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Abstract—We develop necessary and sufficient conditions and a other documents through a two-step process: 1) first draw a
novel provably consistent and efficient algorithm for discoering K x 1 document-specific distribution over topié$* from a
topics (latent factors) from observations (documents) thaare prior distributionPr(c) on the probability simplex with some
realized from a probabilistic mixture of shared latent factors h t -9 th d N iid d di
that have certain properties. Our focus is on the class of top yper-parametersy; 2) then . _raW I _Wo_r S_ according
models in which each shared latent factor contains a novel wd 0 a W x 1 document-spec;{flc word distribution over the
that is unique to that factor, a property that has come to be vocabulary given byA™ = > iy B¥0..m, which is a convex
known as separability. Our algorithm is based on the key ingiht  combination (probabilistic mixture) of the latent topic3ur
that the novel words correspond to the extreme points of the yq4 5 10 estimatgd from the matrix of empirical observations

convex hull formed by the row-vectors of a suitably normalizd . - .
word co-occurrence matrix. We leverage this geometric ingiht to X. To appreciate the difficulty of the problem, consider a

establish polynomial computation and sample complexity bonds ~ typical benchmark dataset such as a news article collection
based on a few isotropic random projections of the rows of the from the New York Times (NYT)[[B] that we use in our

normalized word co-occurrence matrix. Our proposed random experiments. In this dataset, after suitable pre-proogssi

projections-based algorithm is naturally amenable to an dfcient ;- _ 14 943, M = 300,000, and, on averageN = 298.

dlstnbuyed_ |mplementat|_or) and is attractive for modern web- Thus. N ’<< W < M, X is very sparse, and/ is very large

scale distributed data mining applications. > ' ! :
Typically, K ~ 100 < min(W, M).

This estimation problem in topic modeling has been ex-
tensively studied. The prevailing approach is to compuée th
MAP/ML estimate [1]. The true posterior o8 given X,
however, is intractable to compute and the associated MAP

OPIC modeling refers to a family of generative modeland ML estimation problems are in fact NP-hard in the general
and associated algorithms for discovering the (latenghse[[9],[10]. This necessitates the use of sub-optimaioaist
topical structure shared by a large corpus of documentsy Thgased on approximations and heuristics such as Variational
are important for organizing, searching, and making sefiseBayes and MCMCI[6],[[11]+E[13]. While they produce impres-

a large text corpus_[1]. In this paper we describe a novéllve empirical results on many real-world datasets, guaesn
geometric approach, with provable statistical and computef asymptotic consistency or efficiency for these approsche
tional efficiency guarantees, for learning the latent tepit are either weak or non-existent. This makes it difficult to
a document collection. This work is a culmination of a seriasvaluatenodel fidelity failure to produce satisfactory results in

of recent publications on certain structure-leveraginghmes new datasets could be due to the use of approximations and
for topic modeling with provable theoretical guaranteels-[2 heuristics or due to model mis-specification which is more
=] fundamental. Furthermore, these sub-optimal approactees a

We consider a corpus af/ documents, indexed by: = computationally intensive for large text corpora [5], [7].

1,..., M, each composed of words from a fixed vocabulary of To overcome the hardness of the topic estimation problem
size W. The distinct words in the vocabulary are indexed by its full generality, a new approach has emerged to leaen th
w=1,...,W. Each document: is viewed as an unorderedtopic model by imposing additional structure on the model
“bag of words” and is represented by an empiri¢tl x 1  parameters[[3],[]5],[17],[19], [([14],[T15]. This paper focisse
word-counts vectoX™, whereX,, ,, is the number of times on a key structural property of the topic matri called
that wordw appears in document [1], [B]-[7]. The entire topic separability [3], [B], [7], [L5] wherein every latent topic
document corpus is then represented by fiie< A matrix contains at least one word thatrisvel to it, i.e., the word is

X = [X',....,XM]. ] A “topic” is a W x 1 distribution unique to that topic and is absent from the other topics. This
over the vocabulary. A topic model posits the existence @f in essence, a property of the support of the latent topic
K < min(W, M) latent topics that aresharedamong all matrix 8. The topic separability property can be motivated
M documents in the corpus. The topics can be collectivelly the fact that for many real-world datasets, the empirical
represented by thél columns 8',...,8% of a W x K topic estimates produced by popular Variational-Bayes and
column-stochastic “topic matrix’3. Each documentn is Gibbs Sampling approaches are approximately separahle [5]
conceptually modeled as being generated independently of[d]. Moreover, it has recently been shown that the sepatyabil

roperty will be approximately satisfied with high probitiil
When it is clear from the context, we will usé,, ., to represent either the property bp y gh probity

empirical word-count or, by suitable column-normalizatiof X, the empirical when the dimension of the voc_abuIaW Sc_ales suﬁ|_0|er_1tly
word-frequency. faster than the number of topid§ and 3 is a realization

Index Terms—Topic Modeling, Separability, Random Projec-
tion, Solid Angle, Necessary and Sufficient Conditions.
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of a Dirichlet prior that is typically used in practice |16].estimatinga separable topic matrix. These conditions are
Therefore, separability is aatural approximation formost satisfied by practical choices of topic priors such as the
high-dimensional topic models. Dirichlet distribution [6]. All these necessary conditiare
Our approach exploits the following geometric implicatioiinformation-theoretic and algorithm-independent, ileey are
of the key separability structure. If we associate each woirdespective of the specific statistics of the observations
in the vocabulary with a row-vector of a suitably normalizethe algorithms that are used. The provable statistical and
empirical word co-occurrence matrithe set of novel words computational efficiency guarantees of our proposed atyari
correspond to the extreme pointsof the convex hull formed hold true under these necessary and sufficient conditions.
by the row-vectors of all words. We leverage this geometric The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We review
insight and develop a provably consistent and efficient-algrelated work on topic modeling as well as the separability
rithm. Informally speaking, we establish the following ués property in various domains in Sécl Il. We introduce the sepa

Theorem 1. If the topic matrix is separable and the mixingrablllty property ong, the simplicial and affine independence

. : - . : . conditions on mixing weights, and the extreme point geoynetr
weights satisfy a minimum information-theoretically reszgy . . .
technical condition, then our proposed algorithm runs irﬁuat mqtlvates our approach in SE] .“I' We then discuss h.OW
o : . . _the solid angle can be used to identify robust extreme points
polynomial time in M, W, N, K, and estimates the tOpICto deal with a finite number of samples (words per document)
matrix consistently as M — oo with N > 2 held fixed. . . .
. . - in Sec.[TM. We describe our overall algorithm and sketch
Moreover, our proposed algorithm can estimaeto within . L
an ¢ element-wise error with a probability at leagt— ¢ if its analysis |n_Sed:IV. Wwe demonstrate th? performance of
M > Pol N K loe(1 1/6). our approach in Se€_VI on various sy_nthetlc and real-world
> Poly (W, 1/N, K, log(1/4),1/e)
examples. Proofs of all results appear in the appendices.
The asymptotic setting/ — oo with N held fixed is
motivated by text corpora in which the number of words in a
single document is small while the number of documents is
large. We note that our algorithm can be applied to any family The idea of modeling text documents as mixtures of a few
of topic models whose topic mixing weights pribr(a) satis- semantic topics was first proposed in[17] where the mixing
fies a minimum information-theoretically necessary tecahi weights were assumed to be deterministic. Latent Dirichlet
condition. In contrast, the standard Bayesian approaahngs sAllocation (LDA) in the seminal work of[[6] extended this
as Variational-Bayes or MCMC need to be hand-designéal a probabilistic setting by modeling topic mixing weights
separately for each specific topic mixing weights prior. using Dirichlet priors. This setting has been further egtsh
The highlight of our approach is to identify the novel word$o include other topic priors such as the log-normal prior
as extreme points through appropriately defin@adom pro- in the Correlated Topic Mode[[18]. LDA models and their
jections. Specifically, we project the row-vector of each wordlerivatives have been successful on a wide range of problems
in an appropriately normalized word co-occurrence matriR terms of achieving good empirical performance [L].][13].
along a few independent and isotropically distributed cand ~ The prevailing approaches for estimation and inference
directions. The fraction of times that a word attains the imaxproblems in topic modeling are based on MAP or ML estima-
mum value along a random direction is a measure of its degttémn [I]. However, the computation of posterior distrilauts
of robustness as an extreme point. This process of randoanditioned on observatiod is intractable[[6]. Moreover, the
projections followed by counting the number of times a wortllAP estimation objective is non-convex and has been shown
is a maximizer can be efficiently computed and is robust to be A’P-hard [9], [10]. Therefore various approximation and
the perturbations induced by sampling noise associateld whteuristic strategies have been employed. These approaches
having only a very small number of words per docum¥&nin fall into two major categories — sampling approaches and
addition to being computationally efficient, it turns ouatlthis optimization approaches. Most sampling approaches aetibas
random projections based approdéh requires theminimum on Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms that
information-theoretically necessary technical condisioon seek to generate (approximately) independent samples from
the topic prior for asymptotic consistency, afig) can be a Markov Chain that is carefully designed to ensure that
naturally parallelized and distributed. As a consequeitce,the sample distribution converges to the true postefiof, [11
can provably achieve the efficiency guarantees of a cendicli [L9]. Optimization approaches are typically based on the so
method while requiring insignificant communication betweecalled Variational-Bayes methods. These methods optithze
distributeddocument collection$ [5]. This is attractive for webparameters of a simpler parametric distribution so thasit i
scale topic modeling of large distributed text corpora. close to the true posterior in terms of KL divergerice [6]][12
Another advance of this paper is the identification of ne&xpectation-Maximization-type algorithms are typicallged
essary and sufficient conditions on the mixing weights fan these methods. In practice, while both Variational-Baye
consistent separable topic estimation. In previous work veead MCMC algorithms have similar performance, Variatienal
showed that aimplicial condition on the mixing weights is Bayes is typically faster than MCMC][1], [20].
both necessary and sufficient for consistemutiyfectingall the Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (NMF) is an alternative
novel words([4]. In this paper we complete the charactedmat approach for topic estimation. NMF-based methods exploit
by showing that anaffine independenceondition on the the fact that both the topic matrig and the mixing weights
mixing weights is necessary and sufficient for consistenthre nonnegative and attempt to decompose the empirical
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observation matrixX into a product of a nonnegative topicFurthermore, it requires fewer constraints on the topicimgix

matrix 3 and the matrix of mixing weights by minimizing aweights.

cost function of the form[20]5[23] We note that the separability property has been exploited
in other recent work as well [26][ [27]. In_[27], a singular

M value decomposition based approach is proposed for topic
> d(X™,B0™) + \p(8,0",...,6M), estimation. In[[26], it is shown that the standard Variaibn
m=1 Bayes approximation can be asymptotically consistens if

) _ ) is separable. However, the additional constraints prapose
whered(, ) is some measure of closeness anid a regulariza- essentially boil down to the requirement that each document
tion term which enforces desirable properties, e.g., 89208 contain predominantly only one topic. In addition to assugni
A and the mixing weights. The NMF problem, however, is alse existence of such “pure” documents,|[26] also requires a
known to be non-convex ant"P-hard [24] in general. Sub- syrict initialization. It is thus unclear how this can be mved
optimal strategies such as alternating minimization, @Yeeusing only the observatioriX.
gradient descent, and heuristics are used in practide [22].  The separability property has been re-discovered and ex-

In contrast to the above approaches, a new approach pisted in the literature across a number of different fields
recently emerged which is based on imposing additionahd has found application in several problems. To the best of
structure on the model parametefs [3]| [S]] [7]] [9]._[14]our knowledge, this concept was first introduced asRbee
[15]. These approaches show that the topic discovery prabixel Indexassumption in the Hyperspectral Image unmixing
lem lends itself to provably consistent and polynomialgimproblem [28]. This work assumes the existence of pixels in
solutions by making assumptions about #teucture of the a hyper-spectral image containing predominantly one sgeci
topic matrix 3 and the distribution of the mixing weights. InSeparability has also been studied in the NMF literaturéaén t
this category of approaches are methods based on a tenggitext of ensuring the uniqueness of NMF][29]. Subsequent
decomposition of the moments &f [14], [25]. The algorithm work has led to the development of NMF algorithms that
in [25] uses second order empirical moments and is showRploit separability[[23],[30]. The uniqueness and camess
to be asymptotically consistent when the topic maidhas results in this line of work has primarily focused on the
a special sparsity structure. The algorithm inl[14] uses thwiseless case. We finally note that separability has also
third order tensor of observations. It is, however, strgngbeen recently exploited in the problem of learning multiple
tied to the specific structure of the Dirichlet prior on theanking preferences from pairwise comparisons for peisona
mixing weights and requires knowledge of the concentratiggcommendation systems and information retrieval [312] [3
parameters of the Dirichlet distribution [14]. Furthermpmn and has led to provably consistent and efficient estimation
practice these approaches are computationally intenside algorithms.
require some initial coarse dimensionality reduction dggat
descent speedups, and GPU acceleration to process laige-sd!l- T OPIC SEPARABILITY, NECESSARY ANDSUFFICIENT
text corpora like the NYT dataset [14]. CONDITIONS, AND THE GEOMETRIC INTUITIONS

