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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
GMNMs, 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.
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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:

v — 1, with probability 1 — w,
]2, with probability w,
ZlY =r ~N(u,, %), r=12,

where w € (0,1), 1 € RP, py € RP and X >~ 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

: T 1-w) .
C(z):{;, if 87z = 0 < log (72) O
, otherwise,
where 8 = X7y — p1) € R? and § = B7 (1 + p2)/2. Note that B 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, pq, ps and B, we can plug
their estimators into (1) to group any new observation Z"*V. Generally, we define the
mis-clustering error rate of any given clustering method C as

RE) = min | P(C(Z™)#m(Y"™),
where 7 is a permutation function, Y™V is the label of a future observation Z"°¥, and the
probability is taken w.r.t. the joint distribution of (Z"*V,Y™") based on parameters w,
w1, po and X. 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
GMNMs, 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 ¢ ,-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.

3



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 !, 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.

IThere 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.



(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. 3) to denote matrices, and use bold small letters (e.g. x, y) to
denote vectors. For a matrix A = [a;j],x, € RP*9, its 2-norm or spectral norm is defined as
| All2 = maxg, ja|,=1 ||AZ|2. If ¢ =1, A becomes a p-dimensional vector and || Al|> equals
its Euclidean norm. For symmetric A, we define Apax(A) and A\yin(A) as the maximum
and minimum eigenvalues of A, respectively. For two non-zero real sequences {a, }>°; and
{b,}2,, we use a, < by, b, > a, or a, = o(b,) to represent |a,/b,| — 0 as n — oo.
And a, < by, b, 2 a, or a, = O(b,) means sup,, |a,/b,| < co. For two random variable
sequences {x,}>°, and {y,}>,, notation z, <, y, or z, = Op(y,) means that for any
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€ > 0, there exists a positive constant M such that sup,, P(|z,/y,| > M) < e. For two
real numbers a and b, a V b and a 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 C [K], |S| denotes it cardinality and S¢ denotes its complement. Without further notice,
c, C, C, Cy, ...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 n;, observations {zi(k)}?:’“1 from the k-th task.
Suppose there exists an unknown subset S C 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,

k) _ {1, with probability 1 — w'™*; zi(k)]ygk) e ./\/(,u,(nk)*, Z(k)*), r—1.9

2, with probability w®*;

forall k € S, 1 =1:n, and
k
{2} kese ~ Qs,
where Qg is some probability measure on (R?)®"s* and nge = >, ¢ 7. In unsupervised

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

O ={0 = (w, p1, 2, 2) ||l V || palla < M, w € (cu, 1 — cu),
ngl S )\min(E) S Amax(z) S CZ}? (2>

where M, ¢,, € (0,1/2] and cx 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 ©. The parameter space O 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

— —(k —(k) _ = . —
Os(h) = {10 hies = (@, i, i 50)}scs -8 € 6 inf s |18~ B, < b}
(3)

where B®) = (S0 1(u — u¥) s called the discriminant coefficient in the k-th task
(recall Section 1.1). For convenience, we define 6®) = (80T (p{¥ 4 u{") /2, which together
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with log((1—w®)/w®) 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 S¢. Such a modeling framework
is reminiscent of Huber’s e-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 ©g(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
Og(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 5S¢, 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 {,u,gk)7 ,ugk)}keg or the covari-
ance matrices {X*)},cqs to be similar, although they are not free parameters due to the
constraint on {B3®1},cs. And the mixture proportions {w*},cs 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 {u(lk), ugk)}kes, ()} es
or {w™},cs, 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 {3%*},cg
and other potentially dissimilar parameters are entangled in the iterations. It is highly non-
trivial to separate the impact of estimating {3%"*},cs 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.



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

B wexp(BTz —0)
Cl-—wtwexp(BTz —6)’

vo(2) for 8 = (w, 38, 9).

Note that 74(2z) 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 ©g(h) introduced in (3) does not encode similarity for
the mixture proportions {w®*}, g, mean vectors {p,gk)*, uék)*}kes, or covariance matrices
{X(®)*}, cs. 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 B%*)’s to exploit the similarity structure among
tasks. Having the “center” parameter 8 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 {A}7_
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 gRt-1] _ (wWIle-11, B(k)[tfl}’g(k)[tfll), we update @™, ﬁgk)[tk ﬁ;’ﬁ)[ﬂ’ f}(k)[t], and s®1H
as in Algorithm 1, and update B via

B(k)[t} _ (i(k)[t])—l(ﬁg@)[t] _ ﬁgk)[t})_
For the maximum iteration round number 7', our theory will show that 7" 2 log(maxy—1.x 1)
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 {(@®0, 3% (k)[o} ﬁék)[o]) 1, round number 7', initial
penalty parameter A 0], tumng parameters C\>0and k € (0,1)

-~

eRI0] — (@w®] 3k

1 0], 5®)00)) and §RI0) = %([;(k)[O])T(ﬁgk)[Ol +aP N for k=1: K
2 fort=1to T do
3 M = -1 Oy/pF+Tog K // Penalty parameter update
4 for k =1to K do // Local update for each task
AT <<>n§“ Sl _ Tk (z")=("
6 Mg M = == n:?ik)[;@%[t]) - Né = ﬂeif,j;@)][f :
k k) ~(R)[t k) ~(R)[t
: 0 — 57 {11 = g (2] - (20 = B (0 - a0
g (7 - (2 = g - pfr

8 end

gk gt _ - K 1(gIN\TR) gk) _ (g®WN\T (g®H _
9 {8, B = argmin 30, | z(BY)T BN (B™)" (1

B ... BE) 3

O]+ S A 8% —BIIQ}// Aggregation to learn {BWILK

10 for k =1to K do // Local update for each task
k
11 k)] — (B(k t]) (! (k)[t] +N( )[t})
12 Let 0 [t] ( k)[t]’ B(k t], 5 k)[t)
13 end
14 end
Output: {(§WM, GHI GWIT SWINYE  with §WIT) — (G0 GWIT F®ITT

and B[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 A®) = \/(,u,gk)* — pIT(m® -1 (0 — B0 for ke S, The

quantity A®) is the Mahalanobis distance between /,Lgk)* and ,ué * with covariance matriz

S®*and can be viewed as the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) in the k-th task (Anderson,
1958). Suppose the following conditions hold:

9



(i) ng =D peg e = C1]S|maxy—1.x i with a constant C1 > 0;
(11) mingegny > Co(p + log K) with a large constant Csy;

(111) Either of the following two conditions holds with a sufficiently small constant Cs:

(a) maxyes (||B¢ ’“”01—[3(’“ o VIS = 1 v | S = 87 )15) < O minges AB),
maxyeg [P0 —w®*| < ¢, /2;

(b) maxyes (||B¢ ’“)[°]+B DoV B = g8 o v S — 7 5) < O mingeg A®),
maxeg |1 — w®0 — w®)¥ < ¢, /2.

(iv) mingeg A® > Cy > 0 with a large constant Cy;

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 mazimum 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
ng 2 p (Cai et al., 2019). The additional log K 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 Og(h) in (3), let us denote the true parameter by

—(k)* N % —
{9( : Hhes = {(w® ,Ng » 7M2k) E®) es € Os(h).

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

0 = (wh* gk k=) vE e S,

where 0" = (S0 (17" — i), 607 = F(BO)T (" + 7). Note that 60 is

a function of 8. For the estimators returned by MTL-GMM (see Algorithm 1), we are
particularly interested in the following two error metrics:

d(@MIT 9"y .= min{|a®IT — w®*| v | BWITT — gR)=||, v/ [§RIT] — 5|
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[1— GO — | v |BOI 4 g0, v [T 1 50}, ()

; eI _ k) )v SIWIT] _ 5y (k) 5
(, min, max | A0 — 1) v 2, ©)

where 7 : [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(§(k)[T], 0-)*)
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 ©g(h) and Qg are the parameter space and probability measure that we use in Section
2.1 to describe the data distributions for tasks in S and 5S¢, 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 € = % < a small con-

stant ¢. Let A0 > C) max;_1.x /7, Cx > Cy and k > Cs with some constants Cy >

0,Cy € (0,1) 2. Then there exist constants C3,Cy > 0, such that for any {g(k)*}kes =
{(w®* w7 @ 509, o € ©g(h) and any probability measure Qg on (RP)®"se | with
probability 1 — C3(K~1 + e~%P) | the following hold for all k € S:

~ log K log K log K
4w gy < [P o Jloelt . Jprosh | J PR | gt
Nng ng Ny maxg—1.x Nk
( min  max GO — ® ||2) v ISWI _ sk, < [PTO8R g
w2 - 2] r=1:2 m(r) N,

where k' € (0,1) is some constant and ng =Y, .gnk. When T > Clog(maxy—1.x ng) 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 ( min. sz max,—1.2 (- u;k(ly; 2) v |E®IT) 50|, contains
two parts. The first part is comparable to the single-task learning rate (Cai et al., 2019)
(up to a y/log K term due to the simultaneous control over all tasks in ), and the second

. . . . (k) (k)%
part characterizes the geometric convergence of iterates. As expected, since py ", gy
»®* in S are not necessarily similar, an improved error rate over single-task learning
is generally impossible. The upper bound for d(@®1 9%)*) 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.

Y

2C, and C5 depend on the constants M, ¢, and cs etc.
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As introduced in Section 1.1, using the estimate ORI = (@(k)[T],B(k)[T],g(k)m) from
Algorithm 1, we can construct a classifier for task k as

e (3 R QIR
é\(k)[T}(z) _ {1, if (B(k)[T])Tz — M < log (W) 7

2, otherwise.

(6)

Recall that for a clustering method C : R? — {1,2}, its mis-clustering error rate under
GMM with parameter @ = (w, w1, o, 2) is

Rg(C) = min_ Ba(C(Z™) # m(Y™™)), (7)

m:[2]—=[2]

where Z™% ~ (1 — w)N(p1,X) + wN (p2, X) is a future observation associated with the
label YV independent from C; the probability Py is w.r.t. (Z"%,Y™*"), and the minimum
is taken over two permutation functions on {1,2}. Denote Cy as the Bayes classifier that
minimizes Rg(C). In the following theorem, we obtain the upper bound of the excess

mis-clustering error of COI 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 C7 and Cy such that

for any {a(k)*}kes € Og(h) and any probability measure Qg on (RP)€"se  with probability
1 — Cy(K™t +e=9P)  the following holds for all k € S:

R+ (CWI) — R, (Cyp0.) S d*(@WF], %))

1 K log K log K
< p log i 1p2 /\p-l- 0g T p + log —|—T4(/£/)2T
ng N N maxe—1.x Nk N——
~~ — ~ N o ~ v~ - (V)

M (1) (I1D) (Iv)

with some k' € (0,1). When T > C'log(maxg—1.x ng) 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(@®!T), §"*) in Theorem 1 and Ré(k)*(é\(k)[T}) — Ry (Cyw-) in
Theorem 2 consist of five parts with one-to-one correspondence. It is sufficient to discuss
the bound of R_ (m*(C RITT) — R0+ (C4m-). 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 §*)* and w®)*
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, A will be
small, contributing a small term to the upper bound. Nicely, even when h is large, the
term becomes ZHEK Og K and it is still comparable to the minimax error rate of single-task
learning O (p/nk) (e g., Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 in Cai et al. (2019)). We have the extra
log K term here due to the simultaneous control over all tasks in S. Part (IV) quantifies the
influence from the outlier tasks in S¢. When there are more outlier tasks, € increases and the

12



bound becomes worse. On the other hand, as long as ¢ 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 7', 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 (’)p(pﬂ%l() (including log K 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:

e The rate of the upper bound is never larger than IDJ“LL:’TK. 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 e.

e When ng > n; (large total sample size), p increases with ny (diverging dimension),
h < 4/ :”J“;LEK (sufficient similarity between tasks in S), and € < \/(maxk:LK ng) /N

(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 € = % s bounded by a small constant. Suppose there exists a sub-
set S with |S| > s such that mingegng > Ci(p + log K) with a large constant Cy and

minges A® > some constant Cy. Then

~ / [log K
Ainf sup sup P U d(g(k)’ g(k)*) > b . 0og
{8R}E_S:|S|>s {a(k (h) ng Nk

"Yics€Os kes

S

Ip+log K 1

LA p + log n € > L

Nk VMaXg=1:.K Tk 10

inf sup sup P U < min max H@(]f) _ Mgrk(zj)‘nz) v/ Hi(k) _ E(k)*HQ
(AP BV, S:1812s g®ey, ooy \ peg L\ mRDERITE1

{E<k)}1§:1 Qs
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> /p+log K >i.
~ N — 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 — sup Sup P U R§<k>*(ak)) - R§<k)*(cg<k)*) 2 L +
(N 18125 (69, se@s(h)  \ kes nso T
Qs

+h2/\p+10gK+ €2 oL
N maxr—1.x Nk - 10

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

Regarding the estimation of mean vectors {uﬁk)*, uék)*}kes and covariance matrices

{x®)*}, s, the upper and lower bounds match, hence our method is minimax rate
optimal.

For the estimation error d(g(k), 0")*) and excess mis-clustering error R0 (CWITT) —
RE(’“* (CE(W) with £ € S, the first three terms in the upper and lower bounds match.
Only the term involving € in the lower bound differs from that in the upper bound by
a factor v/p + log K or p+log K. 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 {O(k)*}kes

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(6™), %)) and Ry)- (CWIT) — R ). (Choo.) with k € S.
Nevertheless, this only occurs when the fraction of outlier task € is above the threshold

\/ B (h2 VALY i). Below the threshold, our method remains minimax
p+log K ng ng )

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 €/ m’;j% is due to the estimation of those “center”
k=1:K Nk

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 e-
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 GMM with parameters (w®*, p{"* p{F* 53007
for each task k € S. Because the two sets of parameter values {(w, u, v, 3), (1—w, v, u, )}
for (w®*, pM* p* $(*)*) 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 Og(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 B®0’s with different k towards each other, which
is expected to improve the performance thanks to the similarity among underlying true
parameters { B(k)*} res. However, due to the potential permutation of two cluster labels, the
vanilla single-task initializations (without alignment) cannot guarantee that the estimators
{ B(k)[t} }res at each iteration are all estimating the corresponding Bk*g (some may estimate
—Bk)g),

Figure 1 illustrates the alignment issue in the case of two tasks. The left-hand-side
situation is ideal where 30 3201 are estimates of BV*, B@* (which are similar). The
right-hand-side situation is problematic because B0, 3@ are estimates of BL*, —B(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 {B(k)[o]}szl 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 S¢, 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 {BWINK can be represented by a K-dimensional Rademacher vector r € {+1}%.
Define the ideal alignment as r; = argmin, _., Hrké(k)[m — B®*||5,k € S. The goal is
to recover the well-aligned initializers {rza(k)[o]}kes from the initial estimates {B(k)[o]}szl
(equivalently, to recover {r} }res), which can then be fed into Algorithm 1. Once {B(k)[ﬂl} kes
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 B\(k)[o} in a greedy way to recover {r,’;ﬁ(k)[o]}keg. Both methods are proved
to recover {r}}res 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(2%) due to optimization over all
possible 2 alignments.

To this end, for a given alignment r = {r;}5X , € {+1}¥ with the correspondingly
aligned estimates {rkg(k)[o]}szl, define its alignment score as

score(r) = Z (7, BFDIOT — . IO,
1<k1#k2<K

The intuition is that as long as the initializations {B(k)[o]}keg are close to the ground
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truth, a smaller score indicates less difference among {rkﬁ(’“) 1 }.eg, 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 {B(k)[o}}le

1 7 4 argmin,c gy qyx score(r)
Output: 7

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) € < 3%

(i1) minges |BP* [y > 229h 4 2229 maxyeq (BP0 — BE*(|5 A |BPIO] 4 gE=||,),

where € = K—TISI 18 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
Te=ry forallkeS or T,=—r) foralkeS

Remark 2. The conditions imposed in Theorem 5 are mo 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
(111) 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 Cy:

3 " ~(k k)* ~(k k) . —~ "
(a) [|B®O— g0 v | G — v a8 — ) < Cyminges AB), [GRI0] k)] <
Co/2;

(6) 18D 4 3Oy v A — [l v 1S — )2 < Cyminges A®), 1 — @M -
wh*| < e, /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 {B(k)[o}}szl
17r=(1,...,1) € {£1}¥
2 for k=1 to K do
r <« flip the sign of 7, in 7
if score() > score(r) then
r+T
end
end
Output: 7

N O otk w

To help state the theory of the greedy search algorithm, we define the “mismatch
proportion” of {B*1}, g as

po=min{#{k e S:r; =1}, #{ke S:r;=—-1}}/|5]

Intuitively, p, represents the level of mismatch between the initial alignment and the ideal
one. It’s straightforward to verify that p, € [0,1/2]; p, = 0 means the initial alignment
equals the ideal one, while p, = 1/2 (or ‘;‘—;'1 when |S| is odd) represents the “worst”
alignment, where almost half of tasks are badly-aligned. The smaller p, is, the better
alignment {B3®%} ;g 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) € <3%;

- : * 2(1—e —€ 2 * a2
(i) minges [|8**[|2 > 2(1—6)((1—;a)—1h + 2(1—6)2(1—%)—1 maxes (|| — B[y A |+
B(k)*H?):

(i) pa < 25,

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

rp=ry foralkeS or ry=-—r; forallkesS
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Remark 4. Conditions (i) and (i) 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 S¢ 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 GMMSs. 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 nj observations {zi(k) ok, from the k-th task. An unknown subset
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S C 1: K denotes tasks whose samples follow multi-cluster GMMs, and S¢ refers to outlier
tasks that can have arbitrary distributions. Specifically, for all £ € S,7 =1 : ny,

g =7 with probability w™*, 2Py = ~ NP 207 p =11 R,

with S°F —1 w®* =1, and
{2} ikese ~ Qs,

where Qg is some probability measure on (RP)®"s¢ and ng. = Zke ge N We focus on the
following joint parameter space

= —(k) = .
Os(h) = {{8" hues = {({wl )}, (1O Y 29 hes 10 € B, mae inf max |89 -B) <

(8)
where B = (E(k))_l(u( ) ugk)) is the r-th discriminant coefficient in the k-th task, and
© is the parameter space for a single multi-cluster GMM,

0= {5: {w A, D) max ||ur||2 <M,c, < mllr}%wr < max w, <1 — ¢y,

r=1:R
R
S = 1 < Awinl(®) < Al D) < cE}. )

r=1

Note that (8) and (9) are natural generalizations of (3) and (2), respectively.
Under a multi-cluster GMM with parameter @ = ({w, }2, {p,}1,, ¥), compared with
(1), the optimal discriminant rule now becomes

T
Cy(z) = argmax { <z - #) B, + log <%> }, (10)
r=1:R w1

where 3, = X7} (u, — p1). 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 : R? — [R], its mis-clustering error is

Rg(C)= _min Py(C(Z™™) # m(¥™™).

Here, Z"V ~ 27]«11 w,N(p,, ) is an independent future observation associated with the
label Y™, the probability Py is w.r.t. (Z"%,Y™") and the minimum is taken over R!
permutation functions on [R]. Since (10) is the optimal clustering method that minimizes
R5(C), the excess mis-clustering error for a given clustering C is Rg(C) — Rg(Cy). 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.

20



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,

T
") (2) = w, exp(B; z — 0r) for @ = ({w 5.
’7@ ( ) 271«11 w, eXp(B?Z . 67«)7 <{ rfr= 27{/67" r= 2’{ T’}r:2>7

where w; =1 — Zf:z w,, (31 := 0, and §; := 0. Specifically, ’yg)(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=1> {/J’r r=01 E*) satisfies Wy = wr?/BT - (2*)_1(#’: - uT)’ 6T = %IBTT(IJ’T + I"l’:)7
forr=1:R.
Having the estimates ({A(k [T]}r L {,BTk)[T]}T 9, {A(k T]}f“:l) from Algorithm 4, we can

plug them into (10) to construct the clustering method, denoted by CwIT) (z). Equivalently,

é\(k)[T]( )= argingxfyé&) (2). (11)

3.1 Theory

We need the following assumption before stating the theory.

Assumption 2. Denote Aff;) = \/(p,gk)* — ugk)*)T(E(k)*)*l(ugk)* — ,Ll,§k)*) for ke S. Sup-

pose the following conditions hold:
(i) ng =D reg e = C1]S| maxy—1.x i, with a constant Cy > 0;
(11) mingegny > Co(p + log K) with a large constant Csy;

(11i) There exists a permutation 7 : [R] — [R] such that

(K)[0 o1/ (k) k) ~(K)[0
(a) maxyes { [ max,—.q |8 <2<k> )l = 2] v (max,—yp A5 -
(k || )} < C3mingeg min, ; AP with a sufficiently small constant Cs;

7‘]7

(b) maxyes max,—o. g ]w o _ ffzr)\ < Cw/2.

() mingeg min, ; A > Cy > 0 with a large constant Cy;

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 {a(k)*}kes =
{({w,(ak) R, A FAR L s(k) *)}res which belongs to the parameter space ©g(h) in (8).

r=1>
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Algorithm 4: MTL-GMM (Multi-cluster)

Input: Initialization {({A(k 0]}7,_ 1 {5 k)[o]}r 9, {u£k)[°]}f:1)}§:1, round number 7T,
initial penalty parameter A9 tuning parameters Cy > 0, k € (0,1)

0 ({Ak)[o r= 17{/87“ [0 r= 27{5k O]} ) Where
0
31)[0]—5(55 T @ L g®Oy for k=1: K

2 fort=1to T do
3 M = g\ 4 Oy /p + log K // Update the penalty parameter
4 for k=1 to K do // Local update for each task
5 for 7“ =1to Rdo
)t k
6 ol = nlk Zz 1 g(k)t 1(’2"1( ))
(r) (k)Y (k)
~(k 21 'YA (z ) z;
. N( i _ ! :);(kl)[z]
8 end
k k)~ (k) k) k)t
’ O = S e () - (& I Y -
10 end
11 for r =2 to R do
Ak Al . <
12 {@(ﬁ )[t]}szp B, = arg mm{ Z}le ny, [%(B(k)):ﬁg(k)[t}g(k) _
B ... BE) 3

BT EDY ] S At 169 B} /7 dggregation

13 end

14 for k=1 to K do // Local update for each task
15 for r=2 to R do

16 &(ﬂk)[t] _ %(Bﬁ’“””)T(ﬁ&’“)“] + ﬁ,(,k)[t])

17 end

18 Let 001 = ({@"}2, (B}, (50} )

19 end

20 end

Output: {(6WT (AN | SO with 6017 = (@}, (B,
{OWITYR )

For each k € S, define the functional 8W* = ({w™*}2, {8 1R, {s"™*}1E), where
B = (m®x)=1 (P Iy s0 LBwnHT (,1,5’“)* + pM). For the estlmators re-
turned by Algorithm 4, we are interested in the error metrics *:

nl * . ~ k)x* = %\ — k)x* (k)=
AOO™.0) = min mae {1207 — w5 v IBIT — (20) (] — )]

3Similar to the binary case, the minimum is taken due to the non-identifiability in multi-cluster GMMs.
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VBT — (s 8T (=) () - ) /21

N1 _ () )\/ ST _ (k)
( [g]n_{lm];n?)}(z”“r “ﬂ(r)HQ | [l2-

Theorem 7. (Upper bounds of the estimation error of GMM parameters for multi-cluster

MTL-GMM) Suppose Assumption 2 holds, |S| > s, and € = KIES s bounded by a small

constant. Let N9 > Cymaxj_1.x /1ip, Cx > C; and k > Cy with some constants Cy >

0,Cy € (0,1) * Then there exist constants Cs, Cy, > 0, such that for any {g(k)*}kes c O4(h)
and any probability measure Qg on (RP)®"sc with probability 1 — C3(K~! + e~ “1P), the
following hold for all k € S':

4O g0y < [Py log Ky p JpflogK - f ptlogk
ng ng ng maxg=1:x Nk
i) _ (k) ST _ by < (PHI08K o
(o g YT i) v SO0 0, 5 [P e

where k' € (0,1) is some constant and ng =Y, gk When T > Clog(maxy—1.x ng) 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 CMIT] defined in (11). The next theorem obtains the upper
bound of the excess mis-clustering error of COIT 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 Cy and Cs

such that for any {a(k)*}kes € Og(h) and any probability measure Qg on (RP)®"s®, with
probability at least 1 — Cy (Kt + e~“2P), the following holds for all k € S:

Ry (CA(k)[T]) Ry (Cg-) < d2(§(1€)[T]79(k)*) -log d—l(é(/f)[T]’g(k')*)
log K log K log K
< | L B 2 R 08R 0 PE08 +T4(“')QT}-1og( MMog >
ns N Ny maxp—1.x Nk log K

where k' € (0,1) is some constant. When T" > C'log(maxg—1.x ny) 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 (”S N g K) 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

4C; and Cs depend on the constants M, c,, and csx; 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 € = % 15 bounded by a small constant. When there exists a subset S with

|S| > s such that mingeg ny, > Cy(p+log K) with a large constant Cy and mingeg min,. A(
is larger than some constant Cy, we have

~ / log K
inf sup sup P U d(g(k)’ e(ki)*) Z ﬂ + og
WL, sis|zs 0" },.c5€05(h) kes ns Tk

Qs
log K 1
+hA p+0g + ‘ }) —
vMaXg=1.K Nk

inf sup sup (h)P<U{< uin max |77 — pl! Hz)

k) *
{ad }kkl I}({r 1:r S:|S[>s {6'('€> Yhes€Og kes
(SR Qs

~ ng — 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

) log K

_inf sup sup P U R@(k)* (é\(k)) — Rg(k)* (Ca(k)*) pe P + &

{CWHL, S:(512s g™y, _oeBs(h)  \ kes ng ng
Qs

2
LpzpRElos K }>zi.

Nk maxg—1.x Nk 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.

