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Abstract

Unsupervised learning has been widely used in many real-world applications. One
of the simplest and most important unsupervised learning models is the Gaussian
mixture model (GMM). In this work, we study the multi-task learning problem on
GMMs, which aims to leverage potentially similar GMM parameter structures among
tasks to obtain improved learning performance compared to single-task learning. We
propose a multi-task GMM learning procedure based on the EM algorithm that not
only can effectively utilize unknown similarity between related tasks but is also ro-
bust against a fraction of outlier tasks from arbitrary distributions. The proposed
procedure is shown to achieve minimax optimal rate of convergence for both param-
eter estimation error and the excess mis-clustering error, in a wide range of regimes.
Moreover, we generalize our approach to tackle the problem of transfer learning for
GMMs, where similar theoretical results are derived. Finally, we demonstrate the
effectiveness of our methods through simulations and real data examples. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first work studying multi-task and transfer learning
on GMMs with theoretical guarantees.

Keywords: Multi-task learning, transfer learning, unsupervised learning, Gaussian mixture
models, robustness, minimax rate, EM algorithm
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1 Introduction

1.1 Gaussian mixture models (GMMs)

Unsupervised learning that learns patterns from unlabeled data is a prevalent problem
in statistics and machine learning. Clustering is one of the most important problems in
unsupervised learning, where the goal is to group the observations based on some metrics
of similarity. Researchers have developed numerous clustering methods including k-means
(Forgy, 1965), k-medians (Jain and Dubes, 1988), spectral clustering (Ng et al., 2001),
and hierarchical clustering (Murtagh and Contreras, 2012), among others. On the other
hand, clustering problems have been analyzed from the perspective of the mixture of several
probability distributions (Scott and Symons, 1971). The mixture of Gaussian distributions
is one of the simplest models in this category and has been widely applied in many real
applications (Yang and Ahuja, 1998; Lee et al., 2012).

In the binary Gaussian mixture models (GMMs) with common covariances, each obser-
vation Z ∈ Rp comes from the following mixture of two Gaussian distributions:

Y =

{
1, with probability 1− w,
2, with probability w,

Z|Y = r ∼ N (µr,Σ), r = 1, 2,

where w ∈ (0, 1), µ1 ∈ Rp, µ2 ∈ Rp and Σ ≻ 0 are parameters. This is the same setting
as the linear discriminant analysis (LDA) problem in classification (Hastie et al., 2009),
except that the label Y is unknown in the clustering problem, while it is observed in the
classification case. It has been shown that the Bayes classifier for the LDA problem is

C(z) =

{
1, if βTz − δ ≤ log

(
1−w
w

)
;

2, otherwise,
(1)

where β = Σ−1(µ2 − µ1) ∈ Rp and δ = βT (µ1 + µ2)/2. Note that β is usually referred
to as the discriminant coefficient (Anderson, 1958; Efron, 1975). Naturally, this classifier
is useful in clustering too. In clustering, after learning w, µ1, µ2 and β, we can plug
their estimators into (1) to group any new observation Znew. Generally, we define the
mis-clustering error rate of any given clustering method C as

R(C) = min
π:{1,2}→{1,2}

P(C(Znew) ̸= π(Y new)),

where π is a permutation function, Y new is the label of a future observation Znew, and the
probability is taken w.r.t. the joint distribution of (Znew, Y new) based on parameters w,
µ1, µ2 and Σ. Here the error is calculated up to a permutation due to the lack of label
information. It is clear that in the ideal case where the parameters are known, C(·) in
(1) achieves the optimal mis-clustering error. Multi-cluster Gaussian mixture models with
R ≥ 3 components can be described in a similar way. We provide the details in Section 3.
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There is a large volume of published studies on learning a GMM. The vast majority of
approaches can be roughly divided into three categories. The first category is the method
of moments, where the parameters are estimated through several moment equations (Pear-
son, 1894; Kalai et al., 2010; Hsu and Kakade, 2013; Ge et al., 2015). The second category
is the spectral method, where the estimation is based on the spectral decomposition (Vem-
pala and Wang, 2004; Hsu and Kakade, 2013; Jin et al., 2017). The last category is the
likelihood-based method including the popular expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm
as a canonical example. The general form of EM algorithm was formalized by Dempster
et al. (1977) in the context of incomplete data, though earlier works (Hartley, 1958; Hassel-
blad, 1966; Baum et al., 1970; Sundberg, 1974) have studied EM-style algorithms in various
concrete settings. Classical convergence results on the EM algorithm (Wu, 1983; Redner
and Walker, 1984; Meng and Rubin, 1994; McLachlan and Krishnan, 2007) guarantee local
convergence of the algorithm to fixed points of the sample likelihood. Recent advances in
the analysis of EM algorithm and its variants provide stronger guarantees by establishing
geometric convergence rates of the algorithm to the underlying true parameters under mild
initialization conditions. See, for example, Dasgupta and Schulman (2013); Wang et al.
(2014); Xu et al. (2016); Balakrishnan et al. (2017); Yan et al. (2017); Cai et al. (2019);
Kwon and Caramanis (2020); Zhao et al. (2020) for GMM related works. In this paper, we
propose modified versions of the EM algorithm with similarly strong guarantees to learn
GMMs, under the new context of multi-task and transfer learning.

1.2 Multi-task learning and transfer learning

Multi-tasking is an ability that helps people pay attention to more than one task simultane-
ously. Moreover, we often find that the knowledge learned from one task can also be useful
in other tasks. Multi-task learning (MTL) is a learning paradigm inspired by the human
learning ability, which aims to learn multiple tasks and improve performance by utilizing
the similarity between these tasks (Zhang and Yang, 2021). There have been numerous re-
search on MTL, which can be classified into five categories (Zhang and Yang, 2021): feature
learning approach (Argyriou et al., 2008; Obozinski et al., 2006), low-rank approach (Ando
et al., 2005), task clustering approach (Thrun and O’Sullivan, 1996), task relation learning
approach (Evgeniou and Pontil, 2004) and decomposition approach (Jalali et al., 2010).
The majority of existing works focus on the use of MTL in supervised learning problems,
while the application of MTL in unsupervised learning, such as clustering, has received
less attention. Zhang and Zhang (2011) developed an MTL clustering method based on a
penalization framework, where the objective function consists of a local loss function and a
pairwise task regularization term, both of which are related to the Bregman divergence. In
Gu et al. (2011), a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) was first established, then a
multi-task kernel k-means clustering was applied based on that RKHS. Yang et al. (2014)
proposed a spectral MTL clustering method with a novel ℓ2,p-norm, which can also produce
a linear regression function to predict labels for out-of-sample data. Zhang et al. (2018)
suggested a new method based on the similarity matrix of samples in each task, which can
learn the within-task clustering structure as well as the task relatedness simultaneously.
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Marfoq et al. (2021) established a new federated multi-task EM algorithm to learn the
mixture of distributions and provided some theory on the convergence guarantee, but the
statistical properties of the estimators were not fully understood. In general, there are very
few theoretical results about unsupervised MTL.

Transfer learning (TL) is another learning paradigm similar to multi-task learning but
has different objectives. While MTL aims to learn all the tasks well with no priority for
any specific task, the goal of TL is to improve the performance on the target task using
the information from the source tasks (Zhang and Yang, 2021). According to Pan and
Yang (2009), most of TL approaches can be classified into four categories: instance-based
transfer (Dai et al., 2007), feature representation transfer (Dai et al., 2008), parameter
transfer (Lawrence and Platt, 2004) and relational-knowledge transfer (Mihalkova et al.,
2007). Similar to MTL, most of the TL methods focus on supervised learning. Some
TL approaches are also developed for the semi-supervised learning setting (Chattopadhyay
et al., 2012; Li et al., 2013), where only part of target or source data is labeled. There
are much less discussions on the unsupervised TL approaches 1, which focus on the cases
where both target and source data are unlabeled. Dai et al. (2008) developed a co-clustering
approach to transfer information from a single source to the target, which relies on the loss
in mutual information and requires the features to be discrete. Wang et al. (2008) proposed
a TL discriminant analysis method, where the target data is allowed to be unlabeled, but
some labeled source data is necessary. In Wang et al. (2021), a TL approach was developed
to learn Gaussian mixture models with only one source by weighting the target and source
likelihood functions. Zuo et al. (2018) proposed a TL method based on infinite Gaussian
mixture models and active learning, but their approach needs sufficient labeled source data
and a few labeled target samples.

There are some recent studies on TL and MTL under various statistical settings, in-
cluding high-dimensional linear regression (Xu and Bastani, 2021; Li et al., 2022b; Zhang
et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022a), high-dimensional generalized linear models (Li et al., 2021a;
Bastani, 2021; Tian and Feng, 2022), functional linear regression (Lin and Reimherr, 2022),
high-dimensional graphical models (Li et al., 2022b), reinforcement learning (Chen et al.,
2022), among others. The recent work Duan and Wang (2022) developed an adaptive and
robust MTL framework with sharp statistical guarantees for a broad class of models. We
discuss its connection to our work in Section 2.

1.3 Our contributions and paper structure

Our main contributions in this work can be summarized in the following:

(i) We develop efficient polynomial-time iterative procedures to learn GMMs in both
MTL and TL settings. These procedures can be viewed as adaptations of the standard
EM algorithm for MTL and TL problems.

1There are different definitions for unsupervised TL. Sometimes people call the semi-supervised TL an
unsupervised TL as well. We follow the definition in Pan and Yang (2009) here.
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(ii) The developed procedures come with provable statistical guarantees. Specifically,
we derive the upper bounds of their estimation and excess mis-clustering error rates
under mild conditions. For MTL, it is shown that when the tasks are close to each
other, our method can achieve better upper bounds than those from the single-task
learning; when the tasks are substantially different from each other, our method can
still obtain competitive convergence rates compared to single-task learning. Similarly
for TL, our method can achieve better upper bounds than those from fitting GMM
only to target data when the target and sources are similar, and remains competitive
otherwise. In addition, the derived upper bounds reveal the robustness of our methods
against a fraction of outlier tasks (for MTL) or outlier sources (for TL) from arbitrary
distributions. These guarantees certify our procedures as adaptive (to the unknown
task relatedness) and robust (to contaminated data) learning approaches.

(iii) We derive the minimax lower bounds for parameter estimation and excess mis-clustering
errors. In various regimes, the upper bounds from our methods match the lower
bounds (up to small order terms), showing that the proposed methods are (nearly)
minimax rate optimal.

(iv) Our MTL and TL approaches require the initial estimates for different tasks to be
“well-aligned”, due to the non-identifiability of GMM. We propose two pre-processing
alignment algorithms to provably resolve the alignment problem. Similar problems
arise in many unsupervised MTL settings. However, to our knowledge, there is no
formal discussion for the alignment issue in existing literatures of unsupervised MTL
(Gu et al., 2011; Zhang and Zhang, 2011; Yang et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2018;
Dieuleveut et al., 2021; Marfoq et al., 2021). Therefore, our rigorous treatment on
the alignment problem is an important step forward in this field.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first discuss the multi-
task learning problem for binary GMMs, by introducing the problem setting, our method,
and the associated theory. The above-mentioned alignment problem is discussed in Section
2.4. We then extend our methods and theory to multi-cluster GMMs in Section 3. We
present the results of numerical experiments, including simulations and real-data examples,
in Section 4. Finally, in Section 5, we point out some interesting future research directions.
Due to the space limit, additional numerical results on multi-task learning, a full treatment
of the transfer learning problem, and all the technical proofs are delegated to Appendix.

We summarize the notations used throughout the paper here for convenience. We use
bold capital letters (e.g. Σ) to denote matrices, and use bold small letters (e.g. x, y) to
denote vectors. For a matrix A = [aij]p×q ∈ Rp×q, its 2-norm or spectral norm is defined as
∥A∥2 = maxx:∥x∥2=1 ∥Ax∥2. If q = 1, A becomes a p-dimensional vector and ∥A∥2 equals
its Euclidean norm. For symmetric A, we define λmax(A) and λmin(A) as the maximum
and minimum eigenvalues of A, respectively. For two non-zero real sequences {an}∞n=1 and
{bn}∞n=1, we use an ≪ bn, bn ≫ an or an = O(bn) to represent |an/bn| → 0 as n → ∞.
And an ≲ bn, bn ≳ an or an = O(bn) means supn |an/bn| < ∞. For two random variable
sequences {xn}∞n=1 and {yn}∞n=1, notation xn ≲p yn or xn = Op(yn) means that for any
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ϵ > 0, there exists a positive constant M such that supn P(|xn/yn| > M) ≤ ϵ. For two
real numbers a and b, a ∨ b and a ∧ b represent max(a, b) and min(a, b), respectively. For
any positive integer K, both 1 : K and [K] stand for the set {1, 2, . . . , K}. For any set
S ⊆ [K], |S| denotes it cardinality and Sc denotes its complement. Without further notice,
c, C, C1, C2, . . . represent some positive constants and can change from line to line.

2 Multi-task Learning

2.1 Problem setting

Suppose there are K tasks, for which we have nk observations {z(k)
i }

nk
i=1 from the k-th task.

Suppose there exists an unknown subset S ⊆ 1 : K, such that observations from each task
in S independently follow a GMM, while samples from tasks outside S can be arbitrarily
distributed. This means,

y
(k)
i =

{
1, with probability 1− w(k)∗;

2, with probability w(k)∗;
z
(k)
i |y

(k)
i = r ∼ N (µ(k)∗

r ,Σ(k)∗), r = 1, 2,

for all k ∈ S, i = 1 : nk, and
{z(k)

i }i,k∈Sc ∼ QS,

where QS is some probability measure on (Rp)⊗nSc and nSc =
∑

k∈Sc nk. In unsupervised

learning, we have no access to the true labels {y(k)i }i,k. To formalize the multi-task learning
problem, we first introduce the parameter space for a single GMM:

Θ = {θ = (w,µ1,µ2,Σ) :∥µ1∥2 ∨ ∥µ2∥2 ≤M,w ∈ (cw, 1− cw),
c−1
Σ ≤ λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) ≤ cΣ}, (2)

where M , cw ∈ (0, 1/2] and cΣ are some fixed positive constants. For simplicity, through-
out the main text we assume these constants are fixed, hence we have suppressed the
dependency on them in the notation Θ. The parameter space Θ is a standard formulation.
Similar parameter spaces have been considered, for example, in Cai et al. (2019).

Our goal of multi-task learning is to leverage the potential similarity shared by different
tasks in S to collectively learn them all. The tasks outside S can be arbitrarily distributed
and they can be potentially outlier tasks. This motivates us to define a joint parameter
space for GMMs in S

ΘS(h) =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S = {(w(k),µ

(k)
1 ,µ

(k)
2 ,Σ(k))}k∈S : θ

(k) ∈ Θ, inf
β

max
k∈S
∥β(k) − β∥2 ≤ h

}
,

(3)

where β(k) = (Σ(k))−1(µ
(k)
2 − µ

(k)
1 ) is called the discriminant coefficient in the k-th task

(recall Section 1.1). For convenience, we define δ(k) = (β(k))T (µ
(k)
1 +µ

(k)
2 )/2, which together
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with log((1−w(k))/w(k)) is part of the decision boundary. Note that this parameter space is
defined only for GMMs of tasks in S. To model potentially corrupted or contaminated data,
we do not impose any distributional constraints for tasks in Sc. Such a modeling framework
is reminiscent of Huber’s ϵ-contamination model (Huber, 1964). Similar formulations have
been adopted in recent multi-task learning research such as Konstantinov et al. (2020) and
Duan and Wang (2022).

For GMMs in ΘS(h), we assume that they share similar discriminant coefficients. The
similarity is formalized by assuming that all the discriminant coefficients in S are within
Euclidean distance h from a “center”. Given that the discriminant coefficient has a major
impact on the clustering performance (see the discriminant rule in (1)), the parameter space
ΘS(h) is tailored to characterize the task relatedness from the clustering perspective. A
similar viewpoint that focuses on modeling the discriminant coefficient has appeared in the
study of high-dimensional GMM clustering (Cai et al., 2019) and sparse linear discriminant
analysis (Cai and Liu, 2011; Mai et al., 2012). With both S and h being unknown in
practice (similar to that in Konstantinov et al. (2020) and Duan and Wang (2022)), we
aim to develop a multi-task learning procedure that is robust to outlier tasks in Sc, and
achieves improved performance for tasks in S (compared to the single-task learning), in
terms of discriminant coefficient estimation and clustering, whenever h is small.

The parameter space does not require the mean vectors {µ(k)
1 ,µ

(k)
2 }k∈S or the covari-

ance matrices {Σ(k)}k∈S to be similar, although they are not free parameters due to the
constraint on {β(k)}k∈S. And the mixture proportions {w(k)}k∈S do not need to be similar
either. We thus avoid imposing restrictive conditions on those parameters. On the other
hand, it implies that estimation of the mixture proportions, mean vectors, and covariance
matrices in multi-task learning may not be generally improvable over that in the single-task
learning. This is verified by the theoretical results in Section 2.3. While the current treat-
ment in the paper does not consider similarity structure among {µ(k)

1 ,µ
(k)
2 }k∈S, {Σ(k)}k∈S

or {w(k)}k∈S, our methods and theory can be readily adapted to handle such scenarios, if
desired.

There are two main reasons why this MTL problem can be challenging. First, commonly
used strategies like data pooling are fragile with respect to outlier tasks and can lead to
arbitrarily inaccurate outcomes in the presence of even a small number of outliers. Also,
since the distribution of data from outlier tasks can be adversarial to the learner, the idea
of outlier task detection in the recent literature (Li et al., 2021b; Tian and Feng, 2022)
may not be applicable. Second, to address the nonconvexity of the likelihood, we propose
to explore the similarity among tasks via a generalization of the EM algorithm. However,
a clear theoretical understanding of such an iterative procedure requires a delicate analysis
of the whole iterative process. In particular, as in the analysis of EM algorithms (Cai et al.,
2019; Kwon and Caramanis, 2020), the estimates of similar discriminant vectors {β(k)∗}k∈S
and other potentially dissimilar parameters are entangled in the iterations. It is highly non-
trivial to separate the impact of estimating {β(k)∗}k∈S and other parameters to derive the
desired statistical error rates. We manage to address this challenge through a localization
technique by carefully shrinking the analysis radius of estimators as the iteration proceeds.
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2.2 Method

We aim to tackle the problem of GMM estimation under the context of multi-task learning.
The EM algorithm is commonly used to address the non-convexity of the log-likelihood
function arising from the latent labels. In the standard EM algorithm, we “classify” the
observations (update the posterior) in E-step and update the parameter estimations in
M-step (Redner and Walker, 1984). For multi-task and transfer learning problems, the
penalization framework is very popular, where we solve an optimization problem based
on a new objective function. This objective function consists of a local loss function and
a penalty term, forcing the estimators of similar tasks to be close to each other. See
Zhang and Zhang (2011); Zhang et al. (2015); Bastani (2021); Xu and Bastani (2021);
Li et al. (2021b,a); Tian and Feng (2022); Duan and Wang (2022); Lin and Reimherr
(2022). Thusly motivated, our method seeks a combination of the EM algorithm and the
penalization framework.

In particular, we adapt the penalization framework of Duan and Wang (2022) and mod-
ify the updating formulas in M-step accordingly. The proposed procedure is summarized
in Algorithm 1. For simplicity, in Algorithm 1 we have used the notation

γθ(z) =
w exp(βTz − δ)

1− w + w exp(βTz − δ)
, for θ = (w,β, δ).

Note that γθ(z) is the posterior probability P(Y = 2|Z = z) given the observation z. The
estimated posterior probability is calculated in every E-step given the updated parameter
estimates.

Recall that the parameter space ΘS(h) introduced in (3) does not encode similarity for

the mixture proportions {w(k)∗}k∈S, mean vectors {µ(k)∗
1 ,µ

(k)∗
2 }k∈S, or covariance matrices

{Σ(k)∗}k∈S. Hence, the updates of them in Steps 5-7 are kept the same as in the standard
EM algorithm. Regarding the update for discriminant coefficients in Step 9, the quadratic
loss function is motivated by the direct estimation of the discriminant coefficient in high-
dimensional GMM (Cai et al., 2019) and high-dimensional LDA literature (Cai and Liu,
2011; Witten and Tibshirani, 2011; Fan et al., 2012; Mai et al., 2012, 2019). The penalty
term in Step 9 penalizes the contrasts of β(k)’s to exploit the similarity structure among
tasks. Having the “center” parameter β in the penalization induces robustness against
outlier tasks. We refer to Duan and Wang (2022) for a systematic treatment of this penal-
ization framework. It is straightforward to verify that when the tuning parameters {λ[t]}Tt=1

are set to zero, Algorithm 1 reduces to the standard EM algorithm performed separately on
the K tasks. That is, for each k = 1 : K, given the parameter estimate from the previous
step θ̂(k)[t−1] = (ŵ(k)[t−1], β̂(k)[t−1], δ̂(k)[t−1]), we update ŵ(k)[t], µ̂

(k)[t]
1 , µ̂

(k)[t]
2 , Σ̂(k)[t], and δ̂(k)[t]

as in Algorithm 1, and update β̂(k)[t] via

β̂(k)[t] = (Σ̂(k)[t])−1(µ̂
(k)[t]
2 − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 ).

For the maximum iteration round number T , our theory will show that T ≳ log(maxk=1:K nk)
is sufficient to reach the desired statistical error rates. In practice, we can terminate the it-
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Algorithm 1: MTL-GMM

Input: Initialization {(ŵ(k)[0], β̂(k)[0], µ̂
(k)[0]
1 , µ̂

(k)[0]
2 )}Kk=1, round number T , initial

penalty parameter λ[0], tuning parameters Cλ > 0 and κ ∈ (0, 1)

1 θ̂(k)[0] = (ŵ(k)[0], β̂(k)[0], δ̂(k)[0]) and δ̂(k)[0] = 1
2
(β̂(k)[0])T (µ̂

(k)[0]
1 + µ̂

(k)[0]
2 ) for k = 1 : K

2 for t = 1 to T do
3 λ[t] = κλ[t−1] + Cλ

√
p+ logK // Penalty parameter update

4 for k = 1 to K do // Local update for each task

5 ŵ(k)[t] = 1
nk

∑nk

i=1 γθ̂(k)[t−1](z
(k)
i )

6 µ̂
(k)[t]
1 =

∑nk
i=1[1−γθ̂(k)[t−1] (z

(k)
i )]z

(k)
i

nk(1−ŵ(k)[t])
, µ̂

(k)[t]
2 =

∑nk
i=1 γθ̂(k)[t−1] (z

(k)
i )z

(k)
i

nkŵ(k)[t]

7 Σ̂(k)[t] = 1
nk

∑nk

i=1

{
[1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z

(k)
i )] · (z(k)

i − µ̂
(k)[t]
1 )(z

(k)
i − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )T

+γθ̂(k)[t−1](z
(k)
i ) · (z(k)

i − µ̂
(k)[t]
2 )(z

(k)
i − µ̂

(k)[t]
2 )T

}
8 end

9 {β̂(k)[t]}Kk=1, β
[t]
= argmin

β(1),...,β(K),β

{∑K
k=1 nk

[
1
2
(β(k))T Σ̂(k)[t]β(k) − (β(k))T (µ̂

(k)[t]
2 −

µ̂
(k)[t]
1 )

]
+
∑K

k=1

√
nkλ

[t] · ∥β(k) − β∥2
}
// Aggregation to learn {β̂(k)[t]}Kk=1

10 for k = 1 to K do // Local update for each task

11 δ̂(k)[t] = 1
2
(β̂(k)[t])T (µ̂

(k)[t]
1 + µ̂

(k)[t]
2 )

12 Let θ̂(k)[t] = (ŵ(k)[t], β̂(k)[t], δ̂(k)[t])

13 end

14 end

Output: {(θ̂(k)[T ], µ̂
(k)[T ]
1 , µ̂

(k)[T ]
2 , Σ̂(k)[T ])}Kk=1 with θ̂(k)[T ] = (ŵ(k)[T ], β̂(k)[T ], δ̂(k)[T ]),

and β
[T ]

eration when the change of estimates within two successive rounds falls below some pre-set
small tolerance level. We discuss the initialization in detail in Sections 2.3 and 2.4.

2.3 Theory

In this section, we develop statistical theories for our proposed procedure MTL-GMM (see
Algorithm 1). As mentioned in Section 2.1, we are interested in the performance of both
parameter estimation and clustering, although the latter is the main focus and motivation.
First, we impose conditions in the following assumption set.

Assumption 1. Denote ∆(k) =

√
(µ

(k)∗
1 − µ

(k)∗
2 )T (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
1 − µ

(k)∗
2 ) for k ∈ S. The

quantity ∆(k) is the Mahalanobis distance between µ
(k)∗
1 and µ

(k)∗
2 with covariance matrix

Σ(k)∗, and can be viewed as the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) in the k-th task (Anderson,
1958). Suppose the following conditions hold:
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(i) nS =
∑

k∈S nk ≥ C1|S|maxk=1:K nk with a constant C1 > 0;

(ii) mink∈S nk ≥ C2(p+ logK) with a large constant C2;

(iii) Either of the following two conditions holds with a sufficiently small constant C3:

(a) maxk∈S
(
∥β̂(k)[0]−β(k)∗∥2∨∥µ̂(k)[0]

1 −µ(k)∗
1 ∥2∨∥µ̂(k)[0]

2 −µ(k)∗
2 ∥2

)
≤ C3mink∈S ∆

(k),

maxk∈S |ŵ(k)[0] − w(k)∗| ≤ cw/2;

(b) maxk∈S
(
∥β̂(k)[0]+β(k)∗∥2∨∥µ̂(k)[0]

1 −µ(k)∗
2 ∥2∨∥µ̂

(k)[0]
2 −µ(k)∗

1 ∥2
)
≤ C3mink∈S ∆

(k),

maxk∈S |1− ŵ(k)[0] − w(k)∗| ≤ cw/2.

(iv) mink∈S ∆
(k) ≥ C4 > 0 with a large constant C4;

Remark 1. These are common and mild conditions related to the sample size, initializa-
tion, and signal-to-noise ratio of GMMs. Condition (i) requires the maximum sample size
of all tasks not to be much larger than the average sample size of tasks in S. Similar con-
ditions can be found in Duan and Wang (2022). Condition (ii) is the requirement of the
sample size of tasks in S. The usual condition for low-dimensional single-task learning is
nk ≳ p (Cai et al., 2019). The additional logK term arises from the simultaneous control
of performance on all tasks in S, where S can be as large as 1 : K. Condition (iii) re-
quires that the initialization should not be too far away from the truth, which is commonly
assumed in either the analysis of EM algorithm (Redner and Walker, 1984; Balakrishnan
et al., 2017; Cai et al., 2019) or other iterative algorithms like the local estimation used
in semi-parametric models (Carroll et al., 1997; Li and Liang, 2008) and adaptive Lasso
(Zou, 2006). The two possible forms considered in this condition is due to the fact that
binary GMM is only identifiable up to label permutation. Condition (iv) requires that the
signal strength of GMM (in terms of Mahalanobis distance) is strong enough, which is
usually assumed in literature about the likelihood-based methods of GMMs (Dasgupta and
Schulman, 2013; Azizyan et al., 2013; Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Cai et al., 2019).

We first establish the rate of convergence for the estimation. Recalling the parameter
space ΘS(h) in (3), let us denote the true parameter by

{θ(k)∗}k∈S = {(w(k)∗,µ
(k)∗
1 ,µ

(k)∗
2 ,Σ(k)∗)}k∈S ∈ ΘS(h).

To better present the results for parameters related to the optimal discriminant rule (1),
we further denote

θ(k)∗ = (w(k)∗,β(k)∗, δ(k)∗), ∀k ∈ S,

where β(k)∗ = (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ
(k)∗
2 − µ

(k)∗
1 ), δ(k)∗ = 1

2
(β(k)∗)T (µ

(k)∗
1 + µ

(k)∗
2 ). Note that θ(k)∗ is

a function of θ
(k)∗

. For the estimators returned by MTL-GMM (see Algorithm 1), we are
particularly interested in the following two error metrics:

d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) := min{|ŵ(k)[T ] − w(k)∗| ∨ ∥β̂(k)[T ] − β(k)∗∥2 ∨ |δ̂(k)[T ] − δ(k)∗|,
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|1− ŵ(k)[T ] − w(k)∗| ∨ ∥β̂(k)[T ] + β(k)∗∥2 ∨ |δ̂(k)[T ] + δ(k)∗|}, (4)(
min

π:[2]→[2]
max
r=1:2
∥µ̂(k)[T ]

r − µ
(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨ ∥Σ̂(k)[T ] −Σ(k)∗∥2, (5)

where π : [2]→ [2] is a permutation on {1, 2}. Again, we take the minimum above because

binary GMM is identifiable up to label permutation. The first error metric d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗)
involves the error for discriminant coefficients and is closely related to the clustering perfor-
mance. It reveals how well our method utilizes similarity structure in multi-task learning.
The second error metric is about the mean vectors and covariance matrix. As discussed in
Section 2.1, we shall not expect it to be improved compared to that in single-task learning,
as these parameters are not necessarily similar.

We are ready to present upper bounds for the estimation error of MTL-GMM. We recall
that ΘS(h) and QS are the parameter space and probability measure that we use in Section
2.1 to describe the data distributions for tasks in S and Sc, respectively.

Theorem 1. (Upper bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters for MTL-GMM)
Suppose Assumption 1 holds for some S with |S| ≥ s and ϵ := K−s

K
< a small con-

stant c. Let λ[0] ≥ C1maxk=1:K
√
nk, Cλ ≥ C1 and κ > C2 with some constants C1 >

0, C2 ∈ (0, 1) 2. Then there exist constants C3, C4 > 0, such that for any {θ(k)∗}k∈S =

{(w(k)∗,µ
(k)∗
1 ,µ

(k)∗
2 ,Σ(k)∗)}k∈S ∈ ΘS(h) and any probability measure QS on (Rp)⊗nSc , with

probability 1− C3(K
−1 + e−C4p), the following hold for all k ∈ S:

d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) ≲

√
p

nS
+

√
logK

nk
+ h ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ T 2(κ′)T ,

(
min

π:[2]→[2]
max
r=1:2
∥µ̂(k)[T ]

r − µ
(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨ ∥Σ̂(k)[T ] −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≲

√
p+ logK

nk
+ T 2(κ′)T ,

where κ′ ∈ (0, 1) is some constant and nS =
∑

k∈S nk. When T ≥ C log(maxk=1:K nk) with
some large constant C > 0, the last term on the right-hand side will be dominated by other
terms in both inequalities.

The upper bound of
(
minπ:[2]→[2]maxr=1:2 ∥µ̂(k)[T ]

r −µ(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨∥Σ̂(k)[T ]−Σ(k)∗∥2 contains

two parts. The first part is comparable to the single-task learning rate (Cai et al., 2019)
(up to a

√
logK term due to the simultaneous control over all tasks in S), and the second

part characterizes the geometric convergence of iterates. As expected, since µ
(k)∗
1 , µ

(k)∗
2 ,

Σ(k)∗ in S are not necessarily similar, an improved error rate over single-task learning
is generally impossible. The upper bound for d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) is directly related to the
clustering performance of our method. Thus we will provide a detailed discussion about it
after presenting the clustering result in the next theorem.

2C1 and C2 depend on the constants M , cw, and cΣ etc.
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As introduced in Section 1.1, using the estimate θ̂(k)[T ] = (ŵ(k)[T ], β̂(k)[T ], δ̂(k)[T ]) from
Algorithm 1, we can construct a classifier for task k as

Ĉ(k)[T ](z) =

{
1, if (β̂(k)[T ])Tz − δ̂(k)[T ] ≤ log

(
1−ŵ(k)[T ]

ŵ(k)[T ]

)
;

2, otherwise.
(6)

Recall that for a clustering method C : Rp → {1, 2}, its mis-clustering error rate under
GMM with parameter θ = (w,µ1,µ2,Σ) is

Rθ(C) = min
π:[2]→[2]

Pθ(C(Znew) ̸= π(Y new)), (7)

where Znew ∼ (1 − w)N (µ1,Σ) + wN (µ2,Σ) is a future observation associated with the
label Y new, independent from C; the probability Pθ is w.r.t. (Znew, Y new), and the minimum
is taken over two permutation functions on {1, 2}. Denote Cθ as the Bayes classifier that
minimizes Rθ(C). In the following theorem, we obtain the upper bound of the excess

mis-clustering error of Ĉ(k)[T ] for k ∈ S.

Theorem 2. (Upper bound of the excess mis-clustering error for MTL-GMM) Suppose
the same conditions in Theorem 1 hold. Then there exist constants C1 and C2 such that

for any {θ(k)∗}k∈S ∈ ΘS(h) and any probability measure QS on (Rp)⊗nSc , with probability
1− C1(K

−1 + e−C2p), the following holds for all k ∈ S:

R
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≲ d2(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗)

≲
p

nS︸︷︷︸
(I)

+
logK

nk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

+h2 ∧ p+ logK

nk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(III)

+ ϵ2
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(IV)

+T 4(κ′)2T︸ ︷︷ ︸
(V)

,

with some κ′ ∈ (0, 1). When T ≥ C log(maxk=1:K nk) with a large constant C > 0, the last
term on the right-hand side will be dominated by the second term.

The upper bounds of d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) in Theorem 1 and R
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) in

Theorem 2 consist of five parts with one-to-one correspondence. It is sufficient to discuss
the bound of R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗). Part (I) represents the “oracle rate”, which can

be achieved when all tasks in S are the same. This is the best rate to possibly achieve.
Part (II) is a dimension-free error caused by estimating scalar parameters δ(k)∗ and w(k)∗

that appears in the optimal discriminant rule. Part (III) includes h that measures the
degree of similarity among the tasks in S. When these tasks are very similar, h will be
small, contributing a small term to the upper bound. Nicely, even when h is large, the
term becomes p+logK

nk
and it is still comparable to the minimax error rate of single-task

learning Op(p/nk) (e.g., Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 in Cai et al. (2019)). We have the extra
logK term here due to the simultaneous control over all tasks in S. Part (IV) quantifies the
influence from the outlier tasks in Sc. When there are more outlier tasks, ϵ increases and the
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bound becomes worse. On the other hand, as long as ϵ is small enough to make this term
dominated by any other part, the error rate induced by outlier tasks becomes negligible.
Given that data from outlier tasks can be arbitrarily contaminated, we can conclude that
our method is robust against a fraction of outlier tasks from arbitrary sources. The term
in Part (V) decreases geometrically in the iteration number T , implying that the iterates
in Algorithm 1 converge geometrically to a ball of radius determined by the errors from
Parts (I)-(IV).

After explaining each part of the upper bound, we now compare it with the convergence
rate Op(p+logK

nk
) (including logK here since we consider all the tasks simultaneously) in the

single-task learning and reveal how our method performs. With a quick inspection we can
conclude the following:

• The rate of the upper bound is never larger than p+logK
nk

. So in terms of rate of con-
vergence, our method MTL-GMM performs at least as good as single-task learning,
regardless of the similarity level h and outlier task fraction ϵ.

• When nS ≫ nk (large total sample size), p increases with nk (diverging dimension),

h≪
√

p+logK
nk

(sufficient similarity between tasks in S), and ϵ≪
√

(maxk=1:K nk)/nk

(small fraction of outlier tasks), MTL-GMM attains a faster excess mis-clustering
error rate and improves over single-task learning.

The preceding discussions on the upper bounds have demonstrated the superiority of
our method. But can we do better? To further evaluate the upper bounds of our method,
we next derive complementary minimax lower bounds for both estimation error and excess
mis-clustering error. We will show that our method is (nearly) minimax rate optimal in a
broad range of regimes.