Our work falls into the family of approaches that exploit In this section, we unravel the key ideas that motivate our
the separability property g8 and its geometric implications algorithmic approach by focusing on the ideal case whemethe
31, [Bl, [7], [8], [L5], [26], [27]. An asymptotically coristent IS no “sampling-noise”, i.e., each document is infinitelypdo
polynomial-time topic estimation algorithm was first prepd (V. = o). In the next section, we will turn to the finit¥ case.
in [9]. However, this method requires solviig linear pro- We recall thay3 andX denote théV x K topic matrix and the
grams, each with?" variables and is computationally impracW x M empirical word counts/frequency matrix respectively.
tical. Subsequent work improved the computational efficenAlso, M, W, and K denote, respectively, the number of
[15], [23], but theoretical guarantees of asymptotic cstesicy documents, the vocabulary size, and the number of topies. Fo
(when N fixed, and the number of documenid — oo) convenience, we group the document-specific mixing wejghts
are unclear. Algorithms i [7] and[3] are both practical anthe8™’s, into aK x M weight matrixf = [#',...,6"] and
provably consistent. Each requires a stronger and slightlje document-specific distributions, the™’s, into aiW x M
different technical condition on the topic mixing weighteh document distribution matriA = [A',..., AM]. The gener-
[9]. Specifically, [7] imposes a full-rank condition on theative procedure that describes a topic model then implias th
second-order correlation matrix of the mixing weights and = 36. In the ideal case considered in this sectidh-{ co),
proposes a Gram-Schmidt procedure to identify the extrerti empirical wordfrequencymatrix X = A. Notation: A
points. Similarly, [3] imposes a diagonal-dominance ctindi vector a without specification will denote a column-vector,
on the same second-order correlation matrix and propodeghe all-ones column vector of suitable sizZK’ the i-th
a random projections based approach. These approachescalemn vector andX; the j-th row vector of matrixX, and
tied to the specific conditions imposed and they both fai# a suitably row-normalized version (described later) of a
to detect all the novel words and estimate topics when th@nnegative matrisB. Also, [n] := {1,...,n}.
imposed conditions (which are sufficient but not necessarry f
consistent novel word detection or topic estimation) faiold A- Key Structural Property: Topic Separability
in some examples[5]. The random projections based algorith We first introduce separability as a key structural property
proposed in [[b] is both practical and provably consistenf a topic matrix3. Formally,



Definition 1. (Separability) A topic matrix3 € RW*X is Complementing the work i [4] which identifies necessary and
separable if for each topié, there is some word such that sufficient conditions for consistedetectionof novel words, in
Bix>0andB;; =0,V 1 #k. this paper we identify necessary and sufficient conditianrs f
Topic separability implies that each topic contains Woyd(é:onsistene§timatiorpf a separa}ble topic ma’Frix. Qur necessity
which appear only in that topic. We refer to these words ‘,;rlgsults aremformatlon—theoretlc apd algorlthm-mdependen_t.
the novel words of the K topics. Figurd Il shows an exampleIn ”.atF”e’ meaning that they are mdependem of any specific
statistics of the observations and the algorithms used. The
novel words and the topics can only be identified up to a
permutation and this is accounted for in our results.

Let a := E(™) and R := E(0™0™") be the K x 1
expectation vector and thE x K correlation matrix of the
weight priorPr(a). Without loss of generality, we can assume
that the elements oh are strictly positive since otherwise
some topic(s) will not appear in the corpus. A key quantity
is R := diag(a) 'R diag(a)~!' which may be viewed as a
“normalized” second-moment matrix of the weight vectoreTh
following conditions are central to our results.

B

word 1 —ﬁll 0 0]
word 2 ﬂzl 0 0
word3 | O B, O
word 4 0 :842 0
word 5 0 0 ﬂ53
word6 | B B B

, _ _ Condition 1. (Simplicial Condition) A matrix B is (row-
Topic Topic Topic . . . . . .
o2 3 : wise) vs-simplicial if any row-vector ofB is at a Euclidean
Probability Simplex distance of at leasty; > 0 from the convex hull of the
remaining row-vectors. A topic model ig-simplicial if its
normalized second-momeRt is ~,-simplicial.

Fig. 1. An example of separable topic matyk (left) and the underlying
geometric structure (right) of the row space of the nornealiziocument

distribution matrix A. Note: the word ordering is only for visualization and . - . .
has no bearing on separability. Solid circles represemts of A. Empty Condition 2. (Affine-Independence) A matrix B is (row-

circles representows of X when N is finite (in the ideal caseA = X). Wise)y,-affine-independent ifin. || Z?:l AeBill2/[|All2 >

Projections ofA.,’s (resp.X,,’s) along a random isotropic directiod can 7o > 0, where By, is the k-th row of B and the minimum
be used to identify novel words.

. K
of a separable with & = 3 topics. Wordsl and2 are novel iS over allA € R® such thatk # 0 and }7;" ; A, = 0. A
to topic 1, words 3 and 4 to topic 2, and word5 to topic tOPIC model isy,-affine-independent if its normalized second-

3. Other words that appear in multiple topics are called noflomentR is 7,-affine-independent.
novel words (e.g., wor@). Identifying the novel words fok Here, v, and ~, are called the simplicial and affine-

distinct topics is the key step of our proposed approach.  jngependence constants respectively. They are condition n
We note that separability has been empirically observeds \which measure the degree to which the conditions that

to be approximately satisfied by topic estimates produced Ry gre respectively associated with hold. The largerttieste
Variational-Bayes and MCMC based algorithis [5], [7]./[26]congition numbers are, the easier it is to estimate the topic

More fundamentally, in very recent work [16], it has beefatrix. Going forward, we will say that a matrix is simplitia
shown that topic separability is an inevitable consequeﬂce(resp' affine independent) if it is,-simplicial (resp. va-
having a relatively small humber of topics in a very Iargﬁffine-independent) for some, > 0 (resp.v, > 0). The
vocabulary (high-dimensionality). In particular, whereth i pjicial condition was first proposed il [9] and then farth
columns (topics) of3 are independently sampled from gnestigated in[[4]. This paper is the first to identify affine

Dirichlet distribution (on a(W — 1)-dimensional probability j,gependence as botiecessary and sufficiefior consistent
simplex), the resulting topic matrig will be (approximately) separable topic estimation. Before we discuss their getenet

separable with probability tending toas ¥ scales to infinity implications, we point out that affine-independence israje
sufficiently faster thank'. A Dirichlet prior on 3 is widely- in5n the simplicial condition:

used in smoothed settings of topic modelihg [1]. B B

As we will discuss next in SeE_IIHC, the topic separability’roposition 1. R is ,-affine-independent- R is at least
property combined with additional conditions on the second.-Simplicial. The reverse implication is false in general.
order statistics of the mixing weights leads to an intultive
appealing geometric property that can be exploited to dgvel
a provably consistent and efficient topic estimation alioni

The Simplicial Condition is both Necessary and Sufficient
for Novel Word Detection: We first focus on detecting all
the novel words of thel distinct topics. For this task, the
simplicial condition is an algorithm-independent, infation-
B. Conditions on the Topic Mixing Weights theoretic necessary condition. Formally,

Topic separability alone does not guarantee that there V\f_'u;imma 1. (Simplicial Condition is Necessary for Novel Word

be a uniqueB that is consistent with all the Observation%etection [3, Lemma 1]) LeB be separable andV > K
X. This is illustrated in FigLR2[J4]. Therefore, in an effortlf there exists an algorithm that can consistently idenéfly

to develop prqvably con3|s_t_ent topic estlmat_|on algorlSt;hmﬂovel words of allK topics fromX, thenR is simplicial.
a number of different conditions have been imposed on the

topic mixing weightsf in the literature([[3],[[5],[7],[9], [15].  The key insight behind this result is that wh&is non-
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g.&l.) 0 ,3.(2.). 0

Fig. 2. Example showing that topic separabiliipne does not guarantee a unique solution to the problem of ewtign@ from X. Here,310 = (320 = A
is a document distribution matrix that is consistent witto ifferent topic matriceg3(!) and 3(2) that are both separable.

simplicial, we can construct two distinct separable topatnn dominance conditions hold respectively. They are couatesp
ces with different sets of novel words which induce the sanoé v, and v, and like them, the larger they are, the easier
distribution on the empirical observatio®s. Geometrically, it is to consistently detect the novel words and estimate
the simplicial condition guarantees that therows of R will  The relationships between these conditions are summairized
be extreme points of the convex hull that they themselves forPropositio 2 and illustrated in Fifl 3.

Therefore, ifR is not simplicial, there will exist at least one
redundant topic which is just a convex combination of the
other topics.

It turns out thatR being simplicial is also sufficient for
consistent novel word detection. This is a direct consecgelen
of the consistency guarantees of our approach as outlined in Independence
TheorenB.

Affine-Independence is Necessary and Sufficient for Sep-
arable Topic Estimation: We now focus on estimating
a separable topic matriy3, which is a stronger require- Fig. 3. Relationships between Simplicial, Affine-Indepence, Full Rank,
ment than detecting novel words. It naturally requires d:onoand Diagonal Domlnanc? conditions on the normalized seconmhentR..
tions that are stronger than the simplicial condition. Adfin Proposition 2. Let R be the normalized second-moment of
independence turns out to be an algorithm-independeifi¢ topic prior. Then,

Simplicial

information-theoretic necessary condition. Formally, 1) R is full rank with minimum eigenvalue, = R is

Lemma 2 (A_ffine—lndependence is I\_lecessary for Separable :itmlsl;a;;ﬂr-afﬁne—mdependent:» R is at least -

To_p|c Es'umatlo_n) LeB be separablg withl” > 2_+K. If there 2) R is ~,-diagonal-dominant= R is at least v.-

eX|sts_ an algorl_thm that can cons@_ently_esﬂ_métérom X, simplicial.

then its normalized second-moméitis affine-independent. 3) R being diagonal-dominant neither implies nor is im-
Similar to Lemma[lL, ifR is not affine-independent, we plied by R being affine-independent (or full-rank).

can construct two distinct and separable topic matrices thaWe note that in our earlier work][5], the provable guarantees

induce the same distribution on the observation which makgs estimating the separable topic matrix requiteto have
consistent topic estimation impossible. Geometricalierg ¢ ;| rank. The analysis in this paper provably extends the

point in a convex set can be decom_pos.e!t_liquely as a. guarantees to the affine-independence condition.
convex combination of its extreme points, if, and only if,

the extreme points are affine-independent. HenceR ifis _ o o
not affine-independent, a non-novel word can be assignedGo Geometric Implications and Random Projections Based
different subsets of topics. Algorithm

The sufficiency of the affine-independence condition in We now demonstrate the geometric implications of topic
separable topic estimation is again a direct consequenceseparability combined with the simplicial/ affine-indegence
the consistency guarantees of our approach as in Thedlem®adition on the topic mixing weights. To highlight the key
and[4. We note that since affine-independence implies tldeas we focus on the ideal case whéfe= oc. Then, the
simplicial condition (Propositiof]l1), affine-independenis empirical document word-frequency mati = A = 36.
sufficient for novel word detection as well. Novel Words are Extreme Points:To expose the underlying
Connection to Other Conditions on the Mixing Weights: geometry, we normalize the rows oA and 6 to obtain
We briefly discuss other conditions on the mixing weightow-stochastic matricesA := diag(A1)"'A and § :=
0 that have been exploited in the literature. [ [7]J[1K, diag(#1)~'6. Then sinceA = 36, we haveA = 30 where
(equivalentlyR) is assumed to have full-rank (with minimumg := diag(A1)~!Bdiag(81) is a row-normalized “topic
eigenvaluey, > 0). In [3], R is assumed to be diagonal-matrix” which is both row-stochastic and separable with the
dominant, i.e.¥i, j,i # j, Ri;—Ri; > 74 > 0. They are both same sets of novel words @b
sufficient conditions for detecting all the novel words of al Now consider the row vectors oA and . First, it can
distinct topics. The constants and~, are condition numbers be shown that ifR is simplicial (cf. Conditior{1l) then, with
which measure the degree to which the full-rank and diagonhigh probability, no row of will be in the convex hull of



the others (see Appendix] DNext, the separability property isotropically distributed random directions, we can dett
ensures that ifv is a novel word of topid:, then3,,, = 1 and the extreme points with very high probability as the number o
Buw; = 0 Vj # k so thatA,, = 0. Revisiting the example in random directions increase. An explicit bound on the number
Fig.[d, the rows ofA which correspond to novel words, e.g.pf projections needed appears in Theofgm 3.

