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Abstract

Mixtures of product distributions are a powerful device for learning about heterogeneity within
data populations. In this class of latent structure models, de Finetti’s mixing measure plays the
central role for describing the uncertainty about the latent parameters representing heterogeneity.
In this paper posterior contraction theorems for de Finetti’s mixing measure arising from finite
mixtures of product distributions will be established, under the setting the number of exchangeable
sequences of observed variables increases while sequence length(s) may be either fixed or varied.
The role of both the number of sequences and the sequence lengths will be carefully examined.
In order to obtain concrete rates of convergence, a first-order identifiability theory for finite
mixture models and a family of sharp inverse bounds for mixtures of product distributions will
be developed via a harmonic analysis of such latent structure models. This theory is applicable
to broad classes of probability kernels composing the mixture model of product distributions for
both continuous and discrete domain X. Examples of interest include the case the probability
kernel is only weakly identifiable in the sense of [25], the case where the kernel is itself a mixture
distribution as in hierarchical models, and the case the kernel may not have a density with respect
to a dominating measure on an abstract domain X such as Dirichlet processes.
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1 Introduction

Latent structure models with many observed variables are among the most powerful and widely used
tools in statistics for learning about heterogeneity within data population(s). An important canonical
example of such models is the mixture of product distributions, which may be motivated by de Finetti’s
celebrated theorem for exchangeable sequences of random variables [1, 29]. The theorem of de Finetti
states roughly that if X7, X5, ... is an infinite exchangeable sequence of random variables defined in a
measure space (X, .A), then there exists a random variable 6 in some space O, where 6 is distributed
according to a probability measure GG, such that X7, X5, ... are conditionally i.i.d. given 6. Denote by
Py the conditional distribution of X; given 6, we may express the joint distribution of a N-sequence
XNy = (X1,...,Xn), for any N > 1, as a mixture of product distributions in the following sense:
for any A1,...,Any C A,

N
P(X1 € Ay,..., Xy € AN) = / I Po(Xn € A,)G(d0).
n=1

The probability measure G is also known as de Finetti mixing measure for the exchangeable sequence.
It captures the uncertainty about the latent variable €, which describes the mechanism according to
which the sequence (X;); is generated via Py. In other words, the de Finetti mixing measure G can
be seen as representing the heterogeneity within the data populations observed via sequences X|y).
A statistician typically makes some assumption about the family {Ps}gco, and proceeds to draw
inference about the nature of heterogeneity represented by G based on data samples X|yj.

In order to obtain an estimate of the mixing measure GG, one needs multiple copies of the exchange-
able sequences X|y]. As mentioned, some assumption will be required of the probability distributions
Py, as well as the mixing measure G. Throughout this paper it is assumed that the map 0 — Py is
injective. Moreover, we will confine ourselves to the setting of exact-fitted finite mixtures, i.e., G is
assumed to be an element of £ (0O), the space of discrete measures with k distinct supporting atoms
on O, where © is a subset of R?. Accordingly, we may express G = 2521 pjop,. We may write the
distribution for X|yj in the following form, where we include the subscripts G and N to signify their
roles:

k N
Pg)N(Xl S Al,...,XN € AN) = ij{ H ng(Xn S An)} (1)
Jj=1 n=1

Note that when N = 1, we are reduced to a mixture distribution Pg := P51 = Z?Zl pjPy;. Due to
the role they play in the composition of the distribution Pg n, we also refer to {Py}gco as a family
of probability kernels on X. Given m independent copies of exchangeable sequences {X [iNi]}?il each
of which is respectively distributed according to Pg n, given in (1), where INV; denotes the possibly
variable length of the i-th sequence. The primary question of interest in this paper is the efficiency of



the estimation of the true mixing measure G = Gq € &, (0), for some known k = ko, as sample size
(m, N1,...,N,,) increases in a certain sense.

Models described by Eq. (1) are also known in the literature as mixtures of repeated measurements,
or mixtures of grouped observations [23, 12, 10, 28, 44, 36|, with applications to domains such as
psychological analysis, educational assessment, and topic modeling in machine learning. The random
effects model described in Section 1.3.3 of [30] in which the mixing measure is a discrete measure
with finite number of atoms is also a special case of (1) with Py a normal distribution with mean
6. While [23, 10] consider the case that the number of components k is unknown, [12, 28, 44, 36]
focus on the case that k is known, the same as our set up. In many of the aforementioned works
the models are nonparametric, i.e., no parametric forms for the probability kernels are assumed, and
the focus is on the problem of density estimation due to the nonparametric setup. By contrast, in
this paper we study mixture of product distributions (1) with the parametric form of component
distribution imposed, since in practice prior knowledge on the component distribution Py might be
available. Moreover, we investigate the behavior of parameter estimates — the convergence of the
parameters p; and 0;, which are generally more challenging than density estimation in mixture models
[32, 26, 25, 27].

Before the efficiency question can be addressed, one must consider the issue of identifiability: under
what conditions does the data distribution Pg y uniquely identify the true mixing measure Go? This
question has occupied the interest of a number of authors [43, 11, 20], with decisive results obtained
recently by [3] on finite mixture models for conditionally independent observations and by [44] on
finite mixtures for conditionally i.i.d. observations (given by Eq. (1)). Here, the condition is in the
form of N > ng, for some natural constant ny > 1 possibly depending on Gy. We shall refer to ng as
(minimal) zero-order identifiable length or O-identifiable length for short (a formal definition will be
given later). For the conditionally i.i.d. case as in model (1), [44] proves that as long as N > 2k — 1,
model (1) will be identifiable for any Go. Note that 2k — 1 is only an upper bound of ng. For a given
parametric form of {Py}gco and a given truth Gy, the 0-identifiable length might be smaller than
2k — 1.

Drawing from existing identifiability results, it is quite apparent that the observed sequence length
N (or more precisely, Ni,..., N, in case of variable length sequences) must play a crucial role in
the estimation of mixing measure G, in addition to the number m of sequences. Moreover, it is also
quite clear that in order to have a consistent estimate of G = G, the number of sequences m must
tend to infinity, whereas N may be allowed to be fixed. It remains an open question as to the precise
roles m and N play in estimating G and on the different types of mixing parameters: the component
parameters (atoms 6;) and mixing proportions (probability mass p;), and the rates of convergence of
a given estimation procedure.

Partial answers to this question were obtained in several settings of mixtures of product distribu-
tions. [23]| proposed to discretize data so that the model in consideration becomes a finite mixture
of product of identical binomial or multinomial distributions. Restricting to this class of models, a
maximum likelihood estimator was applied, and a standard asymptotic analysis establishes root-m
rate for mixing proportion estimates. [21, 20] investigated a number of nonparametric estimators for
G, and obtained the root-m convergence rate for both mixing proportion and component parameters
in the setting of £ = 2 mixture components under suitable identifiability conditions. It seems chal-
lenging to extend their method and theory to a more general setting, e.g., kK > 2. Moreover, no result
on the effect of N on parameter estimation efficiency seems to be available. Recently, [34, 33| studied
the posterior contraction behavior of several classes of Bayesian hierarchical model where the sample
is also specified by m sequences of N observations. His approach requires that both m and N tend to
infinity and thus cannot be applied to our present setting where N may be fixed.

In this paper we shall present a parameter estimation theory for general classes of finite mixtures of
product distributions. An application of this theory will be posterior contraction theorems established
for a standard Bayesian estimation procedure, according to which the de Finetti’s mixing measure G
tends toward the truth Gg, as m tends to infinity, under suitable conditions. In a standard Bayesian
procedure, the statistician endows the space of parameters &, (0) with a prior distribution IT, which



is assumed to have compact support in these theorems, and applies Bayes’ rule to obtain the posterior

distribution on &, (©), to be denoted by H(G|{X[iNi]};’;1). To anticipate the distinct convergence

behaviors for the atoms and probability mass parameters, for any G = Ele pide,, G' = Ele JULTTS
Er(0O), define

k
Dn(G,G') = min D (VN6 = bill2 + [P~y — pil)s
i=1

where S}, denotes all the permutations on the set [k] := {1,2,...,k}. (The suitability of Dy over
other choices of metric will be discussed in Section 3).

Given m independent exchangeable sequences denoted by {X [lN }m . We naturally require that
min; N; > ng, where ng is the zero-order identifiable length depending on Gy. Moreover, to obtain
concrete rates of convergence, we need also min; N; > n; for some minimal natural number n; :=
n1(Go) > 1. We shall call ny the minimal first-order identifiable length depending on Gy, or 1-
identifiable length for short (a formal definition will be given later). Assume that {N,}7, are uniformly
bounded from above by an arbitrary unknown constant, in Theorem 6.2 it is established that under
suitable regularity conditions on Py, the posterior contraction rate for the mixing proportions is
bounded above by m~1/2, up to a logarithmic quantity. For mixture components’ supporting atoms,

the contraction rate is
op (/25020
= .
Zi:l Ni
Note that >, N; represents the full volume of the observed data set. More precisely, for suitable
kernel families Py, as long as min; N; > max{ng, n1} and sup; N; < oo, there holds

1U(E;11 N;)

m

H(G € 5k0 (@) : D21n:1 Ni/m(Gu Go) < C(GQ)Mm

1 m
_X[Nl], DRI ,X[Nm]) % 1

in Pg, n, ® -+ ® Pg,.n,,-probability as m — oo for any sequence M,, — co. The point here is that
constant C'(Gy) is independent of m, sequence lengths {N;}, and their supremum. In plain terms,
we may say that with finite mixtures of product distributions, the posterior inference of atoms of
each individual mixture component receives the full benefit of "borrowing strength" across sampled
sequences; while the mixing probabilities gain efficiency from only the number of such sequences. This
appears to be the first work in which such a posterior contraction theorem is established for de Finetti
mixing measure arising from finite mixtures of product distributions.

The Bayesian learning rates established appear intuitive, given the parameter space © € R? is of
finite dimension. On the role of m, they are somewhat compatible to the previous partial results [23,
21, 20]. However, we wish to make several brief remarks at this juncture.

e First, even for exact-fitted parametric mixture models, "parametric-like" learning rates of the
form root-m or root-(mN) should not to be taken for granted, because they do not always
hold [25, 27]. This is due to the fact that the kernel family {Py}oco may easily violate assump-
tions of strong identifiability often required for the root-m rate to take place. In other words,
the kernel family {Py} may be only weakly identifiable, resulting in poor learning rates for a
standard mixture, i.e., when N = 1.

e Second, the fact that by increasing the observed exchangeable sequence’s length N so that
N > nj; V ng, one may obtain parametric-like learning rates in terms of both N and m is a
remarkable testament of how repeated measurements can help to completely overcome a latent
variable model’s potential pathologies: parameter non-identifiability is overcome by making
N > ng, while inefficiency of parameter estimation inherent in weakly identifiable mixture
models is overcome by N > nj. For a deeper appreciation of this issue, see Section 2 for a
background on the role of identifiability notions in parameter estimation.



Although the posterior contraction theorems for finite mixtures of product distributions presented
in this paper are new, such results do not adequately capture the rather complex behavior of the
convergence of parameters for a finite mixture of N-product distributions. In fact, the heart of the
matter lies in the establishment of a collection of general inverse bounds, i.e., inequalities of the form

Dn (G, Go) < C(Go)V(Pa,n, Pao,N), (2)

where V(-,-) is the variational distance. Note that (2) provides an upper bound on distance Dy of
mixing measures in terms of the variational distance between the corresponding mixture of N-product
distributions. Inequalities of this type allow one to transfer the convergence (and learning rates) of a
data population’s distribution into that of the corresponding distribution’s parameters (therefore the
term "inverse bounds"). Several points to highlight are:

e The local nature of (2), which may hold only for G residing in a suitably small D y-neighborhood
of Gy whose radius may also depend on Gy and N, while constant C'(Gg) > 0 depends on Gy
but is independent of N. In addition, the bound holds only when N exceeds threshold n; > 1,
unless further assumptions are imposed. For instance, under a first-order identifiability condition
of Py, ny = 1, so this bound holds for all N > 1 while remaining local in nature. Moreover,
inequality (2) is sharp: the quantity N in Dy cannot be improved by D,y for any sequence
(N) such that ¥)(N)/N — oo (see Lemma 8.3).

e The inverse bounds of the form (2) are established without any overt assumption of identifia-
bility. However, they carry striking consequences on both first-order and classical identifiability,
which can be deduced from (2) under a compactness condition (see Proposition 5.1): using the
notation n¢(G, U<k, Ek(01)) and n1 (G, 2k, (©1)) to denote explicitly the dependence of 0- and
1-identifiable lengths on G in the first argument and its ambient space in the second argument,
respectively, we have

sup no(G, U<k, €k(01)) < sup  n1(G, Eap, (01)) < 0.
GGUkSkogk(@l) G€£2k0(61)

Note that classical identifiability captured by no(G, Uk<g, Ex(O1)) describes a global property of
the model family while first-order identifiability captured by ni (G, E2x,(©1)) is local in nature.
The connection between these two concepts is possible because when the number of exchangeable
variables N gets large, the force of the central limit theorem for product distributions comes
into effect to make the mixture model eventually become identifiable, either in the classical or
the first-order sense, even if the model may be initially non-identifiable or weakly identifiable
(when N =1).

e These inverse bounds hold for very broad classes of probability kernels {Py}gco. In particular,
they are established under mild regularity assumptions on the family of probability kernel Py on
X, when either X = R?, or X is a finite set, or X is an abstract space. A standard but non-trivial
example of our theory is the case the kernels Py belong to the exponential families of distributions.
A more unusual example is the case where Py is itself a mixture distribution on X. Kernels of this
type are rarely examined in theory, partly because when we set N = 1 a mixture model using such
kernels typically would not be parameter-identifiable. However, such "mixture-distribution"
kernels are frequently employed by practitioners of hierarchical models (i.e., mixtures of mixture
distributions). As the inverse bounds entail, this makes sense since the parameters become more
strongly identifiable and efficiently estimable with repeated exchangeable measurements.

e More generally, inverse bounds hold when Py does not necessarily admit a density with respect
to a dominating measure on X. An example considered in the paper is the case Py represents
probability distribution on the space of probability distributions, namely, Py represents (mixtures
of) Dirichlet processes. As such, the general inverse bounds are expected to be useful for
models with nonparametric mixture components represented by Py, the kind of models that
have attracted much recent attention, e.g., [41, 37, 8, 7].



The above highlights should make clear the central roles of the inverse bounds obtained in Section 4
and Section 5, which deepen our understanding of the questions of parameter identifiability and
provide detailed information about the convergence behavior of parameter estimation. In addition to
an asymptotic analysis of Bayesian estimation for mixtures of product distributions that will be carried
out in this paper, such inverse bounds may also be useful for deriving rates of convergence for non-
Bayesian parameter estimation procedures, including maximum likelihood estimation and distance
based estimation methods.

The rest of the paper will proceed as follows. Section 2 presents related work in the literature
and a high-level overview of our approach and techniques. Section 3 prepares the reader with basic
setups and several useful concepts of distances on space of mixing measures that arise in mixtures
of product distributions. Section 4 is a self-contained treatment of first-order identifiability theory
for finite mixture models, leading to several new results that are useful for subsequent developments.
Section 5 presents inverse bounds for broad classes of finite mixtures of product distributions, along
with specific examples. An immediate application of these bounds are posterior contraction theorems
for de Finetti’s mixing measures, the main focus of Section 6. Particular examples of interest for
the inverse bounds established in Section 5 include the case the probability kernel Py is itself a
mixture distribution on X = R, and the case Py is a mixture of Dirichlet processes. These examples
require development of new tools and are deferred to Section 7. Section 8 gives several technical
results demonstrating the sharpness of the established inverse bounds, which is then used to derive
minimax lower bounds for estimation procedures of de Finetti’s mixing parameters. Section 9 discusses
extensions and several future directions. Finally, (most) proofs of all theorems and lemmas will be
provided in the Appendix.

Notation For any probability measure P and () on measure space (X,.A) with densities respec-
tively p and ¢ with respect to some base measure p, the variational distance between them is
V(P,Q) = sup ¢4 |P(A) —Q(A)| = [y 3p(z) — q(z)|dp. The Hellinger distance is given by h(P, Q) =

(fx 1p(@) — a(x) |2du) . The Kullback-Leibler divergence of Q from Pis K (p,q) = [, p(z)In £ q(x)

Write P® Q to be the product measure of P and Q and ®” P for the N-fold product of P. Any vector
z € R% is a column vector with its i-th coordinate denoted by z(¥). The inner product between two
vectors a and b is denoted by a b or {a,b). Denote by C(-) or ¢(-) a positive finite constant depending
only on its parameters and the probability kernel {Py}gco. In the presentation of inequality bounds
and proofs, they may differ from line to line. Write a < b if a < ¢b for some universal constant c;

write a ¢ bif a < ¢(§)b. Write a < bif a S b and b < a; write ax¢b (or a X b) ifa<¢eband b <¢a.

2 Background and overview

2.1 First-order identifiability and inverse inequalities

In order to shed light on the convergence behavior of model parameters as data sample size increases,
stronger forms of identifiability conditions shall be required of the family of probability kernels Py. For
finite mixture models, such conditions are often stated in terms of a suitable derivative of the density
of Py with respect to parameter 8, and the linear independence of such derivatives as 6 varies in ©.
The impacts of such identifiability conditions, or the lack thereof, on the convergence of parameter
estimation can be quite delicate. Specifically, let ¥ = R? and fix N = 1, so we have Pg = 2521 p; P, -
Assume that Py admits a density function f(-|¢) with respect to Lebesgue measure on R¢, and for
all z € R?, f(-|0) is differentiable with respect to §; moreover the combined collection of functions
{f(|0)}oco and {V f(:|0)}pco are linearly independent. This type of condition, which concerns linear
independence of the first derivatives of the likelihood functions with respect to parameter 6, shall be
generically referred to as first-order identifiability condition of the probability kernel family {Py}oco.
A version of such condition was investigated by [26], who showed that their condition will be sufficient



for establishing an inverse bound of the form

liminf LG F60) (3)
GV‘—/}GO Wl (Ga GO)
GEEk,(O)

where W3 denotes the first-order Wasserstein distance metric on &, (©). The infimum limit quantifier
should help to clarify somewhat the local nature of the inverse bound (2) mentioned earlier. The
development of this local inverse bound and its variants plays the fundamental role in the analysis of
parameter estimation with finite mixtures in a variety of settings in previous studies, where stronger
forms of identifiability conditions based on higher order derivatives may be required [9, 32, 38, 26, 25,
22, 27]. In addition, [32, 34] studied inverse bounds of this type for infinite mixture and hierarchical
models.

As noted by [26], for exact-fitted setting of mixtures, i.e., the number of mixture components
k = ko is known, conditions based on only first-order derivatives of Py will suffice. Under a suitable
first-order identifiability condition based on linear independence of {f(-|0), Vo f(:|0)}oco, along with
several additional regularity conditions, the mixing measure G = Gy may be estimated via m-i.i.d.
sample (Xll], ..., X[]}) at the parametric rate of convergence m~12 due to (3) and the fact that the
data popu{ation density pg, is typically estimated at the same parametric rate. However, first-order
identifiability may not be satisfied, as is the case of two-parameter gamma kernel, or three-parameter
skewnormal kernel, following from the fact that these kernels are governed by certain partial differential
equations. In such situations, not only does the resulting Fisher information matrix of the mixture
model become singular, the singularity structure of the matrix can be extremely complex — an in-
depth treatment of weakly identifiable mixture models can be found in [27]|. Briefly speaking, in such
situations (3) may not hold and the rate m~'/? may not be achieved [25, 27]. In particular, in the case
of skewnormal kernels, extremely slow rates of convergence for the component parameters 6; (e.g.,
m~Y% m=1/6 m=1/% and so on) may be established depending on the actual parameter values of the
true Gy for a standard Bayesian estimation or maximum likelihood estimation procedure [27]. It
remains unknown whether it is possible to devise an estimation procedure to achieve the parametric
rate of convergence m~'/2 when the finite mixture model is only weakly identifiable, i.e., when first-
order identifiability condition fails.

In Section 4 we shall revisit the described first-order identifiability notions, and then present
considerable improvements upon the existing theory and deliver several novel results. First, we identify
a tightened set of conditions concerning linear independence of f(z]f) and Vyf(z|f) according to
which the inverse bound (2) holds. This set of conditions turns out to be substantially weaker than
the identifiability condition of [26], most notably by requiring f(z|f) be differentiable with respect to
0 only for x in a subset of X with positive measure. This weaker notion of first-order identifiability
allows us to broaden the scope of probability kernels for which the inverse bound (3) continues to apply
(see Lemma 4.2). Second, in a precise sense we show that this notion is in fact necessary for (3) to hold
(see Lemma 4.4), giving us an arguably complete characterization of first-order identifiability and its
relations to the parametric learning rate for model parameters. Among other new results, it is worth
mentioning that when the kernel family {P}pco belongs to an exponential family of distributions on
X, there is a remarkable equivalence among our notion of first-order identifiability condition and the
inverse bound of the form (3), and the inverse bound in which variational distance V' is replaced by
Hellinger distance h (see Lemma 4.15).

Turning our attention to finite mixtures of product distributions, a key question is on the effect
of number N of repeated measurements in overcoming weak identifiability (e.g., the violation of first-
order identifiability). One way to formally define the first-order identifiable length (1-identifiable
length) ny = n1(Gp) is to make it the minimal natural number such that the following inverse bound
holds for any N > n,

V(P N, Pc,.N)

W (G, Go) > 0. (4)

lim inf
a"a,
GEERy(O)



The key question is whether (finite) 1-identifiable length exists, and how can we characterize it.
The significance of this concept is that one can achieve first-order identifiability by allowing at least
N > n; repeated measurements and obtain the m~'/2 learning rate for the mixing measure. In fact,
the component parameters can be learned at the rate (mN )_1/ 2, the square root of the full volume
of exchangeable data (modulo a logarithmic term). The resolution of the question of existence and
characterization of n; leads us to establish a collection inverse bounds involving mixtures of product
distributions that we will describe next. Moreover, such inverse bounds are essential in deriving
learning rates for mixing measure G from a collection of exchangeable sequences of observations.

2.2 General approach and techniques

For finite mixtures of N-product distributions, for NV > 1, the precise expression for the inverse bound

to be established takes the form: under certain conditions of the probability kernel {Py}oco, for a

given Gy € &, (0°),

V(P N, Pc,.N)
Dy (G, Gy)

lim inf lim inf
N —o00 Wy
— Go

> 0. (5)
G
GEEL(O)
Compared to inverse bound (3) for a standard finite mixture, the double infimum limits reveals the
challenge for analyzing mixtures of N-product distributions; they express the delicate nature of the
inverse bound informally described via (2). Moreover, (5) entails that the finite 1-identifiable length
ny defined by (4) exists.

Inverse bound (5) will be established for broad classes of kernel Py and it can be shown that
this bound is sharp. Among the settings of kernel that the bound is applicable, there is a setting
when Py belongs to any regular exponential family of distributions. More generally, this includes
the setting where X may be an abstract space; no parametric assumption on Py will be required.
Instead, we appeal to a set of mild regularity conditions on the characteristic function of a push-
forward measure produced by a measurable map T acting on the measure space (X,.4). Actually,
a stronger bound is established relating to the positivity of a notion of curvature on the space of
mixtures of product distributions (see (23)). We will see that this collection of inverse bounds, which
are presented in Section 5, enables the study for a very broad range of mixtures of product distributions
for exchangeable sequences.

The theorems establishing (5) and (23) represent the core of the paper. For simplicity, let us
describe the gist of our proof techniques by considering the case kernel Py belongs to an exponential
family of distribution on X (see Theorem 5.8). Suppose the kernel admits a density function f(x|6)
with respect to a dominating measure p on X. At a high-level, this is a proof of contradiction: if
(5) does not hold, then there exists a strictly increasing subsequence {N,}72, of natural numbers
according to which there exists a sequence of mixing measures {G¢}72, C & (©)\{Go} such that
Dn,(Ge, Gp) = 0 as £ — oo and the integral form

V(PG[7N[; PG(),NZ) — /
DNg (Gé, GO) xNe

pGe.,N[(Ila e 7:CN[) _pGo,N[(xlv s 7:CN[)
Dy, (Ge, Go)

de™e u(xy, ..., xn,)  (6)

tends to zero. One may be tempted to apply Fatou’s lemma to deduce that the integrand must
vanish as ¢ — oo, and from that one may hope to derive a contradiction with specified hypothesis
on the probability kernel f(z|f) (e.g. first-order identifiability). This is basically the proof technique
of Lemma 4.2 for establishing inverse bound (3) for finite mixtures. But this would not work here,
because the integration domain’s dimensionality increases with ¢. Instead we can exploit the structure
of the mixture of Ny-product densities in pg,,n,, and rewrite the integral as an expectation with respect
to a suitable random variable of fixed domain. What comes to our rescue is the central limit theorem,

which is applied to a R?-valued random variable Z, = (ZN’Z T(X,) — NgEggT(Xl)) /\/Ny, where

n=1
Ego denotes the expectation taken with respect to the probability distribution Py for some suitable



6 = 0% chosen among the support of true mixing measure Go. Here T': X — R? denotes the sufficient
statistic for the exponential family distribution Py(dx,,), for each n =1,..., Ny.

Continuing with this plan, by a change of measure the integral in (6) may be expressed as the
expectation of the form E|WU,(Z,)| for some suitable function ¥, : R? — R. By exploiting the structure
of the exponential families dictating the form of Wy, it is possible to obtain that for any sequence
z¢ — z, there holds Wy(z,) — ¥(z) for a certain function ¥ : R? — R. Since Z, converges in
distribution to Z a non-degenerate zero-mean Gaussian random vector in RY, it entails that U,(Zy)
converges to ¥U(Z) in distribution by a generalized continuous mapping theorem [46]. Coupled with a
generalized Fatou’s lemma [5], we arrive at Eg_|¥(Z)| = 0, which can be verified as a contradiction.