Theorem 3. (Lower bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters in multi-task
learning) Suppose ϵ = K−s

K
is bounded by a small constant. Suppose there exists a sub-

set S with |S| ≥ s such that mink∈S nk ≥ C1(p + logK) with a large constant C1 and
mink∈S ∆

(k) ≥ some constant C2. Then

inf
{θ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS(h)

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) ≳

√
p

nS
+

√
logK

nk

+ h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+

ϵ
√
maxk=1:K nk

})
≥ 1

10
,

inf
{µ̂(k)

1 ,µ̂
(k)
2 }Kk=1

{Σ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS(h)

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{(
min

π:[2]→[2]
max
r=1:2
∥µ̂(k)

r − µ
(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨ ∥Σ̂(k) −Σ(k)∗∥2
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≳

√
p+ logK

nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

Theorem 4. (Lower bound of the excess mis-clustering error in multi-task learning) Sup-
pose the same conditions in Theorem 3 hold. Then

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS(h)

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≳

p

nS
+

logK

nk

+ h2 ∧ p+ logK

nk
+

ϵ2

maxk=1:K nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

Comparing the upper and lower bounds in Theorems 1-4, we make several remarks:

• Regarding the estimation of mean vectors {µ(k)∗
1 ,µ

(k)∗
2 }k∈S and covariance matrices

{Σ(k)∗}k∈S, the upper and lower bounds match, hence our method is minimax rate
optimal.

• For the estimation error d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) and excess mis-clustering error R
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−

R
θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) with k ∈ S, the first three terms in the upper and lower bounds match.

Only the term involving ϵ in the lower bound differs from that in the upper bound by
a factor

√
p+ logK or p+logK. As a result, in the classical low-dimensional regime

where p is bounded, the upper and lower bounds match (up to a logarithmic factor).
Therefore, our method is (nearly) minimax rate optimal for estimating {θ(k)∗}k∈S
and clustering in such a classical regime.

• When the dimension p diverges, there might exist a non-negligible gap between the
upper and lower bounds for d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) and R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) with k ∈ S.

Nevertheless, this only occurs when the fraction of outlier task ϵ is above the threshold√
maxk=1:K nk

p+logK

(
h2 ∨ logK

nk
∨ p

nS

)
. Below the threshold, our method remains minimax

rate optimal even though p is unbounded.

• Does the gap, when exist, arise from the upper bound or the lower bound? We believe
that it is the upper bound that sometimes becomes not sharp. As can be seen from the

proof of Theorems 1, the term ϵ
√

p+logK
maxk=1:K nk

is due to the estimation of those “center”

parameters in Algorithm 1. Recent advances in robust statistics (Chen et al., 2018)
have shown that estimators based on statistical depth functions such as Tukey’s
depth function (Tukey, 1975) can achieve optimal minimax rate under Huber’s ϵ-
contamination model for location and covariance estimation. It might be possible to
utilize depth functions to estimate “center” parameters in our problem and kill the
factor

√
p in the upper bound. We leave a rigorous development of optimal robustness

as an interesting future research. On the other hand, such a statistical improvement
may come with expensive computation, as depth function based estimation typically
requires solving a challenging non-convex optimization problem.
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2.4 Initialization and cluster alignment

As specified by Condition (iii) in Assumption 1, our proposed learning procedure requires
that for each task in S, initial values of the GMM parameter estimates lie within a distance
of SNR-order from the ground truth. This can be satisfied by the method of moments pro-
posed in Ge et al. (2015). In practice, a natural initialization method is to run the standard
EM algorithm or other common clustering methods like k-means on each task and use the
corresponding estimate as the initial values. We adopted the standard EM algorithm in our
numerical experiments, and the numerical results in Section 4 and Appendix showed that
this practical initialization works quite well. However, in the context of multi-task learning,
Condition (iii) further require a correct alignment of those good initializations from each
task, owing to the non-identifiability of GMMs. We discuss in detail the alignment issue
in Section 2.4.1 and propose two algorithms to resolve this issue in Section 2.4.2.

2.4.1 The alignment issue

Recall that Section 2.1 introduces the binary GMMwith parameters (w(k)∗,µ
(k)∗
1 ,µ

(k)∗
2 ,Σ(k)∗)

for each task k ∈ S. Because the two sets of parameter values {(w,u,v,Σ), (1−w,v,u,Σ)}
for (w(k)∗,µ

(k)∗
1 ,µ

(k)∗
2 ,Σ(k)∗) index the same distribution, a good initialization close to the

truth is up to a permutation of the two cluster labels. The permutations in the initialization
of different tasks could be different. Therefore, in light of the joint parameter space ΘS(h)
defined in (3) and Condition (iii) in Assumption 1, for given initializations from different
tasks, we may need to permute their cluster labels to feed the well-aligned initialization
into Algorithm 1.

We further elaborate on the alignment issue using Algorithm 1. The penalization in
Step 9 aims to push the estimators β̂(k)[t]’s with different k towards each other, which
is expected to improve the performance thanks to the similarity among underlying true
parameters {β(k)∗}k∈S. However, due to the potential permutation of two cluster labels, the
vanilla single-task initializations (without alignment) cannot guarantee that the estimators

{β̂(k)[t]}k∈S at each iteration are all estimating the corresponding β(k)∗’s (some may estimate
−β(k)∗’s).

Figure 1 illustrates the alignment issue in the case of two tasks. The left-hand-side
situation is ideal where β̂(1)[0], β̂(2)[0] are estimates of β(1)∗, β(2)∗ (which are similar). The

right-hand-side situation is problematic because β̂(1)[0], β̂(2)[0] are estimates of β(1)∗, −β(2)∗

(which are not similar). Therefore, in practice, after obtaining the initializations from
each task, it is necessary to align their cluster labels to ensure that estimators of similar
parameters are correctly put together in the penalization framework in Algorithm 1. We
formalize the problem and provide two solutions in the next subsection.

2.4.2 Two alignment algorithms

Suppose {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=1 are the initial estimates of discriminant coefficients with potentially
bad alignment for k ∈ S. Note that a good initialization and alignment is not required (in
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Figure 1: Examples of well-aligned (left) and badly-aligned (right) initializations.

fact it is not even well defined) for the outlier tasks in Sc, because they can be from arbitrary
distributions. However, since S is unknown, we will have to address the alignment issue for
tasks in S based on initial estimates from all the tasks. For binary GMMs, each alignment
of {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=1 can be represented by a K-dimensional Rademacher vector r ∈ {±1}K .
Define the ideal alignment as r∗k = argminrk=±1 ∥rkβ̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2, k ∈ S. The goal is

to recover the well-aligned initializers {r∗kβ̂(k)[0]}k∈S from the initial estimates {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=1

(equivalently, to recover {r∗k}k∈S), which can then be fed into Algorithm 1. Once {β̂(k)[0]}k∈S
are well aligned, other initial estimates in Algorithm 1 will be automatically well aligned.

In the following, we will introduce two alignment algorithms. The first one is the
“exhaustive search” method (Algorithm 2), where we search among all possible alignments
to find the best one. The second one is the “greedy search” method (Algorithm 3), where we

flip the sign of β̂(k)[0] in a greedy way to recover {r∗kβ̂(k)[0]}k∈S. Both methods are proved
to recover {r∗k}k∈S under mild conditions. The conditions required by the “exhaustive
search” method are slightly weaker than those required by the “greedy search” method.
As for computational complexity, the latter enjoys a linear time complexity O(K), while
the former suffers from an exponential time complexity O(2K) due to optimization over all
possible 2K alignments.

To this end, for a given alignment r = {rk}Kk=1 ∈ {±1}K with the correspondingly

aligned estimates {rkβ̂(k)[0]}Kk=1, define its alignment score as

score(r) =
∑

1≤k1 ̸=k2≤K

∥rk1β̂(k1)[0] − rk2β̂(k2)[0]∥2.

The intuition is that as long as the initializations {β̂(k)[0]}k∈S are close to the ground
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truth, a smaller score indicates less difference among {rkβ̂(k)[0]}k∈S, which implies a better
alignment. The score can be thus used to evaluate the quality of an alignment. Note that
the score is defined in a symmetric way, that is, score(r) = score(−r). The exhaustive
search algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2, where scores of all alignments are calculated,
and the alignment that minimizes the score is output. Since the score is symmetric, there
are at least two alignments with the minimum score. The algorithm can arbitrarily choose
and output one of them.

Algorithm 2: Exhaustive search for the alignment

Input: Initialization {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=1

1 r̂ ← argminr∈{±1}K score(r)
Output: r̂

The following theorem reveals that the exhaustive search algorithm can successfully
find the ideal alignment under mild conditions.

Theorem 5 (Alignment correctness for Algorithm 2). Assume that

(i) ϵ < 1
3
;

(ii) mink∈S ∥β(k)∗∥2 ≥ 4(1−ϵ)
1−3ϵ

h+ 2(2−ϵ)
1−3ϵ

maxk∈S
(
∥β̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(k)[0] + β(k)∗∥2

)
,

where ϵ = K−|S|
K

is the outlier task proportion introduced in Theorem 1, and h is the
similarity level of discriminant coefficient defined in (3). Then the output of Algorithm 2
satisfies

r̂k = r∗k for all k ∈ S or r̂k = −r∗k for all k ∈ S

Remark 2. The conditions imposed in Theorem 5 are no stronger than conditions re-
quired by Theorem 1. First of all, Condition (i) is also required in Theorem 1. Moreover,
from the definition of h in (3), it is bounded by a constant. This together with Conditions
(iii) and (iv) in Assumption 1 implies Condition (ii) in Theorem 5.

Remark 3. With Theorem 5, we can relax the original Condition (iii) in Assumption 1 to
the following condition:

For all k ∈ S, either of the following two conditions holds with a sufficiently small
constant C3:

(a) ∥β̂(k)[0]−β(k)∗∥2∨∥µ̂(k)[0]
1 −µ(k)∗

1 ∥2∨∥µ̂(k)[0]
2 −µ(k)∗

2 ∥2 ≤ C3mink∈S ∆
(k), |ŵ(k)[0]−w(k)∗| ≤

cw/2;

(b) ∥β̂(k)[0] +β(k)∗∥2 ∨ ∥µ̂(k)[0]
1 −µ

(k)∗
2 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ̂

(k)[0]
2 −µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 ≤ C3mink∈S ∆

(k), |1− ŵ(k)[0] −
w(k)∗| ≤ cw/2.

In the relaxed version, the initialization for each task only needs to be good up to an ar-
bitrary permutation, while in the original version, the initialization for each task needs to
be good under the same permutation.
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Next, we would like to introduce the second alignment algorithm, the “greedy search”
method, summarized in Algorithm 3. The main idea is to flip the sign of the discriminant
coefficient estimates (equivalently, swap the two cluster labels) from K tasks in a sequential
fashion to check whether the alignment score decreases or not. If yes, we keep the alignment
after the flip and proceed with the next task. Otherwise, we keep the alignment before the
flip and proceed with the next task. A surprising fact of Algorithm 3 is that it is sufficient
to iterate this procedure for all tasks just once to recover the ideal alignment, making the
algorithm computationally efficient.

Algorithm 3: Greedy search for the alignment

Input: Initialization {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=1

1 r̂ = (1, . . . , 1) ∈ {±1}K
2 for k = 1 to K do
3 r̃ ← flip the sign of r̂k in r̂
4 if score(r̂) > score(r̃) then
5 r̂ ← r̃
6 end

7 end
Output: r̂

To help state the theory of the greedy search algorithm, we define the “mismatch
proportion” of {β̂(k)[0]}k∈S as

pa = min{#{k ∈ S : r∗k = 1},#{k ∈ S : r∗k = −1}}/|S|

Intuitively, pa represents the level of mismatch between the initial alignment and the ideal
one. It’s straightforward to verify that pa ∈ [0, 1/2]; pa = 0 means the initial alignment

equals the ideal one, while pa = 1/2 (or |S|−1
2|S| when |S| is odd) represents the “worst”

alignment, where almost half of tasks are badly-aligned. The smaller pa is, the better
alignment {β̂(k)[0]}k∈S is. Note that we only care about the alignment of tasks in S.

The following theorem shows that the greedy search algorithm can succeed in finding
the ideal alignment under mild conditions.

Theorem 6 (Alignment correctness for Algorithm 3). Assume that

(i) ϵ < 1
2
;

(ii) mink∈S ∥β(k)∗∥2 ≥ 2(1−ϵ)
2(1−ϵ)(1−pa)−1

h+ 2−ϵ
2(1−ϵ)(1−pa)−1

maxk∈S
(
∥β̂(k)[0]−β(k)∗∥2 ∧∥β̂(k)[0] +

β(k)∗∥2
)
;

(iii) pa <
1−2ϵ
2(1−ϵ) ,

where ϵ and h are the same as in Theorem 5. Then the output of Algorithm 3 satisfies

rk = r∗k for all k ∈ S or rk = −r∗k for all k ∈ S

18



Remark 4. Conditions (i) and (ii) required by Theorem 6 are similar to the requirements
in Theorem 5, which have been shown to be no stronger than conditions in Assumption 1
and Theorem 1 (See Remark 2). However, Condition (iii) is an additional requirement for
the success of the greedy label swapping algorithm. The intuition is that in the exhaustive
search algorithm, we compare the scores of all alignments and only need to ensure the ideal
alignment can defeat the badly-aligned ones in terms of the alignment score. In contrast,
the success of the greedy search algorithm relies on the correct move at each step. We need
to guarantee that the “better” alignment after the swap (which may still be badly aligned)
can outperform the “worse” one before the swap. This is more difficult to satisfy, hence
more conditions are needed for the success of Algorithm 3. Condition (iii) is one such
condition to provide a reasonably good initial alignment to start the greedy search process.
More details of the analysis can be found in the proofs of Theorems 5 and 6 in Appendix.

Remark 5. In practice, Condition (iii) can fail to hold with a non-zero probability. One
solution is to start with random alignments, run the greedy search algorithm multiple times
and use the alignment that appears most frequently in the output. Nevertheless, this will
increase the computational burden. In our numerical studies, Algorithm 3 without multiple
random alignments works well.

One appealing feature of the two alignment algorithms is that they are robust against
a fraction of outlier tasks from arbitrary distributions. According to the definition of the
alignment score, this may appear impossible at the first glance because the score depends
on the estimators from all tasks. However, it turns out that the impact of outliers when
comparing the scores in Algorithm 2 and 3 can be bounded by parameters and constants
that are unrelated to outlier tasks via the triangle inequality of Euclidean norms. The key
idea is that the alignment of outlier tasks in Sc does not matter in Theorems 5 and 6. More
details can be found in the proof of Theorems 5 and 6 in Appendix.

In contrast with supervised MTL, the alignment issue commonly exists in unsupervised
MTL. It generally occurs when aggregating information (up to latent label permutation)
across different tasks. Alignment pre-processing is thus necessary and important. However,
to our knowledge, there is no formal discussion regarding alignment in existing literatures
of unsupervised MTL (Gu et al., 2011; Zhang and Zhang, 2011; Yang et al., 2014; Zhang
et al., 2018; Dieuleveut et al., 2021; Marfoq et al., 2021). Our treatment of alignment in
Section 2.4 is an important step forward in this field. Our algorithms can be potentially
extended to other unsupervised MTL scenarios and we leave it for future studies.

3 Extension to Multi-cluster GMMs

In previous sections, we have discussed the MTL problem for binary GMMs. In this section,
we extend our methods and theory to Gaussian mixtures with R clusters (R ≥ 3).

We first generalize the problem setting introduced in Sections 1.1 and 2.1. There are
K tasks where we have nk observations {z(k)

i }
nk
i=1 from the k-th task. An unknown subset
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S ⊆ 1 : K denotes tasks whose samples follow multi-cluster GMMs, and Sc refers to outlier
tasks that can have arbitrary distributions. Specifically, for all k ∈ S, i = 1 : nk,

y
(k)
i = r with probability w(k)∗

r , z
(k)
i |y

(k)
i = r ∼ N (µ(k)∗

r ,Σ(k)∗), r = 1 : R,

with
∑R

r=1w
(k)∗
r = 1, and

{z(k)
i }i,k∈Sc ∼ QS,

where QS is some probability measure on (Rp)⊗nSc and nSc =
∑

k∈Sc nk. We focus on the
following joint parameter space

ΘS(h) =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S = {({w(k)

r }Rr=1, {µ(k)
r }Rr=1,Σ

(k))}k∈S : θ
(k) ∈ Θ, max

r=2:R
inf
β

max
k∈S
∥β(k)

r −β∥2 ≤ h
}
,

(8)

where β
(k)
r = (Σ(k))−1(µ

(k)
r −µ

(k)
1 ) is the r-th discriminant coefficient in the k-th task, and

Θ is the parameter space for a single multi-cluster GMM,

Θ =

{
θ = ({wr}Rr=1, {µr}Rr=1,Σ) : max

r=1:R
∥µr∥2 ≤M, cw ≤ min

r=1:R
wr ≤ max

r=1:R
wr ≤ 1− cw,

R∑
r=1

wr = 1, c−1
Σ ≤ λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) ≤ cΣ

}
. (9)

Note that (8) and (9) are natural generalizations of (3) and (2), respectively.
Under a multi-cluster GMM with parameter θ = ({wr}Rr=1, {µr}Rr=1,Σ), compared with

(1), the optimal discriminant rule now becomes

Cθ(z) = argmax
r=1:R

{(
z − µ1 + µr

2

)T
βr + log

(
wr
w1

)}
, (10)

where βr = Σ−1(µr −µ1). Once we have the parameter estimators, we plug them into the
above rule to obtain the plug-in clustering method. Recall that for a clustering method
C : Rp → [R], its mis-clustering error is

Rθ(C) = min
π:[R]→[R]

Pθ(C(Znew) ̸= π(Y new)).

Here, Znew ∼
∑R

r=1wrN (µr,Σ) is an independent future observation associated with the
label Y new, the probability Pθ is w.r.t. (Znew, Y new), and the minimum is taken over R!
permutation functions on [R]. Since (10) is the optimal clustering method that minimizes
Rθ(C), the excess mis-clustering error for a given clustering C is Rθ(C)−Rθ(Cθ). The rest
of the section aims to extend the EM-stylized multi-task learning procedure and the two
alignment algorithms in Section 2 to the general multi-cluster GMM setting, and provide
similar statistical guarantees in terms of estimation and excess mis-clustering errors. For
simplicity, throughout this section, we assume the number of clusters R to be bounded and
known. We leave the case of diverging R as a future work.
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Since both the EM algorithm and the penalization framework work beyond binary
GMM, our methodological idea described in Section 2.2 can be directly adapted to extend
Algorithm 1 to the multi-cluster case. We summarize the general procedure in Algorithm
4. Like in Algorithm 1, we have adopted the following notation for posterior probability in
Algorithm 4,

γ
(r)
θ (z) =

wr exp(β
T
r z − δr)∑R

r=1wr exp(β
T
r z − δr)

, for θ = ({wr}Rr=2, {βr}Rr=2, {δr}Rr=2),

where w1 = 1−
∑R

r=2wr, β1 := 0, and δ1 := 0. Specifically, γ
(r)
θ (z) is the posterior proba-

bility P(Y = r|Z = z) given the observation z, when the true parameter of a multi-cluster
GMM ({w∗

r}Rr=1, {µ∗
r}Rr=1,Σ

∗) satisfies wr = w∗
r ,βr = (Σ∗)−1(µ∗

r −µ∗
1), δr =

1
2
βTr (µ

∗
1 +µ∗

r),
for r = 1 : R.

Having the estimates ({ŵ(k)[T ]
r }Rr=1, {β̂

(k)[T ]
r }Rr=2, {µ̂

(k)[T ]
r }Rr=1) from Algorithm 4, we can

plug them into (10) to construct the clustering method, denoted by Ĉ(k)[T ](z). Equivalently,

Ĉ(k)[T ](z) = argmax
r=1:R

γ
(r)

θ̂(k)[T ]
(z). (11)

3.1 Theory

We need the following assumption before stating the theory.

Assumption 2. Denote ∆
(k)
rj =

√
(µ

(k)∗
r − µ

(k)∗
j )T (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
r − µ

(k)∗
j ) for k ∈ S. Sup-

pose the following conditions hold:

(i) nS =
∑

k∈S nk ≥ C1|S|maxk=1:K nk with a constant C1 > 0;

(ii) mink∈S nk ≥ C2(p+ logK) with a large constant C2;

(iii) There exists a permutation π : [R]→ [R] such that

(a) maxk∈S
{[

maxr=2:R ∥β̂(k)[0]
r − (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
π(r) − µ

(k)∗
π(1))∥2

]
∨
(
maxr=1:R ∥µ̂(k)[0]

r −
µ

(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)}
≤ C3mink∈S minr ̸=j ∆

(k)
rj , with a sufficiently small constant C3;

(b) maxk∈S maxr=2:R |ŵ(k)[0]
r − w(k)∗

π(r)| ≤ cw/2.

(iv) mink∈S minr ̸=j ∆
(k)
rj ≥ C4 > 0 with a large constant C4;

Remark 6. The above set of conditions are analogues of those in Assumption 1. We refer
to Remark 1 for a detailed explanation of each condition.

We first present the result for parameter estimation. We adopt similar error met-

rics as the ones in (4) and (5). Specifically, denote the true parameter by {θ(k)∗}k∈S =

{({w(k)∗
r }Rr=2, {µ

(k)∗
r }Rr=1,Σ

(k)∗)}k∈S which belongs to the parameter space ΘS(h) in (8).

21



Algorithm 4: MTL-GMM (Multi-cluster)

Input: Initialization {({ŵ(k)[0]
r }Rr=1, {β̂

(k)[0]
r }Rr=2, {µ̂

(k)[0]
r }Rr=1)}Kk=1, round number T ,

initial penalty parameter λ[0], tuning parameters Cλ > 0, κ ∈ (0, 1)

1 θ̂(k)[0] = ({ŵ(k)[0]
r }Rr=1, {β̂

(k)[0]
r }Rr=2, {δ̂

(k)[0]
r }Rr=2), where

δ̂
(k)[0]
r = 1

2
(β̂

(k)[0]
r )T (µ̂

(k)[0]
1 + µ̂

(k)[0]
r ), for k = 1 : K

2 for t = 1 to T do
3 λ[t] = κλ[t−1] + Cλ

√
p+ logK // Update the penalty parameter

4 for k = 1 to K do // Local update for each task

5 for r = 1 to R do

6 ŵ
(k)[t]
r = 1

nk

∑nk

i=1 γ
(r)

θ̂(k)[t−1]
(z

(k)
i )

7 µ̂
(k)[t]
r =

∑nk
i=1 γ

(r)

θ̂(k)[t−1]
(z

(k)
i )z

(k)
i

nkŵ
(k)[t]
r

8 end

9 Σ̂(k)[t] = 1
nk

∑nk

i=1

∑R
r=1 γ

(r)

θ̂(k)[t−1]
(z

(k)
i ) · (z(k)

i − µ̂
(k)[t]
r )(z

(k)
i − µ̂

(k)[t]
r )T

10 end
11 for r = 2 to R do

12 {β̂(k)[t]
r }Kk=1, β

[t]

r = argmin
β(1),...,β(K),β

{∑K
k=1 nk

[
1
2
(β(k))T Σ̂(k)[t]β(k) −

(β(k))T (µ̂
(k)[t]
r − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )

]
+
∑K

k=1

√
nkλ

[t] · ∥β(k) − β∥2
}

// Aggregation

13 end
14 for k = 1 to K do // Local update for each task

15 for r = 2 to R do

16 δ̂
(k)[t]
r = 1

2
(β̂

(k)[t]
r )T (µ̂

(k)[t]
1 + µ̂

(k)[t]
r )

17 end

18 Let θ̂(k)[t] = ({ŵ(k)[t]
r }Rr=1, {β̂

(k)[t]
r }Rr=2, {δ̂(k)[t]}Rr=2)

19 end

20 end

Output: {(θ̂(k)[T ], {µ̂(k)[T ]
r }Rr=1, Σ̂

(k)[T ])}Kk=1 with θ̂(k)[T ] = ({ŵ(k)[T ]
r }Rr=1, {β̂

(k)[T ]
r }Rr=2,

{δ̂(k)[T ]}Rr=2)

For each k ∈ S, define the functional θ(k)∗ = ({w(k)∗
r }Rr=2, {β

(k)∗
r }Rr=2, {δ

(k)∗
r }Rr=2), where

β
(k)∗
r = (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
r − µ

(k)∗
1 ), δ

(k)∗
r = 1

2
(β(k)∗)T (µ

(k)∗
1 + µ

(k)∗
r ). For the estimators re-

turned by Algorithm 4, we are interested in the error metrics 3:

d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) = min
π:[R]→[R]

max
r=2:R

{
|ŵ(k)[T ]

r − w(k)∗
π(r)| ∨ ∥β̂

(k)[T ]
r − (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
π(r) − µ

(k)∗
π(1))∥2

3Similar to the binary case, the minimum is taken due to the non-identifiability in multi-cluster GMMs.
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∨ |δ̂(k)[T ]r − (µ
(k)∗
π(r) + µ

(k)∗
π(1))

T (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ
(k)∗
π(r) − µ

(k)∗
π(1))/2|

}
,

(
min

π:[R]→[R]
max
r=1:R

∥µ̂(k)[T ]
r − µ

(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨ ∥Σ̂(k)[T ] −Σ(k)∗∥2.

Theorem 7. (Upper bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters for multi-cluster
MTL-GMM) Suppose Assumption 2 holds, |S| ≥ s, and ϵ = K−s

K
is bounded by a small

constant. Let λ[0] ≥ C1maxk=1:K
√
nk, Cλ ≥ C1 and κ > C2 with some constants C1 >

0, C2 ∈ (0, 1) 4 Then there exist constants C3, C4, > 0, such that for any {θ(k)∗}k∈S ∈ ΘS(h)
and any probability measure QS on (Rp)⊗nSc , with probability 1 − C3(K

−1 + e−C4p), the
following hold for all k ∈ S:

d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) ≲

√
p

nS
+

√
logK

nk
+ h ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ T 2(κ′)T ,

(
min

π:[R]→[R]
max
r=1:R

∥µ̂(k)[T ]
r − µ

(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨ ∥Σ̂(k)[T ] −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≲

√
p+ logK

nk
+ T 2(κ′)T ,

where κ′ ∈ (0, 1) is some constant and nS =
∑

k∈S nk. When T ≥ C log(maxk=1:K nk) with
some large constant C > 0, the last term on the right-hand side will be dominated by other
terms in both inequalities.

Recall the clustering method Ĉ(k)[T ] defined in (11). The next theorem obtains the upper

bound of the excess mis-clustering error of Ĉ(k)[T ] for k ∈ S.

Theorem 8. (Upper bound of the excess mis-clustering error for multi-cluster MTL-GMM)
Suppose the same conditions in Theorem 7 hold. Then there exist constants C1 and C2

such that for any {θ(k)∗}k∈S ∈ ΘS(h) and any probability measure QS on (Rp)⊗nSc , with
probability at least 1− C1(K

−1 + e−C2p), the following holds for all k ∈ S:

R
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≲ d2(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) · log d−1(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗)

≲

[
p

nS
+

logK

nk
+ h2 ∧ p+ logK

nk
+ ϵ2

p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ T 4(κ′)2T

]
· log

(
nS
p
∧ nk
logK

)
,

where κ′ ∈ (0, 1) is some constant. When T ≥ C log(maxk=1:K nk) with a large constant
C > 0, the term involving T on the right-hand side will be dominated by other terms.

Comparing the upper bounds in Theorems 7 and 8 with those in Theorems 1 and 2,
the only difference is an extra logarithmic term log

(
nS

p
∧ nk

logK

)
in Theorem 8, which we

believe is a proof artifact. Similar logarithmic terms appear in other multi-cluster GMM
literatures as well, see for example, Yan et al. (2017) and Zhao et al. (2020). To understand

4C1 and C2 depend on the constants M , cw, and cΣ etc.
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the upper bounds in Theorems 7 and 8, we can follow the discussion after Theorems 1 and
2. We do not repeat it here.

The following lower bounds together with the derived upper bounds will show that our
method is (nearly) minimax optimal in a wide range of regimes.

Theorem 9. (Lower bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters in multi-task
learning) Suppose ϵ = K−s

K
is bounded by a small constant. When there exists a subset S with

|S| ≥ s such that mink∈S nk ≥ C1(p+logK) with a large constant C1 and mink∈S minr,j ∆
(k)
rj

is larger than some constant C2, we have

inf
{θ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS(h)

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) ≳

√
p

nS
+

√
logK

nk

+ h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+

ϵ
√
maxk=1:K nk

})
≥ 1

10
,

inf
{µ̂(k)

r }k=1:K,r=1:R

{Σ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS(h)

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{(
min

π:[R]→[R]
max
r=1:R

∥µ̂(k)
r − µ

(k)∗
π(r)∥2

)
∨

∥Σ̂(k) −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≳
√
p+ logK

nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

Theorem 10. (Lower bound of the excess mis-clustering error in multi-task learning) Sup-
pose the same conditions in Theorem 9 hold. Then

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS(h)

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≳

p

nS
+

logK

nk

+ h2 ∧ p+ logK

nk
+

ϵ2

maxk=1:K nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

The lower bounds in Theorems 9 and 10 are the same as those in Theorems 3 and
4. Therefore, the remarks on the comparison of upper and lower bounds presented after
Theorem 4 carry over to the multi-cluster setting (up to the logarithmic term from Theorem
8). We do not repeat the details here.

3.2 Alignment

The alignment issue discussed in Section 2.4 continues to exist in multi-cluster GMMs. In
fact, it requires a more careful treatment because of an increased number of latent labels.
Due to the space limit, we leave the details to Section B in Appendix.
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4 Numerical Results

In this section, we present a thorough experimental study of our multi-task learning proce-
dure MTL-GMM, i.e., Algorithms 1 and 4. The tuning parameter κ ∈ (0, 1) is set as 1/3,
and the value of Cλ is determined by a 10-fold cross validation based on the log-likelihood
of the final fitted model. The candidates of Cλ are chosen in a data-driven way, which is
described in detail in Section C.1.5 of Appendix. All the experiments in this section are
implemented in R. Function Mcluster in R package mclust is called to fit a single GMM.
Due to page limit, we move one simulation example to Appendix C.1.3.

4.1 Simulations

4.1.1 Simulation 1

We first consider a binary GMM setting. There are K = 10 tasks of which each has sample
size nk = 100 and dimension p = 15. When k ∈ S, we generate each w(k)∗ from Unif(0.1, 0.9)

and µ
(k)∗
1 from (2, 2,0p−2)

T + h/2 · (Σ(k)∗)−1u, where u ∼ Unif({u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 = 1}),
Σ(k)∗ = (0.2|i−j|)p×p, and let µ

(k)∗
2 = −µ(k)∗

1 . When k /∈ S, the distributions still follow

GMM, but we generate each w(k)∗ from Unif(0.2, 0.4) and µ
(k)∗
1 from Unif({u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 =

0.5}), and let µ
(k)∗
2 = −µ(k)∗

1 , Σ(k)∗ = (0.5|i−j|))p×p. In this setup, it is clear that h quantifies
the similarity among tasks in S, and tasks in Sc have very distinct distributions and can
be viewed as outlier tasks. For a given ϵ ∈ [0, 1), the outlier task index set Sc in each
replication is uniformly sampled from all subsets of 1 : K with cardinality Kϵ. We consider
two cases:

(i) No outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1;

(ii) 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1;

We fit Single-task-GMM on each separate task, Pooled-GMM on the merged data of
all tasks, and our MTL-GMM in Algorithm 1 coupled with the exhaustive search for the
alignment in Algorithm 2. The performance of all three methods are evaluated by the
estimation error of w(k)∗, µ

(k)∗
1 , µ

(k)∗
2 , β(k)∗, δ(k)∗, and Σ(k)∗, as well as the empirical mis-

clustering error calculated on a test data set of size 500, for tasks in S. Due to page
limit, we only present the estimation error of β(k)∗ and mis-clustering error here, and leave
the others to Section C.1.1 in Appendix. These two errors are the maximum errors over
tasks in S. For each setting, the simulation is replicated 200 times, and the average of the
maximum errors together with the standard deviation are reported in Figure 2.

When there are no outlier tasks, it can be seen that MTL-GMM and Pooled-GMM
are competitive when h is small (i.e. the tasks are similar), and they outperform Single-
task-GMM. As h increases (i.e. tasks become more heterogenous), MTL-GMM starts to
outperform Pooled-GMM by a large margin. Moreover, MTL-GMM is significantly better
than Single-task-GMM in terms of both estimation and mis-clustering errors over a wide
range of h. These comparisons demonstrate that MTL-GMM not only effectively utilizes

25



5

10

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {β(k) ∗ }k∈S (without outlier tasks)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Maximum mis−clustering error (without outlier tasks)

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {β(k) ∗ }k∈S (with 2 outlier tasks)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Maximum mis−clustering error (with 2 outlier tasks)

method MTL−GMM Pooled−GMM Single−task−GMM

Figure 2: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1 under different outlier
proportions. The upper panel shows the performance without outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and
the lower panel shows the performance with 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2). h changes from 0 to

10 with increment 1. Estimation error of {β(k)∗}k∈S stands for maxk∈S(∥β̂(k)[T ]−β(k)∗∥2 ∧
∥β̂(k)[T ] + β(k)∗∥2) and maximum mis-clustering error represents the maximum empirical
mis-clustering error rate calculated on the test set of tasks in S.

the unknown similarity structure among tasks, but also adapts to it. When the outlier
tasks exist, even when h is very small, MTL-GMM still performs better than Pooled-GMM,
showing the robustness of MTL-GMM against a fraction of outlier tasks.

4.1.2 Simulation 2

The second simulation is a multi-cluster example, which is built based on Simulation 1.
Consider a multi-task learning problem with K = 10 tasks, where each task has sample
size nk = 100 and dimension p = 15, and follows a GMM with R = 4 clusters. For all
k ∈ [K], we generate (w

(k)∗
1 , . . . , w

(k)∗
R ) independently from Dirichlet(α) with α = 5 · 1R.

When k ∈ S, we generate µ
(k)∗
r from (2 · 02r−2, 2, 2,0p−2r)

T + h/2 · (Σ(k)∗)−1u, where
u ∼ Unif({u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 = 1}), Σ(k)∗ = (0.2|i−j|)p×p. When k /∈ S, we generate each

w(k)∗ from the same Dirichlet distribution and set Σ(k)∗ = (0.5|i−j|))p×p and µ
(k)∗
r from

Unif({u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 = 0.5}) for r = 1 : R. For a given ϵ ∈ [0, 1), in each replication the
outlier task index set Sc is uniformly sampled from all subsets of 1 : K with cardinality
Kϵ. We consider two cases:

(i) No outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1;

(ii) 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1.

26



2

4

6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {βr
(k) ∗ 

}r∈[R], k∈S (without outlier tasks)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Maximum mis−clustering error (without outlier tasks)

2

4

6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {βr
(k) ∗ 

}r∈[R], k∈S (with 2 outlier tasks)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Maximum mis−clustering error (with 2 outlier tasks)

method MTL−GMM Pooled−GMM Single−task−GMM

Figure 3: The performance of different methods in Simulation 2 under different out-
lier proportions. The upper panel shows the performance without outlier tasks (ϵ =
0), and the lower panel shows the performance with 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2). h

changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation error of {β(k)∗
r }r∈[R],k∈S stands

for maxk∈S minπ:[R]→[R] maxr=1:R ∥β̂(k)[T ]
r − (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
π(r) − µ

(k)∗
π(1))∥2 and maximum mis-

clustering error represents the maximum empirical mis-clustering error rate calculated on
the test set of tasks in S.

