to exhibit benign geometric properties that can be exploited by a simple algorithm.
Our choice is the perturbed gradient descent algorithm in |Jin et al| (2017)), see Algorithm [3[in Appendix
for more details. Provided that the function is smooth enough, it provably converges to an approximate
second-order stationary point where the norm of gradient is small and the Hessian matrix does not have any
significantly negative eigenvalue. Then it boils down to landscape analysis of Ly with precise characterizations
of approximate stationary points. To begin with, define the population version of Ly as

Ly (0, 8) = Ex~pf (0 + TX) + (o + BT o)’

Proposition 1. There exist positive constants c,e,0,n and a set S C R x R? such that

1. The only two local minima of L are £v* with v* = —cyBaes;

2. All the other first-order critical points (i.e. with zero gradient) are within § distance to S;
8. |[VLi()ll2 = e if dist(y, {£v*} U S) > ¢;

4. V2Li(y) = nI if dist(y, {£7*}) <6, and Amin[V2L1 ()] < —1 if dist(y, S) < 4.



Histogram of PC 1: error = 42.225% 2d embedding by PCA
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Figure 1: Visualization of the dataset via PCA. The left plot shows the transformed data via PCA. The right
polt is a 2-dimensional visualization of the dataset using PCA.
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Figure 2: In sample and out-of-sample misclassification rate (with error bar quantifying one standard
deviation) vs. iteration count for CURE over 50 independent trials. The four plots corresponds to No = 6000,
3000, 2000 and 1500 respectively, while V; is always fixed to be 6000.

Proposition [I] shows that all of the approximate second-order critical points of L; are close to that
corresponding to the Bayes-optimal classifier. Then we will prove similar results for the empirical loss L, using
concentration inequalities, which leads to the following proposition translating approximate second-order
stationarity to estimation error.

Proposition 2. There ezists a constant C' such that the followings happen with high probability: for any
~ € R x R? satisfying |[VL1(7)|l2 < /2 and Muin[VEL1 ()] > —1/2,

. . - d n
iy oy =7l < C([ 9L () [+ 5o (5) ).

To achieve near-optimal statistical error (up to a y/log(n/d) factor), Proposition asserts that it suffices
to find any 4 such that | VL (%)|l2 < v/d/n and \,[V2L,(%)] > —n/2. Here the perturbed gradient descent
algorithm comes into play, and we see the light at the end of the tunnel. It remains to estimate the Lipschitz
smoothness of VL; and V2L, with respect to the Euclidean norm. Once this is done, we can directly apply
the convergence theorem in for the perturbed gradient descent. A more comprehensive
outline of the proof and all the details are deferred to the Appendix.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments on a real dataset. We randomly select N; (resp. M)
T-shirts/tops and Na (resp. Mz) pullovers from the Fashion-MNIST (Xiao et al. training (resp. testing)
dataset, each of which is a 28 x 28 grayscale image represented by a vector in [0, 1]28%2?8. The goal is clustering,
i.e. learning from those N = N; + N> unlabeled images to predict the class labels of both N training samples
and M = My 4+ M> testing samples. The inputs for CURE and other methods are raw images and their
pixel-wise centered versions, respectively. To get a sense why this problem is difficult, we set Ny = Ny = 6000
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Figure 3: Histograms of transformed out-of-sample data for CURE. The red bins correspond to T-shirts/tops,

and the blue bins correspond to pullovers.
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Table 1: Misclassification rate of CURE and other methods.

N1 : N2
Method 1:1 2:1 3:1 4:1
CURE 52402% | 7.1+£04% | 9.3+£0.7% | 11.3+1.1%
K-means 45.1% 49.7% 46.8% 45.1%
Spectral method (vanilla) 42.2% 46.9% 49.7% 49.0%
Spectral method (Gaussian kernel) 49.9% 33.4% 25.0% 20.0%

and plot the transformed data via PCA in the left panel of Figure [I} the transformation does not give
meaningful clustering information, and the misclassification rate is 42.225%. A 2-dimensional visualization
of the dataset using PCA (right panel of Figure [1) shows two stretched clusters, which cause the PCA to
fail. In this dataset, the bulk of a image corresponds to the belly part of clothing with different grayscales,
logos and hence contributes to the most of variability. However, T-shirts and Pullovers are distinguished by
sleeves. Hence the two classes can be separated by a linear function that is not related to the leading principle
component of data. CURE aims for such direction onto which the projected data exhibit cluster structures.
To show that CURE works beyond our theory, we set N7 to be 6000 and choose N» from {6000, 3000, 2000, 1500}
to include unbalanced cases. We set M; to be 1000 and choose My from {1000, 500, 333,250}. We use gradient
descent with random initialization from the unit sphere and learning rate 10~3 (instead of perturbed gradient
descent) to solve @ as that requires less tuning. Figure [2| shows the learning curves of CURE over 50
independent trials. Even when the classes are unbalanced, CURE still reliably achieves low misclassification
rates. Figure [3| presents histograms of testing data under the feature transform learned by the last (50th)
trial of CURE, showing two seperated clusters around +1 corresponding to the two classes. To demonstrate
the efficacy of CURE, we compare its misclassification rates with those of K-means and spectral methods on
the training sets. We include the standard deviation over 50 independent trials for CURE due to its random
initializations; other methods use the default settings (in Python) and thus are regarded as deterministic
algorithms. As is shown in Table [, CURE has the best performance under all settings.

5 Discussion

Motivated by the elliptical mixture model (Model , we propose a discriminative clustering method CURE
and establish near-optimal statistical guarantees for an efficient algorithm. It is worth pointing out that
CURE learns a classification rule that readily predicts labels for any new data. This is an advantage over many
existing approaches for clustering and embedding whose out-of-sample extensions are not so straightforward.
We impose several technical assumptions (spherical symmetry, constant condition number, positive excess
kurtosis, etc.) to simplify the analysis, which we believe can be relaxed. Achieving Bayes optimality in
multi-class clustering is indeed very challenging. Under parametric models such as Gaussian mixtures, one
may construct suitable loss functions for CURE based on likelihood functions and obtain statistical guarantees.
Other directions that are worth exploring include the optimal choice of the target distribution and the
discrepancy measure, high-dimensional clustering with additional structures, estimation of the number of



clusters, to name a few. We also hope to further extend our methodology and theory to other tasks in
unsupervised learning and semi-supervised learning.

The general CURE (Algorithm [1)) provides versatile tools for clustering problems. In fact, it is related
to several methods in the deep learning literature (Springenberg), 2015} Xie et al., 2016; [Yang et al., [2017)).
When we were finishing the paper, we noticed that |Genevay et al.| (2019)) develop a deep clustering algorithm
based on k-means and use optimal transport to incorporate prior knowledge of class proportions. Those
methods are built upon certain network architectures (function classes) or loss functions while CURE offers
more choices. In addition to the preliminary numerical results, it would be nice to see how CURE tackles
more challenging real data problems.
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A Additional numerical experiments

A.1 Two classes

In this section, we provide additional numerical experiments to compare CURE in with other clustering
methods on the same real dataset as Section We focus on six methods: (i) discriminative K-means
(DisKmeans) in [Ye et al.| (2008)); (ii) a discriminative clustering formulation described in [Bach and Harchaoui
(2008)); [Flammarion et al.| (2017)); (iii) Model-based clustering (Mclust) in [Fraley and Raftery| (1999)); (iv)
Projection Pursuit (PP) in [Pena and Prieto (2001b); (v) Adaptive LDA-guided K-means Clustering in |Ding
and Li| (2007)); and (vi) Minimum Density Hyperplane (MDH) in [Pavlidis et al.| (2016]).

As suggested by |Ye et al.| (2008]), the regularization parameter A therein has a significant impact
on the performance of DisKmeans. To resolve this issue, they provide an automatic tuning framework.
Here we provide a comparison between CURE and DisKmeans. For the DisKmeans, we consider pre-
chosen A € {0,1,10,100} as well as A\ from the automatic tuning procedure suggested by [Ye et al.| (2008),
initialized from 1. Due to high computational cost of DisKmeans with automatic tuning (which includes
eigendecomposition of (N7 + Na) x (N7 + N2) matrix in each iteration), we conduct the experiment on smaller
dataset: we fix N3 = 1000 and choose Ny from {1000, 500, 333,250}. As is shown in Table 2], CURE has lower
misclassification rate under all settings. It is also worth mentioning that the automatic tuning procedure
sends A — oo, in which case DisKmeans is equivalent to classical K-means.

Table 2: Misclassification rate of CURE and disciminative K-means.

N1 . N2

Method 1:1 2:1 3:1 4:1

CURE / 52+0.3% | 6.7£0.6% | 9.1£0.9% | 11.24+1.2%
A=0 49.9% 49.5% 49.5% 47.7%
Discriminative A=1 48.8% 46.6% 49.4% 48.3%
K-means A=10 46.5% 44.2% 47.4% 41.8%
Ye et al.| (2008) A =100 6.6% 49.4% 46.5% 27.2%
automatic tuning 43.3% 49.4% 47.5% 45.8%

For experiments comparing CURE with other five methods, we still adopt the usual setting of sample size:
we fix N7 = 6000 and choose Ny from {6000, 3000, 2000, 1500}. Model-based clustering (Mclust) in [Fraley
and Raftery| (1999), Projection Pursuit (PP) in [Pena and Prieto| (2001b) and Minimum Density Hyperplane
(MDH) in [Pavlidis et al| (2016]) are implemented using open-source R packages with default settings. In
addition:
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1. The discriminative clustering method appeared in |Bach and Harchaoui| (2008); |[Flammarion et al.| (2017)
stems from the optimization problem

minly - X2, (10)

veRT ye{£1}4
where X is the centered data matrix. We adopt the alternating minimization scheme: given v, the optimal
y is obtained by sgn(Xwv) (or by running K-means on X v, which has similar empirical performance) while
given y, the optimal v is obtained from solving a least squares problem. In the first step, v is initialized
from a uniform distribution over the unit sphere. The iterative algorithm is terminated when vy, the
predicted label, no longer changes.