For the general setting where { Py }gco is a family of probability on measure space (%, .4), the basic
proof structure remains the same, but we can no longer exploit the (explicit) parametric assumption
on the kernel family Py (see Theorem 5.16). Since the primary object of inference is parameter
0 € © C R?, the assumptions on the kernel Py will center on the existence of a measurable map
T: (%X, A) — (R*, B(R?)) for some s > ¢, and regularity conditions on the push-forward measure on
RS: TwPy := Py o T~ This measurable map plays the same role as that of sufficient statistic T
when Py belongs to the exponential family. The main challenge lies in the analysis of function W,
described in the previous paragraph. It is here that the power of Fourier analysis is brought to bear
on the analysis of W, and the expectation Ego W,(Z,). By the Fourier inversion theorem, ¥, may be
expressed entirely in terms of the characteristic function of the push-forward measure T Py. Provided
regularity conditions on such characteristic function hold, one is able to establish the convergence of
WU, toward a certain function ¥ : R® — R as before.

We shall provide a variety of examples demonstrating the broad applicability of Theorem 5.16,
focusing on the cases Py does not belong to an exponential family of distributions. In some cases,
checking for the existence of map T is straightforward. When Pj is a complex object, in particular,
when Py is itself a mixture distribution, this requires substantial work, as should be expected. In this
example, the burden of checking the applicability of Theorem 5.16 lies primarily in evaluating certain
oscillatory integrals composed of the map 7' in question. Tools from harmonic analysis of oscillatory
integrals will be developed for such a purpose and presented in Section 7. We expect that the tools
developed here present a useful stepping stone toward a more satisfactory theoretical treatment of
complex hierarchical models (models that may be viewed as mixtures of mixtures of distributions,
e.g. [41, 37, 34, 8|), which have received broad and increasingly deepened attention in the literature.

3 Preliminaries

We start by setting up basic notions required for the analysis of mixtures of product distributions.
Given exchangeable data sequences denoted by X[Z'Ni] = (X{, o ,X}Vi) for i« = 1,...,m, while NNV;
denotes the length of sequence X iNi . For ease of presentation, for now, we shall assume that N; = N
for all 7. Later we will allow variable length sequences. These sequences are composed of elements
in a measurable space (X, A). Examples include X = R?, X is a discrete space, and X is a space of
measures. Regardless, parameters of interest are always encapsulated by discrete mixing measures
G € &,(©), the space of discrete measures with k distinct support atoms residing in © C RY.

The linkage between parameters of interest, i.e., the mixing measure GG, and the observed data
sequences is achieved via the mixture of product distributions that we now define. Consider a family
of probability distributions {Py}gco on measurable space (X,.A), where 6 is the parameter of the
family and ® C R is the parameter space. Throughout this paper it is assumed that the map 6 — Py
is injective. For N € N, the N-product probability family is denoted by {Py n := ®N Pploco on
(XN, AN), where AV is the product sigma-algebra. Given a mixing measure G = Ele pide, € Ex(O),
the mixture of N-product distributions induced by G is given by

k
Pan = Zpipei,N-
i=1

10



Each exchangeable sequence X [iN] = (X§,... ,X}'V), for i = 1,...,m, is an independent sample dis-
tributed according to Pg n. Due to the role they play in the composition of distribution Pg n, we
also refer to {Pp}gco as a family of probability kernels on (X, .A).

In order to quantify the convergence of mixing measures arising in mixture models, an useful device
is a suitably defined optimal transport distance [32, 31]. Consider the Wasserstein-p distance w.r.t.

distance de on ©: VG = X pido,, &' = S| p}dgr, define
1/p

W,(G,G5de) = mln Z Z ijde (05, 05) ; (7)

=1 j=1
where the infimum is taken over all joint probability distributions g on [k] x [k’] such that, when
expressing g as a k X k' matrix, the marginal constraints hold: Z?:l ¢j = pi and Zle ¢ij = p);. For
the special case when dg is the Euclidean distance, write simply W),(G, G’) instead of W, (G, G’; de).

w,
Write Gy —¥ G if G converges to G under the W, distance w.r.t. the Euclidean distance on ©.
For mixing measures arlsmg in mixtures of N product distributions, a more useful notion is the

following. For any G = ZZ 1 Didg, € Ex(O) and G’ = ZZ 1 Pidg; € Ek(G)) define
k
N(G.G) = min Z;(\/NH@T@') = 0ill2 + |p-iy — Pil)

where S denote all the permutations on the set [k]. It is simple to verify that Dy(-,-) is a valid
metric on £ (O) for each N and relate it to a suitable optimal transport distance metric. Indeed,
G = Zle pide, € Ek(O), due to the permutations invariance of its atoms, can be identified as a set

{(#;,pi) : 1 < i <k}, which can further be identified as G = Zle +8(0,.p5) € Ex(© x R). Formally,
we define a map &, (0) — &£(O x R) by

k k
1
GZZ]%% ZE 0;.p) € Ex(O© X R). (8)

Now, endow © x R with a metric My defined by My((8,p), (¢',p')) = VN|0 — &'||2 + |p — p| and
note the following fact.

Lemma 3.1. For any G = Zl 1 105,,G = Ele 105 € Ex(©) and distance dg on ©,

A proof of the preceding lemma is available as Proposition 2 in [31]. By applying Lemma 3.1 with o,
dg replaced respectively by © xR and My, then for any G, G € £(0), Wi (G,G'; My) = L +Dn(G,G),
which validates that Dy is indeed a metric on & (0), and moreover it does not depend on the specific
representations of G and G’.

The next lemma establishes the relationship between Dy and W; on & (O©).

Lemma 3.2. The following statements hold.

a) A sequence G,, € E,(O) converges to Gy € Ex(O) under Wy, if and only if Gy, converges to Gy
under Dy . That is, W), and Dy generate the same topology.

b) Let © be bounded. Then W1 (G,G") < max{l, %(@)} Dy(G,G") for any G,G" € E(O).
More generally for any G = Zlepiégi and G' = Zle e

diam? (
wWy(G,G") SmaX{l 7}52“2 167y — 63115 + |p-(iy — pil) -
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¢) Fix Gy € E,(O). Then hm inf %go)) >0 and hm inf 5/1((% go) > 0. That is, in a neighbor-

G—)Go G—>G
Ge&r(O) G€£k(0)

hood of G in Ex(©), D1(G,Go) =g, Wi(G, Go).

d) Fix Gy € E(©) and suppose O is bounded. Then W1(G,Gy) > C(Gyo, diam(0))D1(G,Gy) for
any G € E(O), where constant C(Go, diam(©)) > 0 depends on Gy and diam(©).

We see that W3 and D; generate the same topology on £;(©), and they are equivalent while fixing
one argument. The benefit of W, is that it is defined on (Jy-; £x(©) while Dy is only defined on
Er(O) for each k since its definition requires the two arguments have the same number of atoms. Dy
allows us to quantify the distinct convergence behavior for atoms and probability mass, by placing
different factors on the atoms and the probability mass parameters, while W, on [J;; £x(©) would
fail to do so, because W, couples the atoms and probability mass parameters (see Example A.1 for
such an attempt).

The factor v/N present in the definition of Dy arises from the anticipation that when we have
independent exchangeable sequences of length N, the dependence of the standard estimation rate
on N for component parameters 6 will be of order 1/ V/N. Indeed, given one single exchangeable
sequence from some component parameter 6;, as the coordinates in this sequence are conditionally
independent and identically distributed, the standard rate for estimating 6; is 1/ Vv/N. On the other
hand, the mixing proportions parameters p; cannot be estimated from a single such sequence (i.e., if
m = 1). One expects that for such parameters the number of sequences coming from the 6; among
all exchangeable sequences plays a more important role. In summary, the distance Dy will be used
to capture precisely the distinct convergence behavior due to the length IV of observed exchangeable
sequences.

4 First-order identifiability theory

Let N = 1, a finite mixture of N-product distributions is reduced to a standard finite mixture of
distributions. Mixture components are modeled by a family of probability kernels {Py}gpco on X,
where 6 is the parameter of the family and © C R? is the parameter space. As discussed in the
introduction, throughout the paper we assume that the map 6 — Py is injective; it is the nature of
the map G — Pg that we are after. Within this section, we further assume that {Py}sco has density
{f(z|0)}pco w.r.t. a dominating measure p on (X,.A4). Combining multiple mixture components using
a mixing measure GG on 6 results in the ﬁnite mixture distribution, which admits the following density
with respect to w: pa(z) = [ f(x The goal of this section is to provide a concise and self-
contained treatment of 1dent1ﬁab1hty of ﬁmte mixture models. We lay down basic foundations and
present new results that will prove useful for the general theory of mixtures of product distributions
to be developed in the subsequent sections.

4.1 Basic theory

The classical identifiability condition posits that Pg uniquely identifies G for all G € &, (©). This
condition is satisfied if the collection of density functions {f(z|0)}gco are linearly independent. To
obtain rates of convergence for the model parameters, it is natural to consider the following condition
concerning the first-order derivative of f with respect to 6.

Definition 4.1. The family {f(z|0)}oco is ({0;}F_,,N) first-order identifiable if

(i) for every x in the p-positive subset X\ where ' € A, f(z|0) is first-order differentiable w.r.t.
6 at {0;}F_,; and

12



(ii) {0:}%, C ©° is a set of k distinct elements and the system of two equations with variable
(a1,b1,...,ak, by):

Mpr

(a; Vo f(x|0;) + b, f(x]6;)) = p—a.e x€X\N, (9a)

i=1
k
> bi=0 (9b)
i=1

has only the zero solution: b, =0 € Rand a; =0 € R?, V1 <:<k.

This definition specifies a condition that is weaker than the definition of identifiable in the first-
order in [26] since it only requires f(x|f) to be differentiable at a finite number of points {#;}¥_; and
it requires linear independence of functions at those points. Moreover, it does not require f(x|f) as a
function of # to be differentiable for u-a.e. x. Our definition requires only linear independence between
the density and its derivative w.r.t. the parameter over the constraints of the coefficients specified
by (9b). (Having said that, we are not aware of any simple example that differentiates the (9a) (9b)
from (9a). Actually, it is established in Lemma 4.13 b) that: under some regularity condition, (9a)
(9b) has the same solution set as (9a).) We will see shortly that in a precise sense that the conditions
given Definition 4.1 are also necessary.

The significance of first-order identifiability conditions is that they entail a collection of inverse
bounds that relate the behavior of some form of distances on mixture densities P, Pg, to a distance
between corresponding parameters described by D (G, Gp), as G tends toward Gp. Denote ©° the
interior of ©. For any Gy € &, (©°), define

ko
Bw, (Go,) :{G el 5,€(9)‘W1(G, Go) < r}. (10)

It is obvious that By, (Go,r) C &k, (O) for small r.

Lemma 4.2 (Consequence of first-order identifiability). Let Gy = Elolpz bg0 € Eiy(©°). Suppose

that the family {f(x|0)}oco is ({69}% N} first-order identifiable in the sense of Definition 4.1 for
some N € A.

a) Then
Pg, P
limint e P) (11)
Wi, D1(G,Go)
GEEL ()

b) If in addition, for every x in X\N f(z|0) is continuously differentiable w.r.t. 0 in a neighborhood
of 09 fori € [ko] == {1,2,...,ko}, then

Pq, P,
. V(Pg, Pu)

r—0 @G, HGBI‘:/I (Go,r) m
GAH

> 0. (12)

To put the above claims in context, note that the following inequality holds generally for any
probability kernel family {Ps}gco (even those without a density w.r.t. a dominating measure, see
Lemma 8.1):

V(Pq, Pg,)

sup  liminf <1/2. (13)
Goeeny(©) i, P1(G,Go)
GEEL,(9)
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Note also that

V(Pg, P V(Pg, P
lim in Ve, Pr) _ g Y6 o) (14)
r—0 G,HeBw, (Go,r) Dl(G H) GVK}GO Dl(G, Go)
G#H GEEy (©)

for any probability kernel Py and any Gy € &, (0°). Thus (12) entails (11). However, (11) is
sufficient for translating a learning rate for estimating a population distribution Pg into that of the
corresponding mixing measure G. To be concrete, if we are given an m-i.i.d. sample from a parametric
model Pg,, a standard estimation method yields root-m rate of convergence for density pg, which
means that the corresponding estimate of G admits root-m rate as well.

Remark 4.3. Lemma 4.2 a) is a generalization of the Theorem 3.1 in [26] in several features. Firstly,
({69} N first-order identifiable assumption in Lemma 4.2 is weaker since identifiability in the
first-order in the sense of [26] implies ({#9}¥°,, ) first-order identifiability with A" = §. Example B.1
gives a specific instance which satisfies the notion of first-order identifiability specified by Definition 4.1
but not the condition specified by [26]. Secondly, it turns out that uniform Lipschitz assumption in
Theorem 3.1 in [26] is redundant and Lemma 4.2 a) does not require it. Lemma 4.2 b) is an extension
of [22, equation (20)] in a similar sense as the above. Finally, given additional features of f, the
first-order identifiable notion can be further simplified (see Section 4.2). O

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Suppose the lower bound of (11) is incorrect. Then there exist Gy € &, (©)\{Go},

Gy W Gy such that
V(pa,,pa,)

— 0, as £ — oo.
DI(GE;GO)

We may write Gy = ZZ 1pl(59/z such that 6/ — 69 and p! — p? as ¢ — oo. With subsequences
argument if necessary, we may further require

0! — 69 pl—p?
St saeR, SHPopeR VI<i<h, 15
D1 (G, Go) D1(Ge, Go) 0 (15)
where b; and the components of a; are in [—1,1] and Zfil b; = 0. Moreover, D1(Gy,Go) =

Efil (1164 — 62|z + [pf — p?]) for sufficiently large ¢, which implies

ko ko
D llaillz + ) Jbil = 1.
i=1 i=1

It also follows that at least one of a; is not 0 € R? or one of b; is not 0. On the other hand,

2V (Pg,, Pay)

0= lim
{—00 Dl(Gg,Go)
. / $|9 515|9O 0 0
> lim g + 0;) dx
A BN ; D1 Gg, GO Zf | G G ) ( )

ko
o (=67) 0
> lim inf + 0;)
_/3€\N 00 ;p D1 Gg GO Zf /6 Gg,GO)

0 T 0 0
pia; Vof(xl0))+ )  f(x]6;)b
/M 3 z

i=1
where the second inequality follows from Fatou’s Lemma. Then Zl 1 PYaf Vo f(z|6) )—1—2521 (z|69)b; =
0 for pn — a.e.x € X\N. Thus we find a nonzero solution to (9a), (9b) with k, 6; replaced by ko, 9.

However, the last statement contradicts with the definition of ({69}, ) first-order identifiable.
Proof of part b) continues in the Appendix. O

p(de).
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Lemma 4.2 states that under (i) in Definition 4.1, the constrained linear independence between
the density and its derivative w.r.t. the parameter (item (ii) in the definition) is sufficient for (11)
and (12). For a converse result, the next lemma shows (ii) is also necessary provided that (i) holds
for some p-negligible N and f(z|0) satisfies some regularity condition.

Lemma 4.4 (Lack of first-order identifiability). Fiz Gy = Zfil p%gg € &k, (©°). Suppose

a) there exists N (that possibly depends on Go) such that p(N) =0 and for every x ¢ N, f(z|0)
is differentiable with respect to 6 at {9?};21;

b) equation (9a) (or equivalently, system of equations (9a) and (9b)) with k, 6; replaced respectively
by ko, 09 has a nonzero solution (a1,by,. .., aky,bky);

c) for each i € [ko|, there exists y(0?,a;) such that for any 0 < A < (69, a;)

[ ()0 + aiA) — f(x]67)

A < f(z|69,a;), p—ae z€X,

where f(x|09,a;) is integrable with respect to the measure ju.

Then V(Pg, P V(Pqg, P
lim inf ViFe, Pr) — liminf V(Pe, Pa,) —0. (16)
r—0 G,HeBw, (Go,r) Dl(G,H) GVK}GO Dl(G,GQ)
G#H GeEy, ()

Lemma 4.4 presents the consequence of the violation of first-order identifiability. Indeed, the
conclusion (16) suggests that D;(G,Go) may vanish at a much slower rate than V(Pg, Pg,), i.e.,
the convergence of parameters representing G may be much slower than the convergence of data
distribution Pg.

Remark 4.5. Condition c) in the Lemma 4.4 is to guarantee the exchange of the order between the
limit and the integral and one may replace it by any other similar condition. A byproduct of this
condition is that it renders the constraint (9b) redundant (see Lemma 4.13 b)). While condition c) is
tailored for an application of the dominated convergence theorem in the proof, one may tailored the
following condition for Pratt’s Lemma.

Condition ¢’): there exists 79 > 0 such that V 1 <i < ko, V 0 < A < 7,

f(@]0? + aiA) — f(]67)
A

< falz), p—ae xze€X\N

where fa(z) satisfies lima_, o+ fx\/\/ fa(x)dy = fx\/\/ lima o+ fa(z)du.
~ Condition ¢’) is weaker than condition c) since the former reduces to the latter if one let falz) =

f(z) < c0. O

Combining all the conditions in Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.4, one immediately obtains the following
equivalence between (11), (12) and the first-order identifiable condition.

Corollary 4.6. Fiz Gy = Zfil p?(se? € &k, (0°). Suppose for p-a.e. x € X, f(x|0) as a function 0 is
continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of 69 for each i € [ko]. Suppose that for any a € R? and
for each i € [ko] there exists v(6?,a) > 0 such that for any 0 < A < (69, a),

f(x|07 + aA) — f(x]67)

X < fa(z]6?a) p—ae X (17)

where fa(x|609,a) satisfies ima_,q+ Jx fa(z|09,a)dp = S ima o+ fa(x|09,a)du. Here fa(z]6?,a)
possibly depends on 09 and a. Then (12) holds if and only if (11) holds if and only if (9a) with k,6;

replaced respectively by ko, 0 has only the zero solution.
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Next, we highlight the role of condition c) of Lemma 4.4 in establishing either inverse bound (11) or
(16) based on our notion of first-order identifiability. As mentioned, condition ¢) posits the existence
of an integrable envelope function to ensure the exchange of the limit and integral. Without this
condition, the conclusion (16) of Lemma 4.4 might not hold. The following two examples demonstrate
the role of ¢), and serve as examples which are not first-order identifiable but for which inverse bound
(11) still holds.

Example 4.7 (Uniform probability kernel). Consider the uniform distribution family f(z|0) =
51(0,0)(z) with parameter space © = (0,00). This family is defined on X = R with the dominat-
ing measure p to be the Lebesgue measure. It is easy to see f(z|) is differentiable w.r.t. 6 at 6 # «
and

0 1

20 (x]0) = —af(x|6‘) when 6 # .
So f(x]0) is not first-order identifiable by our definition. Note for any Gy € &, (©) this family does
not satisfy the assumption ¢) in Lemma 4.4 and hence Lemma 4.4 is not applicable. Indeed, by Lemma
4.8 this family satisfies (11) and (12) for any ko and Gy € &, (©). O

Lemma 4.8. Let f(x|0) be the uniform distribution family defined in Example 4.7. Then for any
Go € &k, (O), inverse bounds (11) and (12) hold.

Example 4.9 (Location-scale exponential distribution kernel). Consider the location-scale exponen-
tial distribution on X = R, with density with respect to Lebesgue measure p given by f(x|¢,0) =

%exp (_w_—f) 1(¢,00)(z) with parameter 6 = (£, 0) and parameter space © = R x (0,00). It is easy to

o

see f(z|¢, o) is differentiable w.r.t. £ at £ # x and

5 @le.0) = 2 f(ale o) when ¢ £

So f(z|¢,0) is not first-order identifiable. Note for any Gy € &, (©) this family does not satisfy
the third assumption in Lemma 4.4 and hence Lemma 4.4 is not applicable. Indeed by Lemma 4.10
this family satisfies (11) for any ko and Go € &, (©). This lemma also serves as a correction for an
erroneous result (Prop. 5.3 of [25]). The mistake in their proof may be attributed to failing to account
for the envelope condition ¢) that arises due to shifted support of mixture components with distinct £
values. Interestingly, Lemma 4.10 also establishes that the stronger version of inverse bounds, namely,
inequality (12) does not hold for some Gy. O

Lemma 4.10. Let f(z|€,0) be the location-scale exponential distribution defined in Example 4.9.
Then for any Gy € &, (0), inverse bound (11) holds. Moreover, for any ko > 1, there exists a
Go € &, (0O), such that inverse bound (12) does not hold.

In some context it is of interest to establish inverse bounds for Hellinger distance rather than
variational distance on mixture densities, e.g., in the derivation of minimax lower bounds. Since
V2h > V', the inverse bound (11), which holds under first-order identifiability, immediately entails
that
h(Pa; Pg,)

> 0.
D (G, Go)

lim inf
Wy
G — G[)
GeEy, ()
Similarly, (12) entails that
: . h(Pg, Pr)
1 f ——=>0.
Tg% G,HGBngil (Go,r) Dl (G, H)
GAH

For a converse result, the following is the Hellinger counterpart of Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.11. Fiz Gy = Efil pY6g0 € Eky (©°). Suppose that
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a) there exists N (that possibly depends on Go) such that p(N) = 0 and for every x & N, f(x|0)
is differentiable with respect to 6 at {9?};21;

b) the density family has common support, i.e. S = {x € X|f(z|0) > 0} does not depend on 0 € ©;
c¢) (9a) with k,0; replaced respectively by ko, 09 has a nonzero solution (a1,b1,...,ak,,bk,);
d) there exists o > 0 such that V1 <i <k, V0O <A <n,

[ ()0 + aiA) — f(x]67)
A/ f(z]67)

< f(x), p—ae x€S\N,

where f(x) satisfies fS\/\/ f2(z)dp < oo.

fhen h(Pg, Py) h(Pg, Pe,)
lim inf LG i gnf =2 G 18
r—0 G,HEBw, (Go,r) D1(G, H) a"ia, D1 (G, Gy) (18)
G#H GEEry (©)

Remark 4.12. Similar to Remark 4.5, one may replace the condition d) in the preceding lemma by
the following weaker condition:
Condition d’): there exist 9 > 0 such that V1 <i < kg, V0 < A < 5,

f(@]0? + aiA) — f(]67)

AT < falx), p—ae xeS\N,

where fa(z) satisfies lima_, o+ fS\N 2 (2)dp = fS\N lima_,o+ f2(z)dp < 0. O

4.2 Finer characterizations

In order to verify if the first-order identifiability condition is satisfied for a given probability kernel
family {f(z]0)|0 € ©}, according to Definition 4.1 one needs to check that system of equations (9a)
and (9b) does not have non-zero solutions. For many common probability kernel families, the presence
of normalizing constant can make this verification challenging, because the normalizing constant is
a function of 6, which has a complicated form or no closed form, and its derivative can also be
complicated. Fortunately, the following lemma shows that under a mild condition one only needs to
check for the family of kernel {f(z|0)} defined up to a function of 6 that is constant in z. Moreover,
under additional mild assumptions, the equation (9b) can also be dropped from the verification.

Lemma 4.13. Suppose for every x in the p-positive subset X\N for some N € A, f(x|0) is differ-
entiable with respect to 6 at {0;}%_,. Let g(0) be a positive differentiable function on ©° and define

f(@10) = g(0) f(«[6).
a) (9a) has only the zero solution if and only if (9a) with f replaced by f has only the zero solution.

b) Suppose u(N) = 0. For a fized set {a;}¥_; C RY and for each i € [k] there exists v(0;,a;) > 0
such that for any 0 < A < ~v(6;,a;),

f(@|0; + a;A) — f(x]6;)
A

< f(z]0;,a:), p—ae. X, (19)

where f(x|0;,a;) is p-integrable. Here v(0;,a;) and f(x|0;,a;) depend on 6; and a;. Then
(a1,b1,...,ak,by) is a solution of (9a) if and only if it is a solution of the system of equations
(9a), (9b). Moreover, (19) holds for some p-integrable f if and only if the same inequality with
f on the left side replaced by f holds for some p-integrable fi.
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¢) Suppose the conditions in b) (for f or f) hold for any set {a;}_,. Then (9a) has the same
solutions as the system of equations (9a), (9b). Hence, the family {f(x|0)}oco is ({0:}1_1,N)
first-order identifiable if and only if (9a) with f replaced by f has only the zero solution.

Note a similar extension as in Remark 4.5 can be made in Lemma 4.13 b) and c).

Remark 4.14. Part b), or Part ¢), of Lemma 4.13 shows that under some differentiability condition
(i.e. u(N) =0) and some regularity condition on the density f(x|f) to ensure the exchangeability of
the limit and the integral, in the definition of ({#;}*_,, ) first identifiable, (9b) adds no additional
constraint and is redundant. In this case when we verify the first-order identifiability, we can simply
check whether (9a) has only zero solution or not. In addition when some f is available and is simpler
than f, according to Part c¢) of Lemma 4.13, for first-order identifiability it is sufficient to check
whether (9a) with f replaced by f has only zero solution or not, provided that the p(A) = 0 for N
corresponds to f and (19) with f on the left side replaced by f hold. %

Probability kernels in the exponential families of distribution are frequently employed in practice.
For these kernels, there is a remarkable equivalence among the first-order identifiability and inverse
bounds for both variational distance and the Hellinger distance.

Lemma 4.15. Suppose that the probability kernel Py has a density function f in the full rank expo-
nential family, given in its canonical form f(x|0) = exp({8, T(x)) — A(0))h(x) with 6 € O, the natural
parameter space. Then (9a) has the same solutions as the system of equations (9a), (9b). Moreover
for a fixred Gy = Zfil p?ég? € &k, (©°) the following five statements are equivalent:

: : V(Pg,P, )
a) lim,_o nfg meBw, (Gour) % > 0;
G#H

. V(Pg,Pa,) )
b) liminf e 7[)1(%1&0) > 0;

GEEk,(O)

. . h(Pg,P .
C) lim,.o lnfc,HeBw1 (Go,r) % > 0;
G#H

o h(Pg,Pay)
d) liminf aVic, WGS)
Ge&yy(9)

> 0;

e) With k,0; replaced respectively by ko, 09, equation (9a) has only the zero solution.