24



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 x € (0, 1) is set as 1/3,
and the value of C', is determined by a 10-fold cross validation based on the log-likelihood
of the final fitted model. The candidates of C'\ 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 ny = 100 and dimension p = 15. When k € S, we generate each w®* from Unif(0.1,0.9)
and p'"* from (2,2,0, 2)7 + h/2 - (W) "Ly, where u ~ Unif({u € R? : |jully = 1}),
n®* = (0.2, and let pd* = —p{¥*. When k ¢ S, the distributions still follow
GMM, but we generate each w®* from Unif(0.2,0.4) and ugk)* from Unif({u € R? : ||u|x =
0.5}), and let Mék)* = —ugk)*, 2®* = (0.51779D) .. In this setup, it is clear that h quantifies
the similarity among tasks in S, and tasks in S° have very distinct distributions and can
be viewed as outlier tasks. For a given € € [0,1), the outlier task index set S¢ in each
replication is uniformly sampled from all subsets of 1 : K with cardinality Ke. We consider
two cases:

(i) No outlier tasks (e = 0), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1;
(ii) 2 outlier tasks (¢ = 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®)*, p,gk)*, p,ék)*, BH* 5+ and TH* 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 B3%)* 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
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Figure 2: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1 under different outlier
proportions. The upper panel shows the performance without outlier tasks (e = 0), and
the lower panel shows the performance with 2 outlier tasks (e = 0.2). h changes from 0 to
10 with increment 1. Estimation error of {B3*)*},cg stands for maxyes(||B®IT — BE*||; A
| BT 4 B%*)*||5) 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 ny = 100 and dimension p = 15, and follows a GMM with R = 4 clusters. For all
k € [K], we generate (w'®”, ... w*) independently from Dirichlet(ct) with o = 5 - 1.
When k € S, we generate p'™* from (2 - 0s,_5,2,2,0,_,)7 + h/2 - (E®*) 1y, where
u ~ Unif({u € R? : |jul]y = 1}), Z®* = (0.217]),,,. When k ¢ S, we generate each
w®)* from the same Dirichlet distribution and set X®* = (0.5/=D) . and m(»k)* from
Unif({u € R? : ||ul|s = 0.5}) for r =1 : R. For a given € € [0,1), in each replication the
outlier task index set S° is uniformly sampled from all subsets of 1 : K with cardinality
Ke. We consider two cases:

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

(ii) 2 outlier tasks (¢ = 0.2), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1.
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Figure 3: The performance of different methods in Simulation 2 under different out-
lier proportions. The upper panel shows the performance without outlier tasks (e =
0), and the lower panel shows the performance with 2 outlier tasks (e = 0.2). h
changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation error of {/Br(‘k)*}rE[RLkeS stands
for maxyes ming. gz Mmax,—1.p Haﬁk)m — (E(k)*)_l(ugrk();; - “Srk()f;)Hg 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, {[,lq(»k)*}kes are similar and {3®)*}, ¢ are the
same, therefore running the EM algorithm by pooling all the data when A 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 A is small and € = 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-

28


https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/human+activity+recognition+using+smartphones
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/human+activity+recognition+using+smartphones

Binary Multi-cluster

0.4-

= w 04-

2 0a- ° g

o 1 [0} e

g . gos-

g 02 i I

3 Bo2

Q Q

& 01 )

b S o1

0.0- :
MTL-GMM Pooled-GMM Single-task-GMM MTL-GMM Pooled-GMM Single-task-GMM

Method Method
method MTL-GMM =] Pooled-GMM [ Single-task-GMM

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+tof+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:

e 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.

e 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).

e In this paper, we only considered the fs-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, ¢;-norm (Li et al., 2021b; Tian
and Feng, 2022) and ¢p-“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.

e 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 C 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,

@ _ )1, with probability 1 —w®*;
e 2, with probability w®)*;

k k . k)* % .
2Py = j o N (" 200 =1,2,

forall ke S,i=1:ng, and
{2} kese ~ Qs,

where Qg is some probability measure on (RP)®"s® and nge = 3, e M-

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

lowing GMM:

0, independently sampled from the fol-

© _ |1, with probability 1 —w(®*;
o 2, with probability w(©*;

0 . 0)* * .
Dy =g~ N 200, =12

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:

(k) = { (8" Jeermos = {(@®, 1, 1, 29 }iciopos - 8% €8, max |89, < 1},
(A.12)
where © is the single GMM parameter space introduced in (2), and B*) = (E(k))*l(ugk) —
5"”), k € {0} US. Comparing @g(h) with the parameter space Og(h) from multi-task
learning in (3), here the target discriminant coefficient 3() 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!”}", 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 {)\([)t] o, 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 80 = (FOW, FOWI FOWO)) output B from Algorithm 1,
(0]
0

round number Tp, initial penalty parameter A
Ch, > 0 and kg € (0,1)

1 fort =1 to 1 do

2 )\[[)t] = no)\g‘” + Cy\,v/p + log K // Update the penalty parameter

3 0O = nlo Zi:ol Yo it—1] (zz( ))
4 ﬁ§o>m _ Z2i0-v0-1 (=)=

, tuning parameters

0 0
GO0 _ 00 (z)z"

no(1—wOI) > 2 no@ O]

S n 0 0 ~(0 0 ~(0
s | SO = Ly {1 = g0 (2] (2 = B - @O0

2

0 ~O)Hy 0  ~O)]
z()_l"l’( )H)(Z( ) _Ng)[]>T}

0
TVg)1e-1] (ZZ( )> (2 2 i

~

6 BN =
~ [t _
arg min { [%(5(0))7’2(0)&]@(0) _ (5(0))T(ﬁg0)[t] _ ﬁgo)[t})] + %Hg(o) — g[T]||2}
B30

N Y ~(0 ~(0
7 SO0 — %(5(0)@1)T(u§ )t + ug )[t])

s | Let O = (@O BON §O)H)
9 end
Output: (9] O] FOT] SOy with O] = (GO FO)T] FO)T])
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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 A©) = \/(,ugo) — pT (2O =1 — p Y Assume the
following conditions hold:

(i) Cy [logK (1+ %)] O Cg(l‘{’%) with constants Cy and Cy, where

K—s
Tk

€ =
(11) ng > Csp with a large constant Cs;

(111) Either of the following two conditions holds with a sufficiently small constant Cy:

(a) HB(O)[O] — BO*||y v |§(0>[0} — 50 < CLAO) | |FON0] _ 0] < ¢ /2
(b) ||§(0)[0} + B0, v |§(0)[0] +60%) < C,AO 1 — GO0 — 0| < ¢, /2.

(iv) A > C5 > 0 with a large constant Cs;

Remark 7. Condition (i) requires the target sample size not to be much smaller than
the mazimum 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 )\([)0] > C1 maxg—_1.x /N,
Cy, = C1, kg > Cy with some specific constants Cy > 0,Cy € (0,1). Then there exist

constants C3 and Cy, such that for any {E(k)*}ke{o}us € @,S(h) and any probability measure
Qs on (RP)®"scwe have

d(OO gy < [P ,/ +hA,/ (,/ ptrlogK )/\ L
n5+n0 maxg=1:x Nk no
/ logK To (k)T
_— K
maxyp— 1Knk 010 ’

min max ||u [)TO] %5 v ||E(O)[T°] M PES 1/% + To(kp)™,

m[2)—>[2) r=1:2

with probability at least 1 — C3(K ' + e~ “P), where fy € (0,1) and ng = >, .gn,. When
Ty > C'logng 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 Hﬁ))m’} and the truth 8©*, the clustering method C(©]
and its mis-clustering error R - (C (0)IT]) 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 Cy and Cy such
that for any {E(k)*}ke{o}us € Og(h) and any probability measure Qg on (RP)E™s | with
probability at least 1 — Cy (K1 + e~2P) the following holds:

1 + log K
P 1 e ptlgk b
ng + ng no No maxXg—1:x Nk No
N N N—— ~

Y

R0+ (COM) — R0 (Co00-) <

M (1) (1) (V)
log K

- L + T2 ()™,

MaAXp=1:K N =~ “———

S———— (VI)

V)

with some constant kg, € (0,1). When Ty > C'logng 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(é\(’“) (71, 9*)*) and R0+ (CA(’“)[T]) — R+ (C50-+) in Theo-

rems 1 and 2, the upper bounds for d(@©7], §(©*) and R0+ (COT]y — R0+(Cye0-) consist
of multiple parts with one-to-one correspondence. We take the bound of R§<o>*(CA(O)[T°]) —
R0+ (C40-) in Theorem 12 as an example. Part (I) is the oracle rate Op(:2—). Part (I)

ns+no

is the error caused by estimating scalar parameters 6(9* and w®* 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 € increases (i.e. the proportion of outlier sources
increases), Part (IV) first increases and then flats out. It never exceeds the minimax rate
O,(p/no) 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 O,(p/ny).
Part (VI) decreases geometrically in the iteration number Ty of Algorithm 5, which becomes
negligible by setting the iteration numbers Ty large enough.

Consider the general scenario Ty 2 logng. Then the upper bound of excess mis-
clustering error rate R6(0>*(C(0)[T0}) — R6(0>*(C§<o)*) is guaranteed to be no worse than the
optimal single-task learning rate O,(p/ng). More importantly, in the general regime where

e < /P (small number of outlier sources), h < /p/ng (enough similarity be-

tween sources and target), ng > ng (large total source sample size), and maxyeg ng/ng >
log K/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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NN (2] [2] AKX, = 1.2 ||;1,7r(r[)T°] p% ||y and || SO0 — 5O, when Ty > log no, it has the

single-task learning rate O,(1/p/ng). 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 @Is(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 € = % < a small constant c. Suppose there exists a subset S with
|S| > s such that mingegng > Ci(p + log K), ng > Cip with a large constant Cy and

mingeqoyus A®) > Cy with some constant Cy. Then we have

~ 1
inf sup sup P d(O(O),H(O)*)Z,/L—l—\/——i-h/\,/ﬁ
010 5:|5]2s k)~ bee (ops €0 (A) ns + ng No No

Qs
€ 1
+ A £ 2 Tn0
/MaXp—1.x Nk ng 10
inf  sup sup P min max ||u ) ||2\/||E —xO, > e > i
A0 A0 SASIzs (g0, ety \ ESRIT=12 Ve ) = 10
L) Qs

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

1
inf sup sup P (R(o)* (C ) R7<0)*(Ca<o>*) pe _r + — +Rh*A Ea
OO 15125 (5" (0y5€05 (1) s+ o Mo "o
Qs

n € /\ 1 o1 1
maxe—1.x Nk - 10

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

e With T = log ng, our estimators ﬁgo) (7ol ﬁéo)[TO] SO achieve the minimax optimal

rate for estimating the mean vectors p,§°> , uéo) and the covariance matrix 3%,

e Regarding the target excess mis-clustering error, with the choices Ty 2 logng, 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 log K'). 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
maxyes nk/No 2 log K, this term is dominated by Part (II).

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

e Based on the above comparisons, we can conclude that under the mild condition
maxges ng/no 2 log K, our method is minimax rate optimal for the estimation of
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 @/(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 E[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 B 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 {B®II}ME "are the initialization values with potentially wrong align-
ment. Define the correct alignment as r* = (15,77, .., %) with 7} = argmin, _,, ||7"k[/3\(k)[0]—
B¥)*||y. For any r = {r,}<, € {£1}%+! which is a permutation order of {B(k)[o]},fzo and
its corresponding alignment {rk,é\(k)[o]}fzo, define its alignment score as

score(r) = Z 7, BFDIOT — G100,

0<k1#ko<K

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 7’
(equivalently, the good initialization 73 for Algorithm 5).

46



Algorithm 6: Alignment for transfer learning

Input: Initialization {(8®)}X  and 7 from Algorithm 2 or 3

1 if score((—1,7)) > score((1,7)) then
2 | 7 =(1,7)
3 else
a | 7 =(-1,7)
5 end
Output: 7

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

(i) €< 3;
(ii) B2 > 252k + £ maxieopus ([IBP — BE*[5 A |BPL) 4 g0*||5),
where € = KI;S 15 the outlier source task proportion, and h is the degree of discriminant

coefficient relatedness defined in (A.12).

For 7 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

=7} forallk € {0} US or 7,=—r; foralke{0}US.

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 @ = {m,}X_ |, where each m is a permutation
function on [R]. Define a score of 7 as

(k)[O] ~(R)[O]\ ()0 —1 7~ (K)O0] _ ~(K)[0]
score (7w Z Z H Ko o) Nﬂk(1)> (X2 ) (ka,(r) “wk/(l))
r=2 k#k’'

) .

« _1/~(k ~(k k)*
(E(k)[o]) l(lﬁ( o 'u( )[Og) _ﬁﬁ )

T (7) me(1

We want to recover the correct alignment 7, = arg min 271«12
i [R]—[R]
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.

2

Theorem 16 (Alignment correctness for Algorithm 7). Assume that
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Algorithm 7: Exhaustive search for the alignment in multi-cluster GMMs
~(k) 0]}R S (k)[0] }K

Input Initialization {{ g,
1 7 = {7} | < argmin,, score(m)
Output: 7 = {7},

(1) maxyes max,; Aff;)/ mingeg min, 4, Aff;) < D with D > 1.

(i) € < 24Dc12+1?

U . (k) 4(1—€)ci!? (4+20€)cL/? 13(1—¢)c!? (13—de)ci/?
(iii) minges min,; A, > [1 (24Dc;:+1 h+ 3= (zzLDczil)f v (9Dczf1) h+ 1—(9Dc>:;f1)e£ )
where € = KIES s the outlier task proportion introduced in Theorem 7, h is degree of

discriminant coefficient similarity defined in (8), and

_ o)1 (B0 _ GH0N _ g
€ =max_min max |[(SO0) 7 (@0 - Al - 8l

2

k) 0 )0 ~(k)[0] k)x k)* (k)*
= _in | (S0 YT = ) - (500 - )

‘2 '
Then there exists a permutation ¢ : [R] — [R], such that the output of Algorithm 7 satisfies
Tk = LO Ty,

forallk € 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!)* - RK?), because it needs to search over all permutations. This is
not practically feasible when R and K 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 {m }¥,_, of tasks 1-&' as

score({w}’;i& JHESON oy 20

[0] A(k)[O] ~(k)[0] (k)[0] ~(KN[0] _ ~(K)[0]
— Z Z H 7rk(r) — My (1) ) (2 ) (ﬂ'ﬂk,(r) ka,(l))
=2k k' <k

) .

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!)% - RK?) to O(R'K - RK?).

Theorem 17. Assume there are no outlier tasks in the first Ky tasks, and
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Algorithm 8: Greedy search for the alignment in multi-cluster GMMs
~(k) 0]}R S (k)[0] }K

Input: Initialization {{ g,
1 for k=1 to K do
2 | With {7} fixed (0 When k=1), set
7r = arg minscore({Fp oy Un|{{aH 3 {S®O0YE )
m:[R]—[R]
3 end
Output: 7 = {7},

(1) maxges max,z; Ai’;)/ Mingegs Min, ; Ag’;) < D with D > 1.

(it) € < 2Dclz;+1;

(111) Ko > 2DcsKe;

1/2 1/2 1/2

. . . ) (k‘) 4KOCZ (4K0+K6 CE 2Koc (2K0+2K6)CE
(iv) minges miny; Ayy" > | =52 h + DczKeg To—2Degke' T "Ko—2Deske S |7
where € = KIES 15 the outlier task proportion and cs appears in the condition that cgl <

Minges Amin(XF*) < maxpes Amax (Z®*) < cs. Then there exists a permutation ¢ : [R] —
[R], such that the output of Algorithm 8 satisfies

Tk = LO Ty,
forallk € 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 - RK?) 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 K 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®* all the time. This makes sense because Pooled-GMM does not
take the heterogeneity of w®*’s into account. For the estimation of other parameters
(except 6* ®) 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 A 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, d*)* = 0 for all k € [K], which might explain the
phenomenon where Pooled-GMM outperforms MTL-GMM in estimating §*)*’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 B(M* = (2.5,0,0,0,0), Z(M* =

5Actually it is not suprising to see Pooled-GMM estimates ugk)*, uék)*, §")* and X®)* 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 (¢ = 0), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation
error of {w®*},cq stands for maxyeg (|0 —w®*| A|1—@®ITT —p*)*|). Estimation error

of {1 bres and {p8" }res stands for maxges ming o (|AST — p8 o v AT -

u;k();;HQ) Estimation error of {Z(®)*},cq stands for maxyes ||f;(k)[T] — 2=®+||,. Estimation
error of {§*)*}, g stands for maxkes(]g(k)m — 5B A |§(k)m +6®*|). Average mis-clustering

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

(0571155, and 1 € S, i.e., the first task is not an outlier task. We generate each w*)*

from Unif(0.1,0.9) for all k € S. For k € S\{1}, we generate X(*)* as

(C.13)

E(k)* o (05‘1_J|)5X5, with probablhty 1/2,
) (alh)5.5,  with probability 1/2,
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Figure 7: The performance of different methods in Simulation 1.(ii) of multi-task learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (e = 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 B0 = (ZW*) =12 W*3M* Here, the value of a is determined by max{a € [0.5,1) :
|B®)* — 31|, < h} for a given h. Let ugk)* = n®*g®* and p* = 0, Vk € S. In this
generation process, pi* = pi* = O*gW* = (5/2,5/4,5/8,5/16,5/32)7 for all k € 3.
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®* and w®*, where w®* ~ Unif(0.1,0.9).
Samples from the second cluster follow N (ugk)*, SR with $®* coming from (C.13),
Bk = (=2.5,—2.5, 2.5, —2.5, —2.5)" and pék)* = 2®*3®)*  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 e, the outlier task index set S¢ is uniformly
sampled from all subsets of 2 : K with cardinality Ke (since task 1 has been fixed in 5).
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Figure 8: The performance of different methods in Simulation 2.(i) of multi-task learning,
with no outlier tasks (e = 0), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation er-

ror of {w,(fc) *}TE[ R]kes stands for maxyeg min . g r Max,cr) |{67(~k)[T] —wfrlzm Estimation er-
ror of {u&k)*}re[R],kes stands for maxyeg ming.[g) [z Max, (g ||ﬁ£k)[T] — ufrk(zfg |o. Estimation

error of {E(k)*}kes stands for maxcg ||§](k)m — E(k)*Hg. Estimation error of {55«’6)*}7"6[}3]7,965
stands for masies ming(r)(r) masrer) 100 — () + )T (SO) () — ) /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:
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Figure 9: The performance of different methods in Simulation 2.(ii) of multi-task learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (e = 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 (e = 0), and h changes from 0 to 10 with increment 1;
(ii) 2 outlier tasks (e = 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, ugk)* = ugk/)* and

pd* =y 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 (e = 0), and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation
error of {B®™*}.cs stands for maxges(||BWIT — BE*||y A | BT + BW*||,). 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 (e = 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 ugk)* and ,uék)*’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®* ~ Unif(0.1,0.9) and pi* = —p{P* = (2,2,0,_5)7 + h/2 - (Z®*)~1u, where p = 15,
S = (0.21791)5,5, and u ~ Unif({u € R? : |lu|y = 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” Bm as the target estimate ¢, 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©@*, p{”*, ,u,go)*, BOx 5O and BO* 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 (¢ = 0.2). It can be seen
that MTL-GMM is robust to outliers.

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

The candidates of C'y and C, values used in the 10-fold cross-validation are chosen through
a data-driven way. For C in Algorithm 1, we first determine the smallest C'\ value which
makes all 3% estimators identical, which is denoted as Cpax. Then the C candidates are
set to be the sequence from Ciax/50 and 2C),.x with equal logarithm distance. For C),
in Algorithm 5, we first determine the smallest Cy, value which makes the 3 estimator

6MTL-GMM-center only appears in the comparison of estimation error of B*)*’s.
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Figure 12: The performance of different methods in the simulation of transfer learning,
with no outlier tasks (¢ = 0) and h changing from 0 to 10 with increment 1. Estimation
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Estimation error of 6% stands for [§@T0) — 5| A [5OT0] 4 §O*|  Mis-clustering error
represents the empirical mis-clustering error rate calculated on the test set of the target
data.

ufro()gﬂg Estimation error of 3»* stands for
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Figure 13: The performance of different methods in the simulation of transfer learning,
with 2 outlier tasks (e = 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 E[ which is denoted as C”

Tax- Then the Cy, candidates are set to be the sequence
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from CY ,./50 and 2C} .. with equal logarithm distance.

We also run MTL-GMM with different C, 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 C) 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 A is small. With large C 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 C)
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
C 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 x and xy in Algorithms 1, 4, and 5

We set k = kg = 1/3 in Algorithms 1, 4, and 5. We run MTL-GMM with different x values
in Simulation 1 to test the impact of x on the performance. The results are presented
in Figure 15. We tried x = 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 x values highly overlap with each other, which
shows that the performance of MTL-GMM is very robust to the choice of k. In practice,
we take k = 1/3 for convenience.

D Technical Lemmas

D.1 General lemmas

Denote the unit ball B = {u € R? : |lulj; < 1} and the unit sphere S»~! = {u € R? :
[ullz =1}

Lemma 1 (Covering number of the unit ball under Euclidean norm, Example 5.8 in
Wainwright (2019)). Denote the e-covering number of a unit ball BP in R? under Euclidean
norm as N (e, B?, || -||2), where the centers of covering balls are required to be on the sphere.

We have (1/€)P < N(e,BP, || - ||2) < (1 +2/¢€)P.

