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Abstract

Restricted Boltzmann Machines (RBMs) are a common family of undirected graphical models with latent variables.
An RBM is described by a bipartite graph, with all observed variables in one layer and all latent variables in the other.
We consider the task of learning an RBM given samples generated according to it. The best algorithms for this task
currently have time complexity O(nQ) for ferromagnetic RBMs (i.e., with attractive potentials) but O(nd) for general
RBMs, where n is the number of observed variables and d is the maximum degree of a latent variable. Let the MRF
neighborhood of an observed variable be its neighborhood in the Markov Random Field of the marginal distribution of
the observed variables. In this paper, we give an algorithm for learning general RBMs with time complexity O~(n25+1),
where s is the maximum number of latent variables connected to the MRF neighborhood of an observed variable. This
is an improvement when s < log,(d — 1), which corresponds to RBMs with sparse latent variables. Furthermore,
we give a version of this learning algorithm that recovers a model with small prediction error and whose sample
complexity is independent of the minimum potential in the Markov Random Field of the observed variables. This is of
interest because the sample complexity of current algorithms scales with the inverse of the minimum potential, which
cannot be controlled in terms of natural properties of the RBM.

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Undirected graphical models, also known as Markov Random Fields (MRFs), are probabilistic models in which a set
of random variables is described with the help of an undirected graph, such that the graph structure corresponds to
the dependence relations between the variables. Under mild conditions, the distribution of the random variables is
determined by potentials associated with each clique of the graph [12].

The joint distribution of any set of random variables can be represented as an MRF on a complete graph. However,
MRFs become useful when the graph has nontrivial structure, such as bounded degree or bounded clique size. In such
cases, learning and inference can often be carried out with greater efficiency. Since many phenomena of practical
interest can be modelled as MRFs (e.g., magnetism [5]], images [19]], gene interactions and protein interactions [27} 8]]),
it is of great interest to understand the complexity, both statistical and computational, of algorithmic tasks in these
models.

The expressive power of graphical models is significantly strengthened by the presence of latent variables, i.e.,
variables that are not observed in samples generated according to the model. However, algorithmic tasks are typically
more difficult in models with latent variables. Results on learning models with latent variables include [20] for hidden
Markov models, [7]] for tree graphical models, [[6] for Gaussian graphical models, and [[1]] for locally tree-like graphical
models with correlation decay.

In this paper we focus on the task of learning Restricted Boltzmann Machines (RBMs) [25, (9, [13]], which are a
family of undirected graphical models with latent variables. The graph of an RBM is bipartite, with all observed
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variables in one layer and all latent variables in the other. This encodes the fact that the variables in one layer are jointly
independent conditioned on the variables in the other layer. In practice, RBMs are used to model a set of observed
features as being influenced by some unobserved and independent factors; this corresponds to the observed variables
and the latent variables, respectively. RBMs are useful in common factor analysis tasks such as collaborative filtering
[23]] and topic modelling [14], as well as in applications in domains as varied as speech recognition [15]], healthcare
[29], and quantum mechanics [21]].

In formalizing the learning problem, a challenge is that there are infinitely many RBMs that induce the same
marginal distribution of the observed variables. To sidestep this non-identifiability issue, the literature on learning
RBMs focuses on learning the marginal distribution itself. This marginal distribution is, clearly, an MRF. Call the order
of an MREF the size of the largest clique that has a potential. Then, more specifically, it is known that the marginal
distribution of the observed variables is an MRF of order at most d, where d is the maximum degree of a latent variable
in the RBM. Hence, one way to learn an RBM is to simply apply algorithms for learning MRFs. The best current
algorithms for learning MRFs have time complexity O(nr), where 7 is the order of the MRF [11} 17, 26]. Applying
these algorithms to learning RBMs therefore results in time complexity O(nd). We note that these time complexities
hide the factors that do not depend on 7.

This paper is motivated by the following basic question:

In what settings is it possible to learn RBMs with time complexity substantially better than O(nd) ?

Reducing the runtime of learning arbitrary MRFs of order 7 to below n‘(") is unlikely, because learning such MRFs
subsumes learning noisy parity over r bits [2]], and it is widely believed that learning r-parities with noise (LPN)
requires time n*(") [16]. For ferromagnetic RBMs, i.e., RBMs with non-negative interactions, [4] gave an algorithm
with time complexity O(nz) In the converse direction, [4] gave a general reduction from learning MRFs of order r to
learning (non-ferromagnetic) RBMs with maximum degree of a latent variable r.

In other words, the problem of learning RBMs is just as challenging as for MRFs, and therefore learning general
RBMs cannot be done in time less than n*() without violating conjectures about LPN.

The reduction in [4] from learning order » MRFs to learning RBMs uses an exponential in r number of latent
variables to represent each neighborhood of the MRF. Thus, there is hope that RBMs with sparse latent variables are in
fact easier to learn than general MRFs. The results of this paper demonstrate that this is indeed the case.

1.2 Contributions

Let the MRF neighborhood of an observed variable be its neighborhood in the MRF of the marginal distribution of
the observed variables. Let s be the maximum number of latent variables connected to the MRF neighborhood of an
observed variable. We give an algorithm with time complexity O(n2s+1) that recovers with high probability the MRF
neighborhoods of all observed variables. This represents an improvement over current algorithms when s < log,(d —1).

The reduction in time complexity is made possible by the following key structural result: if the mutual information
I(X,; X1 Xs) is large for some observed variable X, and some subsets of observed variables X and Xg, then there
exists a subset I’ of I with |I’| < 2° such that I(X,,; X;/|Xg) is also large. This result holds because of the special
structure of the RBM, in which, with few latent variables connected to the neighborhood of any observed variable, not
too many of the low-order potentials of the induced MRF can be cancelled.

Our algorithm is an extension of the algorithm of [[11]] for learning MRFs. To find the neighborhood of a variable
X, their algorithm iteratively searches over all subsets of variables X with |I| < d — 1 for one with large mutual
information I(X,; X |Xg), which is then added to the current set of neighbors X g. Our structural result implies that it
is sufficient to search over subsets X with |I| < 2°, which reduces the time complexity from O(n?) to O(n? +1).

For our algorithm to be advantageous, it is necessary that s < log,(d — 1). Note that s is implicitly also an upper
bound on the maximum degree of an observed variable in the RBM. Figure [I| shows an example of a class of RBMs for
which our assumptions are satisfied. In this example, s can be made arbitrarily smaller than d, n, and the number of
latent variables.

The sample complexity of our algorithm is the same as that of [[L1], with some additional factors due to working
with subsets of size at most 2°. We extended [11] instead of one of [17, 26], which have better sample complexities,
because our main goal was to improve the time complexity, and we found [11] the most amenable to extensions in



Figure 1: Class of RBMs with mk + k observed variables, m latent variables, d = 2k, and s = 4. The X variables
represent observed variables, the Y variables represent latent variables, and the edges represent non-zero interactions
between variables. The - - - hides variables that have consecutive indices. The variables hidden by - - - have the
same connections as the variables at the extremes of their respective dots.

this direction. The sample complexity necessarily depends on the width (defined in Section [2) and the minimum
absolute-value non-zero potential of the MRF of the observed variables [24]]. In the Appendix F, we show that our
sample complexity actually depends on a slightly weaker notion of MRF width than that used in current papers. This
modified MRF width has a more natural correspondence with properties of the RBM.

The algorithm we described only recovers the structure of the MRF of the observed variables, and not its potentials.
However, recovering the potentials is easy after the structure is known: e.g., see Section 6.2 in [4]].

The second contribution of this paper is an algorithm for learning RBMs with time complexity O(nQS“) whose
sample complexity does not depend on the minimum potential of the MRF of the observed variables. The algorithm is
not guaranteed to recover the correct MRF neighborhoods, but is guaranteed to recover a model with small prediction
error (a distinction analogous to that between support recovery and prediction error in regression). This result is of
interest because all current algorithms depend on the minimum potential, which can be degenerate even when the RBM
itself has non-degenerate interactions. Learning graphical models in order to make predictions was considered before in
[3] for trees.

In more detail, we first give a structure learning algorithm that recovers the MRF neighborhoods corresponding
to large potentials. Second, we give a regression algorithm that estimates the potentials corresponding to these MRF
neighborhoods. Lastly, we quantify the error of the resulting model for predicting the value of an observed variable given
the other observed variables. Overall, we achieve prediction error € with a sample complexity that scales exponentially
with €1, and that otherwise has dependencies comparable to our main algorithm.

1.3 Overview of structural result

We present now the intuition and techniques behind our structural result. Theorem [I]states an informal version of this
result.

Theorem 1 (Informal version of Theoremd). Fix observed variable u and subsets of observed variables I and S, such
that all three are disjoint. Suppose that I is a subset of the MRF neighborhood of uw and that |I| < d — 1. Then there
exists a subset I' C I with |I'| < 2° such that

Vy,1'|8 > C(s,d Wy, IiS

where C, q > 0 depends on s and d, and where v, 11 5 and v, 1|5 are proxies of (X, Xp/|Xg) and (X, X1|Xs),
respectively.

The formal definition of v is in Section 2] For the purposes of this section, one can think of it as interchangeable
with the mutual information. Furthermore, this section only discusses how to obtain a point-wise version of the bound,
V1|5 (Tu, T |T5) 2 CF 4+ vy 115(Tw, Tr|Ts), evaluated at specific z,,, x1, and z5. It is not too difficult to extend
this result to v, 1115 > Cs.a vy 115-

In general, estimating the MRF neighborhood of an observed variable is hard because the low-order information
between the observed variables can vanish. In that case, to obtain any information about the distribution, it is necessary
to work with high-order interactions of the observed variables. Typically, this translates into large running times.



Theorem|I|shows that if there is some high-order v, 1|5 that is non-vanishing, then there is also some v, /|5 with
|I'| < 2° that is non-vanishing. That is, the order up to which all the information can vanish is less than 2°. Or, in other
words, RBMs in which all information up to a large order vanishes are complex and require many latent variables.

To prove this result, we need to relate the mutual information in the MRF neighborhood of an observed variable to
the number of latent variables connected to it. This is challenging because the latent variables have a non-linear effect
on the distribution of the observed variables. This non-linearity makes it difficult to characterize what is “lost” when the
number of latent variables is small.