Parts ¢) and d) in Lemma 4.15 are not used in this paper beyond the current section, but they may
be of independent interest beyond the scope of this paper. In the last result, the exponential family
is in its canonical form. The same conclusions hold for the exponential family represented in general
parametrizations. Recall a homeomorphism is a continuous function that has a continuous inverse.

Lemma 4.16. Consider the probability kernel Py has a density function [ in the full rank exponential
family, f(x]0) =exp ((n(0),T(x)) — B(H)) h(x). Suppose the map n: © — n(©) C R? is a homeomor-
phism. Fiz Gy = Zfil p?(se? € &, (0°). Suppose the Jacobian matrixz of the function n(0), denoted

by J,(0) = (g;’—g(@))zj exists and is full rank at 69 for i € [ko]. Then with k,0; replaced respectively
by ko, 67, (9a) has the same solutions as the system of equations (9a), (9b). Moreover the b), d) and
e) as in Lemma 4.15 are equivalent. If in addition J,(0) exists and is continuous in a neighborhood of

09 for each i € [ko|, then the equivalence relationships of all the five statements in Lemma 4.15 hold.

Despite the simplicity of kernels in the exponential families, classical and/or first-order identifi-
ability is not always guaranteed. For instance, it is well-known and can be checked easily that the
mixture of Bernoulli distributions is not identifiable in the classical sense. We will study the Bernoulli
kernel in the context of mixtures of product distributions in Example 5.11. The following example is
somewhat less well-known.
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Example 4.17 (Two-parameter gamma kernel). Consider the gamma distribution
LA
()

with 0 = (o, B) € © := {(a, f)|a > 0,5 > 0} and the dominating measure p is the Lebesgue measure
on X = R. This is a full rank exponential family. For ky > 2 define G C &, (0°) = &k, (O) as

f(£C|Oé,B) =

xo‘flefﬁzl(om)(:v)

ko
G:={G €&, (0)G= Zpi&gi and there exist i # j such that 6, — 0; = (1,0)}.
i=1
For any Gy = Zfil pidgo € G, let ig # jo be such that 9?0 — 09 = (1,0), ie. 0490 = a) +1 and
0 = Bi,- Then observing
9
op

(a1,b1, ..., Gky, by) With a;y = (0, By /viy), biy = —1, bj, = 1 and the rest to be zero is a nonzero
solution of the system of equations (9a), (9b) with k, 6; replaced respectively by kg, Y. Write gamma
distribution in exponential family as in Lemma 4.16 with n(0) = (o — 1,8) and T'(z) = (Inz, —x).
Since 7(0) satisfies all the conditions in Lemma 4.16, hence

(z]er, B) = Ef(xlavﬁ) - Ef(xla +1,8),

fiming PG Poo) e Ve Pey)
GVK)lGo Dl(G7 GO) GVL/}GO Dl (Gu GO)
GEEL, () GEEL, (©)

This implies that even if V(pq,pa,) vanishes at a fast rate, D1(G, Gg) may not.

Finite mixtures of gamma were investigated by [25], who called G is a pathological set of parameter
values to highlight the effects of weak identifiability (more precisely, the violation of first-order iden-
tifiability conditions) on the convergence behavior of model parameters when the parameter values
fall in G. (On the other hand, for Gy € &, (©°)\G, it is shown in the proof of Proposition 5.1 (a) in
[25] that (9a) with k, 6; replaced respectively by ko, 89 has only the zero solution. Their original proof
works under the stringent condition o > 1 for the parameter space. But multiplying their (26) by x
should reach the same conclusion for the general case a > 0. A direct proof is also straightforward by
using Lemma B.3 b) and is similar to Example 5.13.) Thus by Lemma 4.16,

h(Pga, P V(Pq, P,
\/5 liminf ( Gy Go) 2 lim inf ( Gy GU)
e, DPi(G,Go) = owi Di(G,Go)
GEEk,(O) GEEL,(9)

> 0.

Notice that a) and c¢) in Lemma 4.15 also hold but are omitted here. Thus, outside of pathological
set G the convergence rate of mixture density pg towards pg, is carried over to the convergence of G
toward Go under D;. It is the uncertainty about whether the true mixing measure Gy is pathological
or not that makes parameter estimation highly inefficient. Given m-i.i.d. from a finite mixture of
gamma distributions, where the number of components kg is given, [25] established minimax bound
for estimating G that is slower than any polynomial rate m~" for any r > 1 under W,. metric. %

We end this section with several remarks to highlight the concern for parameter estimation for
mixture models under weak identifiability and to set the stage for the next section.

Remark 4.18. a) It may be of interest to devise an efficient parameter estimation method (by,
perhaps, a clever regularization or reparametrization technique) that may help to overcome the lack
of first-order identifiability. We are not aware of a general way to achieve this. Absent of such
methods, a promising direction for the statistician to take is to simply collect more data: not only by
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increasing the number m of independent observations, but also by increasing the number of repeated
measurements. Finite mixtures of product distributions usually arise in this practical context: when
one deals with a highly heterogeneous data population which is made up of many latent subpopulations
carrying distinct patterns, it is often possible to collect observations presumably coming from the same
subpopulation, even if one is uncertain about the mixture component that a subpopulation may be
assigned to. Thus, one may aim to collect m independent sequences of N exchangeable observations,
and assume that they are sampled from a finite mixture of N-product distributions denoted by Pg n.
Such possibilities arise naturally in practice. As a concrete example, [12] applied a finite mixture model
with repeated measurements to observations from an education assessment study. In this study, each
child is presented with a sequence of two dimensional line drawings of a rectangular vessel, each drawn
in a different tilted position. Then each child is asked to draw on these figures how the water in the
vessel would appear if the vessel were half filled with water. Thus the observations from each child
can be represented as a vector of exchangeable data and the experimenter can increase the length
N by presenting each child with more independent random rectangular vessels. Other examples and
applications include psychological study [23, 10] and topic modeling [36].

b) One natural question to ask is, how does increasing the number N of repeated measurements
(i.e., the length of exchangeable sequences) help to overcome the lack of strong identifiability such
as our notion of first-order identifiability. This question can be made precise in light of Lemma 4.2:
whether there exist a natural number n; > 1 such that the following inverse bound holds for any
N >mn
V(Pg.n, Pgo,N)

Di(G. Go) > 0. (20)

lim inf
%o
GEEk,(O)
Observe that since V(Pg n, Pg, ~) increases in N while the denominator D1 (G, Go) is fixed in N, if
(20) holds for some N = nq, then it also holds for all N > ny. Moreover, what can we say about the
role of N in parameter estimation in presence of such inverse bounds? In the sequel these questions
will be addressed by establishing inverse bounds for mixtures of product distributions. Such theory
will also be used to derive tight learning rates for mixing measure G from a collection of exchangeable

sequences of observations. O

5 Inverse bounds for mixtures of product distributions

Consider a family of probability distributions { Py }sco on some measurable space (X, A) where 6 is the
parameter of the family and © C RY is the parameter space. This yields the N -Eroduct probability
kernel on (XN, AN), which is denoted by {Ps x := ®" Ps}oco. For any G = > i1 Pide, € Ex(O) as
mixing measure, the resulting finite mixture for the N-product families is a probability measure on
(xN, AN)) namely, PG.,N = Zf:l pipei,N-

The main results of this section are stated in Theorem 5.8 and Theorem 5.16. These theorems
establish the following inverse bound under certain conditions of probability kernel family {Pp}oco
and some time that of Go: for a fixed Gy € &, (O°) there holds

V(Pa,n, Pay,n)

D (G, Go) > 0. (21)

liminf liminf
N—oo GVK}GO

GEEk,(O)

By contrast, an easy upper bound on the left side of (21) holds generally (cf. Lemma 8.1):

V(Pg.n, P
sup liminf ViPa.n, Poon) 1/2. (22)
N1 Mg, DPn(GGo)
GEEL,(O)
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In fact, a strong inverse bound can also be established:

lim inf lim V(Ze.n, Pr.n)

N—o0 70 G,Heérvlvl(co,r) Dn(G,H)
G#H

> 0. (23)

These inverse bounds relate to the positivity of a suitable notion of curvature on the space of mixtures
of product distributions, and will be shown to have powerful consequences. It’s easy to see that (23)
implies (21), which in turn entails (20).

Section 5.2 is devoted to establishing these bounds for Py belonging to exponential families of
distributions. In Section 5.3 the inverse bounds are established for very general probability kernel
families, where X may be an abstract space and no parametric assumption on Py will be required.
Instead, we appeal to a set of mild regularity conditions on the characteristic function of a push-forward
measure produced by a measurable map T acting on the measure space (X, A, Py). We will see that
this general theory enables the study for a very broad range of mixtures of product distributions for
exchangeable sequences.

5.1 Implications on classical and first-order identifiability

Before presenting the section’s main theorems, let us explicate some immediate implications of their
conclusions expressed by inequalities (21) and (23). These inequalities contain detailed information
about convergence behavior of de Finetti’s mixing measure G toward Gg, an useful application of
which will be demonstrated in Section 6. For now, we simply highlight striking implications on the
basic notions of identifiability of mixtures of distributions investigated in Section 4. Note that no
overt assumption on classical or first-order identifiability is required in the statement of the theorems
establishing (21) or (23). In plain terms these inequalities entail that by increasing the number N of
exchangeable measurements, the resulting mixture of N-product distributions becomes identifiable in
both classical and first-order sense, even if it is not initially so, i.e., when N = 1 or small.
Define, for any Gy € &, (0°), H € U2 Ex(0©) and H C U2, Ex(O),

no =no(H,H) = min{n > 1\VG e H\{H}, Pon # PH,n}, (24)
. .. V(PG Payn
ny :=n1(Go) = n1(Go, &k (0)) = rmn{n >1 hr‘fvlllnf % O},
G%Go

GEEy (©)

. . V(PGnapHn)
= ng(Go) = na(Go, Ep (O)) = > 1|1 RIS ARE VN
na == na(Go) n2(Go, €k, (©)) mm{n_ M et om Dy (G >
G#H

ng is called minimal zero-order identifiable length (with respect to H and H), or 0-identifiable length
for short. n is called minimal first-order identifiable length (with respect to Gy and &, (©)), or
1-identifiable length for short. Since W1(G,Go) =g, D1(G,Gp) in small neighborhood of Gy (see
Lemma 3.2 ¢)), the two metrics can be exchangeable in the denominator of the above definition for
n1 and ny. Note that ng, depending on a set H to be specified, describes a global property of classical
identifiability, a notion determined mainly by the algebraic structure of the mixture model’s kernel
family and its parametrization. (This is also known as "strict identifiability", cf., e.g., [3]). On the
other hand, both n; and ny characterize a local behavior of mixture densities pg y near a certain
DGy, N, a notion that relies primarily on regularity conditions of the kernel, as we shall see in what
follows. When it clear from the context, we may use ny or ni(Go) for ni(Go, &k, (©)) for brevity.
Similar rules apply to ng and ns.

The following proposition provides the link between classical identifiability and strong notions
of local identifiability provided either (21) or (23) holds. In a nutshell, as N gets large, the two
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types of identifiability can be connected by the force of the central limit theorem applied to product
distributions, which is one of the key ingredients in the proof of the inverse bounds. Define two related
and useful quantities: for any Go € &, (©°)

V(Pa N, P
N, = N, (Go) := min{nZl inf limint LGN GoN) 0} (25)
N>n GVK%GO DN(G,G())
GEEL,(O)
Pon, P
N, = Ny(Go) := min{nZl inf lim inf V(Pe,n, Pr.y) o} (26)

N>nr—0 G,HEBw, (Goyr) Dn(G,H)
GAH

Note that (21) means N;(Go) < oo, while (23) means N,(Go) < oo. The following proposition
explicates the connections among ng, n1, n2, N; and N,.

Proposition 5.1. There hold the following statements.

a) Consider any Go € Ek,(©°), then n1(Go) < na(Go). Moreover, there exists r:=r(Go) > 0 such
that

sup n1(G) < na(Go).
GEBWl (GQ,T)

b) Consider any G € &k, (0°). If N;(Go) < oo, then ni1(Go) = Ny (Gop) < 0.
If N,(Go) < oo then na(Go) = Ny(Go) < oo. In particular, the first or the second conclusion
holds if (21) or (23) holds respectively.

¢) There holds for any subset ©1 C ©°

sup no(G, Uk<ko Ex(01)) < sup  ma(G).

GeUkSko 5k(91) Gegzko((‘)l)

d) Suppose the kernel family Py admits density f(-|0) with respect to a dominating measure j1 on
X. Fizx Gy = Zfilp%@g € & (0°). Suppose for p-a.e. x € X, f(x]0) as a function 0 is
continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of 69 for each i € [ko|. Moreover, assume that
condition ¢) of Lemma 4.4 holds for any {a;}*, C R9. Then, na(Go) = n1(Go).

e) Suppose that (21) holds for every Go € Uk<ak,Ek(©°). Moreover, suppose all conditions in part
d) are satisfied for every Go € Uk<2r,Ex(©°). Then for any compact ©1 C ©°,

sup no(G, Uk<iy€6(01)) < sup  n1(G) < 0.
GGngkogk(Ql) G€€2k0(®1)

f) Suppose that (23) holds for every Go € Ug<ak,Ex(©°). Then for any compact ©1 C ©°, the
conclusion of part e) holds.

Remark 5.2. Part a) and part b) of Proposition 5.1 highlight an immediate significance of inverse
bounds (21) and (23): they establish pointwise finiteness of 1-identifiable length nq(Go). Moreover,
under the additional condition on first-order identifiability, one can have the following strong result
as an immediate consequence: Consider any Go € &, (0°). If (11) and (21) hold, then ni(Gy) =
Ml (Go) =1.1If (12) and (23) hOld, then nl(Go) = Ml(GO) = TLQ(GO) = M2(GO) =1. <>
Remark 5.3. Proposition 5.1 c) relates supge|y, _, ¢, (0,) "0(G, Ur<k, €x(©1)), the uniform 0-identifiable
=Fko
length, to the uniform 1-identifiable length supgce,, (0,) 71(G, €2k, (O1)). Combining this with parts
e) and f) and inverse bounds (21) and (23), one arrives at a rather remarkable consequence: for ©; a

compact subset of ©°, they yield the finiteness of both 0-identifiable length no(G, Uk<,Ek(O1)) and
1-identifiable length n(G) uniformly over subsets of mixing measures with finite number of support
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points. In particular, as long as (21) or (23) (along with some regularity conditions in the former)
holds for every Gy € Uk<2,Ex(0°), then Pg n will be strictly identifiable and first-identifiable on
Uk<ko &k (©1) for sufficiently large N. That is, taking product helps in making the kernel identifiable
in a strong sense. As we shall see in the next subsection, (23) holds for every Gg € |J,—, £ (©°) when
{Py} belongs to full rank exponential families of distributions. This inverse bound also holds for a
broad range of probability kernels beyond the exponential families. %

Remark 5.4. Concerning only 0-identifiable length ng, a remarkable upper bound

sup n0(G, U<y Ex(0)) < 2ko — 1
GEUk<kErk(O)

was established in a recent paper [44]. This bound actually applies to the nonparametric component
distributions, and extends also to our parametric component distribution setting. However, in a
parametric component distribution setting, the upper bound 2ky — 1 is far from being tight (cf.
Example 5.13).

Proof of Proposition 5.1. a) It is sufficient to assume that no = na(Go) < co. Then there exists 19 > 0

such that
V(PGﬂlw PH,H2)

inf > 0.
G,HEBw, (Goro)  D1(G,H)
GAH

Then fixing G in the preceding display yields n1(G) < n2(Gg) and the proof is complete since G is
arbitrary in By, (Go,70).
b) By the definition of N;,

V(PuN, - Pe,N,)

lim inf > liminf > 0, (27)
GVK}GO Dl(G7G0) G‘K}Go DN (G7 GO)
GEEry (O) GEEry (O)

which entails that n; < N;. On the other hand, for any N € [n1,N;] we have

V(PG,Nqu(),N) 1 V(PG,’II17PG(),77,1)

liminf —————=>—= > liminf —
GVK;GO DN(Gv GO) GVK%GO \/N Dl(Ga GO)
GEEL,(O) GEEL,(O)

> L lim inf V(6 Payn,)
VN e, DG Go)
GEEy (©)

>0,

which entails N; <nj. Thus N; = n;. The proof of ny = N, < oo is similar.

c) If suffices to prove the case i := supgeg,, (@,)n1(G) < 0o. Take any G € £(01) for 1 < k < ko,
and suppose that no(G, U<k, Ex(O1)) > n. Then there exists a G; € £(01) for some 1 < k < ko such
that Pgn = Pa,,» but G1 # G. Collecting the supporting atoms of G and (1, there are at most 2k

of those, and denote them by 67, ...,6%, € ©;. Supplement these with a set of atoms {0?}?2%,+1 C 6

to obtain a set of distinct 2ky atoms denoted by {9?}122‘1 Now take G to be any discrete probability
measure supported by 69, ..., Hgko in &y, (©1). Since Pgn = Pa, a, the condition of Lemma C.1 for
Gy is satisfied and thus
... V(Pun,Payn)
liminf ——272~ o/
HVK} Go Dl (H7 GO)
Heé&sy, (©)

=0.

But this contradicts with the definition of 7.
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d) By part a) it suffices to prove for the case n; = n;(Gy) < oco. By Lemma C.2, the product
family H;il f(z;]0) satisfies all the conditions in Corollary 4.6. Thus by Corollary 4.6,

V(PG,nl Y PH,’ﬂl)

rlg% G,HEBI’I\;/I (Go,r) D:(G, H)
G#H

It follows that na(Go) < mq, which implies that na(Go) = n1(Go) by part a).

e) By part b) and part d), na(Go) < oo for every Gy € Ug<ap,Ek(©°). Associate each Gy €
Uk<2ko €k (©°) with a neighborhood By, (Go,r(Go)) as in part a) such that its conclusion holds.
Here we want to emphasize that by definition of By, in (10), Bw, (Go,7(Go)) C Uk<¢Ex(O) when
Go € &(0°). Due to the fact that Ug<ak,Ex(©1) is compact and part a), we deduce that nq(G) is
uniformly bounded for G € Ug<2y,Ek(O1). Combining this with part ¢) we conclude the proof.

f) By part b) na(Go) < oo for every Gy € Ur<ar,Ex(©°). The remainder of the argument is the
same as part e). O

We can further unpack the double infimum limits in its expression of (21) to develop results useful
for subsequent convergence rate analysis in Section 6. First, it is simple to show that the limiting
argument for N can be completely removed when N is suitably bounded. Denote by C(-) or ¢() a
positive finite constant depending only on its parameters and the probability kernel {Py}gco. In the
presentation of inequality bounds and proofs, they may differ from line to line.

Lemma 5.5. Fix Gy € &, (©°). Suppose (21) holds. Then for any No > n1(Gy), there exist ¢(Go, No)
and C(Go) such that for any G € &, (©) satisfying W1 (G, Go) < ¢(Go, No),

V(PgﬁN,PGmN) > C(Go)DN(G, Go), VN € [nl(Go),No].

A key feature of the above claim is that the radius ¢(Gg, Ng) of the local Wi ball centered at Go
over which the inverse bound holds depends on Ny, but the multiple constant C(Gy) does not. Next,
given additional conditions, most notably the compactness on the space of mixing measures, we may
remove completely the second limiting argument involving G. In other words, we may extend the
domain of G on which the inverse bound of the form V' = Wiy 2 D; continues to hold, where the
multiple constants are suppressed here.

Lemma 5.6. Fiz Gy € &, (0°). Consider any ©1 a compact subset of © containing the sup-
porting atoms of Go. Suppose the map 0 — Py from (©1,] - ||2) to {FPoteco,,V(:,-)) is con-
tinuous. Then for any G € UIZO:l E(©1) and any N > n1(Go) V no(Go, Uk<k, Ex(©1)), provided
nl(Go) V no(Go, ngkogk(gl)) < 00,

V(Pa,n, Pay,n) > C(Go, ©1)W1 (G, Go).

Finally, a simple and useful fact which allows one to transfer an inverse bound for one kernel family
Py to another kernel family by means of homeomorphic transformation in the parameter space. If
g(0) = n for some homeomorphic function g : © — = C RY, for any G = Zle pide, € Ek(O), denote
G" = Zle Pidg(e,) € Ex(E) . Given a probability kernel family {FPs}gco, under the new parameter n
define

Py=Pyipy, €S
Let G" also denote a generic element in &, (), and Pgn ny be defined similarly as Pg .

Lemma 5.7 (Invariance under homeomorphic parametrization with local invertible Jacobian). Sup-
pose g is a homeomorphism. For Gy = Zfil pY0g0 € Ek, (0°), suppose the Jacobian matriz of the

function g(0), denoted by Jg4(0) == (gg—:.))(t?))ij exists and is full rank at 09 for i € [ko]. Then VN

V(Pgn,n, Pan P P
R CICIE vaN) 9 Yimint L FeN PeoN) (28)
agn  Dn(G",Gg) e, Dn(G,Go)
GNGS;CO(E) Geé‘ko(@)
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Moreover, if in addition J,(0) exists and is continuous in a neighborhood of 0 for each i € [ko], then
VN

lim inf V(PG”’N’PHN’N) o lim inf —V(PG’N’PH’N)
70 G H"eBw, (GIr)  D1(G7 HT) 7 r=0 G,HEBw, (Goyr)  D1(G,H)
GUAHT G#H

Lemma 5.7 shows that if an inverse bound (21) or (23) under a particular parametrization is estab-
lished, then the same inverse bound holds for all other parametrizations that are homeomorphic and
that have local invertible Jacobian. This allows one to choose the most convenient parametrization;
for instance, one may choose the canonical form for an exponential family or another more convenient
parametrization, like the mean parametrization.

5.2 Probability kernels in regular exponential family

We now present inverse bounds for the mixture of products of exponential family distributions. Sup-
pose that {Py}gpco is a full rank exponential family of distributions on X. Adopting the notational
convention for canonical parameters of exponential families, we assume Py admits a density function
with respect to a dominating measure p, namely f(x|0) for 6 € O.

Theorem 5.8. Suppose that the probability kernel { f(x|6)}oco is in a full rank exponential family of
distributions in canonical form as in Lemma 4.15. For any Go € &, (0°), (21) and (23) hold.

In the last theorem the exponential family is in its canonical form. The following corollary extends
to exponential families in the general form under mild conditions.

Corollary 5.9. Consider the probability kernel Py has a density function f in the full rank exponential
family, f(xz|0) = exp ((n(0),T(x)) — B(0)) h(x), where the map n : © — n(0O) C R? is a homeomor-
phism. Suppose that n is continuously differentiable on ©° and its the Jacobian is of full rank on ©°.
Then, for any Gy € &,(©°), (21) and (23) hold.

As a consequence of Corollary 5.9, Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 4.16, we immediately obtain the
following interesting algebraic result for which a direct proof may be challenging.

Corollary 5.10. Let the probability kernel { f(x|0)}oco be in a full rank exponential family of distri-
butions as in Corollary 5.9 and suppose that all conditions there hold. Then for any kg > 1 and for
any Go = Zfilpgéeg € &k (0°), n1(Go) = na(Go) = N, (Go) = Ny(Go) are finite. Moreover,

=1 n=1 n=1

ko N N N
Z <aiTV9 H f(2,]07) + b, H f(a?n|9?)> =0, ®,u— ae. (z1,...,oy) € XN (29)

has only the zero solution:
bi:OERandaiZOERq, V1 <i<ky
if and only if N > n1(Go).

Corollary 5.10 establishes that for full rank exponential families of distribution specified in Corol-
lary 5.9 with full rank Jacobian of 7(6), there is a finite phase transition behavior specified by ni(Gg)
of the N-product in (29): the system of equations (29) has nonzero solution when N < n(Gp)
and as soon as N > nj(Gp), it has only the zero solution. This also gives another characteriza-
tion of ny1(Gy) defined in (24) for such exponential families, which also provides a way to compute
n1(Go) = N;(Go) = n2(Gp) = Ny(Go). A byproduct is that n;(Go) does not depend on the p of Gy
since (29) only depends on 6.

We next demonstrate two non-trivial examples of mixture models that are either non-identifiable
or weakly identifiable, i.e., when N = 1, but become first-identifiable by taking products. We work
out the details on calculating no(Go) and n1(Go); these should serve as convincing examples to the
discussion at the end of Section 4.
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Example 5.11 (Bernoulli kernel). Consider the Bernoulli distribution f(z|0) = 6*(1 — §)'~* with
parameter space © = (0,1). Here the family is defined on ¥ = R and the dominating measure is
p = 0o+ 01. It can be written in exponential form as in Lemma 4.16 with n(f) = In6 — In(1 — 0) and
T(x) = x. It’s easy to check that n'(0) = ﬁ > 0 and thus all conditions in Lemma 4.16, Corollary
5.9 and Corollary 5.10 are satisfied. Thus any of those three results can be applied. In particular we
may use the characterization of ny(Gp) in Corollary 5.10 to compute nq(Go).

For the n-fold product, the density f,(z1, 22, ..., 7,(0) := [[)_, f(z¢]0) = 2= T (1—g)n~2i=1 7,
Then %fn(xl, cy X 0) is

(S oo (o o),
=1 (=1

We now compute n1(G) for any G = Elepﬁgi € &,(O). Notice the support of f is {0,1} and
hence the support of f,, is {0,1}". Thus (29) with ko, N, and 6 replaced respectively by k, n and 6;
become a system of n + 1 linear equations: Vj = Y ,_, z¢ € {0} U [n]

k k
Zai (](6‘1)]71(1 - Hi)”’j - (n - j)(@Z)J(l - Hi)nijil) + Z bZ(HZ)J(l - Hi)”*j =0. (30)
i=1 i=1
As a system of n + 1 linear equations with 2k unknown variables, it has nonzero solutions when
n+ 1 < 2k. Thus ny1(G) > 2k — 1 for any G € £,(O).
Let us now verify that nq(G) = 2k—1 for any G € &(©). Indeed, for any G = Zle pide, € Ek(O),
the system of linear equations (30) with n =2k — 1is ATz = 0 with z = (b1, a1,...,b,ax) " and

film) i=2m

J

Aij—{fj(om) 1=2m—1 for j € [2k],m € [K],

where f;(0) = 67 (1—6)"~U~ with n = 2k — 1. By Lemma 5.12 d) det(A) = [, qep<p (B —05)*,
with the convention 1 when k& = 1. Thus, A is invertible and the system of linear equations (30) with
n = 2k — 1 has only zero solution. Thus by Corollary 5.10 ny(G) < 2k — 1. By the conclusion from
last paragraph n;(G) = 2k — 1.