Lemma 2 (Packing number of the unit sphere under Euclidean norm). Denote the e-
packing number of the unit sphere SP~! in RP under Euclidean norm as M (e, SP7L, || - ||2).
When p > 2, we have M (e, SP71 || - |l2) > N(e, B~ || - |l2) > (1 /)P,

Lemma 3 (Fano’s lemma, see Chapter 2 of Tsybakov (2009), Chapter 15 of Wainwright
(2019)). Suppose (©,d) is a metric space and each 0 in this space is associated with a
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Figure 14: The performance

MTL-GMM-3.59
MTL-GMM-5.99
MTL-GMM-10
Single-task-GMM
Pooled-GMM

of different methods in Simulation 1 of multi-task learning,

with no outlier tasks (e = 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 Py. If {0;}}. is an s-separated set (i.e. d(0;,0) > 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 (e = 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(Py,, Py, ) < alog N, then

infsu]P’dé\,Q > s/2) > inf sup Py, )>1—a— ——,
£ Py (d(.0) > 5/2) > nf sup By (14 ) > 1= 5
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where ¢ : X — (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}*? to indicate each quadrant Q, = {[0,+o0) - L(v; =
+1) 4+ (—00,0) - 1(v; = —1)}®P. Then when p > 2, there exists a quadrant Q,, such that
M(e, 87710 Quy, || - [l2) = (3)P(2)P 1

Lemma 5. For one-dimensional Gaussian mizture variable Z ~ (1 — w)N (u1,0%) +

wN (g, 0%) with (1 — w)uy + wpe = 0, it is a \/02 + 1l — po|?-subGaussian variable.

1 1
Ee*” < exp {5)\ (02 + Z|M1 - ,UQ‘Z) } :

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

That means,

0 ,BERP

K
({6;}i21, B) = argmin {Zwkf(k)(ek) + VwrAllB — 914”2)} :
k=1
Suppose there exists S C 1 : K such that the following conditions are satisfied:
(i) For any k € S, fi is (0}, M, p, L)-regular, that is

o fi. is convexr and twice differentiable;
o pI <X V?f.(0) = LI for all @ € B(6;, M);
o [V/i(60)ll2 < pM/2.

(i) mingera maxges{||0; — 0|2} < h and g ok < € g Wi/ MaXpes /Wi

Then we have the following conclusions:
(i) 116k — 6;ll> < L(IVF @ (8)l|> + A/ /iy) for all k € S.
(ii) If

5ok maxges{y/wrl|V* (6;)]2} M s
1— pe 2 kes o

where o = L/p, oe < 1, and maxyeg /My - Z’“if—s\/ﬁ < ”WT%M = Ky, then

| Xhes x VISP ODN2 6 2\ }+ e
LY hes Wk 1 — e "hp\/wg ) pmaxges /Wi

Furthermore, if we also have

10— 652 <

min {3@2/{wh

S 150K, L maxgeg /wih

Y

- 1 — pe
then é\k = Bfor allk € S, and
~ Vi®(o; A
sup “gk . 9;;”2 S H Zkes Wk f ( k)||2 + 2Q/€wh + —E
kes P Zkes Wk P MaXpeg / Wk
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Lemma 7. Suppose

N N~
6 = argmin< f0(0) + —|6 — 6 }
samin { £0(6) + =108

with some @ € RP. Assume f© is convex and twice differentiable, and pI, < V?f©)(0) <
LI, for any @ € RP. Then

(i) 18— 0°ll; < 20 4 2 for any 0 € R and A > 0;

(ii) 0 =0, if X = 2|V f©(6")||2y/Tg and [0 — 6*[|> < (A/ /g — IV f©(6")]12)/ 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 © = (x1,...,7,1)7 € BP7!, define z, = /1 — Z?;i z3. Then we can define a
mapping
zeB s x=(71,...,71,7,) €S”,

with Z; = x; for j <p—1 and T, = +,. And it’s easy to see that for any x, y € B!,
we have ||l — y|l2 < [|Z — gl|2. Therefore, if {Z;}}_, is an e-cover of S?~! under Euclidean
norm, then it {z;}}*; must be an e-cover of B*~" under Euclidean norm. Then

N(e,B"H | ll2) < N(e, 8771 |- [l2) < M(e, 8" |1+ [l2).

E.1.2 Proof of Lemma 4

If {u;}, is an e-packing of S”?~! under Euclidean norm, then {u;}}; N Q, must be an
e-packing of S N Q,, under Euclidean norm. Then by Lemma 2,

2 max M(e, 8" NQu[l-2) = Y. M8 NQy |2

ve{£1}®P
=1 ve{£1}®r

> M(e, 8”1 | - [l2)
1\*!
=(1)
€

1\ /1\*!
max M(e,SP N Qy, || - [|2) > <§) (—) .

ve{£1}®p €

implying
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E.1.3 Proof of Lemma 5

Suppose Z; ~ N (p1,0%) L Zy ~ N(ug,0?), then we can write Z = (1 — I1)Z; + [ Zy =
(1=I)(Z1— 1)+ 1(Zy— p2) + [p1 (1= I) + pol], where I ~ Bernoulli(w) that is independent
with Z; and Z,. Then

EeM < RerA-D(Z1—)+M (Zo—pa) | poXin (01 4 ]]

< E; [(1 - I)Eew1 + IEe’\Z2] R (=D +p2l]

1 1
<exp {502>\2 + g(uz — /~L1)2)\2} ,

where the last second inequality comes from Jensen’s inequality and the independence
between Z,, Zy 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

1
Bun(6%7) = {0 = (0.8.0) 0, € [ea/2.1 = /2018 - B2 < o0 = 567 + o)

max ||, — p7l2 < CbA},

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

B ({0 kes) = {{6W ks = {(w®,8%),6W) }ies : 0% € Beon(87)},
BE2({0W hhes) = {{0W}ies = {(w™, B, 6™} ies : 0P € Boon(0W*), 3% = B for all k} .

For simplicity, at some places, we will write them as Bl and BZ2, respectively.
For 8 = (w,3,6) and 0’ = (v, 3',0"), define
4(6,68) = |w— /| V|8~ B 15— &

And denote the minimum SNR A = mingeg A®).
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E.2.1 Lemmas
For GMM z ~ (1 — w*)N (pu3, ) + w*N (3, *) and any 8 = (w, 3,0), define

wexp{BTz — 4}
1 —w+wexp{BTz —6,}
_ E[(1 —e(2))#] Elve(2)2]
S e ERo(2)]

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

Cy < 0051/2 with a small constant ¢ > 0 and A > CC,M with a large constant C' > 0, there
exist positive constants C' > 0 and C" > 0, for any @ € Beon (%)),

Yo(z) = w(0) = Elve(2)],

H2(0) =

w,(0)—w;| < C'Aexp{—C"A*}-d(0,0"), [|p(0)—p;l2 < C'Aexp{—-C"A%}-d(6,6").

Hence when A > some constant C", we have CAexp{—C'A?} < kg < 1, such that
CAexp{—C"A%} can be replaced by kg in the inequalities above.

Lemma 9. When h < C,A, B22({0%)*},cq) # 0.

Lemma 10 (Theorem 3 in Maurer and Pontil (2021)). Let f : X" — R and X =
(X1,...,Xp) 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{ 32¢ |2 \Tf BSEAIN }

where f;(X) as a random function of x is defined to be (f;(X))(x) = f(x1,...,xi_1, Xs, Tivq, - ..

Ex,[f(x1,...,xi—1, Xis Tiv1, - .., Xi)], the sub-Gaussian norm || Z||y, = supd21{\|ZHd/\/c_i},
and || Z]|a = (E[Z]")V".

Lemma 11. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

(i) With probability at least 1 — C'K 2,

Z Yot (2 Z(k) E[vgm (2

sup
0 eBeon
[BF) —BR)* |3 <g®)

/D log K

forallk € S.
(ii) With probability at least 1 — C'K~te=C"P,

Z Wy Z [’Y@(k) fk E[’Ye(k)(z(k))]]

keS i=1

p+ K
ns )

<

Y

sup
{00)}pesEBL \wk\<1 ns

con
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Lemma 12. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

(i) With probability at least 1 — C'(K~2 4+ K~ 1e=¢"P),

]' < * *
sup | 3 1= 000 (=) (=) 7B — E[[1 — 00 (2] ()74
0k e B on Nk i—1

|18 —g(k)* ||y <g (k)

| P [log K
SJf(k) n—k-i— -

forallk € S.

(ii) With probability at least 1 — C'K e C"P,

1
sup sup —
{60)}es€BL2 Wi <1 TS

S 3 11— o ()] (=) T80 — E[[1 — 7y (=) (93] ‘

keS i=1

p+ K
ns ’

IS

Lemma 13. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.
(i) With probability at least 1 — C"(K~2 + K~1e=C"P),

sup
6(k) €Bcon

< p—HogK7

2

1 &
oo 2w (22 Blg ()2
=1

forall k € 5.

(ii) With probability at least 1 — C'K e~ C"P,

1 R p+ K
supsup — (IS Y v (22— Blyp (2)2W]] | < :
(00} eseBL2 [Tk <1 TS || 2g i ) s
(iii) With probability at least 1 — C'K e~ ¢"P,
1 - . p+ K
sup sup — Z W Z [%(k) (sz)) — E[ve (Z(k))]} Hgk) S .
{00} e geBL2 0| <1 VS kes i=1 9 ns

Lemma 14. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.
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(i) With probability at least 1 — C"(K~2 + K~1e=¢"P),

1 Oz (k) p+log K
=3 " [Pz — B[ (2)T]) 0 p+log K
N o
=1 ,
forallk € S.
(ii) With probability at least 1 — C'K~te=C"P,
k k N D
ZZ — E[z" (2] ))Tulg(k) < |2
ns
kES i=1 )

E.2.2 Main proof of of Theorem 1

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

® Maxyes (HB(’“)[O} — By v |g(k)[0] —0W*|) < C3minges AW, with a sufficiently small
constant Cf;

e maxyeg [0W0 —wk*| < ¢, /2.

(I) Case 1: Let us consider the case that h > C/ %. Consider an event £ defined

to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11.(i), 12.(i), 13.(i), and 14.(i), with £¢®) =
a large constant C, which satisfies P(§) > 1 — C"(K ' + e~¢"?). Throughout the analysis
in Case 1, we condition on &, therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least
1—C/(Kt +e79P).

Consider the case t = 1. Lemma 6 tells us that when A\l > C maxkeg{\/n_kﬂi(k)[t],@(k)

(A(’C) [l _ =R )

fro " = 1) |2}, we have

A A

VRN

And if further A > €' maxges +/figh, we have (E.14) holds with W1 = B" for all k € S.
Note that

+hA

~ " NE & ~ ~
IBWE — gk, < Zn_/;[z(k)[t]ﬁ(k) (M(k)[t] N(lk)[t])]

keS

(E.14)

k * * ~(k)[ k (k)=
|50 — (@ = " < (SO =20 o+ = A -
(E.15)
And the first term on the RHS can be controlled as

||(§3(k)[t} _ g(k)*)ﬁ(k)*uz
1 &

(k) ¢ (R)NT (K) ¢ (K)NTT] (k) *
— z; (2, —Elz,7(%; J6;
2 [T BT

-

@

<

2
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~(k * k)* k)x* *
+ H @ M G — (1= w0 (7)) 8

2
@
o A 10
€)
Conditioned on &, we have
D < p+ logK’
ny,
And
~ ~(k k)= ~(k *
@ < || - a® @ - ) - @80
of
] [0 = @ @~ (1w ()] B0
D)2
where
* k)x r ~(k ~ k)x s ~(k k)*
@2 < ||@"1 — w®) @B ]| @ @ - e
(E.17)
(R[] _

Before we discuss how to control the terms on the RHS, let us first try to control |
w®*| as it will be used to bound the existing terms. Note that

P — %) < [® @Iy _ R 4 |gWIE _ w<k>(§<k>[t—11)|

< ripd(@WIY, Z%;(k)t 1 E[7§<k>[t—ll(z(k))]|
1 K

< rod(@®1-1 gwy 4 [P T08 (E.18)
ng

<c,

where c is a small constant. And

n k k
HA(’C)[t] _ (k)*H = i >ty (L= Vg (zz( )))zi( ) B E[(1 = v5u-1 () 28]
i Haill2 1 — @® 1— w(k)(@(k)[tq]) ,
< i >t (1= g0 (Zz(k)))zi(k) — E[(1 = vgmp- (z8)))z*)]
- 1 — w®l
2

E[(1 — vgme—n(2"))2¥)] (@M _ oy ®) (gWl-11))
(1 —a®E)(1 - w®) (5 Rl-10))

2
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1 & k k
S 7 220 = g (&)=Y = Bl = g ()2
=1 2
+ |w (R[] _ (k)*| + K d(0 (k)[t—1] 9 )
log K
< rod(@PI11 gy 4 Zﬁ%
k

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

p+log K

@2 S (@ — w4 37— 2 < rod(@WY, 007 4y [F (E.19)
k
Similarly, we have
* log K
@.1 < |IEPY — 1)1, < kod(@WE-, 90 4 pJF—Og’ (E.20)
ng
Combining (E.19) and (E.20), we have
D < rod(@P11 gy 4 [PTI08
~ Y nk )
Similarly, we can bound @ in the same way, and get
@ < kod(@FN-1 gy 4 [PTIB R
~ ) nk )
Hence
[(S®I _ 50 g0, < wod(@P-11 gy 4 M’
Ny

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

17 = — 4 ) < 113 2Vl 2 I < rod(6" ")+ AR
(E.21)
All together, we have
~ ~ log K
[S®Eghx (ﬁék)[t} _ ﬁgk)[t])HQ < kod(®I=1_ gy %. (E.22)
N

This implies that Al = Cy\v/p+1og K + kA% > C maxges{y/mp||E®HH* — (P —
)15}, therefore by (E.14),

1B _ g, 5/‘502 @i gy 4 (K@ F108K) |y (F.23)

ns

kES

70



And by (E.18),

3| ] < ey 3 G ey 4 Klp+logK) (F.24)
kes 0 kes U8 s

Also,

"N * ~(k k k)x k)x
|5(k)[t] (5(k) -2 H ﬁ(k [ENT )7 (b (R[] +“( )[t}) (ﬁ(k) ) (ug) +Mg) ) 2

* ~ k t k)* ~ t k)*
< 18®E — 8E |y + BT — @y + a8 —
log KX
< kpd(@W-1 gUry o [P OB R (E.25)
Nk
which entails that
Y REEWI 5 < mz GRG0 Klp+log K) (E.26)
ns ngs
keS keS

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

~ |K(p+log K K
Z%dw(kmﬁ <”°Z grI-1 gty 4 (?”—Og)+ 208, (B.27)
kes o kes ns s

Also,

gkt gk)x\\ < gk)t—1] g(k)x [¢]
max {/nxd(0™, 017 } < o max {/nyd (8™, 077 |+ A (E.28)

When we assume (E.23), (E.27), (E.28) hold for all £ =1 : ¢, via the same analysis we
will have (E.22) hold again for t =’ + 1. Hence

tae { /| SO 80 (GG )} < e { (@), 097)} +/p § o K.

Then by (E.28) when ¢t = ¢/,

fio max {\/nkd(é(k)[t/], 0"} + /p+log K < max {\/nkd(é\(k)[t"”, M)} + /p +log K + koAl
S S
< koA 4+ \/p+log K
S )\[t/+1}’
where we need £ > Cko with a large constant C' > 0. Recall that x € (0,1) is one of

the tuning parameters in the update formula of A. 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 = ¢ + 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 A\, when ¢t > 1, we have

t]_l—/{t

A = 1 Cav/p + log K + w1\l
— K

Therefore by (E.27),

nS nS \/
keS kesS
K(p+ log K) " iy
< (Cko) —d(f) ol gy 4 ¢ AT (Crg)
2 Ve VZ

< (Cﬁo)tz d(B )[0] Ok)* 4+ / p+logK /nsz)\[t ,/
kGS

K(p+log K)
ns '

< C"ts' + O (E.29)

Consider an new event £ defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11.(i),
12.(1), 13.(1), and 14.(1), with W = O /e 4 € JREE which satisfies P(E') >

1 — (K=" +e¢"?). Throughout the following analysis in Case 1, we condition on £NE’,
therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least 1 — C'(K ' 4 e~¢"?). When h >

O,/ 2Hoek ince ng > K maxges ng, we have 4/ &4 pHOgK) <\ JpHesK < a fotlos K
maxges Nk ~ ’ maxgegs N "~ ng
+log K

Furthermore, when ¢t > C’log (E?;(:essz:) Nlog ( \/1) we have ¢®), /2 = S hayBEEE+

6\/p+logK+ 105:( and £xt - /p+1ogK < ¢,

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

| K log K) / /log K
||/6 (K)[t] _ I@(k ” <C”t/~€ —{-C’H P+ Og O// C// Og
< Ctit 1 C | K p—i—logK /p+logK Ce ”M%—C log K
T Tk

g K Tog K log K
< Ctrt + O P88 o [PTBR o [108 (E.30)
N N N

Then by (E.18),

B0 _ 0 < od(@0-1 gy 4 gt [P Jlos
N ng




. ~ log K
< kol 8P — By 4 ip| BRI qp®)| /[N _ 50x| () /n% i Oik

p+log K
Nk

< Ctr' + rol@WI1 — @)y [§WI-1T — 5R)=| 4 A

—l—loK loK
+\/p g g

Similarly, by (E.25),

BT 0% < Crpget oo [ BN gy By [FOL-1_ 509+ | /p—l—logK \/p+10gK \/108;K

Therefore,

DRI gy (R)* SEE _ 5k < t oRIE=1] _  (R)* SEE=1] _ s(k)*
|w |V |6 S| < Ctr' + Crolw |V |0 G|

/p—HogK \/p—l—logK \/logK
< C//t2/€t+0//‘ h/\ p+10gK +O”€ p+10gK +C” IOgK
- \/ ng \/ ng V N )

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

d(é\(k)m, O(k)*) < C”t2/{t +C" - hA [P+ IOgK + " /D +:LOgK + " IIOSK'
N k k

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

p+log K

17 = s < O 4
ng

And the same bound holds for ||ﬁ§’“) —uz ||2 as well. The same bound for |E® —x®=||,
can be obtained in the same spirit as in (E.16).
(IT) Case 2: We now focus on the case that h < C'y /%. Similar to Case 1, we consider
an event £ defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11, 12, 13, and 14, with
¢®) = a large constant C, which satisfies P(§) > 1 — C"(K~' 4 ¢~ ¢"P). Throughout the
analysis in Case 2, we condition on &, therefore all the arguments hold with probability at
least 1 — C'(K~! 4+ e~¢"P).

Consider ¢, that satisfies t3x" = \/M. When ¢t =1 : ¢y, we can go through the

ns
same analysis as in Case 1, and show that conditioned on &,

S 2 g, o) < crpt 4 ¢y | L0108 K

n n
kes S s
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and

ﬂ@mﬂmm)<0%%@+0/ﬂqp+bgKf+0hhA/p+bgK m+kgK /bgK
) — nS ,
~ % ~ log K
A = "l v IS — "l v SO — S0, < Crt 4+ 0y [T O
Ny,

Since t3x% = @/mi—lggm, the rates above are the desired rates. In the following, we will

derive the results for the case t > ty + 1.

Define
¢® _ o | K P+1OgK O RA /p+logK /p+logK /logK
to )

r 3 " p+logK " p+logK . [K(p+logK)
§ = —ft <C +C"-hA + Oy | o
’ kES ’ ng
Klog K
oy | ——=—.
ng

Consider an event &, defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemmas 11, 12, 13,
and 14, with ¢®) = {'t(f), which satisfies P(£,) > 1 — C"(K~ +¢~¢"?). In the following, we
condition on £N&;,, therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least 1—C’"(K !+
e‘C”p).

Let t = to 4+ 1. Since A= > Cy/p+1Iog K > C maxyes /ih, by Lemma 6, we also
have 801 — B[t_l] for all £ € S. Similar to (E.18),

@01 — ] < [u® (@GN |+\wk>[t w (G|

k
i n_k Z Yoo (2) — Elvguy (z(’“))]‘
=1

< rod(@®1-1 g0y 4 one®) L om, [lOBR
N

< rod(BPI1, g+

N
< @911, 007) 1 e, 1 ¢, [EE
ng
This implies that
w Klog K
57 B GO w7 < Y TGO, 607) 1y S el o [EIEE,
ns ng
res kLl s



And by Lemma 6,

~ ~ Nz pLul
MM _ g+ < Nk S0 gEs _ (M _ {0 +hA e
||/8 6 ”2 ~ — S[ (l’l’2 1 )] ) \/n_k \/n_k;
& ~ ~ log K log K
< Tk (S0 gwe _ (01 _ gyl p o [PE08K P I08
res S ) Nk ng
(E.31)
where
Nk & * ~(k ~(k Nk &S * *
Z n_[g(k)[tlﬁ(k) — (P — gt )[ﬂ)] < Z n_(g(k’)[t] — n®* gk
kes 0 9 kes S 9
Nk ~(k ~(k k) )
30 )
kesS

2
And the first term on the RHS can be controlled as

Z WSSOI SO (08

kes S 5
1 - k), (k k), (k .
< =203 [F ) - EP =0)) A%
S kes i=1 )
@
+ 1130 211 — @) aME @I (1= @) ()] g0
yes S )
®
U PN ~(k ~(k s (k)* k)* *
+ Z n_[w(k)[t]ué )[t}(ﬂé )[t])T _w® ug) (/Jé ) )T]ﬁ(k)
kes S 2
©
Conditioned on £, we have
@< /2
And
N o~ ~(k k)* ~(k "
® < | 20— @@ - u) - @Y
kes 'S )
of
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i n E)x (= (k * k) k)* %
[0 B 0 W T - (1w ] 80
kes o ,
®2
where
* k)x , ~(k % Nk R D% ~(k &
®.2 < Z - (D o _ ) )“g) (ug )[t])TIB(k) + Zn_(l _ w(k)[t])ug) (ug G Mg)
kes S o ks s

For the first term, we have

N~ * k), ~(k *
Z n_(w(k‘)[f] — w® )Mg ) (Hg )[t})Tﬁ(k)
kes S

< Z g1y _ ()

kES

2

ZZ {%xk)t 1] )H( : (Bq ( [t])Tﬁ 5 [7§(k>[z—11( * ))Mg) (b g)[t])Tﬂ(k) }}

keS =1

<ROZ O(kt 1]0 )

kes
k k)* k)x
Zzwk{%mt 1 2! ))Ng - E[’Yg(k)[t—l] (z(k))/ig ) }}

keS i=1

+— sup

9
NS | |<U

2

where U > 0 is some constant. By Lemma 13.(iii) and the definition of &, the second
term can be bounded as

1 - )y, () (1)), ()" ptK
— sup wk{% oz e — Elvgme-u (27 p } N
s 2B, 2 2 P GO = Bl G| S 450
Therefore,
N, o (k) ~(k p+ K
>y N B S D sd(@ Y, 0 + .
ng ng
kes kes "
On the other hand, by simple calculations, we have
ny ~ k)y* ~(k k)
Z n_(l _ w(k)[t])ug ) (Ng N _ Hg ) 78"
kes O )
NnE ~ N _ ~ *
< /ﬁ:oz dOWE,00) 1 sup |17 2 gy [u® (@I — )
kGS |”:‘7k|§U kesS ns 2
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1 ~ -k k k * * k)*
+— sup |1 @y {rgeen (=) (=) BY — Elgoen (zM) (=) 897} "
NS o<V || jes o1 9
Sk Y. Tk g@®i=1 gy 4 sup " G [w® (@RI — i) B
kes 'S |@|<U || jeg TS 9
+— sup Zwk Z {7§(k>[t—11(zi( ))(Zi( ))Tﬁ(k) — Elvguie- (=) (z")TB"W ]}Hg :
NS op|<U” ||jes = 9
L~ . 1 o k k)
S ko =A@ 007 + — sup 1Y @y [gunn (=) — Elvgun (2)] i’
kes S S K|SV || kes i=1 9
1

nk
~ k k * * k)
Zwk Z {’Yé‘(k)[t—l] (Zi( ))(zi( ))Tﬁ(k) - E[’Yﬁ(knt—l](z(k))(z(k))Tﬁ(k) ]}(Mg : ) u

kesS i=1

+ — sup sup
TS @y, |<U" [Jull2<1

kes S s
1 ~ o k k * *
+ ns ‘~SI‘1<PU Zwk Z {7§<k>[t—1](zi( ))(Zi( ))Tﬁ(k) — E[ygr-1 () (") 8" ]}‘
U<V | pes i=1
~ K
Sk Y Dk g@Wi-11 ey 4 [P
kes o s
Hence
Nk AT p+ K
2< ZF g(@RE=1] g(k)x _
@ ~ Ko Z ng ( ) ) + ng

keS

A similar discussion leads to the same bound for &.1. Therefore,

ng .~ + K
® % w0y (@00 4 [

n
kes 5

And the same bound holds for ®, which can be shown in the same spirit. Putting all the
pieces together,

p+ K
ng '