words1 throughs, are all row-vectors off and together form a Finite IV in Practice: The geometric intuition discussed above
convex hull of K" extreme points. For exampld,; = A, = 6; was based on the row-vectors Af WhenN = oo, A = X
andAjz; = A, = 05. If, however,w is a non-novel word, then the matrix of row-normalized empirical word-frequencids o
A, = >, Bukby lives inside the convex hull of the rows ofall documents. IfV is finite but very large A can be well-

6. In Fig.[1, rowAs which corresponds to non-novel wod approximated byX thanks to the law of large numbers.
is inside the convex hull 0+, 82, 83. In summary, the novel However, in real-word text corpor&y < W (e.g., N = 298
words can be detected as extreme points of all the row-v@ctarile 1 = 14,943 in the NYT dataset). Therefore, the row-
of A. Also, multiple novel words of the same topic correspongectors of X are significantly perturbed away from the ideal
to the same extreme point (e.d\; = A, = 60;). Formally,  rows of A as illustrated in Fig[Jl. We discuss the effect of

Lemma 3. Let R be ~, simplicial and3 be separable. Then, small N and how we address the accompanying issues next.

with probability at leastl —2 K exp(—c; M )—exp(—ca M), the
i-th row of A is an extreme point of the convex hull spanned |\ Topic GEOMETRY WITH FINITE SAMPLES: WORD
by all the rows ofA if, and only if, wordi is novel. Here the CO-OCCURRENCEMATRIX REPRESENTATION SOLID

constantc; := wﬁafnin/@\m_ax and ¢ := ”Y?aﬁpnﬂ/\?na;c-_ The  ANGLE, AND RANDOM PROJECTIONS BASED APPROACH
model parameters are defined as follows;, is the minimum
element ofa. A\, is the maximum singular-value &X. The extreme point geometry sketched in $ec.1II-C is per-
. . . __turbed whenN is small as highlighted in Fid] 1. Specifically,
TrC)eSaeI? tEg\tlvt;]dee?gfyjngctn;\éegoégrsrecsano:g’.lr? uti) ensgrziatﬁe rows of the empirical word-frequency matrkK deviate
B, Wy ponding Vel from the rows ofA. This creates several problenis) points

words coincide with the rows of. Thus is known once :
- in the convex hull corresponding to non-novel words may
one novel word for each topic is known. Also, for all words

w, Ay = 3, Buifs. Thus, if we canuniquely decompose also become “outlier” extreme points (e.X¢ in Fig.[); (2)

2 oo . ome extreme points that correspond to novel words may no
A, as a convex combination of the extreme points, then the P P y

e o S onger be extreme (e.gX3 in Fig. [); (3) multiple novel
g?%ﬂcfnutii;lz(;hgegg;oprgzict)ii::ogx;,;\lzlvi?riviigl;r? L%ngﬁ.\g, words corresponding to the same extreme point may become
whenR is affine-independent and can be found by solving ultiple distinct extreme points (€.gX, and X in Fig. [I).

constrained linear regression problem. This give@uBinally 8nf0rtunately, these issues do not vanishlasncreases with
noting thatdiag(A1)3 — Bdiag(61), 3 can be recovered by N fixed — a regime which captures the characteristics of typica

suitably renormalizing rows and then columns/fTo sum benchmark datasgts — because thg dimensionallity of the rows
up (equal toM) also increases. Th_ere is no “averaging” effect to
k smoothen-out the sampling noise.
Lemma 4. Let A and one novel word per distinct topic be Our solution is to seek a new representation, a statistic of
given. IfR is ~, affine-independent, then, with probability atX, which can not only smoothen out the sampling noise of in-
leastl — 2K exp(—c1 M) —exp(—c2 M), B8 can be recovered dividual documents, but also preserve the same extremé poin
uniquely via constrained linear regression. Here the canst geometry induced by the separability and affine indeperelenc
c1 = v2al. /A max and ca == vial. /2)2 . The model conditions. In addition, we also develop an extreme point
parameters are defined as followa,,;, is the minimum robustness measure that naturally arises within our random
element ofa. A\ is the maximum singular-value &. projections based framework. This robustness measureean b

Lemmas[B andl4 together provide a geometric approa%%ed to detect and exclude the “outlier” extreme points.

for learning 3 from A (equivalently A): (1) Find extreme
points of rows ofA. Cluster the rows ofA that correspond
to the same extreme point into the same gro@).Express
the remaining rows ofA as convex combinations of th& We construct a suitably normalized word co-occurrence
distinct extreme points3) Renormalize3 to obtain3. matrix from X as our new representation. The co-occurrence
Detecting Extreme Points using Random ProjectionsA key matrix converges almost surely to an ideal statistidas+ oo
contribution of our approach is an efficient random proasi for any fixed NV > 2. Simultaneously, in the asymptotic limit,
based algorithm to detect novel words as extreme pointge original novel words continue to correspond to extreme
The idea is illustrated in Fid.]1: if we project every poinpoints in the new representation and overall extreme point
of a convex body onto an isotropically distributed randorgeometry is preserved.

direction d, the maximum (or minimum) projection value The new representation is (conceptually) constructed as
must correspond to one of the extreme points with probgbilifollows. First randomly divide all the words in each docurnen
1. On the other hand, the non-novel words will not haviamto two equal-sized independent halves and obtainiiwe K

the maximum projection value along any random directioempirical word-frequency matricé§ and X’ each containing
Therefore, by repeatedly projecting all the points ontowa feN/2 words. Then normalize their rows like in Séc.Tll-C to

A. Normalized Word Co-occurrence Matrix Representation



obtainX andX’ which are row-stochastic. The empirical worcapply the same row and column renormalization to obgin
co-occurrence matrix of sizé” x W is then given by The following result is the counterpart of Lemina 4 fer

Lemma 7. Let E and one novel word for each distinct topic
be given. IfR is affine-independent, theh can be recovered

We note that in our random projection based approaalmiquely via constrained linear regression.

. . LT
E is not epr|C|t_I3// constructed by. muItllpIylng)_( and X'. One can follow the same steps as in the proof of Leima 4.
Instead, we keeX’ andX and exploit their sparsity properties. " . e _
. : The only additional step is to check thaf3" = [R,RB] is
to reduce the computational complexity of all subsequent.” . = T
processing affine-independent iR is affine-independent. R
Asymptotic Consistency:The first nice property of the word . W.e note that the f|.n|te sampling noise perturbation- £
R . ., is still not 0 but vanishes as\/ — oo (in contrast to the
co-occurrence representation is its asymptotic congigteng S . :
o representation in Se¢._IMC). However, there is still a
when N is fixed. As the number of documenfd — oo, e R o
S . ossibility of observing “outlier” extreme points if a narovel
the empiricalE converges, almost surely, to an ideal wor .
: : word lies on the facet of the convex hull of the rows I6f
co-occurrence matrif of sizeW x W. Formally, . .
We next introduce an extreme point robustness measure based

Lemma 5. ( [B2, Lemma 2]) LetE be the empirical word on a certainsolid anglethat naturally arises in our random

E:=MXX" (1)

co-occurrence matrix defined in EEf). Then,

projections based approach, and discuss how it can be used to
detect and distinguish between “true” novel words and such

E—Y2* L3RBT =E (2) “outlier” extreme points.
almost surely
where B8 := diag '(Ba)Bdiag(a) and R := B. Solid Angle Extreme Point Robustness Measure
diag™!(a)Rdiag~'(a). ~ Furthermore, if 7 ‘= To handle the impact of a small but nonzero perturbation
min;<;<w(Ba); > 0, then Pr(|[E — El.c > € < |E—E|l»,we develop an extreme point “robustness” measure.

8W?2 exp(—e2n* M N/20).

This is necessary for not only applying our approach to real-
\%orld data but also to establish finite sample complexity

HereR is the same normalized second-moment of the top I
bounds. Intuitively, a robustness measure should be able to

priors as defined in Selc.llll and is a row-normalized version
of 3. We make note of the abuse of notion f@rwhich was
defined in Sed_TII-C. It can be shown that tBedefined in
Lemma® is the limit of the one defined in SEc TlI-C &6 —
oo. The convergence result in Lemrih 5 shows that the wo
co-occurrence representatiéhcan be consistently estimated®
by E as M — oo and the deviation vanishes exponentially i
M which is large in typical benchmark datasets.

Novel Words are Extreme Points:Another reason for using

the extreme point geometry. Consider the ideal word ¢
occurrence matris = 3(R3"). Itis straightforward to show
that if 3 is separable an® is simplicial then(R3") is

also simplicial. Using these facts it is possible to es&hbli

(S

distinguish between the “true” extreme points (row vectors
that are novel words) and the “outlier” extreme points (row
vectors of non-novel words that become extreme points due to

nonzero perturbation). Towards this goal, we leverdgya
eometric quantity, namely, thdormalized Solid Anglsub-

nded by the convex hull of the rows Efat an extreme point.

o visualize this quantity, we revisit our running exampte i

Fig.[d and indicate the solid angles attached to each extreme

this word co-occurrence representation is that it preser oint .by the shadeq regions. It turns out that this ge.om-etrlc
ﬁﬁuanuty naturally arises in the context of random profatsi

at was discussed earlier. To see this connection, in[Fig. 4
observe that the shaded region attached to any extreme point

the following counterpart of Lemnid 3 fdz: B )
Lemma 6. (Novel Words are Extreme Points|[5, Lemma 1] .4, [A 0 0] \,(
Let R be simplicial and3 be separable. Then, a wordis word2 |By O 0 B, |
novel if, and only if, the-th row of E is an extreme point of word3 | 0 By 0 / N
the convex hull spanned by all the rowsIof !

word 4 0 B, 0 ! E, PN P
In another words, the novel words correspond to the extrel  wods | 0 0 S, : ‘o
points of all the row-vectors of the ideal word co-occur®@nc  wods |8, B, B / TR, \
matrix E. Consider the example in Figl. 4 which is based on tf : 'E E d,

same topic matrix3 as in Fig[1l. HereE; = Ey, E3 = E,
and E; are K = 3 distinct extreme points of all row-vectors
of E andEg, which corresponds to a non-novel word, is insid

the convex hull.

each rowE,, of E as a unique convex combinqti(_)n of thé
extreme rows ofE or equivalently the rows ofR3"). The
weights of the convex combination are thg,’s. We can then

Topic Topic Topic

1

2

3

Fig. 4. An example of separable topic matyk (left) and the underlying
geometric structure (right) in the word co-occurrence espntation. Note:

Once the novel words are detected as extreme points, We&word ordering is only for visualization and has no beaon separability.

can follow the same procedure as in Lema 4 and exprdds example topic matriy is the same as in Fifl 1. Solid circles represent
therows of E. The shaded regions depict the solid angles subtended by eac

extreme pointd;, d2, ds are isotropic random directions along which each
extreme point has maximum projection value. They can be tsestimate

the solid angles.



coincides precisely with the set of directions along whigh ito estimate it. For convenience, we first rewrite Hd. (3) as
projection is larger (taking sign into account) than that of
any other point (whether extreme or not). For example, in
Fig.[4 the projection of£; = E, alongd; is larger than that

of any other point. Thus, the solid angle attached to a poig}]d then propose to estimate it by
E, (whether extreme or not) can be formally defined as the

set of directions{d : Vj : E; # Eq,(E;,d) > (E;,d)}. P

¢ = E|I{Vj:|E; -Ei|| >¢, E;d>E;d}| (4)

This set is nonempty only for extreme points. The solid angle §; = z ZI[(Vj : Em» + Ej,j — 2Ei7j >(/2,

defined above is a set. To derive a scalar robustness measure r=1

from this set and tie it to the idea of random projections, we Ed" > ﬁjdr) (5)
adopt a statistical perspective and define the normalizkd so

angle of a point as thprobability that the point will have the whered',...,d” € R"*! are P iid directions drawn from

maximum projection value along an isotropically distréait an isotropic distribution iR . Algorithmically, by Eq. [5),
random direction. Concretely, for theth word (row vector), We approximate the solid angje at thei-th word (row-vector)

the normalized solid angle is defined as by first projecting all the row-vectors ont®& iid isotropic
random directions and then calculating the fraction of §me
qi := Pr(Vj : Bj # E;, (E;,d) > (E;,d)) (3) each row-vector achieves the maximum projection value. It

turns out that the conditiolt;; + E;; — 2E;; > (/2 is
equivalent to||E; — E;|| > ¢ in terms of its ability to exclude
n{gultiple novel words from the same topic and is adopted for
|és simplicity.E
This procedure of taking random projections followed by
calculating the number of times a word is a maximizer via
Eqg. (B) provides a consistent estimate of the solid angle in
Eqg. (3) asM — oo and the number of projectiord3 increases.
As illustrated in Fig[#, the solid angle for all the extrem%—c:rgégehi'rlle\éﬂjge::)r']‘?‘/esrg;zli) ?Ee”(]:grr?:ssgi}lé?r?g eerzgtlerg:tlion
points are strictly positive givelR is v,-simplicial. On the OSimuItaneoust, as\/ increasesE s E. Overall. the

other hand, fori that is non-novel, the corresponding soli N4 . . o
angle ¢; is zero by definition. Hence the extreme poin?pprommatmrm proposed in E{5) using random projections

geometry in Lemm&l6 can be re-expressed in term of soffg"Verges 1ay;. L .
angles as follows: This random projections based approach is also computa-

tionally efficient for the following reasons. First, it erab us
Lemma 8. (Novel Words have Positive Solid Angles) Bebe to avoid the explicit construction of thid” x W dimensional
simplicial and3 be separable. Then, wordis a novel word matrix E: Recall that each column oK and X’ has no
if, and only if,¢; > 0. more thanN < W _nonzero entries. HencX and X' are
both sparse. Sinc&€d = MX’'(X"d), the projection can
be calculated using two sparse matrix-vector multiplmasi
Second, it turns out that the number of projectidhseeded

whered is drawn from an isotropic distribution iR" such
as the spherical Gaussian. The condition# E; in Eq. (3)
is introduced to exclude the multiple novel words of the sa
topic that correspond to the same extreme point. For inetan
in Fig.[AE; = E,, Hence, forg;, j = 2 is excluded. To make
it practical to handle finite sample estimation noise weaegl
the conditionE; # E, by the condition||E; — E;|| > ¢ for
some suitably defined.

