arXiv:0811.4413v1 [cs.LG] 26 Nov 2008

A Spectral Algorithm for Learning Hidden Markov Models

Daniel Hsu Sham Kakade Tong Zhang
UC San Diego  Toyota Technological Institute at Chicago Rutgers University

Abstract

Hidden Markov Models (HMMs) are one of the most fundamental widely used statistical tools for modeling
discrete time series. Typically, they are learned usingceeheuristics (such as the Baum-Welch / EM algorithm),
which suffer from the usual local optima issues. While in eyah these models are known to be hard to learn
with samples from the underlying distribution, we provitle first provably efficient algorithm (in terms of sample
and computational complexity) for learning HMMs under aunak separation condition. This condition is roughly
analogous to the separation conditions considered fonilegumixture distributions (where, similarly, these madel
are hard to learn in general). Furthermore, our sample aaxitplresults do not explicitly depend on the number of
distinct (discrete) observations — they implicitly depemdthis number through spectral properties of the undeglyin
HMM. This makes the algorithm particularly applicable tttisgys with a large number of observations, such as those
in natural language processing where the space of obsamiatsometimes the words in a language. Finally, the
algorithm is particularly simple, relying only on a singulalue decomposition and matrix multiplications.

1 Introduction
Hidden Markov Models (HMMs) [Baum and Eagon, 1967, Rabi@889] are the workhorse statistical model for dis-

crete time series, with widely diverse applications inahgcautomatic speech recognition, natural language psatgs
(NLP), and genomic sequence modeling. In this model, aelisdridden state evolves according to some Markovian
dynamics, and observations at particular time depend omlthe hidden state at that time. The learning problem
is to estimate the model only with observation samples frieenunderlying distribution. Thus far, the predominant
learning algorithms have been local search heuristics) asadhe Baum-Welch / EM algorithrn [Baum et al., 1970,
Dempster et all, 1977].

It is not surprising that practical algorithms have resbtteheuristics, as the general learning problem has been
shown to be hard under cryptographic assumptir]. Fortunately, the hardness results are for HMMs
that seem divorced from those that we are likely to encounteractical applications.

The situation is in many ways analogous to learning mixtusgributions with samples from the underlying
distribution. Here, the general problem is believed to belhaHowever, much recent progress has been made
when certain separation assumptions are made with resp#at tomponent mixture distributioﬁi%g,
IDasgupta and Schulnian, 2007, Arora and Kannan,/2001, VerapdlWarld, 2002, Kannan et al., 2005, Achlioptas and Mc$herr
12005, Chaudhuri and Rdo, 2008, Brubaker and Vempala, 2@a8]ghly speaking, these separation assumptions are
of the form that with high probability, given a point samplfedm the distribution, we can recover which component
distribution generated this point. In fact, there is premalsentiment that we are often only interested in clusgerin
the data when such a separation condition holds. Much oftherétical work here has been on how small this sep-
aration need be (in comparison to the statistical limit) idey to permit an efficient algorithm to recover the model
(e.g. Brubaker and Vempala [2008]).

We present a simple efficient algorithm for learning HMMsdana certain natural separation condition. We
provide two results for learning. The first is that we can agpnate the joint distribution overlength observation
sequences (here, the total variation distance betweetibdigdn measures the quality of the approximation). tAs
increases, the approximation quality degrades polyndyni@lur second result is on approximating tbenditional
distribution over a future observation, conditioned on edmistory of observations. We show that this error is asymp-
totically bounded — meaning that regardless of how far ih®future we are, conditioned on the past, our error in
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predicting the next outcome is controlled. Our algorithm ba thought of as ‘improperly’ learning an HMM in that
we do not explicitly recover the transition and observatimodels. However, our model does maintain a hidden state
representation which is closely related to the HMMs, andhlmnsed for interpreting the hidden state.

The separation condition we require is a spectral conditiorboth the observation matrix and the transition
matrix. Roughly speaking, we desire that the observatistridution from distinct hidden states be distinct (which
we formalize by singular value conditions on the observatimatrix). This condition can be thought of as being
weaker than the clustering condition in that the obsermatistributions can overlap quite a bit — so that given one
observation, we do not necessarily have the informatiomterdhine which hidden state it was generated from (unlike
in the clustering literature). We also have a spectral dadon the correlation between adjacent observations. We
believe both of these conditions to be quite reasonable imyrpeactical applications. Furthermore, given our analysi
extensions to our algorithm which relax these assumptibasld be possible.

The algorithm we present has both polynomial sample and atatipnal complexity. Computationally, the algo-
rithm is quite simple — at its core is a singular value decosilpan (SVD) of a correlation matrix between past and
future observations. The sample complexity results wegmtedoes not explicitly depend on the number of distinct
observations — they implicitly depend on this number thitosgectral properties of the HMM. This makes this algo-
rithm particularly applicable to settings with a large nienbf observations such as those in NLP where the space of
observations is sometimes the words in a language.

1.1 Related Work

There are two ideas closely related to this work. The firste®ifinom the subspace identification literature in con-
trol theory [Ljung,| 1987, Overschee and Moor, 11996, Kataga@005]. The second idea is that, rather than ex-
plicitly modeling the hidden states, we can represent tlodatduilities of sequences of observations as products of
matrix observation operators, an idea which dates baclettitérate on multiplicity automatas [Shlitzenberger, 196
(Carlyle and Paz, 1971, Fliess, 1974].

The subspace identification methods, used in control these spectral approaches to discover the relationship
between hidden states and the observations. In this literathe relationship is discovered for linear systemshsuc
as Kalman filters. The basic idea is that the relationshigvben observations and hidden states can often be dis-
covered by spectral/SVD methods correlating the past andwbservations. However, algorithms presented in the
literature cannot be directly used to learn HMMs becausg éissume additive noise models with noise distribution
independent of the underlying states, and such models auitable for HMMs. In our setting, we use this idea of
an SVD decomposition of a correlation matrix between a pagfature observation to uncover information about the
observation process. The state-independent additive coisdition is avoided through the second idea.

The second idea is that we can represent the probabilityqofeseces as products of matrix operators, as in the lit-
erate on multiplicity automatass [Shlitzenberger, 196I\@aand Paz, 1971, Fliess, 1974] (5ee Even-Darlet al. [P005
for discussion of this relationship). This idea was re-useloth the Observable Operator Model@b@ZOOO}
and the Predictive State Representations of Littman!€280], both of which are closely related and both of which
can model HMMs. In fact, the former work 000] fdeg a non-iterative algorithm for learning HMMs,
with an asymptotic analysis. However, this algorithm assditknowing a set of ‘characteristic events’, which is a
rather strong assumption that effectively reveals sonagiogiship between the hidden states and observationsrin ou
algorithm, this problem is avoided through the first idea.