Nk & * *
S n_(z(k)[t] — 29 gH
kes S

Sko Y. Z_Zd(g(k)[t_”’ 9y

2 kesS
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Therefore by Lemma 6 and (E.31), we have BRI = B[t_l] for all k € S, and

||§(k)[t}

K log K log K
Dy, < ROZ AWMU gy | p+ ChA /p+ log L /p+ log
res ' ns Mk T,

log K log K
< Cky - ‘/ h/\\/p+ 0g \/p—l— og
keS
- /p+log K [p+log K Klog K
< Ko q +C’,/£+C’-h/\ PHOBR | e [2TBE | o °8
ns N Ny ng

=& - (E.32)

This entails that

t— t O t—1 \/ H V \[
kGS
E33

This implies that

N =
Zn_Hﬁ(k)[t]
kes S
Also,

SR _ 50k
B 5

1 ~ ~(k % k)* k)*
= 5 ||BPIT @Y + G - (BT (" + ) I

p+ K K(p+ log K K(p+logK
||2 < Ko E [tfll,g(k)*)_,_ A (p +log K) c (p + log )
~ ngs ngs ng
k:eS

= * ~(k k* ~(k k*
<8P — gE*|1, 4 1(BP)T (@ — @) [l + (89T (@ — ud)|l2
K loe K loe K
S ko3 @i gy 4 [P /\\/p+ °8 +e\/p+0g
kesns ng Nng ng

1 S k * k ¥
o D Vo (2B 2~ E[1g00(2) (8 2]
i=1

2
/ K log K log K
<HOZ e(k)[t—l]’g(k)*)_i_ P+ +h/\\/p+ 0g +€\/p+ og
ng ng N Nk
keS
logK
+ & \/
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log K log K
<“°Z d(@WI-1 gk) /n£+h/\ /p—l—%+6‘/p+%
S k k

kes
log K
N

+ Koﬁt(ﬁ)l

Therefore,

log K)
S0 BEI — 0] S g 0 SEd(B 6% b2 a2 eR) p+°g
kes 'S kes ns
K(p+logK Klog K
te (p + log )+ Z_ft og
\ ns
kes
Hence

ng )
Ng L~ p+logK
> —=aemn et <C/<;OZ—d -1 9wy o [y oha
ns ’ ns
keS keS
K log K - Klog K
Cey /M O,y + Oy | 2228
+log K)
< KhE, 1+C,/ns+0 WAy |2 Kp +log
/ p+logK /KlogK
and

RN G <Cl~€oz g1 gy 4 ¢ [P ohn /p+logK /P+10gK
ng

kES

log K
+ Cro™, + Oy —Og
1 n p—HogK p—HogK
< Nk 5 k) [t— 1) | P /
< 2/10 E nSd(O )+ C - +ChA

log K log K g K,
<505t1+c,/ +ChA,/p+°g ,/p+Og Of E.34)
k



where kj = 2Ckg € (0,1).
Therefore, for t = (to + 1) : (to + t)), where (k))% =< K~'/2 hence t} < log K, we have
updating formulas (E.32) and (E.33) for ft(k). We can get

= [ p | K log K) / log K) Klog K
£t0+t/ — gto +Cl +C/ h/\ <p+ Og p+ Og Og
ngs
K log K K log K K log K
(k)" |[K(p+10gK) o [P o g p B0 F0gE) o, [K(p+logK)
ng ng ns Ng

Klog K

and

(k) _ % [ P /p+log K p+log K KlogK
gto+t/—’ié)£to+t/,1+0/ n—S+Clh/\ n—k‘f‘C,E n—k+0/ ng
K log K log K log K Klog K
Ay (p+1ogK) v [P o ppn [PHI8K o [ptlog K, og K
ng ng N ng ngs
with

g K log K Klog K
ity < O\ -+ im,/p+ o8 ,/p+°g o8 (E.35)

K(ptlogK) _ /ptlog K
ng - ng

where the last inequality is due to (k})%

Consider an event series {5t}§0;§5 each of which is defined to be the intersection of
the events in Lemmas 11, 12, 13, and 14, with ¢®) = ft(k), which satisfies P(&) > 1 —
C'(K~2 4 K~'e~¢"P) hence ]P’(ﬂt°+t0 E)>1—-CHty(K?2+ K2 ) >1-C"(K™?
K27 ¢"P)log K > 1~ C'(K~' 4+ ¢¢"?). In the following, we condition on & N (ﬂi:{gé&),
therefore all the arguments hold with probability at least 1 — C'(K " 4 e~¢"?). Therefore,
for t = (to + 1) : (to + t), we have (E.34) hold, which leads to

~ , [p / 1 K / 1 K log K
d(e(k)[to—l-t}’e(k) ) < "’voft ), +C +ChA p+ 0g p+ 0g 0g
K log K log K log K
/Y [Ep+logK) [P g p JPEI8K o [plog
ng ns N N
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log K
Oy 2
N
/ log K log K
o it v 0T o JEIBE o, [rrTE
ngs N N
log K
+ Oy =
g
/ / / log K / log K
S(to+t/)2(I€V/€6)tO+t+C £+C’h/\ %—}—CE p—i_i
ns N N

log K
+0, 282
ng

where t' = 1,...,t;, which provides the desired rate for t = (tg + 1) : (to + t;). When
t' > ty, by (E.35), we have

oy 7 / ’ 1 K 1 K 1 K
d(OWIH] 1) < () ~oe™) , 4 C [P opn JPEo8 o P8R L Jl08
070 ng Nk Nk Nk
log K log K log K
SC\/quCh/\\/]T—OngCe\/]T—OngC\/?,
ng ng ng ng

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.
LSy (2F)) — Elygm (28)]]. By bounded dif-

ny,

Denote W' = sup  gwep,..
184 —pk)*||p<g®)
ference inequality,
log K
W <EW 4 C 2 7 (E.36)

N

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 {egk) P

=1

2 "k
EW < n_k]EzEe (kS)up Z 79<k>(z§k))e§’“)
0 Bcon Z:
=g et |
n k
< E]E E sup Zk w(k) eXp{Ce(k) (ZZ( ))} E(k)
— zZ--e i
Tk o eB — 1 — w® + w® exp{Cyu) (z(k))}
L1609 pfaze T o=
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ng
1
()

2
< —E.E, sup E i
N 0 € Beon — 1+ exp{C’(,(k)(zi(k)) —log((w®)~-1 — 1)}
183 =B [la<e®
(E.37)

where Cyu (27) = (B®)T 2" — 5™ Denote p®™* = (1 — w®*) P +w®=pfF) = E[2")].
By the contraction inequality for Rademecher variables (Theorem 11.6 in Boucheron et al

(2013)),
C -
RHS of (E.37) < —E,E, sup > [Cow () = log((w™) ™" = 1)] e
nk e(k)EBcon =1
LIIB") =B |2 <e™)
C =
< —E,E. sup | D (BT (2 — ph) - e
ny 9(k>€BCDn i=1
LIB%) =" ;<™
¢ N (*)
+ —E,E, sup BUNT k)= . €
ny 0" ) €Beon Z( )
183 =Bl <e™
¢ 5™ )
+ —E, sup log((w®)=1 — 1 €
N 0(F) € Beon | (( ) ) } ;
18K —B(k)* ||y <g (k)
C S (k) (k)*\T ( (k) (k)xy . (k)
< _EzEe sup (ﬁ - ﬁ ) ('Zz - ) €
1t 18%) B la<e® | 5=y
+ CB.E nZkW*)T(z“) — p®) - gl
o z--e — 7 7
Ce [N~ m|, © - (*)
+ —F, ; —E_.E. (KN, (k)
- Zle o o Zl(ﬁ ) 1
- 180 -3 <€)
Since {17 and {(B® — BET(2®) — p®*)F 1 are iid. sub-Gaussian variables,
we know that
C S K C NS 1
ZE.Ee Y (B (=" — )|+ e e <y —.
- ;( ) ( )¢ Zl -

Suppose {u;}}, is a 1/2-cover of BY = {u € R? : |lul]y < 1} with N = 57 (see Example
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5.8 in Wainwright (2019)). Hence by standard arguments,

C = * k * k
e LA B A A A
"k 18%) B |y <e®)
< S f(k sup Z u k . )*> . G(k)

nk j=1:N ‘ '

) _

L (k
Again, since {uJT(zl (k) e )} *, are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian variables,

Zu ) _ 0=y L (®)

1
Z €
N

logN  [p

sup
j=L:N

<
Y
N N

EW < ¢® \/» \/7 (E.38)

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

~ ng k
Denote W' = sy, _ et SWPja, <1 s [Sres B Sy [0 (2) = Bl (2] |

Putting all pieces together,

con

By a similar standard symmetrization and contraction arguments we used in part (i),
with i.i.d. Rademacher variables {efk iy, for any A € R, we have

}

E exp{A\W'}

> wa e

2X
< CELE. exp sup sup
nS {9(k>}k€S€Bcon ‘wk|<1

keS i=1
4\ k (k)
< CE.Ec exp< — sup sup Z W, Z Yo (2, )€;
NS {9t} cseBL2 We=%1/2 |15 i=1

A\ R
<c Y E.E exp{ sup | @D e (2l

n
Wp=+1/2 S {00)}res€BLT | kes i=1

}

<C ) Eﬂiﬂexp{4A aw (S mY : 9)-1

wr=%1/2 s {e(k)}kGSGBcon keS =1 1+ eXp{CO(k)( ) - log((w(

-1}

3

where Cyu (27) = (B®) 72" — 5™ Denote p®* = (1 — w®*)pu{* +w®=pfF) = E[2")].
Suppose {u;}Y; is a 1/2-cover of B? := {u € R : |lull; < 1} with N = 57. Then by

<C Z E.E. exp{4)\ sup Zwkz Com (z; ) — log((w (k))_l - 1)}61“3)

n
Wp==+1/2 S {0} esEBLE kes =1
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Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and standard arguments,

4\ P -
E.cexpd —  sup | Y @k Y [Com (") —log((w®)~t —1)]el"
S {00 }eseBLE | kes i=1
) L e
S |Ezeexpg — sup Z@kﬁT(sz) —u(k)*)el(»k)
ns ”ﬁ”ZSU kesS i=1
[ &) L v
+ |Ecexpq — sup ZZﬁkﬁTu(k)*egk)
[ ) iL V3
+ |Ecexpq — sup Z Z[Dk log((w®™)~! — l)egk)
L NS ¢y /2<w®<l-cu/2 |eg im1
C ng 1/3
< |E.cexpg — sup Z {Dkujr(zz(k) - ,u(k)*)e(k)
s j=LN |i g5 o
r C N 1/3
+ |Ecexp < — sup [UkuTy,(k)*e(k)
[ o) & v
+ |Ecexpq — sup Z Z@k log((w®™)~t — 1)e§k)
L NS cy/2<w®<1—cu/2 |} iml
N O\ nk 1/3
~ k o (K
£ [Ecom | S5 ma o - w |
j=1 kesS i=1
il
F2 [Beow 21D D duutG
j:l keS i=1
2
ON = | v
+ |E¢exp {—Z Z@kegm }]
S s im
B3]
Since {ﬂ?kujr(zi(k) - u(k)*)egk)}m, {@k(ﬁ(’“))Tu(k)*egk)}i,k, and {@kegk)}?jl are independent

sub-Gaussian variables, we can bound the three terms on the RHS as
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Z WkE; (k)

s [Men{eta)] " <on{2)

HIE eXp{CA

kesS

Putting all pieces together,
! 1o K C)‘Q )‘2 "
Eexp{\W'} < C"2%5° - expq — ¢ =exps C— + C"(K +p) ¢ .
Nng ns
Therefore, for any 6 > 0

2
P(W' > 6) < e MEexp{A\W'} < exp {02— + C"(K +p) — )\5} .
s

Let A =350 and 6 =4 %ﬁﬂp), we have
P(W' > §) < exp {—2—5(52 +C"(K +p)} = exp{—3C"(K +p)} < C'K ' exp{—3C"p},
which completes the proof. O

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

1 & k k . .
W= sup | [1=em(z)] (27) B —E[[L — jem (=M))(z*) T8N
0" € Boo L0 —
18 —ph)= (| <g™®
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@, e zi(ﬁ)l, zﬁ)l, e z,(@i), and define

k k k k k
gy =w—EBW(2", 2P 20 20

Y Nk

By triangle inequality,

k), (k
90|
1 & k k . k k .
= sup [ Y v (2) ()T BY — B[00 (2(7) (21)T BP]
0" ) €Beon ng i1
|B) —g k) ||, <g (k)
1 & i}
_E[ sup | 3 e (2)(=17)BY" — Eg () (=) 80] \{zi’“’}i/#]
9(k>eBcon nk =
Hﬂ(k)_g(k>*||2§§(k>

85



1 k k 2 k k «
<= swp e (N)ET)TBY SR swp pem () ()T
ny o(k) €Beon ny o(k) €Beon
Hﬁ(kL,@(k)*”Qgg(k) ||ﬁ(k>,,3(k)*||2§§(k>
W W

Note that [E(W; + Wy)4)Y4 < (EWH)VE + (EW)Y where

EwHi< L
Nk

Si.c.\/g

N

1
(EWHY! = EW, < (EWHY! < — . C V.
ng

1/2d
L 12d 1/2d
E sup [%(k)(sz))]?d] [E‘(sz))Tﬁ(k) 2]

(k) €Bcon

Therefore [E(W; + W)Y < %\/E Hence by applying Lemma 10, we have

log K
ng ’

W <EW+4+C

with probability at least 1 — C"K 2. O

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

W = sup Z’}/g(k) zz( E[’}/ (k)( (k ))Z(k)]

0 ) €Bcon

2

Suppose {u;} is a 1/2-cover of B? = {u € R? : |lull; < 1} with N = 57. Define
p® = (1 — w(k)*)u,(k) + w(k)*p,(k . Then by the generalized symmetrization 1nequahty
(Proposition 4.11 in Wainwright (2019)), with i.i.d. Rademacher variables {e )}Z 15
any A € R,

2}

E exp{ AW}

Z Yo (2 -k (k)

SE.cexp { sup

Nk k) eBeon

CA
SE.cexps — sup  sup Z%’(") (k) ))Tuj : egk)
N Jj= 1N9(k)EBcon i=1
N
(k) (& k
ZEzeeXp sup Z’Vew 2 -
j=1 nk 0<k)€Bc0n =1
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N ng
CA _
Z e OXD { sup | > [Coun (2) = log((w®) " = 1)) (z{")Tu; - " }
nk 9<k) eBcon =1
ng

(B =) Ty

}

(BT = 6] () T - €

7
=1

N { CA
Z z,e CXP sup

Tk 180 |2<U |5

CA
+ ZE“exp{ sup

T 802 <U

CA
+ ZEzeexp{ sup

= Nk cyp/2<w® <1—cy, /2

Nk

Nk

210g<<w<k>>—1 —1)(2) T - eV

N N
A T k) (kyey g (BT (k)
sZZEMXp{n—k >l (el i) )
j=1j'=1 =1
N Nk
CA (k) (k)
+ > E,cexps — z;) ;€ .
> { SER

Note that since {u;fp,(zi(k) — p®) (2T u; - e are ii.d. sub-exponential variables and

{(z-(k))Tuj etk "k, are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian variables, we have

)\2
Zu p ) (2 T - e } < exp {c—} ,

Nng
=1

z e eXp {
N

where the first inequality holds when A < C"nj where C” is small. Therefore,

O | A2
E. cexp {n—k Z(zi(k))Tuj . egk) } < exp {Cn_k} :
i=1

)\2
E exp{\W} < exp {Cn_ + C”p} ,
k

when A < C"ny,. 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.
O

Proof of Lemma 1. Note that

1 Nk 1 Nk
D [EPENT EEPED Y s |3 [N - B =)
i=1 2 i=1 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. O]
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E.3 Proof of Theorem 3
E.3.1 Lemmas

Recall the parameter space
— —(k — . —
Os(h) = {8 }ies = L. p", 1, 59 hics - 8" € 6. it amax |8 ~ Bl < n .

where B8 = (M)~ (" — ) and 6@ = 1(B0)T (" + pg?).

Lemma 15 (Lemma 8.4 in Cai et al. (2019)). For any p, p € R? and w € (0,1), denote
P,=01—-wN(u, L) +N(—p,I,) and Py = (1 —w)N (s, I,) + N(—p, I,). Then

1 w ~
KL Pe) < (Al + 510w () ) -2l 3

Lemma 16. For any p, i, p, ' € R and w € (0,1), denote P,z = (1 — w)N (e, I,) +
wN (p, I) and Py = (1 — w)N (W', I,) + wN (', I,). Then
KL(PpalPuww) < (1 —w)lp— w5+ wlli — @'|[5.

Lemma 17. Denote distribution (1—w)N (w, I,) +wN (—p, I,) as Py, for any w € (¢y, 1 —
Cw), where p € RP. Then

KL(Py[|P) <
Lemma 18. Denote distribution %N((—I/Q,Og_l)T,Ip) + 3N ((1/2 40,00 )", I,) as Py
for any w € [—1,1]. Then

1.
KL(P;||Py) < 5(u — )%

Lemma 19. When there exists an subset S such that mingeg ny, > C(p+log K) with some
constant C' > 0, we have

| |4 d(o log K
Ainf sup sup P {d(g(k)70(k)*) > 01\/?4- Cy og

Yres€Os kes

S
log K
i w})z

ng

|

Lemma 20. Denote € = Ks_s. Then

-/ 1 1
inf  sup sup  P| max d(O ®) gk > o | ——— | > —.
BRI, 515125 G0, _co kes maxg=1:k Nk 10

s€BOg
s
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Lemma 21 (The first variant of Theorem 5.1 in Chen et al. (2018)). Given a series of
distributions {{]P’ék)}le : 0 € O}, each of which is indezed by the same parameter 6 € O.
Consider x®) ~ (1—E)Pék) +eQ™) independently for k =1 : K. Denote the joint distribution
of {zW}E | as Peoqowyx - Then

inf sup Pg 0 —0| >Cwl(e, 6
£ oot (10—l = c=(z6)) =
Q®

l\DlH

where @ (€,0) == sup {[|61 — 6| : max_1.x dTV(IP’(k IP’(k ) <e/(1-7¢}.
Lemma 22. Suppose K — s > 1. Consider two data generating mechanisms:

; (k) _ — K-s.
(i) 2™ ~ (1 - )Py’ + QW) independently for k =1: K, where € = 52,

(i) With a preserved set S C 1: K, generate {x™}rese ~ Qg and ™ ~ Pék) indepen-
dently for k € S.

Denote the joint distributions of {x W} | in (i) and (i) as Peoouyr ) and Pseq),
respectively. We claim that if

-~ K—s 1
13f 21618 Prr—s g rqwyr ) <||0—9|| ZC’W( S0 ,@)) > 5

{QWE

then

—_

~ K —s
inf sup suplP -0 >Cw , 0 > E.39
£ g upPien (H E ( L )) - (E:30)
S

where w(€,0) = sup {[|6; — bs]| : maxy_1.x KL(PE)]:)HIP((;;)) < [e/(1=9)]?} for any € € (0,1).

Lemma 23. When there exists an subset S such that mingegng > C(pVlog K) with some
constant C' > 0, we have

. - n k *
A1an sup sup P U {mln {Hﬂg - Nl ||2 \4 ||IL2 % 2,
{E(k>}k:1 S:|S|=s {g(k)*}keseés kesS

S

(k)* ~ (k) k) S . p+log K 1
1837 = ™l v Y = i} v £ — 20 ||on\/n—k}> > .

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 oszemma 17. Denote g(w;z) = log [(1 — w)z + w], ¢'(w;2) = %, g"(w;2) =
(1-3)

2 and flwiz, ) = 5 exp{—L]lz — pl3} + 5 exp{—1llz + ull3).
By Taylor expansion,

fw'z,p)]  Olog f(w; z, 1)
o2 | T n | =

) 10%log f(w; 2, p)
(w —w)+§ ow?

w wo

’ (w/ o ’U})2,

where wy = wy(z, p) is between w and w’. By the property of score function,

/ Olog f(wiz. ) o _
ow
Besides,
0log f(w:z,p) _ Olog [f(wiz,w)/(@m) "Pexpl{=sllz + wlBN] _ i, )
ow? Ow? Y
where Z = e *"#. Note that
1 (7 1) 1
"
_ -2 = . <
N R CETT (=)
for any z > 0. Therefore,
fw'; z,u)}
KL(P,||Py) = —/log {— dp,,
(FullFw) iz )
1
=5 = wP [ oz w2,
1 2
< ﬁ(w, —w)”,
which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 18. Recall that we denote distribution 3N ((—1/2,0]_,)", I,)+ 3N ((1/2+

u,0]_ )", I,) as Py for any & € [—1, 1]. By the bi-convexity of KL divergence, we have

1 ~ ~
KL(Pg|[Py) < SKLW((1/2+,0,,)", L)IN((1/2+,0,.,)", 1))
1 ~ ~
= §KL(./\/'(1/2 +u, D|N(1/2 4+, 1))
1
= 5(77 - ﬂ,)Q,
which completes the proof. O
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Proof of Lemma 19. WLOG, suppose A > 1. It’s easy to see that given any S, Og D
@&w U @S,ﬁ U 6575, where

— —(k) ~
@S,w = {{0 }kES : .ng) = 1p/\/2_97 Nék) = —.ng) = M, E(k) = Ipaw(k) € (Cwa 1— Cw)}>

o 7(k) 1 .
Osp={{0"}es : 20 = Lo w® = 2 1llo v 1" ls < M. min max [ 8% — Bl < b},

= (k) 1 k k K 1 o1
G55 = {10 hhes : 2O = Low® = 2 2 v 12 < M. = —Spao ) = Spao+

Jull < 1.

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

: 2 . = . p
_inf sup P( U {Hﬁ(’“ — Bl A 1B% + BW |, > C, /-}) >
{g(k)};?:l {§<k)*}keseés,ﬁ oS ng

By Lemma 4, 3 a quadrant Q,, of R? and a r/8-packing of (rS?) N Q,, under Euclidean
norm: {gm; 1Y, where r = (cy/p/ns) A M < 1 with a small constant ¢ > 0 and N >
(3)P871 = 2 x 4P~ > 2P~1 when p > 2. For any p € RP, denote distribution N (o +
p, I,) + 3N (—po + p, I,) as P, where po can be any vector in R? with [|pto][2 > 1. Then

LHS > inf  sup POﬁ—MhMW+Mh20Mﬁ)
B pe(rSP)NQy ng

>inf  sup P |- ple >0/ ), (E.40)
K pe(rSP)NQy ns

where the last inequality holds because it suffices to consider estimator p satisfying p(X) €
(r8?) N Q, almost surely. In addition, for any @, y € Q,, || — yll2 < || + yl|2-
By Lemma 15,

KL (H PE" - Qs

kesS

AN

Hpgzk @S) = anKL(PﬁjHPﬁj,)
kes kes
<Y e 8l 30 — Bll3
kes
< 32n5r2
2(p—1)
ns

< 32ngc? -

64c?
log 2

<

log N.
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By Lemma 3,

log2  64c¢? .- 1 1
logN  log2 — p—1 4

LHS of (E.40) > 1 —

when C' = ¢/2, p > 3 and ¢ = y/log2/16.
(i) By fixing an S and a Qg, we want to show

it sup P(LJ@mW—ﬂmwﬂwBW+ﬁwwgchm(c f)}})zi.