We denote the smallest solid angle among fedistinct
extreme points by, > 0. This is a robust condition number

of the convex hull formed by the rows @& and is related to . . .
y to guarantee consistency is small. In fact in Theofém 3 we

the simplicial constant, of R. . . o .
P M .. prpvide a sufficient upper bound fét which is a polynomial

In a real-world dataset we have access to only an empirical " .

. = . unction of log(W), log(1/5) and other model parameters,
estimateE of the ideal word co-occurrence matri. If we : - . :

A . . . where/ is the probability that the algorithm fails to detect all

replaceE with E, then the resulting empirical solid angle L

. PO . NN, the distinct novel words.
estimateg; will be very close to the idea}; if E is close

enough tdE. Then, the solid angles of “outlier” extreme poimgarallehzatlon, Distributed and OnI|ne_ Selttlngs: Another
advantage of the proposed random projections based afproac

will be close to0 while they will be bounded away from zero. : ) .
0 y y s that it can beparallelized and is naturally amenable to

for the “true” extreme points. One can then hope to correctly - . i - .
P P (}/nlme or distributed settings. This is based on the following

identify all K extreme points byank-orderingall empirical . S "
solid angle estimates and selecting fiiedistinct row-vectors observation that each projection has an additive structure

that have the largest solid angles. This forms the basis of ou R - Mo .
proposed algorithm. The problem now boils down to efficient] Ed" = MX'X'd" =M Z xmxXmid.
estimating the solid angles and establishing the asyneptoti m=1

convergence of the estimates a6 — oo. We next discuss The P projections can also be computed independently. There-
how random projections can be used to achieve these goatsre,

« In adistributedsetting in which the documents are stored
C. Efficient Solid Angle Estimation via Random Projections ~ on distributed servers, we can first share the same random

T_he deﬁnition_ 9f the no_rmalized solid angle iﬂ E_ﬂ (3) 2we abuse the symbgl by using it to indicate different thresholds in these
motivates an efficient algorithm based mndom projections conditions.



directions across servers and then aggregate the prajectidgorithm 2 NovelWordDetect (via Random Projections)
values. The communication cost is only the “partialinput: X, X’; Number of topicsK; Number of projections
projection values and is therefore insignificant [5] and P; Tolerance(;
does not scale as the number of observations\/  Output: The set of all novel words of distinct topicsZ.
increases. 1. G« 0, Vi=1,...,W, E+ MX'XT,

« In anonlinesetting in which the documents are streamedz: for all »r =1,..., P do
in an online fashion[[20], we only need to keep all thes: Sampled” € R" from an isotropic prior.
projection values and update the projection values (hence v + MX'X'd"
the empirical solid angle estimates) when new documents:  ¢* < argmaxi<;<w Vi, §ix < ¢i» + 1/P

arrive. 6:  Ji < {J: By e + Ej; — 2B 5 > (/2}
The additive and independent structure guarantees that the for all k € in do R
statistical efficiency of these variations are the same as ths: Jy—{j: Exr+ E;; —2E,; > (¢/2}
centralized “batch” implementation. For the rest of thip@a o it {Vje Jp, v > v;} then
we only focus on the centralized version. 10: Gr < G +1/P
Outline of Overall Approach: Our overall approach can 11: end if

be summarized as followg1) Estimate the empirical solid 12:  end for

angles usingP iid isotropic random directions as in Egl 5.13: end for

(2) Select the K words with distinct word co-occurrence14: Z + (), k + 0, j < 1
patterns (rows) that have the largest empirical solid an@be  15: while £ < K do

Estimate the topic matrix using constrained linear regoess 16: i < index of thejti largest value of gy, ..., qw}.
as in Lemmd4. We will discuss the details of our overall7: if {V¥p € T, E,, + Ei; — 2E;, > (/2} then
approach in the next section and establish guaranteessfor 18: T+ ZTU{i},k+k+1
computational and statistical efficiency. 19:  end if
200 j<+g+1
V. ALGORITHM AND ANALYSIS 21: end while

Algorithm[1 describes the main steps of our overall randoft" Return 7.

projectons based algorithm which we call RP. The two main___ : _

steps, novel word detection and topic matrix estimation af#gorithm 3 EstimateTopics

outlined in Algorithms[2 and[13 respectively. Algorithimh 2input: Z = {i1,...,ix } set of novel words, one for each of
outlines the random projection and rank-ordering steps. Al the K topics; E; precision parameter

gorithm[3 describes the constrained linear regression lamd Output: 3, which is the estimate of th8 matrix
renormalization steps in a combined way. LB = J;Ew,m NN Ew,ik}

Y = (B, E;D)T
cforalli=1,...,Wdo

Solveb* := argminy, ||Ef — bY|?

subject tob; > 0,3 % | b; =1

using precisiore for the stopping-criterion.
end for R
: 3 +—column normalize3

Algorithm 1 RP

Input: Text documentsX, X’(W x M); Number of topics
K; Number of iid random projection®’; Tolerance pa-
rameters(, e > 0. R

Output: Estimate of the topic matrig@(WW x K).

1: Set of Novel Wordg «NovelWordDetecX, X', K, P, ()

©ce N A~rR®N B

2: 3 «+EstimateTopics{, X, X', ¢)

Computational Efficiency: We first summarize the computa-

) - . much more efficient. We also note that thégeoptimization
tional efficiency of Algorithn{L: P

problems are decoupled given the set of detected novel words
Theorem 2. Let the number of novel words for each topid herefore, they can be parallelized in a straightforwardmea

be a constant relative td/, W, N. Then, the running time of [5].

Algorithmd isO(MNP + WP + WK?3). Asymptotic Consistency and Statistical EfficiencyWe now
ummarize the asymptotic consistency and sample comylexit

X and the property that there are only a small number Eunds for Algorithni L. The analysis is a combination of the

X . : . nsistency of the novel word detection step (Algorifimra) a
novel words in a typlcal_vocabulary. A detailed analy5|§hﬁt the topic estimation step (Algorithid 3). We state the result

&or both of these steps. First, for detecting all the noveldso
"8t the K distinct topics, we have the following result:

This efficiency is achieved by exploiting the sparsity oi

we point out that in order to upper bound the computation ti
of the linear regression in Algorithni] 3 we us€(W K?)
for W matrix inversions, one for each of the words in th@heorem 3. Let topic matrix3 be separable andR be ~-
vocabulary. In practice, a gradient descent implementatisimplicial. If the projection directions are iid samplecin
can be used for the constrained linear regression whichaisy isotropic distribution, then Algorithiinl 2 can identifyl a
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the novel words of theX distinct topics asM,P — oo. literature. When the ground truth is available (Sec._VI-A),
Furthermore,vé > 0, if we use thel; reconstruction errorbetween the ground truth
topics and the estimates after proper topic alignment. For
w and P > SW (6) the real-world text corpus in Selc._VI-B, we report theld-
Npn an out probability which is a standard measure used in the
then Algorithn{2 fails with probability at most The model topic modeling literature. We alsgualitatively (semantically)
parameters are defined as follows= min{<, 23;3@} where compare the topics extracted by the different approachiag us
d = (1-0)272/Amax, d2 = (1 — b)7, Amax IS the maximum the top probable words for each topic.
eigenvalue ofR, b = maxjec, 1 Bk, and Cy is the set of
non-novel words. Finallyg, is the minimum solid angle of
the extreme points of the convex hull of the rowdof

M > 20

A. Semi-synthetic text corpus

i ) ) ) In order to validate our proposed algorithm, we generate
The detailed proof is presented in the appendix. The res“‘g%mi-synthetic” text corpora by sampling from a synthetic

in Eq. (8) provide a sufficient finite sample complexity boungde eajistic, ground truth topic model. To ensure that the
for novel word detection. The bound igolynomial with = oo i synthetic data is similar to real-world data, in terofis
respect toM, W, K, N, log(é) and other model parametersyimangionality, sparsity, and other characteristics, we the
The number of projection® that impacts the computatlon(';\IfO”OWing generative procedure adapted frdm [5], [7].
complexity scales deg(W)/q? in this suff@cient bound where We first train an LDA model (withK — 100) on a real-
qn can b_e upper bounded by K. In p_ract|ce, we have found world dataset using a standard Gibbs Sampling method with
that settingP = O(K) is a gpod choicel[5]. default parameters (as described’inl [11]] [33]) to obtainpact
e " -2H e - . r1’%atrix Bo of sizeW x K. The real-world dataset that we use
simplicial condition which is theninimumcondition required to generate our synthetic data is derived from a New York
for consistent novel word detection (Lemina 1). This theoreJﬁmes (NYT) articles datasef][8]. The original vocabulasy i
holds true if the topic prioR satisfies stronger conditionsﬁrst pruned based on document frequencies. Specifically, as
such as affine-independence. We also point out that our pr(?é)fstandard practice, only words that appear in more than
in this paper_hole foany isotropic distribut_iornn the ra_ndom 500 documents are retained. Thereafter, again as per standard
projection directionsd’, ..., d". The previous result in[5], practice, the words in the so-called stop-word list are teelle
however, only applies to some specific isotopic distribngio as recommended in [34]. After these steps, — 300,000,
such as the Spherical Gaussian or the uniform distributign _ 1, 943 and the average document length— 908. We
in a unit ball. In practice, we use Spherical Gaussian sinﬁ%n ger’1erate semi-synthetic datasets, for various vafues
s_ampling from S_UCh prior is simple_and_ requires o6I{IV’) by fixing N = 300 and using8, and a Dirichlet topic prior.
time for ggneratmg each random d|rgct|on. As suggested if [11] and used [ [5]] [7], we use symmetric
Next, given the successful detection of the set of novﬁ{/per—parameterﬁ)(%) for the Dirichlet topic prior.
words for aI_I topics, we have the folloyving re_sult for the The W x K topic matrix 3, may not be separable. To
accurate estimation of the separable topic maftix enforce separability, we create a neeparable(W + K) x K
Theorem 4. Let topic matrix3 be separable and® be y,- dimensional topic matriy3sep by inserting K’ synthetic novel
affine-independent. Given the successful detection ofl now@rds (one per topic) having suitable probabilities in each
words for all K distinct topics, the output of Algorithid 3topic. Specifically,3sep is constructed by transforming, as
B 2 3 element-wise (up to a column permutation). Specifollows. First, for each synthetic novel word ey, the value

cally, if of the sole nonzero entry in its row is set to the probability
2560W 2K log(W*K /5) of the most probable word in the topic (column) 8§ for
z NA2aZ. pie? (") which it is a novel word. Then the resulting?V + K) x

R K dimensional nonnegative matrix is renormalized column-
thenVi, k, 3; 1. will be e close to3; , with probability at least wise to make it column-stochastic. Finally, we generateisem
1 -4, forany0 < e < 1. 77 is the same as in Theordth@.in  Synthetic datasets, for various values\éf by fixing N = 300
is the minimum value ia. and usingBsep and the same symmetric Dirichlet topic prior

We note that the sufficient sample complexity bound iHSEd forBo. h . f d h
Eq. (@) is again polynomial in terms of all the model pa- We use the nam&emi-Synto refer to datasets that are

rameters. Here we only requil to be a1°fine-independent.generateoi using, and the nam&emi-Syn-Novelfor datasets

Combining Theoreril]3 and Theordrh 4 gives the consisten%?/nerated usinGsep . . .
and sample complexity bounds of our overall approach in In our proposed random projections based algorithm, which
Algorithm we call RP, we sef” = 150 x K, ¢ = 0.05, ande = 10~ 4.

