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Recently, a general method for analyzing the statistical accuracy
of the EM algorithm has been developed and applied to some simple
latent variable models [Balakrishnan et al. 2016]. In that method,
the basin of attraction for valid initialization is required to be a ball
around the truth. Using Stein’s Lemma, we extend these results in
the case of estimating the centers of a two-component Gaussian mix-
ture in d dimensions. In particular, we significantly expand the basin
of attraction to be the intersection of a half space and a ball around
the origin. If the signal-to-noise ratio is at least a constant multiple
of v/dlog d, we show that a random initialization strategy is feasible.

1. Introduction. The expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm has had a long
and rich history since the seminal paper of Dempster et al. [7]. Indeed, even ear-
lier analogs had been used in incomplete-data problems [4]. Modern applications
are commonly seen in latent variable models or when the data is missing or cor-
rupted. Although the EM algorithm is known to have desirable monotonicity and
convergence properties [12], such features may fail when the likelihood function is
multi-modal.

The purpose of this paper is to extend a result from [3], where guaranteed rates of
convergence of the EM iterates are given for various simple models. These results all
rely on initializing the algorithm in a ball around the unknown parameter of interest.
We consider the case of estimating the centers of a two-component Gaussian mixture
and enlarge the basin of attraction to the intersection of a half space and a large
ball around the origin. In accordance with other work [6], we also show that if the
degree of separation of the centers scales with the dimension, the basin of attraction
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is large enough to ensure that random initialization from an appropriately scaled
multivariate normal distribution is practical.

In Section 2, we briefly review the EM algorithm and derive the exact form of the
operator for our Gaussian mixture example. Section 3 contains our main results.
We devise a suitable region for which the population EM operator is stable and
contractive toward the true parameter value. We then find bounds on the error of
the sample EM operator over the specified region. Together, these facts allow us
to derive a bound (with high probability) on the error of the sample iterates when
the initializer is in the region. Finally, Section 4 introduces a random initialization
strategy that is shown to give a large probability to the region for which our error
bound applies. The more technical proofs are relegated to the Appendix (Section 5).

2. EM iterates. We will consider the problem of estimating the centers of a two-
component spherical Gaussian mixture

Y ~ IN(0%,0%15) + $N(=0*,0%1y).

Notice that we require the two component means to sum to zero. Realize that the
corresponding model with arbitrary means can be transformed into this form by
subtracting the population mean (or approximately transformed by subtracting the
sample mean).

The log likelihood of a mixture model is typically difficult to maximize because of
the summation inside the logarithm. Expressed in terms of a single observation, it
takes the form

logpo(y) = log >  \epe, (v)
P

However, the likelihood can be expressed as the marginal likelihood of a joint dis-
tribution that includes both the observed data and latent variables corresponding
to the component labels. The log likelihood of this joint density can be expressed
as a sum of logarithms.

log po(y, 2) = log | [[Aepe, (v)]*
k

=z log \ipe, (v)
k

where the marginal density pg(z) is multi-Bernoulli.
The EM algorithm is a common tool for optimizing the log likelihood when latent

variables are present. It proceeds by iteratively maximizing the expected joint log
likelihood given the data and current parameter values.

i1 - argmaxEy 5 logpy (y, 2)
/e ’
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In the case of mixture models, the objective function simplifies to

EZ\y,G IOg p@’(y7 Z) = Z E[Zk‘|ya 0] log >\§<:p9§c (y)
k

where both the weights and the components’ parameters are encoded in #’. Because
each 7, is an indicator variable, the expectation is a probability. By Bayes theorem,

E[Zy|y, 0] = P[Z = 1Y =y, 0]
CP[Z=1,Y = y|d]
-~ PY =yld]
_ kDo, (y)
Zj /\jpej(?ﬂ

These expectations sum to one.

For the simple Gaussian mixture that we will analyze, the expectation of Z; is

I e~ lly=011%/202
[Z1ly, 0] = e—lly=0112/20% | o—Ily+6]12/202
1
= w(i%a)

(e

where w denotes the [horizontally stretched] logistic function
1
14 e2t
Likewise, the expectation of Zj is w(—%), which is also 1 — w( >) Using this
identity, we can express the EM algorithm’s objective function as

(2.1) w(t) ==

Qy(0'16) :="Y " E[Zk|y, 0] log \ypg (v)
= —Lw(@y|ly — 0')|? — 31 — w2y + ¢')12
=—5H0’H2 (1 — 20220, y) — Iyl

The gradient with respect to the first argument is

(2.2) VQu(0'10) = —6" — (1 — 2w({24))y

The critical value 2yw( <i’§ )) — vy is the maximizer.
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With an iid sample of size n, the overall objective function @, is simply the sum of
the single-observation objective functions. This leads to the update

ét+1 < Mn(ét)

where the operator mapping from one iteration to the next is

2 ) 1
M,(0) = - Zin(<y;’29>) . Zyl

Its population counterpart will be denoted M.
M(6) := 2EY w(¥2)

o2

The population objective function @ is the expectation of QJy. The true parameter
value 6* (or —0*) maximizes @) and is a fixed point of M [8].