BNK (k) _
{B( )}kil {9(k> Ykes€Os kesS

WLOG, suppose 1 € S. We have

. . 1
inf  sup IF’(HB(” — BV A BY + BV, > C{m ( 3)]) > (B4

A(l) —(k)x* — n
B 8y csels !

By Lemma 4, 3 a quadrant Q,, of R? and a r/8-packing of (rSP~)N Q, under Euclidean
norm: {5j}§\7:1, where 7 = hg A (c/p/n1) A M < 1 with a small constant ¢ > 0 and
N > (3)P718772 = 2 x 4772 > 2772 when p > 3. WLOG, assume M > 2. Denote fi; =
(1,@?)T e R, Let pV" = 1 = (1,0,_1)7 for all k € S\{1}. And let p{”* = p = (1,9)
with @ € (r8§77') N Q,. For any p € R?, denote distribution N (p, I,) + 3N (—p, I,) as
P,,. Then similar to the arguments in (i),

s it swp (17~ plen 7+l O (o))
B 9e(rSP=1)NQ, nq
“:(lvﬂ)T

>l sup Puﬁ—szc@AQ:E)}.
B 9e(rSP~HNQ, 1
p=(1,9)"
Then by Lemma 15,

K [T B o
keS\{1}

H ]P)?;nk . P?Iijn/l . @S = anL(Pﬁ] ”]P)ﬁ]/)
keS\{1}

< - 8|53 55 — g2
< 32n1r2
3(p—2)

ni

< 32n,c% -

96¢?
<
~ log2

log N,
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when ny > (¢2V M~2)p and p > 3. By Fano’s lemma (See Corollary 2.6 in Tsybakov
(2009)),

2
log2  96¢ -1 1

1
LHS of (E.41) > 1 — — —
of ( )z log N log2 — p—2 4

1
>_7
!

when C' =1/2, p > 4 and ¢ = /(log2)/384.
(iii) By fixing an S and a Qg, we want to show

: ~ . ~ . log K 1
nf sup P(U{HW—B(“ o880 > € [ (e 2 )]}) >1
(O} (k) = ng 4

1 {87} 5@ kesS

Suppose v = 1, and denote the associated quadrant Q, = RE, Tg = {{u®}1cs : p® €
R?, min, maxgeg || — pllz < A, |p®|y < M} Let r, = h A (ey/log K/ng) A M with
a small constant ¢ > 0 for kK € S. For any = {u®}cq, where u® € RP, denote
distribution [], ¢ [N (0™, I,) + N (—p p)}@mk as Pps, and the joint distribution of
Pas and Qg as Pas - Qs. And denote dlstrlbutlon (1 —-w)N(u, I,) + WN(—p, I,) as P,
for any p € RP. Similar to the arguments in (i), since it suffices to consider the estlmators
{"Ycs satisfying {E®}es € Tg almost surely and || — y|lo < || + yl|2 for any =,
y € RE we have

LHS > inf sup  Pruo,eq 'Qs( U {Hﬁ(k) — w1y A E® + p®,

{B® ees (k) }peseTs kes
log K
N

~ log K
> inf sup Py - Qs {Hu(k) — p Wy > C{h A (C & )}} :
{B®}res (u®}4eseTs Tk

kes

i (k) — £, ) — " . - " .
Consider M {7} cs where p = 1,+p for j # k and p* = s/en 1,+

o, where pg = (1, OZ )T Define two new “distances” (which are not rigorously distances

because triangle inequalities and the definiteness do not hold) between M = {u®},cq and
as M’ = {/®} res

d(M M) Z]l (HN(k — Wy > —i3/4>

kes
d(M,M') =Y "1 (HN — Wy > —k>
res 4 3/4
Therefore d(M®) M(kl)) = 2when k # k'. For {u(k }res, define ¢* = arg mlnkesd {a%* ) e,
M ™). Because d(Ml,Mg) < d’(Ml,Mz) + d/(MQ,Mg) for any M, M, and Msj, it’s
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easy to see that

inf sup P{N(k>}k65 QS< U {”l‘l’( ) - l‘l'( )||2 = m}>

{AM}kes (u)}ycsers kesS

> inf supPyso ({7 res, MY) > 1)
{BM}pes kes

> inf  supPpsm (¥° # k)

o {n®}pes kes

> irqu ilelg Prrw (v # k). (E.42)
By Lemma 15,
n Qn
KL (PM(k) ’ @SHPM(’“/> ’ @S) = kL (P\/f_ksmﬂp-i-uo||P2«/::«f3/4]1p+ll¢0>

+ nw KL (]P’®7ﬁfj€', ) I ®n’ﬁ;, " )
Jo—371 ptTHO o/p—3/1 pTHO
2

Tk Tk
<8 || 1, + k9
‘ p—sa " 2 —sa 7,
2 2
T‘k/ Tk./
o 8| —— 1+ pao| || ——E—1
Ve v —3a Y,

1

gnk-s-z-(2r§+1)-Z-2r§+nk/-8-2-(2r§,+1)- - 213,

1 =

< 1662 log K,

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

log 2
8 —16¢2 >

1
) >1-— -
RHS of (E.42) > 1 ek >

when K > 3, ¢ = 1/1/160, and mingegny, > (¢ V M~2)log K.
(iv) We want to show

{é\(k)}i(:l S:|S]=s {5(k)*}keseé5,w kes
>y eh L) S 1
= np — 4

Qs
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  sup sup P( U {|g(k) - 5(k)*‘ A |g(k) + 5(k)*’

{8, 5:(8]>s (8"} cs€04 5 keS
> oy lE L) 1,
= T =4

Qs
The argument is similar to (iii). The only two differences here are that the dimension of
interested parameter § equals 1, and Lemma 15 is replaced by Lemma 18.
Finally, we get the desired conclusion by combining (i)-(v). O

Proof of Lemma 20. Let € = % and @ = £=% Since s/K > ¢ > 0, € < €. Denote
Ts = {p®}res : p¥ € RY, ming, maxpes |p™ — plls < hg/2, |pM]ls < M}. For any
p € R, denote distribution N (p, I,) + sN(—p, I,) as Py, and denote [], g IP’®(,€) as

Py, Note that B8 =2u® for P,u with {pu®}res € Ts. Then it suffices to show

~ 1 1
inf  sup sup P max|[g® — p®|, > ¢/ —— | > —, (BE43)
(AWK | (8> {H(k)}keSGTS keS maxy—1.x M 10’

Qs

W}/lere P = Pgmy, s - Qs. WLOG, assume M > 1. For any B, po € RP with ||@q]]e =
lltt2]|2 = 1, by Lemma 15,

nax KL(IP’@"’“HIP’@M) < max 7y, - 8|11 — [z l3-

ax
1K

Let 8maxp—1.x ng « |1 — o3 < (151?)2, then || — palls < C,/me for some
constant C' > 0. Then (E.43) follows by Lemma 22. O

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. O

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

~ K —
LHS of (E.39) > inf sup Es-p, |Pse.0s (10 — 0] > Cw AR
0 959 o 50K
S

where Py can be any probability measure on all subsets of 1 : K with P(|S| > s) = 1.
Consider a special distribution P as P;:

P\Sc\NBin(K K=o (‘S| = |S/|) 1

A(K—s)y (K’
P\ sejBin(x, K== (|S | < A=) (|s'|)

50K

Ifﬁ)s(‘g = S/)
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for any S" with |(S")¢] < %. Given S, consider the distribution of {x®}X  as

ps — [T [

kesS

Then consider the distribution of {&®*) 3}

P =

k¢S

L as

> Py(S)-PE

e < ALK —s)
Sy Se|<=5—

It’s easy to see that P is the same as P(%ﬁ’{(@(m}?:l) conditioning on the event {S 2|19 <

)]

41%(0_8) }. Therefore,

infsupEg 5. []P’(s,e,@s) (||§— 0| > Cw (

6 0cO
Qs

K- MK —
(Jw( 3,@) ’|50| LK =)

20K 20

K —s oo
CW( 5OK ,6)) _P|SC|~Bin(K,%) (’S ’ >

~ K—s
> inf E.s [PY(|6—-6|>C 0
>t sy 5,5 [0 (1001 2 = (52 0) )]
{QW},
~ K —s
=inf sup P (|0 -0||>Cw|——,0
sy w(18-01> 0 (G 0) )
{Q%nﬁﬂ
> i sup P @i, (Hf) —0ll=
(QWYE |
> inf - sup - Prscs g amye,) (HQ — 0l =
{anﬁﬂ
>1_6Xp B s[5(K —s))?
B K- 51— 5x) +3 5K =)
1 1 (4)2
2——exp{—21 54}
2 FRERT
1
>_7
=10

where the last third inequality comes from Bernstein’s inequality, application of Lemma 17

and the fact that da(Py,, Py,) < KL(Py, | Py,)-

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

(U

kes

_inf  sup sup
{ZFEIE | S:|S|>s {§(k>*}keS€@S
S

{Hi(k) _ E(k)*||2 > ﬁ}) >
V "
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s)>

1

10°

O

1(K

)
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Fix S and some Qg. WLOG, assume 1 € S. Then it suffices to show

~ 1
inf sup ]P’(HE(]“) —2®, > C,/£> > 1o
=0 00y ese@s 1k

Consider a special subset of Og as
Osx ={0:w=1/2, 11 = py = 0,3 = B(v),v € {0,1}"},
where
mel
Sv)=1| ¢ |-+,
'7p6?

and 7 > 0 is a small constant which we will specify later. For any v € {0,1}?, denote
N(0,3(~)) as P,. Therefore it suffices to show

~ 1
inf sup PO -nO >0 /L) > = (E.44)
) ~e{0,1}P nq 10

Note that for any 31, we can define 4 = arg MiNe g 130 ||§](1) —3(7v)]|2- Then by triangle
inequality and definition of §, |S® — (9|2 > [|Z(J) — £(7)||2/2. Therefore

LHS of (E44) > inf  sup P[[|ZR) - S(y)|2 > 2¢, /2 ). (E.45)
Fe{0,1}» ~e{0,1}» n

Let 7 = ¢y/1/n; where ¢ > 0 is a small constant. Since |X(5) — X(v)|l2 < 7 for any 5

and v € {0,1}?, by Lemma D.2 in Duan and Wang (2022),

inf5e(0,1y SUP,eqo1yr BIZ(F) — Z(9)[I5 - 4C% - &

. >
LHS of (E.45) > @i T

(E.46)

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

inf  sup E[E(3)~S@)|Z>L  min
FE{0,1}? yeqo,1} 8

PIE('V) — 2(7’)\@]

pr(:7')
.[1_ max (KL(IP’E?MHIPfﬁl))I/Q}, (E.47)

pr(yY')=1

where py is the Hamming distance. For the first term on the RHS, it’s easy to see that
IZ(v) = =@)IE = 72pu(v,7),
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for any v and 4" € {0, 1}*. For the second term, by the density form of Gaussian distribu-
tion, we can show that if py(v,7’) = 1, then

KL(PE™ ) = mKL(P,|By)

< 3 {log(IZE)/IZM) - Tr [(B() " - B() =]}

1
§n1-172
02
<
-4

=

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

LHS of (Eas) > & sl —5) 4¢3 1
O(- )— (02_402)% _E’

when ¢ =2/9 and C < ¢/+/324.
(ii) We want to show

= log K 1
inf sup sup ]P’( U {”E(k) _ E(k)*H2 >C og }) > =

S (EK . — * — n 1 .
{ZW}HC, 518> {g(k) tkes€Os keS g 0
S

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®*) = {SWE | where £ = I, when j # k and X% =

I, + /log K/ny - ejel.

]
E.4 Proof of Theorem 2
We claim that with probability at least 1 — C exp{—C"p},
R+ (CPM) — R (Cgu0.) < d?(OW1, 90). (E.48)

Then the conclusion immediately follows from Theorem 1. Hence it suffices to verify the
claim. For convenience, we write C¥lt = Couor simply as Cgy and ORI as 9*).
By simple calculations, we have

_a®y R ~ *
—log(*5h) — W + (BW) "yt
V (BH)TEw-5®
log(1=85) + 5% — (B%)T
V(BH)TEwm-5®
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e [~ log((hr) — 60 4 (80T "
\/(/@(k)*)TE(k)*ﬁ(k)*

_q(k)* * * *
+ w®*p log(lw(k)k* )+ 0 — (BT
\/(ﬂ(k)*)TE(k)*B(k)* )

Then by Taylor expansion,

L) = 80 4 (B0 Ty
V(BE) T @)+ gk)+
.[_1"%(1: >—6k>+<ﬁ< >>Tu§’“>* —log(* %’i’*) 5<’f (ﬁ(’“ D

—log
R§(k)* (Cg(k)) — Rﬁ(k>* (Ce(k)*) < (1 — w(k)*)fbl ( (

(% %k)* +5 *—(B(")*)Tuék)*
*(p/ wk)*
5<k> 3" log(to) + 00" — (BT
¢ (B 0)T 050 V(BE)TEW: 50
-~ = * —w * * * B 2
o] PlosCERT) — W + BRI —log(gk) — 0% 4 (89T
i V(BT Ew-5® V(8
r _go) k) (k) " " k)x72
L o] losUET) W — (BW)Twy™  log(th) + 00 — (89T
T e Voo
7w(k)* * * * 7@(]“) X 2 *
Denote A — (]_ — w(k)*)(p/ 710g(1w(T)76(k) +('6(k) )Tugk) . 710g(1ﬂ;T)A)76(k)+(ﬂik>)Tﬂ'gk) N
V(BE)TE®)* gk V (B®)T (k)= Z(k)
— log (1= )54 (BT )" By log(1=)+300* (B Tul* | | 1og (=) +30—(BR)Tu”
\/(ﬁ(k)* T33(k)* @ (k) \/(5(k)*)Tz(k>*ﬁ(k)* \/(ﬁ(k))Tz(M*,@(k)
2
log (i )+ T | | Sl SET) SO BO) T —los() 80+ (00w N
V(B®H) T )+ gk)- an - V(BN T k) Bk V(BE) T g+

2
) —~ ~ % _wlk)* * * *
)48 — (BT ()  log(A=t )+ (B )Tl

w(
log(1 >
\/(,a(k>)Tz<k)*ﬁ(k) V(BT W) gk)

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

log(l—w(k>*> (ﬂ(k S>> k)*ﬁ(k)*]2 1 1 — )+
< — an(B) Yo (k)% . _ [ wk)= -
AZ \/(1 wk*)w exp { 2(BR*) T X (k) Bk + 2 log ( wk)* )

. By plugging in the density for-

C
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—i5(k) N Y k)* _q(k)* % « k)*
- [— log(1=57) — 0 + (B™) 7" —log(1t5) — 60 + (89 Tpf)

V(BT s+ 50 V(BE) TR E- g0
—w(k)* * * x]2 *
/(1= wbryube - ex B e N SV (i
b 280 TR0+ G 9 8\ T

—_&k) = = * _wk)= " " *
log(1=27) + 00 — (BM)Tpf* log(L=u) 4 §®) — (30T

V(B850 V(BE)TE®= B

—w(k)x

= \/(1 (B)*)qp (k) . 1 (BT 5 0= gk)s)2 1 10g2(—1w(k)* )
— — w®*)wk* . exp _8[ ) — 5 RIS B0
(B®) B

2 k)x* k)= * k)« k)x*
(B — ™) (B ™ — )

V@»yrswege v (BO)TEOp0

< €W — @2, (E.49)

with probability at least 1 — C’exp{—C"p}, where £€*) = (RW)123Kk) anq gk =
(ZE123R)= g0 HEW — &0z < HB\(’“) — B®*||2. Only the last inequality in (E.49)
holds with high probability and the others are deterministic. Tt comes from Lemma 8.1
in Cai et al. (2019) and the fact that ||3%) — ¢®*||, < ¢ < ||€®*||, for some ¢ > 0
with probability at least 1 — C"exp{—C"p}. On the other hand, it is easy to see that
B < d2(§(k), 6*)*). 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 @ = (w, w1, p2, £), we define the mis-
clustering error rate of any classifier C as Rg(C) = ming.(12)—{1,2y Pg(C(Z"Y) # w(Y"V)),
where Py represents the distribution of (2%, YY) ie. (1 — w)N (1, 2) + wN (p2, X).
Denote Cy as the Bayes classifier corresponding to 6. Define a surrogate loss Lg(C) =
ming,1,23-1,2) Pg(C(Z2") # 7(Cg(Y"Y))).

Lemma 24. Assume there exists an subset S such that mingesn, > C(p V log K) and
mingeg A® > 02 > 0 with some constants C' > 0. We have

. log K
_inf  sup sup P U {Re(’“’*(é\(k)) _ R@““)*(CE(’“)*) > C’lﬁ L0, g
{CRIE | S:|S|>s {a(k)*}keSG@S kes ng Nk

S
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log K 2 1
TGN ks S N [P
N maXges Nk 10

Lemma 25. Suppose 0 = (w, p1, po, 3, %) satisfies A% == (pug — o) TS (g — o) > 02 >
0 with some constant o* > 0 and w,w' € (¢y,1 — ¢,). Then Ic > 0 such that

cL5(C) < Rg(C) — Rg(Cy),

for any classifier C, where Rg(C) = ming.1.0,1.2 Pg(C(2) # 7(y)), Lg(C) = min.f0,13-{0,1}
P5(C(2z) # m(Cq(2))), and Cq is the corresponding Bayes classifier.

Lemma 26. Consider 8 = (w, 1, o, 3, %) and 0 = (W', py, o, B, X) satisfies A? =
(1 — p2) TS (g — po) > 0% > 0 with some constant 0? > 0.. We have

clw —w'| < Lg(Cy) < |w — '],
for some constants ¢, ¢ > 0.

Lemma 27. Consider 6 = w,ul,ug, and @ = w, Wy, why, X)) satisfies w = 1/2, p =
1) H2

—Ho/2+u, P2 = po/2+u, py = —po/2+ U, py = po/2+u, B=1,, po = (Lop )7
u = (u,0" )T, and v/ = (@,0%_))T. We have

» Up—1 » Up—1
i —T| < Ly(Cy) < i — T,

for some constants ¢, ¢ > 0.

Lemma 28. Denote € = % We have

o2
inf  sup sup P| max [RE(W(CA('“)) — Rg(k)*(cg(k)*)] >C—mm — | >
{CWYE | S:18]>s (09" keS maxXg=1:x Mk

S

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 Og D
@|5| U @|s| s U ®|S| 85 where

= 5(k) k k k ~
@S,w = {{0 }k:ES : ,LL& ) = 11?/\/_ IJ’g ) = —,ng = = M, E(k) = Ipaw(k) € (Cwa 1-— Cw)}a

ray 5(k) k k k
Osp = {10 hhes 20 = L w® = 2 P v 1o < Ml = —l?
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(%) <h}
minmax |8 ~ Bll2 < kg,

(k) 1 ) 1

oy ak) 1 k k k k
Ogs = {{9 bhes 1 20 = I, w® = 5 ||.U/§ )||2 \Y% Hué )”2 <M, py”’ = —Elto,#g = gt + u,

Jull < 1.

Recall the mis-clustering error for GMM associated with parameter set @ of any classifier C
is Rg(C) = ming.(1.2)(1,2y Pg(C(Z) # 7(Y')). To help the analysis, following Azizyan et al.
(2013) and Cai et al. (2019), we define a surrogate loss Lg(C) = min .(1,9-11,2) Pg(C(Z) #
m(C4(2))), where Cy is the Bayes classifier. Suppose o = 1/0.005.

(i) We want to show

_inf  sup sup P U {Re(k)* (é\(k)) — Rg(k)*<cé(k)*) >(C ﬁ} >
(O S18125 (39°), se@s  \ hes V ns

S

(E.50)

|

Consider S = 1 : K and space Oy = {{9 }k L2k = Ip,w =1/2, M1 = l-'l’lvl‘l'gk) —
B, [|pall2 V[ p2f[2 < M} And

LHS of (E.50) > Anf sup IP(R @ (CM) — Ry (Cyes) > O /n£>
s

Let r = ¢y/p/ng < 0.001 with some small constant ¢ > 0. For any g € RP, denote
distribution N (p, I,) + 3N (—p, I,) as P,,. Consider a r/4-packing of 7S~ {v]} . By
Lemma 2, N > 4P~1. Denote f1 ,u,] = (0, ; ) € R?, where o = 1/0.005. Then by deﬁnmon
of KL divergence and Lemma 8.4 in Cai et al. (2019),

KL (H o Qs [ Pa -@s> = > mKL(Pg, [Py
kesS kesS kesS

<ng-8(1+ )i, — fyll;
< 32(1 + 02)ngr?

2(p—1
< 32(1 + o2)ng - 2201
ng
< 32(1+ 0%)c?

log N.
log 2 &

For simplicity, we write Lg with 0 cOyand gy = —ps = p as L,,. By Lemma 8.5 in Cai
et al. (2019),

2 2
Lo (Yot I plle o L s 1/4 -
2 22 V2 Vo2 +1?
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where g(x) = ¢(z)[¢(z) — 2®(z)]. The last inequality holds because Vo2 4 72 > /20 and
g(v/o?+1r2/2) > 0.15 when r? < ¢? = 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,

Lal€) 4 L (€) > L3 (C) — JKUPa )22 20 —r = [E (B30

For any c , consider a test ¢* = argmin;_;.y Lg (C(l)) Therefore if there exists jg such
that LﬁjO(C( ) < o /%, then by (E.51), we must have * = j,. Let C; < ¢/2, then by
Fano’s lemma (Corollary 6 in Tsybakov (2009))

inf sup P L§<1>*(a1)) > Chy /ﬁ > inf sup P| Lz (é?l)) > (4 /£
c {9(k>* 69 ng ca) j=1:N ns
0
> inf sup <¢ %])
CW j=1:N
> inf sup (@b #* j)
P j=L:N

log 2
log N log 2

>

|

when p > 2 and ¢ = /%. Then apply Lemma 25 to get the (E.50).
(ii) We want to show

inf  sup sup P U {RB(W(@(’“)) R0 (Cf(;m) > ChA ﬁ} >
{C(k)}k 1 S: |S|>S {e(k)*}k SEés,ﬁ kesS
Qs

Fixing an S and a Qg. Suppose 1 € S. We have

LHS of (E52) > inf  sup P R..(CM) — R (Coe) > Ch A /L], (E53)
C) —(k)« — o o o
{e }(665695,5
S

Let r = h/\(c\/p/nl) AM with a small constant ¢ > 0. For any pu € R, denote distribution
TN (. I,) + 3N (—p, I,) as P,. Consider a r/4-packing of rS?~'. By Lemma 2, N > 4P~

Denote p; = (o, j) € RP. WLOG, assume M > 2. Let N1) =p = (0,0,_1)7 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.

103



(iii) We want to show

log K 1
Jinf  sup sup P U {Re”“)*(é(k)) ~ 0+ (Cgo) = ChA 0 } =
{c(k)}szl S:|S|>s {E(k)*}keséés,ﬁ keS "

Qs

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

log K 1

_inf  sup sup P U {Re(k)*(ak)) — Rg(k)*(cg(k)*) >C o8 } > —.