Some of the techniques in the work in Even-Dar et al. [200/rcking belief states in an HMM are used here. As
discussed earlier, we provide a result showing how the nsaubeiditional distributions over observations (condidn
on a history) does not asymptotically diverge. This resualswroven in Even-Dar etlal. [2007] when an approximate
model is alreadknown Roughly speaking, the reason this error does not divergpatthe previous observations are
always revealing information about the next observationyish some appropriate contraction property, we would not
expect our errors to diverge. This work borrows from thistcaction analysis.




2 Preiminaries
2.1 Hidden Markov Models

The HMM defines a probability distribution over sequencekidtlen state$h;) and observation&e,). We write the
set of hidden states 8 = {1,...,m} and set of observations &= {1,...,n}, wherem < n.

Let T € R™*™ be the state transition probability matrix wilf) ; = Pr[h,1 = i|hy = j], O € R™*™ be
the observation probability matrix with); ; = Pr[z; = ilh; = j], andm € R™ be the initial state distribution
with m; = Pr[hy = i]. The conditional independence properties that an HMM féadisre that: 1) conditioned on
the previous hidden state, the next hidden state is samptipendently of all other events in the history and 2)
conditioned on the current hidden state, the current obsiervis sampled independently from all other events in the
history. These conditional independence properties oftti®& imply that 7" andO fully characterize the probability
distribution of any sequence of states and observations.

A useful way of computing the probability of sequences ieimts of ‘observation operators’, an idea which dates

back to the literature on multiplicity automata (See Sklitaerger [1961], Carlyle and Paz [1971], Fliess [1974]e Th
following lemma is straightforward to verify (see JaédedQ@],[Even-Dar et al[ [2007]).

Lemmal. Forz =1,...,n, define

Ay =T diag(Oz 1, .., Opom).

For anyt:
Prlzy, ...,z = 1A, ... Ay 7

2.2 Notation

As already used in Lemnia 1, the vectgy is them-dimensional all-ones vector. We will denote by, the sequence
(x1,22,...,2¢), and byx;. its reverse(x;, z;—1,...,21). When we use a sequence as a subscript, we mean the
product of quantities indexed by the sequence elementsorSaxémple, the probability calculation in Lemida 1 can
be written1, A,, .

We will often useh,; to denote a probability vector (a distribution over hiddtates). However, when used inside
a probability expression (e.gr[h; = i]), h: will denote the hidden state variable.

2.3 Assumptions

We assume the HMM obeys the following condition.
Condition 1 (HMM Rank Condition) = > 0 element-wise, an@ and7" are rankm.

The conditions onr andT are satisfied if, say, the Markov chain specifiedibis ergodic andr is its stationary
distribution. The condition o® rules out the problematic case in which some sidtas an output distribution equal
to a convex combination (i.e. mixture) of some other stategput distributions. Such a case could cause a learner to
confuse statéwith a mixture of these other states. As mentioned befoesgémeral task of learning HMMs (even the
specific goal of simply accurately modeling the distribatiobabilities/[Terwijhl 2002]) is hard under cryptograph
assumptions; the rank condition is a natural way to exclbdentalicious instances created by the hardness reduction.
Moreover, we shall point out that the rank condition(®fcan be relaxed through a simple modification of our
algorithm that looks at multiple observation symbols si@moéously to form the probability estimation tables. For
example, if two hidden states have identical observatiobalbility in O but different transition probability iff’, then
they may be differentiated by using two consecutive obdems. Although our analysis can be applied in this case
with minimal modifications, for clarity, we only state oustéts for an algorithm that estimates probability tablethwi
rows and columns corresponding to single observations.
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We assume we can sample sequences of observations from an. HMarticular, we assume each sequence is
generated starting from the same initial state distrilbufeng. the stationary distribution of the Markov chain sfed

by T). This setting is valid for practical applications incladispeech recognition, natural language processing, and
DNA sequence modeling, where multiple independent seqseae available.

For simplicity, this paper only analyzes an algorithm thsgsithe initial few observations of each sequence, and
ignores the rest. The reason is to avoid using concentrtands with complicated mixing conditions for Markov
chains in our sample complexity calculation, which are isseatial to the main ideas we present. In practice, however,
one shall use the full sequences to form the probabilityregtion tables required by our algorithm. In such scenarios,
a single long sequence is sufficient for learning, and thecéffe sample size can be simply discounted by the mixing
rate of the underlying Markov chain.

Our goal is to derive accurate estimators for the cumuldoiat) distributionPr[z;.;] and the conditional distri-
butionPr[z:|z1.:—1] for any sequence length For the conditional distribution, we obtain an approxiimathat does
not depend om, while for the joint distribution, the approximation quslgracefully degrades with

3 Observable Representations of Hidden Markov M odels

A typical strategy for learning HMMs is to estimate the olys¢ion and transition probabilities for each hidden state
(say, by maximizing the likelihood of a sample). Howevencsi the hidden states are not directly observed by
the learner, one often resorts to heuristics (e.g. EM) thetrete between imputing the hidden states and selecting
parameter®) andT that maximize the likelihood of the sample and current statenates. Such heuristics can suffer
from local optimal issues and require careful initialipat{e.g. an accurate guess of the hidden states) to avaiddail

However, under Conditidd 1, HMMs admit an efficiently leartlesparameterization that depends onlyotrserv-
able quantitiesBecause such quantities can be estimated from data,heaims representation avoids any guesswork
about the hidden states and thus allows for algorithms wiiting guarantees of success.

We define the following vector and matrix quantities:

[Pl]z = PI‘[SEl = Z]
[PQvl]i,j = PI‘[SEQ = i, xr, = ]]
[Pg,m,l]m = Prlas=d, 20 =22y =j] forz=1,....n

whereP; is ann x 1 vector, andP, ; and thePs , ; aren x n matrices. These are the marginal probabilities of
observation singletons, pairs, and triples.
The general representation depends on a métrixR™*"™ that obeys the following condition.

Condition 2 (Invertibility Condition). U T O is invertible.
A natural choice folU is given by the “thin” SVD ofP, ;, as the next lemma exhibits.

Lemma 2. Assumer > 0 and thatO and7" have column rank:. Thenrank(Ps 1) = m. Moreover, ifU is the matrix
of left singular vectors oP; ; corresponding to non-zero singular values, threnge(U) = range(O), soU € R"*™
obeys Conditiohl2.

Proof of Lemm&l2Using the conditional independence properties of the HMMries of the matrixP ; can be
factored as

PI’[I’Q = i,l’l :j7h2 = ilahl :j/]
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S0P, = OT diag(7)O " and thusange(P, 1) C range(O). The assumptions ai, 7', andr imply that7 diag(7)O "
is has full row rank and tha®, ; hasm non-zero singular values. Therefore

O = Py (T diag(r)0 )",

which impliesrange(O) C range(P,1). Thereforerank(P; 1) = rank(O) = m andrange(U) = range(Ps1) =
range(O). 1

Our algorithm is motivated by this observation, in that we tiee SVD of an empirical estimate 6% ; to discover
aU that satisfies Conditidd 2. We also note that this choicé/faan be thought of as a surrogate for the observation
matrix O (see RemarKk]5).
Now given such a matrik/, we can define the observable representation:
b = U'P
b = (PU) P
B, (UTPspn) (UTP)" fora=1,....n,

whereX ™+ denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of a matrix

3.1 Basic Properties

The following lemma shows that the observable represemtdb.., b1, B, ..., B,} is sufficient to compute the
probabilities of any sequence of observations.