The first main step of our proof is Lemma which expresses vy, 7|5 (Zu, 1|75) as a sum over 2° terms, representing
the configurations of the latent variables connected to /. Each term of the sum is a product over the observed variables in
I. This expression is convenient because it makes explicit the contribution of the latent variables to v, 115 (%u, T1|2s).
The proof of the lemma is an “interchange of sums”, going from sums over configurations of observed variables to
sums over configurations of latent variables.

The second main step is Lemma|[8] which shows that for a sum over m terms of products over n terms, it is possible
to reduce the number of terms in the products to m, while decreasing the original expression by at most a factor of
cl. n» for some C!. .. > 0 depending on n and m. Combined with Lemmal thls result implies the existence of a
subset I’ with |I'] < 2S such that v, p/|s(vu, 21 |25) > CF 4+ Vu 115(Tw, T1|75).

2 Preliminaries and notation

We start with some general notation: [r] is the set {1, ...,n}; 1{A} is 1 if the statement A is true and 0 otherwise; (}})

is the binomial coefficient #Lk)‘ o(x) is the sigmoid function o (z) =

1
1+e—="

Definition 2. A Markov Random Fielcﬂ of order r is a distribution over random variables X € {—1,1}" with
probability mass function

P(X = z) o exp(f())

where f is a polynomial of order r in the entries of x.

Because z € {—1, 1}", it follows that f is a multilinear polynomial, so it can be represented as

= > f(S)xs()

5C[n]

where xs(7) = [[;cg . The term f(S) is called the Fourier coefficient corresponding to S, and it represents the
potential associated with the clique {X; };cg in the MRF. There is an edge between X; and X; in the MRF if and only

if there exists some S C [n] such that i, j € S and f(S) # 0. Some other relevant notation for MRFs is: let D be the
maximum degree of a variable; let o be the minimum absolute-value non-zero Fourier coefficient; let v be the width:

= max Z 1f(S

u€ln] SChn]
u€s

Definition 3. A Restricted Boltzmann Machine is a distribution over observed random variables X € {—1,1}" and
latent random variables Y € {—1,1}™ with probability mass function

P(X =2,Y =y) xexp (xTJy +hTz+ gTy)

where J € R™™™ is an interaction (or weight) matrix, h € R"™ is an external field (or bias) on the observed variables,
and g € R™ is an external field (or bias) on the latent variables.

I'This definition holds if each assignment of the random variables has positive probability, which is satisfied by the models considered in this paper.



There exists an edge between X; and Y} in the RBM if and only if J; ; # 0. The resulting graph is bipartite, and
all the variables in one layer are conditionally jointly independent given the variables in the other layer. Some other
relevant notation for RBMs is: let d be the maximum degree of a latent variable; let o be the minimum absolute-value
non-zero interaction; let 5* be the width:

m n
B* == max maXZUi,ﬂ + |hz\»jﬁelﬁf<L]Z|Ju| + 1951
ry i=1

i€[n] o

In the notation above, we say that an RBM is (a*, 5*)-consistent. Typically, to ensure that the RBM is non-degenerate,
it is required for a* not to be too small and for 8* not to be too large; otherwise, interactions can become undetectable
or deterministic, respectively, both of which lead to non-identifiability [24].
In an RBM, it is known that there is a lower bound of o(—25*) and an upper bound of ¢(25*) on any probability
of the form
P(X, =z, E) or P(Y,=uy.FE)

where E is any event that involves the other variables in the RBM. It is also known that the marginal distribution of the
observed variables is given by (e.g., see Lemma 4.3 in [4]]):

P(X = z) o< exp(f(x)) = exp Zp(Jj cx+g;)+hTx

j=1

where J; is the j-th column of J and p(z) = log(e” + e~ *). From this, it can be shown that the marginal distribution
is an MRF of order at most d.
We now define s, the maximum number of latent variables connected to the MRF neighborhood of an observed

variable:
m

5:= mz{xx} 1{3i € [n] \ {u} and S C [n] s.t. u,i € S and f(S) # 0 and J; ; # 0}.
uen
i=1

The MRF neighborhood of an observed variable is a subset of the two-hop neighborhood of the observed variable in
the RBM; typically the two neighborhoods are identical. Therefore, an upper bound on s is obtained as the maximum
number of latent variables connected to the two-hop neighborhood of an observed variable in the RBM.

Finally, we define a proxy to the conditional mutual information, which is used extensively in our analysis. For
random variables X, € {—1,1}, X7 € {~1,1}/,and X5 € {—1, 1}!5], let

Vu,I\S = ER,G [EXS HP(Xu = R, X[ = G|X5) - ]P(Xu = R|X5)HD(X] = G‘Xs)m

where R and G come from uniform distributions over {—1, 1} and {—1, 1}I, respectively. This quantity forms a lower
bound on the conditional mutual information (e.g., see Lemma 2.5 in [[11]):

1
if(Xu;XﬂXS) 2 V1|5

We also define an empirical version of this proxy, with the probabilities and the expectation over X g replaced by their
averages from samples:

Durs =Enra {EXS H]f"(Xu — R, X; = G|Xs) — P(X, = R|Xs)P(X; = G|Xs)m .

3 Learning Restricted Boltzmann Machines with sparse latent variables

To find the MRF neighborhood of an observed variable u (i.e., observed variable X,; we use the index and the variable
interchangeably when no confusion is possible), our algorithm takes the following steps, similar to those of the algorithm
of [11]]:



1. Fix parameters s, 7/, L. Fix observed variable u. Set S := ().

2. While |S| < L and there exists a set of observed variables I C [n] \ {u} \ S of size at most 2° such that
ﬂu,I\S > T/, set S :=SUlI.

3. Foreachi € S, if 7, ;5\ (s} < 7', remove i from S.

4. Return set S as an estimate of the neighborhood of w.

2°(2°+41) 2/ —2v\d+D—1
1 1 1 4a*(e™?7)
L=8/(1?, 1 =—= () 7,and T = = ,
/() (4d)z* \ d 2d4d2d+1(d5’1)7627

where 7 is exactly as in [11]] when adapted to the RBM setting. In the above, d is a property of the RBM, and D, «, and
~ are properties of the MRF of the observed variables.

With high probability, Step 2 is guaranteed to add to S all the MRF neighbors of u, and Step 3 is guaranteed to
prune from S any non-neighbors of u. Therefore, with high probability, in Step 4 S is exactly the MRF neighborhood
of w. In the original algorithm of [11]], the guarantees of Step 2 were based on this result: if .S does not contain the
entire neighborhood of u, then v, 1|5 > 27 for some set I of size at most d — 1. As a consequence, Step 2 entailed a
search over size d — 1 sets. The analogous result in our setting is given in Theorem [5] which guarantees the existence of
a set [ of size at most 2°, thus reducing the search to sets of this size. This theorem follows immediately from Theorem
M] the key structural result of our paper.

We use

Theorem 4. Fix observed variable u and subsets of observed variables I and S, such that all three are disjoint.
Suppose that 1 is a subset of the MRF neighborhood of w and that |I| < d — 1. Then there exists a subset I' C I with

|I'| < 2% such that
y 1 1\ 2@+
Vy,1'\s Z (4d)2s d Vy,11S-

Using the result in Theorem [ we now state and prove Theorem [5]

Theorem 5. Fix an observed variable u and a subset of observed variables S, such that the two are disjoint. Suppose
that S does not contain the entire MRF neighborhood of u. Then there exists some subset I of the MRF neighborhood
of uw with |I| < 2% such that

d

1 1 2°(2°41) 40[2 (6—27)d+D—1
> =27/
Proof. By Theorem 4.6 in [L1]], we have that there exists some subset I of neighbors of u with |I| < d — 1 such that

4a2(6727)d+D71

J4dod+1 (dljl),yew =27

Uy, 1|8 2>

Then, by Theorem[4] we have that there exists some subset I’ C I with |I’| < 2% such that

) - 1 1 2°(2°+1) ) 1 1 2°(2°+1) 4a2(e—27)d+D—1 0
w. I’ Z T 55 - T = 3 - = 4T .
4118 (4d)** \d (4d)* \d d4d2d+1(d[j1>732’7

O
Theorem [] states the guarantees of our algorithm. The analysis is very similar to that in [11]], and is deferred to the
Appendix B. Then, Section [4] sketches the proof of Theorem 4]

Theorem 6. Fix w > 0. Suppose we are given M samples from an RBM, where

60 - 22 R R
Then with probability at least 1 — w, our algorithm, when run from each observed variable u, recovers the correct
neighborhood of u. Each run of the algorithm takes O(M LnQS‘H) time.



4 Proof sketch of structural result

The proofs of the lemmas in this section can be found in the Appendix A. Consider the mutual information proxy when
the values of X,,, X7, and X are fixed:

Vu,l\s(xu,$1|9€s)
= |]P)(Xu = l‘u,X[ = $I|XS = Is) — P(Xu = {EU‘XS = .Ts)]P)(X[ = $[|XS = $5)| .

We first establish a version of Theoremfor Vu,11s(Tu, T1|75), and then generalize it to v, 1g.
In Lemma we express vy, 7|5 (Tu, T1|7s) as a sum over configurations of latent variables U connected to observed
variables in I. Note that |U| < s, so the summation is over at most 2° terms.

Lemma 7. Fix observed variable u and subsets of observed variables I and S, such that all three are disjoint. Suppose
that I is a subset of the MRF neighborhood of u. Then

vaais(Tuzrlzs) =| > > Flg,zu,2s) | [T o@2:i(J) - g+ hi))

que{-1,1}IVl \g.pe{-1,1}m~IUI iel

for some function f, where U is the set of latent variables connected to observed variables in I, J) is the i-th row of
J, and the entries of qu in the expression J) - q are arbitrary.

m n

Lemma gives a generic non-cancellation result for expressions of the form ‘Zizl a; [] =1 Tij - Then, LemmaH

applies this result to the form of v, jg(xy, z7|2s) in Lemma and guarantees the existence of a subset I’ C I with
|I'| < 2° such that v, 1/5(zu, 71/|2s) is within a bounded factor of vy, 7|5 (Tu, T1|Ts).