{CWY, 8128 50y, cBy. \ ks g 4
Qs

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

~ log K 1
inf  sup sup IP’( U {Re(k)*(c(k)> — Ry (Cy0-) 2 C og }) > T

Pk)VK . — (k)% — n
{C( )}k:1 S:|S|>s {0<k) thes€Oss kesS k
Qs

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 ¢ and ¢9 be the density of N'(u, X) and N (—p, X), respectively. Denote
ng(z) = (l_éigllz;‘fi%;Q(z) and S¢ = {z € R? : C(z) = 1} for any classifier C. Note that
Se, = {z € R? : (1 —w)¢i1(2) > wea(2)}. 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 7 to be the identity function. If 7 is not identity in the
definition of Rg(C), for example, we can define S¢ = {z € R? : C(z) = 2} instead and all
the following steps still follow.
By definition,

Py(C(z) #y) = (1 —w) y prdz +w s Podz,

Pg(Cq(2) #y) = (1 —w) prdz +w | ¢padz,
Séa Scy
which leads to

P3(C(=) # ) ~ Pa(Colz) #1) = |

Scz\Se

(1 —w)p1 — weps)dz + / [wpy — (1 —w)epy]|dz

S& \Sg
cg\ c
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- / (1 = )61 — winldz
chASc

= Ean(t-w)gr +uwse [ |277§(z) — 1 H(chASC)}
> 2t - Py (S, ASc, [2n5(2) — 1] > 2t)

= 2t [Pg(Sc, ASe) — Pg(|2mg(2) — 1] < 2t)]
> 2t [ Sc ASC - Cﬂ

—_

S PE(Se, A5),

[\D

where we let t = 5-Pg(Sc, ASe) with ¢ = 1+ %. This completes the proof. The last
second inequality depends on the fact that

Pg(lng(z) —1/2| <) < ct,
holds for all £ < 1/(2¢). This is because

Py(lng(z) —1/2[ < 1)
=t (s (5) e () < e (G00) <1 (15 v (531))
=Pe(10g (%) +log (L;E) < (1= p2)' 27 <z - “1;“2>
<log (%) + log (1 i_ gi) )
= %]P’e(log (%) + log (%) N(A?/2,A%) < log (1 ww) + log (it—;ﬁ) )

1 w 1—-2t w 142t
o _ 1 2 <1
+2P9<log<1_w>+ og<1 2t> N(=A%/2,A%) og(1 w)+10g(1—2t>>

(E.54)
1 1+ 2t 1—2¢
< Ntog (22 —10g (——2
= Vano {Og<1—2t) Og(l+2t>]
1 8t
S .
V2ro 1—2t
<, (E.55)

when ¢ < 1/(2¢). Note that (E.55) implies that a binary GMM under the separation
assumption A 2 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
Lg(Cy) = (1— w)By (Cal=) # Cy ()] = 1) + uPy (Cal=) £ Cy(2)]z = 2)

o o) s )

+wP(bg(1?;)jEN%—AWZA%fgbg(T%—)> (E.56)

w
< 1 | w 4 w'’
T\ 20 8 1 —w 8 1—w

1
V27wl — cp)o
On the other hand,

- Jw — W'l

1 1 1—c 1 2 w w'
E56) > —— . —— 1 w —M? log [ —— ) —1
( 56)_\/%%:2 eXp{ 02{08;( Cw )+2 Cz} Hog(l—w) Og(l—w

> ! ! {1 (l_c“’)+1M2 ]2 w — |
~exps ——— |lo —M*=c w—w'|,
T V2rMese,(1 — ¢y) P 202 | 8 Cw 2 =
which completes the proof. ]

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

~72
inf  sup sup ]P(max Lf(m*(é\(k)) > Cl€—> > i
{ﬁ(k)}szl S:|S|>s {a(k)*}kesegs kes 0 maxg—1.x Nk 10
S

For any p € RP, denote distribution A (p,I,) + N(—p, I,) as P,. For simplicity, we
write Lz with @ satisfying gy = —ptg = p, w = 1/2 and ¥ = I, as L,,. Consider L,(C,)
as a loss function between p and g’ in Lemmas 21 and 22. Considering ||p||2 = ||¢/||2 = 1,
by Lemma 15, note that

np || P&k < . 12
max KL(F,™[|P,") < 8 max ny, - [|p — pf3.

By Lemma 8.5 in Cai et al. (2019), this implies for some constants ¢, C' > 0
sup { Lu(Cr) + max KL(PE™ [P*) < (2/(1 - ) |
> — 'l - @ni || PEY < (& /(1 — 2}
> sup {cll — 2 - max KL(P™|[PE™) < (2/(1- 7))

> sup {ellpe — o'l + 8 ma i - | — /|3 < (@/(1 - )}

e
=C- .
v MaXg=1.K Tk
Then apply Lemmas 21 and 22 to get the desired bound. ]
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E.6 Proof of Theorem 5

Denote & = maxges ming,—s1 1B — BO*||; = maxies([|BP0 — BE*|, A [ BHO) +
(k)*||2)' WLOG, assume S ={1,...,s}and r; = 1 forall k € S. Hence { = maxyes ||5(k)[0]_
)|y, For any k' =1,...,s, define

P = (Tl TR TRt Ly ey Ty Tstdy o s TK),s
A ~~ N ~~ A -~
=1 =1 outlier tasks
/
P = (11, L L P TR,
S —

outlier tasks

"
= (=1, =1, =1, =1 T, TR
N————

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
r,=1forallkeS or 7,=—-1forallkes.

Otherwise, according to (E.57), if #{k € S : 7, = —1} < |s/2], by replacing the first s
entries of 7 with 1, we get a different alignment whose score is smaller than the score of
7, which is contracdicted with the definition of 7. If #{k € S : r, = —1} > |s/2], based
n (E.58), by replacing the first s entries of 7 with —1, we get a different alignment whose
score is smaller than the score of 7, which is again contracdicted with the definition of 7.
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

K K 14 s
scorer) —score(r') = 3° 3" B0 — GO, 423 30 BRI 1 G,

ki1=1ko=1 k1=1 ko=k'+1
14 K
F230 30 1B g, B,
k1=1ko=s+1
S DD B I LIRS S o T
k1= lkz 1 k1=1ko=k'+1
230 30 =B
k1=1 ko=s+1
4 s K K
:22 Z ||5(k:1)[0]+5(kz)[0]||2+22 Z |80 1 gy 3210,
k1=1ko=k'+1 k1=1 ko=s+1

(1) )
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—9 Z Z |B*00 — gk)l0))|, o Z Z — B0l RO,

J/

k1 1 ko=k'+1 k1 1 ko=s+1
R @
(E.59)
And
K s R R R R
— Z Z (|| BEI0 4 gL, — || FRDI0] _ Gk)I0]|,)
k=1 ko=k'+1
K s
>3 D (IB% 80|y — 8% — gl — 46)
k1=1 ko=k'+1
K s
>3 ) @I8% s — 284 -8R, — 4¢)
k1=1 ko=k'+1
k/
= k)Y 1BY |2 = 4K (s = K)hg — 4K'(s — K)E,
ki=1
KoK R
(2) -2 ==Y > 218", > —2(K -5 Z 1B%% ]l — 2K (K — s)¢.
k1=1 ko=s+1 ki=1
Combining all these pieces,
score(r) — SCOre('r’)
2(2s — k' — Z 185 ||y — 4k' (s — K')hy, — 2K (K — 5)& — 4K (s — k')¢
k=1
> o [(23 = i [~ 25 = K, = (5 = )6 = 25— K]
€
3
> 2k {(53 — K) r]?lgl 1892 — 2sh,, — (K — s)& — 255] (E.60)
S
>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 5 = MaXiecg min’/‘k:ﬂ:l ”rkB(k)[o] _ 6(k)*||2 — manES(HB(k)M — ﬁ(k)*||2 A ||B\(k)[0] +

BHF*||y). WLOG, assume S = {1,...,s}andr} = 1forall k € S. Hence £ = maxcg |3k —

®)*||y. For any k' = 1,...,sp,, define

r = (7’1,...,T‘k/,Tkurl,...,7’8,7"8+1,...,T’K),
\ . ~ 7 \u ~~ NG >y
=1

~-
=-—1 outlier tasks
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!/ !/
T = (71, Tl 1, Thrs ThIA s« « s Ty Tstly e« o s TK)-
\ . 7 o IV >y

~
=—1 =1 outlier tasks

By the definition of p,, we must have #{k € S : 7, = —1} = sp, or #{k € S :rp, =1} =
spe. If #{k € S :r, = —1} = sp, 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 7
to decrease the mis-alignment proportion p,. Then after the for loop, the mis-alignment
proportion p, will become zero, which means the correct alignment is achieved. The case
that #{k € S : 7, = 1} = sp, can be similarly discussed.

Now we derive (E.62). Similar to the decomposition in (E.59), we have

k-1

score(r) — score(r’) =2 3" [0+ G0, #2380 - B0

k k' +1

J/

N~ hd

1) (2)

D S LR L

k=s+1
3
k'—1

2 ) 1BV BE, 2 Y B4 B0,

k: k'+1 k= )

(i @
K

—9 Z ||§(k/)[0] _Tkg(k)m]“z‘

k=s+1

3)
Note that

s

()= (1) = 3 (IB¥ + FOOY, — 5 — FOO,)

k=k'+1
> Y (IB%) + B9y — |8%) — BE |, — 4¢)
k=k'+1
> > (218%7 |, = 2I8%" — 8P|, — 4¢)
k=k'+1
> (5 = K)(2)1B*" s — 4hg — 48),
K —1
(2) = (2 = = > 2IB*y > —2(k — 1)[|B%"||, — 2(K — 1)¢,
k=1
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K

(3) = (3) == Y 2%y > —2(K — 5)||B*)"||, — 2(K — s)¢.
k=s+1
Putting all pieces together,

score(r) — score(r')

> 9 [(23 — o — K+ 1) 8%y — 2s — K)hg — (s — K + K — 1)5]
> [(25 — 25pa — F)||B*)*||5 — 2shs — 2(s + K¢ (E.63)
>

where (E.63)

5o
—
=
=)
g
S~—

olds because 1 < k' < sp, 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
Beon (017) = {60 = {w, 8,0} s w, € [ew/2,1 =0 /2, |B=BY" ]2 < GA, [§ =007 < A},
for which we may shorthand as B.,, in the following.
For GMM z ~ (1 — w*)N (p}, ¥*) + w*N(ps, X*) and any 6 = (w, 3, 9), define

wexp{BTz -4} B
1 —w+wexp{BTz —¢,} () = Ebe(=)];

Yo(z) =

o _E1=%(z)z] o Eho(2)
pi(6) = — ) 2(6)
E[1 —76(2)] [e(2)]
Lemma 29. Suppose Assumption 3 holds.
(1) With probability at least 1 — T,
log(1/71
sup Z%m) E[vg0 (2 \/ T &l /
0<O)EBC0n
18(0) —3(0)* ||, <£(©0)
(1) With probability at least 1 — T
IS 0)) (20T (O\T 2(0) p  [|log(1/7)
_ \ \ | < 0) =+ o’ 7
o no;%m(zz )18~ Elgo (2)(z7) 8] 5 €74 - o
180~ BO* <€

(111) With probability at least 1 — T,

sup
0(0> EBCGTL
||5<0)_5<0)*||2§5(0>

B
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E.8.2 Main proof of Theorem 11
WLOG, in Assumptions 3.(iii) and 3.(iv), we assume

o HB 0 — g0y v !;5\(0)[0] — 60 < 0,AO) with a sufficiently small constant Cj;
o |WO0 — 0¥ < ¢, /2.

(I) Case 1: We first consider the case that h > C', /. Consider an event £ defined to be

the intersection of the events in Lemma 29, with ¢¥) = a large constant C, which satisfies
P(£) > 1 — 7. Throughout the analysis in Case 1, we condition on &, therefore all the

arguments hold with probability at least 1 — 7.
Similar to our analysis in the proof of Theorem 1, conditioned on &£, we have
1O — 0| < H3d<§<0>{t—1179<o>*) 4+
mae |1 — p"|l> < w011, 007) + (E.65)

[(ZOM — 53030, < g (gO=11 g0 4 (E.66)

Hence

- * ~(0)[t—1 ~(0)[t—1 * ~ *
IO — (@ = m” )l S (SO0 = SO By + ma [ — )l

< KIAOO gOry 4 [P

By Lemma 7, we have

GO _ g < (SO gOx _ O-1] _ 5O-1]
18 B2 S N(EOBO — (" — ), +W—O

D A

< k(OO 9O 4 \/_

Combining these results, we have

)\[t]

d(OO1 9%y < Ca(@O-1 g+ 4 ¢ [ L - C/\/_

By the construction of )\([)t], we know that

t

e R G/ R
Ko
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implies that

d(é(O)[t})g(O)*) < (Clig)td<é\(o)[o],0(o)*) Lo / _|_ C/Z // t—t!

t’l

< (%)td(é\(())[017 0(0)*) + o™ /n£ + C”/t(/ﬁlg)t
0
<))+ |2
o

which is the desired rate. The bound of max,_y. || i — !5 and [|EO — £O+||, can
be derived similar to (E.65) and (E.66).

(IT) Case 2: Next, we consider the case that h < C',/ n%. According to Assumption 3, we

have /£ < /298K 1t 5 easy to see that the analysis in part (I) does not depend on the
no maXges Nk

condition h > C', /. Hence we have proved the desired bounds of max,_1. || gt (0 |2

and HZ i _— 30« || Denote t; as an integer such that tokf =< | /£ When 1 <t <,

the bound in part (I) is the desired bound since the term ¢x domlnates the other terms.
Let us consider the case t =ty + 1.
Consider an event £ defined to be the event of

_ , log K log K
1B™ = B0y < ht [ 4 [ [ B8R g minmy
Ny ng maxg—1:g Nk kesS

Note that since h < C/ %ﬁsﬁk by part (II) of the proof of Theorem 1, we know that
P(E) >1—C(K™ +exp{—C’p}). And & implies that

[ log K / / log K /
maXgegs Mk ng maXg=1.x Nk g

where the second inequality comes from Assumption 3.
Also consider another event £” defined to be the intersection of the events in Lemma
29, with £ = C'[h + /==K e EQ/M}, which satisfies P(£") > 1 — 7.

maXges Mk ns maxg=1:K Nk

Throughout the analysis in Case 1, we condition on £ NE' NE”, therefore all the arguments
hold with probability at least 1 — 7 — C'(K ! + exp{—C'p}).

Note that A > Cyp > C'l[B" = BO"[l2 and A} = C/p = C'y/img|(EO1) B0
(ﬁéO)[t—l] _ ﬁgO)[t_l})HQ- Hence by Lemma, 77 we have B\(O)[t] _ B[T] thus

log K + log K
1BOY — gOx, < g |82 JP o f PTOER
maxgeg Nk ns maXg=1:x Nk
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Similar to the analysis in part (II) in the proof of Theorem 1, we have

|w(0)[t | < /{//d(e(o [t—1] 0(0 +§ / /
< k1d(@O-1 9O )+§+,/
[0 0% < k(811 90 +£+§,/ \/

//d(e )[t— 1]0 )_+_§+ [ —
no
Putting all pieces together,

AOOH 9Oy < (@O 9Oy [ 18K P prlel 1
7 - ’ maXpegs Nk ng maxg=1:K Nk no

We can continue this analysis from ¢ =ty + 1 to ty + 2, and so on. Hence for any t' > 1,
we have

d(0( )to+t'] 00 < (C,{”)t’d(é\(o)[to] 00"+ C'h+C' _logK el a
0 ’ maXges Mg ngs
log K 1
Cley| LX088 o [~
maXg=1.K Mk L
I\ 190)te] p(0) / / log K ;| D
< (ky)' d(@ 00+ C'h+ O | ———— + C' | —
maxges Nk ns
log K 1
Cley| 288 Lo |2
maXg=1.K Tk L
/ log K
< (' + to) (k)"0 + C'h 4 Oy | —2— - | 2
maXxges Mg ng
/ log K /1
C/E p + Og _|_ Ol —,
maxg—1:.x Nk o
where the last inequality holds because tj is chosen to be the integer satisfying tq(rg)" =<

/2 > q(gOk] g0,
no

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. O
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E.9 Proof of Theorem 13
E.9.1 Lemmas
Recall

— —(k) —
@;(h) = {{0 }ke{o}us = {( (k)al-‘fg )7M§k)’ 23(k))}ke{o}us 9% ¢ @arl?gg( ||6(k) - 6(0)”2 < h}.

Lemma 30. When ng > C'p with some constant C' > 0, we have

1

inf sup sup P d(O(O ) > Oy + Cih A + Ch > —

9(0) n —|— n n 10°
S |S‘>S {e(k) }kG{O}USEGS S 0 0

Qs

Lemma 31. Denote € = Ks_s. Then

~ € 1 1
inf sup sup P d(69, 00 > ( ‘ A Coy [ — > —.
60 S:|S|>s (k) = VINaxXg=1.x Nk o 10

=7{0""" }reioyus€Os

Qs

Lemma 32 (The second variant of Theorem 5.1 in Chen et al. (2018)). Given a series of
distributions {{]P’ék)}fzo : 0 € ©}, each of which is indexed by the same parameter 6 € ©.
Consider x® ~ (1 — E)P((,k) 4+ eQ® independently for k =1 : K and ® ~ Péo). Denote

the joint distribution of {x™}E  as Peo,qowyx y- Then
~ -~ 9
inf sup Peoowyx ) (||9 -0 > C’w'(e,@)) > —,
o  6co 20

{QWHE

where w'(€,0) = sup {||91 — 05| : maxy—1.x drv (ng),Pg;)) <€/(1—- a,dTv(Pé?),Pég)) <
1/20}.
Lemma 33. Consider two data generating mechanisms:

(i) ) ~ (1 — ?)]P’((,k) + @QW independently for k = 1 : K and x© ~ ]P’((,O), where
P _ K-s.
K

(1) With a preserved set S C 1: K, generate {x™}icge ~ Qg and x®) ~ Pék) indepen-
dently for k € S. And © ~ IP’éO).

Denote the joint distributions of {x®}E in (i) and (ii) as Peoowyrs ) and Pspq),
respectively. We claim that if

~ K—s 9
/
mosu P oo (”9_9” = < 50K ’@)> = 50

M,
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then

~ K —s 1
inf sup supP 0—0 20@"( ,@))2—,
o sz|5|2595§ (5:0:09) (” | 50K 10

S

where @'(€,0) = sup {[|6h — b5 : maxy_1.x KL(IPEJ?HP&?) < [e/(1 -9, KL(]P’é?)HIPg;)) <
1/400} for any € € (0,1).

Lemma 34. When ng > C'p with some constant C' > 0, we have

S 1
inf sup sup P I2Q -z, >0, /L) > =
53(0) 5:8|>s 09"} e (0105 €05 I 10
Qs
E.9.2 Main proof of Theorem 13

E.9.3 Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 30. It’s easy to see that @:g D) @ng U @;ﬁ U @;75, where

= 7k) k k k
@S,w = {{0 }kE{O}US : l‘l’g ) = 117/\/57 l-‘l’é ) = _’J’g )7 E(k) = Ipvw(k) € (C’UH 11— Cw)}7

— —(k) 1 k k
&5 = {10 Ycopus : 2 = L, w® = 2 1Plla v 1l < M. max 8% — B < A},

1

5 ) 1w A .
Os6 = {{0 Yreqous : B = L, w = 2’ 12 v 187 ll2 < M, ) = ko

1
Ngk) = oHo +u, flullz < 1}‘

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

: 2 * 2 * 1
it sup Pow@—mvaw@+wmmz0 : )Zz

0(0) —(k)x — ng +n
0 @" Yhe(0}us€Os. g S 0

By Lemma 4, 3 a quadrant Q, of R? and a r/8-packing of (rS?) N Q, under Euclidean

norm: {g;}%,, where r = (cy/p/(ns +n9)) A M < 1 with a small constant ¢ > 0 and
N > (3)pgrt = 2 x 4771 > 277! when p > 2. For any p € RP, denote distribution
IN(u, I,) + IN(—p, I,) as P,,. Then

. ~ _ [Z
LHS > inf  sup P(\Iu—uHMkuHz 20\/—)
K pe(rSP)NQy ng

>inf  sup P - pll>Cy /2 ) (E.67)
B ope(rSP)NQy ns
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where the last inequality holds because it suffices to consider estimator p satistying p(X) €
(rSP) N Q, almost surely. In addition, for any @, y € Q,, ||z — yll2 < ||z + y||2.
By Lemma 15,

kel CIL Ereos) 11 P Qs )= 3 KL Py

ke{o}us ke{0}us ke{o}us
< > e Sl lElIA; — Ayl
ke{0}us
< 32(ns + no)r2
2(p—1
< 32ngc? - M
ns + no
64c?
< log N.
~ log2 ©8
By Lemma 3,
log2  64c¢? 1 11
LHS of (E.67) > 1 — — >1_- - __>"Z
of ( )2 logN log2 — p—1 44

when C' = ¢/2, p > 3 and ¢ = v/log2/16.
(i) By fixing an S and a Qg, we want to show

-~ -~ 1
it sup P(Hﬁ(m—ﬂ@*nzv||ﬂ<°>+ﬂ<0>*||2zc[m(c nﬂ)]}) > 1

6 " }re{0jus €O
(E.68)

By Lemma 4, 3 a quadrant Q, of R? and a r/8-packing of (rSP~!) N Q,, under Euclidean
norm: {5j}§\]:1, where 7 = h A (¢y/p/no) AN M < 1 with a small constant ¢ > 0 and
N > (%)p_18p_2 = % x 4P=2 > 2772 when p > 3. WLOG, assume M > 2. Denote
i, = (1,907 e R?. Let pi" = = (1,0,-1)" for all k € S and p{"" = p = (1,9) with
9 € (r877') N Q,. For any p € RP, denote distribution N (u, I,) + tN(—p, I,) as P,,.
Then similar to the arguments in (i),

LHS >inf sup P ||ﬁ—u||2A||a+u||2zo[hA ( £)]
B 9e(rsP—1)nQ,
/J':(lvﬁ)T

>inf sup P Hﬁ—NH2ZC[h/\ (c 2)} .
B 9e(rsr—1)nQ, o

p=(1,9)"

Then by Lemma 15,

&1 Xn
KL (Pﬁjo e -@S‘

kesS

]P’%;O : H PE QS> = noKL(Pg, |Pg, )
keS
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< no - 8l 3117 — B3

< 32ngr?
3(p— 2
S 32n002 . M
no
96¢2
< 2 logN,
log 2

when ny > (2 V M~2)p and p > 3. By Fano’s lemma (See Corollary 2.6 in Tsybakov
(2009)),

log2  96¢2 1 1
— > 1 Z
logN  log2 — p—2 4

when C'=1/2, p > 4 and ¢ = /(log 2)/384.

(iii) We want to show

1 1
inf sup sup IP)(W(O) — w(o)*| > Cy/ —) > .
Nno 4

p0) g. — ()% _
60 5:/5]2s {9(k> }ke{o}useels,w
Qs

LHS of (E.68) > 1 —

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

~ 1 1
inf sup sup IP’<|5(O) — 5O >0/ — | >~
00 5:15|>s (5> no 4

Yre{ojus€9s.s

Qs

The argument is similar to (ii).

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

Proof of Lemma 31. Let € = =2 and €@ = KI;S. Since s/K > ¢ > 0, € < €. Denote

Ts = {Wlicinus : p* € RE maxges [|[p® — p@|2 < h/2, |u®]2 < M}. For any
p € R, denote distribution N (p, I,) + 3N (—p, I,) as Py, and denote [], g Pi&’; as

Pruty,eq- 1t suffices to show

~ / 1 1 1
ijlf sSup sSup P(HH(O) - M(O)*HQ > (01? m—) A (CQ —)> > E
0(0) 5:S|>s {§(k>*}ke{o}us€@s AXg=1:K Mk o

Qs

where P = Pff{é? Prumyes - Qs
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For any p € R, denote distribution N (p, I,) + N(—p, I,) as P,. WLOG, assume
M > 1. For any p1, pro € RP with ||fq]|2 = ||p2]|2 = 1, by Lemma 15,

dn n ~ ~ 12
max KL(PE™[[PEI*) < max ny, - 8| — fia|l;.

e

for any &k = 1 : K. Let 8maxj—1.xn - |1 — 23 < (55)%, then ||y — pofs <
-~

C\/=——1——¢ for some constant C' > 0. On the other hand, let KL(PZ"|P5") =
maXg=1:K Nk ®1 w2

8no - |11 — p2|3 < 1/100, then || — fal2 < 1/ 5651 /niO for some constant C' > 0. Then
(E.69) follows by Lemma 33. O

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. O

Proof of Lemma 84. This can be similarly shown by Assouad’s Lemma as in the proof of
Lemma 23. We omit the proof here. m

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 ng > Cp and AO > " > 0 with some constants C,C' >0. We

have

. 1 1
inf sup sup P Ry (C?) = Ry (Cyon) = Cr—o— + Coh® A2 4 — | > —.
C0) 5:|8|>s 0" Y 07050 ng + ng Ng Mg 10

Qs

Lemma 36. Denote € = K;S. We have

~12 1 1
inf sup sup P (RO(O)* (é\(o))—Ra(o)* (Cg(o)*) > (Ol 6—) A (02 _) > > —.