Throughout the remainder of this paper, ¢y denotes the density of N(,0%1;), and
f is the symmetric mixture %(bg* + %gb_g*. We will use X, Y, and Z to represent
generic random variables distributed according to ¢g«, f, and N(0, 1) respectively.
We define the “signal-to-noise ratio” s := ||6*||/o. We will continue to use w to
denote the [horizontally stretched] logistic function (2.1) and sometimes we use the
shorthand

Additionally, we will make repeated use of the following tail bound for the standard
normal variable.

(2.3) P(Z > 1) < %e*tm

for t > 0. It is one half times the Chernoff bound and can be deduced from Formula
7.1.13 in [1] via inequality (7) from [5].

3. Iteration error bounds. Two regions of R? will be crucial to our analysis.
Define the half-space H, and ball B, by

Hao:={0[(0,0") > al0*|}  and B, :={0]]10] <rll6*]}

where we require a € (0,1) and r > 1. Specifically, we will analyze the behavior of
the EM iterations that take place in the intersection of these regions D, := H,NB,.
(In two-dimensions, this intersection is “D”-shaped.) Some of the results below

are stated for general a, but for simplicity, the main analysis considers specifically
a=1/2.

Our essential population result is that M is contractive toward 6* in Dy /5, as long
as r is in a valid range.
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THEOREM 1. Ifc; <r < cys/+/log(es), then 3y <1 such that
[M(0) = 07 < ~[[6 — 67
fO?” all 8 € D1/27T.

The proof is in Section 5.4, followed by a comparison to the general framework
introduced in [3]. We show that v(s,7) := 76rte—(1/16)(s/m)?

Next, we establish that M is stable in regions of the form D, , for valid (a,r). In
fact, we will need it to be stable with an additional margin that will be used to
ensure stability of the sample operator M,, with high probability.

LEMMA 1. Assume 8 € Dy, and let k1 be any number in (a,1). Ifr <
then

\/5log(2/(1-a/k1))’

(M(0),07) > (a/k1)]10"]1*.

LEMMA 2. Assume 0 € Dg,, and let ko be any number in (0,1). If %2 <r<
as , then

/5 log(8/k2)
IM(O)]] < ror|67]].

Lemma 1 tells us that M stays in H,, while Lemma 2 tells us that M stays in B,. If
(a,r) satisfies the conditions of both Lemmas, then M is stable in D, ,. Note that
we need s to be large enough to ensure the existence of valid ranges for r.

Let S, be the least upper bound on the norm of the difference between the sample
and population operators in the region D ..

Sar = sup ||My(8) — M(0)]|
0€Dq.r

LEMMA 3. Suppose k1 and ko are as in Lemmata 1 and 2 and a and r simultane-
ously satisfy the conditions stated therein. If

Sar < |07 min{a(1/k1 —1),r(1 — k2)}

then M, is stable in Dy .

PROOF. First, note that

oot (Mn(0),0%) > inf [(M(8),67) — [ Mn(8) — M(O)[|6"]]

a,r a,r

AV

(a/m)]|0%]* = a(1 /1 = 1)]6%|

= all6*|?,
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where the lower bound on (M (), 0*) was proved in Lemma 1. Finally, observe that

sup [|Mn(0)|| < sup [[|M(O)] + [|Mn(0) — M(0)]]

E a,r E a,r
< |07l + (1 — R2)[107]]
= r[|6”]],

where the upper bound on [|[M(0)| was proved in Lemma 2.

LEMMA 4. Ifn > csdlog(1/)), then

dlog(1/6)

Sur < car0° VI + 0% | 22

with probability at least 1 — 6.