2. Following the instructions in Ding and Li| (2007)), we implement the adaptive LDA-guided K-means
clustering algorithm (Algorithm 1 therein) by alternating between linear discriminant analysis and K-means
until convergence.

Table Bl shows the misclassification rate and the standard deviation of CURE and the other five methods
over 50 independent trials. It is clear that CURE is more accurate and stable than these five methods under
all settings.

Table 3: Misclassification rate of CURE and other methods.

N]_ : N2
Method 1:1 2:1 3:1 4:1

CURE 5.240.2% 7.1+ 0.4% 9.3+0.7% 11.3 £ 1.1%
Method 31.1+13.8% | 32.9+13.3% | 34.7+12.7% | 36.8 +11.2%
Mclust 48.7 £ 1.3% 39.1+4.8% 34.1 £8.0% 28.2 £ 7.8%
Projection Pursuit 36.9 +9.8% 37.44+9.6% 39.7 £ 6.9% 40.6 = 7.3%

LDA-guided K-means 45.9% 49.0% 45.6% 44.3%

MDH 48.6% 43.1% 38.3% 35.2%

A.2 Multiple classes

To illustrate how the general CURE in Section [2.3] works, we consider the clustering problem with the first 4
classes in Fashion-MNIST (T-shirt/top, Trouser, Pullover, Dress), each of which has 6000 training samples
and 1000 testing samples. Our training process only uses features of training samples and does not touch any
labels.

We let the number of classes K be 4, the embedding space ) be R¥, the target distribution v be
% Zszl de;, the discrepancy measure D be the Wasserstein-1 distance, and define the classification rule
9(y) = argmin; ¢ [|[y — €;|2. We compare two classes F of feature mappings: linear functions and fully-
connected neural networks with one hidden layer that has 100 nodes. Initial values All of the weight parameters
are initialized using i.i.d. samples from N (0, 0.052).

Let fo be a feature transform in F, parametrized by 6. Denote by {x;}!_; the samples, where n =
4 x 6000 = 24000. The loss function is

1 n
L =Wl — ) —
(9) 1 (n ;:1 0o (@) V)

It is natural to optimize with respect to P and 6 in an alternating manner. We apply random sampling
techniques to speedup computation. In the t-th iteration,

min
Peg[0,1]"*K, 1T P=1] /K, Plx=1,/n

DO pilfo(m) —el.

i=1j=1

1. Draw B = 200 samples {zx;;}2 , uniform at random (with replacement) from the dataset;

11
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Figure 4: 4-class Fashion-MNIST: Testing errors of linear functions and neural networks, with error bar
quantifying one standard deviation.

2. Use the Python function ot.sinkhorn2 in library POT (Flamary and Courty, [2017) with reg = 0.1 to
obtain the solution P; to an entropy-regularized version of

B K
min . ZZ pijlfo. (i) — €jl;

Peg[0,1]BxK 1L P=1]. /K, Plgx=1p

3. Update model parameters by 6;,1 = 6; — n0L.(0;), where 0 is the sub-differential operator, n = 10~2 and
K
0) = pijlfo(wi) —e;l, V6.
j=1

An epoch refers to n/B = 12 consecutive iterations. The learning curves in Figure [4] shows the advantage
of neural network and demonstrates the flexibility of CURE with nonlinear function classes.

B Proof sketch of Theorem [1l

B.1 Step 1: properties of the test function f

We now investigate the function f defined in and relate it to h(z) = (22 — 1)?/4. As Lemma suggests,
I7], |f”| and | f"| are all bounded by constants determined by a and b; |f" — h/| and |f” — h”| are bounded
by polynomials that are independent of a and b. See Appendix [D]for a proof.

Lemma 1. When a is sufficiently large and b > 2a, f has the following properties:
1. f" is continuous with Fy £ sup,cp |f/(z)] < 2a%b and | f'(z) — I/ ()| < 7|2PPLl{z/5a};
2. f" is continuous with Fy £ sup,cg |f(x)| < 3a® and |f"(z) — ' (z)| < 92%1(|z5a};

3. f" exists in R\ {Fa, +b} with F3 = SUD R (4,4 |/ ()| < 6a.

B.2 Step 2: landscape analysis of the population loss

To kick off the landscape analysis we investigate the population version of Ly, namely
T 1 T, 2
Li(e,B) =Ex~pfla+p X)+§(04+5 Ho)™ (11)
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One of the main obstacles is the complicated piecewise definition of f, which prevent us from obtaining
closed form formulae. We bypass this problem by relating the population loss with f to that with the quartic
function h. See Appendix [E] for a proof.

Theorem 2 (Landscape of the population loss). Consider Model and assume that b > 2a. There exist
positive constants A,e,8 and n determined by M, EZ*, ||p]l2, dmax(2) and Anin(2) but independent of d
and n, such that when a > A,

1. The only two global minima of Ly are £~*, where v* = (—cB"" pg, cB") for some c € (1/2,2) and

1/2
Igh: 1+1/HIJ’H22*1 271,1/,
[l + 6 |l 3es + My

2. |[VLi()l2 = e if dist(y, {7y} U S) > 6, where S = {0} U{(=B"po,B): n'B8=0, BTEB =1/Mz};
3. V2Li(vy) = nI ifdist(y, {£7*}) <8, andu " V2Li(y)u < —n ifdist(y, S) < § withu = (0,2 /|| = p|l).

Theorem [2| precisely characterizes the landscape of L;. In particular, all of its critical points make up the
set {£v*} U S, where £~* are global minima and S consists of strict saddles. The local geometry around
critical points is also desirable.

B.3 Step 3: landscape analysis of the empirical loss

Based on geometric properties of the population loss L1, we establish similar results for the empirical loss L
through concentration analysis. See Appendix [F] for a proof.

Theorem 3 (Landscape of the empirical loss). Consider Model and assume that b > 2a > 4. Let v* and S
be defined as in Theorem[4 There exist positive constants A, Co, Cy,Ca, My,€,8 and n determined by M, Mz,
[leell2; Amax(X) and Amin(X) but independent of d and n, such that when a > A and n > Cod, the followings
hold with probability exceeding 1 — Cy1(d/n)“>% — Cy exp(—Can'/3):

L |VLi(W)ll2 = € if dist(y, {7} U S) > 6;
2. w V2L (y)u < —n if dist(v, S) < 6, with w = (0,2 /|| = pll2);

3. |IVLi(v1) =V Li(v2)ll2 < Millyi—v2ll2 and | V2L (1) — V2 L1 (v2)ll2 < Mi[1V(dlog(n/d)//n)]l|v1 —el|2
hold for all 41,42 € R x R<,

Theorem (3| shows that a sample of size n 2 d suffices for the empirical loss to inherit nice geometric
properties from its population counterpart. The corollary below illustrates that as long as we can find an
approximate second-order stationary point, then the statistical estimation error can be well controlled by the
gradient. We defer the proof of this to Appendix [G]

Corollary 2. Under the settings in Theorem@ there exist constants C, Cy, CY such that the followings happen
with probability exceeding 1 — C1(d/n)“>% — C] exp(—Cynl/3): for any v € R x RY satisfying |V Li()|]2 < ¢
and Amin [V2L1(’)’)} > —n,

. N . d n
min 57— 7*[l, < c<||VL1 )y + ) o (d)).

As a result, when the event above happens, any local minimizer 4 of Ly satisfies

d n
T
i 55 7l < Oy D 10g (1),
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Algorithm 3 Perturbed gradient descent PerturbedGD (pgd, ¢, 9, €pgd; Cpgd; Opgds Dpgd)

X 3max{log(dﬁApgd/(cpgdsggdépgd))74}, Npgd < Cpgd/l, T + \/@epgd/()(%), Jthres cpgdepgd/x2,
thres Cpgd€ped/ \X v/ P); Lthres Xt/ (Cosq+/PEpgd)s Unoise —Ulthres — 1.
fi — I})g“”/(g’\[)t <_£/(f)g~/ ), t — —t 1
Initialize 7% = ~,qq.
For ¢t =0,1,... do
If ||VL1(')’t)||2 < Gihres and ¢ — thoise > tehres:
Update tpoise < t,
Perturb v* « ' + £ with &' ~ U(B(0,r))
Ift — tnoise = tthres and Ll(’yt) - Ll(’?tnmse) > _fthres:
Return ~tnoise )
Update '™ < 4" — npea VL1 (7).