Lemma 3 (Observable HMM RepresentationAssume the HMM obeys Conditibh 1 and thate R™"*™ obeys
Condition2. Then:

1. b, = (UTO),

2.0 =1 (UTO) 1,

3. Forallz=1,...,n: By, = (UTO)A,UTO)",
4. Foranytimet: Przy,...,x;] = bl Bs, ... By, br.

In addition to joint probabilities, we can compute conditiprobabilities using the observable representation. We
do so through (normalized) conditional ‘internal statésittdepend on a history of observations. We should emphasize
that these states art in fact probability distributions over hidden states (tghuhe following lemma shows that
they are linearly related). As per Lemida 3, the initial state

by = U'Or.
Generally, for any > 1, given observations;.;; with Pr[z1,...,2:—1] > 0, we define

By, . ...Ba, by
bl By, .. .By by

bt - bt(Ila"'v'rtfl) =

The case = 1 is consistent with the general definitiontefoecause the denominatobisb, = 1, (UTO)~H(UTO)r =
1,/ = 1. The following result shows how these conditional stateslmaused to compute conditional probabilities
Prlz; = i|lx1.0-1].

Lemma 4 (Conditional Internal States)Assume the conditions in Lemfda 3. Then, for any time
1. (Recursive update of statesPif[z1, ..., z;] > 0, then

b By
t+1 — b;Bmtbt’



2. (Relation to hidden states)
by = (UT0) hy(z1:4-1)

where[hi(z1,...,2:-1)l; = Pr[hy =i|z1,...,2:—1] is the conditional probability of the hidden state at time
t given the observations,, ..., x;_1,

3. (Conditional observation probabilities)
Prlzg|ay, ..., xe1] = b;thbt.

Remark 5. If U is the matrix of left singular vectors d@f, ; corresponding to non-zero singular values, tH{éracts
much like the observation probability matiixin the following sense:

Given a conditional staté, Given a conditional hidden stafg,
PI’[SCt = i|1‘1;t_1] = [Ubt]Z PI‘[SCt = i|x1:t_1] = [Oht]l

To see this, note thdfU T is the projection operator toange(U). Sincerange(U) = range(O) (LemmdR), we have
UUTO = 0, s0Ub; = U(UTO)hy = Ohy.

3.2 Proofs

Proof of Lemma&l3.The first claim is immediate from the fa&, = Ox. For the second claim, we writg in the
following unusual (but easily verified) form:

P = 1, Tdiag(m)O"
= 100" (UTO)T diag(n)O"
= 1L(UTO)"'UPy;.

The matrixU " P, ; has full row rank (follows from the assumptions onO, 7', and the condition ofV), so
b = P (U Py)T = 1(UTO) (U Poy) (U Pyy)™ = 1,(UTO)™E
To prove the third claim, we first expres . ; in terms ofA,:

Py.1 = OA,Tdiag(n)O"
= O0A,(UTO)"{UTO)T diag(r)O"
= 0A,(UTO)'UTP, ;.

Again, using the fact tha[tiTPM has full row rank,
B, = (UTPy.) (UTP)"

— (UTO)AL(UTO) ™ (UTPyy) (UTPs)"
= UTo)A.(UTO) L.

Now we can verify the probability calculation in the fourtlaien:

bl By, ...Bybi = 1] (UTO)" Y (UTO)A,,[UTO)™L...(UTO)A,,(UTO)"Y(UTO)r
1Ay, . Ag T
= Prlz1.4]

where the final equality follows from LemraalL.



Algorithm LEARNHMM (m, N):
Inputs:m - number of statesy - sample size
Returns: HMM model parametef$,, b, B, (forz =1,...,n)}

1. Independently sampl¥ observation tripleéz, x2, 25) from the HMM to form empirical estimates
Pl, P271, P37I71 (for xTr = 1, ceey n) of Pl, P271, P3,z,1 (for xTr = 1, . ,TL).

2. Compute the SVD 013271, and letU be the matrix of left singular vectors corresponding tosthe
largest singular values.

3. Compute model parameters:
() 31 =U"h,
(b) bos = (P, U)* Py,
() By =UT Py p1(UTPyy)t (forz=1,...,n).

Figure 1: HMM learning algorithm.

Proof of Lemmé&l4 The first claim is a simple induction. The second and thirthtsaare also proved by induction as
follows. The base case is clear from Lemimha 3 sihgce= 7 andb; = (U O)x, and alsdb B,, by = 1) A, 7 =
Pr[z1]. For the inductive step,

By, by B, (UTO)hy (UTO)A,, hy o . .
b = ! = ! = ! definition, inductive hypothesis, Lemmh 3
i bl Bg, bt Priz:|zi4-1] Pr(zi|zi4—1] ( ¥P )

Prlhip1 = -, x|w1:0-1] Prihis1 = -|z1.) Prize|@ie—1]

= (U'To) = (U'T0) = (UT0) hyg1(z14)

Prizi|zis—1] Prlz:|zi4-1]

andbl B, b1 = 1) Ay, her = Przeyq|21] (using LemmaB)l

4 Spectral Learning of Hidden Markov Models
4.1 Algorithm

The representation in the previous section suggests aesiaigbrithm based around computing the singular value
decomposition of an estimate @} ;. The algorithm [EARNHMM (m, N) in Figure[1 uses random samples to
estimate our parameters. Note that in practice, knowirig not essential because the method presented here telerate
models that are not exactly HMMs, and the paramet@nay be tuned using cross-validation. As we discussed garlie
the requirement for independent samples is only for the eoience of our sample complexity analysis.

Using the parameters returned bg ARNHMM (m, N), the following routines can be used for prediction:

e To predict the probability of a sequence:

ﬁ[(ﬂl,...,mt] = /b\;_/B\m



e To predict the conditional probability of, givenzy.,_1:

s
f)\r[17t|~’01:1571] = M
>y b3 Baby

Aside from the random sampling, the running time of the learalgorithm is dominated by the SVD computation
of ann x n matrix. The time required for computing joint probabilitglculations isO(tm?) for lengtht sequences
— same as if one used the ordinary HMM parametérsigd?’). For conditional probabilities, we require some extra
work (proportional ton) to compute the normalization factor. However, our analgsiows that this normalization
factor is alwayd =+ ¢ (see Lemm&13), so it can be safely omitted in many applieatio

4.2 Main Results

We now present our main results. The first result is a guagaotie¢he accuracy of our joint probability estimates for
observation sequences. The second result concerns thaegod conditional probability estimates — a much more
delicate quantity to bound due to conditioning on unlikehgm®ts. We also remark that if the probability distribution
is only approximately modeled as an HMM, then our resultsaeg based on this approximation quality.