PRrROOF. The proof is almost identical to Corollary 2 in [3]. It uses a standard dis-
cretization and Hoeffding moment generating function argument to bound S, . The

only difference here is that we control the supremum over D, , instead of a Euclidean
ball. O

Combining the conditions of Lemmas 3 and 4, and specializing to the a = 1/2 case,
we define

_ Sr(16*]1? + o)
Ny = dlog(1/6) max {03’ i {(1/m — 1)/2,7(1 = fw)P}

One can verify that if n > Ng, then the bound in Lemma 4 is no greater than the
bound in Lemma 3. Thus if n > Nj, then 5/, , satisfies both bounds with proba-
bility at least 1 — 6.

THEOREM 2. If y € Dyjoy, c1 <1 < c2s/y/log(es), and n > N;, then the EM
iterates {0:}22, satisfy the bound

1

] N p* < thg. _ p*
(3.1) 16 — 6%[| < ~"|6o 9||+1_,y

log(1
exr | T + o7y L)

with probability at least 1 — §.

PRrROOF. By Lemma 3, the empirical EM iterates {ét};ﬁo all belong to D/, with
probability at least 1 — §. Note that the prescribed constants ¢; and ¢ depend on
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k1 and k9. We will show that

t—1
16: = 01 < 41160 = %[ + > 7" S1 /2
k=0

with probability at least 1 — 4. To this end, suppose the previous bound holds. Then
1601 — 07| = | Mo (6r) — 67|
< |[M(0r) = 0%[| + [[ M (6) — M(0,)||
< [ M(0:) = 0%[| + S1/2,r
<46 — 6% + S1/2,r by Lemma 1

t—1
<7 7160 — 6 + Z’Yksl/zr
k=0
) t
=" 60— 6"+ 37" Suj2,
k=0

which confirms the inductive step. The ¢ = 1 case uses the same reasoning.

The theorem then follows from the fact that 3;_,* < 1/(1 — 7) and the bound
on Sz, from Lemma 4. O

REMARK. The fact that c; < r < cys/+/logs was determined from the conditions
in Lemmata 1 and 2 and Theorem 1. To reiterate we need

o s> 4dry/log(76r4)

N )

< as
"= \/5log(2/(1-a/k1))
to hold simultaneously. We also require that a belong to (0,1), k1 belong to (a,1),
and ko belong to (0,1). As a concrete example, with a = 1/2 and k1 = ko = 3/4, all

conditions are satisfied if 6 < r < s/(8y/log(es)).

4. Initialization strategy. Theorem 2 describes the behavior of the EM iterates
if the initialization is in a desirable region of the form D, /5 ,.. Realize, however, that
by symmetry it is just as good to initialize in the corresponding region for —8*.
Thus, we define

Ho = Ho U—Ho = {|(0,0)] > 16*|?/2}  and  Da, := Ha N B,



>
[ ]

FiGc 1. An example region f?am in two dimensions.

See Figure 1. Estimates 6 and —0 correspond to the same mixture distribution in this
model. We should interpret the results from Section 3 in terms of distributions and
thus not distinguish between estimating 0* and estimating —0*. Our error bounds in
the previous section are conditional on the initializer being in the specified region,
but we have yet to discuss how to generate such an initializer. As a first thought,
note that initializing EM with the method of moments estimator has been shown to
perform well in simulations [10]. Furthermore, tensor methods have recently been
devised for finding the method of moments estimator for Gaussian mixtures [2]. It
would be interesting to analyze the behavior of that strategy with respect to Dy .
However, here we instead opt for a random initialization strategy for which we can
derive a straight-forward lower bound on the probability of starting in f)aﬂn.

For the remainder of this section, 25(” will be considered a random event. For the first
result, we will pretend that ||6*|| is known and can thus be used in the initialization.
PROPOSITION 3. Let 0y ~ N(0,]|6*|21;). Then

(4.1) P(Dy) > 28(—a) — P (x5 > 17)

where ® is the standard Normal cdf.
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PROOF. The probability of the intersection of H, and B, has a simple bound in
terms of the complement of B;.

P(Dayr) = P(Ha N By)
= PH, — P(H, N BS)

> PH, — PBS
First, consider the event H,,.
P(Ha) = P(|{00,6%) > a]6*]?)
_ 6 6*
= 2P ((yy. 1oy ) = )
=2P(Z > a)

where Z is standard Normal.

For the complement of B,,

P(By) = P(|0o]l > r(l6*[])

= (] > )
- (H il > 7"2)
=P (xj>1r°)

O

Proposition 3 is for initializing with a known [|6*||?. In practice, this quantity can
be estimated from the data by

~ o1 2 2

7= SR - do?).

%

In fact, 7' can be shown to concentrate around [|*||2 with high probability, as we will
show. This gives an intuitive rationale to instead sample 6y from a N (0, (T +€)I)
distribution (where € is a positive number).