Lemma 8. Let 11, ..., Tm,n € [—1,1], withn > m. Then, for any a € R™, there exists a subset S C [n] with
|S| < m such that

m 1 1 m(m+1) | m n
ZaiH$i,j >4m<n) Zainl'i,j )
i=1 JjeS i=1 j=1
We remark that, in this general form, Lemma [§]is optimal in the size of the subset that it guarantees not to be
cancelled. That is, there are examples with 3. | a; [[j_; @i ; # 0but 357 ) a; [] ;g %45 = 0 for all subsets S C [n]
with |S| < m — 1. See the Appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

Lemma 9. Fix observed variable u and subsets of observed variables I and S, such that all three are disjoint. Suppose
that 1 is a subset of the MRF neighborhood of u. Fix any assignments ., 1, and xvg. Then there exists a subset I' C I
with |I'| < 2% such that

1

2°(2°41)
I) Vu,1|s($u7$1|xs)

Vu,'|S(Tu, 21 |28) > = <

where x 1 agrees with xj.

Finally, Lemma [10|extends the result about v, 1|5(7y, T7|2s) to a result about v, ;5. The difficulty lies in the
fact that the subset I’ guaranateed to exist in Lemma E] may be different for different configurations (x,, z,zgs).
Nevertheless, the number of subsets I’ with |I’| < 2% is smaller than the number of configurations (z,,, 2y, zg), S0 we
obtain a viable bound via the pigeonhole principle.

Lemma 10. Fix observed variable u and subsets of observed variables I and S, such that all three are disjoint. Suppose
that I is a subset of the MRF neighborhood of u. Then there exists a subset I' C I with |I'| < 2° such that

1 1 25(2541)
ng = ——>7 | — .
S = <I> el

This result completes the proof of Theorem []
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Figure 2: RBM with« — 0 ase — O and o* = 1, 8* = 2 when 0 < € < 2. The X variables represent observed
variables, the Y variables represent latent variables, and the edges represent non-zero interactions between variables.
All external field terms are zero.

[y

+e€

S Making good predictions independently of the minimum potential

Figure [2| shows an RBM for which « can be arbitrarily small, while a* = 1 and * = 2. That is, the induced
MREF can be degenerate, while the RBM itself has interactions that are far from degenerate. This is problematic: the
sample complexity of our algorithm, which scales with the inverse of «, can be arbitrarily large, even for seemingly
well-behaved RBMs. In particular, we note that « is an opaque property of the RBM, and it is a priori unclear how
small it is.

We emphasize that this scaling with the inverse of « is necessary information-theoretically [24]. All current
algorithms for learning MRFs and RBMs have this dependency, and it is impossible to remove it while still guaranteeing
the recovery of the structure of the model.

Instead, in this section we give an algorithm that learns an RBM with small prediction error, independently of «. We
necessarily lose the guarantee on structure recovery, but we guarantee accurate prediction even for RBMs in which « is
arbitrarily degenerate. The algorithm is composed of a structure learning step that recovers the MRF neighborhoods
corresponding to large potentials, and a regression step that estimates the values of these potentials.

5.1 Structure learning algorithm

The structure learning algorithm is guaranteed to recover the MRF neighborhoods corresponding to potentials that are at
least ¢ in absolute value. The guarantees of the algorithm are stated in Theorem [T} which is proved in the Appendix D.

The main differences between this algorithm and the one in Section are: first, the thresholds for 7, ;|5 are defined
in terms of ¢ instead of «, and second, the threshold for 7, j|s in the additive step (Step 2) is smaller than that used in
the pruning step (Step 3), in order to guarantee the pruning of all non-neighbors. The algorithm is described in detail in
the Appendix C.

Theorem 11. Fix w > 0. Suppose we are given M samples from an RBM, where M is as in Theorem|[6]if o were equal
to
o ¢
o V3 .2D/2+2° . p2e-i(2542)
Then with probability at least 1 — w, our algorithm, when run starting from each observed variable u, recovers a subset

of the MRF neighbors of u, such that all neighbors which are connected to u through a Fourier coefficient of absolute
value at least ¢ are included in the subset. Each run of the algorithm takes O(M Ln25+1) time.

5.2 Regression algorithm
Note that
P(Xy = UXpp (o) = Tppguy) =0 [ 2 Y. F(SU{u})xs(x)
SCln]\{u}

Therefore, following the approach of [28], we can frame the recovery of the Fourier coefficients as a regression task.
Let n(u) be the set of MRF neighbors of u recovered by the algorithm in Section Note that [n(u)| < D. Let



z € {-1, 1}2|”(u)‘,w c RQ‘"(“”, andy € {—1,1}, with zg = xs(X), wg = Qf(SU{u}), and y = X, for all subsets
S C n(u). Then, if n(u) were equal to the true set of MRF neighbors, we could rewrite the conditional probability
statement above as

Py =1lz) =o(w- 2), with|lw|; <27.

Then, finding an estimate w would amount to a constrained regression problem. In our setting, we solve the same
problem, and we show that the resulting estimate has small prediction error. We estimate w as follows:

M

1 ) .
W € argmin — Zl(y(z) (w-29)) st ||w]|; < 27,
wEeRIn(w)] M =

where we assume we have access to M i.i.d. samples (z,y), and where [ : R — R is the loss function

—Ilno(w- 2) ify=1
I(y(w - 2)) = In(1 + e ¥2)) = ’ .
(v ) ( ) —In(l-0o(w-2)), ify=-1
The objective above is convex, and the problem is solvable in time O((ZD )#4) by the [, -regularized logistic regression
method described in [18]]. Then, Theorem [I2] gives theoretical guarantees for the prediction error achieved by this
regression algorithm. The proof is deferred to the Appendix D.

Theorem 12. Fix § > 0 and ¢ > 0. Suppose that we are given neighborhoods n(u) satisfying the guarantees of
Theorem|[I1|for each observed variable u. Suppose that we are given M samples from the RBM, and that we have

M=Q((*In8-n-2P/5)/), <L.
Let z,, and W, be the features and the estimate of the weights when the regression algorithm is run at observed variable
u. Then, with probability at least 1 — 6, for all variables u,

E {(P(Xu = 1|X\,) — o (i, - zu))Q] <e

The sample complexity of the combination of structure learning and regression is given by the sum of the sample
complexities of the two algorithms. When ¢ is constant, the number of samples required by regression is absorbed by
the number of samples required by strucutre learning. For structure learning, plugging in the upper bound on ¢ required
by Theorem we get that the sample complexity is exponential in ¢ . Note that the factors D¢ and v/1 + ¢27 in the
upper bound on ¢, as well as the factors that appear in Theorem [[T|from the relative scaling of « and ¢, do not influence
the sample complexity much, because factors of similar order already appear in the sample complexity of the structure
learning algorithm. Overall, for constant § and constant ¢, the combined sample complexity is comparable to that of the
algorithm in Section 3] without the o dependency.
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A Proof of Theorem d

A.1 Proof of Lemmal(7
We first state and prove Lemmas[T3] [T4] and[T3] which provide the foundation for the proof of Lemmal[7}

Lemma 13. Ler f(z) = 327 p(Jj - x + g;j) + h'x, where x € {—1,1}", J € R"*™, h € R", and g € R™. Then

]Eu[]lXI:xlef(I”Xs = xs]

= Z eg'qH 2i(J-q+hs) H cosh(J q+hi)Ha(2xi(J(i) ~q+hy))

ge{-1,1}m €S i€[n]\S i€l

where U denotes the uniform distribution over {—1,1}" and where J*) denotes the i-th row of .J.

Proof.

Eu[]].XI:xIGf(w)‘XS = xs}

1 m
_ . hx Jj-x+g; —Jjx—g;
=1

ze{—-1,1}"
1 T T
_ h- J+
~ on—|S| Z Ixg=as,X;=a; " €"" § el 97
ze{-1,1}" qe{-1,1}m
1 T
Jq+h .
- on—|S| Z Ixs=as,X1=a; § ™ (Jath)eaa
ze{-1,1}" qge{-1,1}m
1 T
E Jq+h .
- on—|S| z : Ixs=as,Xr=ar e Lath)eoa

ge{—-1,1}m ze{—1,1}»

1 n (4)
_ E : 9-q § : . i1 i (J qth)
~ on—|S| € Ixg=—as,X;=2; iz i ‘

qe{-1,1}m ze{-1,1}"
_ 1 9-q @i (9 q4h) @i (J P q+hy)
—m € € €
qge{-1,1}m Tp)\(surl) 1€[n]\(SUT) 1eSUI
ge{-1,1}m 1€[n]\(SUI) 1€SUT

i7" athi)

Z ed'd H @7 athi) H cosh(J(i) g+ hy) H —

ge{-1,1}m €S i€[n]\(SUI) i€l
ex,(J(‘)q—i-hz)

9-q 2;(J D g+hy) h(J® . h.
Z e He H cosh( q+ z)g2cosh(<](i),q+hi)

ge{-1,1}m icS i€[n]\S
= Z R H i (7 q+hi) H cosh(J® - g + hy) H o(2x:(JD - q + hy)).
ge{-1,1}m i€s ie[n]\S icl

Lemma 14. Fix subsets of observed variables I and S, such that the two are disjoint. Then

P(X;=ai|Xs=25)= Y Mgxs)[[o@zi(JD-q+h))
qe{-1,1}m i€l
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where . 4
9 []ics eti(J2 q+hi) Hie[n]\S cosh(J@ - q + hy)

Ygeforaym €0 [ies eIt T s cosh(JO) - ¢/ + i)

Proof. The MREF of the observed variables has a probability mass function that is proportional to exp(f(x)), where
f() is as in Lemma[13] Then

Mg, zs) =

HD(X] :SCI‘XS :xs)
P(Xs =g, X1 = 1)

P(Xs = zs)
_ Elxg=os x,=2]
E[]le:ms]
— 7 Yoveio1iyn Lxomes, Xy=a; - of (@)
5T Lwef—113n WXs=os,Xy=a, - €/
B ﬁ Zme{_m}n Ixg—pg - ef®)

Eu[lx, =, e/ ®|Xs = a]
Eylef@)|Xs = zg]
Ygei—1,13m € Lics e (I ath) [Licpups cosh(J D - q + i) [Ticp o (22:(J) - g + hi))
Yeioraym € [eg eV 0 T 5 cosh(J) - ¢/ + hy)
= Y Magas) [[o@n (D g+ hy)).