In Section C.3 we also prove that ng(G,Up<rE(©)) = 2k — 1 for any G € E,(O). O

The next lemma is on the determinant of a type of generalized Vandermonde matrices. Its part
d) is used in the previous example on Bernoulli kernel.

Lemma 5.12. Let z,y € R.

a) Let f(z) be a polynomial. Define ¢/ (z,y) = %‘Z(y), ¢ (z,y) = f,(zi%g,(y), g (z,y) =
LW g g (x,y) = TEDZOED e ¢O(a,y), ¢ (e,y), ¢ (,y) and

z—y T—y
@ (z,) are all multivariate polynomials.

b) Let fj(x) be a polynomial and fi(z) its derivative for j € [2k] for a positive integer k. For
z1,...,x, € R define A®) (zq, ..., x) € RERI*EE) py

fi(xm) 1=2m

o T jorg e 2k me K,
garm -

Agf)(xl,...,xk) = {

Then for any k > 2, det(A®) (z1,...,21)) = gr(z1,...,21) [licacs<r(@a — xg)* , where gy is
some multivariate polynomial. -

¢) For the special case fi(x) = 2771, AW (xy,... 21) has determinant det(A®) (zy,... x3)) =
[licocp<n(@a — xg)*, with the convention 1 when k = 1.
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d) For the special case fi(z) = f;(x|k) = 277 (1 —2)"~ U= with n = 2k — 1, A®) (21,...,x4) has
determinant det(A®) (z1,... x1)) = [licacp<r(@a — x5)*, with the convention 1 when k = 1.

Example 5.13 (Continuation on two-parameter gamma kernel). Consider the gamma distribution
f(z|a, B) discussed in Example 4.17. Let kg > 2 and by Example 4.17 for any Gy € &, (©)\G,
n1(Gp) = 1 and for any Gy € G, where we recall that G denotes the pathological subset of the gamma
mixture’s parameter space,

h(Pg, P Pg, P,

lim inf MPe, Fo,) _ lim inf VPe. Pa,) _ 0.
GV‘_/)IGO Dl(GaGO) GVK}GO Dl(Gu GO)

GEEL(O) GEE(O)

This means ny(Go) > 2 for Gy € G.
We now show that for Gy € &k, (©) n1(Go) < 2 and hence ni(Gy) =2 for Go € G. Let

2
1, —B(z14wz2)

Ja(wy, x|, B) := f(wi|e, B) fx2]a, B) = (lfgw(ﬂhwz)o‘ e 1(0,00)2 (21, 72)

be the density of the 2-fold product w.r.t. Lebesgue measure on R?. Let g(, 8) = (T'(a))?/B**,
which is a differentiable function on © and let fa(z1,22|a, B) := g(a, B)x X fa(x1, 22|, B) to be the
density without normalization constant. Note that 2 fo(x1, 22|, 8) = fa(w1, 22|, B) In(z122) and
a%fz(ilfl,fl?ﬂa,ﬁ) = —(21 + x2) f2(21, x2|ev, B). Then (9a) with f replaced by f> is

ko

> (az(‘a) In(z122) — al”) (21 +2) + bi) (1) ®i e Pilmtea) — g, (31)
i=1

Let Uf ABit = {81, 85, -+, B} with B] < By < ... < [}, where k" is the number of distinct elements.
Define I(8') = {i € [Kk]|8; = 8'}. Then (31) become for p-a.e. x1,z2 € (0,00)

k
= 3 (0 m@iwe) — o (e +w2) + ;) (wrg) | e Hete)
=1 \ieI(8))

k/
=d e e i (37 o (@)™ In(an)
j=1

i€1(8])

+ Z ( ln (12) — a(ﬁ)(fﬂl +22) + bi) (w122)* !
i€I(B])

When fixing any zo such that in the p-a.e. set such that the preceding equation holds, by Lemma
B.3 b) for any j € [k'], 3Zic/(p0) al® (z125)* 1 = 0 for any 21 # 0. Since a; are distinct for i € 1(B})

and zg > 0, aga) = 0 for any i € I(3}) for any j € [k']. That is aga) =0 for any i € [k]. Analogously

fixing x1 produces agﬁ ) =0 for any ¢ € [k]. Plug these back into the preceding display and one obtains

for p-a.e. x1, 22 € (0,00)

K’

0=3 (5 ot e e

J=1 \i€l(B})

Fixing any x5 such that in the p-a.e. set such that the preceding equation holds, and apply Lemma
B.3 b) again to obtain b; = 0 for ¢ € [k]. Thus (31) for any G € &(O) has only the zero solution. By
Lemma 4.16, for Gy € &, (©)

V(Pg,2, Pay,2)

> 0.
D (G, Go)

lim inf
a™a,
GEEy (©)

27



Thus n1(Go) < 2, and hence ny(Gp) = 2 for any Gy € G.

Following an analogous analysis, one can show that {f(z|0;)}%_, are linear independent for any
distinct 6y, ...,0; € O for any k. The linear independence 1mmed1ately implies that pg is identifiable
on ;2 Ej(G)), Le. for any G € £,(0) and any G’ € &/(0), P # Pgr. Thus, no(G,UUj2, £;(0)) =1
for any G € Jj2, &;(©). O

The above examples demonstrate the remarkable benefits of having repeated (exchangeable) mea-
surements: via the N-fold product kernel vazl f(x;]0) for sufficiently large N, one can completely
erase the effect of parameter non-identifiability in Bernoulli mixtures, and the effect of weak-identifiability
in the pathological subset of the parameter spaces in two-parameter gamma mixtures. We have also
seen that it is challenging to determine the 0- or 1-identifiable lengths even for these simple examples
of kernels. It is even more so, when we move to a broader class of probability kernels well beyond the
exponential families.

5.3 General probability kernels

Unlike Section 5.2, which specializes to the probability kernels that are in the exponential families,
in this section no such assumption will be required. In fact, we shall not require that the family
of probability distributions {Py}eco on X admit a density function. Since the primary object of
inference is the parameter § € © C RY, the assumptions on the kernel Py will center on the existence
of a measurable map T : (X,4) — (R*,B(R?®)) for some s > ¢, and regularity conditions on the
push-forward measure on R*: TPy := Py o T~1. The use of the push-forward measure to prove (23)
stems from the observation that the variational distance between two distributions is lower bounded
by any push-forward operation, which is equivalent to considering a subclass of the Borel sets in the
definition of the variational distance.

Definition 5.14 (Admissible transform). A Borel measurable map T : X — R® is admissible with
respect to a set ©1 C ©° if for each 6y € ©; there exists v > 0 and r > 1 such that T satisfies the
following three properties.

(A1) (Moment condition) For 6 € B(6p,7) C ©°, the open ball centered at 6y with radius v, suppose
MO) = Ao = EgTX; and Ag := Eg(TX; — EgTX1)(TX, — EgTX,)T exist where X; ~ Pp.
Moreover, Ay is positive definite on B(6y,~) and is continuous at 6.

(A2) (Exchangeability of partial derivatives of characteristic functions) Denote by ¢7(¢|6) the charac-
teristic function of the pushforward probability measure Ty Py on R®, i.e., 7 (¢]0) := Eget{S&TX1)

where X; ~ Pp. 292€19) ovists in B (6o, ~y) and as a function of ¢ it is twice continuously differ-

260
entiable on R® with derivatives satisfying: V0 € B(6, )
Por(l0) _ *or(cl0)  Por(<lo) 9>¢r(¢l0)

DD ~ 990’ acOCHoND — aamacogcm e €Kil € ldli € [kol

where the right hand side of both equations exist.

(A3) (Continuity and integrability conditions of characteristic function) ¢ (¢|0) as a function of 6 is
twice continuously differentiable in B(fy,~). There hold: for any i € [q],j € [s],
} < 00, (32)

) d¢ < 0. (33)

¢ (¢|0)

991 (¢|0) ‘ su
D | a

200

D*¢r(¢|0)
00 9h ()

)

lICll2<1

sup max4q sup
0€B(0o,7) CERSs

and for any 7, j € [q],

%pr(¢|0)

sup ) |7 (C|0)] (1 + ’W

0€B(00,7) /R
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Remark 5.15. The above definition of the admissible transform 7" contains relatively mild regularity
conditions concerning continuity, differentiability and integrability. In particular, (A1) is to guarantee
the first two moments of T'X;, which are required for the application of a central limit theorem as
outlined in Section 2.2. (A2) and (A3) are used in the essential technical lemma (Lemma D.1) to
guarantee the following statement in Section 2.2: for any sequence z; — z, there holds W,(z¢) — ¥(z)
for certain functions ¥, and ¥ : R? — R. The inequality (33) is also used to obtain the existence
of the Fourier inversion formula (more specifically, to imply existence of a density of Zjvzl TX,; with
respect to Lebesgue measure for N > r). Since the characteristic function has modular less than 1,
the larger the r, the smaller the left hand side of (33). Here we only require existence of some r > 1
in (33), which is a mild condition”. For more discussions on the role of r, see Theorem 2 in Section
5, Chapter XV of [14]. The conditions of the admissible transform are typically straightforward to
verify if a closed form formulae of ¢7(¢|0) is available; examples will be provided in the sequel. %

Theorem 5.16. Fix Gy = Zfilp%@g € &, (0°). Assume that for each 69, there exists measurable
transform T; : (X, A) — (R%, B(R*)) that is admissible with respect to {09}%_, with s; > q such that 1)
the mean map \i(0) of T; defined in (A1) is identifiable at 69 over the set {09} i.e., Ai(09) # Xi(67)
for any j € [ko]\{i} and 2) the Jacobian matriz of \; is of full column rank at 609. Then (21) and (23)
hold.

Note that the condition that s; > ¢ is necessary for the Jacobian matrix of A;, which is of dimension
s; X q, to be of full column rank. The following corollary is useful, when the admissible maps T; are
identical for all 4, which are the case for many (if not most) examples.

Corollary 5.17. Fiz Gy = Zkil pY6go € Eky(©°). If there exists one measurable transform T :

(X, A) — (R*,B(R®)) that is admissible with respect to {#9}¥ with s > q such that 1) the mean
map \(0) of T defined in (A1) is identifiable over the set {89}%  i.e., AO9) # N0Y) for any distinct
i,j € [ko] and 2) the Jacobian matriz of X is of full column rank at 69 for any i € [ko]. Then (21) and
(23) hold.

The proofs of Theorem 5.8 and Theorem 5.16 contain a number of potentially useful techniques
and are deferred to Section D. We make additional remarks.

Remark 5.18 (Choices of admissible transform T'). If the probability kernel Py has a smooth closed
form expression for the characteristic function and X is of dimension exceeding the dimension of ©,
one may take T to be identity map (see Example 5.20 in the sequel). If X is of dimension less than
the dimension of ©, then one may take T' to be a moment map (see Example 5.21 and Example 5.22).
On the other hand, if the probability kernel does not have a smooth closed form expression for the
characteristic function, then one may consider 7' to be the composition of moment maps and indicator
functions of suitable subsets of X (see Example 5.23). Unlike the three previous examples, the chosen
T in Example 5.23 depends on atoms {9?}?&1 of Gy. All these examples were obtained by constructing
a single admissible map 7" following Corollary 5.17. There might exist cases for which it is difficult to
come up with a single admissible map T that satisfies the conditions of Corollary 5.17; For such cases
Theorem 5.16 will be potentially more useful. O

Remark 5.19 (Comparisons between Theorem 5.16 and Theorem 5.8). While Theorem 5.16 appears
more powerful than Theorem 5.8, the latter is significant in its own right. Indeed, Theorem 5.16 pro-
vides an inverse bound for a very broad range of probability kernels, but it seems not straightforward
to apply it to non-degenerate discrete distributions on lattice points, like Poisson, Bernoulli, geometric
distributions etc. The reason is that for non-degenerate discrete distributions on lattice points, its
characteristic function is periodic (see Lemma 4 in Chapter XV, Section 1 of [14]), which implies
that the characteristic function is not in L” for any r > 1. Thus, it does not satisfy (A3) for T the
identity map in the definition of the admissible transform. In order to apply Theorem 5.16 to such
distributions one has to come up with suitable measurable transforms 7" which induce distributions
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over a countable support that is not lattice points. On the contrary, Theorem 5.8 is readily applicable
to discrete distributions that are in the exponential family, including Poisson, Bernoulli, geometric
distributions, etc. O

5.4 Examples of non-standard probability kernels

The power of Theorem 5.16 lies in its applicability to classes of kernels that do not belong to the
exponential families.

Example 5.20 (Continuation on uniform probability kernel). In Example 4.7 this example has been
shown to satisfy inverse bound (11) and (12) for any Gy € &, (©). Note this family is not an
exponential family and thus Theorem 5.8 or Corollary 5.9 is not applicable. Take the 7" in Corollary
5.17 to be the identity map. Then \(f) = %, Ao = (Z—;. So condition (A1) is satisfied. The characteristic
function is

ezCG
¢r(¢l0) = ) L1(C# 0) + 1(C = 0).
One can then calculate
9 iC0 (=10 _ 1 _ (—ich
sortcin) == Ey ¢ 2 0)
K e 1 — (—igh) — (~iCh)?) i
0? 2680 (e — 1 — (—ich) — (—iCh)? )
o or(cl6) = — 1 #0).
and verify the condition (A2). To verify (A3) the following inequality (see [35, (9.5)])
j .
iz (iz)"* ||’
_ P
‘ kzzo RS
comes handy. It then follows that
2 | 92 3 2 2(¢|
syor(@)| < 5. |segorcin)] < 3. |gortio)| < 25

Then (32) holds. Finally take r = 3 and one obtains

7o) (1+ | or(cio) S{ (14 28) > 1

ISR

Thus (33) holds. We have then verified that the identity map 7T is admissible on ©.

It is easy to see that A(f) = 6/2 is injective and that its Jacobian J)(#) = 1 is full rank. Then
by Corollary 5.17, (21) and (23) hold for any Gy € &, (O) for any ko > 1. Moreover, by Remark 5.2,
n1(Go) = N, (Go) = na(Go) = Ny(Gop) = 1 for any Gy € &, (O) for any ko > 1. O

Example 5.21 (Continuation on location-scale exponential kernel). In Example 4.9 this example
has been shown to satisfy (11) for any Gy € &k, (0) and does not satisfy (12) for some Gy € &, (O)
for any kg > 2. Note this family is not an exponential family and thus Theorem 5.8 or Corollary
5.9 is not applicable. Take T in Corollary 5.17 to be Tx = (z,2?)" as a map from R — R?. In
Appendix C.5 we show that all conditions of Corollary 5.17 are satisfied and hence (21) and (23)
hold for any Gy € &, (O) for any ky > 1. Moreover, by Remark 5.2, n1(Go) = N;(Gp) = 1 for any
Go € &1, (0O) for any kg > 1. Regarding na(Gy), for every ko > 2, there exists some Gg € &, (0) such
that 1 < ny(Gp) < oo. O
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Example 5.22 (Py is itself a mixture distribution). We consider the situation where Py is a rather
complex object: it is itself a mixture distribution. With this we are moving from a standard mixture
of product distributions to hierarchical models (i.e., mixtures of mixture distributions). Such models
are central tools in Bayesian statistics. Theorem 5.8 or Corollary 5.9 is obviously not applicable in
this example, which requires the full strength of Theorem 5.16 or Corollary 5.17. The application,
however, is non-trivial requiring the development of tools for evaluating oscillatory integrals of interest.
Such tools also prove useful in other contexts (such as Example 5.23). A full treatment is deferred to
Section 7. O

Example 5.23 (P is a mixture of Dirichlet processes). This example illustrates the applicability of
our theory to models using probability kernels defined in abstract spaces. Such kernels are commonly
found in nonparametric Bayesian literature [24, 17]|. In particular, in our specification of mixture of
product distributions we will employ Dirichlet processes as the basic building block [15, 4]. Full details
are presented in Section 7.4. O

6 Posterior contraction of de Finetti mixing measures

The data are m independent sequences of exchangeable observations, X [iNl_] = (Xi1, Xi2,-+, Xin,) €
XNi for i € [m]. Each sequence X [iNi] is assumed to be a sample drawn from a mixture of N;—product
distributions Pg n, for some "true" de Finetti mixing measure G = Gy € &, (©). The problem
is to estimate G given the m independent exchangeable sequences. A Bayesian statistician endows
(€1 (©), B(Ek, (©))) with a prior distribution IT and obtains the posterior distribution H(dG|X[1]\,1}7 X))
by Bayes’ rule, where B(E,(0)) is the Borel sigma algebra w.r.t. D; distance. In this section we
study the asymptotic behavior of this posterior distribution as the amount of data m x N tend to
infinity.

Suppose throughout this section, {FPy}pco has density {f(z|0)}oco w.r.t. a o-finite dominating
measure p on X; then Pg n, for G = Zfil pidp, has density w.r.t. to u:

ko N;
pa.N; (T) = Zpi H f(x10:), for = (w1, w2, ,zn,) € XN (34)
=1 j=1

Then the density of X[iNi] conditioned on G is pg n; (). Since © as a subset of R? is separable, &, (©)
is separable. Moreover, suppose the map 6 — Py from (O, - ||2) to ({Ps}eco,h(:,)) is continuous,
where h(-,-) is the Hellinger distance. Then the map G — Pg n from (&, (0), D1) — (pa.n, h(-,-)) is
also continuous by Lemma 8.2. Then by |2, Lemma 4.51], (z, G) — pe,n(x) is measurable for each N.
Thus, the posterior distribution (a version of regular conditional distribution) is the random measure
given by _

W(BIXhy .. Xh,) = Aozt Po Ky I (35)

[N1]> "+ 9% [Np] fgko ©) H;’ll PG, (X[lNl])dH(G) )

for any Borel measurable subset of B C &, (©). For further details of why the last quantity is a valid
posterior distribution, we refer to Section 1.3 in [17]. It is customary to express the above model
equivalently in the hierarchical Bayesian fashion:

G~IL 01,6y, ,0,|G %" G

Xil,XiQ, s ,X1N1|91 lZ\fd f(le) fOI‘ 7= 1, e, M.

As above, the m independent data sequences are denoted by X[Z'Ni] = (Xa, -, Xin,) € XN for
i € [m]. The following assumptions are required for the main theorems of this section.
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(B1) (Prior assumption) There is a prior measure Iy on ©; C © with its Borel sigma algebra possess-
ing a density w.r.t. Lebesgue measure that is bounded away from zero and infinity, where 0 is
a compact subset of ©. Define ko-probability simplex A*o := {(py,...,p,) € le_°| Zfil =1},
Suppose there is a prior measure II,, on the ky-probability simplex possessing a density w.r.t.
Lebesgue measure on R¥~1! that is bounded away from zero and infinity. Then 11, x HZ“ is a
measure on {((p1,61), .-, Pk, 0k, ))|pi > 0,0; € O, Zfilpi = 1}, which induces a probability
measure on &, (©1). Here, the prior II is generated by via independent II, and Il and the
support ©1 of Il is such that Gy € &, (01).

(B2) (Kernel assumption) Suppose that for every 6;,6; € Oy, 6y € {9}%0

2, and some positive con-
stants «p, L17 ﬁ07 L23

K(f(x(60), f(x]02)) <L1l[6 — O2|5°, (36)
h(f(@]61), f(x102)) <La]|61 — Oa15". (37)

Remark 6.1. (B1) on the compactness of the support ©; is a standard assumption so as to obtain
parameter convergence rate in finite mixture models (see [9, 32, 25, 26, 17, 22, 47]). See Section 9.1
for more discussions on the compactness assumption and an relaxation to boundedness assumption.
The unbounded setting seems challenging and is beyond the scope of this paper. In this paper, for
simplicity we consider the prior on finite mixing measures being generated by independent priors on
component parameters f and an independent prior on mixing proportions p; [38, 32, 19| for general
probability kernel {f(z|0)}. It is not difficult to extend our theorem to more complex forms of prior
specification when a specific kernel {f(z]0)} is considered.

The condition (B2) is not uncommon in parameter estimation (e.g. Theorem 8.25 in [17]). Note
that the conditions in (B2) imply some implicit constraints on «g and Sy. Specifically, if (11) holds for
Go € &, (0°) and (B2) holds, then Sy < 1 and «g < 2. Indeed, for any sequence Gy = Zfi2 p%eg +

p%ef € &k (©)\{Go} converges to Gy = Efil p?dgg, by (11), Lemma C.3 with N = 1 and (B2), for
large /¢

C(Go)||67 = 69]]2 = C(Go)D1(Ge, Go) < V(FPg,, Pa, )
< V(f(2]07), F(x169)) < h(f(xl07), f(2]07)) < Lol - 69]5°,  (38)
which implies 8y < 1 (by dividing both sides by [|6% — 692 and letting £ — c0). In the preceding

. - V(pa, . . .
display C(Go) = % lim inf e % > 0. By (38) and Pinsker’s inequality,

GEELy(O)

1 1 o
C(Go) 10— 8l < VU I8, SGI0) < [ SR Cra1o0), 1ia1ot)) <\ 3Ll - ol
for large ¢, which implies oy < 2. The same conclusion holds if one replaces (11) with (21) by an
analogous argument. O

An useful quantity is the average sequence length N,, = % Y"1 N;. The posterior contraction
theorem will be characterized in terms of distance Dy (-,-), which extends the original notion of
distance Dy (-,-) by allowing real-valued weight N,,.

Theorem 6.2. Fix Gy € &, (0°). Suppose (B1), (B2) and additionally (21) hold.

a) There exists some constant C(Go) > 0 such that as long as no(Go, Uk<k,Ek(01)) V n1(Go) <
min; N; < sup; N; < oo, for every M,, — oo there holds

_ In(mN,,
H(G € &k (©1) : DNM(G,GO) > C(Go)Mmn/ (T)’X[ll\h]’ .. .,X[Tvm]) —0

in @, Pa,,n,-probability as m — co.
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b) If in addition, (11) is satisfied. Then the claim in part a) holds with ny(Go) = 1.

Remark 6.3. As discussed in Remark 5.4, [44] establishes that no(Go, Up<k,Ex(©)) < 2ko — 1
for any Gy € &k, (©). While the uniform upper bound 2ko — 1 might not be tight, it does show
n0(Go, U<k, Ek(01)) < o0o. By Proposition 5.1 b), n1(Gp) < oo is a direct consequence of (21).
Hence nO(GO, ngkogk((al)) vV nl(Go) < 00. O

Remark 6.4. (a) In the above statement, note that the constant C'(Gy) also depends on 01, ko, ¢,
upper and lower bounds of the densities of ITy, I, and the density family f(x|0) (including o, 5o, L1,
Lo ete). All such dependence are suppressed for the sake of a clean presentation; it is the dependence
on Gy and the independence of m,{N;};>1 and Ny := sup; N; < oo, that we want to emphasize. In
addition, although C(Go) and hence the vanishing radius of the ball characterized by Dy —does not
depend on Ny, the rate at which the posterior probability statement concerning this ball tending to
zero may depend on it.

(b) Roughly speaking, the theorem produces the following posterior contraction rates. The rate
toward mixing probabilities p? is Op((In(mN,,)/m)'/?). Individual atoms 69 have much faster con-
traction rate, which utilizes the full volume of the data set:

Op 71D£TJ\_][V’”> _0p< 7111%;,?—1]&)) (39)

Note that the condition that sup; N; < oo implies that N,, remains finite when m — co. Since
constant C(Gp) is independent of N,, and m, the theorem establishes that the larger the average
length of observed sequences, the faster the posterior contraction as m — co.

(¢) The distinction between the two parts of the theorem highlights the role of first-order iden-
tifiability in mixtures of N-product distributions. Under first-order identifiability, (11) is satisfied,
so we can establish the aforementioned posterior contraction behavior for a full range of sequence
length N;’s, as long as they are uniformly bounded by an arbitrary unknown constant. When first-
order identifiability is not satisfied, so (11) may fail to hold, the same posterior behavior can be
ascertained when the sequence lengths exceed certain threshold depending on the true Gy, namely,
nl(Go) V TLQ(G(), ngkoék((al)).

(d) The proof of Theorems 6.2 utilizes general techniques of Bayesian asymptotics (see [17, Chapter
8]) to deduce posterior contraction rate on the density h(Pg n, Pg,,n). The main novelty lies in
the application of inverse bounds for mixtures of product distributions of exchangeable sequences
established in Section 5. These are lower bounds of distances h(Pg, n,Pa,n) between a pair of
distributions (Pg, n, Pc,n) in terms of distance Dy (G, G) between the corresponding (Go, G). The
distance Dy (Go,G) brings out the role of the sample size N of exchangeable sequences, resulting in

the rate N—1/2 (or N,,Zlﬂ, modulo the logarithm). O

The gist of the proof of Theorem 6.2 lies in the following lemma where we consider the equal length
data sequence to distill the essence. This lemma also illustrates the connection between the inverse
bound (21) and the convergence rate for the mixing measure Gy.

Lemma 6.5. Consider N > n1(Go) be fized and suppose (21) holds. Let X[iN] R Pao,n and let I1 be
a prior distribution on &y, (©). Suppose the posterior contraction rate towards the true mizture density
PGo.N 18 €m N for any M, — oo, I(V (Pg.n, Pay N) > Mmem_,N|X[1N], . ,X[TV]) — 0 in probability as
m — co. Suppose the posterior consistency at the true mixing measure Gy w.r.t. the distance Wy holds:
for any a > 0, I(W1 (G, Gy) > a|X[1N]7 .- X[§y) = 0 in probability as m — oo. Then the posterior
contraction rate to Go w.r.t. distance Dy i$ €, N, i.e. II(Dn (G, Gy) > Mmem,N|X[lN], . =X[Tv}) -0
i probability as m — 0.