PROPOSITION 4.  Suppose Oy follows a N(0, (T, + 02/2)1;). Then
(4.2) P(Da,r) > [20(—a) = P(xg > r*/2)|P(E),

where E = {|T — ||6*|?| < 02/2}.
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PRroOF. First, note that

P(Duy) > P(D,, NE) >P(H,NE) - P(BENE).
On E, ||6*]|> < Ty + 02/2 and hence

(43) {

is contained in 7:£a NE.

NnNE

I >
<\/T++02/2’ ”"*”>‘ N a}

Since s > 1, 02/2 < [|6*||?/2 and hence on E, Ty + 02/2 < 2||6*||?. Thus the event

(4.4) i > r2/2} NE

fo
{ H \/T++0’2/2
contains BS N E. The final result follows by integrating the indicator variables of

(4.3) and (4.4) with respect to the the joint distribution of 0o and T and then finally
integrating with respect to the distribution of T'. O

REMARK. By the Chernoff tail bound for a X?l random wvariable, P(X?[ > r?) <
(r/Vd) e~ *=D/2 Thus, the condition v > v/2d is necessary for (4.2) to be positive.
By Theorem 2, s > cry/logr for the bound (3.1) to hold. Thus if the signal to noise
ratio is at least a constant multiple of \/dlogd, there is some q > 0 that lower bounds
the probability that a given initializer b0 is in 751/27,, and hence for which (3.1) holds.
By drawing m such initializers independently, the probability is at least 1 — (1 —q)™
that one or more are in 751/27,“

PE, can be bounded using Chebychev or Cantelli concentration inequalities, because
T has variance 20%(d+2||6*||?) /n. However, Proposition 5 establishes a concentration
inequality that decays exponentially with n.

PROPOSITION 5. If s > 1 and € < 5do||0*||, then
P(IT —[|6"]° > €) < 2exp{—ne®/(36d0”||6*|*)}.

5. Appendix.

5.1. Stein’s lemma for miztures. Let W ~ > Aj¢e; be a mixture of spherical Gaus-
sians and X; ~ ¢y, have the component distributions. A mixture version of Stein’s
lemma (Lemma 2 in [11]) holds when W is multiplied by a differentiable function g.

EWg(W) = [ [wglw) 3" Aien, ] du

= > NEX;9(X;)
=Y N[EVY(X;) + 0,Eg(X;)]
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In our present case, M(0) is a particularly simple version of this because Y is a
symmetric mixture, and w is within a constant of an odd function: w(—t) = 1 —w(t).
Let X and X’ have the component distributions ¢g« and ¢_g-«.

)

9,X)
2
)

>

SM(0) == EY w(
= 1EXw
= 1EXw

0.y
X))+ LEX w25
)+ B Xw(H
= EXw({%3)) — 1g*

= EVw(%) 4+ 0 Ew({3)) - Lg*

— OB/ (Y 0.X) - 1.

((
(X

~

)
2
X)) + 0% [Buw (%3

g [oa

D=

5.2. FExpectation of a sigmoid. First, we are interested in the behavior of quantities
of the form E¢(aZ 4+ () as a and [ change. Observe that if ¢ is any increasing
function, then clearly Ei)(aZ + ) is increasing in f regardless of the distribution
of Z. We will next consider how the expectation changes in « in special cases.

Throughout the remainder of this section, assume v is within a constant of an odd
function and that it is twice differentiable, increasing, and concave on R™*. Sigmoids,
for instance, typically meet these criteria.

LEMMA 5. Let Z ~ N(0,1). The function o — Eiyp(aZ + B) is non-increasing for
a>0.

PRrOOF. We will interchange an integral and derivative (justified below), then appeal
to Stein’s lemma. Also, note that ¢ is an odd function. Let ¢ denote the standard
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normal density.

LEp(aZ + B)lama = EZu'(aZ + B)
= aEy" (aZ + B)

—a / W (az + B)p(2)dz

= [wworz?

- / et [ et

u>0

= [ ¢ (wo(" L )du+ [ ¢ (u)(E)du

u>0 u>0

7!}” u+ﬁ du+/ ¢// ( ;B)du
/ w” wB) ()] du

Because v is concave on RT, it’s second derivative is negative. The other factor is
non-negative on RT, so the overall integral is negative.

We still need to justify the interchange. First, use the fundamental theorem of
calculus to expand ¥ (az + 3) inside an integral over RT. Because ¢’ is non-negative,
Tonelli’s theorem justifies the change of order of integration. Then take a derivative
of both sides.