qe{-1,1}m i€l

O

Lemma 15. Fix observed variable u and subsets of observed variables I and S, such that all three are disjoint. Then
vaais@uzilzs) = Y flgzuzs) [[o@ei(JD g+ hy))
ge{-1,1}™ i€l

where J denotes the i-th row of J and where
f((b Loy .’Es) = )‘(q7 .’ES) [0(2xu(‘](u) “q+ hu)) - EIIIN)\(',ms)U(QmU(J(U) : ql + hu)) )

. e (JD gt ;
9 [Lieg €7 T [T s cOsh(JD - g + hy)
Dgrefotaym € [ies eIt T s cosh(JO) - ¢/ + D)

Proof. We apply Lemma to the terms in the definition of v,, 7|5 (zu, z1|T5):

Mg, zs) =

]P’(Xu:a}u,X[:1}]|X5:135)7]P)(Xu::Cu|XS:I5)P(X]:I1‘XS:LE3)
= Y Mg es)oen(J™ g+ b)) [[ o (IO - g+ hi))

ge{—-1,1}™ el

| XY Maws)o@en(JW g+ h)| | D Masas) [J o (7D g+ hi))

ge{-1,1}m ge{-1,1}m el
= > S Mg 2N 2s)0 (2w, (S - g+ b)) [[ o @e(TD - g + b))
qe{-1,1}m ¢’c{-1,1}m iel
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-y Y Mgz 25)0 2w, (T - ¢+ h)) [[ o2 (JD - g+ hy))

ge{-1,1}m ¢’e{-1,1}™ iel
= > g [0<2zuu<u> 4 1) ~ B a2 g + )]
ge{-1,1}m
H o(2x;(J\V - q+ hy))
i€l
= Y f@wuzs) [[o@n(JD g+ ).
ge{—-1,1}m iel

O

Proof of Lemma[7] Note that, if .J; ; = 0 for all i € I, then the term [];; o/(22;(J@ - ¢ + h;)) is independent of the
value of ¢;. Let U = {j € [m] : J; ; # O for some ¢ € I} be the set of latent variables with connections to observed
variables in /. By Lemma[I5] we can write then

Vu,118 (@, T1|Ts) = Z Z flg, zu,2s) HU (22;(JD - g+ b))

que{-1,1}1VI \gve{-1,1}m-IVI i€l

A.2 Proof of Lemma

A special case of Lemmal§]is given in Lemma[I6] Then, we prove Lemmal8] Lastly, Section[A.2.T|shows that these
lemmas are tight in the size of the subset that they guarantee not to be cancelled.

Lemma 16. Let 11, ..., Tm,m+1 € [—1,1]. Then, for any a € R™, there exists a subset S C [m + 1] with |S| < m
such that

m m—+1

Z%ku > gy (Lo [

=1 j€ES

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on m.
Base case: For m = 1, we have

laz1 1| = lawy1210] > |azy 1210
71,2
ari 11,2
lazy 2] = @ > |axy 171 2]
[z11]

Therefore, the claim holds, with either S = {1} or S = {2}. Note that if any of a, x1,1, or x1 2 is zero, then
ar1,171,2 = 0 and the claim holds trivially.

Induction step: Assume the claim holds for m — 1.
Suppose | 21" @i [[es ®ijl < o - ’Z:ll a; H;”JEI z; j| for any S C [m]; otherwise the induction step
follows. By the triangle inequality, we have

m m—+1 m

§ a; H Ti5| = § A;Ti m41 Hmz,]
=1 j=1

m

m m
E az xt m—+1 — xrn m+1 H xz] + |xm m+1| E a; H xi,j .
i=1  j=1

=1 j=1

IN
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For the first term on the right-hand side, we clearly have x; 41 — Tpm,m+1 = 0 at ¢ = m. Therefore, the term is of the

form > Ly, Z;’;l Yi.j» S0 we can apply the inductive claim for m — 1. Therefore, there exists a subset S* C [m)]
with |S*| < 'm — 1 such that

m m m

|
Yo ai@imer = wmmin) 1] 25| > gy |20 @i(@imen = @mmin) [[ w5

i=1 jes* i=1 j=1
Overall, we get then the inequality:

m m—+1

5Tl
=1 j=1
m m m
<@mt-1)- Zai(ximﬂ»l = Tm,m+1) H Tij| + [ Tmmtr] - Zai H T
=1 j=1

i=1 jES™

S (2m71_1)' Za Ti,m+1 H xl] 2m 1 ) |xmm+1| Zaz H Xg,j
— jes*

jeES*

m m
+ |$m,m+1| : Zai H T4

i=1  j=1
) gm=1_ 1 1 W (e
—
§(2 71)'Zaz$1m+lnx13 <2m_1 +2m ).Zalnxlj
JeES™ i=1
where in the last inequality we used that |, ,,,+1| < 1 and our supposition that forall S C [m], | >~ a; [] jes Tigl <
L. ’E:’;l a; H;":Jrll ;7| Then, reordering:
2’"71—1 m m+1 m m—+1
2’"L 1 2771. 1
ZWWHH%L- T Z%H%ﬂ: Z%H%w

jeES*

Then, in this case, S* U {m + 1} is the desired subset. Note that we selected S* such that |[S*| < m — 1, so
|S* U{m+ 1} < m. O

Proof of Lemmal8] Partition [n] into m + 1 subsets Q1 = [1,[551],Q2 = [[:55] + L, 2[5 1)+ Qi1 =
[m[ 551+ 1,n]. Then, apply Lemmal[l6]to

m m—+1
> ai [T | 11 =i
i=1 j=1

where we know that erQj x; ) € [—1,1], for all j. Then, there exists a subset S C [m + 1] with |:S| < m such that

m m+1
Sl ( T ) = gt [ IT (T
=1 jeS \ke€Q, = J=1 \keQ;

Let S = J;cs @j- Then S" C [n] with [S'| <n — | B | <n— 57 +1,and

> L) 2 gy | I

=1 jeSs’
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Now, if |S’| > m, apply the same technique recursively to S’: partition it into m + 1 equal subsets and apply
Lemma[T6] Continue until you obtain a subset of size at most m.

We now bound the number of iterations required. Let n; be the size of the set at timestep ¢ (at the beginning,
ng = n). We have

1
nt<nt_1<+1>+1
12 1
<nggll——- 1-— 1
nt 2( +1> +( m+1>+
<.
1 t t—1 1 q
< - 1—-—-
—n( m—l—l) +§( m+1)
1 t
<n(1—> +m+1
+1

Let T be the smallest timestep such that n < m + 2. An upper bound on 7' is obtained as

T
n 1—L < 1= ne2T/(m+1) 1
m+1

1
=>T>m+

In(n)

where we used that e 2% < 1 — x for 0 < = < 1/2. Because T is an integer, the correct upper bound is mT“ In(n) + 1.
Then, at this step, we are guaranteed that n < m + 1. One more step may be required to go from size m + 1 to size m.
Therefore, an upper bound on the number of steps until n; < m is mTH In(n) + 2. Then, the factor due to applications
of Lemma[18lis

m+1

(1)

In(n)+2 < 1 ) mtL In(n)+2 1
2

27m = om(m+1)/21n(n)+2m

B 1 1 m(m+1)log2(e)/2> 1 1 m(m+1)
- 4m \ n —4m \ '

A.2.1 Tightness of non-cancellation result

Lemma|[I7]shows that, in the setting of Lemmas[T6and[8] it is possible for all subsets of size strictly less than 1 to be
completely cancelled. Therefore, the guarantee on the existence of a subset of size at most m that is non-cancelled is
tight.

We emphasize that, for the RBM setting, this result does not imply an impossibility of finding subsets of size less
than 2° with non-zero mutual information proxy. One reason for this is that, in the RBM setting, the terms of the sums
that we are interested in have additional constraints which are not captured by the general setting of this section.

Lemma 17. For any c € R, there exists some 1,1, ..., Tym,m € [—1, 1] and some a € R™ such that

m m
> a;[[wis]=c
i=1  j=1

and for any subset S C [m] with |S| <m —1

m

Zai Hl’id‘ = 0

i=1 jeS
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Proof. Letx11 = ... = 1m = &1, s Tn,1 = -« = Typm = Try. Then we want to select some 21, ..., Ty, € [—1, 1]
and some a € R™ such that

T T2 S T a 0
m—1 m—1 m—1 o
Ty Lo Ty Am—1
m m m
x7 xy R G c

Select some arbitrary z1,...,2,, € [—1,1] such that the matrix on the left-hand-side has full rank. Note that
(2,...,a™~ 1 2™) for # € R is a point on the moment curve, and it is known that any such m distinct non-zero
points are linearly independent. Therefore, any distinct non-zero 1, ..., z,, € [—1,1] will do. Then, by matrix
inversion, there exists some a € R™ such that the relation holds. ]

A.3 Proof of Lemma
Proof of Lemmal9] Apply Lemma to the form of vy, 1|5 (zy, z7|25) in Lemma with
> f(g, 20, xs)
g~ve{—1,1}m-1VI
treated as a coefficient (i.e., a in LemmaBI) and
o(22;(JD - g+ hy))

treated as a variable in [—1,1] (i.e., z in Lemma. Then there exists a subset I’ C I with |I’| < 2/Ul such that

> > f(@zusws) | [ o@e(T® - g+ hy))

que{-1,1}U1 \guye{-1,1}m=1U i€r

1 1 2|U\(2\U|+1)
> — | = Vo 115(Tu, x1|zs).
42|U\ ‘I‘ u,I|S 5 S

Note that the latent variables connected to observed variables in I’ are a subset of U. Then, by Lemma the expression
on the left-hand side is equal to v, 1|5 (Zu, 1|2s) Where 1/ agrees with 7. Finally, note that [U] < s. O

A.4 Proof of Lemma
Proof of Lemma[I0] We have that

o P(XS = IS)
Uy, 1|8 = Z W”u,[\s(iﬂuJﬂIS)

Ly, T1,TS

Hence, v, 15 is a sum of IS+ I+ terms Vu,1|8(Tu, T1|Ts). Lemma |§I applies to each term vy, 7|5 (Zu, T1|Ts)
individually. However, the subset I’ with |I’| < 2% that is guaranteed to exist by Lemma@]may be a function of the
specific assignment x,,, 27, and xg. Let I* (2, z7|zg) be the subset I’ with |I'| < 2° that is guaranteed to exist by
Lemma 9] for assignment x,,, x7, and z 5.

