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Abstract. Clustering aims to divide a set of points into groups. The cur-

rent paradigm assumes that the grouping is well-defined (unique) given the

probability model from which the data is drawn. Yet, recent experiments have
uncovered several high-dimensional datasets that form different binary group-

ings after projecting the data to randomly chosen one-dimensional subspaces.

This paper describes a probability model for the data that could explain this
phenomenon. It is a simple model to serve as a proof of concept for understand-

ing the geometry of high-dimensional data. We start by building a rescaled

multivariate Bernouilli model (stretched hypercube) so to create several over-
lapping grouping structures in the data. The size of each scaling parameter is

related to the likelihood of uncovering the corresponding grouping by random
1D projection. Clusters in the original space are then created by adding noise

to this cluster-free model. In high dimension, these clusters would hardly be

observable given a sample set from the distribution because of the curse of
dimensionality, but the binary groupings are clear. Our construction makes it

clear that one needs to make a distinction between “groupings” and “clusters”

in the original space. It also highlights the need to interpret any clustering
found in projected data as merely one among potentially many other groupings

in a dataset.

1. Introduction

Unsupervised machine learning seeks to use random samples to build a model
that encapsulates the structure of the probability model underlying a dataset. A
common assumption is that the data is distributed following a mixture of uni-modal
probability densities such as Gaussians. In low-dimension, the sample points of such
a model tend to bundle together in space when they are drawn from the same uni-
modal probability density. Thus, in low-dimension, a natural grouping of the points
is often found by looking for regions of space in which points accumulate, in other
words “clusters”.

But high-dimensional datasets are typically very sparse and thus free of clusters.
So one typically groups the points by looking for clusters within low-dimensional
projections of the dataset. It is well understood that projecting a dataset may
destroy its structure. For example, a mixture of two Gaussians can become a uni-
modal distribution after projection. However, projecting can also create structures.
For example, a probability density function consisting of a large number of Dirac
deltas sparsely distributed along two straight parallel lines would become a mixture
of two deltas after projection on the plane perpendicular to the lines. Thus, sample
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points that do not form an agglomeration in the high-dimensional dataset may be-
come agglomerated after projection to a lower-dimension. Such agglomerations are
not “ghost” ones resulting from the sampling process; they result from structures
that are present in the projected density function, and thus correspond to valid
groupings among the sample points. One way to explain this is by viewing the
projection direction as a dimension containing information, and the remaining di-
mensions as containing noise. Since there are many ways to project a dataset, that
is to say many ways to choose what is noise versus what is information, there can
be many ways to create such groupings, and the different groupings so obtained
need not be consistent. This means that points drawn from a high-dimensional
density function may be grouped in different ways, and the different ways to group
them, though inconsistent, may all be correct. In that scenario, a grouping is dif-
ferent from a clustering in the original space, in that a cluster is an accumulation
of points in space, whereas a grouping is merely a meaningful division of the points
into subsets. While the points may cluster (i.e., accumulate) after projection, thus
defining a grouping, the points in the original space are not necessarily clustered in
the sense of being clumped together.

This phenomenon was initially observed experimentally in [8] for image datasets.
More specifically, the feature points used to represent images were found to often
form bimodal histograms after a projection on a random line. Later work appeared
to confirm the validity of these bimodal structures. In particular, a hierarchical clus-
tering method consisting of a tree of random projections followed by thresholding
turned out to be surprisingly accurate at clustering some high-dimensional bench-
mark datasets in [13]. We are currently investigating the advantage of clustering by
random projection for small datasets [4]. We are also studying the use of different
grouping structures to analyze dependencies between different variables in a small
dataset [14] and applying these ideas to analyzing educational data [12, 16, 10, 6].

For this paper, we asked ourselves: what kind of structure in the probability
density model of the high-dimensional data would cause this to occur? In other
words, what kind of density model would a high-dimensional dataset need to be
drawn from in order for the points to have a high probability of forming clusters
after a projection on a random line.