[ vtz prorts = [T otz 10+ [ frotes +0)] o(1a:
= [ v+ | " [ stttz + oty

» ([t aeei) = [Tavtes+ sjoe:

Tonelli’s theorem justifies the interchange for the integral over R~ as well. Use the
fact that the derivative of the sum is the sum of the derivatives to put everything
back together. ]

REMARK. By symmetry, of course, o — Eip(aZ + B) is non-decreasing for a < 0,
which tells us that Ey(aZ + ) < ¢ (5).

REMARK. This result actually holds for any Normal random variable. Indeed, be-
cause any Normal X can be expressed as aZ + [, we see that Ei(X) is increasing
in the variance of X.
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REMARK. The [stretched] logistic function w satisfies the criteria for Lemma 5.
COROLLARY 1. Let Z ~ N(0,1) and 8> 0. Then

Eyp(az + ) = 4(0).

PrROOF. We know that the minimizing [non-negative| value of g is 0. According to
our derivation in Lemma 5, when 8 = 0 the derivative of o — Ey(aZ + f3) is zero
everywhere. That is, the expectation is the same at every «; evaluating at a = 0
gives the desired result. O

We will also need lower bounds on the expectation of w. First, we establish a more
general fact for sigmoids.

LEMMA 6. If p is a positive non-decreasing function and Z ~ N(0,1), then for any
q=0,

Ep(aZ + B) > p(B—q)(1 — %6—q2/2a2)

Proor. By Markov’s inequality

P(aZ + B >1t) <P(p(aZ + B) = p(t))
< Ep(aZ +B)

(5-1) <70

Using the Gaussian tail bound (2.3),

P(aZ + B8 >1t) =P(Z > =F)

as long as t < . Putting this together with (5.1), and setting t :=  — q gives the
lemma. O

Recall that we defined s to be the signal-to-noise ratio ||6*||/o.

LEMMA 7. If6 € Do, and X ~ N(0%,0%1,), then

Ew(<9’X>) > 1 — e (as/r)?/5

o2
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PROOF. First, realize that we can write X as a transformation of a d-dimensional
standard normal: o Z;+ 6*. The inner product of Z; with any unit vector has a one-
dimensional standard normal. We can also use the assumptions that ||6] < 76|
and (0,0*) > a||6*||? along with the monotonicity properties of FEw(aZ + 3) derived
above.

Buw(5) = Bw(lz + £52)

> Bt 7 4 Al ]2

o o2

(5.2) = Fw(rsZ + as?).

Let’s specialize Lemma 6 to a particular claim for w.

]_ — e_(B_t)2/2a2
Ew(aZ + 3) > sup

t<B 14 e 2
_ qup d o) A 4 BT
t<B 14+ e 2
(5.3) >1—e 2,

where tg < /3 is a solution to the quadratic equation 2tq = (8—t9)?/4a?. Notice that
when this equation is satisfied, the last step of the derivation follows by canceling
the denominator with the right-hand factor of the numerator. A solution to this
quadratic is

to = B +4a*(1 —/B/(2a2) + 1)
_ (8/a)?/2
(1++/B/(2a2) + 1)

The first expression shows that this ¢y is less than 3. The second clarifies the rela-
tionships we’ll need between o and S and shows that ¢ is also non-negative.

Applying this bound to (5.2), we have

o asrPp2
1+ /a/(2r2) + 1)

> (as/r)?/10.

The last step comes from upper bounding the denominator by 5. (Recall that we
require @ € [0,1] and r > 1.) O
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LEMMA 8. Let p be any bounded and twice-differentiable Lipschitz function, and
let Xo ~ N(up,00) and X1 ~ N(p1,01). Then

1
E(X1) ~ En(Xo) = [ ElGn - ol (Xa) + 3 (02 — o) (X)lan
where Xy ~ (1 — XN)N(uo, 00) + AN (1, 01).

PRrROOF. This is a variant of Theorem 2 in [9], which presents the result in d dimen-
sions and with much weaker regularity conditions. O

LEMMA 9.  Suppose |pu| < 202. Then B/ (0Z + p) < 2~ (/2 w/0)*,

PRrROOF. Note that «’(t) < 2e~ 2. Thus
W (02 + u)(2) < 20727 g(2)
=2z > —p/ote? T M (2 + 20)+
2I{z < —u/a}62(02+“)¢(2 —20),

where the last line follows from completing the square. Next, integrate both sides
of the inequality over R, making the change of variables u = z 4+ 20 and u = z — 20
on each region of integration. This leads to the upper bound

262 TP (Z > 20 — pfo) + 262 IR (Z > 20 + pfo) .

Next, use the fact that P(Z > t) < %e_tQ/Q for all ¢+ > 0. Since |u| < 202, we have
that 20 + u/o > 0. Plugging in t = 20 + /o and performing some algebra proves
the result. O

LEMMA 10. || < 2w and |w"| < 4.