B.4 Step 4: convergence guarantees for perturbed gradient descent

The landscape analysis above shows that all local minimizers of Ly are statistically optimal (up to logarithmic
factors), and all saddle points are non-degenerate. Then it boils down to finding any v whose gradient size is
sufficiently small and Hessian has no significantly negative eigenvalue. Thanks to the Lipschitz smoothness of
VL, and V2ﬁ1, this can be efficiently achieved by the perturbed gradient descent algorithm (see Algorithm
proposed by |Jin et al.| (2017)). Small perturbation is occasionally added to the iterates, helping escape
from saddle points efficiently and thus converge towards local minimizers. Theorem [] provides algorithmic
guarantees for CURE on top of that. We defer the proof to Appendix [H]

Implementation of the algorithm requires specification of hyperparameters a, b, M;, € and n. Under the
regularity assumptions in Model [T} many structural parameters are well-behaved constants and that helps
choose hyperparameters at least in a conservative way. In theory, we can let b = 2a; a and M; be sufficiently
large; € and n be sufficiently small. In our numerical experiments, the algorithm does not appear to be
sensitive to choices of hyperparameters. We do not go into much details to avoid distractions.

Theorem 4 (Algorithmic guarantees). Consider the settings in Theorem@ and adopt the constants My, €

and n therein. With probability exceeding 1 — C1[(d/n)“2? + e=Can'’? 4 n~10], Algorithm |3 with parameters
Ypgd = 0, £ = My, dpga = n~ ", p = Mymax{1,dlog(n/d)//n}, epga = min{y/dlog(n/d)/n,&/p,n*/p,<}

and Apga = 1/4 terminates within O(n/d + d*/n) iterations and the output 4 satisfies

A /d P
HVLl('y)H2 < -~ log (%) <e and )\min(V2L1(7)) > —n.

Theorem [] and Corollary 2] immediately lead to
d n d n
bl N« /g n
ot \/n log (d) ~ \/n log (d)’

min [[s% - "], S [|[VLi(3)
s==+1

which finishes the proof of Theorem [I]

C Preliminaries

Before we start the proof, let us introduce some notations. Recall the definition of the random vector
X = po + pY + 227 and the ii.d. samples X1,...,X, € R%. Let X = (1,X), X; = (1,X;) and
jip = (1, o). For any v = (o, B) € R x R%, define

La(v)=L(v) +AR(y) and  Ly(v) = L(v) + AR(%),

where

Loy) =Ef( X) =Efa+7X), L) =23 f(TX) = Y fla+ 67X,
i i=1

R() = 30+ 8T mo? = 30 R, R = 3o+ 8T X)P = ST Y X
] i=1

14



Note that the results stated in Section [3] and [B| focus on the special case when A = 1. The proof in the
appendices allows for general choices of A > 1.

D Proof of Lemma [

By direct calculation, one has

K (z), lz| <a
@) = [W(a) + n"(a) (2| — a) — g7 (2] — a)?]sgn(x), a<|z|<b,
[h'(a) + b52h"(a)] sgn(x), | > b
h'(x), lz] < a
f(@) = R (@)1= 552, a<|z| <b,
0, |z| > b
h'"(x), lz] < a
[(x) = —% sgn(z), a<|z|<b.
0, |z| > b

When a is sufficiently large and b > 2a, we have Fy £ sup,eg |f'(z)| = I'(a) + 252" (a) < 2a%b, F £

sup,ez | £ (z)| = h"(a) < 3a?, and Fy £ supj, . | £ (@)] = h"(a) v 512 < 6a.

In addition, one can also check that when a < |z| < b, we have |h'(a)| < |z|> and |h"'(a)| < 3|z|?, thus
[ (@) = W ()| < |f' (@) + W (2)] < | ()] + W (a)(|z] = a)| + [P (a) (2] — a)?/(2a)| + |2 — x|
< Jof + 8fal? + ool + [af* < Tlaf?
provided that b > 2a > 2. When |z| > b, we have
/(@) = W(2)] < |f (@) + W (2)] < | (a)] + (b= a)h"(a) /2] + |2° — 2]
<|z|* + g|az|2 + [z < 4z

This combined with f'(z) = h/(z) when |z| < a gives |f'(z) — h'(2)| < 1{jz>a37|2z]>. Similarly we have
1" (x) = 1 (2)] < L{ja|2a)927.

E Proof of Theorem 2

It suffices to focus on the special case g = 0 and ¥ = I;. We first give a theorem that characterizes the
landscape of an auxiliary population loss, which serves as a nice starting point of the study of the actual loss
functions that we use.

Theorem 5 (Landscape of the auxillary population loss). Consider model with pg = 0 and X = 1.
Suppose that Mz > 3. Let h(z) = (22 —1)?/4 and X > 1. The stationary points of the population loss

LY (o, 8) =Eh (0 + 8" X) + %cf
are {(o, B) : VLY (o, B) = 0} = S? U S%, where
1. St ={(0,£8")} consists of global minima, with

9 1/2
ﬁh< 1+1/ el ) y
ey +61|pls + Mz
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2.5 ={(0,8): u'B=0, |83 =1/Mz}U{0} consists of saddle points whose Hessians have negative
eigenvalues.

We also have the following quantitative results: there exist positive constants €™, 6" and n" determined by M,
[eell2 and A such that

1 VLA ()2 = €™ if dist(v, SF U S§) > 6"

2. V2LU(~y) = oI if dist(y, S7) < 36", and w" V2L (y)u < —nh if dist(y, S§) < 36" where u = (0, p/ || p2)-

Proof. See Appendix O
The following Lemma controls the difference between the landscape of Ly and L’)\’ within a compact ball.

Lemma 2. Let X be a random vector in R with || X ||y, < M, f be defined in (@) with b > 2a > 4,
h(z) = (2% —1)2/4 for z € R, Lx(v) = Ef(v" X) + A\a?/2 and L} (v) = Eh(y " X) + Aa?/2 for v € R4
There exist constants Cy,Cy > 0 such that for any R > 0,

01(12
sup [|VLx (v) = VLY (7)]|, < CoR*M* exp () )
Ivl2<R | I R2M®

Cla2
sup || V2Lx () = VLY ()|, < CoR*M* exp <—> :
H'Y||2SRH H2 R*M?

In addition, when E(XX ) = oI holds for some o > 0, there exists m > 0 determined by M and o such
that inf iy, >5/m [VLA(Y)ll2 = m and inf |y ,25/m [VIR(Y)[l2 = m.

Proof. See Appendix O

On the one hand, Lemma 2| implies that inf|y,>3/m [[VLx(v)|l2 > m for some constant m > 0. Suppose
that

eh <m (12)
and define r = 3/¢". Then
IVLi()lla > €™ i ylla > 7 (13)
Moreover, we can take a to be sufficiently large such that

sup || VL1 () = VLY (7) ||, < &"/2. (14)

Ivllz<r

On the other hand, from Theorem [5| we know that

IVLY()ll2 =" if  dist(y, S} U ST) > 6" (15)
Taking , and collectively gives
IVLx(Mll2 > €"/2 it dist(y, ST US3) > 6" (16)

Hence {v: VLx(y) =0} C {~: dist(y, St USE) <"} and it yields a decomposition {v: VLy(v) =0} =
S1 U Sy, where

Sj C{v: dist(y,S7) <"}, vi=1, 2 (17)
Consequently, for j = 1,2 we have

{7 dist(y,5;) 20"} € {y: dist(y,5]) < 30"} {y: Il < 30"+ max Y[} (18)
é 1 Y92

Now we work on the first proposition in Theorem [2| by characterizing 5;.
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Lemma 3. Consider the model in with pg = 0 and X = I;. Suppose that f € C%*(R) is even,
lim, 1o zf'(z) = 400 and f”(0) < 0. Define

La(a, B) =Ef(a+B"X) + %oﬂ, VaeR, BeR%L

1. There exists some ¢ > 0 determined by ||p||2, the function f, and the distribution of Z, such that (0,%cp)
are critical points of Ly;

2. In addition, if f" is piecewise differentible and |f"'(x)| < F3 < oo almost everywhere, we can find ¢y > 0
determined by || p|l2, f7(0), F5 and M such that ¢ > cq.

Proof. See Appendix O

Lemma |3] asserts the existence of two critical points +v* = (0, £c8") of L;, for some ¢ bounded from
below by a constant ¢y > 0. If

5" < ol B 12/4, (19)
then the property of S¥ forces
dist(+7*, 55) > [v*[l2 = ¢l B" |2 > collB"||2 > 46" > 36" (20)

It is easily seen from with j = 2 that dist(&v*, S2) > 26" and +v* ¢ S,. Then {vy: VLi(y) =0} =
S1 U Sy forces

- C S (21)

Let us investigate the curvature near S;. Lemma [2| and with j = 1 allow us to take a to be sufficiently
large such that

sup [|[V2La () = VLY () ||, < 0"/2. (22)
dist(~,S1)<256h

Theorem asserts that V2LE(y) = nI if dist(vy, SI') < 36". By this, with j =1 and ,
V2La(y) = (/)1 if  dist(y, 51) < 26" (23)

Hence L, is strongly convex in {~: dist(v,S1) < 26"}. Combined with , it leads to S; = {£~v*}, and
both points therein are local minima.
Let v = (0,8"). The fact S} = {£~"} and yields

le=1]- 8"z = [|v* — 7" |l2 = dist(~*, 57) < 6" (24)
When
o < 118" 12/2, (25)

we have 1/2 < ¢ < 3/2 as claimed. The global optimality of ++* is obvious. Without loss of generality, in
Theorem [5| we can always take 6" < ||3" |2 min{co/3,1/2} and then find " < m. In that case, , and
imply the first proposition in Theorem

Next, we study the second proposition in Theorem Let S = Sh. Given S; = {+~+"} and
S1 = {£v*}, from we know that dist(v, {£y*}U.S) > 26" implies dist(~y, S} USH) > 26". This combined
with immediately gives

IVLA(y)|2 > €"/2 if dist(, {£y*} U S) > 26",
Hence the second proposition in Theorem [2| holds if

e=¢/2 and § =26 (26)
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Finally, we study the third proposition in Theorem (2, By , the first part of that proposition
holds when

n=n"/2 and 5 = 26", (27)

It remains to prove the second part. Lemma 2| and with j = 2 allow us to take a to be sufficiently large
such that

sup  [|[V2Ly () = VLY () ||, < 7" /2. (28)
dist(~,S)<36"

Theorem [5| asserts that u! VZLE(y)u < —n for uw = (0, p/||pl|2) if dist(~,S) < 36". By this, with
j=2and %

V2LA(y) < —1"/2 if  dist(y,S) < 30" (29)

Hence (26]) suffice for the second part of the third proposition to hold.
According to and (27), Theorem [2| holds with e = ¢"/2, § = 26" and 7 = n" /2.