Again, this questioning is not about “ghost” structures, that is to say obser-
vations due to the fact that we are observing only a sample set, as opposed to
the entire projected distribution. Indeed in [1], Bickel, Kur, and Nadler highlight
the fact that, when projected to a lower-dimensional space, data points in high-
dimension may appear to form structures that do not actually exist. In particular,
they show that with a sample of points drawn independently and identically from
a high-dimensional Gaussian distribution, such ghost structures can be created to
mimic any distribution by choosing a projection specifically tailored to that sam-
ple. However, results by Diaconis and Freedman [7] imply that such projections
must be carefully chosen, as most projections of a data set (satisfying some mild
conditions) appear to be Gaussian. The fact that the binary clustering structures
appear after a random choice of projection direction would therefore contradict the
ghost structure hypothesis.

Let us summarize. If the experimental observations of [8, 13] are correct, then
there must exist a probability density function from which one can draw random
samples and expect (i.e., not on accident) the points to be such that:
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(1) a projection of the sample points on a random one-dimensional subspace is
likely to yield a binary clustering of the points;

(2) the collection of groupings obtained by clustering with respect to different
random 1D projections are not consistent with the existence of a unique
clustering of the points in the high-dimensional space, namely

- their projection directions are different;
- the groupings of the points they define are different;
- the within-group distances, in the original space, are not significantly

smaller than the between-group distances.

Naturally, this probability density function would have to be such that datasets
drawn from it would be expected to violate the assumptions of Diaconis and Freed-
man [7].

This paper describes such a probability density function. We construct it in
two stages. The first stage, described in Section 5, yields an idealized probability
density function that serves as a noiseless skeleton for the final probability density
function. This idealized density is a sparse mixture of Dirac deltas in RD built
from a multivariate Bernoulli model. The locations of the deltas are chosen in such
a way that they do not form any clusters. Yet, a projection of the density function
on a random one-dimensional subspace is likely to yield a clear binary clustering.
This is accomplished by placing the deltas on the vertices of a hypercube (Section
4) whose edges are then stretched (Section 5) following a geometrical progression.
The final probability density is obtained (Section 6) by adding noise to the vertices
and translating, rotating and slightly skewing the density with an affine transform.

The resulting probability density model should be viewed as a proof of concept
that illustrates the kind of structures found in real datasets. More sophisticated
probability models can be build from it (e.g., hierarchical mixture models). Still, it
is possible to construct interesting datasets from it. In Section 7, We illustrate this
by showing how to build a dataset of image samples starting from a small image
dictionary and a background image. First we show how to use the image dictionary
to build a (affine transformed) stretched hypercube probability model. This first
model can be used to form random images without noise. We show how adding
noise to the model modifies the synthetic images while preserving the grouping
structure. Experiments with a real image dataset show how different clusterings
observed after 1D projection of the data provide an overlapping grouping structure
for the dataset. We also observe that such grouping structures may be organized
in a hierarchical fashion.

2. Model Construction Overview

We are looking for a probability density function on RD from which we can draw
random samples with clustering properties (1) and (2) mentioned in the introduc-
tion. To be precise, here we define a clustering as a partition of a set of points such
that the within-class scatter (i.e., the sum of the variances of each class weighted
by their relative number of points) is less than the between-class scatter (i.e., the
sum of the squared distances between the mean of each class and the dataset mean,
weighted by their relative number of points.) A binary clustering of a set of points
is considered to be valid (i.e., correct) if it is the result of an existing structure in
the probability model, rather than a random draw of samples. In other words, a
projection of the density itself exhibits the same bimodality.
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We begin in Section 3 by constructing a model which will generate samples sets
that will typically satisfies Property (1), but not Property (2). The model is a
mixture of Gaussian distributions whose means are far away from each other.

Our next step is in Section 4, where we describe a model whose sample sets will
typically satisfy Property (2) but not Property (1). The model is a a multivariate
Bernoulli distribution, whose density is a mixture of Dirac deltas placed on the
vertices of a hypercube in RD. The carefully chosen sparsity of the delta locations
creates a model with no natural clustering in the original space. Yet, several direc-
tions of projection (spanned by the edges of the hypercube) would yield a mixture
of Dirac deltas in 1D with a binary clustering structure.