4.2.1 Joint Probability Accuracy

Let o,,, (M) denote thenth smallest singular value of a matri¥. Our sample complexity bound will depend poly-
nomially onl/c,,(Ps,1) andl/o,,(O).
Also, define

e(k) = min ZPr[:ngj]:Sg{l,...7n},|5|:n—k , 1)
JES
and let
no(e) = min{k : e(k) < ¢/4}.

In other wordsy (¢) is the minimum number of observations that account for albeut /4 of the total probability
mass. Clearlyrg(e) < n, but it can often be much smaller in real applications. Fanegle, in many practical
applications, the frequencies of observation symbolsrwksepower law (called Zipf's law) of the forif(k) o 1/k*,
where f (k) is the frequency of thé-th most frequently observed symbol. 4f> 1, thene(k) = O(k'~*), and
no(e) = O(e*/(1=%)) becomes independent af This means that for such problems, our analysis below la&ads
sample complexity bound for the cumulative distributirix; ;] that can be independent of the observation sample
sizen. This is useful for problems with largesuch as natural language processing.

Theorem 6. Pick any0 < ¢,6 < 1 andt > 1. Assume the HMM obeys Conditidn 1. Let

t? m mng(€)
N =0 —. . log =
& <am(0)2am(P2,1)4 T o (OPom(Por?) %5
whereC' is a constant. With probability at least— 6, LEARNHMM (m, N) returns parameters such that
Z | Prlay,. .., 2] —ﬁ\r[xl,...,:vtﬂ <e.
T1,...,T¢

The main challenge in proving Theor&in 6 is understandingthewestimation errors accumulate in the algorithm’s
probability calculation. This would have been less proldéaif we had estimates of the usual HMM parametgrs
andO; the fully observable representation forces us to deal mitihe cumbersome matrix and vector products.



4.2.2 Conditional Probability Accuracy

In this section, we analyze the accuracy of our conditiomedpxtionsﬁ[:ctm, ..., xi—1]. Intuitively, we might
hope that these predictive distributions do not becomerarily bad over time, i.e. a5 — oco. The reason is that
while estimation errors propagate into long-term prohgbpredictions (as evident in Theordm 6), the history of
observations constantly provides feedback about the iyidgrhidden state, and this information is incorporated
using Bayes'’ rule (implicitly via our internal state updsjte

This intuition was confirmed by Even-Dar et al. [2007], whowkd that if one has an approximate modelof
andO for the HMM, then under certain conditions, the conditiopddiction does not diverge. This condition is the
positivity of the ‘value of observationy, defined as

v = inf | Ov];.

villoll =1

Note thaty > ¢,,(0)/+/n, so it is guaranteed to be positive by Conditidn 1. Howevyeran be much larger than
what this crude lower bound suggests.

To interpret this quantity;, consider any two distributions over hidden states € R™. Then||O(h — h)|; >
y|lh — ﬁ||1. Regarding: as the true hidden state distribution alnchs the estimated hidden state distribution, this
inequality gives a lower bound on the error of the estimateskovation distributions undép. In other words, the
observation process, on average, reveal errors in our higidge estimation. _Even-Dar et al. [2007] uses this as a
contraction property to show how prediction errors (duesiogi an approximate model) do not diverge. In our setting,
this is more difficult as we do not explicitly estimatenor do we explicitly maintain distributions over hiddentsta

We also need the following assumption, which we discuss&urfollowing the theorem statement.

Condition 3 (Stochasticity Condition)For all observations: and all states andj, [A,]; ; > « > 0.

Theorem 7. Pick any0 < ¢,6 < 1. Assume the HMM obeys Conditidis 1 &hd 3. Let

oA m_ (log(2/a))* | (log(2/a))*\ m 1 mny(€) L1
N=c ((62a2+ etaltyt + o104 ) O'm(O)QO'm(P271)4+€2 O'm(O)QO'm(P271)2> 10g5

where(C' is a constant. With probability at leagt— 6, LEARNHMM (m, N) returns parameters such that, for any
timet,

< e

= InPr|z:|xq.4—
KL(Prlas|ay, ..., ze—1] || Prlzi]ze, .. 2e—1]) = Equyp, lM]

In Pria;|z1.t_1]

To justify our choice of error measure, note that the probd¢imounding the errors of conditional probabilities is
complicated by the issue of that, over the long run, we may taondition on a very low probability event. Thus
we need to control the relative accuracy of our predictiofisis makes the KL-divergence a natural choice for the
error measure. Unfortunately, because our HMM conditiomsnaore naturally interpreted in terms of spectral and
normed quantities, we end up switching back and forth bati@eand L, errors via Pinsker-style inequalities (as in
Even-Dar et d1.[[2007]). Itis not clear to us if a significgritletter guarantee could be obtained with a pliresrror
analysis (nor is it clear how to do such an analysis).

The analysis in_Even-Dar etlal. [2007] (which assumed thamproximatel” andO were provided) dealt with
this problem of dividing by zero (during a Bayes’ rule upddtg explicitly modifying the approximate model so that
it neverassigns the probability of any event to be zero (since ifeékient occurred, then the conditional probability is
no longer defined). In our setting, Conditidn 3 ensures thigtinodel never assigns the probability of any event to be
zero. We can relax this Condition somewhat (so that we needuemtify over all observations), though we do not
discuss this here.

We should also remark that while our sample complexity bdsrsignificantly larger than in Theordnh 6, we are
also bounding the more stringent KL-error measure on canmdit distributions.




4.2.3 Learning Distributions e-closeto HMMs

Our L, error guarantee for predicting joint probabilities stitiltis if the sample used to estimeﬁ’e, ﬁg,l, ﬁ?,,m,l come
from a probability distributiorPr[-] that is merely close to an HMM. Specifically, all we need ist thests some
tmax > 3 and somen state HMM with distributiorPr™M[.] such that:

1. Pr"™M obeys the conditions of Lemriia 3,
2. Forallt < tmas ., , | Prlzis] — PriM{zy ]| < e™MM(1),
3. MMM (2) < 1oy, (PSYM).

The resulting error of our learned modal is

Y I Prlwry] = Prizea]] < ™M)+ [Pr ™™ [zy,] - Prizi)

Z1:t Z1:t

for all ¢ < tmax. The second term is now bounded as in Thedrem 6, with spgatrameters correspondingfe™ .