E.1 Proof of Theorem [5

E.1.1 Part 1: Characterization of stationary points

Note that
VLY (a,B8) =E [( ;) W (a+ BTX)] + (3)

= (Eh/(a ' gTX) ! A) + (E[Yh’(a E BTX)];L> + (E[Zh’(a(:— ﬁTX)]) :

Now we will expand individual expected values in this sum. For the first term,
EW (a+B"X)=E(a+B8"uY +8'2)° -E(a+8"nY +38"2)
=a®+3aE(B T puY)? +3a0E(BTZ) +E(B nY + 87 Z)% — «
=alo® +3(8"w)* +3|815 - 1],
where the first line follows since h/(z) = 2® — z, the other two follows from E(ZZ ") = I plus the fact that Y’

and Z are independent, with zero odd moments due to their symmetry.
Using similar arguments,

EYH (a+B"X)=EY(a+B8"pY +B'2)*| ~EY(a+ 8" pnY +8'2))
— 3B [Y(8TpY + B72)] + ElY(8Tuy + BT 2)Y) — 8T
— 30287+ E[Y (87 puv)*] + 3E[Y (87 pY)E(87 2)%] - 8 p
= [30® + (8" w)*EY* + 3||8|5 - 1] BT .

To work on E[ZW (a+ BT X)] = E[ZW (a+BTuY +B7Z)], we define 3 = B/||3||2 for B# 0 and B =10
otherwise. Observe that (Y,88" Z,(I —B3B7)Z) and (Y,B3B8"Z,—(I — BB7)Z) have exactly the same joint
distribution. As a result,

E[(I -BB")ZN (a+B"X)] =E[(I -BB")ZN (a+ B pY +B"Z)] = 0.
Hence,
E[ZI (BT X)] =E[BB" ZW (a+B" X)| =E[B" ZN (a+ B nY +B'2)|8
=EB " Z(a+B8"nY +B8'2)°1B-EB"Z(a+B Y +8'2)3
=30’E[B"Z(B"nY + B Z)|B+EBZ(B'nY +B8'2)°18 -8
= (3a® -1)B+3E(B nY)’B+E[B'Z(8" 2)°|8
= [30® +3(u' B)* + Mz |85 — 118,

18



where besides the arguments we have been using we also employed identities ||3||23 = 8 and E(y T Z)* = M
for any unit-norm ~. Combining all these together, we get

VaLi(a, B) = a(a® +3(8"w)* + 3]18]° + A - 1), (30)
VeLi(a,B) = [3a” + (BT p)* + 3118113 — 1 (n" Bl + [3a” + 3(k " B)* + M||B]3 — 11B. (31)

Taking second derivatives,

VioLi(a,B) =30 +3(8"pu)” + 385+ A— 1, (32)
VoL (a, B) = 6a[(B p)u + 8], (33)
VasLi(a,8) =3(8"w)’up’ + (30° +3||8)5 — Dpp' + 6pp’ 887
+[8a® +3(u"B)* + Mz B3 — 1T+ B6(n B +2MzB"]
= [3a® +3(n"8) + Mz| B3 — 1T + [30® +3(8" p)* + (3]|BI15 — D]pps
+6(n' B (B +Bu")+2MB8". (34)

Now that we have derived the gradient and Hessian in closed form, we will characterize the lanscape. Let
(a, B) be an arbitrary stationary point, we start by proving that it must satisfy o = 0.

Claim 1. If A > 1 then a = 0 holds for any critical point (o, B).

Proof. Seeking a contradiction assume that a # 0. We start by assuming 3 = cpu for some ¢ € R, then the
optimality condition VL5 (cr, B) = 0 gives 0 < a® + 3¢?|| |3 (||p]|3 + 1) =1 — X < 0, yielding a contraction.
Now, let us assume that g and 3 are linearly independent, this assumption together with and
imply that
o +3(8"w)” + 3|8l +A -1 =0,
3o + (BT w)* +3[1B5 — 1" B =0,
30”4+ 3(p' B)* + Mz|BlI5 — 1 =0. (35)

There are only two possible cases:

Case 1. If BTy = 0, then the optimality condition for a gives a? + 3||B||2 = 1 — A < 0, which is a
contradiction.

Case 2. If BT # 0, then 302 + (BT u)? + 3||B||3 — 1 = 0 and by substracting it from we get
0<2(B8"u)2+ (Mz - 3)||B|% = 0, yielding a contradiction again.

This completes the proof of the claim. O

This claim directly implies that the Hessian V2L%, evaluated at any critical point, is a block diagonal
matrix with V?BQLK (o, B) = 0. Furthermore its first block is positive if 3 # 0, as

Vaoli(a,8)=3(8"p)* + 383+ A ~=1>X1-1>0.

To prove the results regarding second order information at the critical points, it suffices to look at VgﬁL}/{ (a, B).
Following a similar strategy to the one we used for the claim, let us start by assuming that 3 and w are
linearly independent. Then, yields

[(BT)? +3]1B13 — 1)(n"B) =0, (36)
3(u'B)* + Mzl —1=0. (37)

Consider two cases:

Case 1. If '3 =0, then yields ||3]|3 = 1/Mz and (0,3) € Sh.
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Case 2. If " B # 0, then (36]) forces (87 )%+ 3||3[|3 — 1 = 0. Since Mz > 3, this equation and force
B =0 and " 3 =0, which leads to contradiction.

Therefore, SH\ {0} is the collection of all critical points that are linearly independent of (0, u). For any
(0,8) € S2\{0}, we have
VasLa(0,8) = BBl — Dun’ +2Mz887,
1 VagL3(0,8)p = GlIBIZ — Dlullz = —(1 = 3/Mz)| k3,
u' V2LY(0, B)u < —(1 — 3/Mz)|ull5 <0, (38)
where u = (0, u/||pt/|2). Hence the points in S#\{0} are strict saddles.
Now, suppose that 8 = cu and VL}(0,3) = 0. By ,
VLY(0,8) = [(cllull3)® + (3e||ull3 — DellplZli + [Blellull3)® + Mze?|[plz - Len
= [Ellplz + B plz = Dllwl3 + 3¢ plz + Mzc?||p]3 — ep
= [(lullz + 6l ll3 + Mz)l|pllZe® — (| pll3 + 1)]eps.

It is easily seen that VL}(0) = 0. If ¢ # 0, then
(lellz + 6llell3 + Mz)llpell3e* = ||l + 1. (39)

Hence S7* U {0} is the collection of critical points that live in span{(0, )}, and S U S% contains all critical
points of L%.
We first investigate {0}. On the one hand,

VagLh(0)=—(I+ppu') <0. (40)

On the other hand,

A 1 by
L3(0,0) = h(a) + 50° = Z(a® —1)* + Ta?,

Vall(a,0) = a® + (A= 1a = a(e® + A - 1).

It follows from A > 1 that 0 is a local minimum of L%(-,0). Thus 0 is a saddle point of L% whose Hessian has
negative eigenvalues.
Next, for (0,3) € S1, we derive from that
VasLA(0.8) = [3(cllpll3)® + Mzc?||pll3 — 1T + [3(cllpl3)? + 3¢ (|pll3 — Lpp”
+6¢l|pll3 - 2epp” + 2M g pp”
= [Bllpll3 + Mz) |l — NI + [(3llellz + 15|l pll3 + 2Mz)e? — pp

From we see that

Glulz+ MA(ulE+1) . 2l + (M — 3)]ull
3| pel|2 + M)A || p||? -1 = —1= >0,
(lpslz = Mz)e sz Il 6lul3 + Mz Nl + 6Tl + Mz
2|2 + 1
@M%+mM@+m&W—1zmmﬁ+wm%whw—1=(MfQ)—1>o
2

Hence both points in S are local minima because

2|3 + (Mz — 3)||pll3
lpall3 + 6123 + Mz

VaaLh(0,8) = -0,  v(0,8)¢€ 5, (41)

which immediately implies global optimality and finishes the proof.
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E.1.2 Part 2: Quantitative properties of the landscape

1. Lemma [2| implies that we can choose a sufficiently small constant e? > 0 and a constant R > 0 correspond-
ingly such that |VLY(v)[|2 > e? when ||v|2 > R. Without loss of generality, we can always take 6" < 1
and R > 1+ max,cgrygp [[7]l2. In doing so, we have

S={v: |ll2 <R, dist(v, Sy US}) > 6"} # 2.