The number of non-empty subsets I’ C I with |I’| < 2° is at most |I|?". Then, by the pigeonhole principle, there
exists some I’ C I with |I’| < 2° which captures at least ﬁ of the total mass of v, j|g:

Z P(XS = 3;‘3)

1
W%,I\S(%u»xﬂfs) > W%,ﬂ&

LTy, TI1,TS ,
I"(zy,xr|zs)=1
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Applying Lemma@] to each of the terms v, 1|g(=y, 27|2s) that we sum over on the left-hand side, we get

P(Xg = 5) 1 1\2°@+D)
—_— / ’ > — | = .
xu;ws olI[+1 Vu,1 |S($u,l‘] ‘335) = (4|I|)2S |I| V118

I*(zy,xr|zs)=I'
Note that we also have

Z P(Xs = xs)

Vy, 1’18 = QII'[+1 l/u)p|s(.73u,.73[/|5€5‘)

Ty, Ty, TS
Il—1’ ]P(XS = ZL‘S)
= 2' | | | E 72|IH»1 Vu,jl‘s(xu,$1/|l's)
Ly, Lyr,TS

3 P(Xs = ws)

T Vau,1'15(Tus T/, T5).

v

LTy, TI1,TS
’
I"(zy,xr|zs)=1

The inequality step above holds because, for each assignment 27, there are 2171~ 'l assignments x that are in accord
with it. Hence, each term v, /| 5(Zu, T, xg) can appear at most 21171 times in the sum on the last line. Therefore,

P(Xg = x5) 1 1\2°@+1)
Vy, 1|18 > i ; WVu,st(l"u,xl’;xS) > W m Vy,118-
u,TI,TS

q(zu,zr|es)=I'

B Proof of Theorem

Most of the results in this section are restatements of results in [[11]], with small modifications. Hence, most of the
proofs in this section reuse the language of the proofs in [[L1] verbatim.

Let A be the event that for all u, I, and S with |I| < 2° and |S| < L simultaneously, |v,, 115 — D4 115 < 7'/2.
Then Lemmal[I8]gives a result on the number of samples required for event A to hold.

Lemma 18 (Corollary of Lemma 5.3 in [[L1]]). If the number of samples is larger than

60 - 22L . .

then P(A) > 1 — w.
Now, Lemmas provide the ingredients necessary to prove correctness, assuming that event A holds.

Lemma 19 (Analogue of Lemma 5.4 in [[11]). Assume that the event A holds. Then every time variables are added to
S in Step 2 of the algorithm, the mutual information I1(X,,; X ) increases by at least (17')? /8.

Proof. Following the proof of Lemma 5.4 in [[11]], we have that when event A holds,

1 1 1 .
\/2 (X X1 Xg) > SVudls > §(Vu,1|s —7'/2).

The algorithm only adds variables to S if o1, 15 > 7/, so

I(X0 Xi|Xs) 2 5 (Buss = 7'/2) 2 57 =7 /27 = ()28,

DN | =
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Lemma 20 (Analogue of Lemma 5.5 in [11]]). Assume that the event A holds. Then at the end of Step 2 S contains all
of the neighbors of u.

Proof. Following the proof of Lemma 5.5 in [I1]], we have that Step 2 ended either because |S| > L or because there
was no set of variables I C [n] \ ({u} U S) with ¥, ;g > 7'.

If |S| > L, we have by Lemma[19]that I(X,; Xs) > L - (7')?/8 = 1. However, because X, is a binary variable,
we also have 1 > H(X,) > I(X,; Xs), so we obtain a contradiction.

Suppose then that S| < L, but that there was no set of variables I C [n] \ ({u} US) with |I| < 2% and 0, 115 > 7.
If S does not contain all of the neighbors of u, then we know by Theorem E] that there exists a set of variables
I C [n]\ ({u}US) with |I| < 2° with v, 11 > 27'. Because event A holds, we know that 2, ;|5 > v, 15 —7'/2 > 7.
This contradicts our supposition that there was no such set of variables.

Therefore, S must contain all of the neighbors of u. O

Lemma 21 (Analogue of Lemma 5.6 in [[11]]). Assume that the event A holds. If at the start of Step 3 S contains all of
the neighbors of u, then at the end of Step 3 the remaining set of variables are exactly the neighbors of u.

Proof. Following the proof of Lemma 5.6 in [[11]], we have that if event A holds, then

1
I(Xy; Xi| Xs) +7'/2=17"/2

Puils\fi < Vwils\iy T /2S5

for all variables ¢ that are not neighbors of w. Then all such variables are pruned. Furthermore, by Theorem [5
ﬁu,i\S\{i} > Uy i|S\{i} — T//Q > 27 — 7"/2 > 7!
for all variables 7 that are neighbors of u, and thus no neighbor is pruned. [

Proof of Theorem 6| (Analogue of Theorem 5.7 in [[I1]]). Event A occurs with probability 1 — w for our choice of M.
By Lemmas [20]and [21] the algorithm returns the correct set of neighbors of u for every observed variable w.

To analyze the running time, observe that when running the algorithm at an observed variable u, the bottleneck
is Step 2, in which there are at most L steps and in which the algorithm must loop over all subsets of vertices in
[n] \ {u}\ S of size 2°, of which there are 212;1 (7)) = O(n?") many. Running the algorithm at all observed variables
thus takes O(M Ln? 1) time. O

C Structure Learning Algorithm of Section 5|

The steps of the structure learning algorithm are:
1. Fix parameters s, /(¢ - 17), 7/(¢), L. Fix observed variable u. Set S := ().

2. While |S| < L and there exists a set of observed variables I C [n] \ {u} \ S of size at most 2° such that
Dugis > 7'(Cn),set S =S UL

3. Foreachi € S, if 7, 5\ (i3 < 7'(C) for all sets of observed variables I C [n] \ {u}\ (S\ {i}) of size at most
25, mark 7 for removal from S.

4. Remove from S all variables marked for removal.
5. Return set S as an estimate of the neighborhood of w.

In the algorithm above, we use

1
V3. 2D/2+20 . p2emt(2:42)”

L=8/(rT'(¢-m)* n=
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2°(2°41) 2(,—2vy\d+D—1
b1 1 1 4xt(e™)
m'(x) = W d 7(z), and 7(z) = 2 gAd9d+1 (dlzl)fye%'

The main difference in the analysis of this algorithm compared to that of the algorithm in Section [3]is that, at the
end of Step 2, S is no longer guaranteed to contain all the neighbors of w. Then, a smaller threshold is used in Step 2
compared to Step 3 in order to ensure that S contains enough neighbors of « such that the mutual information proxy
with any non-neighbor is small.

D Proof of Theorem [11]

See Appendix C for a detailed description of the structure learning algorithm in Section 3}

The correctness of the algorithm is based on the results in Theorem [22] and Lemma [23] which are analogues of
Theorem [5]and Lemma 2] We state these, and then we prove Theorem[IT]based on them. Then, Section [D.T|proves
Theorem [22]and Section [D.2] proves Lemma [23]

Theorem 22 (Analogue of Theorem EI) Fix an observed variable u and a subset of observed variables S, such that the
two are disjoint. Suppose there exists a neighbor i of u not contained in S such that the MRF of the observed variables
contains a Fourier coefficient associated with both i and u that has absolute value at least (. Then there exists some
subset I of the MRF neighborhood of u with |I| < 2° such that

pi =27'(¢).

Vu,1|s > _— (1>23(25+1) 4¢3 (e—27) D=1
u, - s D
(4d)2 J4d9od+1 (d—l)’ye%

Let A¢ ,, be the event that for all u, I, and S with |I| < 2% and |S| < L simultaneously, |v,, jjg =, 11| < 7/(¢n)/2.

Lemma 23 (Analogue of Lemma [2;1'[) Assume that the event A¢ ,, holds. If at the start of Step 3 S contains all of the
neighbors of uw which are connected to u through a Fourier coefficient of absolute value at least C - 1), then at the end of
Step 4 the remaining set of variables is a subset of the neighbors of u, such that all neighbors which are connected to u
through a Fourier coefficient of absolute value at least ( are included in the subset.

Proof of Theorem[I1} Event A¢ ,, occurs with probability 1 — w for our choice of M. Then, based on the result of
Theorem 22} we have that Lemmas and 20| hold exactly as before, with 7/(¢ - n)) instead of 7/, and with the
guarantee that at the end of Step 2 S contains all of the neighbors of « wihch are connected to u through a Fourier
coefficient of absolute value at least ¢ - 7). Finally, Lemma 23| guarantees that the pruning step results in the desired set
of neighbors for every observed variable w.

The analysis of the running time is identical to that in Theorem [6] O

D.1 Proof of Theorem 22|

We will argue that Theorem 4.6 in [[11] holds in the following modified form, which only requires the existence of one
Fourier coefficient that has absolute value at least «:

Theorem 24 (Modification of Theorem 4.6 in [[L1l]]). Fix a vertex u and a subset of the vertices S which does not
contain the entire neighborhood of u, and assume that there exists an a-nonvanishing hyperedge containing v and
which is not contained in S U {u}. Then taking I uniformly at random from the subsets of the neighbors of u not
contained in S of size s = min(r — 1, |T'(u) \ S]),

1
Ey l §I(Xu;XI|XS) > Erfvy, 5] > C'(7, K, )

where explicitly
42§ +Hd—1

T4T Kr+1 (ri)l) 7627 ’

(7, K, ) =
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Then, this allows us to prove Theorem 22] with a proof nearly identical to that of Theorem [5

Proof of Theorem 22} Using Theorem we get that there exists some subset I of neighbors of u with |[I| < d — 1

such that
4<2 (672v)d+D71

D
d4dod+1 (d—l)’ye%
Then, using TheoremE], we have that there exists some subset I’ C T with |I’| < 2% such that

1 1)\ 2@+ 4C2(6—2~,)d+D—1
Vurls 2 (4d)2* \d dad2d+1( D Yye2y

=27(().

Vu,1|18 2

=27(¢).

O

What remains is to show that Theorem [24]is true. Theorem 24]differs from Theorem 4.6 in [11]] only in that it
requires at least one hyperedge containing v and not contained in .S U {u} to be a-nonvanishing, instead of requiring all
maximal hyperedges to be cv-nonvanishing. The proof of Theorem 4.6 in [11] uses the fact that all maximal hyperedges
are a-nonvanishing in exactly two places: Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 4.5. In both of these lemmas, it can be easily shown
that the same result holds even if only one, not necessarily maximal, hyperedge is a-nonvanishing. In fact, the original
proofs of these lemmas do not make use of the assumption that all maximal hyperedges are a-nonvanishing: they only
use that there exists a maximal hyperedge that is a-nonvanishing.