Proof. All probabilities presented in this proof are posterior probabilities conditioning on the data

X [1N], . ¢ [Tv]’ of which the conditioning notation are suppressed for brevity.

I(Dn(G,Go) > Mpmem,n)
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SH(DN(G, GQ) > Mmem)]\/, Wi (G, Go) < C(Go, N)) + H(Wl (G, Go) > C(Go, N))
SH(V(PGJ\[, PGO,N) > C(GQ)MmemJ\[) + H(Wl (G, GQ) > C(GQ, N)), (40)

where in the first inequality ¢(Gg, N) is the radius in Lemma 5.5 with Ny = N, and the second
inequality follows by Lemma 5.5. The proof is completed by noticing that the quantity in (40)
converges to 0 in probability as m — oo by the hypothesises for any M,, — oo. [l

Remark 6.6. Roughly speaking, the hypothesis of posterior consistency guarantees that as m — oo,
G lies in a small ball around Gy w.r.t. Wi distance, and then Lemma 5.5 transfers the convergence
rate from mixture densities to mixing measures. No particular structures from posterior distributions
are utilized and one can easily modify the above lemma for other estimators, the maximum likelihood
estimator for instance.

Theorem 6.2 can be seen as some sufficient conditions on the prior II and the kernel f such that
the hypothesises in Lemma 6.5 are satisfied. The setup in Theorem 6.2 is slightly more general, in
that each data might have different sequence length. %

Finally, the conditions (B2) and (21) can be verified for full rank exponential families and hence
we have the following corollary from Theorem 6.2.

Corollary 6.7. Consider a full rank exponential family for kernel Py specified as in Corollary 5.9 and
assume all the requirements there are met. Fix Gy € &, (0°). Suppose that (B1) holds with ©1 C ©°.
Then the conclusions a), b) of Theorem 6.2 hold.

Example 6.8 (Posterior contraction for weakly identifiable kernels: Bernoulli and gamma). Fix G €
Eky (©°). For the Bernoulli kernel studied in Example 5.11, n1(Go) = no(Go, Uk<i, Ex(0)) = 2k — 1.
Suppose that (B1) holds with compact ©; C ©° = (0,1). Then by Corollary 6.7, the conclusion a)
of Theorem 6.2 holds provided min; N; > 2kg — 1. For the gamma kernel studied in Examples 4.17
and 5.13, n1(Go) = 2 when Gy € G and n1(Go) = 1 when Go € &, (0°)\G; no(Go, Uk<i, Ex(0)) = 1.
Suppose that (B1) holds with compact ©; C ©° = (0,00) x (0,00). Then by Corollary 6.7, the
conclusion a) of Theorem 6.2 holds provided min; N; > 2. Moreover, no requirement on min; N; is
needed if Gy € G is given. O

Example 6.9 (Posterior contraction for weakly identifiable kernels: beyond exponential family).
Here we present the posterior contraction rate for the four examples studied in Section 5.4, while
the verification details are in Appendix E.3. Assume that the prior distribution satisfies the (B1)
for each example below. For the uniform probability kernel studied in Example 5.20, the conclusion
of Theorem 6.2 holds for any N > 1. For the location-scale exponential kernel studied in Example
5.21, the conclusion of Theorem 6.2 holds for any N > 1. For the case that kernel is location-
mixture Gaussian in Example 5.22; the conclusion of Theorem 6.2 holds and the specific values of
n0(Go, U<k, Ek(01)) and nq(Gy) are left as exercises. The kernel in Example 5.23 does not possess a
density, which is needed in (35), and thus the results in this section on posterior contraction do not

apply. O

7 Hierarchical model: kernel P; is itself a mixture distribution

In this section we apply Theorem 5.16 to the cases where P itself is a rather complex object: a
finite mixture of distributions. Combining this kernel with a discrete mixing measure G € &, (0),
the resulting Pg represents a mixture of finite mixtures of distributions, while Py y becomes a ko-
mixture of N-products of finite mixtures of distributions. These recursively defined objects represent
a popular and formidable device in the statistical modeling world: the world of hierarchical models.
We shall illustrate Theorem 5.16 on only two examples of such models. However, the tools required
for these applications are quite general, chief among them are bounds on relevant oscillatory integrals
for suitable statistical maps T'. We shall first describe such tools in Section 7.1 and then address the
case Py is a k-component Gaussian location mixture (Example 5.22) and the case Py is a mixture of
Dirichlet processes (Example 5.23).

34



7.1 Bounds on oscillatory integrals

A key condition in Theorem 5.16, namely condition (A3), is reduced to the L" integrability of certain

oscillatory integrals:
‘ / eigTTxf(x)dx
X

for a broad class of functions f : ¥ — R and multi-dimensional maps T : X — R*. When X = R?, the
oscillatory integral fx ei¢ T f(z)dx is also known as the Fourier transform of measures supported on
curves or surfaces; bounds for such quantities are important topics in harmonic analysis and geometric
analysis. We refer to [6] and the textbook [40, Chapter 8] for further details and broader contexts.
Despite there are many existing results, such results are typically established when f(x) is supported
on a compact interval or is smooth, i.e. f has derivative of arbitrary orders. We shall develop an
upper bound on (41) for our purposes to verify the integrability condition in (A3) for a broad class of
f, which is usually satisfied for probability density functions.

We start with the following bounds for oscillatory integrals of the form [ e**(®))(z)dz, where
function ¢ is called the phase, and function ¢ the amplitude.

(41)

L7 (R®)

Lemma 7.1 (van der Corput’s Lemma). Suppose ¢(z) € C>(a,b), and that | (z)] > 1 for all
€ (a,b). Let 1p(x) be absolute continuous on [a,b]. Then

/ @)y (z)dx < e \TF |¢(b)|+/ [¢ (z)|dz
(a,] [a,b]

and

/ eM@y(2)dz| < A | [(a)] + / [/ (z)ldx
(a,] [a,b]

hold when either i) k > 2, or i) k =1 and ¢'(x) is monotonic. The constant cy, is independent of ¢,
¥, X and the interval [a, b].

Proof. See [40, the Corollary on Page 334] for the proof of the first display; even though in its original
version in this reference, v is assumed to be C'*° but its proof only needs ¥ to be absolute continuous

on [a,b]. The second display follows by applying the first display to ¥ (x) = ¢(a + b — x). O

It can be observed from Lemma 7.1 the condition on derivatives of the phase function plays a

crucial role. For our purpose the phase function will be supplied by use of monomial map 7. Hence,
the following technical lemma will be needed.
Lemma 7.2. Let A(z) € R™? with entries Agg(z) =0 for a > 3 and Anp(z) = (J.B]%i.a)!xjﬂ_ja for
1<a<p<d wherel < jp <...< jq are given. Let Spin(A(z)) be the smallest singular value
of A(x). Then Spmin(A(x)) > c3max{1, |z|}~Ua=7=1) where c3 is a constant that depends only on
dyj1y-yJd-

The following lemma provides a crucial uniform bound on oscillatory integrals given by a phase
given by monomial map 7.

Lemma 7.3. Let T : R — R? defined by T = (271,272, ..., 209) T with 1 < j; < jo < ...jq. Consider
a bounded non-negative function f(x) that is differentiable on R\{b;}_,, where by < by < ... < by
with ¢ a finite number. The derivative f'(z) € L*(R) and it is continuous when it exists. Moreover,
f(x) and |z|** f(x) are both increasing when x < —ci and decreasing when x > c¢1 for some ¢ >
max{|bi|, [be|}, where a1 = (ja — j1)(d —1)/41. Then for X > 1,

sup
weSd—1

/ exp(idw ' Tx) f(x)dx
R
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<O (e1 +2) (121 S @) ey + €+ DIl e + 1021 +1) F@)lagwy)

where Cy is a positive constant that only depends on d, j1,j2, ..., jd-

Applying Lemma 7.3 we obtain a bound for the oscillatory integral in question.

Lemma 7.4. Let T and f satisfy the same conditions as in Lemma 7.3. Define g(¢) = [, e“TT””f(:C)d:v
for ¢ € RL. Then for r > djqg,

HQ(OHLT(W)
<C(er +2)* ([[|l2|** f (@) Lrmy + (€ + DIl + (2™ + 1) f' @)1 @) + [ fllzr )

where Cy is a positive constant that depends on r,d, j1,J2, ..., jd-

7.2 Kernel F, is a location mixture of Gaussian distributions

We are now ready for an application of Theorem 5.16 to case kernel Py is a mixture of k£ Gaussian
distributions. As discussed in Example 5.22, with this example we are moving from a standard mixture
of product distributions to hierarchical models (i.e., mixtures of mixture distributions). Such models
are central tools in Bayesian statistics.

Let

62{9:(7T1,---,7Tk71,,ul,---,,ufk) €R2k_1|0<7ri<17 V’L, ,uz<,uja V1§Z<]Sk} (42)

and Py w.r.t. Lebesgue measure on R has probability density

k
F@10) = mifar(@lps, 0%) (43)
i=1
where 7, = 1= Y0 m; and far(2|p, 0?) is the density of A(, 02) with o a known constant. For the
eligibility of this parametrization, see Section 9.2. It follows from the classical result [42, Proposition
1] that the map 6 — f(x|0) is injective on ©. The mixture of product distributions Pg n admits the
density pg n given in (34) (with N; = N) w.r.t. Lebesgue measure on RY. Fix Gy = Zfil pYdg0 with
09 = (n9,,..., W?k_l)i, Wiy ).
Let us now verify that Corollary 5.17 with the map Tz = (z,22,..., 22~ 1)T
this model. The mean of TX; is A\(8) € R?*~1 with its j-th entry given by

can be applied for

k
AD(O) =EoX{ =Y mBE(oY + ), j=1,...,2k—1 (44)
i=1
where X; has density (43) and Y has the standard Gaussian distribution A(0,1). The covariance
matrix of TX; is A(f) € RF=Dx(Zk=1) with its (4, B) entries given by

k
Ajp(0) =EoX{H = XD (0)AXD) () = > mE(eY + pa) 2 — A (0)AP) (0).

i=1

It follows immediately from these formulae that A\(f) and A(f) are continuous on ©. That is, (Al) in
Definition 5.14 is satisfied. The characteristic function of T'X} is

k

¢1(Cl0) = Egexp(i¢ ' TX1) = Y mh(Clps, 0) (45)

=1
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where h(¢|p,0) = Eexp(i¢ ' T(cY + u)). Denote by far(z|u, o) the density of N'(u,0?). The verifi-
cation of (A2) in Definition 5.14 is omitted since it is a straightforward application of the dominated
convergence theorem. In Appendix F.2 it is shown by some calculations that to verify condition (A3)
it remains to establish that there exists some 7 > 1 such that [i.._, |¢7(¢|0)|]" dC on © is upper
bounded by a finite continuous function of 6.

Note that far(x|u, o) is differentiable everywhere and W € L*(R). Moreover a; in Lemma

lult u2+16(k—1)202>
2

7.4 for T'is 4(k—1)% and fu(z|p, o), 2*¢*=D% for(z|p, o) are increasing on (—oo,

and decreasing on By Lemma 7.4, for r > (2k — 1)2, and for Tz =

(I5I27 e aIQkil)

<C(r) (

lul++/p2+16(k—1)202
5 ,00 |.

T
[ €< el )i

L7 (R2k—1)

4(k—1)2
il + VI 60— 1)%0° 2)

2

Ofn (|, o)

ox

—1)? 1 2
("'x'4(k Vel e + g | )

+1
Li(R)

where C(r) is a constant that depends only r. It can be verified easily by the dominated convergence
theorem that hs(p, o) is a continuous function of p. Then

::h?) (/1'7 0)7

k k
T
67 (O] Lr(mar—1) < Zﬁi /elc T fa (| iy o) dae < mihs(pi, o),
i=1 R Lr(RF=1) =1
which is a finite continuous function of 6 = (w1, ..., mg—1, 41, .- ., k). Thus (A3) is verified. We have

then verified that T is admissible with respect to ©. That the mean map A(6) is injective is a classical
result (e.g. [16, Corollary 3.3]). To apply Corollary 5.17 it remains to check that the Jacobian matrix
Jx(0) of A(0) is of full column rank. Such details are established in the Section 7.3.

In summary, we have shown that all conditions in Corollary 5.17 are satisfied and thus, for Py
having the density in (43), the inverse bounds (21) and (23) hold for any Gy € &, (©).

7.3 Moment map for location mixture of Gaussian distributions has full-
rank Jacobian

In this subsection we verify that the Jacobian Jy(#) for the moment map \(6) specified in Section 7.2
is of full rank. By (44), for any j € [2k — 1]:

k Vi k j
ADO0) =3 i <M§ +ZU€EY%J> =Y m|ul+ Y ol
i=1 =1 i=1 =2

¢ even

k j k
= Zm,u{ + Z ol(t - 1)!!27‘@@{4. (46)
i=1 = i=1

¢ even
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Denote A0 (9) = Zle mipd and A(0) = AD(6),..., A= () € R**~1. By (46), AU () = A9 (9) +
Sy (0 —1D)ING=O (), which implies

¢ even

J
VorD) (0) = VoAU (0) + Z o' (L — 1)V AU=0 ().

Since VoAU (0) and VgAW) (0) are respectively the j-th row of Jy(f) and J5(6),

det(Jx(0)) = det(J5(6)). (47)
Also, observe
det(J5(0))
1 — fk, cee M1 — g, 1, 1
b 13 = i Ry — 2u1, 2
= Hﬂz det . . . . .
71 : : : :
H%k 1 uik L /Likll Hik L2k — ) 2h=1 (2k:—1) 2k—1
1, . 1, 1, 0, e 0
k K1, - Hk-1, Mk 1, 1
_ <H ) k+1det u3, cee MR, we 2,u1, e 20k
,u%kfl, . uik:ll, ,uzkfl (2k — ) =l 2k — 1) 2k—1
k
(T ot (=) T - (9
i=1 1<a<f<k

where the second equality holds since we may subtract the k-th column of the 2k x 2k matrix from
each of its first £ — 1 columns and then do Laplace expansion along its first row, and the last equality
follows by observing that the (k+i)-th column of the 2k x 2k matrix is the derivative of the i-th column
and by applying Lemma 5.12 ¢) after some column permutation. By (47) and (48), det(Jx(0)) # 0 on
©. That is Jx(0) is of full column rank for any 6 € ©.

7.4 Kernel P, is mixture of Dirichlet processes

Now we tackle Example 5.23, which is motivated from modeling techniques in nonparametric Bayesian
statistics. In particular, the kernel Py is given as a distribution on a space of measures: Py is a mixture
of Dirichlet processes (DPs), so that Pg n is a finite mixture of products of mixtures of DPs. This
should not be confused with the use of DP as a prior for mixing measures arising in mixture models.
Rather, this is more akin to the use of DPs as probability kernels that arise in the famous hierarchical
Dirichlet processes [41] (actually, this model uses DP both as a prior and kernels). The purpose of this
example is to illustrate Theorem 5.16 when (mixtures of) Dirichlet processes are treated as kernels.
Let X = Z2(3) be the space of all probability measures on a Polish space (3, 2°). X is equipped
with the weak topology and the corresponding Borel sigma algebra A. Let 2,y denote the Dirichlet
distribution on (X, .A), which is specified by two parameters, concentration parameter a € (0,00)
and base measure H € X. Formal definition and key properties of the Dirichlet distributions can be
found in the original paper of [15], or a recent textbook [17]. In this example, we take the probability
kernel Py to be a mixture of two Dirichlet distributions with different concentration parameters, while
the base measure is fixed and known: Py = m1 %0, 1 + (1 — m1)Pa, . Thus, the parameter vector
is three dimensional which shall be restricted by the following constraint: 6 := (71,01, 2) € © =
{(m1,a1,)|0 < m < 1,2 < a1 < az}. It can be easily verified that the map 6 — Py is injective.
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Kernel Py so defined is a simple instance of the so-called mixture of Dirichlet processes first studied
by [4], but considerably more complex instances of model using Dirichlet as the building block have
become a main staple in the lively literature of Bayesian nonparametrics [24, 41, 37, 8]. For notational
convenience in the following we also denote Q. := Y,y for @ = a3 and o = as, noting that H is
fixed, so we may write Py = mQu, + (1 — m1)Qas,-

Having specified the kernel Py, let G € &,(©). The mixture of product distributions Pg n is
defined in the same way as before (see Eq. (1)). Now we show that for Gy € &, (0°) = &, (0), (21)
and (23) hold by applying Corollary 5.17 via a suitable map 7.

Consider a map T : X — R? defined by Tz = ((z(B))?, (2(B))?, (z(B))*)" for some B € Z to be
specified later. The reason we restrict the domain of © is so that this particular choice of map will be
shown to be admissible. Define T} : X — R by Tiz = 2(B) and Ty : R — R® by Thz = (22,23, 24) 7.
Then T'=T5 o Ty. For X ~ Py, T1 X has distribution

PyoTi ' =m (Qay 0T ") + m2 (Qay o T 1) .

where mo = 1 — ;. By a standard property of Dirichlet distribution, as Q, = Zom, we have @, o Tl_1
corresponds to Beta(aH (B),a(1 — H(B))), a Beta distribution. Thus with ¢ = H(B), Q4 o Ty * has
density w.r.t. Lebesgue measure on R

1 ~ e
g(Z|O[,§): B( Zag 1(1_2) (1= 11(0,1)(‘2)5

0457 a(l - 5))

where B(-,-) is the beta function. Then Py o T, * has density w.r.t. Lebesgue measure 7 g(z|ay, &) +

mag(zlaz, §).
Now, the push-forward measure Py o T~ = (Py o Ty ') o T, * has mean A\(f) € R? with

2 J
Ny e ‘ _ Treétl
A9 (9) = ;m/RzJ g(z|ag, €)dz = ng ) Vi=1,2,3

i=1

and has covariance matrix A with its j8 entry given by

9 ‘ ‘ 2 J+B+1 Qi+ 0 ‘
Ajs(0) = Zm/Rz]"'ﬂ"'zg(zmi,{)dz—)\3(9)/\6(9) =>m [] a — — NN (0).
i=1 i=1 =0 ¢

It follows immediately from these formula that A(6) and A(f) are continuous on O, i.e., (Al) in
Definition 5.14 is satisfied. Furthermore, observe that Py o T~! has characteristic function

o1 (¢l0) = mh((lai,§) + mh((laz, )

where h(Clo, &) = [ exp(é 23:1 D2 g(z|a, €)dz. The verification of (A2) in Definition 5.14 is
omitted since it is a straightforward application of the dominated convergence theorem. In Appendix
F.3 we provide detailed calculations to verify partially condition (A3) so that it remains to establish
there exists some r > 1 such that fR%,l |7 (¢|0)|" d¢ on © is upper bounded by a finite continuous
function of . So far we have verified (A1), (A2) and some parts of (A3) for the chosen T for every B.

To continue the verification of (A3) we now specify B. For Gg = Y1 p?ég? with 69 = (7., a9;,a3,)
O, let B be such that £ = H(B) € (1/ min;ep,) of;, 1 — 1/ miner,) ;). Notice that since of; > 2,
(1/min;e o) of;, 1 — 1/ mingepr, of;) is not empty. Hence to verify the condition (A3) in Definition
5.14 wor.t. {89}% for T with the B specified it suffices to establish there exists some 7 > 1 such that
ng |7 (¢|0)|" d¢ in a small neighborhood of 6 is upper bounded by a finite continuous function of 6
for each 6y € {69}%0 .

Since g(z|a, §) is differentiable w.r.t. to z on R\{0,1} and when z # 0, 1, % is

1e0,1)(2)

m ((Oéf — 1)30{72(1 — z)a(le)*l —(a(l—¢) - 1)Z0¢£71(1 o Z)a(lfg)fz) 7

39



which is in L' when o > mingeg,] af, — v such that a¢ > 1 and a1 — §) > 1, where v depends on
T through &. Moreover, g(z|a, &) and 22g(z|a, £) are both increasing on (—oo, —1) and decreasing on
(1,00). Now, by appealing to Lemma 7.4, for r > 12, and for o > min; ey, af, —

Hh(dav g)HLT(RS)
<01+ (|g(ela )l +3lg(ela. o= + 1)
Ll
::h5(o‘a 5)7

where C'(r) is a constant that depends only on r. It can be verified easily by the dominated convergence
theorem that hs(a,€) is a continuous function of a. Then for  in a neighborhood of 6y € {69},
such that aq,az > af, — 7,

o (IO Lr@sy < mul[P(Clex, )l - + w2 [|P(Claz, O Lr < mrhs(an, §) + m2hs(az, ),

9g(z|, §)

2
(z+1) P

which is a finite continuous function of 6 = (71, a1, as). We have thus verified that 7" with the specified
B is admissible w.r.t. {#9}F,

Moreover, it can also be verified that \(f) for T is injective on O provided that £ # %, %, % By
calculation, the Jacobian matrix Jy(6) of \(0) satisfies

6(€ —1)%¢% (26 — 1)(3 = 1)(3§ — 2)mima(en — an)*
[Tiy (1 + )22+ 0i)2(3 + a2)?)
on O provided that £ # :1,), ;, g; so Jx(0) is of full rank for each 6 € © provided that & # %, %, % In

summary, for Gy = Zf“lpl bgo with 09 = (79,,09,,03,) € ©, Tz = ((x(B))?, (z(B))3, (x(B))*) " with
B such that

1 1 112
5—H(B)€< - 0;1_ . 0>\{_7_5_}
min;e(g,) OF; Min;e(r,] A5 3°2°3

satisfies all the conditions in Corollary 5.17 and thus (21) and (23) hold.

det(Jy)(0) = — £0

8 Sharpness of bounds and minimax theorem

8.1 Sharpness of inverse bounds

In this subsection we consider reverse upper bounds for (21), which are also reverse upper bounds for
(23) by (14). Inverse bounds of the form (21) hold only under some identifiability conditions, while
the following upper bound holds generally and is much easier to show.

Lemma 8.1. Let kg > 2 and fix Gy = ZZ 1 D 690 € &, (0). Then for any N > 1

V(P P V(P P 1
lim inf —( GNP ) < liminf —( G.N> PGy, ) < —.
GVK}GO DN(Gv GO) GVK}GO Dl(Ga GO) 2
GEEL,(O) GEEL,(O)
Proof. Consider Gy = Zlolpzégo with pf = p? for 3 < ¢ < ko and p{ = p) + 1, p§ = p) — 7.
Then for sufficiently large £, p{,p§ € (0,1) and hence G, € &k, (0)\{Go} and satisfies Dy (G, Go) =
D1 (G, Go) = 2/L. Thus for sufficiently large ¢,
N N N
V(Pa,ns Pay,N) 1 1 1
S xS L@ )~ 1@y = 3V (@ 7. @) < 5
O

40



The next lemma establishes an upper bound for Hellinger distance of two mixture of product
measures by Hellinger distance of individual components. It is an improvement of [34, Lemma 3.2
(a)]. Such a result is useful in Lemma 8.3. A similar result on variation distance is Lemma C.3.

Lemma 8.2. For any G = ZZ 1 Pidg, and G’ = ZZ 1 Pider,

pi — p;(i) )

ko
P, P, / 1
’ < 1 l) pl z :
h( G.N> TG )N) - 1/117'11/1 ng},a,)/io h ( Ois 97’(1)) + 2 i—=1

where the minimum is taken over all T in the permutation group Sk, -

The inverse bounds expressed by Eq. (21) are optimal as far as the role of N in Dy is concerned.
This is made precise by the following result.

Lemma 8.3 (Optimality of VN for atoms). Fiz Gy = Efﬂl pidgo € Eky (©°). Suppose there ewists
h(Py, 90)

W < oo . Then for (N) such that (N) — 00,

€ [ko] such that lim inf
9%9

h(Pg,~, Pcy,n)

=0.
Dy (G, Go)

limsup liminf

N—oo Mg,
GEE, (O)
Lemma 8.3 establishes that v/ N is optimal for the coefficients of the component parameters 6; in
Dp. The next lemma estabhshes that the constant coeflicients of the mixing propositions p; in Dy

are also optimal. For G = Zl 1 Pidg, and G' = Zl 1 Pider, define
Dy(G,G') = min 16y = 0% ll2 + rlp-ciy — pil) -

It states that the vanishing of V(Pg v, P, n) may not induce a faster convergence rate for the mixing
proportions p; in terms of IV as the exchangeable length IV increases.