C(0) a. — (k)% — —1-
Cl9) s:18|>s @" }ke{o}us€9(sT) maxXg=1:.x Nk

Qs

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 iEIthe gloof of_I;emma_ /35.
Recall the definitions and proof idea of Lemma 30. We have O4 D @S,w U @s,ﬁ U @S,67
where

=/ (k) k k k
@S,w = {{0 }kE{O}US : Hg ) = 110/\/57 ,Ué ) = —Hg )7 E(k) = Ipaw(k) € (Cwa 1— Cw)}7

=/ (k) 1 k k
S5 = {10 s : B9 = Lw® = = u]lo v 11§l < M, max |89 — B, < A},

=Y k) 1 k k k 1
O = { 0" bectpus - 0 = 1w = 5 o v 0 < Mg = G,

) = o +u Juls < 1)

Recall the mis-clustering error for GMM associated with parameter set @ of any classifier
Cis Rg(C) = ming.(1,2)(1,2y Pg(C(Z) # 7(Y')). To help the analysis, following Azizyan et al.
(2013) and Cai et al. (2019), we define a surrogate loss Lg(C) = ming.(1,2311,9) Pg(C(Z) #
m(C5(2))), where Cy is the Bayes classifier. Suppose o = 1/0.005.

(i) We want to show

1
inf sup sup ]P(Rg(o)* (é\(o)) - R§<0)*(C§(o>*) Z C P > Z Z (E.70)

C(0) g. — (k) —
CO) S:[8125 gy, o)L se@ly ns + Mo

Qs

: = —(k)
Consider S = 1 : K and space O, = {{0( o 2mW = L w® = 1/2, 5 =yl =
po, [[pll2 V [|p2ll2 < M} And

LHS of (E.50) > inf  sup P R.0.(C?) = R0 (Cor-) > Cy | —L— ).
CO) —(kyxy e = o o 6 ng + No
{6°7 1 1€90

Let 7 = ¢y/p/(ns + ny) < 0.001 with some small constant ¢ > 0. For any p € RP, denote
distribution N (p, I)) + 5N (—p, I,,) as P,. Consider a r/4-packing of rSP~': {v;}L,. By
Lemma 2, N > 4P~ Denote p; = (o, EJT)T € R?, where 0 = v/0.005. Then by definition
of KL divergence and Lemma 8.4 in Cai et al. (2019),

< I1 o

ke{0}us

11 PLt Qs | = > nKL(Pg, [|Pg,,)
ke{0}us ke{0}us
< (ng +no) - 8(1+ o) — 13
< 32(1 4 0?)(ng + ng)r?

22— 1)

< 32(1 + o2 :
< 32(1 4 0%)(ng +ng) - c —
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- 32(1 + 0?)c?

log N.
log 2 ©8

For simplicity, we write Lgz with @ € Oy and p; = —py = p as L,,. By Lemma 8.5 in Cai
et al. (2019),

1 Vo? 2 i — [ 1 4
V2 2 [l £ 2 V2 Vo2 +r?

where g(z) = ¢(z)[¢(x) — 2®(z)]. The last inequality holds because vo2 + r2 > /20 and
g(v/o?+1r2/2) > 0.15 when r? < 0% = 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,

/P
Lﬁi (C) + Lﬁj (C) > Lﬁi(cﬁj) - \/KL(PﬁiHPﬁj)/Q >2r—r=c ns + ng’ (E71)

For any CA(O), consider a test ¢* = argmin;_; y Lj, (5(0)). Therefore if there exists jp such
that Ly, ((?(0)) < §4/=%—, then by (E.71), we must have ¥* = jo. Let C} < ¢/2, then by

ng+ng’

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

inf sup P(Le(m*(ao)) > () P ) > inf sup P| Lo (é\(())) > (4 P >

Clo) {E(m*}iioe@f) ng + Ng c) j=1:N

when p > 2 and ¢ = /%. Then apply Lemma 25 to get the (E.70).
(ii) We want to show

~ 1
inf sup sup P Rg(o)*(C(O)) — R0+ (C50-) =2 C (h Ay /ﬁ) > —. (E.72)
CO) 58|55k g 4

}ke{O}USGég,B
Qs
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Fixing an S and a Qg. Suppose 1 € S. We have

LHS of (E.72) > inf sup P(R_0.(C?) = R_o.(Coor) > C (nA /2] ).
{ }ke(éo}use(as&
S

(E.73)
Let r = hA (c\/p/no) AM with a small constant ¢ > 0. For any pu € R, denote distribution
TN (. L)+ sN(—p, I,) as P,. Consider a r/4-packing of rS?~'. By Lemma 2, N > 4P~
Denote p; = (o, j) € R?. WLOG, assume M > 2. Let N1) =p = (0,0,_1)7 for
all k € S and pl” = p = (1,9) with ¥ € (r871) N Q,. 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

1 1

inf sup sup P Ram)*(é\(o ) — R0 (C, <) > ChE N — | > .

CO 55|25 5h)- hec (o105 €8s no 4
Qs

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

1
inf sup sup IEJ><Re(0)*(é\(0)) — R§<k)*(C6(o>*) > Oh,@ N £> > 1
Cl) 5:|5]>s @® Feciopus€Os
Qs

The conclusion can be obtained immediately from (ii), by noticing that @;7 52 @,S, e
Finally, we get the desired conclusion by combining (i)-(iv).

Proof of Lemma 36. By Lemma 25, it suffices to prove

. /\(0) ?2 1 1
inf sup sup Pl L 0(C")>C———— AN — | > —.
ClO) 5:|8]>s ;) = 0 maXp—1:x Mk No 10
=" {0 }ka{o}usees
S

For any p € RP, denote distribution %/\/’ (p, I,) + %./\/' (—p, I,) as P,. For simplicity, we
write Ly with @ satisfying gy = —pg = p, w = 1/2 and ¥ = I, as L,,. Consider L,(C,')
as a loss function between p and g’ in Lemmas 32 and 33. Considering ||pll2 = |||z = 1,
by Lemma 15, note that

max KL(P,™ [[P,") < 8 max ny - || — /|13,
KL(PL™[[P5r) < 8ng - [lpw — p'[l3-
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By Lemma 8.5 in Cai et al. (2019), this implies for some constants ¢, C' > 0
sup { L, (Cr) + max KL [P) < (2/(1— )% KL(S™ |[Pi) < 1/100}
AT n N ~ 2 &n &N,
> sup {efli — 4l + manx KL(BE™ [BS™) < (&//(1 — 2))”, KL(BZ™ [B2°) < 1/100}

> sup {c||u = w2 8 max my - [l — |l < (€/(1 = €))%, 8no - [l — 5 < 1/800}

€ /1
=C- ANy —.
VINaxg=1.K Nk No

Then apply Lemmas 32 and 33 to get the desired bound. [

E.12 Proof of Theorem 15

Denote & = maxge(oyus Ming, —s1 [[rxBH0 — By = maxge(oyus(|BP0 — By A
|BW 4 gk)=|, ). WLOG, assume S = {1,...,s} and rj; = 1 for all k € {0} U S. Hence
€ = maxyeoyus [|B®Y — BR*||,. WLOG, consider 7, = 1 for all k € S (i.e., the tasks in S
are already well-aligned). Consider

(177/:):(\1/_/’17 1 1,7”5+1,...,7"K),
target TST outhe\r, tasks

(—].,'?) = (\—/]-_/,},...,1,%,1‘8_5_1,...,7‘[2).
target TS'r outlit;r, tasks

It suffices to prove that
score((—1,7)) — score((1,7)) > 0.

In fact,

score((—1,7)) — score((1, 7)) —2Z||6 M0 BRI, +2 Z 1B+, 3O

\ k s+1
i} 2]
—2) |BOP k”o]Ha —2 Z | — B 1, G0,
\k::l k: s+1
) 21

where
[1] -1 > (HB + BW|y — |80 — B, — 4€)
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}jmm@w — 2|80 — BW||, — 4¢)
<mw0N|—4h 4€),

and
2] -2 2 4ZWﬂ”M>4( (182 + €).
k=s+1
Hence
score((—1,7)) — score((1,7)) = 2([1] — [1]") + 2([2] — [2])

> 4[(2s — K)|[|B7" |2 — 2sh — (K + s)¢]
>0,

when ||3©*||, > 11 QE)h + 5 ¢ 175-§, which completes our proof.

E.13 Proof of Theorem 7

Define the contraction basin of one GMM as

Beon(0"7) = {6 = {{w, } Ly {8, 1y {010} - w) € (cu/2,1 = cu/2),
18y = Bill2 < G A, |6, — 67| < G A}

And the joint contraction basin is defined as B, ({8® }k s) = ﬂr_l Beon (00*).
For 8 = ({w:};Ly, {8, }is, {0:}7L5) and 0" = ({w;}s, {87110, {01}11,), define

d(0,6') = max{[w, —wi| VB, = Bill2 V |6, — 6,[}.

E.13.1 Lemmas
For GMM z ~ 2% w* A (e, £*) and any 6, define

wyexp{Blz —6,}
w + 0w exp{BTz —6,}

Denote w,(0) = E[Wér)(z)] and u,(0) = ]E[? (7‘)(( ))]]

wq
wy + Zf:2 w, exp{BLz — 5,4}.

(%) = r=2:R 9y(z) =

Lemma 37 (Contraction of multi-cluster GMM). When Cj, < cc;/ ? with a small constant
c>0 and A > Clog(csMc,') with a large constant C' > 0, there exist positive constants
C'" >0 and C" > 0, for any 0 € Beon(0%),

0,(60) — )] < C'exp{—C"A% - d(6,6°), |1,(8) — iz < C'expf{—C"A%} - d(6.6"),

where C" exp{—C"A*} < kg < 1 with a constant k.
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Lemma 38 (Vectorized contraction of Rademacher complexity, Corollary 1 in Maurer
(2016)). Suppose {€ir}icpm)rer and {€}i—, are independent Rademacher variables. Let F
be a class of functions f : R? — S C RR and h : § — R is L-Lipschitz under {y-norm, i.e.,

\h(y) — h(y)| < Llly — y'||2, where y = (y1,...,yr)", ¥ = (W},....yg)" €S. Then

EsupZel (x;) <\/_LEsupZZver x;),

feF .= feF .21 =1

where f.(x;) is the r-th component of f(z;) € S C RE.

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
1 K
, / o8 (E.74)

o L350 - Bl

o(k>EBCOH
185 =B <™

forallk € Sandr € 1: R, Wlth probability at least 1 — C'K ~2. Denote the LHS as W. By

changing one observation z , denote the new W as W". Smce fy(g )( ) is bounded for all

z € RP, we know that |V — W’ | < 1/ng. Then by bounded difference inequality, we have

Tog K
W <EW + 4/ 252
ng

with probability at least 1 — C"K 2. On the other hand, by symmetrization,

2 (k (r) k
EW < —E.E, sup E 79(k>
nk e(k)eBcon =1
18 —B |l a<e®
Note that 7, w-exp{(B)Tz—6"y (BT 20" tlogw —loguwiV}
ote tha 79@)( z) = ONE SN ) N, _s(F) R QI Q) &) _ ®y
+Zr o Wy eXP{(,@ Tz—6") 142 E, exp{(B) T 26" +log w® —log wi™}

@({(Bﬁk))Tz — 6 4 log w® — 1og wy )} t,), where p(x) = —2®l)___ ig 4 1-Lipschitz
r 14577 5 exp{z,}
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function (w.r.t. fo-norm). By Lemma 38,

9 g 1 n R
k k
—E.E, sup Zef )’yé?m ()| < —E.E, sup Z e gh
nk B(k)eBcon i=1 nk 0<k)eBcon =1 r=2
18 B o <e®) 185 B |l <e®
1 R N
k k
5 — Z EzEe sup Z €§T)Q§T) ’
nk r=2 e(k)eBcon =1

1BY) gl ||, <e®

where ¢") = ( ﬁk))Tzi(k) 5 +logw —log w1 . It follows that

wr

1 =
—E.E s[> el
N e(k)eBcon =1
185 =B |2 <e®
1 -
< _]Ez,e sup Z ng) (ﬁfﬂk»Tzz(k)
T o(k)eBcon =1
18 =B o <™
1 =
+ —E. sup Z egf)(éﬁk) —logw™ + log w%k))
g 0 €Beon i1
18 -8 2 <e®
1 N k .
B s Sl (BY) (Y -t
k 1B =B a<e® | =1
1 ad
+—E..  sup e (BM)T
TR e —p < |21
1 o
+ —E. sup Z el(-f)(éﬁk) —logw® + log wi)
T 60| <u i=1
cw/2<w® <1—cy /2
¢ NG IRCE Lo NS0 gm0 _ 6
< =—E.c sup Z‘Eir 'U/JT(Zi — )*) + —E.. Z Eir (:37( )*) (% — )*)
n j=LN |73 k i—1
(E.75)
where p®* = Y1 w® {'u,]} Y isa 1/2-cover of S*! with N = 57, and {¢/"u] (z(k)

p)re LW gaT (zi(k)—u(k) )}7%, and {e )% are all sub-Gaussian processes. Then

by the property of sub-Gaussian variables,

RHS of (E.75) < £, / log K




Putting all the pieces together, we obtain W < ¢*) % + logK with probability at least

1—CK™2.
The second bound we want to show is

Zwkz ['yg(m ) — Bl (2 ())]}

kesS i=1

p+ K
Nng '

IS

sup sup —
{6¢ }keSEBcon |wg | <1 ngs

Denote the LHS as W’. Again by bounded difference inequality,

W <EW +C, )L,
ng

with probability at least 1 —C" exp{—C"p}. It remains to control EW’. By symmetrization,

Z Z wk%m

2
EW < —E sup sup

s {g(k)}kESEBcon ‘wk|<1 keS i=1
Denote
o (@, {(B1)" 2 = 01" +logwf® —loguw;”}[L,)
r k
= wk”Yéu)c)( ( ))
_ = exp{ (B Tz — 6% +logw® — logw!®}
1+ 355, en{(87) 2 = 67 +logul” —logu”}
which is C-Lipschitz w.r.t. (w {(Br ) ®) 4 1og w® —1og w® R,)asa R- dimensional

vector with a constant C'. Denote g(k) ( ﬁk))Tzi(k) — M 4 log w™ logw . A direct
application of Lemma 38 implies that

Z Z wwo

1
—E sup sup

S {oM)}eseB: 1TkI<T | 1g i
1

5 n_E §up E E wkezl + n_ ZE sup Zzgzr Cir
5 |wgl<1 keS i=1 S =2 {6(")}reseBLE kesS i=1

By a similar argument involving covering number as before, we can show that

Z Z wkezl Z Z gzr ir

keS i=1 keS =1

p+ K
ng )

1
—E sup
s |ayl<1

N

+N_SZZ]E sup

{O(k)}kGSGBcon

Therefore W < 4 /’% with probability at least 1 — C" exp{—C"p}..
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The third bound we want to show is

T k‘ k T *
s -—-§j A ] ()T — B[t A () () 3%
18* ﬁ<%gc||°;<£<k>

< f(k [P logK

for all k € S and r = 1 : R, with probability at least 1 — C'(K~2 + K~'e~“"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 w, first, and only sketch the different
part for the proof of contraction of u, because the proofs are quite similar.
Part 1: Contraction of |w,(0) — w|:

First, note that w,(6*) = w! and w,.(0*) = pr. Therefore,

wﬂw—wﬂzﬁv”()v?(ﬂ

Elyg’(2) = %" (2)ly =71

- w® - 87§,’")(z) ~
SZ S0 e WPl |
r=1 r’'=2 t
R R [ (1) T
0g ' (2) -
(k)= Ze \7) — 8, — 5F
+ j w, E E ORI y="1||"1]6»—dr|
r=1 r’'=2 L =vt |
R R [ o (r) 1T
: O '(2) ~ .
2w Y B\l =g | =T B -8,
r=1 r'=2 L T 0=06 i

We only show how to bound ‘E[vér)(z) — () |y = 1]‘, i.e. the case when 7= 1. For the

other 7 = 2 : R, the proof is the same by changingt the reference level from y =1toy =7.
Note that

R (r)
r T 87 z .
By (2) - (2l =1 < 30 |E | 2By oy g
r’'=2 Ow, 6=0;
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-
T N A2 Ry Y | AP

r'=2 L 667"/ 02675 _
R (r) 17
0 z
+Y E 0 (2)) |, (B = B7)|-

L 8/67’” 9:§t n
 where 8, = ({@, 1, {8}y, {0, L) with @, = tw, + (1 —t)w}, B, = tB,+ (1— 1),
o, = t6, + (1 — )07, and &, = 337 (u, + p1). We will bound the three terms on the RHS
separately. Note that when @ € B..,(0*), we have w, € [cw/2,~1 — ¢, 1B — B2 < C,A

and max,—1.g ||ttr — u,’f||2 < GyA, hence w, € [c,/2,1 — ¢y, ||Br — B2 < tCLA..
oyl
(i) Bounding |E[ aw - |‘9 g,ly = 1]|: Note that

075 () _ exp{Blz —4,} _ weexp{B]z — &, }(exp{B]z — 4, } — 1)

Ow, y + W, exp{BTz — 6,} (@ + 8, @, exp{BTz — 6,})?
exp{BL z—6, (@1 +wr+5 s W, exp{,éTz—(Sr,}) ooy
— (wl-‘rz o Wy exp{ﬂTz 5-1)2 ) )

_ @r-exp{Blz—6:}(exp{B],z—6,/} 1) ,
(w1+zr Qwrexp{BTz S S L r 7& r.
Hence
200 @) ] [exelBIEY - 8@ + @+ 5, B exp{B2Y — 00))
_— y = = — — 7
Ow, (wy + Zf:z w, exp{BLz1) —§,})2

N J/
-

()

Let %, = B%(z0 — ui) ~ N(0 [3 >*B,). And notice that

T/

Blwt — o = t(Bhut = 6) + (1= O)[(B1) wi = 67,

where
T * * * \17T" 1 * * 1 * 1 *
By — o = (B + (B — By [§(u1 = ) + 5 (k= ) + 5 (B - ul)]

1 1
= =5 (5 = ) () ey — ) 5 (80T (B AE) T (= ) + (17— )]
A2,

T

5B — BT ()2 M2 i~ )
1
+ 5 (B = B s = por) + (17 = )],
(B i~ 57 =~ A
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and A, = /(s — @) (57 T, — 1) = /(BTS7B;. By the fact that max, .z 1, —
pylle < CyA and max,—1.r ||B, — Bfll2 < CvA, we have

—%Ai, — 20 CLAA, — C2N? < BTt — 6,0 < ——AZ, + 26 CLA A, + C2A?,
implying that
—%Ai, — 26 CLAA, — C2A? < BTt — 6, < —%A?, + 202 CLA A, + C2A%,
By Gaussian tail, we have

P ((R] {1 < EBSE*BTD >1-CRexp{ - 3%552*&«/}.

r’'=2

Denote event £ = ﬂff:l {|E,,/| < }LCECI?AQ + %CbchAAr/ + }lAf/}. Since

Lp)rs;

By = (B — BT B — B) + 5 (B — B2 (S () +

1
ZCngAz 1= cbclz/QAA o+ AQ,,
and
AT 3 2 2 A2 1/2 1/2 1
B X" By > A% — esCyA° —2Chess "AA > (1 — czOb — 2C)cs, JA% > §A ,
we have

PE)>1- CReXp{ - iAQ}.

/2
Then since miny—;.p Ay > A > 50 C’bA and Cp, < 2 A (2cs + 8)7/2, we have
(%)

<E

exp{—1A2 + 36’ AA, + (Aes + 1)C2A%)

wi

. (w1 A R exp{ - —A2 + cl/QCbAA + GCE + 1)03A2}) '5 +P(E°)

r/Zr

< e exp{—CA?}.

Hence,




Similarly, it can be shown that

oy (z)

E ‘ .
ow, le=a,

&

_5 |y = 1]|: Note that

for any " = 2 : R.
. . 87( )(z)
(ii) Bounding |E[~%;

—wr-exp{BLz—6,}-3 e Wt exp{ﬁ z—06,} o

(r) =
8/70 (Z) _ (w{1+z Q;Ur exp{ﬁ:z 57"})2} ’ T
a(sr/ _wTexsz 5w, s exp{BTz ’ ’
(0t g v, exp{BF 26,12 T
The analysis is almost the same as in (i), which leads to
a’Yg)(z) -2 2
[2410)]|<rovcsn
for any " = 2 : R. We omit the proof here.
(iii) Bounding |E[8gﬁ lo_g.ly =1"(Br — B;)|: Note that
" —wr~exp{5,rz—5r}~zr,¢r W, exp{BTT,z—cST/}z ;o
g (2) _ (s w ez 0
o ¥ - _w,«'exp{ﬂr z—6r}w,sexp{B 20,1}z ’
& (Wi g wr xp (B0, 12 v
e When ' = r:
o (7’)< ) r
79 z *
Ell—57— Br =By =1
( aﬁ?"/ 0:§t>

@y exp{ B2 = 6.} 3, @ - exp{Blz) = 6} - (z)7(8, - By)
(wy + 2522 Wy exp{,&?z(l) _ 3;})2

Wy exp{BTz1) = §,} 3" i Wyt - exp{BLz1) — 4, }
E E (B, — B7)]2.
: [ <@+zﬁwmmmw>a} V Ry
h ~ (2)

(1)

Similar to the previous argument in (i), let z., = BT( ) — p¥) ~ N(0, BEE*BT/) and event
E=NE_{I7] < LesCRA? + 1Cye3l*AA, + L A2}, then

PE)>1- CReXp{ - 6L4A2}'
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Similar to (i), we have

~Y

3 5y ~ ~ 2
wy exp{Bz1) —6,} 3 s W - exp{BLz1) —§,/} ‘
1 < E T 7’~ ~'r' g +]P)gc Sex _CAQ
" [( (@, + S8 i, exp{ BTz — 5,})? (&) < expf }

Moreover, (z)7(8,—87) = (20 —u)T(B,—B)+ ( D7 (8, —B;), where (2 —ui)T (8, —
B;) ~ N(0, (B, — B;)"'Z*(B, — ,3*)) and |(u1)" (8, — By)| < M||B, — B;ll2, hence

2) S V(B — BT (B, — B+ M8, —B 2 S (ext” +M)||B, =B ]l2 S (e +M)CyA.

Therefore, since A < 2M012/2 and A > log'?(esMcyh),

)\ N
E [(W) (B — By

e When 7’ # r: we can obtain

=Y
E ( (9,81»/ ) (167'_187“)
similarly.

Combining (i)-(iii), we have

< e exp{—C'A?}- (e3> + M)Mesl? < exp{—C'A%}.

y = 1} < exp{—C'A?}.

R
[ (8) — wy| S exp{=C"A%} - "(Jwr — wi| + (6. = 6| + |18, = B l»)-

r=2

Part 2: Contraction of ||u,.(0) — pk||o:
By definition,

- Epy’ (2)2 . E[(v5"(2) — 75- (2
implying that
R
0, .
B0 (=) — A (= M<ZE{&) z}wwﬁm
' v le=6, 1|,
R
8’)’0 (2) X
+Z E{ 06, 9:§z 0w — 07|
r=2 t 2

R (r)
+ZEP&?