We now reprove Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 4.5 in [[L1] under the new assumption. These proofs contain only small
modifications compared to the original proofs. Hence, most of the content of these proofs is restated, verbatim, from
(L1

Lemma[23]is a trivial modification of Lemma 2.7 in [11]], to allow the tensor which is lower bounded in absolute
value by a constant « to be non-maximal. Then, Lemma [26]is the equivalent of Lemma 3.3 in [11]] and Lemma [27is
the equivalent of Lemma 4.5 in [L1]], under the assumption that there exists at least one hyperedge containing w that is
a-nonvanishing.

Lemma 25 (Modification of Lemma 2.7 in [11]). Let T"* be a centered tensor of dimensions di X ... X ds and
suppose there exists at least one entry of T'* which is lower bounded in absolute value by a constant k. For any
1<i<randiy < .. < i suchthat {iy,...,i;} # [s], let T"* " be an arbitrary centered tensor of dimensions

di, X ... X d;,. Let
T(ay,...,a Z Z T (g, ..., az,).

1=141<...<4

Then there exists an entry of T of absolute value lower bounded by £/ s°.

Proof. Suppose all entries of T are less than /s in absolute value. Then by Lemma 2.6 in [11]], all the entries of
T -5 are less than & in absolute value. This is a contradiction, so there exists an entry of T' of absolute value lower
bounded by x/s®. O

Lemma 26 (The statement is the same as that of Lemma 3.3 in [[L1]]).

Ey.z Z Z (53[,3 — 5;/,3 - 5uZ,R + 5uZ,B) (exp( 52 5) —exp(E) 52 7))

R B#R
4a25r—1

= p2re2y

Proof under relaxed o assumption. Following the original proof of Lemma 3.3, seta = £ rTt Eu pand b= 53/7 B+
EiR, and let D' = K3 exp(27y) > D. Then we have

Evz |Y Y (a=b)(e* —e)| =E > Y afb/e‘”dx

R B#R R B#R
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Y

E Z Z(a—b)Qefz'y > e%z Z Var[a — b].

R B#R R B#R
By Claim 3.4 in [11], we have
Z Z Var[a — b] = 4k, ZVar[&{R].
R R+#B R

Select a hyperedge J = {u, j1, ..., js } containing u with |J| < 7, such that §*/ is a-nonvanishing. Then we get,
for some fixed choice Y. ;,

> Varl€) 5] =Y VarlE) plYes] =Y Var[T(RYj,, .., Y;,)
R R R

Y.J]
where the tensor 7' is defined by treating Y, ; as fixed as follows:

T(R7)/jl""’yjs) :Z Z 9u7“2.“il(R7)/i2""7}/il)'

1=2 12<...<9;

From Lemmal23] it follows that T" is c/r"-nonvanishing. Then there is a choice of R and G such that |T(R, G)| > a/r".
Because T is centered there must be a G’ so that T'(R, G’) has the opposite sign, so |T'(R,G) — T(R,G")| > a/r".
Then we have
012 6 1

2r2r
which follows from the fact that P(Y\,, = G) and P(Y;\,, = G’) are both lower bounded by 6", and by then
applying Claim 3.5 in [[L1]. Overall, then,

Ey z ZZ(afb)(e“feb) >%
’ = p2re2y

R B#R

Var[T(R,Y,, ..., Y;)|Yuy] >

»HJ10

O

Lemma 27 (The statement is the same as that of Lemma 4.5 in [[11]). Let E be the event that conditioned on Xg = x g
where S does not contain all the neighbors of u, node u is contained in at least one o /r" -nonvanishing hyperedge.
Then P(E) > §4.

Proof under relaxed o assumption. Following the original proof of Lemma 4.5, when we fix Xg = xg we obtain a
new MRF where the underlying hypergraph is

H = ([n]\ S, H'), H' ={h\S|heH.

Let ¢(h) be the image of a hyperedge h in H in the new hypergraph #'.

Let h* be a hyperedge in 7 that contains u and is a-nonvanishing. Let f1, ..., f,, be the preimages of ¢(h*) so that
without loss of generality f; is a-nonvanishing. Let J = U?_, f; \ {u}. Finally let J; = J NS = {iy,42,...,4s} and
let Jo = J\ S = {i},,...,i% }. We define

P

/ / ;

T(R,a1, ..., G5,07, ..., 0% ) = E 6/
i=1

which is the clique potential we get on hyperedge ¢(h*) when we fix each index in J; C S to their corresponding value.
Because 6/ is a-nonvanishing, it follows from Lemma [25|that 7" is «/r"-nonvanishing. Thus there is some setting

aj, ..., as such that the tensor
T'(R,d},...,a,) =T(R,a},...,a%,d\,...,a.,)
has at least one entry with absolute value at least «/r". What remains is to lower bound the probability of this setting.
Since J; is a subset of the neighbors of u we have |J;| < d. Thus the probability that (X, , ..., X;_) = (a},...,a%) is

bounded below by §° > §¢, which completes the proof. O
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D.2 Proof of Lemma

The proof of Lemma 21] does not generalize to the setting of Lemma 23] because at the end of Step 2 .S is no longer
guaranteed to contain the entire neighborhood of .

Instead, the proof of Lemma[23|is based on the following observation: any v, |5, where I is a set of non-neighbors
of w, is upper bounded within some factor of v, ;. )\ 5|5, Where n*(u) is the set of neighbors of w. Intuitively, this
follows because any information between v and I must pass through the neighbors of w. Then, by guaranteeing that
V= (w)\S|s 18 small, we can also guarantee that v, 1| is small. This allows us to guarantee that all non-neighbors of u
are pruned.

Lemma 28] makes formal a version of the upper bound on the mutual information proxy mentioned above. Then, we
prove Lemma[23]

Lemma?28. Let X €¢ XY € VY, Z € Z,5 € S be discrete random variables. Suppose X is conditionally independent
of Z, given (Y, S). Then

vx,z|s < EVX,YLS“

Proof.

1 1
vx,zis =Es » Tl > & P(X =2,Z = 2|S) — P(X = z|S)P(Z = 2|5)|
TeX €z

1 1
2w 2

zeX z2€Z

DY (PX =2, Y =y, Z=2]S) = P(X = 2[S)P(Y =y, Z = 25))

yeY
Es Y 1 3 1
Tz 2
Y IPX =2,Y =y,Z=2|S) —P(X = 2|S)P(Y =y, Z = 2|95)|
yeY
(%) 1 1
= E —_— —_—
Sx;( ] 2 2]
S P(Z=2Y =y,8)|P(X =2,Y =y|S) - P(X = z|S)P(Y = y|9)|
yey

V] 1
BRI

= VX Y|s
EiGRe

> Wl| [P(X =2,Y =y|5) = P(X = z[S)P(Y = yl5)]
yey

where in (¥) we used that P(Z = 2| X = 2,Y =y,5) =P(Z = z|Y =y, 5), because Z is conditionally independent
of X, given (Y, 5). O

Proof of Lemma[23] Consider any i € .S such that 7 is not a neighbor of u, and let I with |I| < 2° be any subset of
[n] \ {u}\ (S\ {i}). Let I* be the set of neighbors of u not included in S. Note that u is conditionally independent of
I, given (I*, S\ {i}). Then, by Lemma 28]

olI™| o1
Uy, 115\{i} < ST VI IS\{i} <277 vy o8\ i) -
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By Lemma there exists a subset IT C I* with |IT| < 2% such that

1 1\ 2@+ 1 1\ 2@+
V’u.,IT|S\{'L'} 2 (4|I*|)25 <|I*|) Vu,[*‘S\{i} 2 (4D)26 (D) Vu,[*\S\{i]w
Then, putting together the two results above,
vans\y < 2071 (4D) DT T, 1 gy
Note that o
Vurt|s\{i} < Purtisvgy +7(Cm)/2 < 7(C-n) +7(Cm) /2 =37(C - m) /2
where in (*) we used that, if 7, j+|g\ ;3 were larger than 7/(¢ - 1), the algorithm would have added 1 fto S. Then
Vi, 118\ i} <3. 2D_2(4D)2SD25(23+1)T/(C . 77)
_ ,’72 3. 2D72(4D)25D25(25+1)T/(C)
=7'(0)/4

where we used that 7/(¢ - ) = n?7/(¢) and then we replaced 7 by its definition. Putting it all together,

Dups\(iy < Vanisigy +7(Cm) /2 < 7O /A + 0T (0)/2 < 7'(Q)

where we used that 7 < 1. Therefore, all variables ¢ € S which are not neighbors of v are pruned.

Consider now variables ¢ which are connected to u through a Fourier coefficient of absolute value at least (. We
know that all variables connected through a Fourier coefficient at least ¢ - n are in .S, so all variables ¢ must also be in 5,
because 17 < 1. Then, by Theorem [22] there exists a subset I of [n] \ {u} \ (S'\ {i}) with |I| < 2%, such that

()
Dugis\{i} = Va,ris\{s} — 7 (C-m)/2 > vy sy — 7 (€)/2 = 27'(¢) — 7(€) /2 > 7'()

where in (1) we used the guarantee of Theorem[22] knowing that there exists a variable in [n] \ {u} \ (S'\ {i}) connected
to w through a Fourier coefficient of absolute value at least ¢: specifically, variable i. Therefore, no variables ¢ € .S
which are connected to u through a Fourier coefficient of absolute value at least ¢ are pruned. O

E Proof of Theorem 12

Let ¢ be the maximum over observed variables of the number of non-zero potentials that include that variable:

1) 1= max Z 1{f(S) # 0}.
[ ]SC[n]

ue(n
u€S
Theorem [29] stated below, is a stronger version of Theorem[I2] in which the upper bound on ¢ depends on ¢ instead

of D%, This section proves Theorem Note that ¢ < Zi;é (g) < D414+1< D4 s0 Theoremimmediately
implies Theorem[12]

Theorem 29. Fix 6 > 0 and € > 0. Suppose that we are given neighborhoods n(u) for every observed variable u
satisfying the guarantees of Theorem[I1} Suppose that we are given M samples from the RBM, and that we have

_ 2 .n - € L
M_Q(fy In(8 2D/5)/ 2)’ (< wm

Let z,, and 1., be the features and the estimate of the weights when the regression algorithm is run at observed variable
u. Then, with probability at least 1 — 0, for all variables u,

E {(IP’(XU = 1|X\) — o (i - zu))z] <e
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Define the empirical risk and the risk, respectively:

L) = 37 Vw20, L) = Bliiy(w - 2)))

Following is an outline of the proof of Theorem 29] Lemma [34]bounds the KL divergence between the true predictor
and the predictor that uses w, where w € R2"™" is the vector of true weights for every subset of n(u), multiplied by
two. Unfortunately, the estimate w0 that optimizes the empirical risk will typically not recover the true weights, because
n(u) is not the true set of neighbors of w. Lemma decomposes the KL divergence between the true predictor and
the predictor that uses @ in terms of £(#) — £(w) and the KL divergence that we bounded in Lemma[34] The term
L(w) — L(w) can be shown to be small through concentration arguments, which are partially given in Lemma[30} Thus,
we obtain a bound on the KL divergence between the true predictor and the predictor that uses w. Finally, using Lemma
[31] we bound the mean-squared error of interest in terms of this KL divergence.