PROOF. Using the relationship w’ = 2w(1 — w), one can easily derive the identities
W =20 (1 - 2w)

and
W"” =40 (1 = 6w + 6w?).

The fact that 0 < w < 1 implies |1 — 2w| and |1 — 6w + 6w?| are both less than
one. O
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5.3. Stability of population iterates in Dy,.

PROOF OF LEMMA 1. First, recall the expression for M () derived in Section 5.1.
(M (6), 6) = 200" *[Ewo(%52) — 3] + 200, 67 B/ (532
> 2]16* |2 [Bw(E52) - 4]
> 2]10%||*[(1 ~ _(as/r) %) =3
= [}67[1(1 — 2e7(@2/ /%),

We used non-negativity of w’ and our assumption about (6,60*), then we invoked
Lemma 7.

The assumed upper bound for 7 implies that

1 — 9¢—(as/r)?/5 > a/ky.

O]

PROOF OF LEMMA 2. Again, recall the expression for M (6) derived in Section 5.1.

We will use the facts that w’ > 0 and Ew(w%) > w(0) = 1/2 (see Corollary 1)
when we use the triangle inequality. We will also use the identity w’ = 2w(1 — w).

)
)= 1) + 2l01E (25
— 1) + 200 B’ (1252)
, X

< |6*)I2(1 +2r)IEw(< ) — 4rEw (<”>)—1]
(5.4) < [|6* [~ 4r[Ew (3))2 + 2(1 + 2r)Ew (252 — 1]

1)) = l126* (Beo(23

)1 /2) + 20Ew/(
)

0,X
< o (2B (%3

< o) (2Bw(%3

where the last step follows from Jensen’s inequality.

We need to show that the quadratic factor of (5.4) is bounded by kar. According to
the quadratic theorem, this is true when

14+ 1/(2r) +/1/(4r2) + 1 — k2
2

(The other solutions are less than 1/2 and thus impossible.) Because square root is
subadditive, it is sufficient to show that

1+1/r++v1— ke
5 .

Ew({%32) >

o2

(5.5) B ({252 >

o2
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Consider upper bounds for r of the form

" Bl (g(ma) — V=)

where g is any function greater than y/1 — ko for ko € (0, 1]. Invoking Lemma 7 and
substituting this form of upper bound for r,

Ew({92) > 1 — e~ (as/m)?/5

g(k2) = V1 — k2

>1-
B 2

Comparing this to (5.5), we find that r needs to be at least #(m).

If g(k2) is too close to y/1 — kg near ko = 1, then the upper bound is too small;
but the looser it is, the larger the lower bound is. The result in this lemma takes
g(k2) := 1 — Ko /4. For the upper bound, note that

g(k2) = V1 —ky=1—Ko/d— /1 — kKo
Z 1-— 52/4— (1 - 52/2)
:H2/4.

5.4. Contractivity and Discussion.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1. First, observe that 6* = M(60*), as pointed out in Sec-
tion 2. As in Section 5.1, we can use w(t) = 1 —w(—t) and let X ~ N(6*, 0%1;) to
obtain a more manageable expression.

S0M(0) - M(6")] = BY (%) - (%3]
= BX [ %)) - (240
= E[X Awy(X)]

where Awg(X) denotes the difference w(<9’X>) — w( (6°.X) ).

o2

By Stein’s lemma,

E[X Awy(X)] = 0°E |w(%32) - w({Z55)]

g 0'2

o o2

(5.6) = 0"EAwy(X) + OEAW)(X) + (6 — 0%)Eo/ ({22),
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Using Lemma 8, we can express the expectation in the first term of (5.6) as

2 2

1
EAwy(X) = / E [(m — 10w (932 + 1) + 570w (022 + pa) | dA
0

where gy = (1 — A)* ”9*”2 + /\< ) and 03 :=(1- )\)HQ*H2 )\”9” We can bound
the sizes of the coefﬁments of w and w” as follows.