/]wm—mm
0=0,



where 8, = ({@,}2,, {B,}2,, {6,}2,) with @, = tw, + (1 — w’, B, = t6, + (1 — )8,
and 6, = t6, + (1 — t)6*. We will bound the three terms on the RHS separately. Note that
when 6 € Boon(8%), we have @, € (cu/2,1— cu), |8, — B|l2 < CbA, and |6, — 6, < C,A

For any uw € R? with ||u|ls < 1 and any 7 € 1 : R, similar to our previous arguments,
we have

(r) 2
{078105 z) ozgtzTu‘y :?H <L\ |E agewr(lz)] AE[(2)Tu)? < exp{—C"A%),
which leads to o
e % | sewiean

for any " € 2 : R. Similarly, we have

o5

870 z)
0B, Z]

| < exp{—C"A%}.
2

for any 7 € 2 : R. Therefore, ||E[(7é (z) — 7é (2)z]]l2 < exp{—C"A?}. By part 1,
(r)
we have W Jwr — w,(0)] < exp{—C"A%} - d(6,6%). Hence by (E.76), we have

1(0) — pill2 S exp{—C"A%} - d(6,0").
Combining part 1 and part 2, we complete the proof.

E.14 Proof of Theorem 8
Note that the excess risk
=P(y™ # Cguy (2™)) — P(y™ # Cow- (2™)))
— / [P(y™*) = Couw-(2)|2") = 2) = P(y¥) = C5(2)|2*) = 2)] dPyw- (2)
(k) #Co (k)=

- / [max Py = r|z® = 2) — Py = Cyyy (2)]2*) = z)} dPye. (2YE.77)
50 #Co0x T

k) — rlz(k) = z) — maxj{P(y(k) = jlz(k) = z) . P(y(k) =

jlz® = 2) < max, P(y®) = r|z®) = 2)} < t}. We claim that the margin condition

P(€) < t holds for any t <a small constant ¢ (to be verified). If this is the case, then

denote & = { max, |77A(k)( 2k — ne(k) (2] <¢/2}.

Let event £ = {z © max, P(y(

r* = arg max 77((;3% (2),

132



I = arg max ng&) (2).

We have
RHS of (E.77)

< /7& (o). (2) = 150 (2)] dPgee- (2) + /7& (M- (2) = M5, (2)] dPgwy- (2) + P(E°)
£E £
< tP(€) + P(£°), (E.78)

where the last inequality comes from the fact that when r* # 7, 77&;)* (z) — néfl)*(z) <ton
£. And notice that on £°N &, we must have 7 = r* because if ¥ # r*, then

(™)

r* T r* t
77§<k)(z) - Ué(kg(z) < Ué<)k)* (Z) - ﬁé(kg* (Z) + -+ 5 < —ft+t< O,

N | =+

which is a contradiction with the definition of 7. Hence {r* # 7}NENE is empty. Therefore
fr*yéf [nggk))(z) - ngi)(z)]dpe(k)*(z) = 0. Finally, by Lipschitzness,
g€

P(E%) = P (max ), (=) — 0. ()] > 1/2)
R
< 3P (I, (2) = 0. (2] > 1/2)
r=1
S P(|(BY — BRI T2 — 50 4 50 _ 106 ) 1 log @) + logw®™* — logw?*| > Ct)

~Y T T

SP(|(BY® — gWNT (20 — W) > C')

Ct?
Sexpq —— )
|B%) — BR=||3

Plugging back into (E.78), we have

Ct?
R+ (Cé(k)> — R_0)« (Coter+) S t? + exp {— — } _
9 ’ 1B — o g

Let ¢ = (%), 00 /log d-1(81), 0*):

Y * —1/n1 * Y * ns
RE(’W(C§<k))_R§(k>*(Ce(k>*) S dQ(e(k)a o) )logd l(a(k); o™ ) S d2(9(k)7 6™ ) log (m) :

Then plugging in the upper bound of d(é(k), 0")*) in Theorem 7 completes the proof.
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It remains to verify the margin condition P(£) < ¢ for any ¢ < a small constant ¢. In
fact,

g E P(argmax[?’(y = ']z = r argmax P(y = 1'|z®) = j,
/#T
r=1 j#r

szrhw)—P@=jbw>§Q

R
< Z ZIP’(argTI,naXIF’(y = 1'|z®™) = r argmax P(y = r'|2®) = j,

!
r=1 j#r by

Py = j|z®)
(y = jlz )_ < Rt
Py =r[z®) = P(y = r|z®)

P(y z
<ZZIP(1—Rt< ]P’Ey—i;z ;

r=1 j#r

1—

= exp{(8}"" — BT 2N — 57" + 60 4 logw " — log wﬁk)*})

R R
< Z Z Z P(log (1—Rt) < N((,@ — BWHT 5§k)* +0®)* 1 log w§k)* — log w!

r=1 j#r r'=1

(0 — st i <o)

when ¢ > 0 is less than some constant ¢ > 0. Note that we used the fact that (,Bj(k)* -
Bﬁk)*)TE(k)*(B](-k)* — BM*) > A? > 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 » > 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 8 = {{w,},, {8}, {6, } 2,{y,r LN 31 and @ = {{w RABIE,,
{00 3R, {p Y2 3"} with w, = wl. forr >3, u, = pl. =e, forr>2, uy =), =0, and
X=X =1, Then B, =0, =e,, 6, =0, = ,BTT(M;“Q) = % forr > 2, and

Pﬁ(cé 7£ Ca’) 2 |w2 - w§|

Lemma40 Consider @ = {{w, }*_ 2,{ﬁr R AR AR 3} and @ = Hwl e, {8,
{2} with w, =w, = & forr =1: R, p, = (u+1)e,, p. = e, forr>2,
p = ue, py =0, and ¥ = X" = I,, where 0 < u < C. Then B, = B, = e,

6 = ef (M) =t 3, O = el (M5#) = § forr > 2, and

P5(C5 # Cyr) 2

Lemma41 Consider @ = {{w, }*_ 2,{ﬁr R, {6 R 2,{;1,r L 31 and @ = H{wl B, {B}E,,
{0/} 2,{urr L2} with w, = w, = § forr =1: R, p, = p. = e, forr > 3,
p=p) =0, and X =% =1, Suppose o and ph satisfy (t2)3.r = (p2)3.r = 0. Then
/67‘::3/ =€, fOTT’>3 5 :5/ fOTT‘>3 /62 M2, ﬁé:#’/% 52:%”/-1'2”%7 552%”“/2“%
where ||pall = [lphlls = 1 with pfph > 2, and

Pﬁ(cﬁ # C@’) 2 H,U2 - M/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 z;’s are independent given y = 3. We have

P5(Cq # Cq) > Pg(Ca(2) = 2,Cy(2) # 2)
1 1
> ]P’g(ZQ —5~ logw; +logwy > 0, 29 — 5 log w} + logwy < 0

1
w=g — log wy +logw, <0 for all r > 3)
1 1
> wglP’g(zQ -3 —logw; +logwy >0, 29 — 3 —logw] + logwsy <0

1
2z, — = — logw; + logw, <0 for all r > S)y = 3)

2
y=3>

1 1
> ]P’g(§ +logw; — logw, < 25 < 3 + log w] — log wy
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HIP’( — = —logw1 + log w, < 0)

2 |log wy — log wy — log wy + log wy|
= |log(1 — wy) — log wy — log(1 — wh) + log wh|
R |wa — whl.

n
Proof of Lemma 40. Note that z;’s are independent given y = 3. We have
Pg(Cq # Cg) = Pg(Calz) = 2,C5(2) # 2)

1 1 1 1
2P§<z2—§—uZO’Z2—§>O’ZT—§—USO,ZT—§SOfOI'&HTZS)
>1P><1< < iuz < Lioran >3)

5= <=z —+u,z < = forallr

— 1g 9 = 2 = 2 ) =9
1 1 1

ZwsPy| = <2< - +4u, 2 g—forallr>3’y—3
2 2 2
1 1 i 1

2 u,

where we used the fact that ]P)(ZT < %|y = 3) > some constant C. O

Proof of Lemma 40. Note that z;’s are independent given y = 3. We have

Pg(Cq # Cq) = P5(Ca(2) = 2,C4(2) # 2)
> Bk — Jlmalld > 0.(1)" 2 — Sl < 0,5 < 3 for all > 3)
2w3P0<u§z 52 >0, (py) 2z — % <0,z < < for all r > 3’y—3)
2 w3P§<u2Tz > %

|13 | |3 s
lpallz [lpe2ll3
2 (2 — |

1—

~Y

The second last inequality is due to the fact that ]P’(zr < %\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). O
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E.17 Proof of Theorem 16

WLOG, suppose that 7} satisfies 7;(r) = the “majority class” 7, if #{k € S : m(r) =
7} > £|S]. Note that we can make this assumption because it suffices to recover {¢(7})}res
with a permutation . And WLOG, suppose 7 (r) = r for all £ € S. Let us consider
any m = {m} 5 | with m(r) = 7i(r) for all k € S¢ and m # 7*. It suffices to prove that
score(m) > score(m*).

Recall that £ = maxgegs min; max, ¢z ||(§](k))_1(ﬁ$)(ﬂ - /A‘Eri)([g) — BM*|l,. Note that

* = 0 k)0 S (k) [0]\—1 (7 (K)[0 k1)[0]
score(m) — score(m*) = Z Z [(Z®WO)= ﬂk)([r; H;k)([lg) — (B0l 1(#5%,)([,"; I‘l’7(rk/ [1))||2
kAk'eS =2

Zrk(l):”k’(l)

[1]

~(k)[0 ~(k)[0 (k) kN[0 ko
b IR G Y - (S G G,
k£k'eS r=2
g (1)#m (1)

N J/

2
o k)[o S0\ R0\ —1, ~ (K0 (k)]
+2 ) Z“ (S0 )~ Fmy) = (EE) TR = B )l
keS r=2
k'ese
i

R
A~ _ ~ ~ k AN 12 _ —~ ’ ~ k/
=Y S EWO L EE - R (S0 Gl gEly),

k#£k'eS =2
m(1)=mps (1)

~(k)[0 Sk N ~(k")[0
- > ZH SO0 =Wl R0l (SE0) =1 ) GEoly),

k#k'eS =2
(1) #m (1)
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k)[0 SO\ —1 7~ ED0]  ~(K)[O
—9 § § || E(k 01y =1 (E®0l Hg )l }) — ()Mol 1(I“l’£rk/)([r; _ “’ST /)([1;)”2_
kkeg r=2

/e c

-~

[3)

We have

R
k)0 ~(k)[0 -~ k)[0 ~(k)[0
Az Y3 (I A - B G 20 )
k#k'eS r=
i (1)F#m (1)

. o R
Z Z R (H(E(k)m) I(N;k)([g ﬂk/(l))H2 —2h — 5)

k#K' €S
(1) (1)
> Y R(eg"*A—2h—2).
k£k'€S
i (1) mp (1)
Hence
2-12'> Y [RlegPA-20—26)—R(2¢+20)] = Y Rleg?A—4h—4¢).
k#£k'eS k#K' €S
(1) (1) (1) e (1)
Therefore,
R
v~ —1/~(K)[0 ~(k)[0 (k! —1,~(K)[0 ~(k"[0
=3 > > IE G - ) - G g — B
k£k'eS =2 mp(r)=m (1)

T (1)=m (1)

(11

SEO\—1,~®)0]  ~(k)0] SN0y =1 ~(E)0]  ~(k)0]
+ Z Z Z 1= (17 _“ml))_(z( 1) (B ) = B )2 -
k#£k'eS  1=2 mp(r)#Em ()
()= (1)

-~

(]2

Correspondingly, we can decompose [1]" in the same way as [1]" = [1]] + [1], with

R
= S 3 ST EWO) Gl Gl (S0t GRIo g0,

k£k'eS  1=2 mp(r)=m (1)
T (L)=my (1)
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R
S 1/~ ~(k)[0 (K —1/~(K ~(K")[o
o= > > > IEPHEPO - @) — (EE0) 7 EI0 - G,

k£k'eS  1m=2 m(r)=mu(r)
m(1)=mps (1)

Note that

o~ —1,~(k)[O 0] & k)[0 ~(k)[0
- Y Y ¥ (@)1 @8 — W) — (SO0 @0 — GO, —2n - ¢)

k£k'eS  1=2 m(r)#m(r)
T (1) =y (1)

S —1/~(k)[0 ~(K)[0
ST S (I8 G - ) —2h—e)

k£k'eS  1=2 mp(r)#£m ()
m(1)=mp (1)

> i > (Pa-2m-2),

k#£k'eS  1m=2 m(r)#m(r)
T (1)=ms (1)

v

hence

L= Z > (A an-1).

k£k'eS =2 mp(r)Fm ()
e (1)=m (1)

And

R

- —1/~(k)[0 ~(k < (K kN[0 ~(K"[0

= > > > IEO T E - A - G @E - B )l

k£k'eS  r=2 mp(r)=m (1)
T (1) =y (1)

R
a 1AW A~k S () k[0 k)0
XS X G A - S - A
k#K' €S r=2 g (r)=m (1)
(L) =y (1)=1 R

[ﬁzl
R
S —1/,~(k)[0 ~(k)[0 (K —1/~(EN[0 ~ (kN[0
+ > Y J(EWOH =L@ — G — (SEP) 7 @0 G,
k#K' €S =2 . (r)=m (r)
(1) =m (1)1
[ﬁfm
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o= > Z Z ([(EPOY (@

k#k'eS r=2 g (r)=my (r)
i (1)=mp (1)#1

v
|

YOSy @i

k#K' €S r=2 mp(r)=m (r)
(1) oy (1)1

An important observation is that [1];; = [1]};

[y = [y = [ = A1y = —

~(k)[0]
m(7)

~(k)[0
—H( )[1%)

Tk

. Therefore,

SEDIEDS

k#K' €S

(1) =y (1)1

1] = [ = [ =[5 + [1]1 —[1h

> ) Z S (A - ah—4g) -

k#k'eS r=2 m(r) 7é7l'k/(7‘)
T (1)=m (1)

Furthermore, by triangle inequality,

—Br=23 Z IS0 g —

keS r=2
k'esSe

_9 Z Z > k)[O (k)10] _

keS r=2
k'eSe

k)[O]
>-2) Z (% B, (r)
keS r=2
k'ese

Putting all pieces together,

score(m) — score(m*) > Z R(c;/QA —4h —48) +

k#K'eS
m (1) (1)

DD VD>

k)[0
()[;)

(1

~(k)[0
iy

~(k)[0]
— P

Tk

k#£k'eS =2 . (r)=m (r)

T (1)=mr (1)#1
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k#K' €S
(1) = (1)£1

— ﬁfnk’)[o]

k#k'eS
e (1)=ms (1)

(4h + 3¢)

— (g(k)[Ol)—l(ﬁ

(R)[0]

Tyt (r)

(4h + 3¢).

r=2 . (r) =g ()

DS

r=2 7 (r)=my (r)

_ (8wt Ml _

e (1)

_ (i(k/)[O})—l(ﬁ(k’)[Ol _

g (1)

~(k"[0
+ ey,

DD

~(K)[0]

r=2 mp () (1)

For (1)

~

(

)[0
]

)l

)

[0]
(1)

)2 = 2h =€)

(cg/2A — 4h — 4¢)



R

S _1,~(k)0 ~(k)[0 kN[0 c
—2 37 ST (EWOl L GO GO0 e g0y, ey,
keS r=2

Denote m, = the majority class among {m(r)}res and Sg) ={keS:m(r)="1}
(i)Case 1: [S{"] < 2|5].
Since 7} (1) = 1, we have 157] < 2|S| for all r € [R], otherwise by our assumption,

my = 1y since r( satisfies |SY0)\ > 218] > \S£I)|, which is a contradition. Therefore,

STo1=23 187 18]

k#Kk'eS rr’

T (1) Fm (1)
R 9 R
= (XIs1) = 1stP
r=1 r=1
R

=[S =Y ISP

r=1

4 1
> |S[2 = (G181 + 51SP)

4
R
9| | Y
and
e
SEDPIRELEI G
k#K' €S r=2 7 (r)=m (r)
e (1)=m (1)#1
< R(S| - |5"])
< R[S
Also,

R
> ) 1<2R|s|.
keS r=2

Hence, since §|S| —4D[S°| = (1 — ¢)K —4DeK > 0,

score(m) — score(m™) > g]S]QR(czl/QA — 4h — 4€) — |S]PR(4h + 4€) — ZR\SHSC](2DCIE/2A + 2¢)

= 151R[ (5es"2151 — 4De¥?s) A~ Zisih— (1] + 415°])¢]

> 0.
(ii)Case 2: [S{"] > 2|5].
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In this case, by our assumption, we must have m; = 1. And

> 1z2sPls] - 18D,

k£k'eS
i (1) #me (1)
> Z > 1<RY Wk#K €S m(l)=mp(1) #1)
k#Kk'eS r=2 7 (r)=m (r) kK’

Tk (1)—7rk/(1)7é1

_ 1
< o517

< R(IS| - I51"])?
1
< Rg|SV10S] = IS1)).

Moreover,

S ~(k)[0 k)[0 k)0 c
S IE) @ — 0 - A 1 - |5

keSS r=2
o ~(k ~(k)[ c
<Y Zn (EOE) =GO — pWN — GO0 GO, e
keS r=2
0 c
+Z S E®E) @D - @@, |se]
k€S mp(1)=1
m(r)F#r
< (18] = [SVDR - (203> A + 26)[ S + > Z (Deyl®A 4 €)|5¢).
kESWk
Wk(r)757

For r satisfying |S{"| < 15|, we have

> Z < 2|5

keS m(1)=1
i (r )757“

> X 1z gsi(Gls- gls1) = glsi

k#k'eS  mp(r)#m (r)
7w (1)=m (1)

For r satisfying ]Sﬁr)| > 25|, we have m, = r. Define S — {keS:m(l)=1,m(r) =1}
Note that |5\ > 2|S| — 5|S| = #|S|. Furthermore,

ZZ<I5 .

kGS 7Tk =1
( )#T
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~ 1 ~
o D 122800S7 = 18] 2 5110181 - 18D

k£k'eS  mp(r)#m (r)
(1) =mp (1)

This implies that
score(m) — score(m")

_ 1
> 2/517[(18] = IS{" ) R(ex*A — 4h — 4¢) — Rg| 517115 — 1S17)) - (4h + 3¢)

Y [ISP A — 4h — 4g) ~ 25| 21574 DA + ©)

rils{"|<Is)/2
1 ~ _ ~
Y SIS = S0P — 4h—4¢) — (S = 18] - |57 - 23 * DA +¢)
ri| 87 |>15)/2

- 1
> 1515|150 DR (265722 — 100 e)

b X 18| (g1 - apefts)a - Fisin - (Bls+ 4i)e]

ri|Si|<IS1/2
1 _ c 4 4 c q(r
N Z {( 1/2‘5‘ 2Dc¥2\5 \)A—gfs\h_(g‘SHQ‘S \)f}(’sg)’—wﬁ)’)
]S |>[S]/2
> 0.

E.18 Proof of Theorem 17

WLOG, consider the step K € [K7] in the for loop and the case that ¢ = indentify mapping
from [K] to [K], and K € S. Denote S = S N [K] and 5° = S¢ N [K], hence [K] = S U S°.
WLOG, consider m = 7y = --- w5, = identify from [R] to [R]. Denote 7 = {wk}kf(:l and
™= {m}kf{:’f U {7z} with 7z = identify from [R] to [R]. It suffices to show that

score(m) > score(Tr), (E.79)

for any 7 with 7 # T = identify from [R] to [R]. If this is the case, then 7 = {7},
satisfies 7, = 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: (1) = 1.

(@ k)[0 S(R)0)y—1/~K)0]  ~(K)[0
sore(x) — seore(s”) = 3~ 37 (S0 @01 - 5% — (SO GEY _ g,
r=2 keS

-~

(1]
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(k)[0 k)0 SR _1,~(K)]0 ~(EK)[0
+Z S [(E®) = @E®E G0 (sl LRI GO,
r=2 kGSC

&l

Ek)[o (K ~ ~(K)[0
- 30 Y I G — (S g _ g,

=2 keS

J/

-~

(1

(k)[0 k)0 QR 1/, ~(K ~(K)[0
- Z S E®O) L EW - GO — (SE0h) = FE - GEOv),
r=2 kESC

7

-~

(2)’

Note that
1] -[1] =#{re2:R:az(r) #r}

$ —1/ ~(k)[0 S (B0 0
3 [H(g(k)[o]) AW _ G0y _ (SE)0))- (M(K)([)] RGN
keS

— (SO G0 - GOy — (S0~ 0 G0,
> H{re2: Rimp(r) £ 7} [[(E0)7 (0 = )l - 26 = 20— 26 — 21
>#{re2: R:mp(r)#r}- 5] - (Ac;/Q —4¢ — 4h).

2] - [2) = #{r € 2: Rimp(r) £ 7}
~(k ~(k S0y —1 7~ (K ~(K
> (IO @S - GO - (SE0) G - aoe |,

keSe
'S —1/~(k)[0 ~(k)[0 S(K ~ ~(K)[0
_ H(E(’f)[o}) 1(“5%)([)] _ Ngrk)(%) _ (E(K)[O}> (,uan)[ ( ]>H ]
~(K ~
> —#{re2:R:mp(r)#r}- Z (2 [0] ,u( ~)([TO)] M7(~K)[O])|‘
keSe

> —#{re2: R:mg(r) #r}- |5 [[(BF) 7 () — pfO)o +¢]
> —#{re2: Rimg(r) # 7} |5 (Deg’A+¢).
These imply that

score(m) — score(w) = [1] — [1] + [2] — [2]
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>#{re2: R:ng(r) #r}- [(1S]es? =[S Deyl®) A — (4]5] + |5°))€ — 4|S|h]

> 0,

where we used the fact that |S|/]5¢ < Lo,
(ii) Case 2: (1) # 1.

_ 5 (MI0]) W _ Wl (S@00))-1 S(K)(0] _ ~(K)[0]
score(m) — score(w X;Z (2 ) — (X ) (uﬂ}?(r) uﬂf{(l))HQ
r kesS
i
B0~ (00 _ G0 SE)[0]y—1 (7 (E)0] _ =(K)[0]
+ Z Z It 2( ] 7 (1) “wk(1)) - (E( ) ]) 1(/%}?@) - NW}?(D)”Z
r=2 k,‘GSC
2]
k)[0 (K ~ ~(K)[0
-3 Y I G G — (S o _ g,
r=2 keS

-

(1)’

(k)[0 k)0 QR K ~(K)[0
- Z S E®O)LEW GO — (SE0h) = GE GO,

r=2 peSe
2)
By previous results,

S k0] Wi _ W0l _ (SE0))-1 ~(K)[0] _ =(K)[0]
ZE; [[6> py ) = (BT () — B )2
keS T

k)0 S(K —1/,~(k)[O ~(k)[0
> 222 (I EOO) = @ = G — (SO0 GRE — Gl — 20— ¢)
kesS T
~ - —1/,~(k)[O ~(k)[0
> |S|R - (||<z<k>”> NaS - w Il - 2n )
Q *\ — k)
> |S1R- (=9 () — p) e — €~ 20— ¢€)

1] = —|S|R - (2¢ + 2h).
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Similar to case 1,

(i ~ ~ ~(K)[0
- EE) AL = AU — (S0 @ - A,

=2 peS
> —R|S| - (2Dl A + 2€).

Therefore,

score(m) — score(wr) = [1] — [1) + [2] — [2]/

R[(|S]es”? = 5¢] - 2Ded®)A — (2] S| + 2|5°))¢ — 2|S|A]
0,

VoIV

where we used the fact that |S|/]5¢ < K
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