Algorithm 4 is run with the alignment Algorithm 8 (in Appendix B). The results of
it and other benchmarks are reported in Figures 3. The main message is the same as in
Simulation 1: Pooled-GMM is sensitive to outlier tasks and suffers from negative transfer
when h is large, while MTL-GMM is robust to outliers and can adapt to the unknown
similarity level h. Note that in this example, {µ(k)∗

r }k∈S are similar and {Σ(k)∗}k∈S are the
same, therefore running the EM algorithm by pooling all the data when h is small without
outliers may be more effective than our MTL algorithm. This could explain why MTL-
GMM performs slightly worse than Pooled-GMM in terms of maximum mis-clustering error
when h is small and ϵ = 0.

4.2 Real-data analysis

4.2.1 Human activity recognition

Human Activity Recognition (HAR) Using Smartphones Data Set contains the data col-
lected from 30 volunteers when they performed six activities (walking, walking upstairs,
walking downstairs, sitting, standing, and laying) wearing a smartphone (Anguita et al.,
2013). Each observation has 561 time and frequency domain variables. Each volunteer can
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be viewed as a task, and the sample size of each task varies from 281 to 409. The original
data set is available at UCI Machine Learning Repository: https://archive.ics.uci.

edu/ml/datasets/human+activity+recognition+using+smartphones.
Here we first focus on two activities: standing and laying, and perform clustering with-

out the label information, to test our method in the binary case. This is a binary MTL
clustering problem with 30 tasks. The sample size of each task varies from 95 to 179. For
each task, in each replication, we use 90% of the samples as training data and hold 10% of
the samples as test data.

We first run a principal component analysis (PCA) on the training data of each task and
project both the training and test data onto the first 15 principal components. PCA has
often been used for dimension reduction in pre-processing the HAR data set (Zeng et al.,
2014; Walse et al., 2016; Aljarrah and Ali, 2019; Duan and Wang, 2022). We fit Single-
task-GMM on each task separately, Pooled-GMM on merged data from 30 tasks, and our
MTL-GMM with the greedy label swapping alignment algorithm. The performance of the
three methods is evaluated by the mis-clustering error rate on the test data of all 30 tasks.
The maximum and average mis-clustering errors among the 30 tasks are calculated in each
replication. The mean and standard deviation of these two errors over 200 replications are
reported on the left side of Table 1. To better display the clustering performance on each
task, we further generate the box plot of mis-clustering errors of 30 tasks (averaged over
200 replications) for each method in the left plot of Figure 4. It is clear that MTL-GMM
outperforms both Pooled-GMM and Single-task-GMM.

Binary Multi-cluster

Method Single-task Pooled MTL Single-task Pooled MTL

Max. error 0.49 (0.02) 0.40 (0.12) 0.37 (0.09) 0.51 (0.04) 0.50 (0.04) 0.51 (0.04)
Avg. error 0.28 (0.02) 0.18 (0.18) 0.04 (0.04) 0.25 (0.01) 0.35 (0.03) 0.25 (0.01)

Table 1: Maximum and average mis-clustering errors and standard deviations (numbers in
the parentheses) in binary and multi-cluster HAR data sets.

Next, we consider all six activities and compare the performance of the three approaches
using the same sample-splitting strategy, to test our method in a multi-cluster scenario.
Now the sample size of each task varies from 281 to 409. The maximum and average
mis-clustering error rates and standard deviations over 200 replications are reported on the
right side of Table 1. We can see that Pooled-GMM might suffer from negative transfer
with a worse performance than the other two methods, while MTL-GMM and Single-task-
GMM have similar performances. The right plot in Figure 4 reveal the same comparison
results.

In summary, the HAR data set exhibits different levels of similarity in binary and multi-
cluster cases: tasks in the binary data are sufficiently similar so that Pooled-GMM achieves
a large margin of improvement over Single-task GMM, while tasks in the multi-cluster
data become much more heterogeneous, resulting in the degraded performance of Pooled-
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Figure 4: Box plots of mis-clustering errors of 30 tasks for each method for HAR data set.
(Left: binary case; Right: multi-cluster case)

GMM compared to Single-task GMM. Nevertheless, our method MTL-GMM performs
either competitively or better than the best of the two, regardless of the similarity level.
These results lend further support to the effectiveness of our method.

4.2.2 Pen-based recognition of handwritten digits (PRHD)

Pen-based Recognition of Handwritten Digits (PRHD) data set contains 250 samples from
each of 44 writers. Each of these writers was asked to write digits 0-9 on a pressure
sensitive tablet with an integrated LCD display and a cordless stylus. The x and y tablet
coordinates and pressure level values of the pen were recorded. After some transformations,
each observation has 16 features. The data set and more information about it are available
at UCI Machine Learning Repository: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/81/pen+
based+recognition+of+handwritten+digits.

Similar to the previous real-data example, we first focus on a binary clustering problem
by clustering observations of digits 8 and 9. The number of observations varies between
47 and 48 among the 44 tasks, showing that this is a more balanced data set with a
smaller sample size (per dimension) than the HAR data. For each task, in each replication,
we use 90% of the samples as training data and hold 10% of the samples as test data.
The maximum and average mis-clustering error rates and standard deviations over 200
replications are reported on the left side of Table 2, and the box plots of mis-clustering
errors of 44 tasks are shown in Figure 5. We can see that Pooled-GMM and MTL-GMM
perform similarly and are much better than Single-task-GMM.

Next, we consider the observations of digits 5-9, i.e. a 5-class clustering problem.
The maximum and average mis-clustering error rates and standard deviations over 200
replications are reported on the right side of Table 2, and the box plots of mis-clustering
errors of 44 tasks are shown in Figure 5. In this multi-cluster case, MTL-GMM and Single-
task-GMM have similar performance which is better than that of Pooled-GMM. Like in
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Binary Multi-cluster

Method Single-task Pooled MTL Single-task Pooled MTL

Max. error 0.32 (0.10) 0.03 (0.07) 0.03 (0.09) 0.26 (0.07) 0.37 (0.06) 0.27 (0.07)
Avg. error 0.02 (0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.12 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01)

Table 2: Maximum and average mis-clustering errors and standard deviations (numbers in
the parentheses) in binary and multi-cluster PRHD data sets.
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Figure 5: Box plots of mis-clustering errors of 44 tasks for each method for PRHD data
set. (Left: binary case; Right: multi-cluster case)

the first real-data example, our method MTL-GMM adapts to the unknown similarity and
is competitive with the best of the other two methods.

5 Discussions

We would like to highlight several interesting open problems for potential future work:

• What if only some clusters are similar among different tasks? This may be a more
realistic situation in particular when there are more than 2 clusters in each task. Our
current proposed algorithms may not work well because they do not take into account
this extra layer of heterogeneity. Furthermore, in this situation, different tasks may
have a different number of Gaussian clusters. Such a setting with various numbers
of clusters has been considered in some literature on general unsupervised multi-task
learning (Zhang and Zhang, 2011; Yang et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2018). It would be
of great interest to develop multi-task and transfer learning methods with provable
guarantees for GMMs under these more complicated settings.

• How to accommodate heterogeneous covariance matrices for different Gaussian clus-
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ters within each task? This is related to the quadratic discriminant analysis (QDA)
in supervised learning where the Bayes classifier has a leading quadratic term. It
may require more delicate analysis for methodological and theoretical development.
Some recent QDA literature might be helpful (Li and Shao, 2015; Fan et al., 2015;
Hao et al., 2018; Jiang et al., 2018).

• In this paper, we only considered the ℓ2-norm between the discriminant coefficients
as the similarity metric. When dimension p is fixed, all norms in Rp are equivalent.
When p is diverging, other metrics can also be considered. For example, in the
regression setting, under the context of MTL or TL, ℓ1-norm (Li et al., 2021b; Tian
and Feng, 2022) and ℓ0-“norm” (Lounici et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2021; Maity et al.,
2022) are also commonly used in literature. And some works describe the similarity
through the latent structure (Du et al., 2021; Tripuraneni et al., 2021; Tian et al.,
2023). By changing the penalty function used in M-step, we may accommodate our
EM algorithm to these similarity metrics, which we leave for future study.

• In this paper, we have been focused on the pure unsupervised learning problem,
where all the samples are unlabeled. It would be interesting to consider the semi-
supervised learning setting, where labels in some tasks (or sources) are known. Li
et al. (2022a) discusses a similar problem under the linear regression setting, but
how the labeled data can help the estimation and clustering in the context of GMMs
remains unknown.
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A Transfer Learning

A.1 Problem setting

In the main paper, we discussed GMMs under the context of multi-task learning, where the
goal is to learn all tasks jointly by utilizing the potential similarities shared by different
tasks. In this section, we will study binary GMMs in the transfer learning context where
the focus is on the improvement of learning in one target task through the transfer of
knowledge from related source tasks. Multi-cluster results can be obtained similarly as in
the MTL case, and we omit the details given the extensive length of the paper.

Suppose that there are (K + 1) tasks in total, where the first task is called the target
and the K remaining ones are called K sources. Like in the multi-task learning, we assume
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that there exists an unknown subset S ⊆ 1 : K, such that samples from sources in S follow
an independent GMM, while samples from sources outside S can be arbitrarily distributed.
This means,

y
(k)
i =

{
1, with probability 1− w(k)∗;

2, with probability w(k)∗;

z
(k)
i |y

(k)
i = j ∼ N (µ

(k)∗
j ,Σ(k)∗), j = 1, 2,

for all k ∈ S, i = 1 : nk, and
{z(k)

i }i,k∈Sc ∼ QS,

where QS is some probability measure on (Rp)⊗nSc and nSc =
∑

k∈Sc nk.

For the target task, we observe sample {z(0)
i }

n0
i=1 independently sampled from the fol-

lowing GMM:

y
(0)
i =

{
1, with probability 1− w(0)∗;

2, with probability w(0)∗;

z
(0)
i |y

(0)
i = j ∼ N (µ

(0)∗
j ,Σ(0)∗), j = 1, 2.

The objective of transfer learning is to use source data to help improve GMM learning
in the target task. As for multi-task learning, we measure the learning performance by
both parameter estimation error and the excess mis-clustering error, but only on the target
GMM. Toward this end, we define the joint parameter space for GMM parameters of the
target and sources in S:

Θ
′
S(h) =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S = {(w(k),µ

(k)
1 ,µ

(k)
2 ,Σ(k))}k∈{0}∪S : θ

(k) ∈ Θ,max
k∈S
∥β(k)−β(0)∥2 ≤ h

}
,

(A.12)

where Θ is the single GMM parameter space introduced in (2), and β(k) = (Σ(k))−1(µ
(k)
2 −

µ
(k)
1 ), k ∈ {0} ∪ S. Comparing Θ

′
S(h) with the parameter space ΘS(h) from multi-task

learning in (3), here the target discriminant coefficient β(0) serves as the “center” of dis-
criminant coefficients of sources in S. The quantity h characterizes the closeness between
sources in S and the target.

A.2 Method

Like the MTL-GMM procedure developed in Section 2.2, we combine the EM algorithm
and the penalization framework to develop a variant of EM algorithm for transfer learning.
The key idea is to first apply MTL-GMM to all the sources to obtain estimates of discrim-
inant coefficient “center” as good summary statistics of the K source data sets, and then
shrink target discriminant coefficient towards those center estimates in the EM iterations
to explore the relatedness between sources and the target. See Section 3.3 of Duan and
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Wang (2022) for more general discussions on this idea. Our proposed transfer learning
procedure TL-GMM is summarized in Algorithm 5.

While the steps of TL-GMM look very similar to those of MTL-GMM, there exist two
major differences between them. First, for each optimization problem in TL-GMM, the first
part of the objective function only involves the target data {z(0)

i }
n0
i=1, while in MTL-GMM

it is a weighted average of all tasks. Second, in TL-GMM, the penalty is imposed on the
distance between a discriminant coefficient estimator and a given center estimator produced
by MTL-GMM from the source data. In contrast, the center is estimated simultaneously
with other parameters through the penalization in MTL-GMM. In light of existing transfer
learning approaches in literature, TL-GMM can be considered as the “debiasing” step
described in Li et al. (2021b) and Tian and Feng (2022), which corrects potential bias of
the center estimate using the target data.

The tuning parameters {λ[t]0 }T0t=1 in Algorithm 5 control the amount of knowledge to
be transferred from sources. Setting tuning parameters large enough pushes parameter
estimates for target task to be exactly equal to the center learned from sources, while
letting them be zero makes TL-GMM reduce to the standard EM algorithm on the target
data.

Algorithm 5: TL-GMM

Input: Initialization θ̂(0)[0] = (ŵ(0)[0], β̂(0)[0], δ̂(0)[0]), output β
[T ]

from Algorithm 1,

round number T0, initial penalty parameter λ
[0]
0 , tuning parameters

Cλ0 > 0 and κ0 ∈ (0, 1)
1 for t = 1 to T0 do

2 λ
[t]
0 = κ0λ

[t−1]
0 + Cλ0

√
p+ logK // Update the penalty parameter

3 ŵ(0)[t] = 1
n0

∑n0

i=1 γθ̂(0)[t−1](z
(0)
i )

4 µ̂
(0)[t]
1 =

∑n0
i=1[1−γθ̂(0)[t−1] (z

(0)
i )]z

(0)
i

n0(1−ŵ(0)[t])
, µ̂

(0)[t]
2 =

∑n0
i=1 γθ̂(0)[t−1] (z

(0)
i )z

(0)
i

n0ŵ(0)[t]

5 Σ̂(0)[t] = 1
n0

∑n0

i=1

{
[1− γθ̂(0)[t−1](z

(0)
i )] · (z(0)

i − µ̂
(0)[t]
1 )(z

(0)
i − µ̂

(0)[t]
1 )T

+γθ̂(0)[t−1](z
(0)
i ) · (z(0)

i − µ̂
(0)[t]
2 )(z

(0)
i − µ̂

(0)[t]
2 )T

}
6 β̂(0)[t] =

argmin
β(0)

{[
1
2
(β(0))T Σ̂(0)[t]β(0) − (β(0))T (µ̂

(0)[t]
2 − µ̂

(0)[t]
1 )

]
+

λ
[t]
0√
n0
∥β(0) − β

[T ]∥2
}

7 δ̂(0)[t] = 1
2
(β̂(0)[t])T (µ̂

(0)[t]
1 + µ̂

(0)[t]
2 )

8 Let θ̂(0)[t] = (ŵ(0)[t], β̂(0)[t], δ̂(0)[t])

9 end

Output: (θ̂(0)[T0], µ̂
(0)[T0]
1 , µ̂

(0)[T0]
2 , Σ̂(0)[T0]) with θ̂(0)[T0] = (ŵ(0)[T0], β̂(0)[T0], δ̂(0)[T0])
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A.3 Theory

In this section, we will establish the upper and lower bounds for the GMM parameter
estimation error and the excess mis-clustering error on the target task. First, we impose
the following assumption set.

Assumption 3. Denote ∆(0) =

√
(µ

(0)∗
1 − µ

(0)∗
2 )T (Σ(0)∗)−1(µ

(0)∗
1 − µ

(0)∗
2 ). Assume the

following conditions hold:

(i) C1

[
logK
p

+ ϵ2
(
1 + logK

p

)]
≤ maxk∈S nk

n0
≤ C2

(
1+ logK

p

)
with constants C1 and C2, where

ϵ = K−s
K

.

(ii) n0 ≥ C3p with a large constant C3;

(iii) Either of the following two conditions holds with a sufficiently small constant C4:

(a) ∥β̂(0)[0] − β(0)∗∥2 ∨ |δ̂(0)[0] − δ(0)∗| ≤ C4∆
(0), |ŵ(0)[0] − w(0)∗| ≤ cw/2;

(b) ∥β̂(0)[0] + β(0)∗∥2 ∨ |δ̂(0)[0] + δ(0)∗| ≤ C4∆
(0), |1− ŵ(0)[0] − w(0)∗| ≤ cw/2.

(iv) ∆(0) ≥ C5 > 0 with a large constant C5;

Remark 7. Condition (i) requires the target sample size not to be much smaller than
the maximum source sample size, which appears due to technical reasons in the proof.
Conditions (ii)-(iv) can be seen as the counterpart of Conditions (ii)-(iv) in Assumption 1
for the target GMM.

We are in the position to present the upper bounds of the estimation error of GMM
parameters for TL-GMM.

Theorem 11. (Upper bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters for TL-GMM)

Suppose the conditions in Theorem 1 and Assumption 3 hold. Let λ
[0]
0 ≥ C1maxk=1:K

√
nk,

Cλ0 ≥ C1, κ0 > C2 with some specific constants C1 > 0, C2 ∈ (0, 1). Then there exist

constants C3 and C4, such that for any {θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S ∈ Θ
′
S(h) and any probability measure

QS on (Rp)⊗nSc , we have

d(θ̂(0)[T0],θ(0)∗) ≲

√
p

nS + n0

+

√
1

n0

+ h ∧
√

p

n0

+

(
ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk

)
∧
√

p

n0

+

√
logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ T0(κ

′
0)
T0 ,

min
π:[2]→[2]

max
r=1:2
∥µ̂(0)[T0]

π(r) − µ(0)∗
r ∥2 ∨ ∥Σ̂(0)[T0] −Σ(0)∗∥2 ≲

√
p

n0

+ T0(κ
′
0)
T0 ,

with probability at least 1− C3(K
−1 + e−C4p), where κ′0 ∈ (0, 1) and nS =

∑
k∈S nk. When

T0 ≥ C log n0 with a large constant C > 0, in both inequalities, the last term on the right-
hand side will be dominated by other terms.
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Next, we present the upper bound of the excess mis-clustering error on target task for
TL-GMM. Having the estimator θ̂(0)[T0] and the truth θ(0)∗, the clustering method Ĉ(0)[T0]
and its mis-clustering error R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)[T0]) are defined in the same way as in (6) and (7).

Theorem 12. (Upper bound of the target excess mis-clustering error for TL-GMM) Sup-
pose the same conditions in Theorem 11 hold. Then there exist constants C1 and C2 such

that for any {θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S ∈ Θ
′
S(h) and any probability measure QS on (Rp)⊗nSc , with

probability at least 1− C1(K
−1 + e−C2p) the following holds:

R
θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)[T0])−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≲

p

nS + n0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(I)

+
1

n0︸︷︷︸
(II)

+h2 ∧ p

n0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(III)

+ ϵ2
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
∧ p

n0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(IV)

+
logK

maxk=1:K nk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(V)

+T 2
0 (κ

′
0)

2T0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(VI)

,

with some constant κ′0 ∈ (0, 1). When T0 ≥ C log n0 with some large constant C > 0, the
last term in the upper bound will be dominated by the second term.

Similar to the upper bounds of d(θ̂(k)[T ],θ(k)∗) and R
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[T ])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) in Theo-

rems 1 and 2, the upper bounds for d(θ̂(0)[T0],θ(0)∗) and R
θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)[T0])−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) consist

of multiple parts with one-to-one correspondence. We take the bound of R
θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)[T0]) −

R
θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) in Theorem 12 as an example. Part (I) is the oracle rate Op

(
p

nS+n0

)
. Part (II)

is the error caused by estimating scalar parameters δ(0)∗ and w(0)∗ in the decision bound-
ary, which thus do not depend on dimension p. Part (III) quantifies the contribution of
related sources to the target task learning. The more related the sources in S to the target
(i.e. the smaller h is), the smaller Part (III) becomes. Part (IV) captures the impact of
outlier sources on the estimation error. As ϵ increases (i.e. the proportion of outlier sources
increases), Part (IV) first increases and then flats out. It never exceeds the minimax rate
Op(p/n0) of the single task learning on target task (Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Cai et al.,
2019). Therefore, our method is robust against a fraction of outlier sources with arbitrary
contaminated data. Part (V) is an extra term caused by estimating the center in MTL-
GMM, which by Assumption 3.(i) is smaller than the single-task learning rate Op(p/n0).
Part (VI) decreases geometrically in the iteration number T0 of Algorithm 5, which becomes
negligible by setting the iteration numbers T0 large enough.

Consider the general scenario T0 ≳ log n0. Then the upper bound of excess mis-
clustering error rate R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)[T0]) − R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) is guaranteed to be no worse than the

optimal single-task learning rate Op(p/n0). More importantly, in the general regime where

ϵ ≪
√

pmaxk=1:K nk

(p+logK)n0
(small number of outlier sources), h ≪

√
p/n0 (enough similarity be-

tween sources and target), nS ≫ n0 (large total source sample size), and maxk∈S nk/n0 ≫
logK/p (large maximum source sample size), TL-GMM improves the GMM learning on
the target task by achieving a better estimation error rate. As for the upper bound of
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minπ:[2]→[2]maxr=1:2 ∥µ̂(0)[T0]
π(r) − µ

(0)∗
r ∥2 and ∥Σ̂(0)[T0] −Σ(0)∗∥2, when T0 ≳ log n0, it has the

single-task learning rate Op(
√
p/n0). This is expected since the mean vectors and co-

variance matrices from sources are not necessarily similar to the one from target in the
parameter space Θ

′
S(h).

The following result of minimax lower bounds shows that the upper bounds in Theorems
11 and 12 are optimal in a broad range of regimes.

Theorem 13. (Lower bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters in transfer
learning) Suppose ϵ = K−s

K
< a small constant c. Suppose there exists a subset S with

|S| ≥ s such that mink∈S nk ≥ C1(p + logK), n0 ≥ C1p with a large constant C1 and
mink∈{0}∪S ∆

(k) ≥ C2 with some constant C2. Then we have

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S(h)

QS

P

(
d(θ̂(0),θ(0)∗) ≳

√
p

nS + n0

+

√
1

n0

+ h ∧
√

p

n0

+
ϵ

√
maxk=1:K nk

∧
√

p

n0

)
≥ 1

10
,

inf
µ̂

(0)
1 ,µ̂

(0)
2

Σ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S(h)

QS

P

(
min

π:[2]→[2]
max
r=1:2
∥µ̂(0)

π(r)−µ
(0)∗
r ∥2∨∥Σ̂(0)−Σ(0)∗∥2 ≳

√
p

n0

)
≥ 1

10
.

Theorem 14. (Lower bound of the target excess mis-clustering error in transfer learning)
Suppose the same conditions in Theorem 13 hold. Then we have

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S(h)

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≳

p

nS + n0

+
1

n0

+ h2 ∧ p

n0

+
ϵ2

maxk=1:K nk
∧ 1

n0

)
≥ 1

10
.

Comparing the upper and lower bounds in Theorems 11- 14, several remarks are in
order:

• With T0 ≳ log n0, our estimators µ̂
(0)[T0]
1 , µ̂

(0)[T0]
2 , Σ̂(0)[T0] achieve the minimax optimal

rate for estimating the mean vectors µ
(0)∗
1 , µ

(0)∗
2 and the covariance matrix Σ(0)∗.

• Regarding the target excess mis-clustering error, with the choices T0 ≳ log n0, Part
(VI) in the upper bound becomes negligible. We thus compare the other five terms
in the upper bound with the corresponding terms in the lower bound.
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1. Part (IV) in the upper bound differs from the one in the lower bound by a factor
p (up to logK). Hence the gap can arise when the dimension p diverges. The
reason is similar to the one in multi-task learning setting and using statistical
depth function based “center” estimates might be able to close the gap. We
refer to the paragraph after Theorem 4 for more details.

2. Part (V) in the upper bound does not appear in the lower bound. This term
is due to the center estimate from the upper bound in MTL-GMM. When
maxk∈S nk/n0 ≳ logK, this term is dominated by Part (II).

3. The other three terms from the upper bound match with the ones in the lower
bound.

• Based on the above comparisons, we can conclude that under the mild condition
maxk∈S nk/n0 ≳ logK, our method is minimax rate optimal for the estimation of
θ(0)∗ in the classical low-dimensional regime p = O(1). Even when p is unbounded,
the gap between the upper and lower bounds appears only when the fourth or fifth
term is the dominating term in the upper bound. Like the discussions after Theorem
4, similar restricted regimes where our method might become sub-optimal can be
derived.

A.4 Label alignment

As in multi-task learning, the alignment issue exists in transfer learning as well. Referring
to the parameter space Θ

′
(h) and the conditions of initialization in Assumptions 1 and

3, the success of Algorithm 5 requires correct alignments in two places. First, the center

estimate β
[T ]

used as input of Algorithm 5 are obtained from Algorithm 1 which involves
the alignment of initial estimates for sources. This alignment problem can be readily solved
by Algorithm 2 or 3. Second, the initialization of the target problem β̂(0)[0] needs to be
correctly aligned with the aforementioned center estimates. This is easy to address using
the alignment score described in Section 2.4.2 as there are only two different alignment
options. We summarize the steps in Algorithm 6.

Like Algorithms 2 and 3, Algorithm 6 is able to find the correct alignments under mild
conditions. Suppose {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=0 are the initialization values with potentially wrong align-

ment. Define the correct alignment as r∗ = (r∗0, r
∗
1, . . . , r

∗
K) with r

∗
k = argminrk=±1 ∥rkβ̂(k)[0]−

β(k)∗∥2. For any r = {rk}Kk=0 ∈ {±1}K+1 which is a permutation order of {β̂(k)[0]}Kk=0 and

its corresponding alignment {rkβ̂(k)[0]}Kk=0, define its alignment score as

score(r) =
∑

0≤k1 ̸=k2≤K

∥rk1β̂(k1)[0] − rk2β̂(k2)[0]∥2.

As expected, under the conditions from Algorithms 2 or 3 for sources together with
some similar conditions on the target, Algorithm 6 will output the ideal alignment r̂′

(equivalently, the good initialization r̂′0β̂
(0)[0] for Algorithm 5).
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Algorithm 6: Alignment for transfer learning

Input: Initialization {(β̂(k)[0])}Kk=0, and r̂ from Algorithm 2 or 3
1 if score((−1, r̂)) > score((1, r̂)) then
2 r̂′ = (1, r̂)
3 else
4 r̂′ = (−1, r̂)
5 end
Output: r̂′

Theorem 15 (Alignment correctness for Algorithm 6). Assume that

(i) ϵ < 1
2
;

(ii) ∥β(0)∗∥2 > 2(1−ϵ)
1−2ϵ

h+ 2−ϵ
1−2ϵ

maxk∈{0}∪S
(
∥β̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(k)[0] + β(k)∗∥2

)
,

where ϵ = K−s
K

is the outlier source task proportion, and h is the degree of discriminant
coefficient relatedness defined in (A.12).

For r̂ in Algorithm 6: if it is from Algorithm 2, assume the conditions of Theorem 5
hold; if it is from Algorithm 3, assume the conditions of Theorem 6 hold. Then the output
of Algorithm 6 satisfies

r̂′
k = r∗k for all k ∈ {0} ∪ S or r̂′

k = −r∗k for all k ∈ {0} ∪ S.

B Alignment for Multi-cluster GMMs in MTL

Similar to the binary case, we have the alignment issues in multi-cluster case as well. In
this section, we propose two alignment algorithms as the extension to the Algorithms 2
and 3.

In the multi-cluster case, the alignment of each task can be represented as a permutation
of [R]. Consider a series of permutations π = {πk}Kk=1, where each πk is a permutation
function on [R]. Define a score of π as

score(π) =
R∑
r=2

∑
k ̸=k′

∥∥∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1
(
µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥∥∥
2
.

We want to recover the correct alignment π∗
k = argmin

πk:[R]→[R]

∑R
r=2

∥∥∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1
(
µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− β
(k)∗
r

∥∥∥
2
.

We proposed an exhaustive search algorithm, which is summarized in Algorithm 7.
The following theorem shows that under certain conditions, the output from Algorithm

7 recovers the correct alignment up to a permutation.

Theorem 16 (Alignment correctness for Algorithm 7). Assume that
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Algorithm 7: Exhaustive search for the alignment in multi-cluster GMMs

Input: Initialization {{µ̂(k)[0]
r }Rr=1, Σ̂

(k)[0]}Kk=1

1 π̂ = {π̂k}Kk=1 ← argminπ score(π)
Output: π̂ = {π̂k}Kk=1

(i) maxk∈S maxr ̸=j ∆
(k)
rj /mink∈S minr ̸=j ∆

(k)
rj ≤ D with D ≥ 1.

(ii) ϵ < 1
24DcΣ+1

;

(iii) mink∈S minr ̸=j ∆
(k)
rj ≥

[
4(1−ϵ)c1/2Σ

1−(24DcΣ+1)ϵ
h+

(4+20ϵ)c
1/2
Σ

1−(24DcΣ+1)ϵ
ξ

]
∨
[

13(1−ϵ)c1/2Σ

1−(9DcΣ+1)ϵ
h+

(13−4ϵ)c
1/2
Σ

1−(9DcΣ+1)ϵ
ξ

]
,

where ϵ = K−s
K

is the outlier task proportion introduced in Theorem 7, h is degree of
discriminant coefficient similarity defined in (8), and

ξ = max
k∈S

min
π:[R]→[R]

max
r=1:R

∥∥∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1
(
µ̂

(k)[0]
π(r) − µ̂

(k)[0]
π(1)

)
− β(k)∗

r

∥∥∥
2

= max
k∈S

min
π:[R]→[R]

max
r=1:R

∥∥∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1
(
µ̂

(k)[0]
π(r) − µ̂

(k)[0]
π(1)

)
− (Σ(k)∗)−1

(
µ(k)∗
r − µ

(k)∗
1

)∥∥∥
2
.

Then there exists a permutation ι : [R]→ [R], such that the output of Algorithm 7 satisfies

π̂k = ι ◦ π∗
k,

for all k ∈ S.

The biggest issue of Algorithm 7 is the computational time. It is easy to see that the time
complexity of it is O((R!)K ·RK2), because it needs to search over all permutations. This is
not practically feasible when R andK are large. Therefore, we propose the following greedy
search algorithm to reduce the computational cost, which is summarized in Algorithm 8.
Note that its main idea is similar to Algorithm 3 for the binary GMM, but the procedure
is different. We define the score of alignments {πk′}kk′=1 of tasks 1-k′ as

score({πk′}kk′=1|{{µ̂(k′)[0]
r }Rr=1}kk′=1, {Σ̂(k′)[0]}kk′=1)

=
R∑
r=2

∑
k̃,k′≤k

∥∥∥(Σ̂(k̃)[0])−1
(
µ̂

(k̃)[0]
πk̃(r)
− µ̂

(k̃)[0]
πk̃(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥∥∥
2
.

The subsequent theorem demonstrates that, with slightly stronger assumptions than
those required by Algorithm 7, the greedy search algorithm can recover the correct align-
ment up to a permutation with high probability. Importantly, this approach significantly
alleviates the computational cost from O((R!)K ·RK2) to O(R!K ·RK2).

Theorem 17. Assume there are no outlier tasks in the first K0 tasks, and
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Algorithm 8: Greedy search for the alignment in multi-cluster GMMs

Input: Initialization {{µ̂(k)[0]
r }Rr=1, Σ̂

(k)[0]}Kk=1

1 for k = 1 to K do
2 With {π̂k′}k−1

k′=1 fixed (∅ when k = 1), set

π̂k = argmin
π:[R]→[R]

score({π̂k′}k−1
k′=1 ∪ π|{{µ̂

(k′)[0]
r }Rr=1}kk′=1, {Σ̂(k′)[0]}kk′=1)

3 end
Output: π̂ = {π̂k}Kk=1

(i) maxk∈S maxr ̸=j ∆
(k)
rj /mink∈S minr ̸=j ∆

(k)
rj ≤ D with D ≥ 1.

(ii) ϵ < 1
2DcΣ+1

;

(iii) K0 > 2DcΣKϵ;

(iv) mink∈S minr ̸=j ∆
(k)
rj ≥

[
4K0c

1/2
Σ

K0−DcΣKϵ
h+

(4K0+Kϵ)c
1/2
Σ

K0−DcΣKϵ
ξ

]
∨
[

2K0c
1/2
Σ

K0−2DcΣKϵ
h+

(2K0+2Kϵ)c
1/2
Σ

K0−2DcΣKϵ
ξ

]
,

where ϵ = K−s
K

is the outlier task proportion and cΣ appears in the condition that c−1
Σ ≤

mink∈S λmin(Σ
(k)∗) ≤ maxk∈S λmax(Σ

(k)∗) ≤ cΣ. Then there exists a permutation ι : [R]→
[R], such that the output of Algorithm 8 satisfies

π̂k = ι ◦ π∗
k,

for all k ∈ S.

Remark 8. Conditions (ii)-(iv) are similar to the conditions in Theorem 6. The inclusion
of Condition (i) aims to facilitate the analysis in the proof, and we conjecture that the
obtained results persist even if this condition is omitted.

When R is very large, the computational burden becomes prohibitive, rendering even
the O(R!K · RK2) time complexity impractical. Addressing this computational challenge
requires the development of more efficient alignment algorithms, a pursuit that we defer to
future investigations. In addition, one caveat of the greedy search algorithm is that we need
to know K0 non-outlier tasks in priori, which may not be unrealistic in practice. In our
empirical examinations, we enhance the algorithm’s performance by introducing a random
shuffle of the K tasks in each iteration. Specifically, we execute Algorithm 8 200 times,
yielding 200 alignment candidates. The final alignment is then determined by selecting the
configuration that attains the minimum score among the candidates.
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C Additional Numerical Studies

C.1 Simulations

C.1.1 Simulation 1 of MTL

In this subsection, we provide some additional performance evaluation of the three meth-
ods (MTL-GMM, Pooled-GMM, and Single-task-GMM) in Simulation 1. The results are
presented in Figures 6 and 7.

Referring to Figure 6 for the case without outlier tasks, MTL-GMM outperforms Pooled-
GMM in estimating w(k)∗ all the time. This makes sense because Pooled-GMM does not
take the heterogeneity of w(k)∗’s into account. For the estimation of other parameters
(except δ(k)∗ 5) and clustering, MTL-GMM and Pooled-GMM are competitive when h is
small (i.e. the tasks are similar). As h increases (i.e. tasks become more heterogenous),
MTL-GMM starts to outperform Pooled-GMM by a large margin. Moreover, MTL-GMM
is significantly better than Single-task-GMM in terms of both estimation and mis-clustering
errors over a wide range of h. They only become comparable when h is very large. These
comparisons demonstrate that MTL-GMM not only effectively utilizes the unknown simi-
larity structure among tasks, but also adapts to it.

The results for the case with two outlier tasks are shown in Figure 7. It is clear that the
comparison between MTL-GMM and Single-task-GMM is similar to the one in Figure 6.
What is new here is that even when h is very small, MTL-GMM still performs much better
than Pooled-GMM, showing the robustness of MTL-GMM against a fraction of outlier
tasks. Note that in this simulation, δ(k)∗ = 0 for all k ∈ [K], which might explain the
phenomenon where Pooled-GMM outperforms MTL-GMM in estimating δ(k)∗’s.

C.1.2 Simulation 2 of MTL

In this subsection, we provide some additional performance evaluation of three methods in
Simulation 2. The results are presented in Figures 8 and 9.

The results are reported in Figures 8 and 9. The main message is the same as in the
previous simulation example: Pooled-GMM is sensitive to outlier tasks and suffers from
negative transfer when h is large, while MTL-GMM is robust to outliers and can adapt
to the unknown similarity level h. The results verify the theoretical findings in the multi-
cluster case.