We now establish a lower bound for infes ||[VLY()||2. Define

SB = Span{(ovu)v (OaIB)v (LO)} N 87 Vﬁ € M,
= inf ||[VL? .
ep=_nf [VIX() |,

By symmetry, £g is the same for all 8 L p. Denote this quantity by 2. Since S = UB1uSa;
inf |VL: = inf inf ||VL% = inf eg = el
inf VIR = jnt_inf V4l = fnf ep = &}

Take any B L p. On the one hand, the nonnegative function ||[VLZ(-)||2 is continuous and its zeros are all
in S? U S%Z. On the other hand, Sp is compact and non-empty. Hence eh = €g > 0 and it only depends

on the function L} restricted to a three-dimensional subspace, i.e. span{(0, ), (0,3), (1,0)}. It is then

straightforward to check using the quartic expression of LK and symmetry that e/ is completely determined

by ||pll2, Mz, A and §". From now on we write €4 (6") to emphasize its dependence on 6", whose value
remains to be determined.

To sum up, when §" < 1 and e" < min{e?, £8(6")}, we have the desired result in the first claim.

2. Given properties , and of Hessians at all critical points, it suffices to show that
IV2Li (1) = VLA ()l < €'l —ell2s Y7, 72 € B(O, R) (42)

holds for some constant C’ determined by ||/ and R. In that case, we can take sufficiently small 6" and
n" to finish the proof.

Based on , and (34), we first decompose V2L%(~) into the sum of two matrices I() and J(7) :

2ph oy = (302 43(8Tn)" +3]8]5 +A—1 6a[(ﬁm>u+@f)
Vi = (O 302 (1 1 ")

N (0 or >
0 VZgL"(y) =302 (I+pup")
=I(v)+J().
For any v1 = (a1, 831),v2 = (a2, 82) € B(0, R), we have
2 2
I (v1) = I (), < ‘30@ +3 (B 1) +3Bils — 303 -3(Bp)” -3 ||52||§‘

+ 2|61 [(B 1) 1+ B1] — 60z [(B; 1) p+ Be]
+ I3 (ot = a3) (T+uu") |,

Let A = |71 —72l|2 and note that [of —a3| < 2RA, [[|B1]13—11B82[3] < 2RA, [(B] 1) — (83 1)?| < 2R|[|p[3A,
la1B1 — aeBall2 < 2RA and |ay (B p) — ao (B9 )| < 2R||p]|2A, we immediately have

(1) = I(v2)ll2 S (L [l + [mall3) Rl = a2
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According to , J(v) depends on B but not a. Moreover, we have the following decomposition for its
bottom right block:

[3 (178)" + M, |82 - 1] I+ [3 (BTw)" + (3 1815 - 1)} p’

J1(B) J2(B)
+6(u"B) (uB” + B w) +2MzB87 .
——
Js(B) J1(B)

Similar argument gives [|J1(81) — J1(B2)|| S (lpell3 + Mz)RA, [|J2(B1) — J2(B2)|l2 < ([ell3 + [l el3) RA,
1 J3(81) — J3(B2)|l2 < |pl|3RA and ||J4(B1) — Ja(B2) |2 S MzRA. As a result, we have

17(v1) = T(v2)ll2 S (lwallz + llaells + Mz) Rl = 2l
Hence we finally get .

E.2 Proof of Lemma [2

By definition, VLy (y) = VLY (v) =E(X [f' (v X) — ¥ (v"X)]). From Lemmawe obtain that |f/(z) —
W (2)] < |2]31{jz)>q} when b > 2a and a is sufficiently large. When [|v]|]2 < R, we have

IVEA () = VIR () ||, = sup B (u X[/ (" X) = (3" X)])

< sup B (|uTXH7TX|31{\vTX|za})
ueSd

®)
< sup El/g‘uTX‘BEl/BhTXPPl/S(|'7TX’ > a)
uesd

(ii) Ch a2
2 aup JuT x|, v X, exp( ”‘)
uese

- 2
||'YTXH¢2
(iii) Cia?
3 rd 1
< R°M exp(—2 2)

for some constant C7 > 0. Here (i) uses Holder’s inequality, (ii) comes from sub-Gaussian property (Vershynin,
2010), and (iii) uses [|[v7 X ||y, < |[0]l2]| Xy, = [|[v]2M, Yo € RIFL,

To study the Hessian, we start from V2L (v) — V2LE (v) = E (XX [f” (v X) — »" (v" X)]). Again
from Lemmawe know that [f”(z) — h"(z)] < 2?1{jz/>q}- When |¥|2 < R, we have

[V2La () = VLY () ||, = sup W E(XXT[f'(v'X)-n'(v"X)])u
uesd

< sup E ([u" X[y X "1 x50 )

ueSd

A

sup ]E1/3|uTX|6]E1/3|')/TX|GIP1/3(|’7TX’ > a)

uesd

C 2
o o X o (o)
uecSd

2
Iy " XL,
< R*M* exp <— Cra? )

A

R2M?
for some constant C; > 0.
We finally work on the lower bound for ||[VLy(7y)|2. From b > 2a > 4 we get f(z) = h(x) for |z| < a;
f'(x) > 0and f’(x) >0 for all x > 1. Since f’ is odd,
inf 2 f'(z) = inf xf'(z) = inf zh/(z) = inf {z* - 2%} > —1
@)= BT = e ) = e ey 2 L

inf f(z)sn(@) = inf /(@) > £1(2) = H(2) =2 ~2=6.
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Taking a =2, b =1 and ¢ = 6 in Lemma [§ we get

) 1241 13
ILX(M)]l2 = 6u1é1Sde|uTX| S > 6011 X [y s Amin E(X X T)]) = 7=

13

> 6p(M,0?) — s

[vllz —
for v # 0. Here ¢ is the function in Lemma@ If we let m = (M, 0?), then inf|y,>5/m [|[La(Y)]2 = m.

Follow a similar argument, we can show that inf|(,>3/m [[L%(¥)||2 > m also holds for the same m.

E.3 Proof of Lemma [3

To prove the first part, we define 1 = p/||pl|2 and seek for ¢ > 0 determined by ||pt||2, the function f, and
the distribution of Z such that VL;(0,£ci) = 0.
By the chain rule, for any (a, 3,t) € R x R? x R we have

Ef (a+B8"X)+ A _ Ef (tp" X)
VL)\(OZ,IB) = < E[Xf’(a +BTX)] ) and VLl(O,t/L) = (E[Xf/(lttp,TX)]) .

Since f is even, f’ is odd and ¢tz " X has symmetric distribution with respect to 0, we have Ef’(tix' X) = 0.
It follows from (I — px")X = (I — pz")Z that

(I - i E[Xf/(ta X)) = E[(I — i) Zf (ta" X)) = E[(I — i) Zf (tullsY +ta" 2)].

Thanks to the independence between Y and Z as well as the spherical symmetry of Z, (Y, a' Z,(I — iz ") Z)
and (Y,ix' Z,—(I — jja")Z) share the same distribution. Then

(I-pp EXf(tp"X)=0  and  EX[f(tp' X)) =pp EX f'(ta" X))

As a result,

VLA0.t0) = ElaT XS X1 ).

Define W = i' X = ||u|2Y + 2" Z and ¢(t) = E[W f/(tW)] for t € R. The fact that f is even yields
f'(0) =0 and ¢(0) = E[W f/(0)] = 0. On the one hand, f/(0) < 0 forces

#'(0) = E[W2f"(tW)]le=0 = £ (OEW? = f"(0)(||ul3 + 1) < 0. (43)

Hence there exists ¢; > 0 such that ¢(t;) < 0. On the other hand, lim,_, . xf'(z) = +oo leads to
limy 400 z0(x) = E[tW f/(tW)] = +00. Then there exists to > 0 such that ¢(¢2) > 0. By the continuity of
v, we can find some ¢ > 0 such that ¢(c) = 0. Consequently,

VLL(0, ) = ¢ (c) (2) .

In addition, from
p(—c) =EWf'(—=cW)] = —E[Wf'(cW)] = —¢(c) =0

we get VL(0, —cp) = 0. It is easily seen that ¢, t3 and ¢ are purely determined by properties of f and W,
where the latter only depends on ||p||2 and the distribution of Z. This finishes the first part.
To prove the second part, we first observe that

" ()] = [EW2 [ (tW)]| < FBEW® = Fy(37V2EV? (W) 332 < 3%2FyM,  VieR.
Let co = —f"(0)(||e||3 + 1) /(3%/2F3M). In view of (43)),

() < ¢'(0) + tsup [ (s)| < f"O) (|l + 1) + 32FMt <0, VE€[0,c0).
seR

Thus ¢(t) < ¢(0) = 0 in the same interval, forcing ¢ > ¢o.
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F Proof of Theorem [3

It suffices to prove the bound on the exceptional probability for each claim.

1.

Claim 1 can be derived from Lemmal[d] Theorem [2]and concentration of gradients within a ball (cf. Lemmal6)).