We now give the lemmas mentioned above and complete formally the proof of Theorem [I2]

Lemma 30. With probability at least 1 — p over the samples, we have for all w € R2"™" such that [lw|]1 < 27,

£w) < £(w) + a9y 22C 2 gy [ERCI)

n(S)|

Proof. We have ||z|| < 1,y € {—1, 1}, the loss function is 1-Lipschitz, and our hypothesis set is w € R? such

that ||w||1 < 2. Then the result follows from Lemma 7 in [28]. O

Lemma 31 (Pinsker’s inequality). Let Dg (a,b) = aln(a/b) + (1 —a)In((1 —a)/(1 — b)) denote the KL divergence
between two Bernoulli distributions (a,1 — a), (b,1 — b) with a,b € [0, 1]. Then

1
(a—b)*< §DKL(a||b).
Lemma 32 (Inverse of Pinsker’s inequality; see Lemma 4.1 in [10]). Let Dk (a,b) = aln(a/b) + (1 — a) In((1 —

a)/(1 — b)) denote the KL divergence between two Bernoulli distributions (a,1 — a), (b,1 — b) with a,b € [0,1]. Then

1

-
Dicp(a,b) < min(b, 1 — b)

(a — )%

Lemma 33. For any w € R with [|lw||1 < 27, we have that

£t6) - 00 8. [ors (P o0 9) - D (B4 )]

Proof.

EWUE@O—EN{1mow‘@1;ymaawm@ﬂ

—Em{—yglmaw-@—12ym@—a@wdﬂ

B Elylz] + 1 ) 1 —E[y|2] A
=E, |:—21n0'(w - z) — Tln(l —o(- Z))}

[ Elyl2] +1 L-Efyle]

—-E, —flna(w cz) —

)
B Elylz] +1, o(w-2z) 1—Efylz], 1—0c(w-z)
_Ez[ 2 lna(ﬁ)~z)+ 2 lnl—a(w-z)]
[ +

b (U4 ) - D (P )]
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and w € R2"™" with wg = 2f(S) for all S C n(u). Then, for all assignments

e (B4 (0. ) <.

Ve
Lemma 34. Let ( < TATe
P 6 {_1’ 1}2|n(u)\’

Proof. By Lemma[32] we have that

Dk1 (W,a(w.z)) < min(U(w-z),ll i <]E[y|“;] +1 —a(ﬁ).z)>2.

Note that E[y|z*] = 20(w* - z*) — 1 for w* and z* corresponding to the true neighborhood of w, and that
[lw*||1 < 27. Note that wg = w§ for all S C n(u). Also note that min(o(w - 2),1 — o(w - 2)) > o(—27) =
Then:

_1_
1+e27 "

s (U4 0. )

< (1+e€*) (W —o(w - z))2

a

2 (14 e?) (Boeps [o(w” - 2%) — (@ - 2)])°

—
N

)
(% (14 €*)E,-|, (o(w* - 2*) — o(w - 2))?
2
= (1+€)E. (U ( f(Sufuh)xs(z) | —o F(SU{u})xs(z)
SCn*(u) SCn(u)
(é) (1+€e*)E. . ( F(SU{uh)xs(z) - F(Su{u})xs()
SCn*(u) SCn(u)

2
= (1 + eQW)Ez*Iz ( f(S U {U})XS(SU)

< (1+ )¢

—
=

where in (a) we used the law of iterated expectations, in (b) we used Jensen’s inequality, in (c) we used that o is
1-Lipschitz, and in (d) we used that the Fourier coefficients that we sum over are all upper bounded in absolute value by
¢ (otherwise the corresponding sets S would need to be included in n(u), by the assumption that n(u) contains all the
neighbors connected to u through a Fourier coefficient of absolute value at least ). Therefore, setting { < T
achieves error e. O
Proof of Theorem29 Let M > C - y*In(8 - n - 2P /§) /€%, for some global constant C. Then, by Lemma 30, with

probability at least 1 — 6/(2n), for all w € R2"™" such that |jw||; < 27,
L) < L(w) + ¢/2.

Note that I(y(w - z)) = In(1 + e¥(*"2)) is bounded because |y(w - z)| < 27, and |In(1 + e=27) — In(1 + €27)| < 4~
because the function is 1-Lipschitz. Then, by Hoeffding’s inequality, P(£(w) — L(w) > t) < e~2Mt*/(4")* Then, for
M > C"-~%In(2n/6)/€? for some global constant C’, with probability at least 1 — §/(2n),

L(w) < L(w) +€/2.
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Then the following holds with probability at least 1 — ¢ /n for any w € R2"

with ||w||; < 27:
L(0) < L) +¢/2 < L(w) +€/2 < L(w) + ¢
Then we have

E (P = UXppay) = 0 (- 2))’]

1 )
< 5B [Drr (P(Xu = 1Xpp ), 0 (@ 2))]

© %(z(w) — L(w)) + %E [Drcr (P(Xy = X[ fuy) 0 (@ - 2))]
< L) - o) + e

where in (a) we used Lemma [31} in (b) we used Lemma [33] in (c) we used Lemma [34] and in (d) we used that
L(w) — L(w) < e.
By a union bound, this holds for all variables u with probability at least 1 — J. O

F A weaker width suffices

The sample complexity of the algorithm in Section [3|depends on -y, the width of the MRF of the observed variables. A
priori, it is unclear how large -y can be. Ideally, we would have an upper bound on v in terms of parameters that are
natural to the RBM, such as the width of the RBM 3*.

In Section[F.3] we give an example of an RBM for which 8* = dInd and + is linear in * and exponential in d.
This example shows that a bound v < /3* between the widths of the MRF and of the RBM does not generally hold.

However, we show that a bound v* < 8* holds for a modified width v* of the MRFE. Then, we show that  can
be replaced with v* everywhere in the analysis of our algorithm (and of that of [11]]), without any other change in its
guarantees.

~v* is always less than or equal to ~, and, as we discussed, sometimes strictly less than . Hence, the former
dependency on  was suboptimal. By replacing v with v*, we improve the sample complexity, and we make the
dependency interpretable in terms of the width of the RBM.

F.1 Main result
Let v* be the modified width of an MRF, defined as

*:=max max (S U {u .
! []IC[n]\{u}xe{ 11}n S;If { })XSU{ }( x)|.

Whereas + is a sum of absolute values of Fourier coefficients, v* requires the signs of the Fourier coefficients that it
sums over to be consistent with some assignment « € {—1,1}™. Note that it is always the case that v* < ~.

Lemma [33]shows that v* < 3*. Then, in Section[F.2| we argue that v and * are interchangeable for the guarantees
of the algorithm in [11]], and implicitly for the guarantees of the algorithm in Section[3] Finally, in Section[F.3|we give
an example of an RBM for which -y is linear in 5* and exponential in d.

Lemma 35. Consider an RBM with width 3*, and let v* be the modified width of the MRF of the observed variables.
Then v* < B*.
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Proof. We have

exp (Sscy /) s(o))

uesS

P(Xu = ul Xpip\ fu) = T\ fuy) = - -
exp (= Ssciy FS)xsta)) + exp (Ssc /) xs(0))

ues ues

=o |2 ) f(S)xs()
SCln]
uesS

On the other hand, we have

o(=26%) < P(Xu = 2| X[n)\ fu} = Zn)\{u}) < 0(267).

Therefore, by the monotonicity of the sigmoid function, we have for all x € {—1,1}",

5" < 3 f(S)xsla) < B,
SCln]
u€esS
or equivalently,
—g < Y f(SU{ub)xsugu (@) < B
SCn\{u}

Denote ¢(z1, ..., Tn) = D5 i)\ {u} f(Su {u})xsuguy (). Then the following marginalization result holds for any
i#w B

S FSU{u)xsoum @)
SCn)\{u,i}
_ A1,y i1, =L, i, oo ) + O(21, oy e, 1, T, oy )
5 )

Because the lower bound —/3 and upper bound £ apply to each ¢(x1, ..., z,,), we get that the same bounds apply to the
marginalized value:

-8 < > fSU{ihxsup (@) < B
SCn\{u.i}
This marginalization result extends trivially to marginalizing multiple variables. Then, by marginalizing all variables x;
fori & I'U{u} forsome I C [n]\ {u}, we get the bounds

—3" <Y f(SU{ud)xsuuy () < 5.

SCI

Taking the maximum over u € [n], I € [n]\ {u}, and z € {—1,1}", we get that v* < *. O

F.2 The same guarantees hold with the weaker width

For the algorithm in Section 3] the dependence on  comes only from the use of Theorem [5} for which the dependence
on vy comes only from the use of Theorem 4.6 in [[11]. Hence, it is sufficient to show that Theorem 4.6 in [[L1] admits
the same guarantees when + is replaced with *.

The modifications that need to be made to the proof of Theorem 4.6 in [11]] are trivial: it is sufficient to replace
every occurence of the symbol v with the symbol v*. This is because the proof does not use any property of - that is
not also a property of v*.
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In the rest of this section, we briefly review the occurences of + in the proof of Theorem 4.6 in [11]] and argue that
they can be replaced with v*. Toward this goal, the rest of this section will use the notation of [11]]. We direct the reader
to that paper for more information.