The third step in our construction is in Section 5, where we use the knowledge
gained from our first model in Section 3 to rescale the edges of the hypercube model
of the second step so to satisfy (1). The key to the construction is a geometric
progression in the lengths of the different edges of the hypercube. This yields a
skeleton to which noise is added, and which is translated, rotated, and skewed
slightly to yield our final proof of concept model in Section 6.

3. A highly likely clusterable Model

It is not too difficult to construct a set of points whose projection onto a random
line through the origin is likely to be bimodal when the line direction is chosen
following a uniform distribution on the sphere. A simple way to do this is to draw
the points from a mixture of two Gaussians whose means are far away enough with
respect to the space dimension.

Consider a scale mixture of two identical, spherical Gaussians with equal priors,
separated by some distance a. A random variable X drawn from this mixture can
be written as X = ND + aeY , where ND is a standard normal random variable in
RD, Y is a Bernoulli random variable with p = 1

2 , and e ∈ RD is a unit vector. The
random variable Y can be thought of as the signal, and the random variable ND

can be thought of as symmetric, Gaussian-distributed noise. As we show below,
if a is large enough, we can use random projection to uncover the presence of the
signal Y within the noise ND.

In order to uncover the structure of X by projecting onto a vector v, some
component of v must be in the direction of e. Suppose v is sampled uniformly
from the zero-centered unit sphere sitting in RD. As the following lemma shows,
in high dimensions D, the distribution of v · e becomes very sharply peaked at 0.

Lemma 1. Suppose {Dk} is a sequence with Dk → ∞ and suppose {ak}∞k=1 is a
sequence such that ak/

√
Dk → a0. As k approaches infinity, the random variable

akv · e converges in distribution to a normally distributed random variable,

lim
k→∞

akv · e = a0N1.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume e = (1, 0, . . . , 0). One way of selecting
a random direction v is to take v = (N1, . . . , NDk

)/|(N1, . . . , NDk
)| with {Ni}

independent normal random variables. Then:

akv · e =
ak√
Dk

N1

√
Dk

N2
1 + · · ·+N2

Dk

.

By the law of large numbers Dk

N2
1+···+N2

Dk

converges in distribution to 1.
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Now recall Slutsky’s theorem, which states in particular that for two sequences
of random variables {Xn} and {Yn}, if Xn → X and Yn → c in distribution for
some distribution X and some constant c, then XnYn → Xc in distribution. Apply

this theorem with Xk = N1 and Yk = ak√
Dk

√
Dk

N2
1+···+N2

Dk

, and the proof is complete.

□

We can interpret this intuitively as saying that for a fixed dimension D, the
random variable v · e is approximately distributed as 1√

D
N1, that is, a normal

random variable with mean 0 and variance 1/D. This quantifies the sense in which
random vectors in high dimensions are “mostly nearly orthogonal.”

In order to quantify whether random projection is useful, we take a Bayesian
perspective. After projection, one can use a thresholding to classify a sample point
x as corresponding to either Y = 1 or Y = 0. The probability of error of that
classification depends on the threshold value. We use the minimum probability of
error E over all possible threshold values in order to quantify to what extent this
projection is divided into two clusters.

Since Nd is spherically symmetric, the distribution of v · Nd is simply N1, a
standard normal distribution. Then v · X is distributed as N1 + Y a(e · v). This
gives us the following simple expression for E.

Lemma 2. For any projection vector v, the minimum probability of error E is
given by Φ(− 1

2a|e · v|), where Φ is the cumulative distribution function of a unit
normal random variable.

Outline of proof. Regardless of v, one of the clusters after projection will be a unit
normal distribution centered at the origin. The other cluster will also be a unit
normal distribution, but its center depends on a and v as ae·v. The ideal threshold
will be at their midpoint 1

2ae · v, and this produces the stated error. □

By Lemma 1, e ·v is distributed approximately as 1√
D
N1, so E is approximately

distributed as Φ(− a
2
√
D
|N1|). This distribution is skewed toward values close to its

maximum of 1
2 when a

2
√
D

< 1, and skewed toward values close to its minimum of

0 when a
2
√
D

> 1.