6%, 0) — ||0*|?
o = ol = [
[6]I[6 — 6~
and
0 2 _ o* 2
U%_Ua:‘u 121

* _p*
SUWH+H9HM9 all

o2

Because |w”| < 2w’ (see Lemma 10) and w’ > 0, we get

1
Eaw()| < [ — pol + 1o = oFl] | Bt (02 + ) A
0

< 110 = 67JiCliol| + 2/16~]1)

o2

1
/ Eo (022 + 1) dA
0

Lemma 8 applied to the second term of (5.6) works the same way, except with w”
and w” in place of ' and w”. Use |w”’| < 2w’ again, along with |[w”'| < 4w’ (also
from Lemma 10) to find that

2[[6 — =i Cliell + 2[1o~[)

1
5 / Ew' (oAZ + p) dA
a 0

[EAw)(X)| <

Lemma 9 can be applied to this integral if we can verify the condition |uy| < 20?\
for all 0 < A < 1. Indeed, we've assumed (0, 0*) > ||6*||?/2 which implies (using
Cauchy-Schwarz) [|6*|| < 2||0]|, so

0<puyi=(1— /\)H@*\IQ + )\<9 )
1- 0 ||9*||2 + )\2\1?2”2
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By Lemma 9,

1 1
/ Ew (00Z + py) dX g/ 2~ (A/7)% /24 )
0 0
= EANU[0,1]2€_(M’\/0>‘)2/2

< sup 90— (1a/ox)?/2

A€(0,1]
< 2= (5/7)/8

The last step comes from substituting the following lower bound for uy /oy, derived
using (0,0%) > [|6*]/2 and ||0]| < r[|6*].
pa (1= XN)s*+ X(0,6%)/0?
o TN+ AP/
S (1—N)s%+ \s?/2
T V(1= N)s2 +7s?

We can also invoke Lemma 9 to bound the expectation in the third term of (5.6).

Ew' ({22)) = Bu/(sZ + s?)

o2

< 2e7/2,
Finally, returning to (5.6), we can use the triangle inequality to bound the norm
* * 0|l + 2] —(s/1)2 g2
I < 10 - 01 (1167 + 2oL ety i)

<16 — 6"l (2[1 + 2r][r 4 2]s2e(6/M?/8 4 26_32/2>
< 10— 6] (1sr%s2e oIS 1 e-12)
< H9 — 6*"(367"4@7(5/7”)2/16 4 26782/2>
< ||6 — 0%|| 38rte(s/m)?/16

—

’7(57T)/2

(Recall that ||M(0) — M(6*)|| is twice as large as ||E[X Awy(X)]||.) The second-to-
last step follows from the inequality ze™* < e~%/2; the last step follows from r > 1.

If s > 4ry/log(76r*) < ry/logr, we see that v(s,r) is less than one. O
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In their equation (29), [3] define a “first order stability” condition of the form
IVQ(M(0)[60) — VQ(M (6)67)]] < All6 — 6|

They point out in their Theorem 1 that if this stability condition holds and if Q(-|6*)
is A-strongly concave over a Euclidean ball, then M is contractive on that ball.

As they state, the Q(-|0*) for this problem is 1-strongly concave everywhere; in fact,
the defining condition holds with equality. Checking for first order stability with
A = 1 by substituting the gradient derived in (2.2) we find

IVQM(©)19) — VQM(9)|6)]| = 12EY w(Fz?) — 2BY w(1Z52)]

o2 o2

= [|M(6) = M(67)]

Because M (0*) = 6* in our case, Theorem 1 is equivalent to first order stability
Dy /5, when (s,7) are such that v < 1.

Theorem 1 from [3] still holds with the Euclidean ball replaced by any set with the
necessary stability and strong concavity, in our case Dy /5. Thus the framework can
be applied, but Theorem 1 also get us directly to the destination.

Another difference is that we need to take additional steps to show that the iterations
stay in the region Dj/,,, whereas in the Euclidean ball that was automatic. Our
proof of stability was accomplished by Lemmas 1 and 2. In general, this suggests
an alternative strategy for establishing contractivity, at least when M has a closed
form: identify regions for which ||[M(0) — M (6*)|| can be controlled.