Lemma 4. Let {X;}?, be i.i.d. random vectors in R¥1 with || X;|ly, <1 and E(X;X;") = 021 for some
o >0, f be defined in (@ with b > 2a > 4, and

. 1 & AT
Lam) == > F( X)) + (v T ?
i=1
with L = % Z?:l X, and X\ > 0. There exist positive constants C,C1,Ca, R and €1 determined by o such
that when n/d > C,

IP’( inf  [|[VLrx(Y)]2 > 51) >1—Cy(d/n)°>.
lvll2>R

Proof. See Appendix O

Let R and € be the constants stated in Lemma [ and Theorem [2] respectively. Lemma [f] asserts that
P Lx(y)-VL = — Cy(d/n)C4
sup [[VLx (v) = VI (V)[[, < 5 | > 1= Ca(d/n)
YE€B(0,R)
for some constant Cq,Cy > 0, provided that n/d is large enough. From Theorem [2| we know that
IVLx(7)|l2 > € if dist(y, {y*} U S) > 6. The triangle inequality immediately gives

inf L 2 1 — ' (d/n)C2e
<'y: dist('y,%riy*}us)zénv )‘(7)”2 > €/ ) < Cl( /TL) )

for some constants C] and C%.

. We invoke the following Lemma [5] to prove Claim 2.

Lemma 5. Let {X;}", be i.i.d. random vectors in R with || X; ||y, < 1; u € S be deterministic; R > 0

be a constant. Let f be defined in (@ with constants b > 2a > 4, and

A

Ea = 2 ST X + ST P

with fi = 7112?:1 X, and X\ > 0. Suppose that n/d > e. There exist positive constants C1,Cs,C and N
such that when n > N,

Falm) -~ VE
P sup WD) =Bl ) 5 1 gy,

Y1FY2 ”’Yl - 72”2
27, — V2L

]P’( sup Y- Ea) = VEIA ()2 C’max{l,dlog(n/d)/\/ﬁ}) > 1= Cy(d/n)C>,
Y1FY2 H71 - ’72”2

IP’( sup |u' [V2Ea(y) = V2LA()u| < Cy/dlog(n/d) /n) > 1—Cy(d/n)®? — Cre= @'
lvIl2<R

Proof. See Appendix O

From Theorem [2f we know that u' V2L, (v)u < —n if dist(v, S) < §. Lemma [5| (after proper rescaling)
asserts that

IP’( sup |u [VEEA(Y) = V2LA(7)u| < ”) > 1—Cy(d/n)®? — Cre= O
Ivll2<R 2

provided that n/d is sufficiently large. Then Claim 2 follows from the triangle’s inequality.

Claim 3 follows from Lemma [5] with proper rescaling.
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F.1 Proof of Lemma [4]

It is shown in Lemma [2| that when b > 2a > 4, we have inf,cg 2 f'(x) > —1 and inf|,>2 f'(7)sgn(z) > 6.
Using an empirical version of Lemma [§]

. 1 & 13
2

Y~ € R%
ueSd N 4
i=1
Define S, (u) = 23" (Ju" X;| — E[u" X;|) for u € S. By the triangle inequality,

La(y) > mf Elu'" X;| — sup |Sp(u)| — —— Vy € RY

ues ¥l

According to Lemma@ inf,cqe Elu’ X;| > ¢ for some constant ¢ > 0 determined by o. Then it suffices
to prove

sup |Sp(u)| = Op(y/dlog(n/d)/n; dlog(n/d)). (44)

uesd
We will use Theorem 1 in |Wang] (2019) to get there.

1. Since || X;|ly, < 1, the Hoeffding-type inequality in Proposition 5.10 of [Vershynin| (2010) asserts the
existence of a constant ¢ > 0 such that

P(|Su(u)| > t) <e-e~, Vi >0.

Then {Sp(w)}uese = Op(v/dlog(n/d)/n; dlog(n/d)).

2. Let €, = /d/n. According to Lemma 5.2 in [Vershynin| (2010), there exists an e,-net A, of S¢ with
cardinality at most (1 +2R/e, ). When n/d is large, log [N,,| = dlog(1 + \/n/d) < dlog(n/d).

3. Define M,, = sup,esa pesd upollSn(v) — Sn(v)|/||w — vl|2}. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
1 . 1 T T ) 1/2
ﬁzm Xi|—gZ|v [(u—v)' X;| < Z| u—v) X,
i=1 i=1 i=1
1/2
oz s+ Z w X

= |lu —vll2- Op(1; n)7

n

M»—l

IN

where the last equality follows from Lemma [TI] Similarly,
Elu’ Xu| —Elo" X1 < [lu — v[2|[E(X1 X[ )ll2 S [lu—vll2.
Hence M,, = Op(1; n).
Then Theorem 1 in Wang| (2019) yields .

F.2 Proof of Lemma [l

It follows from Example 6 in Wang| (2019) that [[n=' Y7 | X;—poll2 = Op(1; n). Asaresult [n=t 3" | X;ll2 =
Op(1; n). This combined with Lemma [8| and Lemma [11] gives

IVLA(71) = VLA(92)]l2

sup = Op(1; n),
Y1FY2 ||'71 - '72“2
TIo27 27
wp TP EAO0) = VP hatlul sy
Y1FY2 ||’71 - 72“2
2ﬁ _ zi
sup W Lr0) = Va2 _ o {1, diog(n/fd)/v/my; dlog(n/d))
~Y1#Y2 H'71 —’72”2
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given Fy < 3a®> <1 and F3 < 6a < 1, provided that n/d is sufficiently large. It is easily seen that there
exist universal constants (ci,c2, N) € (0,+00)? and a non-decreasing function f : [ca, +00) — (0, +00) with
lim, o f(2) = 00, such that

]P’( sup IVEx(Y) = VIA(r2)ll2 t> < e ™0, (45)
Y1#Y2 ||’71 - 72”2
Tro27 w27 1
P( sup [ V2 Ia(n) = VELA (o) 2t> < epen ) (46)
N 71 =2l

27 w27
]P’(sup IV2La(v1) — V2LA(7v2) |2 > tmax{l,dlog(n/d)/ﬁ}) < cpe—dlos(n/d)f(t) Cl(d/n)df(t), (47)
~Ey 71 = 72ll2

as long as n > N; and ¢t > co. We prove the first two inequalities in Lemma [5| by , and choosing
proper constants.
Let . .
Xo(y) = u' [V2LA(Y) = VELa()]u = u ' [V2L(y) = V2L(y)]u,
Sn = B(0, R) and m = log(n/d). We will invoke Theorem 1 in |Wang| (2019) to control sup,¢s, [Xn(v)| and
prove the remaining claim.

1. By definition, X,(v) = £ X0 {(uT X)2f"(v" X:) — El(w” X,)2/"(+" X,)]} and
1T X028 (T X oy < Ball(u” X0y, S Follu” X2, S 1.
By the Bernstein-type inequality in Proposition 5.16 of [Vershynin| (2010)), there is a constant ¢’ such that
P(|X,(v)] > t) <2~ v >0, 4 € RY
When ¢t = s\/m for s > 1, we have nt?2 = s>md > smd. Since n/d > e, we have
m = log(n/d) =log[l + (n/d—1)] <n/d—1<n/d,
n > md and nt = sv/nmd > smd. This gives
P(|Xn(7)| = sv/md/n) < 2e=¢mds, Vs > 1, v € R%
Hence {X,,(7)}qes, = Op(y/md/n; md).

2. Let &, = 2R+/d/n. According to Lemma 5.2 in [Vershynin| (2010), there exists an ¢,-net A,, of S,, with
cardinality at most (1 + 2R/e,)%. Since n/d > e, log |N,,| = dlog(1 + \/n/d) < dlog(n/d) = md.

3. Define M,, = sup., 4, {|Xn(71) = X0 (72)|/ll71 — 72ll2}. Observe that by Lemmaand 1 Xl <1,
[u" [V2LA (1) = V2L (72)]u| [V2L(7y1) — V2L(72) |2

< sup
172 lv1 —2ll2 172 [v1 —2ll2
< F3sup Elu’ X > < (V3)*F3 < 1.
ueSd

From this and we obtain that M, = Op(1; n'/3).
Based on these, Theorem 1 |Wang| (2019) implies that

sup | X, (v)| = Op(v/md/n + e,; md An’3) = Op(\/log(n/d)d/n; dlog(n/d) An'/?).
YESR

As aresult, there exist absolute constants (¢}, ¢, Nj) € (0, +o0)? and a non-decreasing function g : [c}, +00) —
(0, +00) such that

IP’( sup | X, ()] >t 1og(n/d)d/n) < e (mdnntNg(t) < ot (g=mdg(t) 4 o=n'/Pg(t))

YESH B
< ch(d/n)¥® + c’le_"l/ag(t), Vn > Nj, t > c.

The proof is finished by taking ¢t = ¢} and re-naming some constants above.

26



G Proof of Corollary

From Claim 1 in the second item of Theorem [3 l we know that HVLl( )||2 < e implies dist(y, {£y*}US) < 4.
On the other side, since Apin[V2L1(7)] > —7, we have v V2L, (y)v > —n for any unit vector v. Then in
view of Claim 2 of Theorem [3| we know that dist(«y,S) > 0. Therefore we arrive at dist(vy, {£~v*}) < 6.
According to Theorem [2| V2L;(v') = nI so long as dist(y’,S1) < §. This and VL;(~v*) = 0 lead to

IN

, o 1 1
mip Iy =7l < L IVEL () = VI ()l = L IV I ()l

IN

%nvim)uz + %Hvil () = VI (9)]la- (48)

All of these hold with probability exceeding 1 — C4(d/n)“?? — C} exp(—Cyn'/?).
The desired result is a product of and Lemma |§| below.