Notice a2/4 is precisely the between-class scatter defined in the introduction.
The within-class scatter is precisely D. Hence, the distribution of E is skewed
toward zero precisely when the the between-class scatter is more than the within-
class scatter. That is, we find the projection reliably by random projection when
the two Gaussians form clusters in RD in the traditional sense.

4. A model with no clusters but clusterable in many different ways

In the model considered in Section 3, the noise was many-dimensional and the
underlying structure to be discovered was one-dimensional. Here we present a model
in RD that has meaningful structure in each of its dimensions. As a result, the
structure can be divided into two groups in at least D different ways by projection.
However, the structure itself contains no cluster in RD.

Let Y = (Y1, Y2, . . . , YD) be composed of Bernoulli random variables Yi (i.e., a
multivariate Bernoulli distribution). For now, we assume that they all have the
same parameter p = 1

2 and that they are independent, but these assumptions will
be relaxed later in the full model. The multivariate random variable Y takes as
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its values the vertices of a unit hypercube in RD. Thus, its probability density
function can be viewed as a mixture of Dirac deltas, where the deltas are situated
on the vertices of a unit hypercube. Since a hypercube in a D-dimensional space
has 2D vertices, a very large number of non-repeated sample points can potentially
be drawn following such a model. For example, in dimension D = 20, over a million
points could be put on the different vertices of the hypercube without any overlap.

Because of our choice of p = 1
2 for all the Bernoulli random variables Yi, the Dirac

deltas are equally weighted in the model. In other words, the random variable Y has
equal probability of lying on each of the vertices of the hypercube. This encapsulates
the idea that there are many (independent) features in the model, which we hope
to recover by projecting onto a subspace. Specifically, if we project onto one of the
axes, say axis i, then we would get a perfectly split bimodal distribution, that is to
say a perfect classification for the two classes Yi = 0 and Yi = 1. For any of these
projections, the value of the minimum classification error by thresholding is E = 0.

However, splitting the model after projection onto an axis would separate some
points which are only one unit apart, while placing within a group points which are
much farther apart, up to a maximum distance of

√
D. Thus the clusters obtained

by projection do not correspond to a clustering in RD. In fact, any separation
of the points into groups would have to intersect with at least one edge between
two adjacent vertices, and thus by the same argument the dataset itself does not
contain any cluster in RD.

This situation does not present a high likelihood of finding structure by random
projection. Indeed, the model fits the assumption of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 in Di-
aconis and Freedman [7], which states that one-dimensional projections of points
sampled from this distribution will generally be indistinguishable from points sam-
pled from a Gaussian distribution.

5. A model with no cluster but likely clusterable

5.1. Stretched hypercube model construction. Now we modify the model of
Section 4 in such a way to increase the probability of finding a good linear separation
by random projection. As stated earlier, we are motivated by empirical evidence
[8] that linear separations are quite common; in order to ensure that they are likely
in this model, we must violate one or both of the assumptions in Diaconis and
Freedman [7]. This is done by carefully stretching the previous model. Specifically,
let X = (a1Y1, a2Y2, . . . , aDYD).

To simplify the discussion in this section, we identify our model with a dataset
containing one point on each of the vertices of a stretched hypercube in RD, with
side lengths a1, a2, . . . , aD. These points represent the location of the Dirac deltas
in the mixture, in other words, the possible locations of sample points drawn from
the mixture. Because of our choice of Bernoulli parameter (p = 1

2 ), a sample point
is equally likely to lie in any of the vertices of the hypercube, thus we put exactly
one point per vertex.

As a way of fixing scale, let a1 = 1. To motivate our choice of the other ai’s,
recall that we consider a separation of the points to be a cluster if the within-
class scatter is smaller than the between-class scatter. In our specific case, we
would consider the split along axis k to be a binary clustering of the modified
hypercube if a2k >

∑
i ̸=k a

2
i . One way of ensuring this never occurs is to simply take

a2k =
∑

i<k a
2
i . This gives us a recursive definition for each ak, which resolves to
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the solution a2k = 2k−2 for 2 ≤ k ≤ D. Thus, a geometric progression of ak presents
itself naturally. We consider below a generalization of this, where a2k = rk−2 for
some 1 ≤ r ≤ 2. When r = 1 the model is precisely the hypercube considered
in Section 4. When r > 2, there is a cluster formed by separating the data along
dimension D, hence we exclude this case.