We first define v* in the setting of [L1]. We have

*:=max ma ma; T s Uiz (X, X X
Y ue[r)f] Ie[n]\}{(u} X]E[k1]7-«~7)§(ne[kn] ;i2§<il {i2...i;}CI ( 2 z)

and

1
0 = e exp(—277).

With these definitions, for any variable X,, and assignment R, we have for its neighborhood X;; that

S exp(=") _ iexp(—27*) — 5

=X 2 o) T K

Similarly to [[L1], we also have that that if we pick any variable X; and consider the new MRF given by conditioning on
a fixed assignment of X;, then the value of v* for the new MREF is non-increasing.

~ and § appear in the proof of Theorem 4.6 in [11] as part of Lemma 3.1, Lemma 3.3, Lemma 4.1, and Lemma 4.5.
We now aruge, for each of these lemmas, that y and  can be replaced with v* and §*, respectively.

Lemma 3.1 in [11]]. ~ is used as part of the upper bound |®(R, I, X;)| < 'y(fl), which is used to conclude that

the total amount wagered is at most v K (T? 1). The upper bound follows from the derivation

(R, 1, X)) = > Curs Y Tgyincr0™ " (R, Xy, ooy Xi,)

=1 11 <22<...<

< <Tl_?1) Z Z Ly iycr 0" (R, Xy s oy X))

=1 11<i2<...<19;

(%)

By the definition of v*, the second inequality holds exactly the same with v*, so we also get that |®(R, I, X;)| <
~v*(,”,). Then, the total amount wagered is at most v* K (7).

r—1
25r—1 . .
f % on an expectation of interest. We want to replace

Lemma 3.3 in [11]. This lemma gives a lower bound o
0 with ¢* in the numerator and v with v* in the denominator.

For the numerator, § comes from the lower bounds P(Y\,, = G) > 6" ' and P(Y\,, = G') > 6"~. Note that Y
is identical in distribution to X, the vector of random variables of the MRF. Let S C [n], i € S, and let n* (i) denote
the set of neighbors of variable X;. Then the lower bounds mentioned above come from the following marginalization
argument:

P(Xs =x5) = P(X; = 2| Xg\; = 25:)P(Xg\s = Zs\;)

= ( Z P(X; = 2| Xpe ()ns = Tn=(6)nss Xn=()\S = Tn*(i)\5)

IO

P(Xne(i)\s = Tn=(i)\s|1Xs\i = ’IS\i)) P(Xo\; = T5\q)

=z ( Z 6 P(Xp-(in\s = Tnr (i)\5 Xs5\i = $S\i)>P(XS\z‘ =Ts\i)

Tp*(i)\S
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By applying the bound recursively, we obtain P(Xg = xg) > §!5|. Then, because |.J \ u| < r — 1, we get the desired
lower bound of 6" ~!. Note, however, that the inequality step in the derivation above also holds for §*, as it only uses
that P(X,, = R|Xy) > §*. Therefore, we can use (6*)"~! in the numerator.

For the denominator, e2” comes from the lower bounds 55/7 r+ Ei g > —2vand 5,}; g+ EuZ, r = —27. Recall that

EXp=_ > 0" (R X, .. Xy).

=1 i2<...<1%;

Then, by the definition of v*, these lower bounds also hold trivially with v*, so we can use ¢27" in the denominator.
Lemma 4.1 in [11]. In this lemma, ~ appears in an upper bound of vK (TE) 1) on the total amount wagered. We

showed in Lemma 3.1 that the total amount wagered is at most v* K (T? 1), so we can use " instead of .

Lemma 4.5 in [11]]. In this lemma, § appears in the lower bound P(X;, = af,..., X;, = a¥) > §°, which also
holds with §* instead of § by the argument that P(X g = x,) > (6*)!°! that we developed in our description of Lemma
3.3.

Therefore, it is possible to reaplce vy with v* and & with §* everywhere in the proof of Theorem 4.6 in [[11]], and
implicitly also in all the proofs of the the algorithm in Section 3]

F.3 Example of RBM with large width

This section gives an example of an RBM with width linear in 5* and exponential in d. The RBM consists of a single
latent variable connected to d observed variables. There are no external fields, and all the interactions have the same
value. Note that, in this case, each interaction is equal to %, where 5* is the width of the RBM.

For this RBM, the MRF induced by the observed variables has a probability mass function

=y (o (Lo 20)).

The analysis of ~ for this MRF is based on the fact that, for large arguments, the function p is well approximated by the
absolute value function, for which the Fourier coefficients can be explicitly calculated.

Lemma [36] gives a lower bound on the “width” corresponding to the Fourier coefficients of the absolute value
function applied to 1 + ... + 4. Then, Lemma[37] gives a lower bound on ~ for the RBM described above, in the case
when $* > d1Ind. This lower bound is linear in 5* and exponential in d.

Lemma 36. Let g : {—1,1}¢ — R with g(x) = |1 + ... + x4|. Let § be the Fourrier coefficients of g. Then, for d
multiple of 4 plus 1, for all u € [d),

Y latsy > 222
g =

SCid] 24/d — 1
ueS

Proof. Note that, for x € {—1,1}%, we have
|z1 + ... + zq| = Maj, (21, ..., zq) - (1 + ... + x4q)

where Maj,(z1, ..., ¢4) is the majority function, equal to 1 if more than half of the arguments are 1 and equal to —1
otherwise. Because d is odd, the definition is non-ambiguous. The Fourier coefficients of Maj,(z1, ..., x4) are known
to be (see Chapter 5.3 in [22]):

(d—1)/2

(17 () U1 o

0 if | S| even

Maj,(S) =

Let hi(21, ..., £q) = Majy(z1, ..., £4) - ;. The Fourier coefficients h; are obtained from the Fourier coefficients Maj,,
by observing the effect of the multiplication by x;: for a set S such that i € S, we get ~;(S) = Maj,(S \ {¢}), and for
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aset S such that i & S, we get h;(S) = Maj,(S U {i}). That is:

(d— 1)/2)
(\S\ 2)/2

((d /2) EEEAN if|S|evenandi € S

( \S\ 2)/

hi(S) = s’ . .
hi(S) = q (~1)Usn/2 2; (1)) ( (li/l)) if |S|evenandi ¢ S

0 if | S| odd

Then g is simply obtained as hi + ... 4+ hq. This gives:

(01272 b (550 (11 WEE) — @ g5y LEE2) it even
g(8) = 2 Nd-1)/2 (15/"2) (s1)
0 if |:S| odd

We will now develop a lower bound for §(S) when |S| is even with |S| > 0. Using the fact that (}) = (,$,) 2,

we have that when | S| is even with |S| > 0,

(G52 _ (94D sz d—is|+1 d—|s]
(@) () @Isitup st s
(lsis”) d-1s|
(1s/)  181-1

Then, when |S| is even with |S| > 0,

(d—1)/2
cgy - s L d=1 1\ Csps) IS\ B

s L d—1 N (58 a—s)
=0 ()

Consider the ratio |‘ ((S)‘ for |S'| = |S| — 2

X nd]
19(5)] IS\—l -1 |S]=3
9(s")] — d— 18] d"f'“ d—|S|+2

This ratio is greater than 1 for |S| > (d — 1)/2 4 3 and is less than 1 for | S| < (d — 1)/2 + 3. Because we are only
interested in |.S| even, we see that the largest value of |.S| for which the ratio is less than 1 is (d — 1)/2 + 2. Hence,
|g(.S)| is minimized at |S| = (d — 1)/2 + 2 when considering |S| even with |S| > 0. (The calculation above is not
valid for the case |S| = 2 and |S’| = 0; however, it is easy to verify explicitly that in that case we have ||g:f’((§,))|‘ =1<1,
so the argument holds.)

It is easy to verify explicitly that at |S| = (d — 1)/2 + 2 we have

a1 (=1
1= 57 (( ya)

Then this is a lower bound on all |§(S)| where |S| is even with |.S| > 0. Then,

9(S)| > 1 [((d-1)/2 (;) 1 20@-b/2 1
g 21\ (d—1)/4) = 21 Jg—1  Jd_1.20@-D/2

31



where in (*) we used the central binomial coefficient lower bound (2:) > jz%'

Then, for any u € [d],

1 2(d71)/2
Z 19(S)] = 2072 /d— 1 -92(d—1)/2 - 2"d—1
SCld] o -
u€eS
where we used that the number of subsets S C [d] with u € S and with |S| even is 2972, O

Lemma 37. For any d > 5 multiple of 4 plus 1 and 8* > dInd, there exists an RBM of width 3* with d observed
variables and one latent variable such that, in the MRF of the observed variables,

i o(d—1)/2

=y B

Proof. Let f(x) = p ( (X1 + ...+ :z:d)) Then, for the RBM with one latent variable connected to d observed

variables through interactions of value 2 5, we have that

P(X = ) x exp(f(2)).

Note that this RBM has width 8*.
Let g(z) = % (1 + ... + xd)‘. Then, if f and ¢ are the Fourier coefficients corresponding to f and g, respectively,
we have

F-a3Y 0 Y (@) - g@)?

ze{—1,1}4

(7))
( (7 /4(1 4 ¢=28"/dy) _ i;)z
( (1+e 2 /d))

o467 /d

where in (a) we used Praseval’s identity, in (b) we used that (p(y) — |y|)? is largest when |y| is smallest and that
%(xl + ... +xzg)| > % because d is odd, and in (c) we used that log(1 + x) < x. Then

If =gl < 22| f — g||2 < 2%/2e7277/4,

Note that the Fourier coefficients of g(z) = ‘%(xl +...+ xd)‘ = d ~|@1+...424| are 2 times the Fourier coefficients
of |z1 + ... + 4| Then, by applying Lemma[36] we have that

max Z F(S) 2 max 3 |a(S)] - 2%/ > b7 2R giagasa
u€[d] SC[d d 2\/§
uES ues

We solve for §* such that the second term is at most half the first term. After some manipulations, we get that

2(d—1)/2 5
— [* > 27

9d/2,~28" /d < 15

3
dln?2 + dlndffdl *
~2d 2/d g
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For d > 5, it suffices to have 5* > dIn d. Hence, we obtain

1 B* 2(d—1)/2 . 2(d—1)/2

ueld] =2d oJda U a2
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