5 Proofs

Throughout this section, we assume the HMM obeys Condiiiofable[l summarizes the notation that will be used
throughout the analysis in this section.

m,n Number of states and observations
ng(e) Number of significant observations
O,T, A, HMM parameters

P, Py1, P34
P, Py1, P34
€1,€2.1, €3.2,1

Marginal probabilities

Empirical marginal probabilities

Sampling errors [Sectidn 5.1]

Matrix of m left singular vectors 013271

True observable parameters usligSectior 5.1
Estimated observable parameters uiThg
Parameter errors [Sectibn b.1]

> Ay [Section5.1]

m-th largest singular value of matrix/

True and estimated states [Secfion 5.3]
(UTO) " b, (UTO) by, he/(1] hy) [Section 58]
(UTO)~'B,(UT0) [Sectiod5.8]

inf{[[Ovlly : [|vfls = 1}, min{[As]i;}

5.1 Estimation Errors

Table 1: Summary of notation.

Define the following sampling error quantities:

a = [P - Pl
€21 = |[[Pe1— Pl
€331 = HﬁS,m,l — P, 1]2

The following lemma bounds these errors with high probgbés a function of the number of observation samples
used to form the estimates.

10



Lemma 8. If the algorithm independently sampl&sobservation triples from the HMM, then with probability atist

1-9:
e
S
S I I N

x

wheree(k) is defined in(T).
Proof. See Appendik Al

€1

c«.loo c«.loo

A

The rest of the analysis estimates how the sampling erréestahe accuracies of the model parameters (which
in turn affect the prediction quality). We need some resfitien matrix perturbation theory, which are given in
AppendixB. R

LetU € R™™ be matrix of left singular vectors df, ;. The first lemma implies that i, ; is sufficiently close
to P 1, i.e. €21 is small enough, then the difference between projectir@ﬂge(ﬁ) andrange(U) is not too great.

In particular,UTO will be invertible and be nearly as well-conditionedias O.

Lemma9. Supposes,; < ¢ - o, (P2,1) for somes < 1/2. Leteg = €3 ,/((1 — €)om(Po,1))?. Then:
1. &9 <1,
2. o—m(U P, 1) > (1 —eg)om(Pe1),
3. Um(UTngl) > 1 —=¢eoom(Ps1),
4. 5, (UT0) > VT —200m(0).

Proof. The assumptions imply, < 1. Sinceam(ﬁTﬁgJ) = am(ﬁg,l), the second claim is immediate from
Corollary[22. LetU € R™*™ be the matrix of left singular vectors @b ;. For anyz € R™, |[U Uz|s =
[lx]|24/1 — HﬁIU”% > ||z]|2v/1 — o by Corollary[22 and the faet, < 1. The remaining claims followl

Now we will argue that the estimated paramefe;,s BI, b, are close to the following true parameters from the
observable representation whris used forl/:

boy = (PMU)+P1 = (UT0) "1,
B, = (U P, 1) (U Poy)t = (UTO)AL(UTO)™" forz=1,...,n,
b = U'P.

By Lemmd3, as long a8 T O is invertible, these parametd?go, B,, by constitute a valid observable representation
for the HMM.
Define the following errors of the estimated parameters:

b = ](ﬁTO)T(EOO—’EOO)HOO - H(ﬁTO)TBOO_1mHOO,

A, = |@ 0y (B. - B.) TT0)| = |[(@T0) B0 0) - A
A = YA,

5 = ](ﬁTO)*l(Bl—’El)Hl - H(ﬁTorla_ﬁHl.

We can relate these to the sampling errors as follows.

11



Lemma 10. Assumes 1 < 0,,(P21)/3. Then:

0o < 4 (Um(6123,211)2 3crm€(}’21))

A, < %.07\:@)-<Pr[$2 z] Umz;;l)? 303&;;,1)>7
= )]

5 < %'a;{(@)'q'

Proof. The assumption ocb,lguaraintees thdf T O is inverAtibIe (I:emm@).A B
We boundo, = [|[(OTU)(hoo — boo)loo BY |0 [l so U (boe — boo)|loo < [|boe — bool|2- Then:
oo —bocllz = (BLO) Py = (P, 0) P2
I((PLLO)F = (PLT) M) Prlz + 1(PLLT) T (P = Pyl
< N(BLO)T = (BLO) D)2 Py + (P O) T ol Py = Pl
1+5 . €21 B €
2 min{o(Pe1), om(PL0)}2 on(PL0)

IN

where the last inequality follows from Lemral23. The bound fallows from Lemmd®.
Next for A, we bound each terif(U " O)~Y (B, — B,)(UTO)|1 by vm|(UTO)~ (B, — B,)U " |2]|O|l1 <

VIl(UTO) 2|l By = Bell2|UT||2lO)l = v/m||Be — Ball2/om(UTO). To deal with|| B, — B,||», we use the
decomposition

|B. =B, = |0 Puan)@ P = (0T Pra) 0T Po) |
< H(ﬁTPZS,z,l) ((ﬁTPQ,l)Jr - (ﬁTﬁz,l)Jr) H2 + HﬁT (Pg,x,l - ﬁS,m,l) (ﬁTPQ.;)JrHQ
14++5 €21 €3,2,1
< ||Pszall2- - — — =~ -+ —
2 min{c,, (P2,1), 0m(UT Py 1)} om(UT Py 1)
. 1+ \/5 ) €21 €3.z,1

< Pr[zg = 2] — — + — ,
2 min{om(PgJ),Um(UTPgJ)}Z Um(UTPQJ)

where the second inequality uses Lenimh 23, and the final aigquses the fac P .1ll2 < />, ;P20 <

Zi,j [Ps.21]i,; = Prlzs = x]. Applying Lemmd® gives the stated boundAp and alsoA.

Finally, we bounds; by /m|(UTO)~1UT ||s||P. — Pi||2 < v/me1 /om (U TO). Again, the stated bound follows
from Lemmd 91

5.2 Proof of Theorem

We need to quantify how estimation errors propagate in tbealility calculation. Because the joint probability of a
lengtht sequence is computed by multiplying togetheratrices, there is a danger of magnifying the estimatioorsrr
exponentially. Fortunately, this is not the case, as thieiehg lemma shows that these errors accumulate roughly
additively.

Lemma 11. Assumé/ T O is invertible. For any time:

S |@Toyt (Bubi - Bai) Hl < (14 A6+ (1+A) —1.