We compare RP against the provably efficient algorithm
RecoverL2 in [[Y] and the standard Gibbs Sampling based
VI. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS LDA algorithm (denoted by Gibbs) in [11][[33]. In order
In this section, we present experimental results on both syio measure the performance of different algorithms in our
thetic and real world datasets. We report different pertotoe  experiments based on semi-synthetic data, we compute the
measures that have been commonly used in the topic modeliaghorm of thereconstruction errorbetweens and 8. Since
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all column permutations of a given topic matrix correspondords will not all be zero. They are, however, likely to be
to the same topic model (for a corresponding permutation wfuch smaller than those of novel words. Thus to reliably
the topic mixing weights), we use a bipartite graph matchirgstimateK” one should not only exclude words with exactly
algorithm to optimally match the columns gfwith those of zero solid angle estimates, but also those above some monzer
3 (based on minimizing the sum @f distances between all threshold. Whenl/ is finite, the the rows oE corresponding
pairs of matching columns) before computing thenorm of  to the novel words of the same topic are unlikely to be iden-
the reconstruction error betweg¢ghand 3. tical, but if M is sufficiently large they are likely to be close
The results on botiSemi-SyaNovel NYT and Semi-Syn to each other. Thus, if the threshajdn Algorithm[2, which
NYT are summarized in Fid.]5 for all three algorithms fodetermines the size of the neighborhood for clusteringaileh
various choices of the number of documehfs We note that words belonging to the same topic, is made sufficiently small
in these figures thé, norm of the error has been normalizedhen each neighborhood will have only novel words belonging
by the number of topicsK = 100). to the same topic.
With the two modifications discussed above, the number of
distinct neighborhoods of a suitably nonzero size (deteechi
RP by ¢ > 0) among the words whose solid angle estimates are
TH- e larger than some threshotd> 0 will provide an estimate of
K. The values of- and( should, in principle, decrease to zero
02k YR - pg--—"" as M increases to infinity. Leaving the task of unraveling the
X dependence af and¢ on M to future work, here we only pro-
""" vide a brief empirical validation on both ttf&emi-Sya-Novel
300000 500000 16406 26406 and Semi-SymNYT datasets. We set/ = 2,000,000 so that
# of Documents M the reconstruction error has essentially converged (sp&Fi

0.5

L1 error

0 .
50000 200000

_-X-_RP and consider different choices of the thresh¢ld
04 5 Recoverl2 We run Algorithm[2 with X = 100, P = 150 x K,

and a new line of code: 16"if( {¢; = 0}, break); inserted
between lines 16 and 17 (this correspondsrte= 0). The
input hyperparameteK = 100 is not the actual number of
\ \ \ ) estimated topics. It should be interpreted as specifying an
3‘;"3?‘,;00%;22‘)3" 1e+06 20106 upper bound on the number of topics. The value of (little)
k when Algorithm[2 terminates (see lines 14-21) provides an
Fig. 5. 41 nor.m of the error in estirmt\i(r}g (tgetttopi)csmat_rﬂ’x’sf(r)'(n\(/?ri%us estimate of the number of tOpiCS.
gtégp?oéggéd(;?gpgrﬁﬁm,l giw/%\fz is a pr(?vaobr:;/ efﬁ::nh;iggrithm from Figurel® illustrates how the solid angles of all words, sbrte
[7], and Gibbs is the Gibbs Sampling approximation alganitin [17]. In RP, in descending order, decay for different choiceg @nd how
P =150K, (= 0.05 ande = 107 4. they can be used to detect the novel words and estimate
the value of K. We note that in both the semi-synthetic
As Fig.[8 shows, when the separability condition is strictiyatasets, for a wide range of values(of0.1-5), the modified
satisfied Semi-SyaNovel), the reconstruction error of RP Algorithm[2 correctly estimates the value &f as100. When
converges to 0 as\/ becomes large and outperforms th% is large (e.g.¢ = 10 in Fig.[8), many interior points would
approximation-based Gibbs. When the separability camtlitine geclared as novel words and multiple ideal novel words
is not strictly satisfied §emi-Sy})) the reconstruction error of \qy1d be grouped into one cluster resulting. This causes
RP is comparable to Gibbs (a practical benchmark). be underestimated (46 and 41 in Hig. 6).
Solid Angle and Model Selectionn our proposed algorithm
RP, the number of topicé” (the model-order) needs to be
specified. WhenK is unavailable, it needs to be estimate®- Real-world data
from the data. Although not the focus of this work, Algo- We now describe results on the actual real-world NYT
rithm[2, which identifies novel words by sorting and clustgri dataset that was used in SEc. MI-A to construct the semi-
the estimated solid angles of words, can be suitably modifiggnthetic datasets. Since ground truth topics are unéajla
to estimatek’. we measure performance using the so-cafiestlictive held-
Indeed, in the ideal scenario where there is no sampliogt log-probability This is a standard measure which is
noise (M = oo, E = E, andVi,§; = ¢;), only novel words typically used to evaluate how well a learned topic model
have positive solid angleg,(s) and the rows oE correspond- fits real-world data. To calculate this for each of the three
ing to the novel words of the same topic are identical, itee, ttopic estimation methods (Gibbs ]11], [33], RecoverlL2 [7],
distance between the rows is zero or, equivalently, they ard RP), we first randomly sele6t, 000 documents to test
within a neighborhood of size zero of each other. Thus, thiee goodness of fit and use the remain2d§, 000 documents
number of distinct neighborhoods of size zero among the nan-produce an estimaf@ of the topic matrix. Next we assume
zero solid angle words equals. a Dirichlet prior on the topics and estimate its concentrati
In the nonideal cas@/ is finite. If M is sufficiently large, hyper-parametew. In Gibbs, this estimatéx is a byproduct
one can expect that the estimated solid angles of non-nogélthe algorithm. In RecoverL2 and RP this can be estimated

L1 error

0 .
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Fig. 6. Solid-angles (in descending order) of &ll943 + 100 words in theSemi-Sya-SepNYT dataset (left) and all 4943 words in theSemi-SyrNYT
dataset (right) estimated (for different values @fby Algorithm[@ with K = 100, P = 150 x K, M = 2,000,000, and a new line of code: 16"if(
{g; = 0}, break); inserted between lines 16 and 17. The valueg ahd (little) £ when Algorithm[2 terminates are indicated, respectivelytt®e position
of the vertical dashed line and the rectangular box next foridifferent ¢.

from E andX . We then calculate the probability of observing TABLE I
the test documents given the learned topic mggleind &: EXAMPLES OF TOPICS ESTIMATED BYRPON NYT
log Pr(Xt IJB a) IZPIC la- Words in decreasing order of estimated probabilities
es 9

“weather” | weather wind air storm rain cold

Since an exact evaluation of this predictive log-likelidoo| Teeling” | feeling sense love character heart emotion

is intractable in general, we calculate it using the MCM"::eleCt'?,n" election zzzflorida ballot vote zzzal_gore recount
based approximation proposed|in][19] which is now a standz .agame yard game team season play zut
approximation tool [[38]. For RP, we usP = 150 x K,

¢ =0.05, ande = 10~ 4 as in Sec[.VI-A. We report the held-
out log probability, normalized by the total number of words
in the test documents, averaged across 5 training/tegtiitg.s ~ This paper proposed a provably consistent and efficient al-

The results are summarized in TaBle I. As shown in Table gorithm for topic discovery. We considered a natural strcadt
property — topic separability — on the topic matrix and ex-

TABLE | ploited its geometric implications. We resolved the neagss
NORMALIZED HELD-OUT LOG PROBABILITY OF RP, REcoverL2, and sufficient conditions that can guarantee consisten¢lnov
AND GIBBS SAMPLING ON NYT T5EST DATA. THEMEANESTD’S  \words detection as well as separable topic estimation. We
ARE CALCULATED FROM 5 DIFFERENT RANDOM . :
TRAINING-TESTING SPLITS then proposed a random pr_OJectlor_ls_based algorithm that has
not only provably polynomial statistical and computatibna

VII. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

go F;egg%”é% G7itzlbzsl:0 . RSP54:I:O - complexity but also state-of-the-art performance on semi-
100 | -7.63L0.52 750L0.47 7.4540.51 synthgtlc and real-world datasets. _ .

150 | -8.03+0.38 -7.314:0.41 -7.84+0.48 While we focused on the standard centralized batch imple-
200 | -7.85£0.40 -7.34£0.44 -7.69£0.42 mentation in this paper, it turns out that our random prajgest

based scheme is naturally amenable to an efficient distibut
Gibbs has the best descriptive power for new documents. Riplementation which is of interest when the documents are
and RecoverL2 have similar, but somewhat lower values thatored on a network of distributed servers. This is because
Gibbs. This may be attributed to missing novel words th#te iid isotropic projection directions can be precompuwed
appear only in the test set and are crucial to the successsbéred across document servers, and counts, projectioths, a
RecoverL2 and RP. Specifically, in real-world examplestegheco-occurrence matrix computations have an additive stract
is a model-mismatch as a result of which the data likelihooaghich allows partial computations to be performed at each
of RP and RecoverlL2 suffer. document server locally and then aggregated at a fusion
Finally, we qualitativelyaccess the topics produced by oueenter with only a small communication cost. It turns out
RP algorithm. We show some example topics extracted by MRt the distributed implementation can provably match the
trained on theentireNYT dataset ofd = 300, 000 documents polynomial computational and statistical efficiency gudeas
in Table[TIf For each topic, its most frequent words are liste®f its centralized counterpart. As a consequence, it pesvid
As can be seen, the estimated topics do form recognizaBlgrovably efficient alternative to the distributed topidi-es
themes that can be assigned meaningful labels. The full lisation problem which has been tackled using variations of
of all K = 100 topics estimated on the NYT dataset can b¥CMC or Variational-Bayes in the literaturé [20], [35]-[B7
found in [3]. This is appealing for modern web-scale databases, e.ge tho
generated by Twitter Streaming. A comprehensive thealetic
3The zzz prefix in the NYT vocabulary is used to annotate cessaiecial @nd empirical investigation of the distributed variatidnooir
named entities. For example, zzdl annotates NFL. algorithm can be found iri [5].
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Separability of general measures: We defined and studied The structure-leveraging approach proposed in this pager c
the notion of separability for & x K topic matrix3 which be potentially extended to this larger family of models. 8om
is a finite collection of X' probability distributions over a initial steps in this direction for rank and preference data
finite set (of sizeW). It turns out that we can extend theexplored in [32].
notion separability to a finite collection of measures over a Finally, in this entire paper, the topic matrix is assumed to
measurable space. This necessitates making a small tathride separable. Whilexactseparability may be an idealization,
modification to the definition of separability to accommadatas shown in[[16], approximate separability is both theereti
the possibility of only having “novel subsets” that haveaercally inevitable and practically encountered whgn > K.
measure. We also show that our generalized definition of sé&pxtending the results of this work to approximately sepkerab
arability is equivalent to the so-callededucibility property topic matrices is an interesting direction for future wdslome
of a finite collection of measures that has recently beerietiudsteps in this direction are explored in_[40] in the context of
in the context of mixture models to establish conditions fdearning mixed membership Mallows models for rankings.
the identifiability of the mixing components [38], [39].

Consider a collection oK measureg., ..., vk over a mea- ACKNOWLEDGMENT
surable spacéX, F), whereX is a set andF is ac-algebra
over X. We define the generalized notion of separability foA
measures as follows.

This article is based upon work supported by the U.S.