Lemma 8.4 (Optimality of constant coefficient for mixing proportions). Fiz Gy = Zfil pidgo €
Eky (©°). Suppose that the map 6 — Py is injective. Then for )(N) such that (N) — oo,
P, P,
limsup liminf M =0.
Nooo oM, DPuev)(G Go)
GEEy (©)

Proof. Consider Gy = ¥ © . Pidge € Exg(©) with 6 = 67 for any 7 and pf = p; for i > 3, pi = pY +1/1,

p5 = p3 — 1/¢. Then for large ¢, Dy(ny(Ge, Go) = (N)(|p] — p?| + [p5 — |) = 2¢(N)/L. Note that
V(PGe,N7 PGO,N) = V(P(,(l), Peg)/é and hence

fiming Y FeN Leon)  VFa,.n Poon) _ V(Py, Pog)
GVK}GU D"/J(N)(Ga GO) - Dw(N)(G[,Go) 21/)(]\]) !
Geé‘ko(@)
which completes the proof. 0

A slightly curious and pedantic way to gauge the meaning of the double infimum limiting arguments
in the inverse bound (21), is to express its claim as follows:

V(Pa,n,Pa,n) V(Pa,~n, Pay,N)

0 < liminf liminf = lim inf lim inf ,
N—oo  wy Dy (G, Gy) k—oo N>k e¢—=0 GeBwl(Go o\{G} Dn(G,Gy)
GEEky (B)

where By, (Go, R) C &k, (0) is defined in (10). It is possible to alter the order of the four operations
and consider the resulting outcome. The following lemma shows the last display is the only order to
possibly obtain a positive outcome.
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Lemma 8.5. a)

. V(Pg,n, Pa,,N)
lim lim inf nf — 0 7
k—oo €0 N>k GeBwl(Go,e)\{Go} Dy (G, Gy)

V(Pa,n, Pay,N)

=1 li inf =0
kingo el—r>% GGBWI(GO \{Go} N>k Dy (G, Gy)
b)
V(P P,
lim lim inf inf M
e—=0 k—oo N>k GeBWl(GO o\{Goy Dn(G,Gy)
V (P, P
= lim lim inf —( c.N, Po,.N) =0
€0 k—oo GGBWI(GO \{Go} N>k Dy (G, Gy)
c)
lim inf hm i LEeNPoun)
=0 GeBw, (Go,)\{Go} koo N>k Dn(G,Gyp)
Proof. The claims follow from
inf inf w — inf V(Pe,n, Pao,N)
N>k GEBWl(Go,e)\{Go} Dy (G, Gy) GeBwl(Go,e)\{Go} N>k Dy (G, Gy)
and V(P P ) 1
i G,N> LGy, N inf _o.
J\llgk DN(G, Go) - ]%ng DN(G, Go)
O

8.2 Minimax lower bounds

Given G = Z 21 Dide, € Eky(©) and G’ = Zfil Pi09; € Eky(O), define additional notions of distances

ko
de(G',G) :== min Z 167y — ill2 (49)
TESk i
ko
dp(G’,G) := min Z |p§_(i) - pil- (50)
TSk 7

Notice that we denote dg to be a distance on © in Section 3. Here the dg with bold subscript is
on &, (0). These two notions of distance are pseudometrics on the space of measures &, (0), i.e.,
they share the same properties as a metric except that allow the distance between two different points
be zero. de(G’,G) focuses on the distance between atoms of two mixing measure; while dp(G’, G)
focuses on the mixing probabilities of the two mixing measures. It is clear that

Dn(G,G') > VNde(G,G') + dp(G, G"). (51)

We proceed to present minimax lower bounds for any sequence of estimators G, which are mea-
surable functions of X [1N], . ¢ [TV], where the sequence length are assumed to be equal for simplicity.

The minimax bounds are stated in terms of the aforementioned (pseudo-)metrics dp, and de, as well
as the usual metric Dy studied.

Theorem 8.6 (Minimax Lower Bound). In the following three bounds the infimum is taken for all G
measurable functions of X[lN], e ,X[’]”V].
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b)

n(Po.Poy )

W < 00. Moreover, suppose

Suppose there exists 0y € ©° and By > 0 such that lim sup
9—)90

there exists a set of distinct ko—1 points {60; }k“ L' c ©\{bo} satisfying ming<;<j<k,—1h(Pa,, Po,) >

0. Then

~ 1 Bo
inf sup Egm de(G,G) > C(By, k <7) ,
GeEry (©) GeEy, (©) ®" ro.xdo(C. C) (Bo, ko) vVmvVN

where C(Bo, ko) is a constant depending on By, ko and the probability family Py.

Let ko Z 2.
A 1

inf sup  Egm p; ydp(G,G) > C(ko)—,

GEERY(©) GEE, (O) ' m

where C(kg) is a constant depending on ko and the probability family Py.
Let ko > 2. Suppose the conditions of part (a) hold. Then,

inf sup  Egm pg, Dn(G,G) > C(Bo, ko)VN

< ! )% + C(ko) !
> — 0)—
GEELy (©) GEEy, (©) ’ VmVN m

Remark 8.7.  a) The condition that there exists a set of distinct ko — 1 points {6;}¥ 71 < ©\ {6y}

satisfying ming<;<j<w,—1h(Pp,, Pp;,) > 0 immediately follows from the injectivity of the map
0 — Py (recall that this condition is assumed throughout the paper).

The condition that there exists 8y € ©° and [y > 0 such that limsup % < oo holds for
0—}00

most probability kernels considered in practice. For example, it is satisfied with Gy = 1 for all
full rank exponential families of distribution in their canonical form as shown by Lemma E.3.
It can then be shown that this condition with 5y = 1 is also satisfied by full rank exponential
families in general form specified in Corollary 5.9. Notice that the same remark applies to the
condition in Lemma 8.3.

If conditions of Theorem 8.6 a) hold with Sy = 1, then

C
inf sup Egym de G G) >
GEEL, (©) Gesy, (©) ®" ro.ndo(C. ) 2 VmVN'

That is, the convergence rate of the best possible estimator for the worst scenario is at least

\/ﬁlﬁ. Recall that Theorem 6.2 implied that the convergence rate of the atoms is Op(4/ %),
which is obtained by replacing N,, with N in (39). It is worth noting that while the minimax rate
seems to match the posterior contraction rate of the atoms except for a logarithmic factor, such a
comparison is not very meaningful as pointwise posterior contraction bounds and minimax lower

bounds are generally not considered to be compatible. In particular, in the posterior contraction

Theorem 6.2, the truth Gy is fixed and the hidden constant Op(4/ M) depends on G, which
is clearly not the case in the above results obtained under the minimax framework. In short, we
do not claim that the Bayesian procedure described in Theorem 6.2 is optimal in the minimax
sense; nor do we claim that the bounds given in Theorem 8.6 are sharp (i.e., achievable by some
statistical procedure). O

43



9 Extensions and discussions

9.1 On compactness assumption

In Theorems 6.2 we impose that the parameter subset ©; is compact. This appears to be a strong
assumption, although it is a rather standard one for most theoretical investigations of parameter
estimation in finite mixture models (see [9, 32, 25, 26, 17, 47]). We surmise that in the context of
mixture models, it might not be possible to achieve the global parameter estimation rate without a
suitable constraint on the parameter space, such as compactness. In this subsection we clarify the
roles of the compactness condition within our approach and discuss possible alternatives to relax
compactness to boundedness.

The proof of Theorem 6.2 follows the basic structure of Lemma 6.5. To obtain the posterior
contraction rate to mixture densities and the posterior consistency w.r.t. Wj for general probability
kernel f(z|0), a global inverse bound Lemma 5.6 is applied (as an example, it follows that the posterior
contraction rate to mixture densities and Lemma 5.6 together imply the posterior consistency w.r.t.
W1). The compactness of ©7 is only used to establish Lemma 5.6. It might be possible to have a
posterior contraction result for the population density estimation and the posterior consistency result
without Lemma 5.6 (e.g. by an existence of test argument), but such an approach would require
additionally stronger and perhaps explicit knowledge of the kernel f(x]f), and thus is beyond the
scope of this paper.

The compactness of ©; is only used to guarantee Lemma 5.6, which is used in the posterior
contraction and consistency results mentioned above. It is possible to have a posterior contraction
result for the population density estimation and the posterior consistency result without Lemma 5.6
(e.g. by existence of test), but such an approach would require additionally stronger and perhaps
explicit knowledge of the kernel f(x|6).

In this subsection we provide a substitute to the compactness assumption in Lemma 5.6, which
removes the compactness assumption in Theorem 6.2. It is clear that © is required to be a bounded
set. The compactness assumption may be relaxed by the necessary boundedness assumption, provided
that an identifiability condition additionally holds. This can be seen by the following claim.

Lemma 9.1. Fiz Gy € &, (0°). Suppose © is bounded. Let ni(Go) be given by (24). Suppose there
exists ng > 1 such that for e >0

inf h(PG,nes PGono) > 0. 52
GEUkSkOEk(IG)n):W1(G,Go)>E (pG-, 0+ PGo, 0) ( )
Then
ko
h(Pa.n, Pay.n) = C(Go, ©)Wi(G,Go), VG € | Ex(O1), YN > ny(Go) V no,
k=1

provided n1(Go) V ng < 0o, where C(Go,0) > 0 is a constant that depends on Gy and ©.

Proof. In this proof we write ny for n1(Gg) . By the definition of ny, for any N > ny

V(Pa,~, Pay,n)

lim inf
GV‘—/}GO Dl(Gv GO)
GEEk,(O)

> 0. (53)

By Lemma 3.2 b) one may replace the D1(G, Gy) in the preceding display by W1 (G, Gyp). Fix Ny =
n1 V ng. Then there exists R > 0 depending on G such that

inf V(PG7N17PGO;N1)
GEBw, (Go,R\{Go}  Wi(G,Go)

>0, (54)
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where By, (Go, R) is the open ball in metric space (UZ”Zl Er(0), W) with center at Gy and radius R.

Here we used the fact that any sufficiently small open ball in (U:"Zl Er(0), W) with center in &, (O)
is in &k, (©). By assumption N > ng

h(P, P,
f (Pa,n, Pay,N)

> 0.
celUr | £.0)\Bw, (Go.R)  W1(G,Go)

Combining the last display with N = N; and (54) yields h(Pg n,, Pa.n,) > C(Go,©)W1i(G, Gy).
Observing h(Pg,n, Pa,,~n) increases with N, the proof is then complete. O

Despite the above possibilities for relaxing the compactness assumption on ©, we want to point
out that other assumptions may still implicitly require the compactness. For example, suppose that
kernel f takes the explicit form far(z|u, o), the density of univariate normal distribution with mean

p and standard deviation o. Then h(fa(x|p, 01), fv(2|p, 00)) = 1 — /28192 With 09 = 207,

oi+o3”
h(fa (x|, o1), far(z|p,02)) = 1 — \/% which can not be upper bounded Ly|oy — 01]% = Lyot®, a

quantity convergences to 0 when oq converges to 0. That is, the assumption (B2) cannot hold if ¢ is
not bounded away from 0, which excludes bounded intervals of the form (0, a).

9.2 Kernel F, is a location-scale mixture of Gaussian distributions

In Section 7.2 we demonstrated an application of Theorem 5.16 to obtain inverse bound (23) when
kernel Py is the location mixture of Gaussian distributions. It is of interest to extend Theorem 5.16 to
richer kernels often employed in practice. The local-scale mixture of Gaussian distributions represent
a salient example. Here, we shall discuss several technical difficulties that arise in such a pursuit.
The first difficulty is that in Theorem 5.16, the parameter space © is assumed to be a subset of an
Euclidean space obtained via a suitable (i.e., homeomorphic) parametrization. For the "location-scale
Gaussian mixture" kernel, such a parametrization is elusive.

Recall that the parameter set of a k-component location mixture of Gaussian distributions given
by (43) is © 1= {{(ms, ) Yooy« Sy mi = L # iy}, o1 © 1= {00 M, oy m = L # ) =
Er(R). To apply the result in Theorem 5.16 we parametrize the kernel and index it by parameters
in a subset of a suitable Euclidean space. In Section 7.2 we identify © or © by a subset © of
Euclidean space as in (42) by ranking p; in increasing order. This identification is a bijection and
moreover a homeomorphism. The properties of bijection and homeomorphism are necessary for the
reparametrization since we need convergence of the parameters in the reparametrization space is
equivalent to the convergence in the original parameter space ©. So the parametrization is suitable
for the application of Theorem 5.16. However this scheme is not straightforward to be generalized
to the case the atom space (space of p in this particular example) is more than one dimension as
discussed below.

For the case of k-component location-scale mixture of Gaussian distributions, the parameter set
is © = {Zle Ti0(p;,5,) Zle mi =1, (i, 04) # (1,05) and o; > 0} = E(R x Ry.). Similar to the
location mixture, one may attempt to reparametrize S by ranking (u;,0;) in the lexicographically
increasing order. While this reparametrization is a bijection, it is not a homeomorphism. To see
this, consider k¥ = 2 and Fy = %5(173) + %5(1,2) € O. The reparametrization of Fy is (%,1,2,1,3)
since (1,2) < (1,3) in the lexicographically order. Consider F,, = %5(1,%73) + %5(1+%72) and its
reparametrization is (3,1 — +,3,1+ 1,2). It is clear that Wy(F,,Fy) — 0 as n — oo but the
Euclidean distance of the corresponding reparametrized parameters does not. This issue underscore
one among many challenges that arise as we look at increasingly richer models that have already been
widely applied in numerous application domains.
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9.3 Other extensions

A direction of interest is the study of overfitted mixture models, i.e., the true number of mixture
components ky may be unknown and kg < k. As previous studies suggest, a stronger notion of iden-
tifiability such as second-order identifiability may play a fundamental role (see [27]). Observing that
(23) can also be viewed as uniform versions of (21) since they holds for any fixed G in a neighborhood

of Gy and any H i G, it would also be interesting to generalize Theorem 6.2 to a uniform result
beyond a fixed Gg. In addition, if Py is taken to a mixture distribution, what happens if this mixture
is also overfitted? We can expect a much richer range of parameter estimation behavior and more
complex roles m and N play in the rates of convergence.
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A Examples and Proofs for Section 3

Example A.1. Consider G1 = pldy, + pide, and Go = p3dp, + p3dy, € E2(O) with pi # p?. When N
is sufficiently large, Dy (G1,G2) = |pt — p}| + |p3 — P3|, a constant independent of N. But with dg
being Euclidean distance multiplied by v N

P
W3 (G1, Gz de) =min(qiz + ¢21) (\/Nﬂel - 92||2)

r1
= (VN6 = 6allz)" 5 (1p} = 31 + Iph — p3])

where g is a coupling as in (7). So

1 1/p
Wy(Ga. Gai do) = V01 = 6ul (0t~ 21+ b~ 22

which increases to oo when N — oco. Even though G and G share the set of atoms, W,(G1, Ga; de)
is still of order v/N. Thus, W,(G1,Ge;de) couples atoms and probabilities; in other words it does
not separate them in the way Dy does. O
Proof of Lemma 3.2. a) The proof is trivial and is therefore omitted.

b) Let G = E?lei&gi and G' = Zlepﬁg;. Let 7 be the optimal permutation that achieves
D1(G,G) = Zle (||97(1-) —0ill2 + |prciy — p;|) Let g be a coupling of the mixing probabilities p =
(p1,...,pk) and p" = (pi,...,p},) such that q,(;) ; = min{p,(;),p;} and then the remaining mass to be

. . k k
assigned is D . (Pr(i) — @r(i).i) = %Zi:l |Pr(iy — pi|- Thus,

E

k
1 .
)< Z Gr(.illOr @) — Oill2 + B Z [Py — pildiam(©)
=1

The proof for the case p # 1 proceeds in the same procedure.

¢) Consider any G, € &(0) and G, W Gy, and one may write G,, = Zlep?%? for n >
0 such that p? — p? and 67 — 6#9. Then when n is sufficiently large, G, € &,(01) for ©; =
U2, B(6?, 1), where B(6?, p) C RY is the open ball with center at 6 of radius p. Then by b) for large

79 2
n, W1(Gn, Go) < C(Go)D1(Gp, Go), which entails hmlnf %g“o)) > 0.
G*)Go
Ge&r(O)

Denote p" = (pf,...,pg) for n > 0. Let g, = (q})i jex) be a coupling between p” and p° such
that W1 (G, Go) = >, 41107 — 67|l2. Since 07 — 69, when n is large,

Wi(Gn, Go) Z%H@" 90H2>Z%H@"—@OHz—ZPJH@"—@OIIz (55)

Moreover, when n is large, [0 — 0%||2 > § mini<;ci< [|69 — 672 := $p for any o # 8. Thus when n
is large,

k
Wi(Gn,Go) = Y angllos — O3l > 5pd_ais = ged I — il (50)
=1

a#B a#B

where the last inequality follows from

k
1 .
PDLES IR SRS S DEAED o 2
j=1

7 coupling of p™ and p°
arB
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Combining (55) and (56), for sufficiently large n,

Gn7G0 ij||9n_90”2+ pZ|pJ _pJ

1
§m {mlnpg, }Z 07 — 90|2+|PJ |)

1 1
:5 min {memp%, Zp} Dl(Gn; G0)7
which entails hm inf WalG.Go) -

D1(G,Go)
G—>G

GEE(O)
d) Based on c¢), there exists ¢(Gy) > 0 such that for G € &, (©) satisfying W1 (G, Go) < ¢(Go):
Wi (G, Gy) > C1(Go) D1 (G, Gy). For G € &, (O) satisfying W1 (G, Go) > ¢(Go):

Wi(G,Go) _ _ clGo)
Dl(G, Go) - k0d1am(@) +1 '

B Additional examples and proofs for Section 4

B.1 Additional examples and proofs for Section 4.1

Example B.1 (Location gamma kernel). For gamma distribution with fixed o € (0,1)J(1,2) and
B > 0, consider its location family with density

ﬂa( _ )aflefﬁ(zfe)
I(a)

w.r.t. Lebesgue measure 4 on X = R. The parameter space is © = R. Observe that

[0l + a) — f(6o|0o)

lim =0
a—0+t a
and 0,0 0,0 o
lim f(0olbo —a) — f(6olb0) _ 5 lim a@—2e—Fe — oo
a—0+ a () a—0+

since @ < 2. Then for any z, f(z|0) as a function of 6 is not differentiable at §# = z. So it is not
identifiable in the first order as defined in [26]. However, this family does satisfy the ({6;}%_,, )

first-order identifiable definition with N' = Ule( i — p,0; + p) where p = imlmgzqgk |0; — 6,].
Indeed, observing that

0

sttt =

« :;) f(alo), v +a,

then (9a) become

k
0= Z (alﬂ - aij__el_ i) f(x]0;) for pu—a.e ze€R\N.

i=1

Without loss of generality, assume 61 < ... < 0. Then for p — a.e. x € (61,02)\N = [01 + p, 02 — p],
the above display become

a—1 g — @) Le—Blz—b1)
(alﬁ —al _— +b1> B 11)1(01) =0
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which implies a1 = by = 0 since a # 1. Repeating the above argument on interval (62,03), ... (0), 00)
shows a; = b; = 0 for any i € [k]. So this family is ({6;}%_,, ) first-order identifiable. Moreover, for
every z in R\N/, f(z]0) is continuously differentiable w.r.t. § in a neighborhood of 69 for i € [ko]. B

Lemma 4.2 b) for any Gy € &, (©) (12) holds. O

Proof of Lemma 4.2 b). Suppose the equation (12) is incorrect. Then there exists Gy, Hy € &, (©)
such that

Gy # Hy, vl
Gg,HgV—ViGO, as £ — 0o
V(Pg,,Pu,)

% — 0, as £ — oo.

We may relabel the atoms of Gy and H, such that G, = Zfil pioge, Hy = 0 25 ¢ with 0t nt — 609

and pf, ¢ — p? as £ — oo for any i € [kg]. With subsequences argument if necessary7 we may further

require
0

‘_
— a; € RY Pi

7T
Skl P e R VI<i<h, 57
Dy (o, Hy) PREND 0 (57)

where b; and the components of a; are in [—1,1] and Zko b; = 0. Moreover, Di(Gy,H;) =
E L (1165 = nfll2 + [pf — wf]) for sufficiently large ¢, which implies

]i}() k}()
> laill + > bl =1.
i=1 i=1
It then follows that at least one of a; is not 0 € R? or one of b; is not 0. On the other hand,

0— lim 2V (Pq,, Pu,)
{—00 Dl(Gg,Hg)

Z D1 Gz Hz + Zf x|nz Gz,He)

E

. 07) — f(=[n;)
> lim inf ozl L+ T
- /}2\./\/ {—r00 ;p D1 Gg Hg Zf |771 GZaHé)

/ Zp? TV f (2109 +fo|9
BN

where the second inequality follows from Fatou’s Lemma, and the last step follows from Lemma B.2
a). Then ZZ Pla) Vo f(x|69) + Zfil f(]|09)b; = 0 for u — a.e. x € X\N. Thus we find a nonzero
solution to (9a), (9b) with k, ; replaced by ko, 69.

However, the last statement contradicts with the definition of ({89}, /) first-order identifiable.

> lim
{— 00 X\N

p(de)

p(de)

p(dz),

O

Proof of Lemma 4.4. By Lemma 4.13 b) (a1, lz)l, ..., Qky, by ) 18 also a nonzero solution of the system
f equations (9a), (9b). Let af = a4/, d v = bs . Then d} and b
of equations (9a), (9b). Let a; = S sy avd b = S oy Then @ and &
satisfy Efil (llafll2 +[05]) = 1 and (pQal, ], .., P}, ak,, bl,) is also a nonzero solution of the system

of equations (9a), (9b) with k,6; replaced respectively by ko,0?. Let Gy = pfdse with pf = p? + b} ¢
and 0/ = 69 + fa} for 1 < i < ko. When ¢ is large, 0 < p! < 1 and 6! € © since 0 < p{ < 1 and
69 € ©°. Moreover, Zfil pt = 1 since Zfil b; = 0. Then Gy € &, (©) and Gy # Gy since at least one
of a/ or b} is nonzero. When ¢ is large D1 (Gy, Go) = S0, (16f — 6%|2 + [pf — p?]) = 4. Thus when ¢
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is large

ko
Z ffxw x"’ +Zb’ £(@l6)| u(dz). (58)

2V (P, Pay) _ /
D1(Gy, Go) X\ |

Since by condition ¢) when /£ is large

0, 1llaill 0
f(alff) — £(al6D)] _ | S0+ g o) = S| lailla 700
1/¢ 1/¢ llaill2
B k
the integrand of (58) is bounded by E 1/p (2|69, a;) + 20: b f(x|6?), which is inte-
i=1 Z (Hai/ZD?H2+|bi‘) i=1

grable w.r.t. to g on X\ V. Then by the dominated convergence theorem

o 2V (P Pay) :/
N

0) CF(2]69) _
M G Go) sz {a, Vo f(z]67) —i—Zb (2]6))| p(dx) = 0.

i=1 i=1
Thus V(Ps. P
limint Y FG:F60) _
GV‘—/}G Dl (Ga GO)
GEEL,(9)
and the proof is completed by (14). [l

Proof of Lemma 4.8. Tt suffices to prove (12) since (11) is a direct consequence of (12).

Without loss of generality, assume 6 < 69 < ... < 6) . Let N = Uk, (69 — p, 69 + p), where
p = Tminicicj<k, |0 — 69]. Notice that for z € R\N, f(x[f) as a function of 6 is continuously
dlfferentlable on (09 — p,09 + p) for each i € [ko).

Suppose (12) is not true. Proceed exactly the same as the proof of Lemma 4.2 b) except the last
paragraph to obtain a nonzero solution (pYa;,b; : i € [ko]) of (9a), (9b) with k, 6; replaced by kq, 6?.
For the uniform distribution family, one may argue that the nonzero solution has to satisfy

—pPa; /0 +b; =0 Vi€ [ko]. (59)

Indeed, start from the rightmost interval that intersects with the support from only one mixture
_ 0 0 0o _
component, for p—a.e. x € (07, _1,00 )\N = [0p, _1 + p,0p, — p]

0 Z (hass 100+ bustele) )

ko

(—plai/67 +b:) f(x]67)
=1

( pkoako/eko + bko) /9k07

which implies —p{ ax, /0 + br, = 0. Repeat the above argument on interval (67 _,, 0 _), ...,
(69,69), (0,69) and (59) is established.

Combining (59) with the fact that some of the a; or b; is non-zero, it follows that |a| > 0 for
some a € [ko]. When / is sufficiently large, 6, ¢ € (69 — p,09 + p). For sufficiently large ¢

2V(PG[, PH@)
D:(Gy¢, Hy)
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1 ma‘x{efw”]fx}
=D (G, 1Y) Tr)— x)| dx
—Dl(GfaHé) /min{%,ng} |pGl( ) le( )|

max £ k k
0 1 / amad i nf1(05 < nf) +pi1 (05 >na) . N~ PL_ z“: | g
D1(Ge, He) Jmingor nt} max{0g, 76} imatl : i=atl n;

(2)_|08 — mal
D1 (G, Hy)

k
7t 1(0Y, < nb) + ph1(04 > nb) ~opt ZD U
max{0%,n%} i=a+1 0; imat1 'l

0
p
_>|a’0¢|9_g > 07
a

where the step () follows from carefully examining the support of f(z|6), the step (xx) follows from
the integrand is a constant, and the last step follows from (57). The last display contradicts with the

choice of Gy, Hy, which satisfies % — 0. O

Proof of Lemma 4.10. (a): inverse bound (11) holds
Without loss of generality, assume &) < &9 < ... <& . Let N = Ufil{ff} Notice that for z € R\N,
f(x|0) as a function of 0 is differentiable at 69 = (£9,00) for each i € [ko].

Suppose (11) is not true. Proceed exactly the same as the proof of Lemma 4.2 a) except the
last paragraph to obtain a nonzero solution (p?a;,b; : i € [ko]) of (9a), (9b) with k,6; replaced by
ko,609. Write the two-dimensional vector a; as a; = (al(g),az(-a)). For the location-scale exponential
distribution, one may argue that the nonzero solution has to satisfy

al” =0, pYal® /0% +b; =0, Vie [ko. (60)
Indeed, let Ufil{ﬁg} = {&,&, ..., &, } with & < & < ... < &, where k’ is the number of distinct
elements. Define I'(§) = {i € [ko] : £&) = £}. Then for p — a.e. z € R\N

ko
Z pz alvv(fo)f(‘rk-z? z)>+bf(x|§z7 z))
Y

Z

Z pz alav(£a)f(x|§y z)>+bf(x|§y 7,))
er'(

K é.0
-y (el 25+ el =52 10 f0lE o)

J=1 i€l'(g}) o (07)?

Start from the leftmost interval that intersects with the support from only one mixture component,

for p—a.e. x € (&,&)\N = (&,&),

o _5?_0—10
S (0l s 4t IS ) ol o)

o
Il

2
iGI'(éi) Uz (Ui )
o 510_0'1‘0 5 x
_Z(pgga @8 = Y e () exp ()
X Uz (07) Uz 0,
i€l (&7)

Since o for i € I'(&}) are all distinct, by Lemma B.3 a)
al”) =0, p?agg)/cf? +b;=0, Viel(&).

2

Repeat the above argument on interval (£5,&5), ..., (& _1.&w), (€1, 00) and (60) is established.
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Since at least one of a; or b; is not zero, from (60) it is clear that at least one of {b;}*  is not
©

4

zero. Then by Zfil b; = 0 at least one of b; is positive. By (60) at least one of a

Let a € arg max al(-g). That is agf) is a largest negative one among {al(-g)}ie[ko}. Let p =

i€{j€lko]:al® <0}

is negative.