Z1:t

12



(1+A) —1 =4y istrue

Proof. By induction ont. The base case, thiatU " O)~1(by — by)|; < (1 + A)%5;
Tt th 1. 1b1 andbt = bt(Il e 1)

1
by definition. For the inductive step, define unnormalizedesth, = by (z
Eztflzlfl;l. Fixt > 1, and assume
> [@mor (i - )
T1:t—1

Then, we can decompose the sum awgr as

A)°
) =

| S+ ta Ay -

Z” UTO By, b1 — Itlbl)”l

T1:t
- T ¥ H @70) ((Bes =B )b + (B = B (b =) + B (B =50))
Tt T1:t—1

which, by the triangle inequality, is bounded above by

> X |@rort (B - Ba) @0l @70 @
S S |Eor (B, -m) 0ol o (-3), @
£33 |J@Tor B@Tox@Tor (b)) @

Tt Ti:t—1

We deal with each double sum individually. For the sum&Jn (@ use the fact that(U T O)~'b,||; = Pr[z1., 1],
which, when summed over;.; 1, is 1. Thus the entire double sum is boundedAyby definition. For [B), we

use the inductive hypothesis to bound the inner sum ﬂ)(/@rTO)@t — by)||1; the outer sum scales this bound by
A (again, by definition). Thus the double sum is boundedMy1 + A)!=1§; + (1 + A)!=! — 1). Finally, for
sums in [(&), we first repIac(eﬁTO)—lﬁt(ﬁTO) with A,,. SinceA,, has all non-negative entries, we have that
| Az, 0|1 < 1,1 Ag,|v| for any vectorv € R™, where|v| denotes element-wise absolute valuevofNow the fact
LY. Aw,|v| =1 T|v| = 1, |v| = ||v||; and the inductive hypothesis imply the double suniin (4) isriated by
(1+ A)t 151 + (1 + A)t=1 — 1. Combining these bounds fdd (2] (3), ahdl (4) completesrttiadgtion.l

All that remains is to bound the effect of errorslA)ig. Theoreni b will follow from the following lemma combined
with the sampling error bounds of Lemiiia 8.
Lemma12. Assumes 1 < 0,,(P21)/3. Then for any,
S |Priwia] = Prieral| < 0o + (1+00) (1+A)01 + (1+4) —1).
T1:t
Proof. By Lemmd® and the condition an ;, we haveum(ﬁTO) > 0soU T O is invertible.
Now we can decompose ttlig error as follows:

Z}ﬁr[xl;t] . Pr[:cl:t]} - Z‘E;Emtj bL By, b1 }

T1:t T1:t

- Z‘Fﬁmb [ me’

< |G ) T@TONTTO) B | )

+ 3 |G = b)) (TTONTTO) (Bryby = By B)| (6)

+ Y[R @TONTT O (Bry b — Bayiby)| ()

X1:t

13



The first sum[(b) is

> | =) @TONTTO Bry b < 3 |[(@TO) (e —bo)|_ [ @TO) M B
| < 2500 [Azamlly = > 0oc Prlziy] = 0o

where the first inequality is Holder’s, and the second usedbunds in Lemnial0.
The second sunil6) employs Holder's and Leninda 11:

(e = boe) (O TONTTO) M (Buy b1 = Boibi)| < [(070)T (o = b0)||_||(@T0) 7 (Brribs = B B0)|
< Soo((T4+ A6+ (1+A) —1).
Finally, the third sum[{]7) uses Lemrmal11:
> L@ O)TT0)  (Bayibi = Buyby)| = D[1TOT0)  (Bayyby — Bay )|
< Y |@ 0y (Bunby - BuB)|
< (1‘+ Aoy + (1+A) —1.

Combining these gives the desired bouhd.

5.3 Proof of Theorem[7

In this subsection, we assume the HMM obeys Conditlon 3 (ditaoh to Conditior[1).
We introduce the following notation. Let the unnormalizstimated conditional hidden state distributions be

hi = (UT0) 'y,
and its normalized version, R R

G = he/(1,,he).
Also, let R R o

A, = (UTO)'B,(UT0).

This notation lets us succinctly compare the updates madribgstimated model to the updates of the true model.
Our algorithm never explicitly computes these hidden sthséributionsg, (as it would require knowledge of the
unobserved). However, under certain conditions (namely Conditldnad[dand some estimation accuracy require-
ments), these distributions are well-defined and thus wehesa for sake of analysis.

The following lemma shows that if the estimated parametersiecurate, then the state updates behave much like
the true hidden state updates.

Lemma 13. For any probability vectorw € R and any observatiom,

YN 0L (0T Auw —1| < b +0A+A and

[A\w w; > [Agw]; — Ay

D N fora.”.:l,...7

Moreover, for any non-zero vectar € R™,

1T Ayw 1
<

bLUTO)Aw ~ 100

14



Proof. We need to relate the effect of the estimated operﬁgoro that of the true operatot,. First assumev is a
probability vector. Then:

L (0T0) Ayw — 1;Aww] - ‘@O@ b)) T (0T O) Ay
+ (boo — boo) (UTO)(Ay — A)w + boo(TUTO)(A, — Ax)w

|(boe = o) T (U T O)| s || Az
+ [[(boe — o) (O TO)loc (A — A) 1wl + [1(As — Au)l1[[w]ls-

IN

Therefore we have

< b+ 0A+A and b (UTO)Auw < 1] Ay + 0o + 000Dy + Ay

S b (UT0)Aw -1

Combining these inequalities with

[A\zw]z = [Azw]i“‘[(gx_Az)w]i 2 [Axw]i_”(gz_Ax)wnl > [Axw]i_H(A\I_Az)anw”l > [Azw]i— Ay

gives the first claim. R
Now drop the assumption thatis a probability vector, and assurg A, w # 0 without loss of generality. Then:

17—;ng _ 1;;ng
L (UTO)Aw 1T Ay + (boo — boo) T(UTO) Ayw
[ Az w1

1Azw]ls = [T TO)T (boe = boo) o | Aztwln
which is at most /(1 — ) as claimedl

A consequence of Lemnfiall3 is that if the estimated paramatersufficiently accurate, then the state updates
never allows predictions of very small hidden state prolitags.

Corollary 14. Assumé., < 1/2,max, A, < «/3,01 < /8, andmax, doo +0scAz+A, < 1/3. Then[g;]; > a/2
for all ¢ ands.

Proof. Fort = 1, we use LemmB0 to géf; — ﬁlﬂl < 6, <1/2, so Lemmad7 implies thah; — g1]|1 < 44;.
Then[g1]; > [ha]i — |[P1]i — [91]i] > « — 461 > «/2 (using Conditio B) as needed. Ror 1, LemmdIB implies

o~

[AzGi—1]i > [AeGi—1]i — A S o= a/3
b0 TO)Agrr  InAcGi1 T 0w+ 00Dy 1A, ~ 1+1/3

@
2

using Conditiofi B in the second-to-last stkp.

Now we are ready to prove the contraction property of the Kledjence between the true hidden states and the
estimated hidden states. This analysis shares ideas frem-Bar et al.|[2007], though the added difficulty is due to
that the state maintained by our algorithm is not a prohgdistribution.

Lemma 15. Leteg = max, 2A,/a + (o + 00cAs + Az)/a + 2000. ASSUMB, < 1/2, max, A, < «/3, and
max, dso + 00cAy + A, < 1/3. Forall ¢, if g, € R™ is a probability vector, then

KL(ht+1l[ge1) < KL(he||g¢) — 5 K L(hel[g:)* + eo.