FOSR under award number # FA9550-10-1-0458 (subaward
# A1795) and the U.S. NSF under award numbers # 1527618
Definition 2. (Separability) A collection of X measures and # 1218992. The views and conclusions contained in this

v1,...,VK Over a measurable spadet, F) is separable if article are those of the authors and should not be intergheete
forall k=1,... K, necessarily representing the official policies, eitherregped
or implied, of the agencies.
vi(4)

= 0. (8)

Separability requires that for each measugg there ex-

. ) A. Proof of Lemm&ll
ists a sequence of measurable sﬂf§ , of nonzero mea- ) o . _
sure with respect tay,, such that, for allj # k, the Proof. The proof is by contradiction. We will show thatR

ratios uj(ASf))/yk(Agf)) vanish asymptotically. Intuitively, is norg;;%implicial, Wwe can construct two topi_c ma_ltric,éél)
this means that for each measure there exists a sequenc@gf3'~ whose sets of novel words are not identical and yet
nonzero-measure measurable subsets that are asymmoti(?élhas the same distribution under both models. The difference
“novel” for that measure. Whe#' is a finite set as in topic Petween constructe@") and 3 is not a result of column
modeling, this reduces to the existence of novel words asRfmutation. This will imply the impossibility of consiste
Definition[d andA(*) are simply the sets of novel words for0Vel word detection. -~ .
topic . SupposeR is non-simplicial. Then we can assume, with-

The separability property just defined is equivalent to the sOUt 10ss of generality, that its first row is within the con-

inf
ACF: v, >0 j#k v (A) APPENDIX

- i K a
called irreducibility property. Informally, a collectioof mea- V€X hull of the rema|.n|ng rows, iR = ;5 Ry,
sures is irreducible ibnly nonnegative linear combinations ofVhere R; denotes thej-th row of R, andcs, ..., cx 2 0,
them can produce a measufeormally, > j—pcj = 1 are convex combination v¥e|ghts. Compactly,

_ . . e'Re = 0 wheree := [~1,co,...,cx] . Recalling that
Definition 3. (Irreducibility) A collection _of_K measures p _ diag(a)~ 1R diag(a)~!, wherea is a positive vector
v,...,Vkx Over a measurable spade, F) is irreducible if B T I

) " e andR = E(6™0™ ") by definition, we have
the following condition holds: WA € F, % "," | cxvi(A) > 0, B
thenforallk=1,.... K, ¢; > 0. 0 = e Re=(diag(a) 'e)' E(6™0™")(diag(a) 'e)
mT 3: -
For a collection of nonzero measufethese two properties = E(||6™" diag(a) 'e|3),

are equivalent. Formally, which implies that 8" diag(a)~'e “ 0. From

Lemma 9. A collection of nonzero measures, . .., vx over this it follows that if we define two nonneg-

a measurable spacgY, F) is irreducible if and only if it is ative row vectors bll = blar,0,. -1-,0} and
separable. In particular, a topic matri@ is irreducible if and b2 = b [(1 —Q)ay T, a2y .., ACK } where
only if it is separable. b > 0,0 < a < 1 are constants, theb,;0”™ “= b,0™

for any distribution ong™.

. : i L Now we construct two separable topic matriggs) and
Topic models like LDA discussed in this paper belong to thg,) as follows. Letb; be the first row ands, be the second

lﬂ%('l:]]er ;aT]”?; of I\/Iblxed Memberfsr|1||p Latelnt Vgr}able Mgdtel In B, Let by be the first row and; the second in3(?.
which have been successiully employed In a vanely 9y g o piw-2xK pe a valid separable topic matrix. Set

problems that include text analysis, genetic analysisyot the remaining(W — 2) rows of both 31 and 3 to be

community detection, and ranking and preference discoveﬁ/(IK _ diag(b1 + bs)). We can choosé to be small enough

4A measurev is nonzero if there exists at least one measurabledstar (O en_sure_ that each element @, + by) is strictly less thar_]
which v(A) > 0. 1. This will ensure thap3™ and 3(® are column-stochastic

The proof appears in AppendixIM.
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and therefore valid separable topic matrices. Observelthatall i € [K], |R; — Zk#(—)\k)f{kﬂg > 7y, > 0 which proves
has at lease two nonzero components. Thus, word 1 is nottedt R is at leasty,-simplicial.
for 31 but non-novel for3(?. For the reverse implication, consider

By construction3(Me = 3(2)9, i.e., the distribution oX

conditioned ord is the same for both models. Marginalizing 1 0 05 05

0 1 05 05

over @, the distribution ofX under each topic matrix is the R = )
same. Thus no algorithm can consistently distinguish betwe 05 05 0
BW and B2 based orX. O 05 05 0 1

It is simplicial but is not affine independent (thel, —1, —1
B. Proof of Lemm&l2 combination of the 4 rows would b@). O

Proof. The proof is by contradiction. Suppose tfatis not (2) R. is full rank with minimum eigenvalue, = R is at
affine-independent. Then there exista\ g4 0 with 1T)\_: 0 least~,-affine-independent.
such thatATR = 0 so thatA" R\ = 0. Recalling thatR =

diag(a)~ 'R diag(a)~!, we have, Proof. T_he Rayleigh-quotient characteri_zgtion qf_the mir_1-
imum eigenvalue of a symmetric, positive-definite matrix
0 = ATRX= (diag(a) 'A)TE(0™0™")(diag(a) 'A) R gives minxxo [ATR[2/[|A]2 = 4 > 0. Therefore,
E(||6™T diag(a) ' A||?), miny o, 17a—o [ATRl2/[[All2 > 7 > 0. One can construct

examples that contradict the reverse implication:
which implies that™ " diag(a)~'A “£" 0. Since A # 0,
we can assume, without loss of generality, that the first _
t elements of X, A\,...,\s > 0, the nexts elements R =
of A\, Ats1,...,M4s < 0, and the remaining elements
are 0 for somes,t : s > 0,t > 0,5 +¢ < K. whichis affine independent, but not linear independentl
Therefore, if we define two nonnegative and nonzero row ~
vectorsb; = b [)\lafl, e /\tagl(), . ,,0} and b, := (3) R is y4-diagonal-dominant R is at leastyg-simplicial.
—b[0,...,0, \eq1a,3, ..., Asa; 1, 0,...,0], whereb > 0 is
a constant, thei,0™ = b,0™.

Now we construct two topic matrice8(") and B8(®) as B
follows. Letb; be the first row and, the second in3;. Let vex combination of the remaining rowsy” ¢;R;, where
b, be thgfirst row andi?l the second ifB,. Le-tB € RWV=2xK ca,...,CKg are convex combination weig]r:]tzs, can be lower
be a valid topic matrix and assume that itseparable Set B K B K _
the remaining(WW — 2) rows of both3(") and 8 to be bounded by,[[R: — > ¢;Rjll2 > [Ri1 — > ¢R;a| =
B(Ix —diag(by +bs)). We can choosé to be small enough - =2 =2
to ensure that each element(af, +by) is strictly less thari. | >~ ¢;(R11 — Rj1)| > 74 > 0. Therefore,R is at least
This will ensure tha3") and3® are column-stochastic and 7=2. . . . .
therefore valid topic matrices. We note that the supports;of 7d—5|mp_I|C|aI. Itis stra|ghtfqrwa_1rd .to construct examplésat

_ contradict the reverse implication:
and b, are disjoint and both are non-empty. They appear Ih
distinct topics.

By construction,3V0 “= 329 = the distribution of R =
the observationX conditioned on@ is the same for both

models. Marginalizing ovef, the distributions oX under the _ o S .
topic matrices are the same. Thus no algorithm can disl:i;hlgu?Nh'Ch is affine independent, hence simplicial, but not drege

—_ O =

0 1
11
1 2

Proof. Noting that R;; — R;; > ¢ > 0 for all i,j,
then the distance of the first row dk, R, to any con-
K

=

0 1
11
1 2

between3; and 3, based orX. o dominant. 0
4) f{ being diagonal-dominant neither implies nor is implied
C. Proof of Propositiofill and Propositidd 2 by R being affine-independent.

Proposition[]l and Propositidd 2 summarizes the relatioproof. Consider the following two examples:
ships between the full-rank, affine-independence, singblic

and diagonal-dominance conditions. Here we consider all th _ 101
pairwise implication separately. R=10 11
(1) R is v,-affine-independent- R is at leasty,-simplicial. 11 2
Proof. By definition of affine independencﬁ,Zf:1 AeRy|l2 and 1 0 05 05
> 7al|Al2 > 0 for all A € R¥ such thaty",_, A\x = 0 and . 0 1 05 05
A # 0. If for eachi € [K] we set)\, = 1 for k = ¢ and R = 05 05 1 0
choose)\;, <0, Yk # i then (i) |||z > 1, (i) {—\g, k # i} 05 05 0 1

are convex weights, i.e., they are nonnegative and sui to
and (iii) Zszl MRy =R, — Zk;ﬁi(_/\k)f{'k' Therefore, for They are the examples for the two sides of this assertian.



D. Proof of Lemmal3
Proof. Recall thaA = 30 whereA and@ are row-normalized
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Combining Eq.[(Ill) we get
M

version of A and @, 3 := diag(A1)~'3diag(81). 3 is row-
stochastic and is separablegfis separable. Ifw is a novel
word of topic &, Buwr = 1 and ﬁwj =0, Vj # k. We have Hence
then A,, = 0. If w is a non-novel woirdAw =3 Bk 5
is a convex combination of the rows 6f ) < exp(—M~tat, /2X2.)
We next prove thaif R is v,-simplicial with some constant
vs > 0, then, the random matri& is also simplicial with high i.e., the maximum absolute value of the first term in Ed. (9)
probability, i.e., for anyc € R such thate, = 1,¢; <0,j # is greater thamy,//2Amax With high probability.

2
Vs

Pr(>" /M <
(2 wm/M < o3

max

) < exp(—Myian, /2 a)

m=1

Pr(max 2, < (12)
m=1 max

k, >4, —cj = 1,k € [K], the M-dimensional vectoe '8 is To sum up, if we set = v,/v/2 max in Eq. [10), we get

not all-zero with high probabilityin another words, we need 5

to show thatthe maximum absolute value of the entries Pr(max|cT0m| =0) <Pr(mj\gx T < s )

in ¢’ @ is strictly positive Noting that them-th entry ofc' 8 m=1 =1 /\max

(scaled byM) is + Pr(lc" (dlag(Z —1)0™| > ¢)
a9

Mc'0™ =c' diag(a)~ 1™
c’ (diag(z 0% /M)~*

d
the absolute value can be lower bounded as follows,
|McT0™| >|c' diag(a)~'0™|

—|cT(diag(Z 0% /M)~?
d

— diag(a)~ )™

— diag(a)~)0™| (9)

The key ideas are(i) as M increases, the second term irfProof.
Eqg. (9) converges t@), and (iz) the maximum of the first

term in Eq. [9) amongn = 1,..., M is strictly above zero
with high probability For (i), recall thata = E(6™) and
0 <67 <1, by Hoeffding’s lemmavt > 0,

Pr(| Y 09/M — allw > t) < 2K exp(—2Mt?)
d

Also note thatv0 < € < 1,
1Y 607/M — al|o < ealyn/2
d

=|(diag(D_ 67/M)""

d
=|c (diag(}_6¢/M)~"
d

whereay,;, is the minimum entry of. The last inequality is
true since}",_, 67" = 1. In sum, we have

Pr(|cT(diag(Z 0% /M)~! — diag(a)~

For (ii), recall thatR is v,-simplicial and lc"R|| >
. Therefore,cTRc = ¢'RRIRc > 25 where Anx
|s the maximum singular value oR. No“f?ﬁg that R
diag(a) "' E(6™0™ ") diag(a)~!, we get
s
For convenience, let,, := |c' diag(a)~'0™> < 1/a?
Then, by Hoeffding’s lemma,
M

2
Vs
_ > = )<
Pr(E(z,,) g T /M > 7 ) < exp(— M% mln/2/\ ax)

max

— ding(a) )l < €

— diag(a)"1)8™| < ¢
Ho™| > )

(10)

E(|CT diag(a)_10m|2) > (11)

min®

m=1

SGXP( ]\/‘[75 m1n/2A aX)
—|—2Kexp( M'ys mln/4)\maz)

To summarize, the probability thatis not simplicial is at
mostexp(—M~2al, /2X\2.0+2K exp(—M~2alt .. /4 maz)-
This converges t0 exponentially fast ad/ — oo. Therefore,
with high probability, all the row-vectors of are extreme
points of the convex hull they form and this concludes our
|

E. Proof of Lemm&l4

Proof. We first show that ifR is v, affine-independeng is
also affine-independent with high probability, i.&c € RX
such thatc # 0,3, ¢, = 0, ¢ ' is not all-zero vector with
high probability.Our proof is similar to that of Lemnid 3. We
first re-write them-th entry ofc™ @ (with some scaling) as,

Mc' 6™ =c' diag(a)~ 0™

+c'(diag(d_04/M)! —
d

diag(a)~1)0™

and lower bound its absolute value by
|IMc'0™| >|c' diag(a)~10™|

—|cT(diag(>_ 0/M)~" — her| (13)
d

diag(a)~
We will then show that(i) as M increases, the second term in
Eqg. (I3) converges t0, and(ii) the maximum of the first term
in Eg. (I3) amongV/ iid samples is strictly above zero with
high probability.For (¢), by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

e (diag(>  0%/M)~" — diag(a)')0™|
d
<[lells||(diag(>  6¢/M)~" — diag(a)~*)0™ 2
d
<[lells||(diag(>  6¢/M)~" — diag(a) )|

d

Here the last inequality is true siné®* < 1,5, 6;* = 1.
Similar to Eq. [ID), we have,

Pr(|(diag(z 0% /M)~! — diag(a)~?
d

)0™| = |lc]2¢)
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<2K exp(—M € apn/4) (14)

for any 0 < € < 1, amin is the minimum entry ok. For (i7),
recall that by definition]c" R||2 > 7,/|c||2. Hencec Re >
72||c||2/Amax- Therefore, by the construction &, we have,

Yo
/\max

= |c" diag(a)~10™?/|[c|3 <

E(lc" diag(a)~'6™*/|c[l3) = (15)

For convenience, let,,

1/a? ;.. Following the same procedure as in Hqgl(12), we have,

M
Pr(max z,, <
m=1

Va

max

) S exp( M'ya mln/2)\max)

'7/ V 2)\maxn we get'
PI‘(H{\é)li |CTém| S 0) S exp( M’Ya mln/2)\mdx)
+ 2K eXp( M/Ya m1n/4Ade)

(16)

Therefore, if we set in Eq[(14)=

In summary, ifR is ~, affine-independen® is also affine-
independent with high probability.