5.5. Concentration of T.

PRrROOF OF PROPOSITION 5. Our strategy is to bound the moment generating func-
tion. We will show that for 202¢(1 + 2t|60* %) < 1,

Eet(HYHQ*dUQ*HQ*H% < eftdo'z(l o 20’2t(1 + 2t||9*||2))7d/2'

Write Y = 0Z; + nf*, where 7 is an independent symmetric Rademacher variable
and Zy follows a N(0, 1) distribution. Then ||Y||? = 02| Z4||? + 20m(Z, 6*) + ||67]>.
Using the inequality e® + e=% < 2¢%°/2, note that Ee2ton(Za0*) < ¢2t%0%[(Za0")1* <
22?11 Zal*10*11* Thus, we have shown that

EetUYI2=116*1*) < gelZall®ot(1+2¢)6%]1%)
Since || Z||* follows a x4 distribution, we can use the chi-square moment generating

function to write

Ee||Zd||202t(1+2tH9*Hz) _ (1 o 20’2t(1 + 2t||9*||2))_d/2,
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202t (1 + 2t]|0*|?) < 1.
Using the inequality —log(1 — z) < z + 222 for |z| < 1/2, we also have

EetUY 2 =do?—[10*]?) e2t2d02ll9*||2+4U4t2d(1+2t||9*HQ)Q’

for 202t(1 + 2t]|0*||?) < 1/2. Since s > 1 and t < 1/(8c||0*||) also satisfy this
restriction on ¢, we have

Fet (1Y [2—do?—[16%1[2) < (2do2(|6*|2+202(14/4)?) < ,9d]6* 2022

By the standard Chernoff method for bounded the tail of iid sums, we have

P(T — |0 > €) <2  inf e tetodlo*Po®
t<n/ (870

The optimal choice of t is ne/(18do?(|6*||?), producing a final bound of
2exp{—ne?/(36d0%[|60"(|*)},

provided € < 5do||0*||. O

Acknowledgements. The authors would like to thank Sivaraman Balakrishnan
and Andrew R. Barron for useful discussions that occurred at Yale in January 2015.

References.

[1] ABRAMOWITZ, M. and STEGUN, I. A. (1964). Handbook of mathematical functions with for-
mulas, graphs, and mathematical tables. National Bureau of Standards Applied Mathematics
Series 55. For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. MR0167642

[2] ANANDKUMAR, A., GE, R., Hsu, D., KAKADE, S. M. and TELGARSKY, M. (2014). Ten-
sor decompositions for learning latent variable models. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 15 2773-2832.
MR3270750

[3] BALAKRISHNAN, S., WAINWRIGHT, M. J. and YU, B. (2016). Statistical guarantees for the
EM algorithm: From population to sample-based analysis. Annals of Statistics, to appear.

[4] BeEALE, E. M. L. and LITTLE, R. J. A. (1975). Missing values in multivariate analysis. J.
Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B 37 129-145. MR0373113

[5] Cook, J. D. (2009). Upper and lower bounds for the normal distribution function. kttp:
// www. johndcook. com/normalbounds. pdf.

[6] DascupTA, S. and SCHULMAN, L. (2007). A probabilistic analysis of EM for mixtures of
separated, spherical Gaussians. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 8 203—-226. MR2320668

[7] DEMPSTER, A. P., LAIRD, N. M. and RUBIN, D. B. (1977). Maximum likelihood from in-
complete data via the EM algorithm. J. Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B 39 1-38. With discussion.
MRO0501537

[8] McLACHLAN, G. J. and KRISHNAN, T. (2008). The EM algorithm and extensions, second ed.
Wiley Series in Probability and Statistics. Wiley-Interscience [John Wiley & Sons], Hoboken,
NJ. MR2392878

[9) MULLER, A. (2001). Stochastic ordering of multivariate normal distributions. Ann. Inst.
Statist. Math. 53 567-575. MR1868892


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0167642
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3270750
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0373113
http://www.johndcook.com/normalbounds.pdf
http://www.johndcook.com/normalbounds.pdf
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2320668
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0501537
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2392878
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1868892

22

[10] PEREIRA, J. R., MARQUES, L. A. and DA CosTa, J. M. (2012). An empirical comparison of
EM initialization methods and model choice criteria for mixtures of skew-normal distributions.
Rev. Colombiana Estadist. 35 457-478. MR3075156

[11] StEIN, C. M. (1981). Estimation of the mean of a multivariate normal distribution. Ann.
Statist. 9 1135-1151. MR630098

[12] Wu, C. F. J. (1983). On the convergence properties of the EM algorithm. Ann. Statist. 11
95-103. MR684867


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3075156
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=630098
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=684867

	1 Introduction
	2 EM iterates
	3 Iteration error bounds
	4 Initialization strategy
	5 Appendix
	5.1 Stein's lemma for mixtures
	5.2 Expectation of a sigmoid
	5.3 Stability of population iterates in Da, r
	5.4 Contractivity and Discussion
	5.5 Concentration of 

	Acknowledgements
	References