For example, let us look at the three-dimensional case D = 3. We then have
a1 = a2 = 1 and a3 =

√
r, and so the dataset contains the eight points:

p1 = (0, 0, 0) p5 = (1, 0, 0)

p2 = (0, 0,
√
r) p6 = (1, 0,

√
r)

p3 = (0, 1, 0) p7 = (1, 1, 0)

p4 = (0, 1,
√
r) p8 = (1, 1,

√
r).

Projection can yield one of three different clusterings: either according to the
first dimension {p1, p2, p3, p4}, {p5, p6, p7, p8} or according to the second dimension
{p1, p2, p5, p6}, {p3, p4, p7, p8} or according to the third dimension {p1, p3, p5, p7},
{p2, p4, p6, p8}. Of these, the last clustering is the most pronounced, since the dis-
tance between the clusters is

√
r. However, the within-class scatter is 1

4 (a
2
1+a22) =

1
2

while the between-class scatter is 1
4a

2
3 = r/4. Since we imposed r ≤ 2 we know the

within-class scatter is larger, and so the clusters are not separated enough to meet
our clustering criterion.

The above argument shows that this model does not have any clusters. However,
as we will now demonstrate, the probability of finding a highly separable projection
at random is not small. Although many types of clusterings may be possible after
projection, we will restrict our attention to clusterings which correspond to one of
the Yk, that is, where in one class we have Yk = 0 and in the other class we have
Yk = 1.

Suppose we project via a vector v = (N1, . . . , ND) where each Ni is a standard
Gaussian. We will consider the probability that this produces a good separation
corresponding to Yk, for some k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , D}. Note that after projection, each

data point is of the form
∑D

i=1 aiYiNi. Treating ai and Ni as fixed constants, the
within-class scatter with respect to Yk will be

Var

∑
i̸=k

aiYiNi

 =
∑
i̸=k

(aiNi)
2 Var(Yi) =

1

4

∑
i ̸=k

(aiNi)
2.

The between-class scatter is 1
4 (akNk)

2. Hence, we will have a clustering after
projection corresponding to Yk when∑

i ̸=k

(aiNi)
2 < (akNk)

2.

We simulated 1,000,000 random vectors v and checked for which fraction of
these vectors there was a k such that

∑
i ̸=k(aiNi)

2 < (akNk)
2. We performed this

experiment for various values of r and D. The results are shown in Figure 1. As the
number of dimensions increases, the curves appear to approach a limiting curve.
As we would predict, the probability of a good separation at r = 1 approaches zero
as D increases. However, for even a modest increase in r (for example to r = 1.2),
the probability of finding a good separation remains at a reasonable level of 10%.
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Figure 1. The probability of finding a good separation by ran-
dom projection, for various values of r and D. These curves were
empirically computed by simulation, with 1,000,000 trials for each
point.

5.2. Bounds on the probability of a separation along the largest sepa-
ration direction. Above we demonstrated empirically that good separations are
fairly likely even when r is not large. In this section, we will provide a bound
which explains this behavior in part, based on considering only one of the possible
separation directions. Specifically, we will bound the probability that all the points
where Yd = 0 are separated from the points where Yd = 1.

Based on the above discussion, we are considering the probability that∑
i<D

(aivi)
2 < (advd)

2,

where (v1, . . . , vD) is a random projection vector. We bound this probability by
making the simple observation that ai is an increasing sequence; this is a very
loose bound, but it gets a few important points across so we explore it nonetheless.
Observe that

P

{∑
i<D

(aivi)
2 < (advd)

2

}
≥ P

{∑
i<D

(aD−1vi)
2 < (advd)

2

}

= P

{∑
i<D

v2i < rv2d

}
.