Lemma 6. For any constant R > 0, there exists a constant C > 0 such that when n > Cd for all n,

. d n n
VL - VL —1 —]; dl - 49
)= =0 (o () s () "

Proof. See Appendix [G.1} O

G.1 Proof of Lemma

Let v = (a, B), L(y) = % >0, fla+ BT X;), Ly ) =Ef(a+B"X), R() = §(a+ B f1)? and R(7) =
3(a+ BT po)?. Since |f'(0)| = 0, sup,ep [f"(2)| = h'(a) + (b — a)h”(a) < 3a*b S 1 and [ Xilly, <M <1,
from Theorem 2 in |Wang (2019) we get

o 92 = 1, =0n 2o (5): s (5)).

Then it boils down to proving uniform convergence of |[VR(y) — VR(y)|. Let X; = (1,X;), jio =
(1,23, X;) and fro = (1, o). By definition,
VR(v)= (v fwo) o and  VR(y) = (v fio) fio,

Since || X; — fiolys S N1 Xllws S 1, we know that || fig — fiolly, S 1/v/n. In view of Example 6 [Wang| (2019)

and |[peoll2 S 1, we know that || o — poll2 = Op(y/d/nlog(n/d); dlog(n/d)) and ||foll2 = Op(1; dlog(n/d)).
As a result,

sup ||VR(’Y) — VR (v) Hg < sup {|’>’T (fr0 — fo) | llfoll, + ”YTﬂof /o — ﬂo”z}
lvll2<R Ivll2<R

< Rllpo — folly (I[/olly + ll20ll)
d n n
~o0n (/s () awe (3))

H Proof of Theorem 4]

To prove Theorem [4} we invoke the convergence guarantees for perturbed gradiend descent in |Jin et al.| (2017).

Theorem 6 (Theorem 3 of |Jin et al| (2017))). Assume that F(-) is £-smooth and p-Hessian Lipschitz.
Then there exists an absolute constant cmax such that, for any 6pga > 0, €pga < 2 /p, Apgd > F(Ypgd) —
infcga+1 F(y) and constant cpgq < Cmax, with probability exceeding 1 — dygq, Algorithm @ terminates within

< UIF (pga) — infycpan F()] | 4 ( A g )

T
~ 22

2
pgd E1'.>g;d6Pgd
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iterations and the output 47 satisfies
HVF (7T)H2 < €pgd and Amin (VQF(7>) 2 —+/PEpgd-

Let A denote this event where all of the geometric properties in Theorem |3 holds. When A happens, Ly
is £-smooth and p-Hessian Lipschitz with

dl d
{ = M; and p:M1<1\/O%/(g/)).

Let ¥pga = 0 and Apgq = 1/4. Since inf,cgyga Ly () > 0, we have

Apga = il (Ypgd) > ffl (Ypga) — inf il (v)-
~YERXRY

In addition, we take 6?84 = n =1 and let

€ = glo (ﬁ)/\ﬁ/\nj/\s
ped TN BN N Ny T

Here ¢ and 7 are the constants defined in Theorem [3]
Recall that Mj,n,e < 1. Conditioned on the event A, Theorem [0] asserts that with probability exceeding
1 —n~19, Algorithm [3| with parameters Ypeds £, Ps Epgds Cpeds Oped, and Apgq terminates within

n d? n ~(n d?
< (" w 2 (1 4 — 7 “
s (dlog(n/d) * n log (d)> log” (nd) = O (d + n>

iterations, and the output 4 satisfies

~ R d A
Hle ('7) |2 < Epgd < E lOg (g) and /\Inin (VQLI(’Y)) > —+/PEpgd > 1.

Then the desired result follows directly from P(A) > 1 — C4(d/n)“>? — C} exp(—Can'/?) in Theorem

I Proof of Corollary

Throughout the proof we suppose that the high-probability event

N , d
il = eyl 5 /e (3)

in Theorem (1| happens. Write 4 = (d,ﬁ) and v* = (a*, B*) = cyB¥°. Without loss of generality, assume
that po = 0, ¥ = I, argming_1 [|[s9 —*[]2 = 1 and 8T > 0. Let F be the cumulative distribution
function of Z = e Z.

For any v = (a, 3) with BT > 0, we use X = uY + Z and the symmetry of Z to derive that

R('y):%}P’(aJrﬁT(quZ)<O)+%IP’(0¢+,3T(*/L+Z)>O)

= %]P’(BTZ <—a-B"Tp)+ %IP’ (B"Z>-a+8"p)

= 2 F (~a/ 18, ~ 8/ 1811,)" 1) + 5 F (a/ 181, — 8/ 181)" s) .

Define vy = (ao, Bo) with ag = &/||B[|2 and Bo = B/||Bll2; 11 = (@1, B1) with a1 = 0 and By = p/| ]2
Recall that 4B = ¢(0, p) for some constant ¢ > 0. We have

R(4) — R (P9 = %F( —ap— By ) — %F( —ay — B p)+ %F(ao — By 1) — %F(al ~- B n).

E, E;
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Using Taylor’s Theorem, ||p|lcc <1 and ||p||2 < 1, one can arrive at

‘El —p(—o1 =B8] p) (o1 — a0 + (B —Bo)" M)‘ <o —mll3,
‘E2 —pla1 — B p) (a0 — a1+ (B1 — Bo) " N)‘ <o —mla.

From oy =0, 81 = p/||pt]]2 and ||p]lec S 1 we obtain that

~

R (%) = R (v%%) < |p(—=B] w0 + (B — Bo) " ] + p(—=B] wlao + (Br — Bo) " 1l + lvo — mll3
<S1(B1r—=Bo) Bl + vo —ml3-

Since By and B; are unit vectors,

181 = Boll3 = 11Boll3 — 280 B1 + 18115 = 2(1 — By B1) = 2(B1 — Bo) ' B,
R(A) =R (") S 181 = Bollz + o = 7ll3 < llvo — 3. (50)
Note that |3 — 8*[]2 < |4 — ¥*|l2 < /d/nlog(n/d) and ||3*||2 < 1. When n/d is sufficiently large, we
have || 3|2 = 1 and

181 = Boll = [18/118ll2 = B/ 118" lo[l, < 18"l 8 = 1811287,
<1181l = 1B12] 18]l + 18lI=[18 = B[], < 18 = 8%,

In addition, we also have |ag — 1| = |ao] = |&|/]1B]2 < |6 = |& — o*]. As a result, [vo — vz <
l& — o*| + (|81 — Bollz S |4 — 7*||2- Plugging these bounds into (50)), we get

RH)-RO) S

5=l s Stoe (5).

J Technical lemmas

Lemma 7. Let X be a random vector in R¥! with E|| X |3 < co. Then

sup E(ju' X|?jv" X|) = sup Elu’ X|3.

u,veS u€esSd

Proof. 1t is easily seen that sup,, yege E(Ju” X[*|vT X[) > sup,cgs Elu'" X [2. To prove the other direction,
we first use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get

E(lu" XPloT X|) = Ellu" X[*?(ju" X0 X|)] <EV?Ju” X|*-EV2(lu” X |- 0T X ).
By taking suprema we prove the claim. O

Lemma 8. Let X be a random vector in RT! and f € C*(R). Suppose that E|| X ||3 < oo, sup,cp |f”(2)] =
Fy < oo and f" is F3-Lipschitz. Define p = EX. Then

La() =Ef(v' X) + A(v " R)*/2
exists for all v € R¥*Y and A\ >0, and

L — VL
IVEIA() = VENOR)l2 ) o BT X2 4 A2,
Y1FV2 H’Yl —72ll2 ues?

T 2L _ 2L
Sup |u [v )\(’71) v )\(’72)],"4 S F3 Sup E[(UTX)2|UTX|], VU 6 Sd—l7
Y1#Y2 ||71 - 72”2 vese
V2L — V2L
wp [P0 =V L)l _ s
Y17EY2 ||'71 - ’72”2 uesd
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In addition, if there exist nonnegative numbers a,b and ¢ such that inf,cg x f'(x) > —b and inf >, f'(z) sgn(z) >
c, then
b
IVIA()]2 = ¢ inf BT X[ - 520 vy 20,
uesd 17ll2
Proof. Let L(v) =Ef(v" X) and R(y) = (v @1)?/2. Since Ly = L+ AR, V2L(y) = E[X X T f”(v" X)] and
V2R(v) = pa’,

IVLx(71) = VL (2)l2

sup = sup ||[VZLa(¥)|l2 = sup sup uTVQL,\('y)u
Y1772 ||’71 -2 HQ ~yERA+1 ~YERI+L 4 cSd
< Fy sup E(u' X)? + A al3.
uesd

For any u € S%,
[u" [V?Lx(71) — V2La(v2)lu| = [E[(w” X)? " (v X)] — E[(u" X)*f" (9 X)]|
< E[(w" X)?[f" (v X) = f"(v2 X)|]
< BE[(u' X)?|(v1 —72) " X
< Fsllv — 22 sup, E[(u' X)?v" X|).