Now we turn to prove Lemmg] By Lemmal3, detecting
K distinct novel words for topics is equivalent to knowing
7] up to a row permutation. Noting that,, = Zk BuwkOr. it
follows that 3,k = 1,..., K is one optimal solution to the
following constrained optimization problem:

K K
min HAw — Zbkék|‘2 S.t by > O,Zbk =1

Since# is affine-independent with high probability, there-

fore, this optimal solution is unique with high probability
this is not true, then there would exist two drstrnct soloso
bi,...,bk and b?,... b% such thatA,, 010, =
S bﬁék. bl = sz _ 1. We would then obtain

K

Z(bllc —07)0, =0

k=1

1ol 2 1 2 _
where the coefficients. —b? are not all zero and", b} —b; =

0. This would contradict the affine-independence definition.
Finally, we check the renormalization steps. Recall that

since diag(A1)3 = Bdiag(61), diag(A1) can be directly

obtained from the observations. So we can first renormalize

the rows of3. Removingdiag(61) is then simply a column
renormalization operation (recall thdtis column-stochastic).
It is not necessary to know the exact the valuelfg(01).

To sum up, by solving a constrained linear regression

followed by suitable row renormalization, we can obtain

unigue solution which is the ground truth topic matrix. This

concludes the proof of Lemnia 4. O

F. Proof of Lemm&l5
Lemmal[% establishes the second order co-occurrence

Proposition 3. Let X = [X3,...,X,4] be d random vari-
ables anda = [ay,...,a4] be positive constants. L&t :=

U {|X: — a;] > 4;} for some constants; > 0, and ¢(X)
i€l
bee a continuously differentiable function & := &¢. If for

t=1,....d, Pr(|X; —a;| > €) < fi(e) are the individual
convergence rates angaéc |0;¢(X)| < Cj, then,
S

(@) >e) <> fild:) + Zfi(di(j-)
i i=1 ¢

Proof. Sincey(X) is continuously differentiable i, vX €
C,3X € (0,1) such that

Pr(|4(X) -

$(X) —¢(a) = VIg((1 - Na+AX) - (X - a)
Therefore,
Pr([¢(X) — ¢ (a)] =€)
<Pr(Xeé&)+

d
r(> " [0ip((1 = Na+ AX)[|X; — ai| > X € C)
1=1
< ZPFUXi —a;| > 0;)+

iel’
ZPr max 9;1(x)[| X; — ail > ¢/d)

i=1 '

i€l
O

Now we turn to prove Lemm&]5. Recall th& and
X’ are obtained fromX by first splitting each user’s
comparisons into two independent halves and then re-
scaling the rows to make them row-stochastic hebkce=
diag ™! (X1)X. Also recall that3 = diag™'(3a)B3 diag(a),
R = diag '(a)Rdiag '(a), and 8 is row stochastic. For
anyl <i,j <W,

ij =

—_— Z X #
2 .

1/M Z (XG i Xjm)
m=1

M M
(1/MmZ1 X’m)(l/f\/fn;1 Xjm)
M,N,N
W Z ]I(wm-,n = i)ﬂ(w;n,n’ =
m=1,n=1,n'=1
M,N

a

G+(M, NYH; (M, N)
eS-

timator in Eq. [1). We first provide a generic method t(!):rom the Strong Law of Large Numbers and the generative

establish the explicit convergence bound for a functidiX)
of d random variablesX1, ..., X4, then apply it to establish
Lemmal®

topic modeling procedure,
Fij(M,N) == E(wpn,n = D) (wy, v = 7))
= (BRBT)M = DPij
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Gi(M,N) X2 E(I(w!, ,, = 1)) = (Ba); := p; H. Proof of Lemmal7
H;(M,N) == E(I(wp,n = 7)) = (Ba); := p; Proof. We first show that whemR is v, affine independent
(BRE™) and 3 is separable, the = R3' is at leasty, affine
and | (Ba).(Baj; — FEij by definition. Using McDiarmid's independent. Similarly as in the proof of Lemfia 6, we assume
mequahty, we obtain that word 1, ..., K are the novel words for topi¢ to K.
Nt 3T _ _RAT —_ P R
Pr(|F,; — piy| = €) < 2exp(—MN) By deflgtlon,,@ = [Ig, B hI?nceY =RpB" = [R,RB|.
’ 5 VA € R* such thath # 0, >, A\x =0, then,
Pr(|G; — pi| > €) < 2exp(—2e"MN)

Pr(|H; — p;| > €) < 2exp(—262MN)

K K
| ZYkHQ/H)‘HQ > | ZRkHz/HMb > Ya
Fw k=1 k=1

In order to calculatePr{| s~ — 2-L| > ¢}, we apply the

Pip;
results from ProposmoEIs Leﬂl)(xlj, Xo,X3) = IZ;S with  HenceY is affine independent. The The rest of the proof will
x1,x2,23 > 0, anday = p;j, a2 = p;, a3 = pj. Let Z = be exactly the same as that for Lempia 4.
{2 3}, 9o _7p1, and§3 = yp;. Then|o1y| = Im , |O20)| = We note that once the novel words fdt topics are
2 If F; ; =1, G, =2, andH; = x3, detection, we can use only the corresponding columnk of
then F” < Gj, F” < H;. Then note that for linear regression. Formally, I&E* be theW/ x K matrix
1 formed by the columns of thE that correspond td distinct
C = lax 01| = max GH — pr; novel words. ThenE* = BR.. The rest of the proof is again
7 1plp, ) the same as that for Lemrha 4. O
= <m <
Oy Incax|821/)| max GQH < Cax G, = 0= pp,;
1 1 I. Proof of Lemmd&l8
Cs = max[031)] = max = Hz < max G.H, Sac )Zpip, Proof. We first check that ify,, > 0, w must be a novel word.
) Without loss of generality let word, ..., K be novel words
By applymg Propositiofi]3, we get for K distinct topicsVw, By, = 3. BurEx. ¥d € RW,
_ Dij
Pr —= | >¢ ) <
{| G, H Pip; | } Ewa d Z ﬁwk E;,d m]?X<Ek7 d>
<exp(=27°p;MN) + exp(—=27*p; M N) and the last equality holds if, and only if, there exist sokme
+ 2exp(—€(1 — 7)4(]%]9]) MN/9) such thatg,,, = 1 which impliesw is a novel words.
4 —2€2(1 — )4 (pip:)2MN/9 We then show that for a novel W(_)rd), qw > 0. We
+ 4 exp( 262( 7) (pips) ) /9) 44 need to show for each topic, whend is sampled from an
<2exp(=27"n"MN) + 6exp(—e~(1 —v)"n"MN/9) isotropic distribution inR", there exist a set of directions
where 7 = mini<i<w pi. There are many strategies ford with nonzero probability such thafE,, d) > (E;, d) for
optimizing the free parameter. We set2? _ a-p* 7) and ! =1 TK l ;éTk First, oni can check by definition that
solve fOf’Y to obtain Y = (El_ ,.._.,_E )T = RBT is at_lea_st'ys-smpllmal if
R is ~s-simplicial. Let EI be the projection of; onto the
&| > e} < 8exp(—e2n* MN/20) simplex formed b)_/ the_ re.maining row vectoE, ..., Ek.
G H Dipj By the orthogonality principle(E; — Ei, E;, — E}) < 0 for
~ _ 1 _ T * T
Finally, by applying the union bound to tH&?2 entries inE, k=2,...,K. Therefore, ford" = E; —Ej’,
we obtain the claimed result. Eid' — Eid' = ||d']]? — (Ex —E}d' > 142> 0
G. Proof of Lemm&l6 Due to the continuity of the inner product, there exist a

neighbor on the unite sphere aroudd/||d! |, that E; has

Proof. We first show that wheR is v, simplicial and is  ayimum projection value. This conclude our proof. [

separable, thelY = R3" is at leasty,-simplicial. Without
loss of generality we assume that wdrd . ., K are the novel

words for topicl to K. By definition, 37 = [Ix,B] hence J. Proof of Theorerfil2
Y = R3"T = [R, RB}. Therefore, for convex comblnatlonProof. We first consider the random projection steps (step 3 to
weightscs, ..., cx > 0 such thatzj-; cj =1, 12 in Alg.[2). For projection along directiad, we first calcu-

. . late projection values = X’X "d", find the maximizer index
_ _ +* and the corresponding set-, and then evaluat&(y; €
Y= ZCij” > R — chRjH =7 >0 Ju, 0w > v;) for all the wordsw in J& = {1,..., W}\ J-.
=2 =2 (I) The set/¢ have up tdCy| elements asymptotically, where
Therefore the first row vectoY is at leasty, distant away f is the topic associated with worid. This is considered a
from the convex hull of the remaining rows. Similarly, anysmall constanto(1); (II) Note thatEd, = = MX'(XTd,)
row of Y is at |eaSt’}/s distant away from the convex hull of and each column Oi has at mostV < W nonzero entries.
the remaining rows henc¥ is at leasty, simplicial. The rest Calculating thel?’ x 1 projection value vectov requires two
of the proof will be exactly the same as for Lemfa 6.0  sparse matrix-vector multiplications and takeg)/ N) time.
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Finding the maximum requireV running time; (/1) To andE;; —2E; ; + E; ; = 0. Wheni € C1,j ¢ Ci, we have

evaluate one SefiA<— {j : Ei,i + Ej,j - QEiJ > </2} we (3; = [1,07 .. .,0], ,3]' = [Bj,iaﬁj,Qa - -aBj,K] with ﬁjJ < 1.

need to calcglateEm,j = 1,...,W. This can be viewed Then,

as projectingE alongd = e; and takesO(MN). We also Z A _1_73. 73 A

note that the diagonal entrids,, ,,,w = 1,...,W can be Bi—B =11 ﬂ]"“ Bi2s- s =Bk -
calculated once usin@ (W) time. To sum up, these steps =(1=B)[L, —c2,..., —ck] = (1 = Bji)e

takesO(M NP + W P) running time.