C.1.3 Simulation 3 of MTL

In the third simulation of MTL, we consider a different similarity structure among tasks
in S and a different type of outlier tasks. For a multi-task learning problem with K = 10
tasks, set the sample size of each task equal to 100. Let β(1)∗ = (2.5, 0, 0, 0, 0), Σ(1)∗ =

5Actually it is not suprising to see Pooled-GMM estimates µ
(k)∗
1 , µ

(k)∗
2 , δ(k)∗, and Σ(k)∗ better than

MTL-GMM when h is small in this example. The reason is that these parameters are similar to each other
(although MTL-GMM does not rely on this similarity) which makes pooling the data a good approach.
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Figure 6: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1.(i) of multi-task learning,
with no outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation
error of {w(k)∗}k∈S stands for maxk∈S(|ŵ(k)[T ]−w(k)∗|∧|1−ŵ(k)[T ]−w(k)∗|). Estimation error

of {µ(k)∗
1 }k∈S and {µ(k)∗

2 }k∈S stands for maxk∈S minπ:[2]→[2](∥µ̂(k)[T ]
1 − µ

(k)∗
π(1)∥2 ∨ ∥µ̂

(k)[T ]
2 −

µ
(k)∗
π(2)∥2). Estimation error of {Σ(k)∗}k∈S stands for maxk∈S ∥Σ̂(k)[T ] −Σ(k)∗∥2. Estimation

error of {δ(k)∗}k∈S stands for maxk∈S(|δ̂(k)[T ]−δ(k)∗|∧|δ̂(k)[T ]+δ(k)∗|). Average mis-clustering
error represents the average empirical mis-clustering error rate calculated on the test set
of tasks in S.

(0.5|i−j|)5×5, and 1 ∈ S, i.e., the first task is not an outlier task. We generate each w(k)∗

from Unif(0.1, 0.9) for all k ∈ S. For k ∈ S\{1}, we generate Σ(k)∗ as

Σ(k)∗ =

{
(0.5|i−j|)5×5, with probability 1/2,

(a|i−j|)5×5, with probability 1/2,
(C.13)

51



0.1

0.2

0.3

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {w(k) ∗ }k∈S

2

4

6

8

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {µ1
(k) ∗ 

}k∈S and {µ2
(k) ∗ 

}k∈S

0

3

6

9

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {Σ(k) ∗ }k∈S

0

2

4

6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {δ(k) ∗ }k∈S

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Average mis−clustering error

method

MTL−GMM

Pooled−GMM

Single−task−GMM

Figure 7: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1.(ii) of multi-task learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. The meaning
of each subfigure’s title is the same as in Figure 6.

and set β(k)∗ = (Σ(k)∗)−1Σ(1)∗β(1)∗. Here, the value of a is determined by max{a ∈ [0.5, 1) :

∥β(k)∗ − β(1)∗∥2 ≤ h} for a given h. Let µ
(k)∗
2 = Σ(k)∗β(k)∗ and µ

(k)∗
1 = 0, ∀k ∈ S. In this

generation process, µ
(k)∗
2 = µ

(1)∗
2 = Σ(1)∗β(1)∗ = (5/2, 5/4, 5/8, 5/16, 5/32)T for all k ∈ S.

The covariance matrix of tasks in S can differ. When k /∈ S, we generate the data of
task k from two clusters with probability 1−w(k)∗ and w(k)∗, where w(k)∗ ∼ Unif(0.1, 0.9).

Samples from the second cluster follow N(µ
(k)∗
2 ,Σ(k)∗), with Σ(k)∗ coming from (C.13),

β(k)∗ = (−2.5,−2.5,−2.5,−2.5,−2.5)T , and µ
(k)∗
2 = Σ(k)∗β(k)∗. For each sample from the

first cluster, each component is independently generated from a t-distribution with degrees
of freedom 4. In each replication, for given ϵ, the outlier task index set Sc is uniformly
sampled from all subsets of 2 : K with cardinality Kϵ (since task 1 has been fixed in S).
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Figure 8: The performance of different methods in Simulation 2.(i) of multi-task learning,
with no outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation er-

ror of {w(k)∗
r }r∈[R],k∈S stands for maxk∈S minπ:[R]→[R] maxr∈[R] |ŵ(k)[T ]

r −w(k)∗
π(r)|. Estimation er-

ror of {µ(k)∗
r }r∈[R],k∈S stands for maxk∈S minπ:[R]→[R] maxr∈[R] ∥µ̂(k)[T ]

r −µ
(k)∗
π(r)∥2. Estimation

error of {Σ(k)∗}k∈S stands for maxk∈S ∥Σ̂(k)[T ]−Σ(k)∗∥2. Estimation error of {δ(k)∗r }r∈[R],k∈S

stands for maxk∈S minπ:[R]→[R] maxr∈[R] |δ̂(k)[T ]r − (µ
(k)∗
π(r) +µ

(k)∗
π(1))

T (Σ(k)∗)−1(µ
(k)∗
π(r)−µ

(k)∗
π(1))/2|.

Average mis-clustering error represents the average empirical mis-clustering error rate cal-
culated on the test set of tasks in S.

We consider two cases:

53



0.1

0.2

0.3

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {wr
(k) ∗ 

}r∈[R], k∈S

0

2

4

6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {µr
(k) ∗ 

}r∈[R], k∈S

1

2

3

4

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {Σ(k) ∗ }k∈S

5

10

15

20

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Estimation error of {δr
(k) ∗ 

}r∈[R], k∈S

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h

E
rr

or

Average mis−clustering error

method

MTL−GMM

Pooled−GMM

Single−task−GMM

Figure 9: The performance of different methods in Simulation 2.(ii) of multi-task learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. The meaning
of each subfigure’s title is the same as in Figure 8.

(i) No outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1;

(ii) 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1.

We implement the same three methods as in Simulation 1 and the results are reported
in Figures 10 and 11. When there are no outlier tasks, both MTL-GMM and Pooled-GMM

significantly outperform Single-task-GMM. Note that in this simulation, µ
(k)∗
1 = µ

(k′)∗
1 and

µ
(k)∗
2 = µ

(k′)∗
2 for all k ̸= k′ ∈ [K], which might explain the phenomenon where Pooled-
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Figure 10: The performance of different methods in Simulation 3.(i) of multi-task learning,
with no outlier tasks (ϵ = 0), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation

error of {β(k)∗}k∈S stands for maxk∈S(∥β̂(k)[T ] − β(k)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(k)[T ] + β(k)∗∥2). Maximum
mis-clustering error represents maximum empirical mis-clustering error rate calculated on
test set of tasks in S. The meaning of other subfigures’ titles is the same as in Figure 6.
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Figure 11: The performance of different methods in Simulation 3.(ii) of multi-task learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. The meaning
of each subfigure’s title is the same as in Figure 10.

GMM outperforms MTL-GMM in estimating µ
(k)∗
1 and µ

(k)∗
2 ’s. When there are two outlier

tasks, Figure 11 shows that Pooled-GMM performs much worse than Single-task-GMM on
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most of the estimation errors of GMM parameters as well as the mis-clustering error rate.
In contrast, MTL-GMM greatly improves the performance of Single-task-GMM, showing
the advantage of MTL-GMM when dealing with outlier tasks and heterogeneous covariance
matrices.

C.1.4 Simulation of TL

Consider a transfer learning problem with K = 10 source data sets, where all sources
are from the same GMM. The setting is modified based on Simulation 1 of MTL. The
source and target sample sizes are equal to 100. For each of the source and target task,
w(k)∗ ∼ Unif(0.1, 0.9) and µ

(k)∗
1 = −µ(k)∗

2 = (2, 2,0p−2)
T + h/2 · (Σ(k)∗)−1u, where p = 15,

Σ(k)∗ = (0.2|i−j|)5×5, and u ∼ Unif({u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 = 1}). We consider the case that h
changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1.

We compare five different methods, including Target-GMM fitted on target data only,
MTL-GMM fitted on all the data, MTL-GMM-center which fits MTL-GMM on source data

and outputs the estimated “center” β
[T ]

as the target estimate 6, Pooled-GMM which fits
a merged GMM on all the data, and our TL-GMM. The performance is evaluated by the
estimation errors of w(0)∗, µ

(0)∗
1 , µ

(0)∗
2 , β(0)∗, δ(0)∗, and Σ(0)∗ as well as the mis-clustering

error rate calculated on an independent test target data of size 500. Results are presented
in Figure 12.

Figure 12 shows that when h is small, the performances of MTL-GMM, MTL-GMM-
center, Pooled-GMM, and TL-GMM are comparable, and all of them are much better than
Target-GMM. This is expected, because the sources are very similar to the target and can
be easily used to improve the target task learning. As h keeps increasing, the target and
sources become increasingly different. This is the phase where the knowledge of sources
need be carefully transferred for the possible learning improvement on the target task. As
is clear from Figure 12, MTL-GMM, MTL-GMM-center, and Pooled-GMM do not handle
heterogeneous resources well, thus outperformed by Target-GMM. By contrast, TL-GMM
remains effective in transferring source knowledge to improve over Target-GMM; when h is
very large so that sources are not useful anymore, TL-GMM is robust enough to still have
competitive performance compared to Target-GMM.

Figure 13 shows the results when there are two outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2). It can be seen
that MTL-GMM is robust to outliers.

C.1.5 Tuning parameters Cλ and Cλ0 in Algorithms 1, 4, and 5

The candidates of Cλ and Cλ0 values used in the 10-fold cross-validation are chosen through
a data-driven way. For Cλ in Algorithm 1, we first determine the smallest Cλ value which
makes all β(k) estimators identical, which is denoted as Cmax. Then the Cλ candidates are
set to be the sequence from Cmax/50 and 2Cmax with equal logarithm distance. For Cλ0
in Algorithm 5, we first determine the smallest Cλ0 value which makes the β(0) estimator

6MTL-GMM-center only appears in the comparison of estimation error of β(k)∗’s.
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Figure 12: The performance of different methods in the simulation of transfer learning,
with no outlier tasks (ϵ = 0) and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation

error of w(0)∗ stands for |ŵ(0)[T0]−w(0)∗|∧ |1− ŵ(0)[T0]−w(0)∗|. Estimation error of µ
(0)∗
1 and

µ
(0)∗
2 stands for minπ:[2]→[2]maxr∈[2] ∥µ̂(0)[T0]

r − µ
(0)∗
π(r)∥2. Estimation error of β(0)∗ stands for

∥β̂(0)[T0]−β(0)∗∥2∧∥β̂(0)[T0]+β(0)∗∥2. Estimation error of Σ(k)∗ stands for ∥Σ̂(0)[T0]−Σ(0)∗∥2.
Estimation error of δ

(0)∗
r stands for |δ̂(0)[T0] − δ(0)∗| ∧ |δ̂(0)[T0] + δ(0)∗|. Mis-clustering error

represents the empirical mis-clustering error rate calculated on the test set of the target
data.
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Figure 13: The performance of different methods in the simulation of transfer learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (ϵ = 0.2) and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. The meaning
of each subfigure’s title is the same as in Figure 12.

equal to β
[T ]
, which is denoted as C ′

max. Then the Cλ0 candidates are set to be the sequence
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from C ′
max/50 and 2C ′

max with equal logarithm distance.
We also run MTL-GMM with different Cλ values in Simulation 1 to test the impact of

penalty parameter. The results are presented in Figure 14. The values 1.29, 2.15, 3.59, 5.99,
and 10 are the last 5 elements in sequence from 0.1 to 10 with equal logarithm distance. It
can be seen that with small Cλ values like 1.29 and 2.15, the performance of MTL-GMM
is similar to that of Single-task-GMM, although MTL-GMM-2.15 improves Single-task-
GMM a lot when h is small. With large Cλ values like 5.99 and 10, MTL-GMM performs
similarly to Pooled-GMM when h is small, while suffers from negative transfer when h is
large. However, as h continues to increase, the performance of MTL-GMM with large Cλ
values start to improve and finally become similar to Single-task-GMM. This phenomenon
is in accordance with the theory, as the theory predicts that MTL-GMM achieves the same
rate as Single-task-GMM for large h. The negative transfer effect of MTL-GMM with large
Cλ could be caused by large unknown constants in the upper bound. Comparing Figure
14 with figures in Sections 4.1.1 and C.1.1, we can see that cross-validation enhances the
performance of MTL-GMM.

C.1.6 Tuning parameter κ and κ0 in Algorithms 1, 4, and 5

We set κ = κ0 = 1/3 in Algorithms 1, 4, and 5. We run MTL-GMM with different κ values
in Simulation 1 to test the impact of κ on the performance. The results are presented
in Figure 15. We tried κ = 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9 in Algorithms 1. It can be seen that the
lines representing MTL-GMM with different κ values highly overlap with each other, which
shows that the performance of MTL-GMM is very robust to the choice of κ. In practice,
we take κ = 1/3 for convenience.

D Technical Lemmas

D.1 General lemmas

Denote the unit ball Bp = {u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 ≤ 1} and the unit sphere Sp−1 = {u ∈ Rp :
∥u∥2 = 1}.

Lemma 1 (Covering number of the unit ball under Euclidean norm, Example 5.8 in
Wainwright (2019)). Denote the ϵ-covering number of a unit ball Bp in Rp under Euclidean
norm as N(ϵ,Bp, ∥ · ∥2), where the centers of covering balls are required to be on the sphere.
We have (1/ϵ)p ≤ N(ϵ,Bp, ∥ · ∥2) ≤ (1 + 2/ϵ)p.

Lemma 2 (Packing number of the unit sphere under Euclidean norm). Denote the ϵ-
packing number of the unit sphere Sp−1 in Rp under Euclidean norm as M(ϵ,Sp−1, ∥ · ∥2).
When p ≥ 2, we have M(ϵ,Sp−1, ∥ · ∥2) ≥ N(ϵ,Bp−1, ∥ · ∥2) ≥ (1/ϵ)p−1.

Lemma 3 (Fano’s lemma, see Chapter 2 of Tsybakov (2009), Chapter 15 of Wainwright
(2019)). Suppose (Θ, d) is a metric space and each θ in this space is associated with a
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Figure 14: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1 of multi-task learning,
with no outlier tasks (ϵ = 0) and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. The meaning
of each subfigure’s title is the same as in Figures 2 and 6.

probability measure Pθ. If {θj}Nj=1 is an s-separated set (i.e. d(θj, θk) ≥ s for any j ̸= k),
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Figure 15: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1 of multi-task learning,
with no outlier tasks (ϵ = 0) and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. The meaning
of each subfigure’s title is the same as in Figures 2 and 6.

and KL(Pθj ,Pθk) ≤ α logN , then

inf
θ̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ(d(θ̂, θ) ≥ s/2) ≥ inf
ψ

sup
j=1:N

Pθj(ψ ̸= j) ≥ 1− α− log 2

logN
,
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where ψ : X 7→ ψ(X) ∈ {1, . . . , N}.
Lemma 4 (Packing number of the unit sphere in a quadrant under Euclidean norm). In
Rp, we can use a vector v ∈ {±1}⊗p to indicate each quadrant Qv = {[0,+∞) · 1(vj =
+1) + (−∞, 0) · 1(vj = −1)}⊗p. Then when p ≥ 2, there exists a quadrant Qv0 such that
M(ϵ,Sp−1 ∩Qv0 , ∥ · ∥2) ≥ (1

2
)p(1

ϵ
)p−1.

Lemma 5. For one-dimensional Gaussian mixture variable Z ∼ (1 − w)N (µ1, σ
2) +

wN (µ2, σ
2) with (1 − w)µ1 + wµ2 = 0, it is a

√
σ2 + 1

4
|µ1 − µ2|2-subGaussian variable.

That means,

EeλZ ≤ exp

{
1

2
λ

(
σ2 +

1

4
|µ1 − µ2|2

)}
.

Lemma 6 (Duan and Wang (2022)). Let

({θ̂j}Kk=1, β̂) = argmin
θk,β∈Rp

{
K∑
k=1

ωkf
(k)(θk) +

√
ωkλ∥β − θk∥2)

}
.

Suppose there exists S ⊆ 1 : K such that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) For any k ∈ S, fk is (θ∗
k,M, ρ, L)-regular, that is

• fk is convex and twice differentiable;

• ρI ⪯ ∇2fk(θ) ⪯ LI for all θ ∈ B(θ∗
k,M);

• ∥∇fk(θ∗
k)∥2 ≤ ρM/2.

(ii) minθ∈Rd maxk∈S{∥θ∗
k − θ∥2} ≤ h and

∑
k∈Sc

√
ωk ≤ ϵ

∑
k∈S ωk/maxk∈S

√
ωk.

Then we have the following conclusions:

(i) ∥θ̂k − θ∗
k∥2 ≤ 1

ρ
(∥∇f (k)(θ∗

k)∥2 + λ/
√
wk) for all k ∈ S.

(ii) If
5ϱκwmaxk∈S{

√
wk∥∇f (k)(θ∗

k)∥2}
1− ϱϵ

< λ <
ρM

2
min
k∈S

√
ωk,

where ϱ = L/ρ, ϱϵ < 1, and maxk∈S
√
nk ·

∑
k∈S

√
nk

nS
≤
√

|S|maxk∈S nk

nS
:= κw, then

∥θ̂k−θ∗
k∥2 ≤

∥
∑

k∈S ωk∇f (k)(θ∗
k)∥2

ρ
∑

k∈S ωk
+

6

1− ϱϵ
min

{
3ϱ2κwh,

2λ

5ρ
√
wk

}
+

λϵ

ρmaxk∈S
√
ωk
.

Furthermore, if we also have

λ ≥
15ϱκwLmaxk∈S

√
ωkh

1− ϱϵ
,

then θ̂k = β̂ for all k ∈ S, and

sup
k∈S
∥θ̂k − θ∗

k∥2 ≤
∥
∑

k∈S ωk∇f (k)(θ∗
k)∥2

ρ
∑

k∈S ωk
+ 2ϱκwh+

λϵ

ρmaxk∈S
√
ωk
.
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Lemma 7. Suppose

θ̂ = argmin
θ

{
f (0)(θ) +

λ
√
n0

∥θ̂ − θ∥2
}

with some θ ∈ Rp. Assume f (0) is convex and twice differentiable, and ρIp ≤ ∇2f (0)(θ) ≤
LIp for any θ ∈ Rp. Then

(i) ∥θ̂ − θ∗∥2 ≤ ∇f (0)(θ)
ρ

+ λ
ρ
√
n0
, for any θ∗ ∈ Rp and λ ≥ 0;

(ii) θ̂ = θ, if λ ≥ 2∥∇f (0)(θ∗)∥2
√
n0 and ∥θ − θ∗∥2 ≤ (λ/

√
n0 − ∥∇f (0)(θ∗)∥2)/L.

E Proofs of Theorems in Main Text

E.1 Proofs of general lemmas

E.1.1 Proof of Lemma 2

The second half inequality is due to Lemma 1. It suffices to show the first half inequality.

For any x = (x1, . . . , xp−1)
T ∈ Bp−1, define xp =

√
1−

∑p−1
j=1 x

2
j . Then we can define a

mapping
x ∈ Bp−1 7→ x̃ = (x̃1, . . . , x̃p−1, x̃p) ∈ Sp,

with x̃j = xj for j ≤ p − 1 and x̃p = ±xp. And it’s easy to see that for any x, y ∈ Bp−1,
we have ∥x− y∥2 ≤ ∥x̃− ỹ∥2. Therefore, if {x̃j}Nj=1 is an ϵ-cover of Sp−1 under Euclidean
norm, then it {xj}Nj=1 must be an ϵ-cover of Bp−1 under Euclidean norm. Then

N(ϵ,Bp−1, ∥ · ∥2) ≤ N(ϵ,Sp−1, ∥ · ∥2) ≤M(ϵ,Sp−1, ∥ · ∥2).

E.1.2 Proof of Lemma 4

If {uj}Nj=1 is an ϵ-packing of Sp−1 under Euclidean norm, then {uj}Nj=1 ∩ Qv must be an
ϵ-packing of Sp ∩Qv under Euclidean norm. Then by Lemma 2,

2p max
v∈{±1}⊗p

M(ϵ,Sp−1 ∩Qv, ∥ · ∥2) ≥
∑

v∈{±1}⊗p

M(ϵ,Sp−1 ∩Qv, ∥ · ∥2)

≥M(ϵ,Sp−1, ∥ · ∥2)

≥
(
1

ϵ

)p−1

,

implying

max
v∈{±1}⊗p

M(ϵ,Sp ∩Qv, ∥ · ∥2) ≥
(
1

2

)p(
1

ϵ

)p−1

.
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E.1.3 Proof of Lemma 5

Suppose Z1 ∼ N (µ1, σ
2) ⊥⊥ Z2 ∼ N (µ2, σ

2), then we can write Z = (1 − I)Z1 + IZ2 =
(1−I)(Z1−µ1)+I(Z2−µ2)+[µ1(1−I)+µ2I], where I ∼ Bernoulli(w) that is independent
with Z1 and Z2. Then

EeλZ ≤ Eeλ(1−I)(Z1−µ1)+λI(Z2−µ2) · Eeλ[µ1(1−I)+µ2I]

≤ EI
[
(1− I)EeλZ1 + IEeλZ2

]
· Eeλ[µ1(1−I)+µ2I]

≤ exp

{
1

2
σ2λ2 +

1

8
(µ2 − µ1)

2λ2
}
,

where the last second inequality comes from Jensen’s inequality and the independence
between Z1, Z2 and I. This completes the proof.

E.1.4 Proof of Lemma 6

The result follows from Theorem A.2, Lemma B.1 and Claim B.1 in Duan and Wang (2022).

E.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Define the contraction basin of one GMM as

Bcon(θ
(k)∗) =

{
θ = {w,β, δ} : wr ∈ [cw/2, 1− cw/2], ∥β − β(k)∗∥2 ≤ Cb∆, δ =

1

2
βT (µ1 + µ2)

max
r=1:2
∥µr − µ∗

r∥2 ≤ Cb∆

}
,

for which we may shorthand as Bcon in the following. And given the index set S, two joint
contraction basins are defined as

BJ,1
con({θ(k)∗}k∈S) =

{
{θ(k)}k∈S = {(w(k),β(k), δ(k))}k∈S : θ(k) ∈ Bcon(θ

(k)∗)
}
,

BJ,2
con({θ(k)∗}k∈S) =

{
{θ(k)}k∈S = {(w(k),β(k), δ(k))}k∈S : θ(k) ∈ Bcon(θ

(k)∗),β(k) ≡ β for all k
}
.

For simplicity, at some places, we will write them as BJ,1
con and BJ,2

con, respectively.
For θ = (w,β, δ) and θ′ = (w′,β′, δ′), define

d(θ,θ′) = |w − w′| ∨ ∥β − β′∥2 ∨ |δ − δ′|.

And denote the minimum SNR ∆ = mink∈S ∆
(k).
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E.2.1 Lemmas

For GMM z ∼ (1− w∗)N (µ∗
1,Σ

∗) + w∗N (µ∗
2,Σ

∗) and any θ = (w,β, δ), define

γθ(z) =
w exp{βTz − δ}

1− w + w exp{βTz − δr}
, w(θ) = E[γθ(z)],

µ1(θ) =
E[(1− γθ(z))z]
E[1− γθ(z)]

, µ2(θ) =
E[γθ(z)z]
E[γθ(z)]

.

Lemma 8 (Contraction of binary GMMs, a special case of Lemma 37 when R = 2). When

Cb ≤ cc
−1/2
Σ with a small constant c > 0 and ∆ ≥ CCbM with a large constant C > 0, there

exist positive constants C ′ > 0 and C ′′ > 0, for any θ ∈ Bcon(θ
(k)∗),

|wr(θ)−w∗
r | ≤ C ′∆exp{−C ′′∆2}·d(θ,θ∗), ∥µr(θ)−µ∗

r∥2 ≤ C ′∆exp{−C ′′∆2}·d(θ,θ∗).

Hence when ∆ > some constant C ′′, we have C∆exp{−C ′∆2} ≤ κ0 < 1, such that
C∆exp{−C ′∆2} can be replaced by κ0 in the inequalities above.

Lemma 9. When h ≤ Cb∆, BJ,2
con({θ(k)∗}k∈S) ̸= ∅.

Lemma 10 (Theorem 3 in Maurer and Pontil (2021)). Let f : X n → R and X =
(X1, . . . , Xn) be a vector of independent random variables with values in a space X . Then
for any t > 0 we have

P(f(X)− Ef(X) > t) ≤ exp

{
− t2

32e
∥∥∑n

i=1 ∥fi(X)∥2ψ2

∥∥
∞

}
,

where fi(X) as a random function of x is defined to be (fi(X))(x) := f(x1, . . . , xi−1, Xi, xi+1, . . . , Xn)−
EXi

[f(x1, . . . , xi−1, Xi, xi+1, . . . , Xn)], the sub-Gaussian norm ∥Z∥ψ2
:= supd≥1{∥Z∥d/

√
d},

and ∥Z∥d = (E|Z|d)1/d.

Lemma 11. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

(i) With probability at least 1− C ′K−2,

sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )− E[γθ(k)(z(k))]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
logK

nk
,

for all k ∈ S.

(ii) With probability at least 1− C ′K−1e−C
′′p,

sup
{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2

con

sup
|w̃k|≤1

1

nS

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

[
γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )− E[γθ(k)(z(k))]

]∣∣∣∣∣ ≲
√
p+K

nS
.
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Lemma 12. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

(i) With probability at least 1− C ′(K−2 +K−1e−C
′′p),

sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

[
1− γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )
]
(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗ − E

[
[1− γθ(k)(z(k))](z(k))Tβ(k)∗]∣∣∣∣∣

≲ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
logK

nk
,

for all k ∈ S.

(ii) With probability at least 1− C ′K−1e−C
′′p,

sup
{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2

con

sup
|w̃k|≤1

1

nS

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

[[
1− γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )
]
(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗ − E

[
[1− γθ(k)(z(k))](z(k))Tβ(k)∗]]∣∣∣∣∣

≲

√
p+K

nS
.

Lemma 13. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

(i) With probability at least 1− C ′(K−2 +K−1e−C
′′p),

sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )z

(k)
i − E[γθ(k)(z(k))z(k)]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲

√
p+ logK

nk
,

for all k ∈ S.

(ii) With probability at least 1− C ′K−1e−C
′′p,

sup
{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2

con

sup
|w̃k|≤1

1

nS

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

[
γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )z

(k)
i − E[γθ(k)(z(k))z(k)]

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲

√
p+K

nS
.

(iii) With probability at least 1− C ′K−1e−C
′′p,

sup
{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2

con

sup
|w̃k|≤1

1

nS

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

[
γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )− E[γθ(k)(z(k))]

]
µ

(k)∗
1

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲

√
p+K

nS
.

Lemma 14. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.
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(i) With probability at least 1− C ′(K−2 +K−1e−C
′′p),∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

[
z
(k)
i (z

(k)
i )T − E[z(k)

i (z
(k)
i )T ]

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲

√
p+ logK

nk
,

for all k ∈ S.

(ii) With probability at least 1− C ′K−1e−C
′′p,∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nS

∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

[
z
(k)
i (z

(k)
i )T − E[z(k)

i (z
(k)
i )T ]

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲

√
p

nS
.

E.2.2 Main proof of of Theorem 1

WLOG, in Assumptions 1.(iii) and 1.(iv), we assume

• maxk∈S
(
∥β̂(k)[0]−β(k)∗∥2 ∨ |δ̂(k)[0]− δ(k)∗|

)
≤ C3mink∈S ∆

(k), with a sufficiently small
constant C3;

• maxk∈S |ŵ(k)[0] − w(k)∗| ≤ cw/2.

(I) Case 1: Let us consider the case that h ≥ C
√

p+logK
maxk∈S nk

. Consider an event E defined

to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11.(i), 12.(i), 13.(i), and 14.(i), with ξ(k) =
a large constant C, which satisfies P(E) ≥ 1− C ′(K−1 + e−C

′′p). Throughout the analysis
in Case 1, we condition on E , therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least
1− C ′(K−1 + e−C

′′p).

Consider the case t = 1. Lemma 6 tells us that when λ[t] ≥ Cmaxk∈S{
√
nk∥Σ̂(k)[t]β(k)∗−

(µ̂
(k)[t]
2 − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )∥2}, we have

∥β̂(k)[t] − β(k)∗∥2 ≲

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈S

nk
nS

[Σ̂(k)[t]β(k)∗ − (µ̂
(k)[t]
2 − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ h ∧ λ[t]
√
nk

+ ϵ
λ[t]
√
nk
. (E.14)

And if further λ[t] ≥ Cmaxk∈S
√
nkh, we have (E.14) holds with β̂(k)[t] = β

[t]
for all k ∈ S.

Note that

∥Σ̂(k)[t]β(k)∗−(µ̂(k)[t]
2 −µ̂(k)[t]

1 )∥2 ≤ ∥(Σ̂(k)[t]−Σ(k)∗)β(k)∗∥2+∥µ̂(k)[t]
2 −µ̂(k)[t]

1 −µ(k)∗
2 +µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2.
(E.15)

And the first term on the RHS can be controlled as

∥(Σ̂(k)[t] −Σ(k)∗)β(k)∗∥2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

[
z
(k)
i (z

(k)
i )T − E[z(k)

i (z
(k)
i )T ]

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

1
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+
∥∥∥[(1− ŵ(k)[t])µ̂

(k)[t]
1 (µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )T − (1− w(k)∗)µ

(k)∗
1 (µ

(k)∗
1 )T

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

2

+
∥∥∥[ŵ(k)[t]µ̂

(k)[t]
2 (µ̂

(k)[t]
2 )T − w(k)∗µ

(k)∗
2 (µ

(k)∗
2 )T

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

3

. (E.16)

Conditioned on E , we have

1 ≲

√
p+ logK

nk
,

And

2 ≤
∥∥∥(1− ŵ(k)[t])(µ̂

(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 ) · (µ̂(k)[t]

1 )Tβ(k)∗
∥∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

2 .1

+
∥∥∥[(1− ŵ(k)[t])µ

(k)∗
1 (µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )T − (1− w(k)∗)µ

(k)∗
1 (µ

(k)∗
1 )T

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

2 .2

,

where

2 .2 ≤
∥∥∥(ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗)µ

(k)∗
1 (µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )Tβ(k)∗

∥∥∥
2
+
∥∥∥(1− ŵ(k)[t])µ

(k)∗
1 (µ̂

(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 )Tβ(k)∗

∥∥∥
2
.

(E.17)
Before we discuss how to control the terms on the RHS, let us first try to control |ŵ(k)[t] −
w(k)∗| as it will be used to bound the existing terms. Note that

|ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗| ≤ |w(k)(θ̂(k)[t−1])− w(k)∗|+ |ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)(θ̂(k)[t−1])|

≤ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

γθ̂(k)[t−1](z
(k)
i )− E[γθ̂(k)[t−1](z

(k))]

∣∣∣∣∣
≲ κ0d(θ̂

(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
(E.18)

≤ c,

where c is a small constant. And

∥µ̂(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
1
nk

∑nk

i=1(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z
(k)
i ))z

(k)
i

1− ŵ(k)[t]
−

E[(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z(k)))z(k)]

1− w(k)(θ̂(k)[t−1])

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
1
nk

∑nk

i=1(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z
(k)
i ))z

(k)
i − E[(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z(k)))z(k)]

1− ŵ(k)[t]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥∥ E[(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z(k)))z(k)]

(1− ŵ(k)[t])(1− w(k)(θ̂(k)[t−1]))
(ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)(θ̂(k)[t−1]))

∥∥∥∥∥
2
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≲

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z
(k)
i ))z

(k)
i − E[(1− γθ̂(k)[t−1](z

(k)))z(k)]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ |ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗|+ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗)

≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
≤ Cb∆.

Therefore, we can bound the RHS of (E.17) as

2 .2 ≲ |ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗|+ ∥µ̂(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 ≲ κ0d(θ̂

(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
. (E.19)

Similarly, we have

2 .1 ≲ ∥µ̂(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 ≲ κ0d(θ̂

(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
, (E.20)

Combining (E.19) and (E.20), we have

2 ≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
,

Similarly, we can bound 3 in the same way, and get

3 ≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
,

Hence

∥(Σ̂(k)[t] −Σ(k)∗)β(k)∗∥2 ≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
,

And ths second term on the RHS of (E.15) satisfies

∥µ̂(k)[t]
2 −µ̂(k)[t]

1 −µ(k)∗
2 +µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 ≤ ∥µ̂

(k)[t]
2 −µ(k)∗

2 ∥2∨∥µ̂(k)[t]
1 −µ(k)∗

1 ∥2 ≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗)+

√
p+ logK

nk
.

(E.21)
All together, we have

∥Σ̂(k)[t]β(k)∗ − (µ̂
(k)[t]
2 − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )∥2 ≲ κ0d(θ̂

(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
. (E.22)

This implies that λ[t] = Cλ
√
p+ logK + κλ[0] ≥ Cmaxk∈S{

√
nk∥Σ̂(k)[t]β(k)∗ − (µ̂

(k)[t]
2 −

µ̂
(k)[t]
1 )∥2}, therefore by (E.14),

∥β̂(k)[t] − β(k)∗∥2 ≲ κ0
∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ λ[t], (E.23)
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And by (E.18),

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
|ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗| ≲ κ0

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
. (E.24)

Also,

|δ̂(k)[t] − δ(k)∗| = 1

2

∥∥∥(β̂(k)[t])T (µ̂
(k)[t]
1 + µ̂

(k)[t]
2 )− (β(k)∗)T (µ

(k)∗
1 + µ

(k)∗
2 )

∥∥∥
2

≲ ∥β̂(k)[t] − β(k)∗∥2 + ∥µ̂(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 + ∥µ̂

(k)[t]
2 − µ

(k)∗
2 ∥2

≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
p+ logK

nk
, (E.25)

which entails that

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
|δ̂(k)[t] − δ(k)∗| ≲ κ0

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
. (E.26)

Combining (E.23), (E.24), and (E.26), we have

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t],θ(k)∗) ≲ κ0

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) +

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+

√
K

nS
λ[t]. (E.27)

Also,

max
k∈S

{√
nkd(θ̂

(k)[t],θ(k)∗)
}
≲ κ0max

k∈S

{√
nkd(θ̂

(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗)
}
+ λ[t]. (E.28)

When we assume (E.23), (E.27), (E.28) hold for all t = 1 : t′, via the same analysis we
will have (E.22) hold again for t = t′ + 1. Hence

max
k∈S

{√
nk∥Σ̂(k)[t′+1]β(k)∗−(µ̂(k)[t′+1]

2 −µ̂(k)[t′+1]
1 )∥2

}
≲ κ0max

k∈S

{√
nkd(θ̂

(k)[t′],θ(k)∗)
}
+
√
p+ logK.

Then by (E.28) when t = t′,

κ0max
k∈S

{√
nkd(θ̂

(k)[t′],θ(k)∗)
}
+
√
p+ logK ≲ κ20max

k∈S

{√
nkd(θ̂

(k)[t′−1],θ(k)∗)
}
+
√
p+ logK + κ0λ

[t′]

≤ κ0λ
[t′] +

√
p+ logK

≤ λ[t
′+1],

where we need κ ≥ Cκ0 with a large constant C > 0. Recall that κ ∈ (0, 1) is one of
the tuning parameters in the update formula of λ[t]. Therefore we can follow the same
arguments as above to obtain (E.18), (E.21), (E.23), (E.25), (E.27), (E.28) for t = t′ + 1.
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So far, we have shown that (E.18), (E.21), (E.23), (E.25), (E.27), (E.28) hold for any
t. By the update formula of λ[t], when t ≥ 1, we have

λ[t] =
1− κt

1− κ
Cλ
√
p+ logK + κt−1λ[0].

Therefore by (E.27),∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t],θ(k)∗) ≤ Cκ0

∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) + C ′

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ C ′

√
K

nS
λ[t]

≤ (Cκ0)
t
∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[0],θ(k)∗) + C ′

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ C ′

√
K

nS

t∑
t′=1

λ[t
′] · (Cκ0)t−t

′

≤ (Cκ0)
t
∑
k∈S

nk
nS
d(θ̂(k)[0],θ(k)∗) + C ′

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ C ′

√
K

nS

t∑
t′=1

λ[t
′] · κt−t′

≤ C ′′tκt + C ′′

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
. (E.29)

Consider an new event E ′ defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11.(i),

12.(i), 13.(i), and 14.(i), with ξ(k) = C
√

nk

maxk∈S nk
+ C

√
logK
p

, which satisfies P(E ′) ≥

1−C ′(K−1 + e−C
′′p). Throughout the following analysis in Case 1, we condition on E ∩ E ′,

therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least 1−C ′(K−1 + e−C
′′p). When h ≥

C
√

p+logK
maxk∈S nk

, since nS ≳ Kmaxk∈S nk, we have
√

K(p+logK)
nS

≲
√

p+logK
maxk∈S nk

≲ h∧
√

p+logK
nk

.