I mini<icj<w € — €:| to be half of the smallest distance among different {&/}% . By subsequence
argument if necessary, we require for any i € [ko|, & € (€9 — p, &2 + p).

Let I(a) = {i € [ko]|€) = £} to be the set of indices for those sharing the same &2 as €. We
now consider subsequences such that ¢/ for i € I(«) satisfies finer properties as follows. Divide the

index set I(«) into three subsets, J(«a) := {i € I(oz)|az(-§) = a((f)}, Je(a) :={i e I(oz)|az(-£) < a((f)} and
Jo(a) == {i € I()|a!¥ > a{’}. Note J(a) is the index set for those sharing the same £ as €0 and
Z(g) as a((f) (so their al@)

Js () corresponds for indices i for which £? = ¢2 and a

sharing the same a are also largest negative ones among {agg)}ie[ko]), while

©)

i

> 0, and J<(a) corresponds for indices ¢

for which & = ¢Y and al(-g) < a((f). To be clear, the two subsets J., and Js, may be empty, but J,
is non-empty by our definition.
For any i € J<(a), j € J(a)

g5 — €
D1(Gy, Go)

-6 . .©

_ 5 Sa (6)
< ay’
DI(GE;GO) ! ¢

Then for large ¢, & < §f for any i € J<(a) and j € J(«). Similarly for large ¢, §f < & for any
j € J(a) and k € Js(«). Thus by subsequence argument if necessary, we require §f additionally
satisfy the conditions specified in the last two sentences for all £.

Consider max ;¢ (o){£5} and there exists @ € J() such that £ = max;e j(q){&}} for infinitely
many ¢ since J(a) has finite cardinality. By subsequence argument if necessary, we require ¢4 =
maxjeJ(a){gf} for all £. Moreover, since a3 = a$, < 0 we may further require &5 < €9 for all £. Finally,
for each k € J- («) such that a,(f) > 0, we may further require §f; > ¢Y for all £ by subsequences. To
sum up, {£} for i € I(a) satisfies:

gh<el <&, v, YieJ(a)UJ(@)

&> gL, Ve, VieJs(a) . (61)
e >0, VO, Vi € Js(a) and a'® >0
Let £ = min min £ €0 % with the convention that the minimum over an empty set
iG{jGI(a):a]@):O}

is 0o. Then & < &) and & — &5. Moreover, by property (61), £ > ¢5. Thus on (¢5,£%), 1) for any
i > maxI(a), f(2léf,07) = 0= f(z|§), 0f) since &, &) > € > &5 2) for i € Jx(a), f(z[¢f,0f) =0
due to & > €* due to (61); 3) for i € I(a), f(x]€?,0Y) =0 since £) = €2 > £°. Then

2V(PG[, PGO)
D1 (G4, Go)

1 &
> xr) — X d.’II
> 5 G /% 1P, (2) — P (@)

1 ¢ )1 x—gt
_4D1(Gg, GO) /gf; Z pzp exp (_ Ug >

ieJ< (@)U J(a) ’ ’

1 r— & 1 r—§
+ Z <pf? exXp <—7) — p?E exXp <—T dx. (62)

i<min I () i v v
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Denote the integrand (including the absolute value) in the preceding display by Ay(z). Then as a
function on [€Y — p, £9], As(z) converges uniformly to

r— £0
Z p?% exp (— 00€a> := B(x).

i€Jc(@UJ(a) ° g

Since B(z) is positive and continuous on compact interval [¢0 — p, 2], for large £
[Ae(z) = B(z)| < B(z), V€& —p.&al,
which yields
1 0o L 0 0
Aé(x) 2 §B(‘T) 2 p&ﬁ? Vz € [ga_paga]'

Plug the preceding display into (62), one obtains for large ¢,

2V(PG27PG0) 1 /E 1 0 1
> —dx
D1(Gy,Go) — Di(Gr, Go) Joo 27950

_( £ —& & -¢& )101
= ipd_g‘

Dl(Gl;GO) a DI(GE;GO) g
1,1
—(—al® — 0)57%—5 >0 (63)

where the convergence in the last step is due to (15). (63) contradicts with the choice of Gy, which

. V(Pa,,Pay)
satisfies D1(C1.Go) — 0.

(b): inverse bound (12) does not hold

Recall © = R x (0,00). Consider Gy = Zf“lp%(go 00y € Eke(©) with & =&, o% #£ 09 and
pY/o) = pg/ag Denote ¢ = p1/01 > 0. Consider Gg = plé(gz o0) +p25( 9,00) Zfig P?é(gg,ag) with

pi =P+ 2+2¢ 7 =8- 2+2¢ 7 and p§ = p§ — 2+2¢ 7. Consider H, = 25(55703) +Z§il,i7&2 P%(gg,og)

with §2 = 5 . Tt is clear that when ¢ is large, Gy, H; € &, (©) and Gy, Hy — Go. Moreover, when /¢ is

large, D1(Gy, Hy) = 1/¢ since &9 = £9. Then

(Ge, Hy

m_f/hﬁ x|§1,01)+p2f(x|§1,02) pl ($|§1702) pzf($|§1702 |d$ (64)

since €9 = €9 and & = ¢{. Denote the integrand in (64) (including the absolute value) by A,(z). By
definition of f(z|¢, o) for location-scale exponential distribution, A¢(x) = 0 on (—oo, &Y).

_ae—gf o _ €] _=—cf o _@=8?
0 0 0 0 .
On (€4,€9), Ag(x) = |Be ¥ —22e 8 | converges to B(z) := |Ze 7 —22e¢ <8 | uni-
o1 o3 91 2
formly. Then
&l
limsup ¢ Ay(x)dx
¢ 31

3
<limsup é/ B(z)dz 4 limsup £(£ — &) sup |Ag(x) — B(x)]
‘ & ¢ we (€l

I L 1 /El B(x)d
=lim sup x)dx
22w —¢f
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— 1 0
55 BE)

=0, (65)

where the first equality follows by second fundamental theorem of calculus, and the last step follows
by pY/o? = p3/a3.

0 71-75{ ¢ 7:1:7{(1) 0 71-751 0 z—g{
On (€9, 00), Ay(x) = %e 7 4 %e 8 —Be of p—2€ 2 |. Then on (£9,00),
1 2
ng(:v)
0 w—gt z—gf 0 0o =& 0 0 =& 0 _x-gf w—gt
—y p1 [~ - Py —Pi ——o- , Py — Py ——qt pz " -
=t|—= e i —e 1 —+ 5 e 1+ 5 e 2 —0 2 —e 2
01 o1 03 O3
z—g0 _ 0 o e0 _ .0
p(l) S | 1 P 1 - 0 1 7” &1 U | 1
—|——=¢ T 3 + —e¢ - ¢ +_0 = 20921 2
g1 012+2w 2+2'l/10'1 2+2'l/10'2 09y 22+21/1
=0

0 0
where the last step follows by £ = L2 = ¢. It is easy to find an envelope function of £A,(x) that is
1 2

integrable on (£, 00) and thus by the dominated convergence theorem,

lim ¢ Ag(x)dz = 0. (66)
The conclusion then follows from (64), (65) and (66). O

Proof of Lemma 4.11. Take f(z) = max;e (ko) f(x)\/f(x]69). Then f(x) is p-integrable by Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Moreover for any i € [ko] and any 0 < A < g

I (x]6 +aild) - f(2]67)] f@) p—ae zeX

A
Then by Lemma 4.13 b) (a1,b1,...,ak,,bk,) is a nonzero solution of the system of equations (9a),
(9b).
Let a} = a1/p] db, = 2 Then a}, b} satisfy 31, (f|a}]l2 +[b]) =
T TR 1(las/ 2Tz 10} and b = S o) e o by satisty iz (flaifla + [bil)
and (pYay, by, ..., pR, aj,, by, ) is also a nonzero solution of (9a), (9b) with k,6; replaced respectively

by ko, 0. Let Gy = pféef with pf = p? + bé% and 0¢ = 09 + %aé for 1 < i < ky. When ¢ is
large, 0 < p! < 1 and 6! € O since 0 < p? < 1 and 69 € ©°. Moreover, Zfilpf = 1 since
S %0 b, = 0. Then Gy € &, (O) and Gy # Gy since at least one of aj or b} is nonzero. When /¢ is large

i=1"1

D1 (G, Gy) = Efil (H6‘f —09|2 + |pt —p?|) = %. Thus when ¢ is large

2h2 (Pg,Z , Pay)
D3(Gy, Gy)

-
“Jon

The integrand of the last integral is bounded by

paG, (‘T) — PGy (‘T) 1
Di(Ge,Go)  \/pa, () + \/pa, (@)

(Z fowe x|6‘0 +Zb’ w|90> Y :

baG, (JJ) + \/pGO (‘T)

p(d)

p(dz).

ko

3:|9€ f(z |90
—\/f |9O
V]0?) o 1 Y

56

Py



2 Ko 1o
<2ko pz (£16) — F@lBR) |, o G024 1g0
; p 1/é>< f(]69) 0; 0 f(x]67)
1/]9? ) ) .
=2 x) + 2ko 6)
o;zz( 01 (lai/p?l2 + [bi]) Z; ? (0;

which is integrable w.r.t. to g on S\N. Here the last inequalities follows from

F(a)6? + leilz g Ay £(2109) lla}ll2

o ||a 2% ill2 7
- ) < Yl

f(l07) — f(=]67)
1/ / f(x]67)

Then by the dominated convergence theorem

li 2h2(PGz(x)7PGo(x))
1m
£— o0 D2(G27 GO)

1
a %)) v, f(2]0?) | ———
LW<ZE1NM| +Z '>2mm>

=0.

2
p(dz)

The proof is completed by (14). O

B.2 Proofs for Section 4.2

Proof of Lemma 4.13. a) For = € X\N, Vof(z|0:) = g(6;)Vef(x|0:) + f(x|0:)Veg(x|6;). Then
(61,51, .. ,dk,i)k) is a solution of (9a) with f replaced by f if and only if (a1,b1,...,ak,bg) with
a; = g(0;)a; and b; = (a;, Vog(6s)) + big(6;) is a solution of (9a). We can write @; = a;/g(;) and
bi = (b — (ai, Veg(6:))/9(0:))/9(0;). Thus (a1, by, ..., ax,by) is zero if and only if (ay, by, ..., ax, by)
is zero.

b) Under the conditions, by dominated convergence theorem

=0.
0=0;

f(w|9)du>

/ (ai, Vo f(x]0;)) du = <ai, Vo
X\NV

DN

where the last step follows from p(N) = 0 and the fact that f(z|0) is a density with respect to pu.
Thus for (ay, by, ..., a,b) any solution of (9a),

k
;bi:/w; {ai, Vo (l0:)) + bif (]6:)) dpu = 0.

So (ai,b1,...,ar,by) is also a solution of the system (9a),(9b). .
It remains to show (19) is equivalent to the same conditions on f. Suppose (19) is true. Then
there exists small enough %(6;, a;) < v(6;,a;) such that for 0 < A < ¥(6;,a;)

Vma+mm—fma>

A

‘f($|9i + aii) = )] | 'g(oi : aii) st f(x]6:)
<C(9,0;,ai, 703, 0:))(f (2|05, i) + f(x]6;)) p—ae X

and thus one can take u-integrable fi(x|0;, a;) = C(g, 0, ai, 7(0:,a;))(f(z]0;, a;)+ f (2]60;)). The reverse
direction follows similarly.
¢) It is a direct consequence from parts a) and b). O

<g(0; + a;A)
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Proof of Lemma 4.15. Notice that f(z|f) is continuously differentiable at every § € ©° when fixing
any z € X. By Lemma B.4 and Lemma 4.13 ¢), (9a) has the same solutions as the system (9a),(9b).

It is obvious that a) implies b) and that ¢) implies d). That a) implies c¢) and that b) implies d)
follow from V (pa, pa,) < V2h(pa,pa,)- €) implies a) follows from Lemma 4.2 b). It remains to prove
d) implies e).

Suppose d) holds and the system of equations (9a), (9b) with &, 6; replaced respectively by ko, 69
has a nonzero solution (a1, b1, ..., ak,, bk, ). By Lemma B.4, the condition d) of Lemma 4.11 is satisfied
with 7o = minge(, (69, a;) and f(2) = max;e(k,) f(x]6?, a;). Thus by Lemma 4.11, d) does not hold.
This is a contradiction and thus d) implies e). O

Proof of Lemma 4.16. Consider f(x|n) := f(x]6) to be the same kernel but under the new parameter
n =n(0#). Note {f(z|n)},co with = :=n(©) is the canonical parametrization of the same exponential

family. Write n? = n(6?). Since .J,,(0) = (gg—:;(@))ij exists at 09 and at those points,

Vof(2l69) = (J,(09) " Vo f(aln?), Vi€ ko]

and thus
ko k()

S (e, Vor (00 +bif (109) = S ((74(00)as, Oy flali?)) + bifala)) - (67)

i=1 i=1

Then (9a), (9b) with k, 6; replaced respectively by ko, 0 has only the zero solution if and only if (9a),
(9b) with k, 0;, f replaced respectively by ko,7n?, f has only the zero solution.
Suppose that (a1, bi,...,ax,,bx,) is a solution of (9a) with k,0; replaced respectively by ko, 69.

Then by (67) (a1, b1, .., @k, bry) With @ = J,(%)as, b; = b; is a solution of (9a) with k, 6;, f replaced
respectively by ko, n?, f. Then by Lemma 4.15, it necessarily has Efil b; = Efil b; = 0. That is,
(a1,b1,...,ak,,bi,) is a solution of the system of equations (9a), (9b) with k, 6; replaced respectively
by ko,0Y. As a result, with k,6; replaced respectively by ko, 6%, (9a) has the same solutions as the
system (9a),(9b).

The rest of the proof is completed by appealing to Lemma 5.7 and Lemma 4.15. [l

B.3 Auxiliary lemmas for Section B.1

Lemma B.2. Consider g(x) on R? is a function with its gradient Vg(x) existing in a neighborhood
of xo and with Vg(x) continuous at x.

a) Then when x — xg and y — o
l9(x) — g(y) — (Vg(x0), z — y)| = o([|z — y||2).

b) If in addition, the Hessian V2g(x) is continuous in a neighborhood of xo. Then for any x,y in
a closed ball B of xq contained in that neighborhood,

l9(x) — g(y) — (Vg(x0), x — y)|
1,1
S/o /0 1V2g(z0 + s(y + t(x — y) — x0))||2dsdt ||z — y|2 max{||z — zol|2, ||y — zo|2}

« T I

1<i,j<d

|z — ylle max{|lz — zoll2, [|[y — zol[2}

32
sz(zo + sy +t(x —y) — x0))| dsdtx

Moreover

l9(z) = 9(y) = (Vg(wo), & = y)| < Lllw - ylla max{[|z — woll2, [ly — zol|2}-
where L = sup, ¢ g [|VZg(x)|]2 < co.

58



Lemma B.3. Let k be a positive integer, by < ... < by be a sequence of real numbers and let j1 be the
Lebesgue measure on R.

a) Let {hi(z)}¥_, be a sequence of polynomials. Consider any nonempty interval I. Then

k
Zhi(:zr)eb”” =0 p—aexel

i=1
implies h;(z) =0 for any i € [k].
b) Let {hi(x)}s | be a sequence of functions, where each is of the form Z;n:ll a;x7, i.e. a finite

linear combination of power functions. Let {g;(x)}%_, be another sequence of such functions.
Consider any nonempty interval I C (0,00). Then

k

Z(hi(x) +gi(z)In(x))e"* =0 p—ae xel
i=1

implies when x # 0 hi(z) =0 and g;(x) =0 for any i € [k].

Lemma B.4. Let f(x|0) be the density of a full rank exponential family in canonical form specified
as in Lemma 4.15. Then for any 0 € ©° and a € R? there exists v(0,a) > 0 such that for any
0 <A<y a),

< f(]0,a) VzeS={x|f(x]0) >0}

}f(ww +al) — f(a]6)

A/ f(z]0)

with [ f?(2|0,a)dp < 0o and

’f(x|9+ai) - f(17|9)‘ < f(z|#,a) VreX

with [ f(x]0,a)dp < co. Here y(0,a), f(x|0,a) and f(x|0,a) depend on 6 and a.

C Proofs, additional lemmas and calculation details for Section
5

This section contains all proofs for Section 5 except that of Theorem 5.8, Theorem 5.16. The proofs
of Theorem 5.8 and Theorem 5.16 occupy the bulk of the paper and will be presented in Section D.
This section also contains additional lemmas on the invariance of different parametrizations and on
determinant of a type of generalized Vandermonde matrices, and contains calculation details for
Examples 5.11 and 5.13.

C.1 Proofs for Section 5.1 and Corollary 5.9

Proof of Lemma 5.5. In this proof we write ny and N; for ni(Go) and N;(Gp) respectively. By
Lemma 5.1 b), n; = N; < oo. For each N > 1, there exists Ry(Go) > 0 such that for any
G e 5k0 (@)\{Go} and Wy (G, Go) < RN(G())

V(Pen,Pagn) 1 .. . . V(Pan,PaynN)
— 2= > — liminf ———————"—~ 68
DN(G,GQ) -2 GVK}GO DN(G,G()) ( )
GEEL, ()
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Take ¢(Go, No) = 1<m5}v Ri(Gp) > 0. Moreover, by the definition (25) for any N > N;,
St No

liminf (LGN Pao.v) > inf liminf V(Pe.n, Fo,.v)

¢ a, Dy (G, Go) N=N, ¢Wig, Dy (G, Go)
GEEL,(9) GEEky(O)

> 0.

Combining the last two displays completes the proof with

1 V(Pa.n, P,
C(Go) == inf liminf V(Fe,n: PeoN)
NN, Mg,  Dn(G,Go)
Geé‘ko(@)

O

Proof of Lemma 5.6. In this proof we write nq,ng for n1(Go), no(Go, Ur<k,Ex(O1)) respectively. By
the definition of nq, for any N > n,

V(Pa,n, Pay,n)
D (G, Go)

lim inf
a"a,
GGS;CO ((‘“)1)

> 0. (69)

By Lemma 3.2 b) one may replace the Di(G,Gy) in the preceding display by Wi (G, Gy). Fix
N7 = n1 Vng. Then there exists R > 0 depending on G such that

inf V(PG7N17PG01N1)
GEBw, (Go,R)\{Go} Wi (G, Gy)

>0, (70)

where By, (Go, R) is the open ball in metric space ( :0:1 Er(01), W1) with center at Gy and radius
R. Here we used the fact that any sufficiently small open ball in (UZ[’:1 Er(01),W7) with center in
&go (@1) is in &go (@1)

Notice that U:o:l Er(©1) is compact under the Wi metric if ©1 is compact. By the assumption
that the map 6 — P is continuous, Lemma C.3 and the triangle inequality of total variation distance,

V(Pa.n, Pa, n) with domain (UZ[’:1 Er(©1),W7) is a continuous function of G for each N. Then
G~ % is a continuous map on ;% | & (01)\{Go} for each N. Moreover % is

positive on the compact set UIZO:l EL(©1)\Bw, (Go, R) provided N > ng. As a result for each N > ng

V(Pa,n, Pay,n)

min > 0.
GeUro , £u(0)\Bw, (Go.)  Wi(G,Go)
Combining the last display with N1 = nq V ng and (70) yields
V(Pa,ny; Pan,) 2 C(Go, 01)W1(G, Go), (71)

where C(Gp, 1) is a constant depending on Go and ©;. Observing that V(Pg N, Pg, n) increases
with N, the proof is then complete. O

Proof of Lemma 5.7. 1t’s easy to see when @ is a sufficiently small neighborhood of 69,
QI(Tg (9N 2) 710 = 02112 < [l9(8) — g(67) |2 < 2| Ty(67)]2]10 — 67]|2-
Then when G is in a small neighborhood of Gy under Wy

(2 max |[(Jy(67) 7" 2 +1) 7" D (G, Go) <Dn(G", Gg)

1<i<kg
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< ¢ .

<(2 max [|Jy()]2 +1)Dn (G, Go)
Moreover V (Pgn n, PGQ.,N) =V (Pg N, Pg,,n). Denote the left side and right side of (28) respectively
by L and R. Then L < C(Go)R and L > ¢(Go)R with

C(Go) =2 max [[(Jp(09) "2+ 1, e(Go) = (2, max |Jy(6)2+ 1)

The other equation in the statement follows similarly. O

Proof of Corollary 5.9. Consider f(x|n) := f(x]0) be the same kernel but under the new parameter
n =n(0#). Note {f(z|n)},ez with E := n(©) is the canonical parametrization of the same exponential

family. Write 0 = 7(69). The proof is then completed by applying Lemma 5.8 to f(x|n) and then by
applying Lemma 5.7. O

C.2 Auxiliary lemmas for Section C.1

Lemma C.1 (Lack of identifiability). Fiz Gy = Zfil p?59g € &k (0). Suppose Zfil biPgpo =0 has a

nonzero solution (by,...,b,), where the 0 is the zero measure on X. Then
Pq, P
limint L@ P60 _ (72)
GM—/} Go D1 (G7 GO)
GEEky(O)

Lemma C.2. Suppose the same conditions in Corollary 4.6 hold. Then for any a € R?, for each
i € [ko|, and for any 0 < A < 4(6?,a),

Hj'v:1 f(2;100 + aA) — H;V:I f(x;109)

N
X < fa(z]69,a,N), ®u—a.e.i(m1,...,xjv)

where fa(%]0%,a, N) satisfies

N N
. 7 =100 o . 7 =100
Jim /xN fA(l“I@i,a,N)d@u—/xN i Fa (169, a, N)d &) .

Lemma C.3. For any G = Efilplﬁgi and G' = Zfil e

1<i<kq 24

1=

ko
1
V(Pa,n,Por n) SmTin (\/ 2N max h (Pgi,Pg/T(i)) +35 Z Di —plr(i) ) )

1<i<kg

ko
. 1
V(Pa.n,Po' N) §mT1n (N max V (Pgi,Pglm_)) + 5 Z Di —plf(i) ) )

=
where the minimum is taken over all T in the permutation group Sk, -

Proof. The proof is similar as that of Lemma 8.2. O

C.3 Identifiability of Bernoulli kernel in Example 5.11

In this section we prove ng(G,Up<i&e(©)) = 2k — 1 for any G € &£;,(©) for the Bernoulli kernels in
Example 5.11. (Note: The authors find a proof of this result in the technical report [13, Lemma 3.1
and Theorem 3.1] after preparation of this manuscript. Since technical report [13] is difficult to be
found online, the proof given below is different from the technical report and will be presented for
completeness.)
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For any G € &(O), there are 2k — 1 parameters to determine it. f,(z1,...,2,) has effective n
equations for different value (x1,...,x,) since Z?Zl x; can takes n+ 1 values and f, is a probability
density. Thus to have Pg , strictly identifiable for G € &,(0), a necessary condition is that n > 2k —1
for almost all G under Lebesgue. In fact, in Lemma C.4 part e) it is established that for any n < 2k—2
for any G € &(©) there exist infinitely many G’ € £,(0)\{Go} such that P ,, = Pg,,, which implies
no(G,UgSkgg(G)) >2k—1for all G € gk(@)

Let us now verify that ng(G, U<k &(0)) = 2k — 1 for any G € &,(O). In the following n = 2k — 1.
For any G = Zlepi&,i and consider G’ = Zlep’i%; € Ule Ex(©) such that per n, = pe.n. Notice
that G’ € Ule &1 (©) means that it is possible some of p} is zero. pgs . = pg n implies

sz NI (1 —65) Zpl N (1—-0,)"7 =0 Vj=0,1,---,n. (73)

Notice that the above system of equations does not include the constraint Ele p, = 1 since it is
redundant: by multiplying both sides of the equation j by (7;) and summing up, we obtain Zle P =
Ele p; = 1. (In fact, in the above system of equations the equation with j = n (or arbitrary j) can
be replaced by Zle p,=1.)

We now show that the only solution is G’ = G, beginning with the following simple observation.

Notice that for a set {&}?%, of 2k distinct elements in (0, 1), the system of linear equations of y =
(Y1, ..., yr) with ¥ < 2k:

Zyi(&)j(l—éi)"—j -0 Yj=0,1,...,n=2k—1

has only the zero solution since by setting §; = (1 — &)™y, the system of equations of §:

J
Zyl<1_ ) =0 Vj=0,1,...,n

has its coefficients of the ﬁrst k' equations forming a non-singular Vandermonde matrix.

If some 6; is not in {6" 1, then by the observation in last paragraph p; = 0, which contradicts
with G € &x(O). As a result, {0/}, = {6;}}_,. Suppose 6] = 6; for i € [k]. Then the system of
equations (73) become

k
S @, —p) @) (1-6)"T =0 Vji=0,1,....n

i=1
Applying the observation from last paragraph again yields pzi = p,; for i € [k]. That is, the only
solution of (73) is G’ = G. Thus no(G,Ur<x&(O)) < 2k — 1, which together with the fact that
nO(G, Uzgkgg(@)) > 2k — 1 yield no(G, Uzgkgz(@)) =2k — 1 for any G € 8k(@)
Part e) of the first lemma and d) of the second lemma below are used in the preceding analysis of
example on Bernoulli kernel.