7
o 2 (ln %)
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Proof. The LHS, written as an expectation ovar,, is

m

. (hit1)i
KL(h g = E.,., hiatl]i In == .
(hit1][ge+1) . ;[ t41] Goals
We can boundn(1/[g;+1];) as
T (7T
1 b 2 ~
In — = OO U O G 11—rtht+1
[Gt41]i AL, Gl
o TAItgt Etgt] /l;oro(ﬁTO)A\It/g\t 1T/};
= . . — — 1) ey
xtgt ztgt] 1mA1tgt
1TA1 Aac 1TAac g 00 ooAz Az
< 1Il< gt . [ tgt] . -m gt +5-|- +é:\ t + t (1 +2500)>
[ wrgt $tgt] Aiﬂt 1mA£Etgt
ztgt o «
1 Az gt>
< In| 2—=—) + ¢
( [Amgt]i 0

where the first inequality follows from Lemrhal13, and the setosedn(1 + a) < a. Therefore,

m

-~ 11—rrLA1t§t
KL(he11|[Ger1) < Bayy | [hega]idn ( [hegali - o

+ &o. 8
2 Au il ’ ®)

The expectation if{8) is the KL-divergence betwéai¥:;|x1..—1] and the distribution oveli;; that is arrived at by
updatingPr|h:|x1.:—1] (Using Bayes’ rule) witfPr[h 11 |h:] andPr|x;|h;]. Call this second distributioBr|hyy1|x1.4].
The chain rule for KL-divergence states

K L(Pr(hpsa v |[Prlhuga|21a]) + KL(Pr{hylhesr, 2 [[Prlhelhe, 21.4])
= KL(Pr[ht|x1;t]||Pr[ht|x1,t]) + KL(PI‘[ht+1|ht,.’L’l;t]||Pf[ht+1|ht,.’L'l;t]).
Thus, using the non-negativity of KL-divergence, we have
KL(Pr{hysi|zra|[Priherilzre]) < KL(Prlhe|oya]|[Prihelaie]) + K L(Pr{hegt|he, 21l |[Prlhest|he, 1))
KL(Pr[ht|x1:t]||Pr[ht|x1:t])

where the equality follows from the fact thﬁ[ht+1|ht,x1:t] = f’vr[ht+1|ht] = Pr[hit1]he] = Prlhiga|he, z1.4].
Furthermore,

. . PI‘[.It“’Lt = Z]
Prlh; = i|z1. = Prlh; =iz =m . : and
[h |21.] [he |T1:¢—1] Zj:l Prlz¢|hy = j] - Prlhy = jlz1.0—1]
Pr ; oo . Prlzi|hy =1
Pr[ht = Zl(El:t] = Pr[ht = Z|$1:t—1] . [ t| t ]

>y Prlay|hy = 4] Prlhe = jla1—1]
SO

= Prihy =i|x
K L(Prlht|xz1.4]||Pr[he]z1:t]) = Eayp, [ZPY ht = i|z1.4 ln%
t = 1T1:—1

- Ezl:t

"~ Prlxi|he = 4] - Prlhy = Jlz—
ZPI‘ I’Lt:i|1171;t] hl Zin_l [ t| ! ]] ,\[ ! j| Lt 1]
> i1 Primlhe = j] - Prhy = jloie—1]
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The first expectation is

Pr[h; =
E.,, ZPr hy =ilx1.4] In —r[ ¢ = ilrnel
[ht = Z|171t 1]

Prh =iz

. , Prlhs = i[z1:4-1]
= E; ., Prix¢|hy = 1] - Prlhy = |21 I =
. ZZ e =il Prihe = eyl

Prlh; = ilx
= ]E:Cl:tfl ZZPrxt7ht_Z|x1t 1] M]

Lz, i=1 [ht—l|1171t 1]

= KL(hlg:),

and the second expectation is

Exl:t

m ™ Prlxihy = 5] - Prlhy = jlagg—
S Prfhy = iler] In Zjﬂ*l tlhe j,] Prlh. j,| L)
im1 > je1 Prlzelhe = j]- Prlhe = jlw1.-1]

[x
[x
Z Prlz¢|hy = j] - Pr[hs = jlo1.4-1]
117: 1 ZPr$t|$1t 1 — -
ZJ L Pr[aelhe = j] - Prihy = jla1.-1]

= KL(OhtHOgt)-
Substituting these back intol(8), we have

KL(hi11|ge+1) < KL(h|[ge) — KL(Oht]|Og:) + eo-

It remains to bounds L(Oh,||0F;) from above. We use Pinsker’s inequality [Cover and Thom@81], which states
that for any distributiong andgq,

KL(pllg) > gl\p qll?,

together with the definition of, to deduce
Ohi||0G:) > + Ohi— 0Gi|2 > L —al
KLOR||OG) = Eu,, 10 = OGll} = SEay,llhe = Gill.
Finally, by Jensen’s inequality and Lemia 18 (the latteliapfpecause of Corollafy114), we have that

1

2
Buvoallte =303 2 Enislie =Gl > (e KLOHIE))

which gives the required bounh.
TheoreniY follows by combining the following lemma and thenpling error bounds of Lemnid 8.

Lemma 16. Letey = max, 2A, /a+ (6oo + 000 Qs + Ar) /a+ 25 ande; = max, (0o + VMoo Ay ++/MmA,) /.
Assumé,, < 1/2, max, A, < a/3, andmax; 0o + oAz + A, < 1/3. Also assume

€0 « 1 aty? 1
61 < J— < =< =, < —— and & < —.
8y — 8 T 2 128 (In 2)? 2
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Then for allt,

KL(hge) <

Do 2 (In 2 25
KL(Pr[z¢|zis—1] || Priazr—1]) < %

+ oo T 0o A+ A + 264,

Proof. To prove the bound ofi,, , ,[K L(h:||g:)], we proceed by induction oh For the base case, Lemnias 18
(with CorollarylI4) an@ 17 and the condition énimply

o 2 ~ 2 2(In2)°c
KL(hillgr) < (ma) lh1 =Gl < (mE) 46, < #

7y

as required. The inductive step follows easily from Lenima 15
Now we prove the bound oR L(Pr[x¢|x1.+—1]||Pr[z¢|z1.t—1]). First, letPr[z:, ht|x1.+—1] denote our predicted
conditional probability of both the hidden state and obatow, i.e. the product of the following two quantities:

pLTO)A. ]
. L (UTO)Aug

Prlhy = i|lz14_1] = [Gi); and Prizy|hy =i, 21, 4] =

Now we can apply the chain rule for KL-divergence

K L(Prlz;|z10-1]|[Prlar.-1])