Furthermore, when t ≥ C ′ log
(
maxk∈S nk

mink∈S nk

)
∧log

(
p

logK
∨1
)
, we have ξ(k)

√
p
nk

≲ h∧
√

p+logK
nk

+

ϵ
√

p+logK
nk

+
√

logK
nk

and tκt +
√

p+logK
nk

≤ ξ(k).

Plugging (E.29) back into (E.23), we have

∥β̂(k)[t] − β(k)∗∥2 ≤ C ′′tκt + C ′′

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ C ′′ξ(k)

√
p

nk
+ C ′′

√
logK

nk

≤ Ctκt + C

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ C · h ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C

√
logK

nk

≤ Ctκt + C · h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C

√
logK

nk
(E.30)

Then by (E.18),

|ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗| ≲ κ0d(θ̂
(k)[t−1],θ(k)∗) + ξ(k)

√
p

nk
+

√
logK

nk
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≲ κ0∥β̂(k)[t−1] − β(k)∗∥2 + κ0|ŵ(k)[t−1] − w(k)∗| ∨ |δ̂(k)[t−1] − δ(k)∗|+ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
logK

nk

≲ Ctκt + κ0|ŵ(k)[t−1] − w(k)∗| ∨ |δ̂(k)[t−1] − δ(k)∗|+ h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk

+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+

√
logK

nk
.

Similarly, by (E.25),

|δ̂(k)[t−1]−δ(k)∗| ≲ Ctκt+κ0|ŵ(k)[t−1]−w(k)∗|∨|δ̂(k)[t−1]−δ(k)∗|+h∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+ϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+

√
logK

nk
.

Therefore,

|ŵ(k)[t] − w(k)∗| ∨ |δ̂(k)[t] − δ(k)∗| ≤ Ctκt + Cκ0|ŵ(k)[t−1] − w(k)∗| ∨ |δ̂(k)[t−1] − δ(k)∗|

+ h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+

√
logK

nk

≤ C ′′t2κt + C ′′ · h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+ C ′′ϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C ′′

√
logK

nk
.

Combine it with (E.30), we obtain that

d(θ̂(k)[t],θ(k)∗) ≤ C ′′t2κt + C ′′ · h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk
+ C ′′ϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C ′′

√
logK

nk
.

Plugging this back into (E.20), we get

∥µ̂(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
1 ∥2 ≤ C ′′t2κt + C ′′

√
p+ logK

nk
.

And the same bound holds for ∥µ̂(k)[t]
2 −µ(k)∗

2 ∥2 as well. The same bound for ∥Σ̂(k)[t]−Σ(k)∗∥2
can be obtained in the same spirit as in (E.16).

(II) Case 2: We now focus on the case that h ≤ C
√

p+logK
maxk∈S nk

. Similar to Case 1, we consider

an event E defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11, 12, 13, and 14, with
ξ(k) = a large constant C, which satisfies P(E) ≥ 1 − C ′(K−1 + e−C

′′p). Throughout the
analysis in Case 2, we condition on E , therefore all the arguments hold with probability at
least 1− C ′(K−1 + e−C

′′p).
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. When t = 1 : t0, we can go through the
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and
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Since t20κ
t0 ≍

√
K(p+logK)

nS
, the rates above are the desired rates. In the following, we will

derive the results for the case t ≥ t0 + 1.
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Consider an event Et0 defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11, 12, 13,

and 14, with ξ(k) = ξ
(k)
t0 , which satisfies P(Et0) ≥ 1−C ′(K−1 + e−C

′′p). In the following, we
condition on E ∩Et0 , therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least 1−C ′(K−1+
e−C

′′p).
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have β̂(k)[t−1] = β
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This implies that∑
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And by Lemma 6,
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where∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈S

nk
nS

[Σ̂(k)[t]β(k)∗ − (µ̂
(k)[t]
2 − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 )]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈S

nk
nS

(Σ̂(k)[t] −Σ(k)∗)β(k)∗

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈S

nk
nS

(
µ̂

(k)[t]
2 − µ̂

(k)[t]
1 − µ

(k)∗
2 + µ

(k)∗
1

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

And the first term on the RHS can be controlled as∥∥∥∥∥∑
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Conditioned on E , we have
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where U > 0 is some constant. By Lemma 13.(iii) and the definition of Et0 , the second
term can be bounded as
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Therefore by Lemma 6 and (E.31), we have β̂(k)[t−1] = β
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where κ′0 = 2Cκ0 ∈ (0, 1).
Therefore, for t = (t0 + 1) : (t0 + t′0), where (κ′0)
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where the last inequality is due to (κ′0)
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.

Consider an event series {Et}
t0+t′0
t=t0 each of which is defined to be the intersection of
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therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least 1−C ′(K−1 + e−C

′′p). Therefore,
for t = (t0 + 1) : (t0 + t′0), we have (E.34) hold, which leads to

d(θ̂(k)[t0+t′],θ(k)∗) ≤ κ′0ξ
(k)
t0+t′−1 + C

√
p

nS
+ Ch ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C

√
logK

nk

≤ C(κ′0)
t′

√
K(p+ logK)

nS
+ C

√
p

nS
+ Ch ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
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+ C

√
logK

nk

≤ C ′(κ′0)
t′ · t20κt0 + C

√
p

nS
+ Ch ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk

+ C

√
logK

nk

≤ (t0 + t′)2(κ ∨ κ′0)t0+t
′
+ C

√
p

nS
+ Ch ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk

+ C

√
logK

nk
,

where t′ = 1, . . . , t′0, which provides the desired rate for t = (t0 + 1) : (t0 + t′0). When
t′ ≥ t′0, by (E.35), we have

d(θ̂(k)[t0+t′],θ(k)∗) ≤ (κ′0)
t′−t′0ξ

(k)

t0+t′0
+ C

√
p

nS
+ Ch ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C

√
logK

nk

≤ C

√
p

nS
+ Ch ∧

√
p+ logK

nk
+ Cϵ

√
p+ logK

nk
+ C

√
logK

nk
,

which is the desired rate. We complete the proof for Theorem 1.

E.2.3 Proofs of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 11. We prove part (i) first.

Denote W = sup θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣ 1
nk

∑nk

i=1 γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )− E[γθ(k)(z(k))]

∣∣∣. By bounded dif-

ference inequality,

W ≤ EW + C

√
logK

nk
, (E.36)

with probability at least 1−C ′K−2. By the generalized symmetrization inequality (Propo-

sition 4.11 in Wainwright (2019)), with i.i.d. Rademacher variables {ϵ(k)i }
nk
i=1,

EW ≤ 2

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣


≤ 2

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

w(k) exp{Cθ(k)(z
(k)
i )}

1− w(k) + w(k) exp{Cθ(k)(z
(k)
i )}

ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
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≤ 2

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

1

1 + exp{Cθ(k)(z
(k)
i )− log((w(k))−1 − 1)}

ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
 ,
(E.37)

where Cθ(k)(z
(k)
i ) = (β(k))Tz

(k)
i − δ(k). Denote µ(k)∗ = (1−w(k)∗)µ

(k)∗
1 +w(k)∗µ

(k)
2 = E[z(k)

i ].
By the contraction inequality for Rademecher variables (Theorem 11.6 in Boucheron et al.
(2013)),

RHS of (E.37) ≤ C

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

[
Cθ(k)(z

(k)
i )− log((w(k))−1 − 1)

]
ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣


≤ C

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k))T (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣


+
C

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k))Tµ(k)∗ · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣


+
C

nk
Eϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣log((w(k))−1 − 1)
∣∣ · ∣∣∣∣∣

nk∑
i=1

ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣


≤ C

nk
EzEϵ

[
sup

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k) − β(k)∗)T (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
]

+
C

nk
EzEϵ

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k)∗)T (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
+
C

nk
Eϵ

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣+ C

nk
EzEϵ

 sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k))Tµ(k)∗ · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
 .

Since {ϵ(k)i }
nk
i=1 and {(β(k) − β(k)∗)T (z

(k)
i − µ(k)∗)ϵ

(k)
i }

nk
i=1 are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian variables,

we know that

C

nk
EzEϵ

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k)∗)T (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣+ C

nk
Eϵ

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲
√

1

nk
.

Suppose {uj}Nj=1 is a 1/2-cover of Bp := {u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 ≤ 1} with N = 5p (see Example
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5.8 in Wainwright (2019)). Hence by standard arguments,

C

nk
EzEϵ

[
sup

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(β(k) − β(k)∗)T (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
]

≲
ξ(k)

nk
EzEϵ

[
sup
j=1:N

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

uTj (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
]
.

Again, since {uTj (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗)ϵ

(k)
i }

nk
i=1 are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian variables,

1

nk
EzEϵ

[
sup
j=1:N

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

uTj (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗) · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
]
≲

√
logN

nk
=

√
p

nk
.

Putting all pieces together,

EW ≲ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
1

nk
. (E.38)

Combining (E.37) and (E.38), we get the result in (i).
Next, we derive part (ii) using a similar analysis.

Denote W ′ = sup{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

sup|w̃k|≤1
1
nS

∣∣∣∑k∈S w̃k
∑nk

i=1

[
γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )− E[γθ(k)(z(k))]

]∣∣∣.
By a similar standard symmetrization and contraction arguments we used in part (i),

with i.i.d. Rademacher variables {ϵ(k)i }
nk
i=1, for any λ ∈ R, we have

E exp{λW ′}

≤ CEzEϵ exp

{
2λ

nS
sup

{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

sup
|w̃k|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≤ CEzEϵ exp

{
4λ

nS
sup

{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

sup
w̃k=±1/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≤ C
∑

w̃k=±1/2

EzEϵ exp

{
4λ

nS
sup

{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≤ C
∑

w̃k=±1/2

EzEϵ exp

{
4λ

nS
sup

{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

1

1 + exp{Cθ(k)(z
(k)
i )− log((w(k))−1 − 1)}

ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≤ C
∑

w̃k=±1/2

EzEϵ exp

{
4λ

nS
sup

{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

[
Cθ(k)(z

(k)
i )− log((w(k))−1 − 1)

]
ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}
,

where Cθ(k)(z
(k)
i ) = (β(k))Tz

(k)
i − δ(k). Denote µ(k)∗ = (1−w(k)∗)µ

(k)∗
1 +w(k)∗µ

(k)
2 = E[z(k)

i ].
Suppose {uj}Nj=1 is a 1/2-cover of Bp := {u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 ≤ 1} with N = 5p. Then by
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Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and standard arguments,

Ez,ϵ exp

{
4λ

nS
sup

{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
con

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

w̃k

nk∑
i=1

[
Cθ(k)(z

(k)
i )− log((w(k))−1 − 1)

]
ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≲

[
Ez,ϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS
sup

∥β∥2≤U

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃kβ
T (z

(k)
i − µ(k)∗)ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

+

[
Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS
sup

∥β∥2≤U

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃kβ
Tµ(k)∗ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

+

[
Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS
sup

cw/2≤w(k)≤1−cw/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃k log((w
(k))−1 − 1)ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

≲

[
Ez,ϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS
sup
j=1:N

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃ku
T
j (z

(k)
i − µ(k)∗)ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

+

[
Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS
sup
j=1:N

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃ku
T
j µ

(k)∗ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

+

[
Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS
sup

cw/2≤w(k)≤1−cw/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃k log((w
(k))−1 − 1)ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

≲
N∑
j=1

[
Ez,ϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃ku
T
j (z

(k)
i − µ(k)∗)ϵ

(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]

+
N∑
j=1

[
Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃ku
T
j µ

(k)∗ϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[2]

+

[
Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS

∑
k∈S

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

w̃kϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[3]

Since {w̃kuTj (z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗)ϵ

(k)
i }i,j, {w̃k(β(k))Tµ(k)∗ϵ

(k)
i }i,k, and {w̃kϵ

(k)
i }

nk
i=1 are independent

sub-Gaussian variables, we can bound the three terms on the RHS as

[1] ≲ 5p · exp
{
Cλ2

nS

}
,

[2] ≲ 5p · exp
{
Cλ2

nS

}
,
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[3] ≤

[∏
k∈S

Eϵ exp

{
Cλ

nS

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

w̃kϵ
(k)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
}]1/3

≲

[∏
k∈S

exp

{
C
λ2

n2
S

nk

}]1/3
≲ exp

{
Cλ2

nS

}
.

Putting all pieces together,

E exp{λW ′} ≤ C ′2K5p · exp
{
Cλ2

nS

}
= exp

{
C
λ2

nS
+ C ′′(K + p)

}
.

Therefore, for any δ > 0

P(W ′ ≥ δ) ≤ e−λδE exp{λW ′} ≤ exp

{
C
λ2

nS
+ C ′′(K + p)− λδ

}
.

Let λ = nS

2C
δ and δ = 4

√
CC′′(K+p)

nS
, we have

P(W ′ ≥ δ) ≤ exp
{
− nS
4C

δ2 + C ′′(K + p)
}
= exp{−3C ′′(K + p)} ≤ C ′K−1 exp{−3C ′′p},

which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 12. The proof of part (ii) is the same as the proof of part (ii) for Lemma
11, so we omit it. The only difference between the proofs of part (i) for two lemmas is that
here the bounded difference inequality is not available. Denote

W = sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

[
1− γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )
]
(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗ − E

[
[1− γθ(k)(z(k))](z(k))Tβ(k)∗]∣∣∣∣∣ .

We need to use Lemma 10 to upper bound W − EW . Prior to that, we first verify the
conditions required by the lemma. Fix z

(k)
1 , . . . , z

(k)
i−1, z

(k)
i+1, . . . , z

(k)
nk , and define

g
(k)
i (z

(k)
i ) = W − E[W |z(k)

1 , . . . ,z
(k)
i−1, z

(k)
i+1, . . . ,z

(k)
nk

].

By triangle inequality,∣∣∣g(k)i (z
(k)
i )
∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣ sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗ − E

[
γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗]∣∣∣∣

− E

[
sup

θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗ − E

[
γθ(k)(z

(k)
i )(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗]∣∣∣∣∣∣∣{z(k)

i′ }i′ ̸=i

]∣∣∣∣∣
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≤ 1
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sup

θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗

∣∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

W1

+
2

nk
E
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θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )(z

(k)
i )Tβ(k)∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
W2

.

Note that [E(W1 +W2)
d]1/d ≤ (EW d

1 )
1/d + (EW d

2 )
1/d, where

(EW d
1 )

1/d ≤ 1

nk

[
E sup

θ(k)∈Bcon

[γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )]2d

]1/2d [
E
∣∣(z(k)

i )Tβ(k)∗∣∣2d]1/2d
≤ 1

nk
· C ·
√
d

(EW d
2 )

1/d = EW1 ≤ (EW d
1 )

1/d ≤ 1

nk
· C ·
√
d.

Therefore [E(W1 +W2)
d]1/d ≤ C

nk

√
d. Hence by applying Lemma 10, we have

W ≤ EW + C

√
logK

nk
,

with probability at least 1− C ′K−2.

Proof of Lemma 13. For part (i), denote

W = sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(k)
i )z

(k)
i − E[γθ(k)(z(k))z(k)]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

Suppose {uj}Nj=1 is a 1/2-cover of Bp := {u ∈ Rp : ∥u∥2 ≤ 1} with N = 5p. Define

µ(k)∗ = (1 − w(k)∗)µ
(k)∗
1 + w(k)∗µ

(k)∗
2 . Then by the generalized symmetrization inequality

(Proposition 4.11 in Wainwright (2019)), with i.i.d. Rademacher variables {ϵ(k)i }
nk
i=1, for

any λ ∈ R,

E exp{λW}
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∥∥∥∥∥
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∣∣∣∣∣
}
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≲
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i )Tuj · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

+
N∑
j=1

Ez,ϵ exp

{
Cλ

nk

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(z
(k)
i )Tuj · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
}
.

Note that since {uTj′(z
(k)
i −µ(k)∗)(z

(k)
i )Tuj · ϵ(k)i }

nk
i=1 are i.i.d. sub-exponential variables and

{(z(k)
i )Tuj · ϵ(k)i }

nk
i=1 are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian variables, we have

Ez,ϵ exp

{
Cλ

nk

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

uTj′(z
(k)
i − µ(k)∗)(z

(k)
i )Tuj · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≲ exp

{
C
λ2

nk

}
,

Ez,ϵ exp

{
Cλ

nk

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

(z
(k)
i )Tuj · ϵ(k)i

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≲ exp

{
C
λ2

nk

}
,

where the first inequality holds when λ ≤ C ′′nk where C ′′ is small. Therefore,

E exp{λW} ≲ exp

{
C
λ2

nk
+ C ′p

}
,

when λ ≤ C ′′nk. The desired result follows from Chernoff’s bound.
The proofs of parts (ii) and (iii) are almost the same as the proofs of part (ii) of Lemma

11, so we do not repeat them here.

Proof of Lemma 14. Note that∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

[
z
(k)
i (z

(k)
i )T − E[z(k)

i (z
(k)
i )T ]

]
β(k)∗

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nk

nk∑
i=1

[
z
(k)
i (z

(k)
i )T − E[z(k)

i (z
(k)
i )T ]

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

The bound of the RHS come from Theorem 6.5 in Wainwright (2019). And the bound in
part (ii) can be proved in the same way.
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E.3 Proof of Theorem 3

E.3.1 Lemmas

Recall the parameter space

ΘS(h) =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S = {(w(k),µ

(k)
1 ,µ

(k)
2 ,Σ(k))}k∈S : θ

(k) ∈ Θ, inf
β

max
k∈S
∥β(k) − β∥2 ≤ h

}
,

where β(k) = (Σ(k))−1(µ
(k)
2 − µ

(k)
1 ) and δ(k) = 1

2
(β(k))T (µ

(k)
1 + µ

(k)
2 ).

Lemma 15 (Lemma 8.4 in Cai et al. (2019)). For any µ, µ̃ ∈ Rp and w ∈ (0, 1), denote
Pµ = (1− w)N (µ, Ip) +N (−µ, Ip) and Pµ̃ = (1− w)N (µ̃, Ip) +N (−µ̃, Ip). Then

KL(Pµ∥Pµ̃) ≤
(
4∥µ∥22 +

1

2
log

(
w

1− w

))
· 2∥µ− µ̃∥22.

Lemma 16. For any µ, µ′, µ̃, µ̃′ ∈ Rp and w ∈ (0, 1), denote Pµ,µ̃ = (1− w)N (µ, Ip) +
wN (µ̃, Ip) and Pµ′,µ̃′ = (1− w)N (µ′, Ip) + wN (µ̃′, Ip). Then

KL(Pµ,µ̃∥Pµ′,µ̃′) ≤ (1− w)∥µ− µ′∥22 + w∥µ̃− µ̃′∥22.

Lemma 17. Denote distribution (1−w)N (µ, Ip)+wN (−µ, Ip) as Pw for any w ∈ (cw, 1−
cw), where µ ∈ Rp. Then

KL(Pw∥Pw′) ≤ 1

2c2w
(w − w′)2.

Lemma 18. Denote distribution 1
2
N ((−1/2,0Tp−1)

T , Ip) +
1
2
N ((1/2 + ũ,0Tp−1)

T , Ip) as Pũ
for any ũ ∈ [−1, 1]. Then

KL(Pũ∥Pũ′) ≤
1

2
(ũ− ũ′)2.

Lemma 19. When there exists an subset S such that mink∈S nk ≥ C(p+logK) with some
constant C > 0, we have

inf
{θ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) ≥ C1

√
p

nS
+ C2

√
logK

nk

+ C3h ∧
√
p+ logK

nk

})
≥ 1

4
.

Lemma 20. Denote ϵ̃ = K−s
s

. Then

inf
{θ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(
max
k∈S

d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) ≥ C1ϵ̃

√
1

maxk=1:K nk

)
≥ 1

10
.
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Lemma 21 (The first variant of Theorem 5.1 in Chen et al. (2018)). Given a series of

distributions {{P(k)
θ }Kk=1 : θ ∈ Θ}, each of which is indexed by the same parameter θ ∈ Θ.

Consider x(k) ∼ (1−ϵ̃)P(k)
θ +ϵ̃Q(k) independently for k = 1 : K. Denote the joint distribution

of {x(k)}Kk=1 as P(ϵ̃,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)
. Then

inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P(ϵ̃,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ(ϵ̃,Θ)

)
≥ 1

2
,

where ϖ(ϵ̃,Θ) := sup
{
∥θ1 − θ2∥ : maxk=1:K dTV

(
P(k)
θ1
,P(k)

θ2

)
≤ ϵ̃/(1− ϵ̃)

}
.

Lemma 22. Suppose K − s ≥ 1. Consider two data generating mechanisms:

(i) x(k) ∼ (1− ϵ̃′)P(k)
θ + ϵ̃′Q(k) independently for k = 1 : K, where ϵ̃′ = K−s

K
;

(ii) With a preserved set S ⊆ 1 : K, generate {x(k)}k∈Sc ∼ QS and x(k) ∼ P(k)
θ indepen-

dently for k ∈ S.

Denote the joint distributions of {x(k)}Kk=1 in (i) and (ii) as P(ϵ̃,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)
and P(S,θ,Q),

respectively. We claim that if

inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P(K−s
50K

,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))
≥ 1

2
,

then

inf
θ̂

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
θ∈Θ
QS

P(S,θ,QS)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))
≥ 1

10
, (E.39)

where ϖ(ϵ̃,Θ) := sup
{
∥θ1−θ2∥ : maxk=1:K KL

(
P(k)
θ1
∥P(k)

θ2

)
≤ [ϵ̃/(1− ϵ̃)]2

}
for any ϵ̃ ∈ (0, 1).

Lemma 23. When there exists an subset S such that mink∈S nk ≥ C(p∨ logK) with some
constant C > 0, we have

inf
{Σ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
min

{
∥µ̂(k)

1 − µ
(k)∗
1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ̂(k)

2 − µ
(k)∗
2 ∥2,

∥µ̂(k)
1 − µ

(k)∗
2 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ̂(k)

2 − µ
(k)∗
1 ∥2

}
∨ ∥Σ̂(k) −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p+ logK

nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

E.3.2 Main proof of Theorem 3

Combine conclusions of Lemmas 19 and 20 to get the first lower bound. Lemma 23 implies
the second one.
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E.3.3 Proofs of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 17. Denote g(w; z̃) = log
[
(1 − w)z̃ + w

]
, g′(w; z̃) = 1−z̃

(1−w)z̃+w , g
′′(w; z̃) =

− (1−z̃)2
[(1−w)z̃+w]2 and f(w; z,µ) = 1−w

(2π)p/2
exp{−1

2
∥z − µ∥22}+ w

(2π)p/2
exp{−1

2
∥z + µ∥22}.

By Taylor expansion,

log

[
f(w′; z,µ)

f(w; z,µ)

]
=
∂ log f(w; z,µ)

∂w

∣∣∣∣
w

· (w′ − w) + 1

2

∂2 log f(w; z,µ)

∂w2

∣∣∣∣
w0

· (w′ − w)2,

where w0 = w0(z,µ) is between w and w′. By the property of score function,∫
∂ log f(w; z,µ)

∂w
dPw = 0.

Besides,

∂2 log f(w; z,µ)

∂w2
=
∂2 log

[
f(w; z,µ)/

(
(2π)−p/2 exp{−1

2
∥z + µ∥22}

)]
∂w2

= g′′(w; z̃),

where z̃ = e−µT z. Note that

−g′′(w; z̃) = 1

(1− w)2
· (z̃ − 1)2

(z̃ + w/(1− w))2
≤ 1

c2w
,

for any z̃ > 0. Therefore,

KL(Pw∥Pw′) = −
∫

log

[
f(w′; z,µ)

f(w; z,µ)

]
dPw

= −1

2
(w′ − w)2 ·

∫
g′′(w0(z,µ); z̃)dPw

≤ 1

2c2w
(w′ − w)2,

which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 18. Recall that we denote distribution 1
2
N ((−1/2,0Tp−1)

T , Ip)+
1
2
N ((1/2+

ũ,0Tp−1)
T , Ip) as Pũ for any ũ ∈ [−1, 1]. By the bi-convexity of KL divergence, we have

KL(Pũ∥Pũ′) ≤
1

2
KL(N ((1/2 + ũ,0Tp−1)

T , Ip)∥N ((1/2 + ũ′,0Tp−1)
T , Ip))

=
1

2
KL(N (1/2 + ũ, 1)∥N (1/2 + ũ′, 1))

=
1

2
(ũ− ũ′)2,

which completes the proof.

90



Proof of Lemma 19. WLOG, suppose ∆ ≥ 1. It’s easy to see that given any S, ΘS ⊇
ΘS,w ∪ΘS,β ∪ΘS,δ, where

ΘS,w =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S : µ

(k)
1 = 1p/

√
p,µ

(k)
2 = −µ(k)

1 = µ̃,Σ(k) = Ip, w
(k) ∈ (cw, 1− cw)

}
,

ΘS,β =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,min

β
max
k∈S
∥β(k) − β∥2 ≤ h

}
,

ΘS,δ =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,µ

(k)
1 = −1

2
µ0,µ

(k)
2 =

1

2
µ0 + u,

∥u∥2 ≤ 1
}
.

(i) By fixing an S and a QS, we want to show

inf
{β̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,β

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥β̂(k) − β(k)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(k) + β(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nS

})
≥ 1

4

By Lemma 4, ∃ a quadrant Qv of Rp and a r/8-packing of (rSp)∩Qv under Euclidean
norm: {µ̃j}Nj=1, where r = (c

√
p/nS) ∧ M ≤ 1 with a small constant c > 0 and N ≥

(1
2
)p8p−1 = 1

2
× 4p−1 ≥ 2p−1 when p ≥ 2. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution 1

2
N (µ0 +

µ, Ip) +
1
2
N (−µ0 + µ, Ip) as Pµ, where µ0 can be any vector in Rp with ∥µ0∥2 ≥ 1. Then

LHS ≥ inf
µ̂

sup
µ∈(rSp)∩Qv

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ∧ ∥µ̂+ µ∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nS

)

≥ inf
µ̂

sup
µ∈(rSp)∩Qv

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nS

)
, (E.40)

where the last inequality holds because it suffices to consider estimator µ̂ satisfying µ̂(X) ∈
(rSp) ∩Qv almost surely. In addition, for any x, y ∈ Qv, ∥x− y∥2 ≤ ∥x+ y∥2.

By Lemma 15,

KL

(∏
k∈S

P⊗nk

µ̃j
·QS

∥∥∥∥∏
k∈S

P⊗nk

µ̃j′
·QS

)
=
∑
k∈S

nkKL(Pµ̃j
∥Pµ̃j′

)

≤
∑
k∈S

nk · 8∥µ̃j∥22∥µ̃j − µ̃j′∥22

≤ 32nSr
2

≤ 32nSc
2 · 2(p− 1)

nS

≤ 64c2

log 2
logN.
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By Lemma 3,

LHS of (E.40) ≥ 1− log 2

logN
− 64c2

log 2
≥ 1− 1

p− 1
− 1

4
≥ 1

4
,

when C = c/2, p ≥ 3 and c =
√
log 2/16.

(ii) By fixing an S and a QS, we want to show

inf
{β̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥β̂(k)−β(k)∗∥2∧∥β̂(k)+β(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

[
h∧
(
c

√
p

nk

)]})
≥ 1

4
.

WLOG, suppose 1 ∈ S. We have

inf
β̂(1)

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

P

(
∥β̂(1) − β(1)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(1) + β(1)∗∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
p

n1

)])
≥ 1

4
, (E.41)

By Lemma 4, ∃ a quadrant Qv of Rp and a r/8-packing of (rSp−1)∩Qv under Euclidean

norm: {ϑ̃j}Nj=1, where r = hβ ∧ (c
√
p/n1) ∧ M ≤ 1 with a small constant c > 0 and

N ≥ (1
2
)p−18p−2 = 1

2
× 4p−2 ≥ 2p−2 when p ≥ 3. WLOG, assume M ≥ 2. Denote µ̃j =

(1, ϑ̃Tj )
T ∈ Rp. Let µ

(k)∗
1 = µ̃ = (1,0p−1)

T for all k ∈ S\{1}. And let µ
(0)∗
1 = µ = (1,ϑ)

with ϑ ∈ (rSp−1) ∩ Qv. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as

Pµ. Then similar to the arguments in (i),

LHS ≥ inf
µ̂

sup
ϑ∈(rSp−1)∩Qv

µ=(1,ϑ)T

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ∧ ∥µ̂+ µ∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
p

n1

)])

≥ inf
µ̂

sup
ϑ∈(rSp−1)∩Qv

µ=(1,ϑ)T

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
p

n1

)])
.

Then by Lemma 15,

KL

 ∏
k∈S\{1}

P⊗nk

µ̃ · P⊗n1

µ̃j
·QS

∥∥∥∥ ∏
k∈S\{1}

P⊗nk

µ̃ · P⊗n1

µ̃j′
·QS

 = n1KL(Pµ̃j
∥Pµ̃j′

)

≤ n1 · 8∥µ̃j∥22∥µ̃j − µ̃j′∥22
≤ 32n1r

2

≤ 32n1c
2 · 3(p− 2)

n1

≤ 96c2

log 2
logN,
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when n1 ≥ (c2 ∨ M−2)p and p ≥ 3. By Fano’s lemma (See Corollary 2.6 in Tsybakov
(2009)),

LHS of (E.41) ≥ 1− log 2

logN
− 96c2

log 2
≥ 1− 1

p− 2
− 1

4
≥ 1

4
,

when C = 1/2, p ≥ 4 and c =
√

(log 2)/384.
(iii) By fixing an S and a QS, we want to show

inf
{θ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥β̂(k)−β(k)∗∥2∧∥β̂(k)+β(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

[
h∧
(
c

√
logK

nk

)]})
≥ 1

4
.

Suppose v = 1p and denote the associated quadrant Qv = Rp
+, ΥS = {{µ(k)}k∈S : µ(k) ∈

Rp
+,minµmaxk∈S ∥µ(k) − µ∥2 ≤ h, ∥µ(k)∥2 ≤ M}. Let rk = h ∧ (c

√
logK/nk) ∧M with

a small constant c > 0 for k ∈ S. For any M = {µ(k)}k∈S, where µ(k) ∈ Rp, denote

distribution
∏

k∈S
[
1
2
N (µ(k), Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ(k), Ip)

]⊗nk as PM , and the joint distribution of
PM and QS as PM · QS. And denote distribution (1 − w)N (µ, Ip) + wN (−µ, Ip) as Pµ

for any µ ∈ Rp. Similar to the arguments in (i), since it suffices to consider the estimators
{µ̂(k)}k∈S satisfying {µ̂(k)}k∈S ∈ ΥS almost surely and ∥x − y∥2 ≤ ∥x + y∥2 for any x,
y ∈ Rp

+, we have

LHS ≥ inf
{µ̂(k)}k∈S

sup
{µ(k)}k∈S∈ΥS

P{µ(k)}k∈S
·QS

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥µ̂(k) − µ(k)∥2 ∧ ∥µ̂(k) + µ(k)∥2

≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
logK

nk

)]})

≥ inf
{µ̂(k)}k∈S

sup
{µ(k)}k∈S∈ΥS

P{µ(k)}k∈S
·QS

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥µ̂(k) − µ(k)∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
logK

nk

)]})
,

Consider M (k) = {µ(j)}j∈S where µ(j) =
rj√
p−3/4

·1p+µ0 for j ̸= k and µ(k) = rk

2
√
p−3/4

·1p+

µ0, where µ0 = (1,0Tp−1)
T . Define two new “distances” (which are not rigorously distances

because triangle inequalities and the definiteness do not hold) between M = {µ(k)}k∈S and
as M ′ = {µ′(k)}k∈S

d̃(M ,M ′) :=
∑
k∈S

1

(
∥µ(k) − µ′(k)∥2 ≥

rk

2
√
p− 3/4

)
,

d̃′(M ,M ′) :=
∑
k∈S

1

(
∥µ(k) − µ′(k)∥2 ≥

rk

4
√
p− 3/4

)
.

Therefore d̃(M (k),M (k′)) = 2 when k ̸= k′. For {µ̂(k)}k∈S, define ψ∗ = argmink∈S d̃
′({µ̂(k)}k∈S,

M (k)). Because d̃(M1,M2) ≤ d̃′(M1,M2) + d̃′(M2,M3) for any M1, M2 and M3, it’s
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easy to see that

inf
{µ̂(k)}k∈S

sup
{µ(k)}k∈S∈ΥS

P{µ(k)}k∈S
·QS

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥µ̂(k) − µ(k)∥2 ≥

rk

4
√
p− 3/4

})
≥ inf

{µ̂(k)}k∈S

sup
k∈S

PM (k)

(
d̃′({µ̂(k)

1 }k∈S,M (k)) ≥ 1
)

≥ inf
{µ̂(k)}k∈S

sup
k∈S

PM (k) (ψ∗ ̸= k)

≥ inf
ψ

sup
k∈S

PM (k) (ψ ̸= k) . (E.42)

By Lemma 15,

KL
(
PM (k) ·QS

∥∥PM (k′) ·QS

)
= nkKL

(
P⊗nk

rk√
p−3/4

1p+µ0
∥P⊗nk

rk
2
√

p−3/4
1p+µ0

)
+ nk′KL

(
P⊗nk′

rk′√
p−3/4

1p+µ0
∥P⊗nk′

rk′
2
√

p−3/4
1p+µ0

)

≤ nk · 8

∥∥∥∥∥ rk√
p− 3/4

1p + µ0

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

∥∥∥∥∥ rk

2
√
p− 3/4

1p

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+ nk′ · 8

∥∥∥∥∥ rk′√
p− 3/4

1p + µ0

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

∥∥∥∥∥ rk′

2
√
p− 3/4

1p

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤ nk · 8 · 2 · (2r2k + 1) · 1
4
· 2r2k + nk′ · 8 · 2 · (2r2k′ + 1) · 1

4
· 2r2k′

≤ 16c2 logK,

when p ≥ 3. By Fano’s lemma (See Corollary 2.6 in Tsybakov (2009)),

RHS of (E.42) ≥ 1− log 2

logK
− 16c2 ≥ 1

4
,

when K ≥ 3, c =
√
1/160, and mink∈S nk ≥ (c2 ∨M−2) logK.

(iv) We want to show

inf
{θ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,w

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
|ŵ(k) − w(k)∗| ∧ |1− ŵ(k) − w(k)∗|

≥ C

√
logK

nk

})
≥ 1

4
.

The argument is similar to part (iii). The only two differences here are that the dimension
of interested parameter w equals 1, and Lemma 15 is replaced by Lemma 17.
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(v) We want to show

inf
{δ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,δ

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
|δ̂(k) − δ(k)∗| ∧ |δ̂(k) + δ(k)∗|

≥ C

√
logK

nk

})
≥ 1

4
,

The argument is similar to (iii). The only two differences here are that the dimension of
interested parameter δ equals 1, and Lemma 15 is replaced by Lemma 18.

Finally, we get the desired conclusion by combining (i)-(v).