K » _
. . . = 1. Therefore, def =RAT, t
We then consider the detecting and clustering steps (stepaﬂtj 2= erefore, definingy’ := RS ", we ge

to 21 in Alg.[2). We note that all the conditions in Step 17 _ K

have been calculated in the previous steps, and recallhbat t IE: — Ejlla = (1 - B;)[Y1 =Y erYils
number of novel words are small constant per topic, thes, thi =2

step will require a running time aD(K?). Noting thatY is at leasty,-simplicial, we havé|E; — E; ||z >

We last consider the topic estimation steps in Algorifim 31 — b)v, whereb = max;cc, x Bjx < 1.
Here all the corresponding inputs for the linear regressionSimilarly, note that|je  R|| > v and letR = UXU' be
have already been computed in the projection step. Eé&eh singular value decomposition. K., is the maximum
linear regression ha# variables and we upper bound itseigenvalue oR, then we have
running time byO(K?). Calculating the row-normalization ~ 9, Te T, TenT
factors - X1 requiresO(MN) time. The row and column Fii = 2Fi; + Ejj = (1=751)"(e R)USTU (e R)
re-normalization each requires at m@¥tiV K') running time. >(1- b)27§/)\max-
Overall, we need af)(WK3_4_- MN) running time. . The inequality in the last step follows from the observation
Other steps are also efficient. Splitting each document IOt e TR’ is within the column space spanned by O
two independent halves takes linear time MW for each
document since we can achieve it using random permutationThe results in Propositiof] 4 provide two statistics for
over N items. To generate each random directéhnrequires identifying novel words of the same topi¢E; — E;|| and
O(W) complexity if we use the spherical Gaussian priotz; ; —2E; ;+ E; ;. While the first is straightforward, the latter
While we can directly sort the empirical estimated solidlasg is efficient to calculate in practice with better computa&b
(in O(Wlog(W)) time), we only search for the words withcomplexity. Specifically, its empirical version, the sgt in
largest solid angles whose number is a constant Wt Algorithm[2
therefore it would take only) (W) time. O Ji={j: Boi— By — Byat By, > dJ2)
K. Proof of Theorerfi]3 can be used to discover the set of novel words of the same

L . . topics asymptotically. Formally,
We focus on the case when the random projection dwecuong ymp y y

are sampled fronany isotropic distribution. Our proof is not Proposition 5. If |[E — E[|o < (1 — b)*72/8Anax, then,
tied to the special form of the distribution; just its isqiro 1) For a novel wordi € C, , J; =C;,

nature. We first provide some useful propositions. We denote2) For a non-novel wordj € Cy, J; D C§

by Ci. the set of all novel word of topi¢, for k € [K], and

denote byCy the set of all non-novel words. We first show, Now we start to show that Algorithri]2 can detect all

the novel words of the distinct rankings consistently. As
Proposition 4. Let E; be thei-th row of E. Suppose3 is illustrated in Lemma&l8, we detect the novel words by ranking
separable andR. is v,-simplicial, then the following is true: ordering the solid angles;. We denote the minimum solid
For all k € [K], angle of theK extreme points byj.. Our proof is to show
that the estimated solid angle in Hd (5),

B —E,[ | Fiy —2E:i; + Ej

—r—=C 5 5 1 P ~ ~

i €CK I ECk | = (1=0)% | > (1= )72/ Amax hi= 5 > I{vj €T, B;d" <Eid'} (47
r=1

where b = maxjcc, 851 and Amax > 0 is the maximum converges to the ideal solid angle
eigenvalue oR

Proof. We focus on the cask = 1 since the proofs for other S
values ofk are analogous. LeB; be thei-th row vector of @M, P — oo. d_lv ...,d” are iid directions drawn from a
matrix 3. To show the above results, recall tiat= BR3". isotropic distribution. For a novel worde C, k =1,..., K,
Then let S(i) = Cf, and for a non-novel worde Cy, let S(i) = Cg.
S To show the convergence gf; to p;, we consider an
|B; — Ej| = /(8 — B;)RB"|| intermediate quantity,
Bii = 2Bis + Bjg = (Bi = B)R'(Bi = B)). pi(B) = Pr{¥j € 7, (B: - B;)d > 0}

It is clear that when, j € Cy, i.e., they are both novel word gty Hoeffding's lemma, we have the following result.
for the same topicg; = 3; = e;. Hence,|E; — E;|| = 0
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Proposition 6. Vt > 0, Vi, < > Pr{( () A)[)B}

Pr(lps — pi(B)| < 1} 2 2exp(-2PF7)  (19) e
~ A c W
Next we show the convergence pf(E) to solid angley;: < Z Pr{ ﬂB p< HE Ello
JES(7)

Proposition 7. Consider the case whefE — E||o < 4 and

. - . . |
R is ~-simplicial. If i is a novel word, then,
A direct implication of Propositiofi]7 is,
B < Y P i _
g —pi(E) < IE - Bl Proposition 8. Ve > 0, letp = min{ g, %} If [E-E|| o <

p, then,q; —pi(ﬁ) < ¢ for a novel wordi andp;(E) —¢; <e

Similarly, if j is a non-novel Word we have, )
for a non-novel wordj.

pj(f;) —q < W VW ||E E| s We now prove Theorerl 3. In order to correctly detect all
' the novel words ofK” distinct topics, we decompose the error
whereds 2 (1 — b)ys, d = (1 — b) 72/ Amae- event to be the union of the following two types,

1) Sorting error, i.e.,3i € Uszl Ck,3j € Cp such thap,; <
p;. This event is denoted a$; ; and letA = |J 4, ;.
2) Clustering errot i.e., 3k,3i,j € Ci such thati ¢ J;.

Proof. First note that, by the definition af/; and Proposi-
tion[d, if |[E — E||o < g, then, for a novel word € Cj,

Ji = S(i). And for a non-novel word € Co, J; 2 S(i). For This event is denoted a8, ; and letB = |J B;
convenience, let We point out that the event, B are different from the
Aj={d: (B, ~E;)d>0} A= ﬂ A, notations we used in Propositid 7. According to Proposi-
- jed. tion[8, we also defing = mm{g, Z{f;f@} and the event that
(. T - ‘ C ={||E — E| > p}. We note thatB C C.
Bj={d: (@~ E;)d =0} 5= .GQ_) Bi Therefore,
7 7
For ¢ being a novel word, we consider Pe = Pr{AUB} = Pr{AﬂC b+ Pr{C}
< Pr{4; ;[ |B°} + Pr{C
qi pl( ) PY{B} PI‘{A} < PI’{B m Ac 7 novel,j%n—nov(il { ’ m } { }
Note that7; = S(i) when |E — E|| < d/8, < D Pr(p—p; <O |E —Elo > p)
i
Pr{BﬂAC} _Pr{Bﬂ(‘eLSJ(l)Ag)} +PY(HE—E||00 > p)
7 )
. . The second term can be bound by Lenitha 5. Now we focus
< Z Pr{( ﬂ Bl)ﬂAJ} < Z Pr{Bﬂ'ﬂAJ’} on the first term. Note that
JES(D) 1€S(4) FES () o o . .
= 3 Pr{(E; - E;)d < 0,and(E; - E;)d > 0} Pi=pj = Pi= b~ pilE) +pi(®)
jes(i) i +qi — p;(E) + p;(E) — ¢; +g;
_ Z [ = {pi—pi(E)} +{pi(E) —¢;}
jest 2T +Hp;i(E) = p;} + {g; — p;(E)}

] " ~ o~ +qi — qj
whereg; is the angle betwees; = E,—E; ande; = E;—E; !

for any isotropic distribution oml. Noting thate < tan(¢),  and the fact thag; —g; > gy, then,,

TGh T LGk lell2 < Pr(pi(B) — pi > qp/4) + Pr(p; — p;(E) > g1 /4)
+Pr(q; — pi(B) > gn/4 E-E|.<
W\/ 1B Bl (i — pi(E) > qn/ )ﬂll [ p)

+Pr(p;(E) - ¢; > 42/4) () IE ~ El|oo < p)

where the last mequallty is obtained by the relationship 2 exp(— P2 /8)
N

between the/,, norm and the/; norm, and the fact that for

j € 8(i), |lejll2 = ||E; — Ej|l2 > d2 = (1 — b)ys. Therefore +Pr(q; — pi(B) > gp/4) m IE - Bl < p)
for a novel wordi, we have, +Pr(pj(ﬁ) N m ||E “E|. <))
g — pi(®) < W\/_”E El|oc The Ias_t _equal?ty is by Propositioh 6. For the last two tefnys,_
Propositior 8 is 0. Therefore, applying Lemfda 5 we obtain,
Similarly for a non-novel word € Cy, J; 2 S(i), Pe < 2W2 exp(—Pq? /8) + 8W2 exp(—p*n* M N/20)

pi(f]) —q; =Pr{A} — Pr{B} =Pr{A ﬂ B°} And this concludes Theoref 3.
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L. Proof of Theoreril4 To show the convergence rate of the above equation, it is
Without loss of generality, let, ..., K be the novel words Straightforward to apply the result in Lemrk 5

of topic 1 to K. We first Con3|der the solution of the CONproposition 10. For the row-scaled estimatiorB; as in
strained linear regression. To simplify the notation, waate Eq. (20), we have,

E; = [Ei1,..., E; k| are the firstK entries of a row vector ) -
without the super scripts as in AlgoritHnh 3. Pr(|Bis — Bipax| > €) < 82 ex (_e MN~zn )
. _ . : " PR 1280K
Proposition 9. Let R be ~,-affine-independent. The squnonP f By P itiorT® h
to the following optimization problem fool. By FropositiorL.s, we have,
2 2,4
K . 2 MN~zn
o o o Pr(|b*(i)x — Bik| > €/2) < = ol
b'=arg  min B - 4,8 (b7 (@ = Bikl > €/2) < 8W  exp(——0rp)
b;>0,5 bj=1

Recall that in Lemm&l]5 by McDiarmid’s inequality, we have
converges to thé-th row of 3, 3;, as M — oo. Moreover,
EMN~in*
320K )
wherer is define the same as in Lemfia 5.

1
Pr(|MX1M><1 —Bjal > ¢/2) < exp(—e2MN/2)
Pr(||b* — Bifloc > €) < 8W2 exp(—
"l Billoo 2 ) < P Therefore,
Pr(|Biy — Birar| > ¢)
EQMN’yngl
1280K

Proof. We note thap3; is the optimal solution to the following
problem with ideal word co-occurrence statistics <8W?exp(— ) + exp(—e*MN/2)

K
b*=arg min [E;— Z b; Bl
b;>0,5b;=1 — where the second term is dominated by the first term.

Define f(E,b) = |E; — Zﬁil b;E;| and note the fact that Finally, we consider the column normalization step to

f(E,b*)=0.LetY = [E],... ET]T. Then, remove the effect ofliag(a):
w
F(E,b) — f(E,b*) = ||E; — Zb E;| -0 Biy =B/ Z B (21)
K
_ Z b* E;|| = \/(b—b*)YYT(b—b*)T And Z wk — a; for k = 1,..., K. A worst case

anaIyS|s on its convergence is,

leb—b*ll% u

Pr f’)w—a> <WPr]§i—ia2W
The last equality is true by the definition of affine- O; sl > < (Bi = Birar 2 /W)

independence. Next, note that,

2MN 2,4
~ ~ ~ < 8W3 exp(—#)
|f(E,b) — f(E,b)| <|[E; —E; + Y _b;(E; — E;)| 1280W=2K
= = Combining all the result above, we can show =
<IBs =Bl + 3 billB; — B : W\?k=1... K
<2max ||E, — Ey|| 2
w ~ MN~2a2, n*
. . . . Pr(|Bir — B < 8WAK EMN Y0
Combining the above inequalities, we obtain, r(1Bik = Bkl > €) < exp(= 2560W 2K )

whereamin > 0 is the minimum value of entries af. This

A* * 1 A* *
o™ — bl S%{f(E’b ) = F(E,b%)} concludes the result of Theordm 4.

1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
=—{f(E,b*) — f(E,b*) + f(E,b*
Ya U )= ) ) M. Proof of Lemm&]9

— f(E,b") + f(E,b") — f(E,b")} Proof. We first show that irreducibility implies separability, or
1 Tox B T Bk « 1 equivalently, if the collection is not separable, then inist
s (B, b7) — f(B,b7) + f(B,b7) — f(E,bY)} irreducible. Suppose thdt/, ..., vk} is not separable. Then
4K05 there exists somé € [K] and ad > 0 such that,
< IE - Eo
a - vi(A)
where the last term converges(almost surely. The conver- A: ;,fgﬂ)>0 52k v (A) 9>0.
gence rate follows directly from Lemnia 5. O

ThenVA € F : v (A) > 0, vi(A) > 5. This implies
We next consider the row renormalization. Lt (i) be vi(4) S Ay = P

the optimal solution in Propositidfl 9 for thieth word, and thatvA € F: vy (4) > 0,

consider 1 Z V1 (A) — (A 3 0.
*(i)T(ﬁ)ﬂMxl) — B diag(a) (20) ji j#k

o>

]/?\’i =



On the other handyA € F : v (A) = 0, we have
D vi(A) = ou(A) = Y vi(4) >0.

i 3#k j: 37k
Thus the linear combinatioE#k v; — dvy, with one strictly
negative coefficient-§ is nonnegative over all measurable
This implies that the collection of measurés,, ..., vk} is
not irreducible.

We next show that separability implies irreducibility. et
collection of measureévy, .. ., st
definition of separabilityy, EIASC e F,n=1,2,..., such
thatvy (AX) > 0 andvj # k, u ) 0 asn — 0o. Now

v (AY)
consider any linear combination of measuzejé(:1 c;v; which
is nonnegative over all measurable sets, i.e., fordak F,
S cvi(A) > 0. Thenvk = 1,...,K and alln > 1 we
have,

Z CiVi(Aslk)) Z O

i=1

e+ e

7k

vi(AL)
I/;C(Aslk))
. Aglk)
= cp > — Z ch(k))
j#k ve(An”)
Therefore,c;, > 0 for all k¥ and the collection of measures
irreducible. O

= Uk (Aglk)

— 0 asn — oo.
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