< KL(Pr[hy|z1— 1]||f)\r[ht|l’1-t 1)) + KL(PY[$t|htaxl:t—l]”ﬁ[xtmt’xl:t_l])
= h :El t—1 h zt i 1n Teyi E 77 0
KL(ll§) + [ZZ i ( U BLOTO) L),
OCE 3
< h Ezypy h aaf, ——— + In(1 400 +0ocA+ A
K L(h|g:) + [ZZ ti <[b'r (UTO)A;“]Z'> ( )

i=1 x¢

where the last inequality uses Lemma 13. It will suffice tovsshbatOzt,i/[@O(ﬁTO)/Lt]i < 1+ 2¢;. Note that
Og,.i = [bL(UTO)A,,]; > o by Conditior[B. Furthermore, for ariy

b1 (TT0)As, =L (UT0) Ay, |l
(oo — Do) (U T O) 5o | As, [l

+ (oo — 0o) (U T O) oo || Az, — Au, oo
+ [boe (U T O) [loc | Az, — Aa,lle

Joo + VMbsoDs, + VMmA,,.

b (UTO)A,,)i — Oy, il

IN A

IN

Therefore
Olﬂt; < Olﬂm
[bT (UTO) Ji T Oz = (0c + VMbooAa, + vVmAz,)
1

<
T 1= (0oo + VMIoAs, + VMmA,,)/
1

1—61

D>>

IN

< 1+261

as needed
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Lemma17. If |la — b||; < ¢ < 1/2 andb is a probability vector, thetja/(17a) — b||; < 4c.

Proof. First, it is easy to check that — ¢ < 1Ta < 1 +¢. Letl = {i : a;/(1"a) > b;}. Then fori € I,
|ai/(1Ta) — b1| = ai/(lTa) —b < al/(l — C) - b < (1 + 20)04' - b < |ai — b1| + 2ca;. Slmllarly, for
) ¢ I, |bz — ai/(l—ra)| = b; — ai/(lTa) < b, — al/(l + C) < b - (1 — c)ai < |bl — ai| + ca;. Therefore
lla/(1Ta) —blly < |la— b1 +2¢(1Ta) < c+2¢(1 +c¢) < 4de.l

Lemma 18. Leta andb be probability vectors. If there exists some< 1/2 such thatb; > c¢ for all ¢, then
KL(al[b) < [|a — b]|1 log(1/c).

Proof. See|[Even-Dar et al., 2007], Lemma 3.10.
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A Sample Complexity Bound

We will assume independent samples to avoid mixing estonattherwise, one can discount the number of samples
by one minus the second eigenvalue of the hidden stateticansiatrix.

We are bounding the Frobenius norm of the matrix errors. Faplecity, we unroll the matrices into vectors, and
use vector notations.

Let z be a discrete random variable that takes value§lin..,d}. We are interested in estimating the vector
q = [Pr(z = j)]4_, from N iid examplesz; of z (i = 1,...,N). Letg; be the vector of zeros expect theth
component being one. Then the empirical estimatgisf] = vazl qi/N. We are interested in bounding the quantity

G — all3-

The following concentration bound is a simple applicatibthe McDiarmid’s inequality.[McDiarmid, 1989].
Proposition 19. We haveve > 0:

Pr(lld—aly = 1/VN +¢) < e,

Proof. Considerg = S ¢i/N, and let§ = .~ ¢//N, whereq, = ¢; except fori = k. Then we have
li—dqll2 = 14" = qllz < |lGg — ¢'||2 < V2/N. By McDiarmid’s inequality, we have

N ~ _ 2
Pr(lg—qll, >Ellg—qll, +¢) <e M.

Note that

E

o\ 1/2
< [E
2

N
Zqi—Nq
i—1

N
Zqi—Nq
i—1

2
N 1/2 N 1/2
= (ZEI% - ql%) = <ZE [1—2¢q+ IICJH%}) = /N1 —lql3)-
=1 i=1

This leads to the desired bourld.

Using this bound, we obtain with probability— 34:

6 < V(DN + IV,
21 < /In(1/6)/N +/1/N,
1/2
263,m,1 < Vn <Z eﬁ,mJ) < +/nn(1/6)/N ++/n/N.

x x

If the observation dimensionality is large and sample siz€ is small, then the third inequality can be improved
by considering a more detailed estimate. Given Rnlet (k) be sum of elements in the smallest- & probability
tablesP; .. 1 (Equatiorfl). LetS, be the indices of these smallest- k& probability tables. we obtain:

2

Z |1 P31 — P3ual|% + Z Z(p&m,l[ivj] — Pyoaliy4])| < [VIn(1/6)/N + /1/NJ?,

r#£S), reSk 1,J
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which implies that

D MPsan = Poaalle <D Y [Pswalisj] = Poaalisjl

reSy reSy 4.J

< Z Zmax (0, Ps p1[iy ] — P3,m,l[i7j]) + e(k)

reSk i,J

+ 30> min (0, P alisj] = Posalisi]) + (k)

reSk ,J

<| 3 S Buanlis i)~ Poali )| + 2e(k).

reSk i,j

Therefore

> _esen < min[VkIn(1/0)/N + VE/N + +/In(1/8)/N + V1/N + 2¢(k)].

x

This means_ , €3 .1 may be small even ifi is large, but the number of frequently occurring symbolssanall.

B Matrix Perturbation Theory

The following perturbation bounds can be found in [Stewad Sun| 1990].

Lemma 20 (Theorem 4.11, p. 204 ih [Stewart and Sun, 199€pt A € R™*" withm > n, and letA = A + E. If
the singular values ofl andA are (o7 > ... > 0,) and(oy > ... > 7,), respectively, then

|o; — il <||Ell2 i=1,...,n.

Lemma 21 (Theorem 4.4, p. 262 in [Stewart and Sun, 199Q¢t A € R™*", with m > n, with the singular value
decompositiofUy, Us, Us, X1, X0, V1, Va):

U, ¥ 0
U |[A[Vi Va]l=] 0 %
Uy 0 0

LetA = A + E, with analogous SV[Oﬁl, [72, 173, f]l, iz, X71172). Let® be the matrix of canonical angles between
range(U;) andrange(U; ), and® be the matrix of canonical angles betweange(V; ) andrange(V1). If there exists

d,a > 0 such thatmin (1) > a + § andmax o(X3) < «, then

E
max{|| sin ®||2, | sin O]2} < %
Corollary 22. LetA € R™*", withm > n, have rankn, and letU € R™*" be the matrix of: left singular vectors
corresponding to the non-zero singular valugs> ... > o,, > 0 0of A. LetA = A+ E. LetU € R™*" be the matrix
of n left singular vectors corresponding to the largestingular valuesr; > ... > o, of A, andletU, € Rmx(m—n)

be the remaining left singular vectors. Assuliig|» < eo,, for somee < 1. Then:
1.0, >(1-¢€opn,
2. |[U[Ulla < ||E|l2/Fn-

Proof. The first claim follows from LemmBa 20, and the second follovesti Lemmd_ 2l because the singular values
of U U are the sines of the canonical angles betweeige(U) andrange(U). I

Lemma 23 (Theorem 3.8, p. 143 in [Stewart and Sun, 1990Rt A € R™*™ withm > n, and letA = A+ E. Then

1+V5
2

At — A*]|, < -max{|| A3, | AT [SHIE 2.
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