Proof of Lemma 20. Let ϵ̃ = K−s
s

and ϵ̃′ = K−s
K

. Since s/K ≥ c > 0, ϵ̃ ≲ ϵ̃′. Denote
ΥS = {{µ(k)}k∈S : µ(k) ∈ Rp

+,minµ maxk∈S ∥µ(k) − µ∥2 ≤ hβ/2, ∥µ(k)∥2 ≤ M}. For any
µ ∈ R, denote distribution 1

2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ, and denote

∏
k∈S P

⊗nk

µ(k) as

P{µ(k)}k∈S
. Note that β(k) = 2µ(k) for Pµ(k) with {µ(k)}k∈S ∈ ΥS. Then it suffices to show

inf
{µ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{µ(k)}k∈S∈ΥS

QS

P

(
max
k∈S
∥µ̂(k) − µ(k)∥2 ≥ C1ϵ̃

′
√

1

maxk=1:K nk

)
≥ 1

10
, (E.43)

where P = P{µ(k)}k∈S
· QS. WLOG, assume M ≥ 1. For any µ̃1, µ̃2 ∈ Rp with ∥µ̃1∥2 =

∥µ̃2∥2 = 1, by Lemma 15,

max
k=1:K

KL
(
P⊗nk

µ̃1
∥P⊗nk

µ̃2

)
≤ max

k=1:K
nk · 8∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥22.

Let 8maxk=1:K nk · ∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥22 ≤ ( ϵ̃′

1−ϵ̃′ )
2, then ∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥2 ≤ C

√
1

maxk=1:K nk
ϵ̃′ for some

constant C > 0. Then (E.43) follows by Lemma 22.

Proof of Lemma 21. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 5.1 in Chen et al. (2018),
so we omit it here.

Proof of Lemma 22. It’s easy to see that

LHS of (E.39) ≥ inf
θ̂
sup
θ∈Θ
QS

ES∼Ps

[
P(S,θ,QS)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))]
,

where Ps can be any probability measure on all subsets of 1 : K with Ps(|S| ≥ s) = 1.

Consider a special distribution P̃s as Ps:

P̃s(S = S ′) =
P|Sc|∼Bin(K,K−s

50K
)(|S| = |S ′|)

P|Sc|∼Bin(K,K−s
50K

)(|Sc| ≤
41(K−s)

50
)
· 1(

K
|S′|

) ,
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for any S ′ with |(S ′)c| ≤ 41(K−s)
50

. Given S, consider the distribution of {x(k)}Kk=1 as

PS =
∏
k∈S

P(k)
θ ·

∏
k/∈S

Q(k)

Then consider the distribution of {x(k)}Kk=1 as

P′ =
∑

S:|Sc|≤ 41(K−s)
50

P̃s(S) · PS.

It’s easy to see that P′ is the same as P(K−s
50K

,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)
conditioning on the event

{
S : |Sc| ≤

41(K−s)
50

}
. Therefore,

inf
θ̂
sup
θ∈Θ
QS

ES∼P̃s

[
P(S,θ,QS)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))]

≥ inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

ES∼P̃s

[
PS
(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))]

= inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P′
(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))

≥ inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P(K−s
50K

,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

) ∣∣∣∣|Sc| ≤ 41(K − s)
50

)

≥ inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P(K−s
50K

,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))
− P|Sc|∼Bin(K,K−s

50K
)

(
|Sc| > 41(K − s)

50

)

≥ 1

2
− exp

{
−

1
2
[4
5
(K − s)]2

K · K−s
50K

(
1− K−s

50K

)
+ 1

3
· 4
5
(K − s)

}

≥ 1

2
− exp

{
−

1
2
· (4

5
)2

1
50

+ 4
15

}
≥ 1

10
,

where the last third inequality comes from Bernstein’s inequality, application of Lemma 17
and the fact that d2TV(Pθ1 ,Pθ2) ≤ KL(Pθ1∥Pθ2).

Proof of Lemma 23. (i) We want to show

inf
{Σ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥Σ̂(k) −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nk

})
≥ 1

10
.
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Fix S and some QS. WLOG, assume 1 ∈ S. Then it suffices to show

inf
Σ̂(k)

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

P

(
∥Σ̂(k) −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nk

)
≥ 1

10
.

Consider a special subset of ΘS as

ΘS,Σ = {θ : w = 1/2,µ1 = µ2 = 0,Σ = Σ(γ),γ ∈ {0, 1}p},

where

Σ(γ) =

γ1e
T
1

...
γpe

T
1

 · τ + Ip,

and τ > 0 is a small constant which we will specify later. For any γ ∈ {0, 1}p, denote
N (0,Σ(γ)) as Pγ . Therefore it suffices to show

inf
Σ̂(1)

sup
γ∈{0,1}p

P

(
∥Σ̂(1) −Σ(1)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p

n1

)
≥ 1

10
. (E.44)

Note that for any Σ̂(1), we can define γ̂ = argminγ∈{0,1}p ∥Σ̂(1)−Σ(γ)∥2. Then by triangle

inequality and definition of γ̂, ∥Σ̂(1) −Σ(γ)∥2 ≥ ∥Σ(γ̂)−Σ(γ)∥2/2. Therefore

LHS of (E.44) ≥ inf
γ̂∈{0,1}p

sup
γ∈{0,1}p

P

(
∥Σ(γ̂)−Σ(γ)∥2 ≥ 2C

√
p

n1

)
. (E.45)

Let τ = c
√

1/n1 where c > 0 is a small constant. Since ∥Σ(γ̂) − Σ(γ)∥2 ≤ τ for any γ̂
and γ ∈ {0, 1}p, by Lemma D.2 in Duan and Wang (2022),

LHS of (E.45) ≥
inf γ̂∈{0,1}p supγ∈{0,1}p E∥Σ(γ̂)−Σ(γ)∥22 − 4C2 · p

n1

(c2 − 4C2) p
n1

. (E.46)

Applying Assouad’s lemma (Theorem 2.12 in Tsybakov (2009) or Lemma 2 in Cai and
Zhou (2012)), we get

inf
γ̂∈{0,1}p

sup
γ∈{0,1}p

E∥Σ(γ̂)−Σ(γ)∥22 ≥
p

8
min

ρH(γ,γ′)≥1

[
∥Σ(γ)−Σ(γ ′)∥22

ρH(γ,γ ′)

]
·
[
1− max

ρH(γ,γ′)=1

(
KL(P⊗n1

γ ∥P⊗n1

γ′ )
)1/2]

, (E.47)

where ρH is the Hamming distance. For the first term on the RHS, it’s easy to see that

∥Σ(γ)−Σ(γ ′)∥22 = τ 2ρH(γ,γ
′),
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for any γ and γ ′ ∈ {0, 1}p. For the second term, by the density form of Gaussian distribu-
tion, we can show that if ρH(γ,γ

′) = 1, then

KL(P⊗n1
γ ∥P⊗n1

γ′ ) = n1KL(Pγ∥Pγ′)

≤ n1 ·
1

2

{
log(|Σ(γ ′)|/|Σ(γ)|)− Tr

[
(Σ(γ)−1 −Σ(γ ′)−1)Σ(γ)

]}
≤ n1 ·

1

4
τ 2

≤ c2

4
.

Plugging this back into (E.47), combining with (E.46), we have

LHS of (E.45) ≥
c2 · p

8n1
(1− c

2
)− 4C2 · p

n1

(c2 − 4C2) p
n1

≥ 1

10
,

when c = 2/9 and C ≤ c/
√
324.

(ii) We want to show

inf
{Σ̂(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
∥Σ̂(k) −Σ(k)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
logK

nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

The proof idea is similar to part (iii) of the proof of Lemma 19, so we omit the details
here. It suffices to consider M (k) = {Σ(j)}Kj=1 where Σ(j) = Ip when j ̸= k and Σ(k) =

Ip +
√

logK/nk · e1e
T
1 .

E.4 Proof of Theorem 2

We claim that with probability at least 1− C exp{−C ′p},

R
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)[t])−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≲ d2(θ̂(k)[t],θ(k)∗). (E.48)

Then the conclusion immediately follows from Theorem 1. Hence it suffices to verify the
claim. For convenience, we write Ĉ(k)[t] = Cθ̂(k)[t] simply as Cθ̂(k) and θ̂(k)[t] as θ̂(k).

By simple calculations, we have

R
θ
(k)∗(Cθ̂(k)) = (1− w(k)∗)Φ

− log(1−ŵ
(k)

ŵ(k) )− δ̂(k) + (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)


+ w(k)∗Φ

 log(1−ŵ
(k)

ŵ(k) ) + δ̂(k) − (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

 ,
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R
θ
(k)∗(Cθ(k)∗) = (1− w(k)∗)Φ

(
− log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ )− δ(k)∗ + (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

)

+ w(k)∗Φ

(
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ ) + δ(k)∗ − (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

)
.

Then by Taylor expansion,

R
θ
(k)∗(Cθ̂(k))−Rθ

(k)∗(Cθ(k)∗) ≤ (1− w(k)∗)Φ′

(
− log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ )− δ(k)∗ + (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

)

·

[
− log(1−ŵ

(k)

ŵ(k) )− δ̂(k) + (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

−
− log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ )− δ(k)∗ + (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]

+ w(k)∗Φ′

(
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ ) + δ(k)∗ − (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

)

·

[
log(1−ŵ

(k)

ŵ(k) ) + δ̂(k) − (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

−
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ ) + δ(k)∗ − (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]

+ C

[
− log(1−ŵ

(k)

ŵ(k) )− δ̂(k) + (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

−
− log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ )− δ(k)∗ + (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]2

+ C

[
log(1−ŵ

(k)

ŵ(k) ) + δ̂(k) − (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

−
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ ) + δ(k)∗ − (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]2
.

Denote A = (1 − w(k)∗)Φ′

(
− log( 1−w(k)∗

w(k)∗ )−δ(k)∗+(β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

)
·

[
− log( 1−ŵ(k)

ŵ(k)
)−δ̂(k)+(β̂(k))Tµ

(k)∗
1√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)
−

− log( 1−w(k)∗

w(k)∗ )−δ(k)∗+(β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]
+w(k)∗Φ′

(
log( 1−w(k)∗

w(k)∗ )+δ(k)∗−(β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

)
·

[
log( 1−ŵ(k)

ŵ(k)
)+δ̂(k)−(β̂(k))Tµ

(k)∗
2√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)
−

log( 1−w(k)∗

w(k)∗ )+δ(k)∗−(β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]
andB = C

[
− log( 1−ŵ(k)

ŵ(k)
)−δ̂(k)+(β̂(k))Tµ

(k)∗
1√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)
−

− log( 1−w(k)∗

w(k)∗ )−δ(k)∗+(β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]2
+

C

[
log( 1−ŵ(k)

ŵ(k)
)+δ̂(k)−(β̂(k))Tµ

(k)∗
2√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)
−

log( 1−w(k)∗

w(k)∗ )+δ(k)∗−(β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]2
. By plugging in the density for-

mula of standard Gaussian distribution, it is easy to see that

A ≲
√

(1− w(k)∗)w(k)∗ · exp

{
−
[
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ ) + 1
2
(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗]2

2(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗ +
1

2
log

(
1− w(k)∗

w(k)∗

)}
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·

[
− log(1−ŵ

(k)

ŵ(k) )− δ̂(k) + (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

−
− log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ )− δ(k)∗ + (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
1√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]

+
√
(1− w(k)∗)w(k)∗ · exp

{
−
[
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ )− 1
2
(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗]2

2(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗ +
1

2
log

(
w(k)∗

1− w(k)∗

)}

·

[
log(1−ŵ

(k)

ŵ(k) ) + δ̂(k) − (β̂(k))Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

−
log(1−w

(k)∗

w(k)∗ ) + δ(k)∗ − (β(k)∗)Tµ
(k)∗
2√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

]

=
√

(1− w(k)∗)w(k)∗ · exp

{
−1

8
[(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗]2 − 1

2
·

log2(1−w
(k)∗

w(k)∗ )

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

}

·

∣∣∣∣∣∣(β̂
(k))T (µ

(k)∗
1 − µ

(k)∗
2 )√

(β̂(k))TΣ(k)∗β̂(k)

− (β(k)∗)T (µ
(k)∗
1 − µ

(k)∗
2 )√

(β(k)∗)TΣ(k)∗β(k)∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≲

∣∣∣∣∣(ξ̂(k))Tξ(k)∗∥ξ̂(k)∥2
− ∥ξ(k)∗∥2

∣∣∣∣∣
≲ ∥ξ̂(k) − ξ(k)∗∥22, (E.49)

with probability at least 1 − C ′ exp{−C ′′p}, where ξ̂(k) = (Σ(k)∗)1/2β̂(k) and ξ(k)∗ =

(Σ(k)∗)1/2β(k)∗, so ∥ξ̂(k) − ξ(k)∗∥22 ≲ ∥β̂(k) − β(k)∗∥22. Only the last inequality in (E.49)
holds with high probability and the others are deterministic. It comes from Lemma 8.1
in Cai et al. (2019) and the fact that ∥β̂(k) − ξ(k)∗∥2 ≤ c ≤ ∥ξ(k)∗∥2 for some c > 0
with probability at least 1 − C ′ exp{−C ′′p}. On the other hand, it is easy to see that

B ≲ d2(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗). Combining these two facts leads to (E.48).

E.5 Proof of Theorem 4

E.5.1 Lemmas

Recall that for GMM associated with parameter set θ = (w,µ1,µ2,Σ), we define the mis-
clustering error rate of any classifier C as Rθ(C) = minπ:{1,2}→{1,2} Pθ(C(Znew) ̸= π(Y new)),
where Pθ represents the distribution of (Znew, Y new), i.e. (1 − w)N (µ1,Σ) + wN (µ2,Σ).
Denote Cθ as the Bayes classifier corresponding to θ. Define a surrogate loss Lθ(C) =
minπ:{1,2}→{1,2} Pθ(C(Znew) ̸= π(Cθ(Y new))).

Lemma 24. Assume there exists an subset S such that mink∈S nk ≥ C(p ∨ logK) and
mink∈S ∆

(k) ≥ σ2 > 0 with some constants C > 0. We have

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≥ C1

p

nS
+ C2

logK

nk
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+ C3h
2 ∧ p+ logK

nk
+ C4

ϵ2

maxk∈S nk

})
≥ 1

10
.

Lemma 25. Suppose θ = (w,µ1,µ2,β,Σ) satisfies ∆2 := (µ1−µ2)
TΣ−1(µ1−µ2) ≥ σ2 >

0 with some constant σ2 > 0 and w,w′ ∈ (cw, 1− cw). Then ∃c > 0 such that

cL2
θ
(C) ≤ Rθ(C)−Rθ(Cθ),

for any classifier C, where Rθ(C) := minπ:1:2→1:2 Pθ(C(z) ̸= π(y)), Lθ(C) := minπ:{0,1}→{0,1}
Pθ(C(z) ̸= π(Cθ(z))), and Cθ is the corresponding Bayes classifier.

Lemma 26. Consider θ = (w,µ1,µ2,β,Σ) and θ
′
= (w′,µ1,µ2,β,Σ) satisfies ∆2 :=

(µ1 − µ2)
TΣ−1(µ1 − µ2) ≥ σ2 > 0 with some constant σ2 > 0.. We have

c|w − w′| ≤ Lθ(Cθ′) ≤ c′|w − w′|,

for some constants c, c′ > 0.

Lemma 27. Consider θ = (w,µ1,µ2,Σ) and θ
′
= (w,µ′

1,µ
′
2,Σ) satisfies w = 1/2, µ1 =

−µ0/2 + u, µ2 = µ0/2 + u, µ′
1 = −µ0/2 + u′, µ′

2 = µ0/2 + u′, Σ = Ip, µ0 = (1,0Tp−1)
T ,

u = (ũ,0Tp−1)
T , and u′ = (ũ′,0Tp−1)

T . We have

c|ũ− ũ′| ≤ Lθ(Cθ′) ≤ c′|ũ− ũ′|,

for some constants c, c′ > 0.

Lemma 28. Denote ϵ̃ = K−s
s

. We have

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(
max
k∈S

[
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗)

]
≥ C1

ϵ̃′2

maxk=1:K nk

)
≥ 1

10
.

E.5.2 Main proof of Theorem 4

Combine conclusions of Lemmas 24 and 28 to get the lower bound.

E.5.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 24. Recall the definitions and proof idea of Lemma 19. We have ΘS ⊇
Θ|S|,w ∪Θ|S|,δ ∪Θ|S|,β, where

ΘS,w =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S : µ

(k)
1 = 1p/

√
p,µ

(k)
2 = −µ(k)

1 = µ̃,Σ(k) = Ip, w
(k) ∈ (cw, 1− cw)

}
,

ΘS,β =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,µ

(k)
2 = −µ(k)

1 ,
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min
β

max
k∈S
∥β(k) − β∥2 ≤ h

}
,

ΘS,δ =
{
{θ(k)}k∈S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,µ

(k)
1 = −1

2
µ0,µ

(k)
2 =

1

2
µ0 + u,

∥u∥2 ≤ 1
}
.

Recall the mis-clustering error for GMM associated with parameter set θ of any classifier C
is Rθ(C) = minπ:{1,2}→{1,2} Pθ(C(Z) ̸= π(Y )). To help the analysis, following Azizyan et al.
(2013) and Cai et al. (2019), we define a surrogate loss Lθ(C) = minπ:{1,2}→{1,2} Pθ(C(Z) ̸=
π(Cθ(Z))), where Cθ is the Bayes classifier. Suppose σ =

√
0.005.

(i) We want to show

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≥ C

√
p

nS

})
≥ 1

4
. (E.50)

Consider S = 1 : K and space Θ0 = {{θ(k)}Kk=1 : Σ(k) = Ip, w
(k) = 1/2,µ

(k)
1 = µ1,µ

(k)
2 =

µ2, ∥µ1∥2 ∨ ∥µ2∥2 ≤M}. And

LHS of (E.50) ≥ inf
Ĉ(1)

sup
{θ(k)∗}Kk=1∈Θ0

P

(
R

θ
(1)∗(Ĉ(1))−R

θ
(1)∗(C

θ
(1)∗) ≥ C

√
p

nS

)
.

Let r = c
√
p/nS ≤ 0.001 with some small constant c > 0. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote

distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip)+

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. Consider a r/4-packing of rSp−1: {ṽj}Nj=1. By

Lemma 2, N ≥ 4p−1. Denote µ̃j = (σ, ṽTj )
T ∈ Rp, where σ =

√
0.005. Then by definition

of KL divergence and Lemma 8.4 in Cai et al. (2019),

KL

(∏
k∈S

P⊗nk

µ̃j
·QS

∥∥∥∥∏
k∈S

P⊗nk

µ̃j′
·QS

)
=
∑
k∈S

nkKL(Pµ̃j
∥Pµ̃j′

)

≤ nS · 8(1 + σ2)∥µ̃j − µ̃j′∥22
≤ 32(1 + σ2)nSr

2

≤ 32(1 + σ2)nS · c2
2(p− 1)

nS

≤ 32(1 + σ2)c2

log 2
logN.

For simplicity, we write Lθ with θ ∈ Θ0 and µ1 = −µ2 = µ as Lµ. By Lemma 8.5 in Cai
et al. (2019),

Lµ̃i
(Cµ̃j

) ≥ 1√
2
g

(√
σ2 + r2

2

)
∥µ̃i − µ̃j∥2
∥µ̃i∥2

≥ 1√
2
· 0.15 · r/4√

σ2 + r2
≥ 2r,
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where g(x) = ϕ(x)[ϕ(x)− xΦ(x)]. The last inequality holds because
√
σ2 + r2 ≥

√
2σ and

g(
√
σ2 + r2/2) ≥ 0.15 when r2 ≤ σ2 = 0.001. Then by Lemma 3.5 in Cai et al. (2019)

(Proposition 2 in Azizyan et al. (2013)), for any classifier C, and i ̸= j,

Lµ̃i
(C) + Lµ̃j

(C) ≥ Lµ̃i
(Cµ̃j

)−
√
KL(Pµ̃i

∥Pµ̃j
)/2 ≥ 2r − r = c

√
p

nS
. (E.51)

For any Ĉ(1), consider a test ψ∗ = argminj=1:N Lµ̃j
(Ĉ(1)). Therefore if there exists j0 such

that Lµ̃j0
(Ĉ(1)) < c

2

√
p
nS
, then by (E.51), we must have ψ∗ = j0. Let C1 ≤ c/2, then by

Fano’s lemma (Corollary 6 in Tsybakov (2009))

inf
Ĉ(1)

sup
{θ(k)∗}Kk=1∈Θ0

P

(
L
θ
(1)∗(Ĉ(1)) ≥ C1

√
p

nS

)
≥ inf

Ĉ(1)
sup
j=1:N

P

(
Lµ̃(j)(Ĉ(1)) ≥ C1

√
p

nS

)

≥ inf
Ĉ(1)

sup
j=1:N

P

(
ψ∗ ̸= j

)

≥ inf
ψ

sup
j=1:N

P

(
ψ ̸= j

)

≥ 1− log 2

logN
− 32(1 + σ2)c2

log 2

≥ 1

4
,

when p ≥ 2 and c =
√

log 2
128(1+σ2)

. Then apply Lemma 25 to get the (E.50).

(ii) We want to show

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,β

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≥ Ch ∧

√
p

nk

})
≥ 1

4
.

(E.52)
Fixing an S and a QS. Suppose 1 ∈ S. We have

LHS of (E.52) ≥ inf
Ĉ(1)

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,β

QS

P
(
R

θ
(1)∗(Ĉ(1))−R

θ
(1)∗(C

θ
(1)∗) ≥ Ch ∧

√
p

nk

)
. (E.53)

Let r = h∧(c
√
p/n1)∧M with a small constant c > 0. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution

1
2
N (µ, Ip)+

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. Consider a r/4-packing of rSp−1. By Lemma 2, N ≥ 4p−1.

Denote µ̃j = (σ, ṽTj )
T ∈ Rp. WLOG, assume M ≥ 2. Let µ

(k)∗
1 = µ̃ = (σ,0p−1)

T for
all k ∈ S\{1}. Then by following the same arguments in (i) and part (ii) of the proof of
Lemma 19, we can show that the RHS of (E.53) is larger than or equal to 1/4 when p ≥ 3.
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(iii) We want to show

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,β

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≥ Ch∧

√
logK

nk

})
≥ 1

4
.

This can be proved by following similar ideas used in step (iii) of the proof of Lemma 19,
so we omit the proof here.
(iv) We want to show

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,w

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≥ C

√
logK

nk

})
≥ 1

4
.

This can be similarly proved by following the arguments in part (i) with Lemmas 25 and
26.
(v) We want to show

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS,δ

QS

P

(⋃
k∈S

{
R

θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(k)∗) ≥ C

√
logK

nk

})
≥ 1

4
.

This can be similarly proved by following the arguments in part (i) with Lemmas 25 and
27.

Finally, we get the desired conclusion by combining (i)-(v).

Proof of Lemma 25. We follow a similar proof idea used in the proof of Lemma 3.4 in Cai
et al. (2019). Let ϕ1 and ϕ2 be the density of N (µ,Σ) and N (−µ,Σ), respectively. Denote

ηθ(z) = (1−w)ϕ1(z)
(1−w)ϕ1(z)+wϕ2(z) and SC = {z ∈ Rp : C(z) = 1} for any classifier C. Note that

SCθ = {z ∈ Rp : (1 − w)ϕ1(z) ≥ wϕ2(z)}. The permutation actually doesn’t matter in
the proof. WLOG, we drop the permutations in the definition of misclassification error
and surrogate loss by assuming π to be the identity function. If π is not identity in the
definition of Rθ(C), for example, we can define SC = {z ∈ Rp : C(z) = 2} instead and all
the following steps still follow.

By definition,

Pθ(C(z) ̸= y) = (1− w)
∫
Sc
C

ϕ1dz + w

∫
SC

ϕ2dz,

Pθ(Cθ(z) ̸= y) = (1− w)
∫
Sc
C
θ

ϕ1dz + w

∫
SC

θ

ϕ2dz,

which leads to

Pθ(C(z) ̸= y)− Pθ(Cθ(z) ̸= y) =

∫
SC

θ
\SC

[(1− w)ϕ1 − wϕ2]dz +

∫
Sc
C
θ
\Sc

C

[wϕ2 − (1− w)ϕ1]dz

104



=

∫
SC

θ
△SC

|(1− w)ϕ1 − wϕ2|dz

= Ez∼(1−w)ϕ1+wϕ2
[
|2ηθ(z)− 1|1(SCθ△SC)

]
≥ 2t · Pθ

(
SCθ△SC, |2ηθ(z)− 1| > 2t

)
= 2t

[
Pθ(SCθ△SC)− Pθ(|2ηθ(z)− 1| ≤ 2t)

]
≥ 2t

[
Pθ(SCθ△SC)− ct

]
≥ 1

2c
P2
θ
(SCθ△SC),

where we let t = 1
2c
Pθ(SCθ△SC) with c = 1 + 8√

2πσ
. This completes the proof. The last

second inequality depends on the fact that

Pθ(|ηθ(z)− 1/2| ≤ t) ≤ ct,

holds for all t ≤ 1/(2c). This is because

Pθ(|ηθ(z)− 1/2| ≤ t)

= Pθ

(
log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1− 2t

1 + 2t

)
≤ log

(
ϕ1

ϕ2

(z)

)
≤ log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1 + 2t

1− 2t

))
= Pθ

(
log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1− 2t

1 + 2t

)
≤ (µ1 − µ2)

TΣ−1

(
z − µ1 + µ2

2

)
≤ log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1 + 2t

1− 2t

))
=

1

2
Pθ

(
log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1− 2t

1 + 2t

)
≤ N (∆2/2,∆2) ≤ log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1 + 2t

1− 2t

))

+
1

2
Pθ

(
log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1− 2t

1 + 2t

)
≤ N (−∆2/2,∆2) ≤ log

(
w

1− w

)
+ log

(
1 + 2t

1− 2t

))
(E.54)

≤ 1√
2πσ
·
[
log

(
1 + 2t

1− 2t

)
− log

(
1− 2t

1 + 2t

)]
≤ 1√

2πσ
· 8t

1− 2t

≤ ct, (E.55)

when t ≤ 1/(2c). Note that (E.55) implies that a binary GMM under the separation
assumption ∆ ≳ 1 has Tsybakov’s margin with margin parameter 1. For the notion of
Tsybakov’s margin, see Audibert and Tsybakov (2007). We will prove a more general result
showing that a multi-cluster GMM under the separation assumption also has Tsybakov’s
margin with margin parameter 1. This turns out to be useful in proving the upper and
lower bounds of misclassification error.
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Proof of Lemma 26. WLOG, suppose w ≥ w′. Similar to (E.54), it’s easy to see that

Lθ(Cθ′) = (1− w)Pθ

(
Cθ(z) ̸= Cθ′(z)|z = 1

)
+ wPθ

(
Cθ(z) ̸= Cθ′(z)|z = 2

)
= (1− w)P

(
log

(
w′

1− w′

)
≤ N (∆2/2,∆2) ≤ log

(
w

1− w

))
+ wP

(
log

(
w′

1− w′

)
≤ N (−∆2/2,∆2) ≤ log

(
w

1− w

))
(E.56)

≤ 1√
2πσ

[
log

(
w

1− w

)
− log

(
w′

1− w′

)]
=

1√
2πcw(1− cw)σ

· |w − w′|.

On the other hand,

(E.56) ≥ 1√
2πMcΣ

· exp

{
− 1

2σ2

[
log

(
1− cw
cw

)
+

1

2
M2cΣ

]2}[
log

(
w

1− w

)
− log

(
w′

1− w′

)]

≥ 1√
2πMcΣcw(1− cw)

· exp

{
− 1

2σ2

[
log

(
1− cw
cw

)
+

1

2
M2cΣ

]2}
|w − w′|,

which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 28. By Lemma 25, it suffices to prove

inf
{Ĉ(k)}Kk=1

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈S∈ΘS

QS

P

(
max
k∈S

L
θ
(k)∗(Ĉ(k)) ≥ C1

ϵ̃′2

maxk=1:K nk

)
≥ 1

10
.

For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. For simplicity, we

write Lθ with θ satisfying µ1 = −µ2 = µ, w = 1/2 and Σ = Ip as Lµ. Consider Lµ(Cµ′)
as a loss function between µ and µ′ in Lemmas 21 and 22. Considering ∥µ∥2 = ∥µ′∥2 = 1,
by Lemma 15, note that

max
k=1:K

KL(P⊗nk
µ ∥P⊗nk

µ′ ) ≤ 8 max
k=1:K

nk · ∥µ− µ′∥22.

By Lemma 8.5 in Cai et al. (2019), this implies for some constants c, C > 0

sup
{
Lµ(Cµ′) : max

k=1:K
KL(P⊗nk

µ ∥P⊗nk

µ′ ) ≤ (ϵ̃′/(1− ϵ̃))2
}

≥ sup
{
c∥µ− µ′∥2 : max

k=1:K
KL(P⊗nk

µ ∥P⊗nk

µ′ ) ≤ (ϵ̃′/(1− ϵ̃))2
}

≥ sup
{
c∥µ− µ′∥2 : 8 max

k=1:K
nk · ∥µ− µ′∥22 ≤ (ϵ̃′/(1− ϵ̃))2

}
= C · ϵ̃′

√
maxk=1:K nk

.

Then apply Lemmas 21 and 22 to get the desired bound.
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E.6 Proof of Theorem 5

Denote ξ = maxk∈S minrk=±1 ∥rkβ̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 = maxk∈S(∥β̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(k)[0] +

β(k)∗∥2). WLOG, assume S = {1, . . . , s} and r∗k = 1 for all k ∈ S. Hence ξ = maxk∈S ∥β̂(k)[0]−
β(k)∗∥2. For any k′ = 1, . . . , s, define

r = (r1, . . . , rk′︸ ︷︷ ︸
=−1

, rk′+1, . . . , rs︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

),

r′ = (1, 1, . . . , 1, 1, 1, . . . , 1, 1, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

),

r′′ = (−1, . . . ,−1,−1, . . . ,−1, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

).

WLOG, it suffices to prove that

score(r)− score(r′) > 0 when k′ ≤ ⌊s/2⌋, (E.57)

score(r)− score(r′′) > 0 when k′ > ⌊s/2⌋. (E.58)

In fact, if this holds, then we must have

r̂k = 1 for all k ∈ S or r̂k = −1 for all k ∈ S.

Otherwise, according to (E.57), if #{k ∈ S : r̂k = −1} ≤ ⌊s/2⌋, by replacing the first s
entries of r̂ with 1, we get a different alignment whose score is smaller than the score of
r̂, which is contracdicted with the definition of r̂. If #{k ∈ S : r̂k = −1} > ⌊s/2⌋, based
on (E.58), by replacing the first s entries of r̂ with −1, we get a different alignment whose
score is smaller than the score of r̂, which is again contracdicted with the definition of r̂.

In the following, we prove (E.57). The proof of (E.58) is almost the same, so we do not
repeat it. Under the conditions we assume, it can be shown that

score(r)− score(r′) =
k′∑

k1=1

k′∑
k2=1

∥β̂(k1)[0] − β̂(k2)[0]∥2 + 2
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

∥β̂(k1)[0] + β̂(k2)[0]∥2

+ 2
k′∑

k1=1

K∑
k2=s+1

∥β̂(k1)[0] + rk2β̂
(k2)[0]∥2

−
k′∑

k1=1

k′∑
k2=1

∥β̂(k1)[0] − β̂(k2)[0]∥2 − 2
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

∥β̂(k1)[0] − β̂(k2)[0]∥2

− 2
k′∑

k1=1

K∑
k2=s+1

∥ − β̂(k1)[0] + rk2β̂
(k2)[0]∥2

= 2
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

∥β̂(k1)[0] + β̂(k2)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+2
k′∑

k1=1

K∑
k2=s+1

∥β̂(k1)[0] + rk2β̂
(k2)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)
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− 2
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

∥β̂(k1)[0] − β̂(k2)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)′

−2
k′∑

k1=1

K∑
k2=s+1

∥ − β̂(k1)[0] + rk2β̂
(k2)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)′

.

(E.59)

And

(1)− (1)′ =
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

(∥β̂(k1)[0] + β̂(k2)[0]∥2 − ∥β̂(k1)[0] − β̂(k2)[0]∥2)

≥
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

(∥β(k1)∗ + β(k2)∗∥2 − ∥β(k1)∗ − β(k2)∗∥2 − 4ξ)

≥
k′∑

k1=1

s∑
k2=k′+1

(2∥β(k1)∗∥2 − 2∥β(k1)∗ − β(k2)∗∥2 − 4ξ)

≥ 2(s− k′)
k′∑

k1=1

∥β(k1)∗∥2 − 4k′(s− k′)hβ − 4k′(s− k′)ξ,

(2)− (2)′ ≥ −
k′∑

k1=1

K∑
k2=s+1

2∥β̂(k1)[0]∥2 ≥ −2(K − s)
k′∑

k1=1

∥β(k1)∗∥2 − 2k′(K − s)ξ.

Combining all these pieces,

score(r)− score(r′)

≥ 2(2s− k′ −K)
k′∑

k1=1

∥β(k1)∗∥2 − 4k′(s− k′)hµ − 2k′(K − s)ξ − 4k′(s− k′)ξ

≥ 2k′
[
(2s− k′ −K)min

k∈S
∥β(k)∗∥2 − 2(s− k′)hµ − (K − s)ξ − 2(s− k′)ξ

]
> 2k′

[(
3

2
s−K

)
min
k∈S
∥β(k)∗∥2 − 2shµ − (K − s)ξ − 2sξ

]
(E.60)

≥ 0, (E.61)

where (E.60) holds because 1 ≤ k′ ≤ ⌊s/2⌋ and (E.61) is due to the condition (ii).

E.7 Proof of Theorem 6

Denote ξ = maxk∈S minrk=±1 ∥rkβ̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 = maxk∈S(∥β̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 ∧ ∥β̂(k)[0] +

β(k)∗∥2). WLOG, assume S = {1, . . . , s} and r∗k = 1 for all k ∈ S. Hence ξ = maxk∈S ∥β̂(k)[0]−
β(k)∗∥2. For any k′ = 1, . . . , spa, define

r = (r1, . . . , rk′︸ ︷︷ ︸
=−1

, rk′+1, . . . , rs︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

),
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r′ = (r1, . . . , rk′−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=−1

, r′k′ , rk′+1, . . . , rs︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

).

By the definition of pa, we must have #{k ∈ S : r̂k = −1} = spa or #{k ∈ S : r̂k = 1} =
spa. If #{k ∈ S : r̂k = −1} = spa and we have

score(r)− score(r′) > 0, (E.62)

then for each k ∈ S in the for loop of Algorithm 3, the algorithm will flip the sign of r̂k′
to decrease the mis-alignment proportion pa. Then after the for loop, the mis-alignment
proportion pa will become zero, which means the correct alignment is achieved. The case
that #{k ∈ S : r̂k = 1} = spa can be similarly discussed.

Now we derive (E.62). Similar to the decomposition in (E.59), we have

score(r)− score(r′) = 2
s∑

k=k′+1

∥β̂(k′)[0] + β̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+2
k′−1∑
k=1

∥β̂(k′)[0] − β̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+ 2
K∑

k=s+1

∥ − β̂(k′)[0] − rkβ̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3)

− 2
s∑

k=k′+1

∥β̂(k′)[0] − β̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)′

−2
k′−1∑
k=1

∥β̂(k′)[0] + β̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)′

− 2
K∑

k=s+1

∥β̂(k′)[0] − rkβ̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3)′

.

Note that

(1)− (1)′ =
s∑

k=k′+1

(∥β̂(k′)[0] + β̂(k)[0]∥2 − ∥β̂(k′)[0] − β̂(k)[0]∥2)

≥
s∑

k=k′+1

(∥β(k′)∗ + β(k)∗∥2 − ∥β(k′)∗ − β(k)∗∥2 − 4ξ)

≥
s∑

k=k′+1

(2∥β(k′)∗∥2 − 2∥β(k′)∗ − β(k)∗∥2 − 4ξ)

≥ (s− k′)(2∥β(k′)∗∥2 − 4hβ − 4ξ),

(2)− (2)′ ≥ −
k′−1∑
k=1

2∥β̂(k′)[0]∥2 ≥ −2(k′ − 1)∥β(k′)∗∥2 − 2(k′ − 1)ξ,
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(3)− (3)′ ≥ −
K∑

k=s+1

2∥β̂(k′)[0]∥2 ≥ −2(K − s)∥β(k′)∗∥2 − 2(K − s)ξ.