Taking each vi sampled form a standard normal distribution, this has a familiar
form. On the left,

∑
i<D v2i has a chi-square distribution with D − 1 degrees of

freedom, and the right rv2d follows a scaled chi-square distribution with one degree
of freedom. Using the formulas for these distributions we can compute this lower
bound in terms of an integral; the result is shown in Figure 2. Notice that this
is a poor bound for high D; this is due to two factors. First, we are neglecting
the other separation directions; each of them contributes some quantity to the
probability that one of the directions is well-separated after projection. Second, we
are ignoring the effect of each ai < aD−1 which serve to diminish the right-hand
side. We bring it up, however, to highlight two facts: (1) that the probability of a
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Figure 2. The computed bound on the probability of a separation
along the longest axis.

separation does increase monotonically toward 1 as r increases and (2) this effect
is not explained entirely as scale mixture of two far away clusters as described in
Section 3. By contrasting Figures 1 and 2 we can see the significant contribution
of the other projection directions.

5.3. Note about Data Rescaling. The previous hypercube and the stretched
hypercube are very similar, as one is a linear transformation of the other. So any
separating projection of the box model could also be found in the hypercube. The
only difference is how likely one might find a separating direction of projections
when drawing at random.

A common pre-processing step is to whiten data before examining it. If we
were to whiten the stretched hypercube, however, we would get something like the
hypercube model. This would make the separations of the many different signals
present in the data harder to find. More specifically, whitening has the effect of
amplifying the noise, while diminishing the signal. As a result, there is less room
for inaccuracy when choosing a dimension of projection for clustering. Thus this
decreases the probability of hitting a separating direction. While one can argue
that, in many cases, whitening the data makes sense, there are many other instances
where it does not. Our numerical experiments in Section 7 feature such an example.

6. General Model

We have shown that a mixture of equally weighted Dirac deltas situated on the
vertices of a stretched hypercube in RD with side length ai, i = 1, . . . , D is such
that

• there exist D different 1D projection directions which result in a bimodal
distribution (two deltas) in 1D;

• the groupings obtained by different projections are different.

Mathematically, a random variable from this stretched hypercube model can be
written as

X = (a1B1, . . . , aDBD) , for some a1, . . . , aD ∈ R>0



10 MIREILLE BOUTIN AND EVZENIE COUPKOVA

where the Bi are Bernoulli random variables with parameter pi. If we allow the
Dirac deltas to have non-equal weights, then the Bernoulli parameters pi can take
on any values in [0, 1] and the Bernoulli random variables Bi do not have to be

independent. If we assume that the side-lengths ai =
√
ri−1, for some r with 1 < r,

then

• picking a random projection direction is likely to yield a 1D projected dis-
tribution that is bimodal.

Furthermore, if r < 2, then

• the binary grouping defined by a bimodal structure in 1D does not corre-
spond to a clustering in the original space.

The stretched hypercube model can be rotated, translated and flipped as

X = t+ o (a1B1, . . . , aDBD) , for some t ∈ RD, o ∈ O(D)

without losing its properties. An affine transform can also be applied to map
the stretched hypercube to a parallelotope in RD, though this would change the
probability of uncovering a binary cluster after a random 1D projection :

X = t+ g (a1B1, . . . , aDBD) , for some t ∈ RD, g ∈ GL(D).

Adding noise to the parallelotope leads to a more realistic model. For example, one
can replace the Dirac deltas by Gaussians by setting

X = t+ g (a1B1, . . . , aDBD) +N

with N a zero mean normal variable in RD. One can also assume that some
dimensions consisting entirely of Gaussian noise with a mean value of ai by setting
the parameter for the corresponding Bernoulli random variable to either pi = 1 or
pi = 0. One could argue that these Gaussians form the “true” groupings of any
dataset drawn from such a distribution. But a better description is to say these are
subgroups of the different binary groupings found after projection. In other words,
they form a fine-scale grouping structure underneath the larger scale (overlapping)
grouping structure defined by the 1D projections.

7. Numerical Experiments

The experiments in this section were performed using scikit-learn [11].

7.1. Synthetic image datasets. The stretched hypercube constructed in Section
4 is a simple, idealized probability model for data without noise. As stated above,
the properties of the model are unchanged if it is translated, rotated and flipped.
An affine mapping can also be applied to transform it into a parallelotope in RD,
though this does change the probability of obtaining a clustering after projection.
Below we show how such a parallelotope distribution can be used to model a sample
set of images. This is done by adding a linear combination of dictionary images
to a background image. The dictionary images are vectors which span the edges
of the parallelotope. A change of basis that maps the dictionary images to the
standard axes (1, 0, . . . , 0), (0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) etc., combined with a translation mapping
the background image to the origin, would transform the parallelotope back into
our initial stretched hypercube model.