As a result,
sup IV2La(71) = VELa(2)ll2 sup SPues? [u' [V2La(71) = V2La(y2)]ul
Y1FY2 ||71 - ’72”2 Y1FY2 H'Yl - '72”2
TIV2L — V2L
= s [P0 = VLl
u€eS?® y17#72 v1 —2ll2
< sup {F3 sup E[(u' X)*[v" X[]} = F3 sup Elu’ X,
ues? vesd ues?

where the last equality follows from Lemma [7}

We finally come to the lower bound on [|[VLy(y)||2. Note that [|[VLx(y)|2ll7ll2 > (v, VLA(7)), VL(v) =
E[X f/(X"v)] and VR(y) = (v"@&)iz. The condition inf|,>, f/(z) sgn(z) > ¢ implies that zf'(z) > c|z|
when |x| > a. By this and inf g 2 f'(x) > —b,

(v, VL)) = E[X "7 f (X T9)] = E[X "7 f" (X )1 x 7 2a)] + EX T2/ (X T9)11x7 4 <a)]
> (X |1 x72a)) — b= cEIX Ty = B(IX |1 x74/<a)) =]
> E|X "] — (ac+b) > ||vl|2c inétdIE\uTX| — (ac+ D).
ue

In addition, we also have (v, VR(y)) = (v fx)? > 0. Then the lower bound directly follows. O

Lemma 9. There exists a continuous function ¢ : (0,+00)? — (0,+00) that is non-increasing in the first
argument and non-decreasing in the second argument, such that for any nonzero sub-Gaussian random variable
X, EIX| = ([ X[y, EX?).

Proof. For any t > 0,
E|IX| > E(IX|1{x)<y) <tTE(X 1 xj<y) =t EX? — E(X* 1 x)50)]-

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the sub-Gaussian property (Vershynin, [2010), there exist constants
C1,Cy > 0 such that

E(X%1(x)5) < EV2X1 PV2(1X] > 1) < C1|| X3, e~ /1XTvs.
By taking @([| X [|y,, EX?) = sup,.t~ (EX? — C1|\X||ige_c2t2/‘|x”iz) we finish the proof, as the required

monotonicity is obvious. O
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Lemma 10. Let {Xpi}n>1,icm) be an array of random variables where for any n, {X,i}j—, are i.i.d. sub-
Gaussian random variables with || Xy |y, < 1. Fiz some constant a > 2, define S, = L 37" | X,,5|* and let
{rn}22, be a deterministic sequence satisfying logn < r, < n. We have

Sn = E|Xm|* = Op(r{*= V2V 1),

S, = Op(max{1,rV/2/\/n}; rp).

Proof. Define R,; = t\/r, and Sp; = %2?21 | Xni|*1{x,:|<R..} for n,t > 1. For any p > 1, we have
2p > 2> 1 and (2p)"V/2EYP)|X,,;|?P < || Xy, < 1. Hence

E(|X il 11 x0i1< R} )P = E(Xni[ P11 x00 < Roey) = B X0 [P [ Xoni |27 1 x < Rt y)
< E| X, R < [(20) Y2 Xl ) PRSP < (2pRET2)P

and ||| Xni|*Lyx,.1<Rued 1 < 2R7?. By the Bernstein-type inequality in Proposition 5.16 of [Vershynin
(2010), there exists a constant ¢ such that

2

]P’(|Snt—IESnt|>s)<26xp[—cn< ﬂ, Ve >0, s> 0. (51)

=y N\ Has 2 z
R2a—2) " Ra-2

nt

Take t > 1 and s = ta=17{"Y/2 /\/n. We have

a-1,(a=1)/2
S _ t n /\/’E —¢ /77‘71/”7

RZ;Q ta_2’l”7(1a_2)/2
52 s t’r,  t/Tn S try
M "2 T N m T
Rnt nt

where the last inequality is due to r,,/n <1 <t. By ,
P(|Spt — ESp| > to (0= D/2 ) /n) < 2e7 ™t Wt > 1. (52)
By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and || Xp1]/y, < 1, there exist C1, Cy > 0 such that

2
0 <ESp — ESp = E(| X1 "Ly x5t ymmy) < BV2 X0 P PY2(| X0 | > ty/ry) < Cre” @0

holds for all ¢ > 0. Since r,, > logn, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that Cle*CZtQT" < t“*1r£a_1)/2/ﬁ
as long as t > C'. Hence forces

P(|Spt — ES,| > 2t 1r@=D/2 /) < P(|Sny — ESni| 4 [ESyy — ES,| > 2t97 1 (a=1/2 ) /)
< P(|Snt — ESpy| > t07 1 (0=D/2 1 /n) < 2e7¢nt . vt > C.

Note that

P(|S, — ES,| > 2t2"1r@a=1/2 )\ /n) (53)
S P(|Sn - ESn| Z Qta—lrgla—l)/Q/\/ﬁ’ Sn = Sm‘,) + P(Sn 7é Snt)
< P(|Sne — ESy| > 2t 'r7D/2 /\/n) + P(S, # Sii)

< 2e ¢t 4P (frel?i]( | Xi| > t\/ﬁ) , vt > C. (54)

Since || Xpillyp, <1, there exist constants C7, Cy > 0 such that

P(|Xpi| >t) < Cle ' Yn>1,i€[n], t>0.
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By union bounds,
P (?61?5]{ | Xni] > t\/rn> < nCle~ Ot = Cfelosn—Cat’rm vt > 0.

When t > /2/C}, we have C4t?r,, > 2r,, > 2logn and thus logn — Cht?*r,, < —Cht*r, /2. Then leads to
P(|S, — ES,| > 297 1@ 1/2 ) /) < 2=t 4 CfemCemnt®/2 it > OV /2/Ch.

This shows S, — E|X,,1|* = S, — ES, = Op(rn (a—1) /2/\/ﬁ 7). The proof is finished by E|X,,1|* < 1. O

Lemma 11. Suppose that {X;}?_, C R4 are independent random vectors, max;epy) | Xilly, < 1 and
n > md > logn for some m > 1. We have

sup fZ|uTX |* = Op(1; n),

an
UuES i=1

n

1
sup — Z(UTXi)2|UTXi| = Op(1; n'/3), Yo e §¢,

n
ues? i=1

sup u' X;|? = Op (max{1, md/\/n}; md).
Z| | { /v/n}

uesd T

Proof. From 271/2EY2(uT X)? < ||uT X ||y, < 1, Yu € S we get E(XX ) < 2I. Since n > d + 1, Remark
5.40 in [Vershynin| (2010) asserts that

sup fZ|uTX 1> = Hrlzf:XlXZT , <
i=1

uesd 1

1 n
H > xix! -EXXT)
n R

+ IE(XX ")z = Op(1; n).
2

For any u,v € S¢, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality forces

n

1 Ty 220, T L= Ty RS e
- X Xi| < | = X - )
LT XX (n;w )) (n; )

1/2
sup lz:('uTXi)Q\uTXA < (i Z(’UTXi)4> Op(1; n).

an
west Ty i=1

Since {v " X;}"_, are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random variables and ||'UTXZ-||¢2 < 1, Lemma |10 with @ = 4 and
rn =n'/3 yields 2 37 (07 X;)* = Op(1; n!/3). Hence sup,csa 2 30 (v X;)?|u” X;| = Op(1; n'/3).

To prove the last equation in Lemma define Z;, = X, — EX;. From || Z;|ly, = || X; — EX;lly, <
2] Xl <2 we get supyega = > or [u' Z;]? = Op(1; n). For u € S,

u" Xif* = [u" Zi* + (Ju" Xl = [u" Zi|)(Ju" X + [u" Xl - [u Zi| + [u” Zi]?)
<[u"ZiP + u" (X~ Z)|(Ju" Xl + [u" Xl - [u' Zi| + [u” Zif)
=3 3
<|u'ZifP + [w EXG] - Sl X? 4 Ju " Z?) < ful ZiP 4 S(lu Xl 4wl 2,
where the last inequality is due to |u'EX;| < |[EX;[|2 < || Xy, < 1. Hence

sup 72 lu' X3 < sup 72 lu' Z; > + Op(1; n). (55)

uesd

Define S(u) = 23" |u' Z;|® for u € S*. We will invoke Theorem 1 in Wang| (2019) to control
SUP,,ese S(u).
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1. For any u € S, {u' Z;}7, are i.i.d. and ||u' Z;|y, < 1. Lemmawith a =3 and r, = md yields
{S(u)}yese = Op(max{1,md/v/n}; md).
2. According to Lemma 5.2 in [Vershynin| (2010), for ¢ = 1/6 there exists an e-net N of S¢ with cardinality at
most (1 +2/¢)% = 139, Hence log [N| < md.

3. For any z,y € R, we have ||z| — |y|| < |z — y|, 2|zy| < 2% + y? and
3 3 2 2y 93 2, 2
[l2” = Iyl < [lo] = [yll (&* + ley| +9*) < Slo = yl(@* + 7).

Hence for any u,v € S%,

1 — 3 1«
|S(u) — S(v)| < EZ u'ZiP — v Z;*| < 3 gz (w—v)" Zi|(Ju" Zi|* + [v Zi|*)
=1 =1

1 1
< 3||lu — 72/‘ L Zi| - wy ZifP = —|lu— S(w).
<3llu—wvllz sup -~ > |wy Zif - Jwy Zil" = -l — o]}z sup S(w)

wi,weeS? YT weSd
where the last inequality follows from ¢ = 1/6 and Lemma

Theorem 1 in Wang| (2019) then asserts that sup,cgs S(u) = Op(max{1, md//n}; md). We finish the proof
using . O
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