Putting all pieces together,

score(r)− score(r′)

≥ 2
[
(2s− 2k′ −K + 1)∥β(k′)∗∥2 − 2(s− k′)hβ − (s− k′ +K − 1)ξ

]
> 2

[
(2s− 2spa −K)∥β(k′)∗∥2 − 2shβ − 2(s+K)ξ

]
(E.63)

≥ 0. (E.64)

where (E.63) holds because 1 ≤ k′ ≤ spa and (E.64) is due to the condition (iii).

E.8 Proof of Theorem 11

E.8.1 Lemmas

Define the contraction basin of one GMM as

Bcon(θ
(k)∗) = {θ = {w,β, δ} : wr ∈ [cw/2, 1−cw/2], ∥β−β(k)∗∥2 ≤ Cb∆, |δ−δ(k)∗| ≤ Cb∆},

for which we may shorthand as Bcon in the following.
For GMM z ∼ (1− w∗)N (µ∗

1,Σ
∗) + w∗N (µ∗

2,Σ
∗) and any θ = (w,β, δ), define

γθ(z) =
w exp{βTz − δ}

1− w + w exp{βTz − δr}
, w(θ) = E[γθ(z)],

µ1(θ) =
E[(1− γθ(z))z]
E[1− γθ(z)]

, µ2(θ) =
E[γθ(z)z]
E[γθ(z)]

.

Lemma 29. Suppose Assumption 3 holds.

(i) With probability at least 1− τ ,

sup
θ(0)∈Bcon

∥β(0)−β(0)∗∥2≤ξ(0)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n0

n0∑
i=1

γθ(0)(z
(0)
i )− E[γθ(0)(z(0))]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲ ξ(0)
√

p

n0

+

√
log(1/τ)

n0

.

(ii) With probability at least 1− τ ,

sup
θ(0)∈Bcon

∥β(0)−β(0)∗∥2≤ξ(0)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n0

n0∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(0)
i )(z

(0)
i )Tβ(0)∗ − E[γθ(0)(z(0))(z

(0)
i )Tβ(0)∗]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲ ξ(0)
√

p

n0

+

√
log(1/τ)

n0

.

(iii) With probability at least 1− τ ,

sup
θ(0)∈Bcon

∥β(0)−β(0)∗∥2≤ξ(0)

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n0

n0∑
i=1

γθ(k)(z
(0)
i )z

(0)
i − E[γθ(0)(z(0))z

(0)
i ]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ ξ(0)
√

p

n0

+

√
log(1/τ)

n0

.
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E.8.2 Main proof of Theorem 11

WLOG, in Assumptions 3.(iii) and 3.(iv), we assume

• ∥β̂(0)[0] − β(0)∗∥2 ∨ |δ̂(0)[0] − δ(0)∗| ≤ C4∆
(0), with a sufficiently small constant C4;

• |ŵ(0)[0] − w(0)∗| ≤ cw/2.

(I) Case 1: We first consider the case that h ≥ C
√

p
n0
. Consider an event E defined to be

the intersection of the events in Lemma 29, with ξ(k) = a large constant C, which satisfies
P(E) ≥ 1 − τ . Throughout the analysis in Case 1, we condition on E , therefore all the
arguments hold with probability at least 1− τ .

Similar to our analysis in the proof of Theorem 1, conditioned on E , we have

|ŵ(0)[t] − w(0)∗| ≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) +

√
p

n0

,

max
r=1:2
∥µ̂(0)[t]

r − µ(0)∗
r ∥2 ≲ κ′′0d(θ̂

(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) +

√
p

n0

, (E.65)

∥(Σ̂(0)[t] −Σ(0)∗)β(0)∗∥2 ≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) +

√
p

n0

. (E.66)

Hence

∥(Σ̂(0)[t])β(0)∗ − (µ̂
(0)[t−1]
2 − µ̂

(0)[t−1]
1 )∥2 ≲ ∥(Σ̂(0)[t] −Σ(0)∗)β(0)∗∥2 +max

r=1:2
∥µ̂(0)[t]

r − µ(0)∗
r ∥2

≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) +

√
p

n0

.

By Lemma 7, we have

∥β̂(0)[t] − β(0)∗∥2 ≲ ∥(Σ̂(0)[t])β(0)∗ − (µ̂
(0)[t−1]
2 − µ̂

(0)[t−1]
1 )∥2 +

λ
[t]
0√
n0

≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) +

√
p

n0

+
λ
[t]
0√
n0

.

Combining these results, we have

d(θ̂(0)[t],θ(0)∗) ≤ Cκ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) + C ′

√
p

n0

+ C ′ λ
[t]
0√
n0

.

By the construction of λ
[t]
0 , we know that

λ
[t]
0 =

1− κt0
1− κ0

Cλ0
√
p+ κt0λ

[0]
0 ,
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implies that

d(θ̂(0)[t],θ(0)∗) ≤ (Cκ′′0)
td(θ̂(0)[0],θ(0)∗) + C ′′

√
p

n0

+ C ′
t∑

t′=1

λ
[t′]
0√
n0

(Cκ′′0)
t−t′

≤ (κ′0)
td(θ̂(0)[0],θ(0)∗) + C ′′′

√
p

n0

+ C ′′′t(κ′0)
t

≤ Ct(κ′0)
t + C ′′′

√
p

n0

,

which is the desired rate. The bound of maxr=1:2 ∥µ̂(0)[t]
r −µ

(0)∗
r ∥2 and ∥Σ̂(0)[t]−Σ(0)∗∥2 can

be derived similar to (E.65) and (E.66).

(II) Case 2: Next, we consider the case that h ≤ C
√

p
n0
. According to Assumption 3, we

have
√

p
n0

≲
√

p+logK
maxk∈S nk

. It is easy to see that the analysis in part (I) does not depend on the

condition h ≥ C
√

p
n0
. Hence we have proved the desired bounds of maxr=1:2 ∥µ̂(0)[t]

r −µ(0)∗
r ∥2

and ∥Σ̂(0)[t] − Σ(0)∗∥2. Denote t0 as an integer such that t0κ
t0
0 ≍

√
p
n0
. When 1 ≤ t ≤ t0,

the bound in part (I) is the desired bound since the term tκt0 dominates the other terms.
Let us consider the case t = t0 + 1.

Consider an event E ′ defined to be the event of

∥β[T ] − β(k′)∗∥2 ≲ h+

√
logK

nk′
+

√
p

nS
+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
, k′ ∈ argmin

k∈S
nk.

Note that since h ≤ C
√

p+logK
maxk∈S nk

, by part (II) of the proof of Theorem 1, we know that

P(E ′) ≥ 1− C(K−1 + exp{−C ′p}). And E ′ implies that

∥β[T ] − β(0)∗∥2 ≲ h+

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+

√
p

nS
+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
≲

√
p

n0

,

where the second inequality comes from Assumption 3.
Also consider another event E ′′ defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemma

29, with ξ = C
[
h +

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+
√

p
nS

+ ϵ
√

p+logK
maxk=1:K nk

]
, which satisfies P(E ′′) ≥ 1 − τ .

Throughout the analysis in Case 1, we condition on E ∩E ′∩E ′′, therefore all the arguments
hold with probability at least 1− τ − C(K−1 + exp{−C ′p}).

Note that λ
[t]
0 ≥ C

√
p ≥ C ′∥β[T ] − β(0)∗∥2 and λ

[t]
0 ≥ C

√
p ≥ C ′√n0∥(Σ̂(0)[t])β(0)∗ −

(µ̂
(0)[t−1]
2 − µ̂

(0)[t−1]
1 )∥2. Hence by Lemma 7, we have β̂(0)[t] = β

[T ]
thus

∥β̂(0)[t] − β(0)∗∥2 ≲ h+

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+

√
p

nS
+ ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
.
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Similar to the analysis in part (II) in the proof of Theorem 1, we have

|ŵ(0)[t] − w(0)∗| ≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) + ξ

√
p

n0

+

√
1

n0

≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) + ξ +

√
1

n0

,

|δ̂(0)[t] − δ(0)∗| ≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) + ξ + ξ

√
p

n0

+

√
1

n0

,

≲ κ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗) + ξ +

√
1

n0

.

Putting all pieces together,

d(θ̂(0)[t],θ(0)∗) ≤ Cκ′′0d(θ̂
(0)[t−1],θ(0)∗)+h+

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+

√
p

nS
+ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+

√
1

n0

.

We can continue this analysis from t = t0 + 1 to t0 + 2, and so on. Hence for any t′ ≥ 1,
we have

d(θ̂(0)[t0+t′],θ(0)∗) ≤ (Cκ′′0)
t′d(θ̂(0)[t0],θ(0)∗) + C ′h+ C ′

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+ C ′

√
p

nS

+ C ′ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ C ′

√
1

n0

≤ (κ′0)
t′d(θ̂(0)[t0],θ(0)∗) + C ′h+ C ′

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+ C ′

√
p

nS

+ C ′ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ C ′

√
1

n0

≤ (t′ + t0)(κ
′
0)
t′+t0 + C ′h+ C ′

√
logK

maxk∈S nk
+ C ′

√
p

nS

+ C ′ϵ

√
p+ logK

maxk=1:K nk
+ C ′

√
1

n0

,

where the last inequality holds because t0 is chosen to be the integer satisfying t0(κ0)
t0 ≍√

p
n0

≳ d(θ̂(0)[t0],θ(0)∗).

E.8.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 29. The proof is almost the same as the proofs of lemmas in Theorem 1,
so we do not repeat it here.
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E.9 Proof of Theorem 13

E.9.1 Lemmas

Recall

Θ
′
S(h) =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S = {(w(k),µ

(k)
1 ,µ

(k)
2 ,Σ(k))}k∈{0}∪S : θ(k) ∈ Θ,max

k∈S
∥β(k) − β(0)∥2 ≤ h

}
.

Lemma 30. When n0 ≥ Cp with some constant C > 0, we have

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
d(θ̂(0),θ(0)∗) ≥ C1

√
p

nS + n0

+ C1h ∧
√

p

n0

+ C1

√
1

n0

)
≥ 1

10
.

Lemma 31. Denote ϵ̃ = K−s
s

. Then

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
d(θ̂(0),θ(0)∗) ≥

(
C1

ϵ̃
√
maxk=1:K nk

)
∧
(
C2

√
1

n0

))
≥ 1

10
.

Lemma 32 (The second variant of Theorem 5.1 in Chen et al. (2018)). Given a series of

distributions {{P(k)
θ }Kk=0 : θ ∈ Θ}, each of which is indexed by the same parameter θ ∈ Θ.

Consider x(k) ∼ (1 − ϵ̃)P(k)
θ + ϵ̃Q(k) independently for k = 1 : K and x(0) ∼ P(0)

θ . Denote
the joint distribution of {x(k)}Kk=0 as P(ϵ̃,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

. Then

inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P(ϵ̃,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ′(ϵ̃,Θ)

)
≥ 9

20
,

where ϖ′(ϵ̃,Θ) := sup
{
∥θ1 − θ2∥ : maxk=1:K dTV

(
P(k)
θ1
,P(k)

θ2

)
≤ ϵ̃/(1 − ϵ̃), dTV

(
P(0)
θ1
,P(0)

θ2

)
≤

1/20
}
.

Lemma 33. Consider two data generating mechanisms:

(i) x(k) ∼ (1 − ϵ̃′)P(k)
θ + ϵ̃′Q(k) independently for k = 1 : K and x(0) ∼ P(0)

θ , where
ϵ̃′ = K−s

K
;

(ii) With a preserved set S ⊆ 1 : K, generate {x(k)}k∈Sc ∼ QS and x(k) ∼ P(k)
θ indepen-

dently for k ∈ S. And x(0) ∼ P(0)
θ .

Denote the joint distributions of {x(k)}Kk=0 in (i) and (ii) as P(ϵ̃,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)
and P(S,θ,Q),

respectively. We claim that if

inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

{Q(k)}Kk=1

P(K−s
50K

,θ,{Q(k)}Kk=1)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ′

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))
≥ 9

20
,
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then

inf
θ̂

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
θ∈Θ
QS

P(S,θ,QS)

(
∥θ̂ − θ∥ ≥ Cϖ′

(
K − s
50K

,Θ

))
≥ 1

10
,

where ϖ′(ϵ̃,Θ) := sup
{
∥θ1 − θ2∥ : maxk=1:K KL

(
P(k)
θ1
∥P(k)

θ2

)
≤ [ϵ̃/(1 − ϵ̃)]2,KL

(
P(0)
θ1
∥P(0)

θ2

)
≤

1/400
}
for any ϵ̃ ∈ (0, 1).

Lemma 34. When n0 ≥ Cp with some constant C > 0, we have

inf
Σ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
∥Σ̂(0) −Σ(0)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p

n0

)
≥ 1

10
.

E.9.2 Main proof of Theorem 13

E.9.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 30. It’s easy to see that Θ
′
S ⊇ Θ

′
S,w ∪Θ

′
S,β ∪Θ

′
S,δ, where

Θ
′
S,w =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : µ

(k)
1 = 1p/

√
p,µ

(k)
2 = −µ(k)

1 ,Σ(k) = Ip, w
(k) ∈ (cw, 1− cw)

}
,

Θ
′
S,β =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,max

k∈S
∥β(k) − β(0)∥2 ≤ h

}
,

Θ
′
S,δ =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,µ

(k)
1 = −1

2
µ0,

µ
(k)
2 =

1

2
µ0 + u, ∥u∥2 ≤ 1

}
.

(i) By fixing an S and a QS, we want to show

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S,β

P

(
∥β̂(0) − β(0)∗∥2 ∨ ∥β̂(0) + β(0)∗∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nS + n0

)
≥ 1

4
.

By Lemma 4, ∃ a quadrant Qv of Rp and a r/8-packing of (rSp) ∩ Qv under Euclidean
norm: {µ̃j}Nj=1, where r = (c

√
p/(nS + n0)) ∧M ≤ 1 with a small constant c > 0 and

N ≥ (1
2
)p8p−1 = 1

2
× 4p−1 ≥ 2p−1 when p ≥ 2. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution

1
2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. Then

LHS ≥ inf
µ̂

sup
µ∈(rSp)∩Qv

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ∧ ∥µ̂+ µ∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nS

)

≥ inf
µ̂

sup
µ∈(rSp)∩Qv

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ≥ C

√
p

nS

)
, (E.67)
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where the last inequality holds because it suffices to consider estimator µ̂ satisfying µ̂(X) ∈
(rSp) ∩Qv almost surely. In addition, for any x, y ∈ Qv, ∥x− y∥2 ≤ ∥x+ y∥2.

By Lemma 15,

KL

 ∏
k∈{0}∪S

P⊗nk

µ̃j
·QS

∥∥∥∥ ∏
k∈{0}∪S

P⊗nk

µ̃j′
·QS

 =
∑

k∈{0}∪S

nkKL(Pµ̃j
∥Pµ̃j′

)

≤
∑

k∈{0}∪S

nk · 8∥µ̃j∥22∥µ̃j − µ̃j′∥22

≤ 32(nS + n0)r
2

≤ 32nSc
2 · 2(p− 1)

nS + n0

≤ 64c2

log 2
logN.

By Lemma 3,

LHS of (E.67) ≥ 1− log 2

logN
− 64c2

log 2
≥ 1− 1

p− 1
− 1

4
≥ 1

4
,

when C = c/2, p ≥ 3 and c =
√
log 2/16.

(ii) By fixing an S and a QS, we want to show

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

P

(
∥β̂(0) − β(0)∗∥2 ∨ ∥β̂(0) + β(0)∗∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
p

n0

)]})
≥ 1

4
.

(E.68)

By Lemma 4, ∃ a quadrant Qv of Rp and a r/8-packing of (rSp−1) ∩ Qv under Euclidean

norm: {ϑ̃j}Nj=1, where r = h ∧ (c
√
p/n0) ∧ M ≤ 1 with a small constant c > 0 and

N ≥ (1
2
)p−18p−2 = 1

2
× 4p−2 ≥ 2p−2 when p ≥ 3. WLOG, assume M ≥ 2. Denote

µ̃j = (1, ϑ̃Tj )
T ∈ Rp. Let µ

(k)∗
1 = µ̃ = (1,0p−1)

T for all k ∈ S and µ
(0)∗
1 = µ = (1,ϑ) with

ϑ ∈ (rSp−1) ∩ Qv. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ.

Then similar to the arguments in (i),

LHS ≥ inf
µ̂

sup
ϑ∈(rSp−1)∩Qv

µ=(1,ϑ)T

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ∧ ∥µ̂+ µ∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
p

n0

)])

≥ inf
µ̂

sup
ϑ∈(rSp−1)∩Qv

µ=(1,ϑ)T

P

(
∥µ̂− µ∥2 ≥ C

[
h ∧

(
c

√
p

n0

)])
.

Then by Lemma 15,

KL

(
P⊗n0

µ̃j
·
∏
k∈S

P⊗nk

µ̃ ·QS

∥∥∥∥P⊗n0

µ̃j′
·
∏
k∈S

P⊗nk

µ̃ ·QS

)
= n0KL(Pµ̃j

∥Pµ̃j′
)
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≤ n0 · 8∥µ̃j∥22∥µ̃j − µ̃j′∥22
≤ 32n0r

2

≤ 32n0c
2 · 3(p− 2)

n0

≤ 96c2

log 2
logN,

when n0 ≥ (c2 ∨ M−2)p and p ≥ 3. By Fano’s lemma (See Corollary 2.6 in Tsybakov
(2009)),

LHS of (E.68) ≥ 1− log 2

logN
− 96c2

log 2
≥ 1− 1

p− 2
− 1

4
≥ 1

4
,

when C = 1/2, p ≥ 4 and c =
√

(log 2)/384.
(iii) We want to show

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S,w

QS

P
(
|ŵ(0) − w(0)∗| ≥ C

√
1

n0

)
≥ 1

4
.

The argument is similar to (ii). The only two differences here are that the dimension of
interested parameter w equals 1, and Lemma 15 is replaced by Lemma 17.
(iv) We want to show

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S,δ

QS

P
(
|δ̂(0) − δ(0)∗| ≥ C

√
1

n0

)
≥ 1

4

The argument is similar to (ii).
Finally, we get the desired conclusion by combining (i)-(iv).

Proof of Lemma 31. Let ϵ̃ = K−s
s

and ϵ̃′ = K−s
K

. Since s/K ≥ c > 0, ϵ̃ ≲ ϵ̃′. Denote
ΥS = {{µ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : µ(k) ∈ Rp

+,maxk∈S ∥µ(k) − µ(0)∥2 ≤ h/2, ∥µ(k)∥2 ≤ M}. For any
µ ∈ R, denote distribution 1

2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ, and denote

∏
k∈S P

⊗nk

µ(k) as

P{µ(k)}k∈S
. It suffices to show

inf
θ̂(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈ΘS

QS

P

(
∥µ̂(0) − µ(0)∗∥2 ≥

(
C1ϵ̃

′
√

1

maxk=1:K nk

)
∧
(
C2

√
1

n0

))
≥ 1

10
.

(E.69)
where P = P⊗n0

µ(0) · P{µ(k)}k∈S
·QS.
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For any µ ∈ R, denote distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. WLOG, assume

M ≥ 1. For any µ̃1, µ̃2 ∈ Rp with ∥µ̃1∥2 = ∥µ̃2∥2 = 1, by Lemma 15,

max
k=1:K

KL
(
P⊗nk

µ̃1
∥P⊗nk

µ̃2

)
≤ max

k=1:K
nk · 8∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥22.

for any k = 1 : K. Let 8maxk=1:K nk · ∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥22 ≤ ( ϵ̃′

1−ϵ̃′ )
2, then ∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥2 ≤

C
√

1
maxk=1:K nk

ϵ̃′ for some constant C > 0. On the other hand, let KL
(
P⊗n0

µ̃1
∥P⊗n0

µ̃2

)
=

8n0 · ∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥22 ≤ 1/100, then ∥µ̃1 − µ̃2∥2 ≤
√

1
800

√
1
n0

for some constant C > 0. Then

(E.69) follows by Lemma 33.

Proof of Lemma 32. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 5.1 in Chen et al. (2018),
so we omit it here.

Proof of Lemma 34. This can be similarly shown by Assouad’s Lemma as in the proof of
Lemma 23. We omit the proof here.

E.10 Proof of Theorem 12

The result follows from (E.48) and Theorem 11.

E.11 Proof of Theorem 14

E.11.1 Lemmas

Lemma 35. Assume n0 ≥ Cp and ∆(0) ≥ C ′ > 0 with some constants C, C ′ > 0. We
have

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ C1

p

nS + n0

+ C2h
2 ∧ p

n0

+
1

n0

)
≥ 1

10
.

Lemma 36. Denote ϵ̃ = K−s
s

. We have

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

(T )
S

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥

(
C1

ϵ̃′2

maxk=1:K nk

)
∧
(
C2

√
1

n0

))
≥ 1

10
.

E.11.2 Main proof of Theorem 14

Combine Lemmas 35 and 36 to finish the proof.
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E.11.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 35. We proceed with similar proof ideas used in the proof of Lemma 35.
Recall the definitions and proof idea of Lemma 30. We have Θ

′
S ⊇ Θ

′
S,w ∪ Θ

′
S,β ∪ Θ

′
S,δ,

where

Θ
′
S,w =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : µ

(k)
1 = 1p/

√
p,µ

(k)
2 = −µ(k)

1 ,Σ(k) = Ip, w
(k) ∈ (cw, 1− cw)

}
,

Θ
′
S,β =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,max

k∈S
∥β(k) − β(0)∥2 ≤ h

}
,

Θ
′
S,δ =

{
{θ(k)}k∈{0}∪S : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) =
1

2
, ∥µ(k)

1 ∥2 ∨ ∥µ
(k)
2 ∥2 ≤M,µ

(k)
1 = −1

2
µ0,

µ
(k)
2 =

1

2
µ0 + u, ∥u∥2 ≤ 1

}
.

Recall the mis-clustering error for GMM associated with parameter set θ of any classifier
C isRθ(C) = minπ:{1,2}→{1,2} Pθ(C(Z) ̸= π(Y )). To help the analysis, following Azizyan et al.
(2013) and Cai et al. (2019), we define a surrogate loss Lθ(C) = minπ:{1,2}→{1,2} Pθ(C(Z) ̸=
π(Cθ(Z))), where Cθ is the Bayes classifier. Suppose σ =

√
0.005.

(i) We want to show

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ C

√
p

nS + n0

)
≥ 1

4
. (E.70)

Consider S = 1 : K and space Θ
′
0 = {{θ(k)}Kk=0 : Σ(k) = Ip, w

(k) = 1/2,µ
(k)
1 = µ1,µ

(k)
2 =

µ2, ∥µ1∥2 ∨ ∥µ2∥2 ≤M}. And

LHS of (E.50) ≥ inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
{θ(k)∗}Kk=0∈Θ

′
0

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ C

√
p

nS + n0

)
.

Let r = c
√
p/(nS + n0) ≤ 0.001 with some small constant c > 0. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote

distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip)+

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. Consider a r/4-packing of rSp−1: {ṽj}Nj=1. By

Lemma 2, N ≥ 4p−1. Denote µ̃j = (σ, ṽTj )
T ∈ Rp, where σ =

√
0.005. Then by definition

of KL divergence and Lemma 8.4 in Cai et al. (2019),

KL

 ∏
k∈{0}∪S

P⊗nk

µ̃j
·QS

∥∥∥∥ ∏
k∈{0}∪S

P⊗nk

µ̃j′
·QS

 =
∑

k∈{0}∪S

nkKL(Pµ̃j
∥Pµ̃j′

)

≤ (nS + n0) · 8(1 + σ2)∥µ̃j − µ̃j′∥22
≤ 32(1 + σ2)(nS + n0)r

2

≤ 32(1 + σ2)(nS + n0) · c2
2(p− 1)

nS + n0
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≤ 32(1 + σ2)c2

log 2
logN.

For simplicity, we write Lθ with θ ∈ Θ0 and µ1 = −µ2 = µ as Lµ. By Lemma 8.5 in Cai
et al. (2019),

Lµ̃i
(Cµ̃j

) ≥ 1√
2
g

(√
σ2 + r2

2

)
∥µ̃i − µ̃j∥2
∥µ̃i∥2

≥ 1√
2
· 0.15 · r/4√

σ2 + r2
≥ 2r,

where g(x) = ϕ(x)[ϕ(x)− xΦ(x)]. The last inequality holds because
√
σ2 + r2 ≥

√
2σ and

g(
√
σ2 + r2/2) ≥ 0.15 when r2 ≤ σ2 = 0.001. Then by Lemma 3.5 in Cai et al. (2019)

(Proposition 2 in Azizyan et al. (2013)), for any classifier C, and i ̸= j,

Lµ̃i
(C) + Lµ̃j

(C) ≥ Lµ̃i
(Cµ̃j

)−
√
KL(Pµ̃i

∥Pµ̃j
)/2 ≥ 2r − r = c

√
p

nS + n0

. (E.71)

For any Ĉ(0), consider a test ψ∗ = argminj=1:N Lµ̃j
(Ĉ(0)). Therefore if there exists j0 such

that Lµ̃j0
(Ĉ(0)) < c

2

√
p

nS+n0
, then by (E.71), we must have ψ∗ = j0. Let C1 ≤ c/2, then by

Fano’s lemma (Corollary 6 in Tsybakov (2009))

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
{θ(k)∗}Kk=0∈Θ

′
0

P

(
L
θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)) ≥ C1

√
p

nS + n0

)
≥ inf

Ĉ(0)
sup
j=1:N

P

(
Lµ̃(j)(Ĉ(0)) ≥ C1

√
p

nS + n0

)

≥ inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
j=1:N

P

(
ψ∗ ̸= j

)

≥ inf
ψ

sup
j=1:N

P

(
ψ ̸= j

)

≥ 1− log 2

logN
− 32(1 + σ2)c2

log 2

≥ 1

4
,

when p ≥ 2 and c =
√

log 2
128(1+σ2)

. Then apply Lemma 25 to get the (E.70).

(ii) We want to show

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S,β

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ C

(
h ∧

√
p

n0

))
≥ 1

4
. (E.72)
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Fixing an S and a QS. Suppose 1 ∈ S. We have

LHS of (E.72) ≥ inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S,β

QS

P
(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ C

(
h ∧

√
p

n0

))
.

(E.73)
Let r = h∧(c

√
p/n0)∧M with a small constant c > 0. For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution

1
2
N (µ, Ip)+

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. Consider a r/4-packing of rSp−1. By Lemma 2, N ≥ 4p−1.

Denote µ̃j = (σ, ṽTj )
T ∈ Rp. WLOG, assume M ≥ 2. Let µ

(k)∗
1 = µ̃ = (σ,0p−1)

T for

all k ∈ S and µ
(0)∗
1 = µ = (1,ϑ) with ϑ ∈ (rSp−1) ∩ Qv. Then by following the same

arguments in part (ii) of the proof of Lemma 30, we can show that the RHS of (E.73) is
larger than or equal to 1/4 when p ≥ 3.
(iii) We want to show

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(0)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ Ch2w ∧

1

n0

)
≥ 1

4
.

This can be similarly proved by following the arguments in part (i) with Lemmas 25 and
26.
(iv) We want to show

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
R

θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0))−R

θ
(k)∗(C

θ
(0)∗) ≥ Ch2β ∧

p

n0

)
≥ 1

4
.

The conclusion can be obtained immediately from (ii), by noticing that Θ
′
S,β ⊇ Θ

′
S,µ.

Finally, we get the desired conclusion by combining (i)-(iv).

Proof of Lemma 36. By Lemma 25, it suffices to prove

inf
Ĉ(0)

sup
S:|S|≥s

sup
{θ(k)∗}k∈{0}∪S∈Θ

′
S

QS

P

(
L
θ
(0)∗(Ĉ(0)) ≥ C1

ϵ̃′2

maxk=1:K nk
∧ 1

n0

)
≥ 1

10
.

For any µ ∈ Rp, denote distribution 1
2
N (µ, Ip) +

1
2
N (−µ, Ip) as Pµ. For simplicity, we

write Lθ with θ satisfying µ1 = −µ2 = µ, w = 1/2 and Σ = Ip as Lµ. Consider Lµ(Cµ′)
as a loss function between µ and µ′ in Lemmas 32 and 33. Considering ∥µ∥2 = ∥µ′∥2 = 1,
by Lemma 15, note that

max
k=1:K

KL(P⊗nk
µ ∥P⊗nk

µ′ ) ≤ 8 max
k=1:K

nk · ∥µ− µ′∥22,

KL(P⊗n0
µ ∥P⊗n0

µ′ ) ≤ 8n0 · ∥µ− µ′∥22.
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By Lemma 8.5 in Cai et al. (2019), this implies for some constants c, C > 0

sup
{
Lµ(Cµ′) : max

k=1:K
KL(P⊗nk

µ ∥P⊗nk

µ′ ) ≤ (ϵ̃′/(1− ϵ̃))2,KL(P⊗n0
µ ∥P⊗n0

µ′ ) ≤ 1/100
}

≥ sup
{
c∥µ− µ′∥2 : max

k=1:K
KL(P⊗nk

µ ∥P⊗nk

µ′ ) ≤ (ϵ̃′/(1− ϵ̃))2,KL(P⊗n0
µ ∥P⊗n0

µ′ ) ≤ 1/100
}

≥ sup
{
c∥µ− µ′∥2 : 8 max

k=1:K
nk · ∥µ− µ′∥22 ≤ (ϵ̃′/(1− ϵ̃))2, 8n0 · ∥µ− µ′∥22 ≤ 1/800

}
= C · ϵ̃′

√
maxk=1:K nk

∧
√

1

n0

.

Then apply Lemmas 32 and 33 to get the desired bound.

E.12 Proof of Theorem 15

Denote ξ = maxk∈{0}∪S minrk=±1 ∥rkβ̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 = maxk∈{0}∪S(∥β̂(k)[0] − β(k)∗∥2 ∧
∥β̂(k)[0] + β(k)∗∥2). WLOG, assume S = {1, . . . , s} and r∗k = 1 for all k ∈ {0} ∪ S. Hence

ξ = maxk∈{0}∪S ∥β̂(k)[0]−β(k)∗∥2. WLOG, consider r̂k = 1 for all k ∈ S (i.e., the tasks in S
are already well-aligned). Consider

(1, r̂) = ( 1︸︷︷︸
target

, 1, . . . , 1, 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
S

, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

),

(−1, r̂) = ( −1︸︷︷︸
target

, 1, . . . , 1, 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
S

, rs+1, . . . , rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
outlier tasks

).

It suffices to prove that

score((−1, r̂))− score((1, r̂)) > 0.

In fact,

score((−1, r̂))− score((1, r̂)) = 2
s∑

k=1

∥β̂(0)[0] + β̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]

+2
K∑

k=s+1

∥β̂(0)[0] + rkβ̂
(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[2]

− 2
s∑

k=1

∥β̂(0)[0] − β̂(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]′

−2
K∑

k=s+1

∥ − β̂(0)[0] + rkβ̂
(k)[0]∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[2]′

,

where

[1]− [1]′ ≥
s∑

k=1

(∥β(0)∗ + β(k)∗∥2 − ∥β(0)∗ − β(k)∗∥2 − 4ξ)
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≥
s∑

k=1

(2∥β(0)∗∥2 − 2∥β(0)∗ − β(k)∗∥2 − 4ξ)

≥ s(2∥β(0)∗∥2 − 4h− 4ξ),

and

[2]− [2]′ ≥ −4
K∑

k=s+1

∥β̂(0)[0]∥2 ≥ −4(K − s)(∥β(0)∗∥2 + ξ).

Hence

score((−1, r̂))− score((1, r̂)) = 2([1]− [1]′) + 2([2]− [2]′)

≥ 4[(2s−K)∥β(0)∗∥2 − 2sh− (K + s)ξ]

> 0,

when ∥β(0)∗∥2 > 2(1−ϵ)
1−2ϵ

h+ 2−ϵ
1−2ϵ

ξ, which completes our proof.

E.13 Proof of Theorem 7

Define the contraction basin of one GMM as

Bcon(θ
(k)∗) = {θ = {{wr}Rr=2, {βr}Rr=2, {δr}Rr=2} : w∗

r ∈ (cw/2, 1− cw/2),
∥βr − β∗

r∥2 ≤ Cb∆, |δr − δ∗r | ≤ Cb∆}.

And the joint contraction basin is defined as Bcon({θ(k)∗}k∈S) =
⋂R
r=1Bcon(θ

(k)∗).
For θ = ({wr}Rr=2, {βr}Rr=2, {δr}Rr=2) and θ′ = ({w′

r}Rr=2, {β′
r}Rr=2, {δ′r}Rr=2), define

d(θ,θ′) = max
r=2:R
{|wr − w′

r| ∨ ∥βr − β′
r∥2 ∨ |δr − δ′r|}.

E.13.1 Lemmas

For GMM z ∼
∑R

r=1w
∗
rN (µ∗

r,Σ
∗) and any θ, define

γ
(r)
θ (z) =

wr exp{βTr z − δr}
w1 +

∑R
r=2wr exp{βTr z − δr}

, r = 2 : R, γ
(1)
θ (z) =

w1

w1 +
∑R

r=2wr exp{βTr z − δr}
.

Denote wr(θ) = E[γ(r)θ (z)] and µr(θ) =
E[γ(r)θ (z)z]

E[γ(r)θ (z)]
.

Lemma 37 (Contraction of multi-cluster GMM). When Cb ≤ cc
−1/2
Σ with a small constant

c > 0 and ∆ ≥ C log(cΣMc−1
w ) with a large constant C > 0, there exist positive constants

C ′ > 0 and C ′′ > 0, for any θ ∈ Bcon(θ
(k)∗),

|wr(θ)−w∗
r | ≤ C ′ exp{−C ′′∆2} · d(θ,θ∗), ∥µr(θ)−µ∗

r∥2 ≤ C ′ exp{−C ′′∆2} · d(θ,θ∗),

where C ′ exp{−C ′′∆2} ≤ κ0 < 1 with a constant κ0.
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Lemma 38 (Vectorized contraction of Rademacher complexity, Corollary 1 in Maurer
(2016)). Suppose {ϵir}i∈[n],r∈[R] and {ϵi}ni=1 are independent Rademacher variables. Let F
be a class of functions f : Rd → S ⊆ RR and h : S → R is L-Lipschitz under ℓ2-norm, i.e.,
|h(y)− h(y′)| ≤ L∥y − y′∥2, where y = (y1, . . . , yR)

T , y′ = (y′1, . . . , y
′
R)

T ∈ S. Then

E sup
f∈F

n∑
i=1

ϵih(f(xi)) ≤
√
2LE sup

f∈F

n∑
i=1

R∑
r=1

ϵirfr(xi),

where fr(xi) is the r-th component of f(xi) ∈ S ⊆ RR.

E.13.2 Main proof of Theorem 7

The proof idea is almost the same as the idea used in the proof of of Theorem 1. We still
need to show similar results presented in the lemmas associated with Theorem 1, then go
through the same arguments in the proof of Theorem 7. We only sketch the key steps and
the differences here.

The biggest difference appear in the proofs of the lemmas associated with Theorem 1
under the context of multi-cluster GMM. The original arguments in the proofs of Lemmas
11-14 involve the contraction inequality for Rademacher variables and univariate Lipschitz
functions, which is not available any more. We replace this part by an argument through
a vectorized Rademacher contraction inequality (Maurer, 2016).