More specifically, we construct 24 × 24 pixel greyscale images by generating

random samples in R242 . Let t ∈ R242 be a background image. Let k ≤ 242 and let
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Figure 3. Four of the vertices of a parallelotope according to
Formula 1. The background t is a light grey image, the number
of elements in the dictionary is k = 10 and the scaling coefficients
(edge lengths) are ai = (1.5)i−1, i=1,. . . ,10.

B1, . . . , Bk ∈ R242 be a set of dictionary images containing different objects. Then
an image is modeled as a random vector

I = t+

k∑
i=1

aiBiDi,(1)

where the Bi’s are independent Bernoulli random variables with parameters pi and
the ai’s are the (fixed) scaling factors. The ai represent the relative darkness of the
different dictionary objects on the picture: the larger the ai, the more dark (promi-
nent) the corresponding shape within the image. From a perception perspective,
the darkness of an object can be related to its importance. For example, very light
objects may be considered noise. It that case, it would be unwise to whiten the
data, as this would put the noise on equal footing with the signal.

Four images generated by this model are shown in Figure 3. We picked a light
gray background image t and the k = 10 dictionary images shown in Figure 4. We
set all the Bernoulli parameters to p = 1

2 , ai = ri−1 and the stretching parameter to
r = 1.5. Figure 5 shows the projection of the images on 10 different lines, namely
the lines spanned by the 10 dictionary images Bi. Thus clustering number i is
based on whether the image does or does not contain the dictionary image Di. As
one can see, each of the projections form a perfect binary clustering.

Figure 6 shows four images generated by adding noise to the previous model.
More specifically, the images are generated according to the equation

I = t+

k∑
i=1

aiBiDi +N,(2)

where {Di}ki=1 is the dictionary set and N is a random vector with Gaussian dis-
tribution: N ∼ ND

(
0, σ2

1
)
. A total of two hundred images were generated using

this model. The projection of these images to the same axes as for the previous
experiments is shown in Figure 7. As expected, the clusters are now slightly spread
out.

7.2. Real image dataset. Now we consider 1797 digit images available from
scikit-learn [11] and show that this dataset has a “noisy” parallelotope structure
by showing the existence of projection lines resulting in a binary clustering. These
are 8x8 greyscale images representing hand-written digits. In order to find lines
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Figure 4. Dictionary of images {Di}10i=1 used to generate the ver-
tices of the parallelotope illustrated in Figure 3.

Figure 5. Histogram of image distribution after 10 different pro-
jections: 200 vertices were generated following Formula 1 in a sim-
ilar manner as the ones in Figure 3. The images were then pro-
jected onto the lines spanned by the dictionary images, resulting
in 10 perfect (different) clusterings.

Figure 6. Four noisy vertices of a parallelotope generated ac-
cording to Formula 1. The background image t is a uniformly grey
image, the number of elements in the dictionary is k = 10 and

scaling coefficients ri = (1.5)
i−2
2 . The level of noise is set to σ = 1.

of projection resulting in a binary clustering, we used the Minimum Description
Length criterion in a similar manner as in [2] to find projection directions resulting
in a good binary clustering. The histograms for four of these good projections are
shown in Figure 8. These four projection directions define the directions of the
edges of a parallelotop in R4; each digit image in the dataset can then be associ-
ated to one of the 16 vertices of the parallelotope based on their cluster membership
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Figure 7. Histogram of image distribution after 10 different pro-
jection: 200 vertices were generated following Formula 2 in a sim-
ilar manner as the images in Figure 6. The images were then
projected onto the lines spanned by the 10 dictionary images, re-
sulting in 10 different clusterings.

with respect to each of the four projections. The average of the images associated
to each vertex is shown in Figure 9. Noe that there are four white average images,
which correspond to vertices which are associated to no image in the dataset. Thus
the Beroulli parameters controlling the presence of the associated features are not
equal to 1

2 , otherwise we would expect each vertex to be associated to roughly the
same number of images.