First, we will show that

sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)
r −β

(k)∗
r ∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

γ
(r)

θ(k)(z
(k)
i )− E[γ(r)

θ(k)(z
(k))]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
logK

nk
, (E.74)

for all k ∈ S and r ∈ 1 : R, with probability at least 1−CK−2. Denote the LHS as W . By
changing one observation z

(k)
i , denote the new W as W ′. Since γ

(r)
θ (z) is bounded for all

z ∈ Rp, we know that |W −W ′| ≤ 1/nk. Then by bounded difference inequality, we have

W ≤ EW + C

√
logK

nk
,

with probability at least 1− C ′K−2. On the other hand, by symmetrization,

EW ≤ 2

nk
EzEϵ sup

θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)
r −β

(k)∗
r ∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣
nk∑
i=1

ϵ
(k)
i γ

(r)

θ(k)(z
(k)
i )

∣∣∣∣∣ .
Note that γ

(r)

θ(k)(z) =
w

(k)
r ·exp{(β(k)

r )T z−δ(k)r }
w

(k)
1 +

∑R
r=2 w

(k)
r exp{(β(k)

r )T z−δ(k)r }
=

exp{(β(k)
r )T z−δ(k)r +logw

(k)
r −logw

(k)
1 }

1+
∑R

r=2 exp{(β
(k)
r )T z−δ(k)r +logw

(k)
r −logw

(k)
1 }

=

φ({(β(k)
r )Tz − δ(k)r + logw

(k)
r − logw
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is a 1-Lipschitz
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function (w.r.t. ℓ2-norm). By Lemma 38,
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ϵ
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where µ(k)∗ :=
∑R

r=1w
(k)∗
r µ

(k)∗
r , {uj}Nj=1 is a 1/2-cover of Sd−1 withN = 5p, and {ϵ(k)ir u

T
j (z

(k)
i −

µ(k)∗)}nk
i=1, {ϵ

(k)
ir (β

(k)∗
r )T (z

(k)
i −µ(k)∗)}nk

i=1, and {ϵ
(k)
ir }

nk
i=1 are all sub-Gaussian processes. Then

by the property of sub-Gaussian variables,

RHS of (E.75) ≲ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
logK

nk
.
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Putting all the pieces together, we obtain W ≲ ξ(k)
√

p
nk

+
√

logK
nk

with probability at least

1− CK−2.
The second bound we want to show is

sup
{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2
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nS
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γ
(r)

θ(k)(z
(k)
i )− E[γ(r)

θ(k)(z
(k))]
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√
p+K

nS
.

Denote the LHS as W ′. Again by bounded difference inequality,

W ′ ≤ EW ′ + C

√
p

nS
,

with probability at least 1−C ′ exp{−C ′′p}. It remains to control EW ′. By symmetrization,
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,

which is C-Lipschitz w.r.t. (w̃, {(β(k)
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(k)
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(k)
1 }Rr=2) as a R-dimensional

vector with a constant C. Denote g
(k)
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application of Lemma 38 implies that
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By a similar argument involving covering number as before, we can show that

1
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E sup

|w̃k|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

w̃kϵ
(k)
i1

∣∣∣∣∣+ 1

nS

R∑
r=2

E sup
{θ(k)}k∈S∈BJ,2

con

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈S

nk∑
i=1

g
(k)
ir ϵ

(k)
ir

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲
√
p+K

nS
.

Therefore W ≲
√

p+K
nS

with probability at least 1− C ′ exp{−C ′′p}..
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The third bound we want to show is

sup
θ(k)∈Bcon

∥β(k)−β(k)∗∥2≤ξ(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nk
nk∑
i=1

[
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]
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i )Tβ(k)∗ − E
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θ(k)(z
(k))](z(k))Tβ(k)∗]∣∣∣∣∣

≲ ξ(k)
√

p

nk
+

√
logK

nk
,

for all k ∈ S and r = 1 : R, with probability at least 1 − C ′(K−2 + K−1e−C
′′p). Denote

the LHS as W ′′. Similar to the previous two proofs, we derive an upper bound for W ′′ by
controlling W ′′−EW ′′ and EW ′′, seperately. The first part involving W ′′−EW ′′ is similar
to the proof of part (i) in Lemma 12 and the second part involving EW ′′ is similar to the
proof of (E.74), so we omit the details.

The arguments to derive these three bounds can be used to derive other results similar
to the lemmas used in the proof of Theorem 1. With these lemmas in hand, the remaining
proof is almost the same as the proof of Theorem 1.

E.13.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 37. We will prove the contraction of wr first, and only sketch the different
part for the proof of contraction of µr because the proofs are quite similar.
Part 1: Contraction of |wr(θ)− w∗

r |:
First, note that wr(θ
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r. Therefore,
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We only show how to bound

∣∣∣E[γ(r)θ (z)− γ(r)θ∗ (z)|y = 1]
∣∣∣, i.e. the case when r̃ = 1. For the

other r̃ = 2 : R, the proof is the same by changingt the reference level from y = 1 to y = r̃.
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where θ̃t = ({w̃r}Rr=2, {β̃r}Rr=2, {δ̃r}Rr=2) with w̃r = twr+(1− t)w∗

r , β̃r = tβr+(1− t)β∗
r ,

δ̃r = tδr + (1 − t)δ∗r , and δr = 1
2
βTr (µr + µ1). We will bound the three terms on the RHS

separately. Note that when θ ∈ Bcon(θ
∗), we have wr ∈ [cw/2, 1− cw], ∥βr − β∗
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√
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Similarly, it can be shown that∣∣∣∣∣E
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Similar to (i), we have
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(w̃r exp{β̃Tr z(1) − δ̃r}
∑

r′ ̸=r w̃r′ · exp{β̃Tr′z(1) − δ̃r′}
(w̃1 +

∑R
r=2 w̃r exp{β̃Tr z(1) − δ̃r})2

)2 ∣∣∣∣E
+ P(Ec) ≲ exp{−C∆2}.

Moreover, (z(1))T (βr−β∗
r) = (z(1)−µ∗

1)
T (βr−β∗

r)+(µ∗
1)
T (βr−β∗

r), where (z
(1)−µ∗

1)
T (βr−

β∗
r) ∼ N (0, (βr − β∗

r)
TΣ∗(βr − β∗

r)) and |(µ∗
1)
T (βr − β∗

r)| ≤M∥βr − β∗
r∥2, hence

(2) ≲
√
(βr − β∗

r)
TΣ∗(βr − β∗

r)+M∥βr−β∗
r∥2 ≲ (c

1/2
Σ +M)∥βr−β∗

r∥2 ≲ (c
1/2
Σ +M)Cb∆.

Therefore, since ∆ ≤ 2Mc
1/2
Σ and ∆ ≳ log1/2(cΣMc−1

w ),

E

(∂γ(r)θ (z)

∂βr′

)T

(βr − β∗
r)

∣∣∣∣y = 1

 ≲ c−2
w exp{−C ′∆2}·(c1/2Σ +M)Mc

1/2
Σ ≲ exp{−C ′∆2}.

• When r′ ̸= r: we can obtain

E

(∂γ(r)θ (z)

∂βr′

)T

(βr − β∗
r)

∣∣∣∣y = 1

 ≲ exp{−C ′∆2}.

similarly.
Combining (i)-(iii), we have

|wr(θ)− w∗
r | ≲ exp{−C ′′∆2} ·

R∑
r=2

(|wr − w∗
r |+ |δr − δ∗r |+ ∥βr − β∗

r∥2).

Part 2: Contraction of ∥µr(θ)− µ∗
r∥2:

By definition,

∥µr(θ)− µ∗
r∥2 ≤

∥E[γ(r)θ (z)z]∥2
wr(θ)w∗

r

· |w∗
r − wr(θ)|+

∥E[(γ(r)θ (z)− γ(r)θ∗ (z))z]∥2
w∗
r

, (E.76)

implying that

∥E[(γ(r)θ (z)− γ(r)θ∗ (z))z]∥2 ≤
R∑

r′=2

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂wr′

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̃t

z

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

· |wr′ − w∗
r′|

+
R∑
r=2

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂δr′

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̃t

z

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

· |δr′ − δ∗r |

+
R∑
r=2

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂βr′

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̃t

z

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

· ∥βr′ − β∗
r∥2,
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where θ̃t = ({w̃r}Rr=2, {β̃r}Rr=2, {δ̃r}Rr=2) with w̃r = twr + (1 − t)w∗
r , β̃r = tβr + (1 − t)β∗

r ,

and δ̃r = tδr + (1− t)δ∗r . We will bound the three terms on the RHS separately. Note that

when θ ∈ Bcon(θ
∗), we have w̃r ∈ (cw/2, 1− cw), ∥β̃r − β∗

r∥2 ≤ Cb∆, and |δ̃r − δr| ≤ Cb∆.
For any u ∈ Rp with ∥u∥2 ≤ 1 and any r̃ ∈ 1 : R, similar to our previous arguments,

we have∣∣∣∣∣E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂wr′

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̃t

zTu

∣∣∣∣y = r̃

]∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
√√√√E

[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂wr′

]2
·
√
E[(z(r̃))Tu]2 ≲ exp{−C ′′∆2},

which leads to ∥∥∥∥∥E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂wr′
z

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ exp{−C ′′∆2},

for any r′ ∈ 2 : R. Similarly, we have∥∥∥∥∥E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂δr′
z

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
∂γ

(r)
θ (z)

∂βr′
z

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ exp{−C ′′∆2}.

for any r′ ∈ 2 : R. Therefore, ∥E[(γ(r)θ (z) − γ
(r)
θ∗ (z))z]∥2 ≲ exp{−C ′′∆2}. By part 1,

we have
∥E[γ(r)θ (z)z]∥2
wr(θ)w∗

r
· |w∗

r − wr(θ)| ≲ exp{−C ′′∆2} · d(θ,θ∗). Hence by (E.76), we have

∥µr(θ)− µ∗
r∥2 ≲ exp{−C ′′∆2} · d(θ,θ∗).

Combining part 1 and part 2, we complete the proof.

E.14 Proof of Theorem 8

Note that the excess risk

R
θ
(k)∗(Cθ̂(k))−Rθ

(k)∗(Cθ(k)∗)

= P(y(k) ̸= Cθ̂(k)(z
(k)))− P(y(k) ̸= Cθ(k)∗(z(k)))

=

∫
C
θ̂(k)

̸=C
θ(k)∗

[
P(y(k) = Cθ(k)∗(z)|z(k) = z)− P(y(k) = Cθ̂(k)(z)|z(k) = z)

]
dPθ(k)∗(z)

=

∫
C
θ̂(k)

̸=C
θ(k)∗

[
max
r=1:R

P(y(k) = r|z(k) = z)− P(y(k) = Cθ̂(k)(z)|z(k) = z)
]
dPθ(k)∗(z).(E.77)

Let event E =
{
z : maxr P(y(k) = r|z(k) = z) − maxj{P(y(k) = j|z(k) = z) : P(y(k) =

j|z(k) = z) < maxr P(y(k) = r|z(k) = z)} ≤ t
}
. We claim that the margin condition

P(E) ≲ t holds for any t ≤ a small constant c (to be verified). If this is the case, then

denote Ẽ =
{
maxr |η(r)θ̂(k)

(z(k))− η(r)
θ(k)∗(z

(k))| ≤ t/2
}
.

r∗ = argmax
r

η
(r)

θ(k)∗(z),
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r̂ = argmax
r

η
(r)

θ̂(k)
(z).

We have

RHS of (E.77)

≤
∫
r∗ ̸=r̂
E,Ẽ

[
η
(r∗)

θ(k)∗(z)− η
(r̂)

θ(k)∗(z)
]
dPθ(k)∗(z) +

∫
r∗ ̸=r̂
Ec,Ẽ

[
η
(r∗)

θ(k)∗(z)− η
(r̂)

θ̂(k)
(z)
]
dPθ(k)∗(z) + P(Ẽc)

≤ tP(E) + P(Ẽc), (E.78)

where the last inequality comes from the fact that when r∗ ̸= r̂, η
(r∗)

θ(k)∗(z)− η
(r̂)

θ(k)∗(z) ≤ t on

E . And notice that on Ec ∩ Ẽ , we must have r̂ = r∗ because if r̂ ̸= r∗, then

η
(r̂)

θ̂(k)
(z)− η(r

∗)

θ̂(k)
(z) ≤ η

(r̂)

θ(k)∗(z)− η
(r∗)

θ(k)∗(z) +
t

2
+
t

2
≤ −t+ t < 0,

which is a contradiction with the definition of r̂. Hence {r∗ ̸= r̂}∩E∩Ẽ is empty. Therefore∫
r∗ ̸=r̂
Ec,Ẽ

[
η
(r∗)

θ(k)∗(z)− η
(r̂)

θ̂(k)
(z)
]
dPθ(k)∗(z) = 0. Finally, by Lipschitzness,

P(Ẽc) = P
(
max
r
|η(r)

θ̂(k)
(z(k))− η(r)

θ(k)∗(z
(k))| > t/2

)
≤

R∑
r=1

P
(
|η(r)

θ̂(k)
(z(k))− η(r)

θ(k)∗(z
(k))| > t/2

)
≲ P(|(β̂(k) − β(k)∗)Tz(k) − δ̂(k) + δ(k)∗ − log ŵ(k)

r + log ŵ(1)
r + logw(k)∗

r − logw
(k)∗
1 | > Ct)

≲ P(|(β̂(k) − β(k)∗)T (z(k) − µ(k))| > C ′t)

≲ exp

{
− Ct2

∥β̂(k) − β(k)∗∥22

}
.

Plugging back into (E.78), we have

R
θ
(k)∗(Cθ̂(k))−Rθ

(k)∗(Cθ(k)∗) ≲ t2 + exp

{
− Ct2

∥β̂(k) − β(k)∗∥22

}
.

Let t ≍ d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗)

√
log d−1(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗):

R
θ
(k)∗(Cθ̂(k))−Rθ

(k)∗(Cθ(k)∗) ≲ d2(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) log d−1(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) ≲ d2(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) log

(
nS

p+ log nS

)
.

Then plugging in the upper bound of d(θ̂(k),θ(k)∗) in Theorem 7 completes the proof.
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It remains to verify the margin condition P(E) ≲ t for any t ≤ a small constant c. In
fact,

P(E) =
R∑
r=1

∑
j ̸=r

P
(
argmax

r′
P(y = r′|z(k)) = r, argmax

r′ ̸=r
P(y = r′|z(k)) = j,

P(y = r|z(k))− P(y = j|z(k)) ≤ t

)
≤

R∑
r=1

∑
j ̸=r

P
(
argmax

r′
P(y = r′|z(k)) = r, argmax

r′ ̸=r
P(y = r′|z(k)) = j,

1− P(y = j|z(k))

P(y = r|z(k))
≤ t

P(y = r|z(k))
≤ Rt

)
≤

R∑
r=1

∑
j ̸=r

P
(
1−Rt ≤ P(y = j|z(k))

P(y = r|z(k))

= exp{(β(k)∗
j − β(k)∗

r )Tz(k) − δ(k)∗j + δ(k)∗r + logw
(k)∗
j − logw(k)∗

r }
)

≲
R∑
r=1

∑
j ̸=r

R∑
r′=1

P
(
log(1−Rt) ≤ N

(
(β

(k)∗
j − β(k)∗

r )Tµ(k)∗
r − δ(k)∗j + δ(k)∗r + logw

(k)∗
j − logw(k)∗

r ,

(β
(k)∗
j − β(k)∗

r )TΣ(k)∗(β
(k)∗
j − β(k)∗

r )
)
≤ 0

)
≲ − log(1−Rt)
≲ t,

when t > 0 is less than some constant c > 0. Note that we used the fact that (β
(k)∗
j −

β
(k)∗
r )TΣ(k)∗(β

(k)∗
j − β

(k)∗
r ) ≥ ∆2 ≥ some constant C, which implies that the Gaussian

density is upper bounded by a constant. Hence the marginal condition is true.
We want to point out that this multi-class extension of margin condition in binary case

has been widely used in literature of multi-class classification. For example, see Chen and
Sun (2006) and Vigogna et al. (2022).

E.15 Proof of Theorem 9

The proof is almost the same as the proof of Theorem 3, by noticing that we can make the
GMM parameters the same across r-th task with r ≥ 3 to reduce the problem to the case
R = 2, so we do not repeat it here.
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E.16 Proof of Theorem 10

E.16.1 Lemmas

Lemma 39. Consider θ = {{wr}Rr=2, {βr}Rr=2, {δr}Rr=2, {µr}Rr=1,Σ} and θ
′
= {{w′

r}Rr=2, {β′
r}Rr=2,

{δ′r}Rr=2, {µ′
r}Rr=1,Σ

′} with wr = w′
r for r ≥ 3, µr = µ′

r = er for r ≥ 2, µ1 = µ′
1 = 0, and

Σ = Σ′ = Ip. Then βr = β′
r = er, δr = δ′r = βTr (

µ1+µ2

2
) = 1

2
for r ≥ 2, and

Pθ(Cθ ̸= Cθ′) ≳ |w2 − w′
2|.

Lemma 40. Consider θ = {{wr}Rr=2, {βr}Rr=2, {δr}Rr=2, {µr}Rr=1,Σ} and θ
′
= {{w′

r}Rr=2, {β′
r}Rr=2,

{δ′r}Rr=2, {µ′
r}Rr=1,Σ

′} with wr = w′
r =

1
R
for r = 1 : R, µr = (u + 1)er, µ

′
r = er for r ≥ 2,

µ1 = uer, µ′
1 = 0, and Σ = Σ′ = Ip, where 0 < u ≤ C. Then βr = β′

r = er,

δr = eTr (
µ1+µ2

2
) = u+ 1

2
, δ′r = eTr (

µ′
1+µ′

2

2
) = 1

2
for r ≥ 2, and

Pθ(Cθ ̸= Cθ′) ≳ u.

Lemma 41. Consider θ = {{wr}Rr=2, {βr}Rr=2, {δr}Rr=2, {µr}Rr=1,Σ} and θ
′
= {{w′

r}Rr=2, {β′
r}Rr=2,

{δ′r}Rr=2, {µ′
r}Rr=1,Σ

′} with wr = w′
r = 1

R
for r = 1 : R, µr = µ′

r = er for r ≥ 3,
µ1 = µ′

1 = 0, and Σ = Σ′ = Ip. Suppose µ2 and µ′
2 satisfy (µ2)3:R = (µ2)3:R = 0. Then

βr = β′
r = er for r ≥ 3, δr = δ′r for r ≥ 3, β2 = µ2, β

′
2 = µ′

2, δ2 = 1
2
∥µ2∥22, δ′2 = 1

2
∥µ′

2∥22
where ∥µ2∥2 = ∥µ′

2∥2 = 1 with µT
2µ

′
2 >

√
2
2
, and

Pθ(Cθ ̸= Cθ′) ≳ ∥µ2 − µ′
2∥2.

E.16.2 Main proof of Theorem 10

Given the three lemmas we presented, the proof is almost the same as the proof of Theorem
4. We do not repeat it here.

E.16.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 39. Note that zj’s are independent given y = 3. We have

Pθ(Cθ ̸= Cθ′) ≥ Pθ(Cθ(z) = 2, C
θ
′(z) ̸= 2)

≥ Pθ

(
z2 −

1

2
− logw1 + logw2 ≥ 0, z2 −

1

2
− logw′

1 + logw′
2 ≤ 0

zr −
1

2
− logw1 + logwr ≤ 0 for all r ≥ 3

)
≥ w3Pθ

(
z2 −

1

2
− logw1 + logw2 ≥ 0, z2 −

1

2
− logw′

1 + logw′
2 ≤ 0

zr −
1

2
− logw1 + logwr ≤ 0 for all r ≥ 3

∣∣∣y = 3
)

≳ Pθ

(
1

2
+ logw1 − logw2 ≤ z2 ≤

1

2
+ logw′

1 − logw′
2

∣∣∣y = 3

)
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·
R∏
r=3

P
(
zr −

1

2
− logw1 + logwr ≤ 0

)
≳ |logw1 − logw2 − logw′

1 + logw′
2|

= |log(1− w2)− logw2 − log(1− w′
2) + logw′

2|
≳ |w2 − w′

2|.

Proof of Lemma 40. Note that zj’s are independent given y = 3. We have

Pθ(Cθ ̸= Cθ′) ≥ Pθ(Cθ(z) = 2, C
θ
′(z) ̸= 2)

≥ Pθ

(
z2 −

1

2
− u ≥ 0, z2 −

1

2
> 0, zr −

1

2
− u ≤ 0, zr −

1

2
≤ 0 for all r ≥ 3

)

≥ Pθ

(1
2
≤ z2 ≤

1

2
+ u, zr ≤

1

2
for all r ≥ 3

)
≳ w3Pθ

(
1

2
≤ z2 ≤

1

2
+ u, zr ≤

1

2
for all r ≥ 3

∣∣∣y = 3

)
≳ w3Pθ

(
1

2
≤ z2 ≤

1

2
+ u
∣∣∣y = 3

)
·
R∏
r=3

P
(
zr ≤

1

2

)
≳ u,

where we used the fact that P
(
zr ≤ 1

2
|y = 3

)
≥ some constant C.

Proof of Lemma 40. Note that zj’s are independent given y = 3. We have

Pθ(Cθ ̸= Cθ′) ≥ Pθ(Cθ(z) = 2, C
θ
′(z) ̸= 2)

≥ Pθ

(
µT

2 z −
1

2
∥µ2∥22 ≥ 0, (µ′

2)
T z2 −

1

2
∥µ′

2∥22 ≤ 0, zr ≤
1

2
for all r ≥ 3

)
≥ w3Pθ

(
µT

2 z −
1

2
≥ 0, (µ′

2)
T z2 −

1

2
≤ 0, zr ≤

1

2
for all r ≥ 3

∣∣∣y = 3
)

≳ w3Pθ

(
µT

2 z ≥
1

2
, (µ′

2)
Tz ≤ 1

2

∣∣∣y = 3
)
·
R∏
r=3

P
(
zr ≤

1

2

∣∣∣y = 3
)

≳

√
1− |µ

T
2µ

′
2|2

∥µ2∥42
· |µ

T
2µ

′
2|

∥µ2∥22
≳ ∥µ2 − µ′

2∥2

The second last inequality is due to the fact that P
(
zr ≤ 1

2
|y = 3

)
≥ some constant C and

Proposition 23 in Azizyan et al. (2013). The last inequality comes from Lemma 8.1 in Cai
et al. (2019).
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E.17 Proof of Theorem 16

WLOG, suppose that π∗
k satisfies π∗

k(r) = the “majority class” r̃, if #{k ∈ S : πk(r) =
r̃} ≥ 1

2
|S|. Note that we can make this assumption because it suffices to recover {ι(π∗

k)}k∈S
with a permutation ι. And WLOG, suppose π∗

k(r) = r for all k ∈ S. Let us consider
any π = {πk}Kk=1 with πk(r) = π∗

k(r) for all k ∈ Sc and π ̸= π∗. It suffices to prove that
score(π) > score(π∗).

Recall that ξ = maxk∈S minπmaxr∈[R] ∥(Σ̂(k))−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− β
(k)∗
r ∥2. Note that

score(π)− score(π∗) =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]

+
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[2]

+ 2
∑
k∈S
k′∈Sc

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[3]

−
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂(k′)[0]

r − µ̂
(k′)[0]
1 )∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]′

−
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂(k′)[0]

r − µ̂
(k′)[0]
1 )∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[2]′
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− 2
∑
k∈S
k′∈Sc

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂

(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[3]′

.

We have

[2] ≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

(
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2 − 2h− ξ
)

≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R
(
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2 − 2h− ξ
)

≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R(c
−1/2
Σ ∆− 2h− 2ξ).

Hence

[2]− [2]′ ≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

[R(c
−1/2
Σ ∆−2h−2ξ)−R(2ξ+2h)] =

∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R(c
−1/2
Σ ∆−4h−4ξ).

Therefore,

[1] =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]1

+
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]2

.

Correspondingly, we can decompose [1]′ in the same way as [1]′ = [1]′1 + [1]′2 with

[1]′1 =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂(k′)[0]

r − µ̂
(k′)[0]
1 )∥2,
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[1]′2 =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂(k′)[0]

r − µ̂
(k′)[0]
1 )∥2.

Note that

[1]2 =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

(
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2 − 2h− ξ
)

=
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

(
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk′ (r)

)∥2 − 2h− ξ
)

≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

(
c
−1/2
Σ ∆− 2h− 2ξ

)
,

hence

[1]2 − [1]′2 ≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

(
c
−1/2
Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ

)
.

And

[1]1 =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

=
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]11

+
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
[1]12

.
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[1]12 =
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

(∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2 − 2h− ξ)

≥ −
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

(2h+ ξ).

An important observation is that [1]11 = [1]′11. Therefore,

[1]1 − [1]′1 = [1]12 − [1]′12 ≥ −
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

(4h+ 3ξ).

And

[1]− [1]′ = [1]2 − [1]′2 + [1]1 − [1]′1

≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

(c
−1/2
Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ)−

∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

(4h+ 3ξ).

Furthermore, by triangle inequality,

[3]− [3]′ = 2
∑
k∈S
k′∈Sc

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

− 2
∑
k∈S
k′∈Sc

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(k′)[0])−1(µ̂

(k′)[0]
πk′ (r)

− µ̂
(k′)[0]
πk′ (1)

)∥2

≥ −2
∑
k∈S
k′∈Sc

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)
− µ̂(k′)[0]

r + µ̂
(k′)[0]
1 )∥2.

Putting all pieces together,

score(π)− score(π∗) ≥
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

R(c
−1/2
Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ) +

∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)=πk′ (1)

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

(c
−1/2
Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ)

−
∑

k ̸=k′∈S
πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

(4h+ 3ξ)
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− 2
∑
k∈S

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)
− µ̂(k′)[0]

r + µ̂
(k′)[0]
1 )∥2 · |Sc|.

Denote mr = the majority class among {πk(r)}k∈S and S
(r)
r̃ = {k ∈ S : πk(r) = r̃}.

(i)Case 1: |S(1)
1 | ≤ 2

3
|S|.

Since π∗
k(1) = 1, we have |S(r)

1 | ≤ 2
3
|S| for all r ∈ [R], otherwise by our assumption,

m1 = r0 since r0 satisfies |S(r0)
1 | > 2

3
|S| ≥ |S(1)

1 |, which is a contradition. Therefore,∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

1 = 2
∑
r ̸=r′
|S(r)

1 | · |S
(r′)
1 |

=
( R∑
r=1

|S(r)
1 |
)2
−

R∑
r=1

|S(r)
1 |2

= |S|2 −
R∑
r=1

|S(r)
1 |2

≥ |S|2 −
(4
9
|S|2 + 1

9
|S|2

)
=

4

9
|S|2,

and ∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

1 ≤ R · 2
(
|S| − |S(1)

1 |
2

)

≤ R(|S| − |S(1)
1 |)2

≤ R|S|2.

Also, ∑
k∈S

R∑
r=2

1 ≤ 2R|S|.

Hence, since 4
9
|S| − 4D|Sc| = 4

9
(1− ϵ)K − 4DϵK > 0,

score(π)− score(π∗) ≥ 4

9
|S|2R(c−1/2

Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ)− |S|2R(4h+ 4ξ)− 2R|S||Sc|(2Dc1/2Σ ∆+ 2ξ)

= |S|R
[(4

9
c
−1/2
Σ |S| − 4Dc

1/2
Σ |S

c|
)
∆− 52

9
|S|h−

(52
9
|S|+ 4|Sc|

)
ξ
]

> 0.

(ii)Case 2: |S(1)
1 | > 2

3
|S|.
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In this case, by our assumption, we must have m1 = 1. And∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)̸=πk′ (1)

1 ≥ 2|S(1)
1 |(|S| − |S

(1)
1 |),

∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)=πk′ (1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∑
πk(r)=πk′ (r)

1 ≤ R
∑
k,k′

1(k ̸= k′ ∈ S, πk(1) = πk′(1) ̸= 1)

≤ R · 2
(
|S| − |S(1)

1 |
2

)
≤ R(|S| − |S(1)

1 |)2

≤ R
1

2
|S(1)

1 |(|S| − |S
(1)
1 |).

Moreover,

∑
k∈S

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)
− µ̂(k)[0]

r + µ̂
(k)[0]
1 )∥2 · |Sc|

≤
∑
k∈S

πk(1)̸=1

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)
− µ̂(k)[0]

r + µ̂
(k)[0]
1 )∥2 · |Sc|

+
∑
k∈S

∑
πk(1)=1
πk(r)̸=r

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂(k)[0]

r )∥2 · |Sc|

≤ (|S| − |S(1)
1 |)R · (2c

1/2
Σ ∆+ 2ξ)|Sc|+

∑
k∈S

∑
πk(1)=1
πk(r)̸=r

(Dc
1/2
Σ ∆+ ξ)|Sc|.

For r satisfying |S(r)
r | ≤ 1

2
|S|, we have∑

k∈S

∑
πk(1)=1
πk(r)̸=r

≤ 2|S(1)
1 |,

∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)=πk′ (1)

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

1 ≥ 2 · 1
2
|S|
(2
3
|S| − 1

2
|S|
)
=

1

6
|S|2.

For r satisfying |S(r)
r | > 1

2
|S|, we havemr = r. Define S̃

(r)
r = {k ∈ S : πk(1) = 1, πk(r) = r}.

Note that |S̃(r)
r | ≥ 2

3
|S| − 1

2
|S| = 1

6
|S|. Furthermore,∑

k∈S

∑
πk(1)=1
πk(r)̸=r

≤ |S(1)
1 | − |S̃(r)

r |,
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∑
k ̸=k′∈S

πk(1)=πk′ (1)

∑
πk(r)̸=πk′ (r)

1 ≥ 2|S̃(r)
r |(|S

(1)
1 | − |S̃(r)

r |) ≥
1

3
|S|(|S(1)

1 | − |S̃(r)
r |).

This implies that

score(π)− score(π∗)

≥ 2|S(1)
1 |(|S| − |S

(1)
1 |)R(c

−1/2
Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ)−R1

2
|S(1)

1 |(|S| − |S
(1)
1 |) · (4h+ 3ξ)

+
∑

r:|S(r)
r |≤|S|/2

[1
6
|S|2(c−1/2

Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ)− 2|S(1)
1 | · 2|Sc|(c

1/2
Σ D∆+ ξ)

]
+

∑
r:|S(r)

r |>|S|/2

[1
3
|S|(|S(1)

1 | − S̃(r)
r )(c

−1/2
Σ ∆− 4h− 4ξ)− (|S(1)

1 | − |S̃(r)
r |) · |Sc| · 2(c

1/2
Σ D∆+ ξ)

]

≥ |S(1)
1 |(|S| − |S

(1)
1 |)R

(
2c

−1/2
Σ ∆− 10h− 19

2
ξ
)

+
∑

r:|S(r)
r |≤|S|/2

|S|
[(1

6
c
−1/2
Σ |S| − 4Dc

1/2
Σ |S

c|
)
∆− 2

3
|S|h−

(2
3
|S|+ 4|Sc|

)
ξ

]

+
∑

r:|S(r)
r |>|S|/2

[(1
3
c
−1/2
Σ |S| − 2Dc

1/2
Σ |S

c|
)
∆− 4

3
|S|h−

(4
3
|S|+ 2|Sc|

)
ξ

]
(|S(1)

1 | − |S̃(r)
r |)

> 0.

E.18 Proof of Theorem 17

WLOG, consider the step K̃ ∈ [K] in the for loop and the case that ι = indentify mapping

from [K] to [K], and K̃ ∈ S. Denote S̃ = S ∩ [K̃] and S̃c = Sc ∩ [K̃], hence [K̃] = S̃ ∪ S̃c.
WLOG, consider π1 = π2 = · · · πK̃−1 = identify from [R] to [R]. Denote π = {πk}K̃k=1 and

π̃ = {πk}K̃−1
k=1 ∪ {π̃K̃} with π̃K̃ = identify from [R] to [R]. It suffices to show that

score(π) > score(π̃), (E.79)

for any π with πK̃ ̸= π̃K̃ = identify from [R] to [R]. If this is the case, then π̂ = {π̂k}Kk=1

satisfies π̂k = identity for all k ∈ S, which completes the proof.
We focus on the derivation of (E.79) in the remaining part of the proof.

(i) Case 1: πK̃(1) = 1.

score(π)− score(π∗) =
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[1]
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+
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃c

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂
(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[2]

−
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]

r − µ̂
(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[1]′

−
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃c

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]
r − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[2]′

.

Note that

[1]− [1]′ = #{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r}·∑
k∈S̃

[
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]

r − µ̂
(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2

− ∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]

r − µ̂
(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2

]
≥ #{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r} ·

[
∥(Σ(k)∗)−1(µ(k)∗

r − µ
(k)∗
π
K̃
(r))∥2 − 2ξ − 2h− 2ξ − 2h

]
≥ #{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r} · |S̃| ·

(
∆c

−1/2
Σ − 4ξ − 4h

)
.

[2]− [2]′ = #{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r}·∑
k∈S̃c

[
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂
(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2

− ∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]
r − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2

]
≥ −#{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r} ·

∑
k∈S̃c

∥(Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂
(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂(K̃)[0]

r )∥2

≥ −#{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r} · |S̃c| ·
[
∥(Σ(K̃)∗)−1(µ

(K̃)∗
π
K̃
(r) − µ(K̃)∗

r )∥2 + ξ
]

≥ −#{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r} · |S̃c| · (Dc1/2Σ ∆+ ξ).

These imply that

score(π)− score(π̃) = [1]− [1]′ + [2]− [2]′
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≥ #{r ∈ 2 : R : πK̃(r) ̸= r} ·
[
(|S̃|c−1/2

Σ − |S̃c|Dc1/2Σ )∆− (4|S̃|+ |S̃c|)ξ − 4|S̃|h
]

> 0,

where we used the fact that |S̃|/|S̃c| ≤ K0

Kϵ
.

(ii) Case 2: πK̃(1) ̸= 1.

score(π)− score(π∗) =
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(1))∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[1]

+
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃c

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂
(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(1))∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[2]

−
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]

r − µ̂
(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[1]′

−
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃c

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂
(k)[0]
πk(r)
− µ̂

(k)[0]
πk(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]
r − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

[2]′

.

By previous results,

[1] =
∑
k∈S̃

R∑
r=2

∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]
r − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
π
K̃
(1))∥2

≥
∑
k∈S̃

R∑
r=2

(
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂(k)[0]

r − µ̂
(k)[0]
1 )− (Σ̂(K̃)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
π
K̃
(r) − µ̂

(k)[0]
π
K̃
(1))∥2 − 2h− ξ

)
≥ |S̃|R ·

(
∥(Σ̂(k)[0])−1(µ̂

(k)[0]
π
K̃
(1) − µ̂

(k)[0]
1 )∥2 − 2h− ξ

)
≥ |S̃|R ·

(
∥(Σ(k)∗)−1(µ

(k)∗
π
K̃
(1) − µ

(k)∗
1 )∥2 − ξ − 2h− ξ

)
≥ |S̃|R · (c−1/2

Σ ∆− 2ξ − 2h),

and
−[1]′ ≥ −|S̃|R · (2ξ + 2h).

145



Similar to case 1,

[2]− [2]′ ≥ −
R∑
r=2

∑
k∈S̃

∥(Σ̂(K̃))−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]
π
K̃(r)
− µ̂(K̃)[0]

π
K̃(1)

)− (Σ̂(K̃))−1(µ̂(K̃)[0]
r − µ̂

(K̃)[0]
1 )∥2

≥ −R|S̃c| · (2Dc1/2Σ ∆+ 2ξ).

Therefore,

score(π)− score(π̃) = [1]− [1]′ + [2]− [2]′

≥ R
[
(|S̃|c−1/2

Σ − |S̃c| · 2Dc1/2Σ )∆− (2|S̃|+ 2|S̃c|)ξ − 2|S̃|h
]

> 0,

where we used the fact that |S̃|/|S̃c| ≤ K0

Kϵ
.
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