The data in that set appears to have a hierarchical cube structure. For example,
the images corresponding to the first vertex in the second row of Figure 9) can be
projected to form the bimodal structure shown in Figure 10. As one can see from
the average images shown in Figure 11, the two resulting groups of images seem
to correspond to images representing shapes that look like a “4” or a “6”, respec-
tively. In future work, we plan to develop a systematic way to build a hierarchical
hypercube model to encode the structure of real datasets such as this one.

8. Conclusion and Future Work

In order to explain previous empirical observations that some real datasets are
highly likely clusterable by projection on a random line, we proposed a proof of
concept model for the probability density function of high-dimensional data. In
order to build the model, we first constructed a skeleton model consisting of a mul-
tivariate Bernoulli distribution, in other words placing Dirac deltas on the vertices
of a hypercube in RD. This first construction illustrates how seemingly incompat-
ible, yet valid, binary groupings (controlled by different Bernoulli processes) may
exist within the same dataset. It also highlights the need to distinguish between
the task of grouping high-dimensional data points and that of “clustering” them,
in the sense of finding point accumulations in the original space: points can be
grouped meaningfully based on clusters found in a lower-dimensional projection,
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 8. Histogram of digit images projected onto 4 different
lines. The red vertical line corresponds to mean of the clusters
separated based on the Expectation Maximization algorithm.

Figure 9. Average of the 16 groups of digit images corresponding
to the 16 vertices of the parallelotope defined by the projection
directions corresponding to Figure 8.

but the resulting groups are not necessarily clusters (i.e., point accumulations) in
the original high-dimensional space.

We then rescaled the multivariate Bernoulli distribution, that is to say we
stretched the sides of the hypercube. We showed how certain ways of stretching
make the distribution such that projecting it on a randomly chosen line is likely to
yield a bimodal distribution (in 1D). Such easily found clustering directions are as-
sociated with the rescaled Bernoulli processes with the largest amplitude (e.g., the
darker features in an image). By construction, the prominence of these structures
would disappear if the dataset was whitened prior to clustering. This construc-
tion illustrates a possible reason why certain datasets are easily clusterable after
1D random projection, and the characteristics of the projection directions that are
more prominent.

Our construction shows that the multivariate Bernoulli distributions can be
rescaled so to be highly likely clusterable after random projection, yet remain so
sparse that the Dirac deltas in the original space do not cluster in any way. This
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Figure 10. Projection of the group of digit images corresponding
to one vertex of the parallelotope defined by the projection direc-
tions from Figure 8. This binary clustering shows the hierarchical
nature of the hypercube model underlying the digit image dataset.

Figure 11. Average of the two groups corresponding to the two
clusters from Figure 10.

further highlights the fact that distributions that are easy to cluster through 1D
random projections may not necessarily contain any cluster in the original space,
and thus further emphasizes the need to distinguish the task of grouping a set of
points versus clustering in the sense of finding point accumulations in space.

After applying a linear transform to the stretched hypercube (transforming it
into a parallelotope), one can add noise by replacing the Dirac deltas placed on
the vertices by other unimodal distributions (e.g., Gaussians). This adds actual
clusters in the original space. In the case where the unimodal distributions at the
vertices of the parallelotope are Gaussians, our probability model can be viewed as
a Gaussian mixture but with a special geometry between the Gaussian positions:
a geometry that is controlled by Bernoulli random variables at different scales. If
the dataset given contains a relatively small number of points in relation to its
dimensionality, the sparsity of the points will make it very difficult to observe these
clusters. On the other hand, the underlying Bernoulli random processes (i.e., the
binary groupings after 1D projection) can be quite easy to identify in 1D, where
sparsity is usually no issue.
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We are currently investigating extension of this work to the problem of supervised
classification [15, 9], noting the high degree of versatility and good generalization
properties of classification by random projection in general [3]. A model similar
to the one proposed here can be associated to a large Rashomon ratio for random
projection classification methods, which would guarantee even better generalization
properties if the classification problem fits this model [5].
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