Lemma C.4. a) Let n1,n9,...,m2r be 2k distinct real numbers. Let n < 2k — 2. Then the system
of n+ 1 linear equations of (y1,y2, ..., Y2k)
2k

Zymi =0 Vje[nu{0} (74)

i=1
has all the solutions given by

n+1

Z qu W Vie[n+1] (75)

q=n+2 Z;ﬁl
{=1

62



f07" any Yn+2,---, Y2k € R.

b) For any 0 < Mky1 < Mo < ... < Mo and for any positive Ygi1,Yk+2, .- -, Y2k, there exists
infinitely many n1,n2, ..., Mk satisfying

Metio1 < i < Mitiy, Jor2<i<k, and 0 <m < ng41 and
2k—1

Yi = —Y2k H M Vk+1<i<2k-—1.
ok (1 —ne)
=1
¢) For any 0 < Mgy1 < Meyo < ... < Mo and for any positive Yri1,Ygt2,-- -, Y2k, the system of
equations of (Y1, .-, Yky My« -« k)
2k _
> Tyl =0 Vje2k—2]U{0}
i=1
Yy, <0 Vielk] (76)
m € (0,m+1)s M € (Mhrim1,Mk+i) V2<i<k (77)

has infinitely many solutions.
d) If Pg.n = Por pn for some positive integer n, then Pg m = Pgrm for any integer 1 < m < n.

e) Consider the kernel specified in Example 5.11. For any G € Ex(©) and for any n < 2k — 2,
there exists infinitely many G' € Ey(O) such that P, = Pg/n. In particular, this shows
no(G,Ur<&e(©)) > 2k — 1 for any G € £,(O).

Proof of Lemma C.4. a) By Lagrange interpolation formula over n1,n2,. . .,n+1,

n+1 n+1
j j L= .
55]2277;71_[7( — ), Vj € [n)U{0}, Vz € R.
=1 1 (i —ne)
=1

In particular, for any n + 2 < ¢ < 2k,

N T e =)
ngIZE:ng.H . , Vjenju{ol
= e ()
(=1

Plugging the above identity into (74), it is clear that the y; specified in (75) are solutions of (74).
Notice that the coefficient matrix of (74) is A = (1)) jefmufoy.ici2r] € R™THY > has rank n + 1 since
the submatrix consisting the first n + 1 columns form a non-singular Vandermonde matrix. Thus all
the solutions of (74) form a subspace of R?* of dimension 2k — (n + 1), which implies (75) are all the
solutions.

b) Let a > 0. Consider a polynomial g(x) such that g(0) = (—1)**'a, g(n2) = —-L, and for

Y2k
2k—1

E+1<i<2k—1,g(m) = yi 11 % Then this k+ 1 points determines uniquely a polynomial
T ;

t=k+1
g(x) with degree at most k. By our construction, g(x) satisfies

2k—1
vig(ni) = —yarg(mar) | M, Ve+1<i<2k-1 (78)
ok (0i — 1e)
l=k+1
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Moreover, noticing that g(n;) > 0 for ¢ odd integer between k + 1 and 2k, and g(n;) < 0 for i even
integer between k+1 and 2k. Then there must exist 11 € (0, mx4+1) and 1; € (Mgri—1, Mts) for 2 <@ < k
such that g(n;) = 0. Then g(x) = beZl(x — ;) where b < 0,771,792, ...,n; are constants that depend
ON @y N1y -+ s N2ks Ykt 1y - - - » Y2i- Plug gla) = beZl(w — ;) into (78) shows that (n1,7n2,...,m%) is a
solution for the system of equations in the statement. By changing value of a, we get infinitely many
solutions.

c)

First, we apply part a) with n = 2k — 2: for any 2k distinct real numbers 7y, ..., 72, the system
of linear equations of (x1,..., %)

2k
> wmnl =0 Vje[2k-2]u{0}
=1
has a solution
= (772k - 772)
Ti = —Y2k H ——— Vie[2k—1],
(M — me)
0£i
(=1

where we have specified zap, = yoi.-

Next, for the ng41,...,7m2k given in the lemma’s statement, by part b) we can choose 71, ..., 7
that satisfy the requirements there. Accordingly, x; = y; for k+1 < i < 2k. Moreover, it follows from
the ranking of {n;}?*, that x; < 0 for any i € [k]. Thus (z1,...,2k,M,...,Mk) is a solution of the
system of equations in the statement. The infinite many solutions conclusion follows since there are
infinitely many (n1,...,nr) by part b).

d) Pgn—1 = Pgrn—1 follows immediately from for any A € A"~1, the product sigma-algebra on
xnfl7

Pg)n_l(A) = PGJZ(A X :f) = PG/)n(A X :{) = Pglm_l(A).
Repeating this procedure inductively and the conclusion follows.
By part d) it suffices to prove that n = 2k — 2. Write G = Zle pidp, with 01 < Oy < ... < 0.

Consider any G’ = Elep’i%; € &(0©) with 0] < 605 < ... <0, such that Pg,, = Pg' . Pon =Porn
forn =2k —2is

k k
DB (-6 2 = i) (1672 Wi =01, 2k -2, (79)

i=1 i=1
0<0]<...<0,<1,p,>0,Vielk] (80)

Note the system of equations (79) automatically implies Zle i = Zle pi = 1. Let y; = —pl(1 —
022 n; = 0./(1 —0)) for i € [k] and let yrpri = pi(1 — 0;)%* 72, mrys = 6;/(1 — 6;). Then 4y <
M2 < ...<mngpand y; >0 for k+1 <i<2k. Then (p},...,p},01,...,0}) is a solution of (79), (80)
if and only if the corresponding (y1,...,y%, M,---,nk) is the solution of

2k
> yinl =0, Vje[2k—2]u{0}.
i=1

O0<m <...<ng,yi <0, V’LE[k]

By part ¢), the system of equations in last display has infinitely many solutions additionally satisfying
(77). For each such solution, the corresponding (p!,...,p),07,...,0},) is a solution of system of
equations (79) (80) additionally satisfying 0 < 0] < 6, and 6,_1 < 6} < 0; for 2 < i < k. By the
comments after (79),(80) we also have Zle = Zle p; = 1. Thus, such (p),...,p},01,...,0)) gives
G’ € &(O) such that Pgr op—2 = Pgok—2. The existence of infinitely many such G’ follows from the
existence of infinitely many solutions (y1, ..., Yk, 7, ---,nk) by part c). O
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C.4 Proof of Lemma 5.12
Proof of Lemma 5.12. a) It’s obvious that ¢ (z,), ¢® (z,y) are multivariate polynomials and that
¢ (y,y) = lim ¢V (z,9) = f'(y),
Ty

7 (y,y) = lim ¢@(z,y) = f"(v).

That means ¢ (z,y) — f'(y) has factor  —y and thus ¢®(z,%) is a multivariate polynomial and

(yoy) = im To@N =) _ oy J@) = 16) - W) —y)

1
7(2) — —q®

q

Then ¥ (z,y) — 3¢ (z,y) has factor  — y and thus ¢®(z,y) is a multivariate polynomial.

b) Write A®) for A®)(z1,..., ) in this proof. Denote A € R(2¥=2)x(2k) the bottom (2k — 2) x 2k
matrix of A®). Let qj(-l)(:v, Y), qj(-z) (x,y), ’;2)(96,34) and cjj(-3)(x,y) be defined in part a) with f replace
by f;. Then by subtracting the third row from the first row, the fourth row from the second row and

then factor the common factor (z; — x2) out of the resulting first two rows

. gV, za), o, 65 (@, a0)
det(A( )) =(z1 — $2)2det q§2) (x1,22), ..., qéi)(xl,xg)
A
R R R )
=(x1 — x9)°det q§2) (x1,22), ..., qéi)(xl,xg)
A
B R CER Y AN - {CORE)
:(CEl _:C2) det q§2)($17$2)7 ) q;i)(xlal?)
A

where the second equality follows by subtracting the fourth row from first row and then factor the
common factor (x; — x2) out of the resulting row. The last step of the preceding display follows by
subtracting 1/2 times the second row from the first row and then extract the common factor (x1 —x2)
out of the resulting row. Thus (z; — x2)* is a factor of det(A®*)), which is a multivariate polynomial
in z1,..., . By symmetry, [T, opcp(®a —25)* is a factor of det(A®).

¢) We prove the statement by induction. It’s easy to verify the statement when k& = 1. Suppose
the statement for k£ holds. By b),

det(A¥T (21, .. 2pp1)) = ger (21, - -, Thgr) H (o —x5)*

1<a<pf<k+1
for some multivariate polynomial gii1(z1,...,2k+1). By the Leibniz formula of determinant, in
det(A¥+Y) (21, ... 2k, T441)) the term of highest degree of 24 18 fa(ky1)(Ta ) fopi1 (Ta) or Soter1) (@a) faes1(2a),
which both have degree 4k since f;(z) has degree j — 1 and f}(x) has degree j — 2. Moreover,
in [[icocpanin(@a — x5)* the degree of z, is 4k and the corresponding term is z* which im-
plies in gg41(1,...,2k+1) the degree of z, is no more than 0 for any o € [k + 1]. As a result,
gk+1(T1, -+, Tht1) = Qr+1 1s a constant. Thus
k
det(A* D (21, ... 21,0)) =qry1 T @a—=p*) ] =2 (81)
1<a<p<k a=1
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On the other hand,

flzk+1),  fa(z|k+1), ..., foggr)(zi|k+1)
Ak +1), fimlk+1), ..., fog(alk+1)
det(AW D (@, 0) =det | f(ayk+1), folarlk+1),  oos fogern (@alk + 1)
ek +1),  fo(zmelk+1), oo fog(@xlk+1)

1, 0, 0

0, 1, 0,..., 0
fa(zlk +1), fa(xlk+1), ..., fowsry(z1lk+1)
Bk +1), flk+1, 0 f @k +1)

=det : : : (82)

fa(zelk + 1), fa(zelk +1), o) fogrn)(zrlk+1)
fé(fl?k“f"'l), fé(xk|k+1)v R fé(k+1)('rk|k+1)

where the second equality follows by Laplace expansion along the last row. Observing that f;(z) =
2 fj_2(x) and fj(z) = 2®f;_5(x) + 22 fj_o(x), plug these two equations into (82) and simplify the
resulting determinant, and one has

k
det(AFTD (21, . 21,,0)) = det (AP (z1,... ) [] - (83)
a=1

Comparing (83) to (81), together with the induction assumption that statement for & holds,

qr+1 = 1.

That is, we proved the statement for k& + 1.
d) We prove det(A®) (zy,...,x1)) = [Ti<acp<i(@a—xp)* by induction. Write f;(x[k) for f;(x) in
the following induction to emphasize its dependence on k. It is easy to verify the case holds when k = 1.

Suppose the statement for k holds. By b), det(A® D (z1, ..., 2x41)) = grr1 (@1, ..., Tpi1) [licacprir(@a—

zg)* for some multivariate polynomial gx4 1. Since f;(x|k+1) has degree n = 2(k+1)—1 and f}(z|k+1)

has degree 2k, by the Leibniz formula of determinant det(A**+Y (zy, ..., zx, 214 1)) has degree no more
than 2k + (2k + 1) = 4k + 1 for any z, for a € [k + 1]. Moreover, in [[,., 5<p 11 (Ta — z5)* the
degree of z, is 4k, which implies in ggi1(z1,...,75+1) the degree of z, is no more than 1. As a
result, it is eligible to write gx11(z1, ..., Zkr1) = ha(21, ..., 2k)Tpt1 + ho(z1, ..., xk) where hq, ho are
multivariate polynomials of z1,...,z;. Thus
k
det(A® (@1, .. 24,0)) =ho(zr,...,2) | [] (e —za)* | ] 2 (84)
1<a<B<k a=1

and

det(A®HD (21, ... 2y, 1))

k
=(hi(z1,...,28) + ho(z1,...,21)) H (o — 25)* H(:Ca - 1)L (85)

1<a<f<k a=1
On the other hand,

det(A*HD (21, ... 2,0))
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filzlk+1),  fa(zalk+1), ...y fogrny(zalk +1)

filwlk+1),  fylaalk+1), ..., [y (@lk+1)
=det | £ (@ lk+1),  folmlk+1), ..., Jaer1) (k| + 1)
Rk +1), Sk +1, 0 T Gk + 1)
1, 0, 0
@k +1)—1), 1, 0,..., 0
fs(zlk +1), fs(zlk+1), ..., fogsny(z1lk+1)
fé($1|k+1), fé(il?1|k—|—1), R fé(k+1)(x1|k+1)
=det : : : (86)
fa(@elk + 1), fa(zplk+1), ..., fagerry(zelk +1)
Falanlk+1). Falarlk+1)0 oo Fopn walk+1)

where the second equality follows by Laplace expansion along the last row. Observing that f;(z|k+1) =
2? fi_o(z|k) and fi(z|k + 1) = 2?f]_,(x|k) + 2xf;_o2(x|k), plug these two equations into (86) and
simplify the resulting determinant, and one has

k
det(A(kH) (21,...,25,0)) = det(A(k) H (87)

a=1

Analogous argument produces
k
det(A® D (21, ... xp, 1)) = det(AP) (24, ... H (1—x4)" (88)

Comparing (87) to (84), together with the induction assumption that statement for & holds,
ho(x1,...,25) =1, Vz1,..., 2k

Comparing (88) to (85), together with the induction assumption that statement for & holds and the
preceding display,
hi(x1,...,25) =0, Vzi,..., Tk

That is, gr+1(z1,...,2k11) = 1 for any z1,. .., Tk41. O

C.5 Calculation details in Example 5.21

As in Example 5.21, take the 7w = (x,22)". Then one may check A\(§,0) = (£ + 0,02 + (0 + €))7,
So condition (A1) is satisfied. The characteristic function is

. 1 > x
¢T(<17C2|§7 U) = / el((11+C2m2)f(x|§, U)d.’II — geé / ez(C1I+C2m2)6_;d$'
R 3

The verification of (A2) and (32) are consequences of Leibniz rule for calculating derivatives and the
dominated convergence theorem, and are omitted. To verify (33), notice that |x|f(z|¢, o) is increasing
on (—oo, —|¢]) and decreasing on (o V [£|,00). That is, the conditions of Lemma 7.3 is satisfied with
a; =1, by =[{] and ¢; = [{] V 0. Moreover, it is clear that || f(z[, 0)| = ®) < 1/0. Then by Lemma
7.4, for any r > 4,

19(CI€; o)l Lr @

2
<Co(lel Vo + 2)(Illx|f(x|£,a)llu<m T

(e + 1) 2L

+ 1>
L(R)
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=h(§,0).

It can be verified easily by the dominated convergence theorem that h(u, o) is a continuous function
of 0 = (£,0) on ©. Thus (33) in (A3) is verified. We have then verified that T is admissible with
respect to ©.

One can easily check \ : © — R? is injective on ©. Moreover by simple calculations the Jacobi
determinant of A(0) is det(Jy) = 20 > 0, which implies .Jy is of full rank on ©. Then by Corollary
5.17, (21) and (23) hold for any Gy € &, (©) for any ko > 1.

D Proofs of inverse bounds for mixtures of product distribu-
tions

For an overview of our proof techniques, please refer to Section 2. The proofs of both Theorem 5.8 and
Theorem 5.16 follow the same structure. The reader should read the former first before attempting
the latter, which is considerably more technical and lengthy.

D.1 Proof of Theorem 5.8

Proof of Theorem 5.8.
Step 1 (Proof by contradiction with subsequences)
Suppose (23) is not true. Then 3{N,}7°, subsequence of natural numbers tending to infinity such

that
V(P N, Pr,N,)

lim inf —0 as Ny — oo.
r—0 G,HeBw, (Go,r) Dy, (G, H) '
G#H

Then 3{G¢}72,, {H}3°, C &y (O) such that

G, + H, Ve
Dn,(Ge¢,Go) = 0,Dn,(Hy,Gp) =0 asf — oo (89)
—V(’;G;;J(ng ) 0 as £ = o0o.

To see this, for each fixed ¢, and thus fixed Ny, Dy, (G, Go) — 0 if and only if W1 (G, Gy) — 0. Thus,
there exists G¢, Hy € &, (0) such that Gy # Hy, Dy, (G, Go) < %, Dy, (Hy, Go) < % and
V(Pg,,N,, Pr,,n,) < lim f V(Pg,N,, Pr.n,) n 17
Dy, (G, Hy) r—0 G,HeBw,(Go,r) Dy, (G, H) 1
G#H

thereby ensuring that (89) hold.
Write Gy = Zfilpgégg. We may relabel the atoms of Gy and H, such that Gy, = Z§i1pf59%

H, = Zfil wfénf with 0¢,nf — 69 and p¢,7¢ — p? for any i € [ko]. By subsequence argument if

i

necessary, we may require {G¢}3°,, {H,}72, additionally satisfy:

VI (0 o) o
VYW T g ere, P pcROVI<i<kh, 90
Dy, (G, Hy) Dy, (G, Hy) 0 (90)

where the components of a; are in [—1,1] and Zfil b; = 0. It also follows that at least one of a; is
not 0 € R® or one of b; is not 0. Let a € {1 <i <kp:a; #0or b; #0}.
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Step 2 (Change of measure by index « and application of CLT)
Py n has density w.r.t. ®N pon XN:

N N
F@o,N) = T] £(x;10) = () T(w;))~NA®6) I1 n(z).
j=1

j=1
where any € XV is partitioned into N blocks as T = (21,22, ...,2y) with ; € X. Then
2V(PGe,Ntzu PH@,NE)
DN@ (vaHl)
o (06 7)) =NeACD) g (1632525, T(e))~NeA() | N Ny
- 1 ; h(z;)d
‘/xN‘ i=1 Dy, (G, Hy) Jl;[l (z5) ®M
Ko pee{0n T Ta) ) =NeAW]) _ g (f 3552 Tlay))~NeAG) N,
:/N L <90 ENZ ( )>_N o f($|9a,Ng)d®M
£ DN@(GfaHZ)e ar2aj=1 1z P 0
Ny
=Fgo |F, ZT(XJ) 7 )
j=1

where X are i.i.d. random variables having densities f(-|69), and

Lo plexp ((6%,y) — NeA(8:)) — nlexp ((nf,y) — NeA(n))
Fily) =2 D, (G Hy) exp ({00, 5) — N,A(0D) '

=1

Let Z, = (Zjv:el T(X;) — NgEggT(Xj)) /v/Ng. Then since 09 € ©°, the mean and covariance

matrix of T'(X;) are respectively Vo A(62) and V2A(6°), the gradient and Hessian of A(f) evaluated
at 62. Then by central limit theorem, Z, converges in distribution to Z ~ N(0, VZA(6%)). Moreover,

Ny
I ZT(Xj) =F (\/MZE + NeveAwg)) = V,(Zy), (92)

where \I/g(z) =F, (\/Ngz + NEVQA(GQ))

Step 3 (Application of continuous mapping theorem)
Define U(z) = p% (aq, 2) + bo. Supposeing that

Uy(z¢) — ¥(z) for any sequence zy — z € R, (93)

a property to be verified in the sequel, then by Generalized Continuous Mapping Theorem ([46]
Theorem 1.11.1), W,(Z;) converges in distribution to ¥(Z). Applying Theorem 25.11 in [5],

E[W(Z)| < liminf Ego [V (Z,)| = 0, (94)

— 00
where the equality follows by (89), (91) and (92). Since ¥(z) is a non-zero affine transform and the
covariance matrix of Z is positive definite due to full rank property of exponential family, ¥(Z) is

either a nondegenerate gaussian random variable or a non-zero constant, which contradicts with (94).
It remains in the proof to verify (93). Consider any sequence z; — z. Write

ko
\I/[(Zg) = ZL‘, (95)
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where

piexp (go(07)) — i exp (ge(n)))

Ii = )
Dy, (Ge, He) exp (g(05))

with
ge(0) := <0, VNeze + NNeA(eg)> — NA(9).

For any i € [ko], by Taylor expansion of A(f) at 69 and the fact that A(f) is infinitely differentiable
at 09 € ©°, for large ¢,

|A(n7) — AB7) = (VA6),n; — 67)] < 2[[V2A6)l|al|n; — 67113,
which implies

Jim Ne[A(;) = A0F) = (VA®), 1 = 00)] < 2| V2A@D)]2 lim DR, (Hp,Go) =0 (96)
—00 —»00

where the equality follows from (89), and the inequality follows from that

Dy, (He, Go) Z VNellni = 6l2 + 7§ — p7)) (97)
=1
ko

D, (Ge,Go) = > (V/Nell6f = 09]]2 + |pf — b)) (98)
1=1

for large £. The same conclusion holds with 1¢ replaced by ¢ in the last two displays.
For i € [ko], by Lemma B.2 b) and the fact that A(6) is infinitely differentiable at 9 € ©°, for
large ¢

|A(6F) — A(nf) — (VA9). 67 — mi)| < 2(V2A07) 121165 — nill=(116F — 621l + llng — n?l2),
which implies
Lo NeA®) = Anf) = (VA®D), 6 — )]
{—00 DN@ (Gz,Hz)

VN[0 — il
<2 VZA(69)]2 lim b=

=0 (99)

(DNZ (va GO) + DNe (Hg, GO))

where the inequality follows from (97) and (98), and the equality follows from (89) and (90).
Case 1: Calculate limy_o 1.
When ¢ — oo

9e(1a) — 9e(63) = <77fy —~0a, Nézé> — Ne (A(ng) — A(62) — (16 — 02, VeA(6a))) =0 (100)
by (89) and (96) with i = a. Similarly, one has
Jim (ge(05) = 92(62)) = 0 (101)

Moreover when ¢ — oo

9e(08) — 9e(nt) _ (0o — M VNeze) — Ne (A(05) — A(na) — (06 — na, VoA(9R)))

Dn,(Ge, Hy) Dy, (G, Hy)
—(aa, 2) (102)
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by (90) and (99) with i = a.

Thus
lim I,
L— 00
i PP (90005) — 90(05)) — 7o exp (9e(na) — 9e(05))
£— 00 DNg (Gg, Hg)
e90(00)=90(62) _ ge(n10)—90(62) (Pt — l)ege(na)—ge(60)
= lim p;, + lim —=—*<
{— 00 DN,; (Gg, Hg) {—00 DNg (Gg, Hg)

. & 0y _ ! 0 0 oge(nh)—ge(02)
(:)p(ol th € (gf(ea) gf(na)) + lim (pa ﬂ-a)e

— 00 DNZ(GLHZ) {—00 DNe(Gg,Hz)
. 6.@ _ 4 o _ 0
(:) g lim gf( a) gf(noc) 4 lim Pa T
{— 00 DN[(Gz,Hg) {—r00 DN@ (Gg,Hz)

G200 (ag, 2) + ba, (103)

where step (x) follows from mean value theorem with & on the line segment between g¢(6%) — g¢(6°)
and go(n%) — ge(0°), step (xx) follows from g¢(6%) — ge(62), ge(n%) — ge(6°) — 0 due to (100), (101)
and hence & — 0, and step (x * *) follows from (102) and (90).

Case 2: Calculate limy_, ., I; for i # a.
For i # «,

—oxp ((0F — 09, /Noze + NeVg A(60) ) — Ny (A(8) — A(62)) )

(
—exp (—Nz <A<9f) ~ A(6R) (8~ 62, Vo A(2) - = (6 — 62 z£>>)

N
<exp (—72 (A(6)) — A(62) — (67 — 67, VQA(92)>)) for sufficiently large ¢, (104)
where the last inequality follows from limy_ s ﬁ <6‘f -6, Zg> =0 and

A(89) — A(02) — (69 — 62, V5 A(62)) > 0, (105)

implied by strict convexity of A(#) over ©° due to full rank property of exponential family. Similarly,
for sufficiently large ¢,

exp (9en)) _( Ne oy a0 a0y g0 g0 o a0
exp (9¢(69)) < XP( 5 (A(6)) — A(62) — (6; HQ,VQA(HQ)>)>. (106)

It follows that for i # «

£—00
94)) — ¢ ¢ nt ¢

< lim pt |2 (9e(65)) — exp (ge(zz)) i | P [ e (ge(né))

{— 00 DNE(Gg,Hg) exp (gg(@a)) l— 00 DN,Z(Gg,Hg) exXp (gg(ﬁa))

0r)) ¢ ) gyt ¢
<0 lim max{exp (g¢(67)) cxp (9¢(n))} | 9e(05) — ge(m) | b tim &P (ge(né))
£—o0 exp (gl(ooc)) DN@ (le Hl) £—o0 €Xp (ge(ea))
N 0y_ 0y_ /p0__po 0 6%) —gg(’l]g)

< i o (A0~ A®B2)— (6960, T0 AB2))) ( 0[9e00) —geCi) | 107
AT Pi DNe(Gbe) | | ( )
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where the second inequality follows by applying the mean value theorem on the first term and applying
(90) to the second term, while the last inequality follows from (104) and (106).

Since
i sup 90(05) — ge(nf)
l—o00 V NE DN@ (GLHZ)
Jimsu 1 | {60f —nf,v/Noze + NeVoA(0S)) — Ne (A(6Y) — A(nf))
é—mp VN, Dy, (Gy, Hy)
. —V/Ne (A(07) — A()) — (07 —nf, Vo A(67)))
<lim sup
{—00 DN/z (vaHf)
. 1 (VN0 —nf),ze) | VN (0 — 0t Vo AS) — Vo A(6?))
+ lim sup + lim sup
t—oo VN Dy, (G, Hy) AN Dy, (G, Hy)

= ‘<ai, V(;A(Hg) — V@A(@?»‘ ,
where the last step follows from (90) and (99). Then for sufficiently large ¢

9e(07) = ge(n})
Dy, (G, Hy)

1
< (K(M,V@A(@g) — Vo A(0)))| + Z) V Ny (108)
Plug (108) into (107), for any i # «,
{—r00
< lim e F(AOD-A0—(07-05.Vo A7) <|<ai, Ve A(6)) — Vo A(8)))] + %) VN
—00
0. (109)
Combining (95), (103) and (109), we see that (93) is established. This concludes the proof of the
theorem. O
D.2 Proof of Theorem 5.16

Proof of Theorem 5.16. Step 1 (Proof by contradiction with subsequences)
This step is similar to the proof of Theorem 5.8. Suppose that (23) is not true. Then 3{N}3°,
subsequence of natural numbers tending to infinity such that

V(Pg,n,, Pr,N,)

lim inf — Dt ) as Ny — oo.
r—0 G,HeBw, (Go,r) Dy, (G, H) '
G#H

Then I{G}2,, {Hi}2, C &k, (O) such that

Gy # Hy \Z4
Dn,(G¢,Go) = 0,Dn,(Hy, Go) -0 as £ — o0 (110)
V(IZJGIQJ(V@Z,DZ?)N_[) —0 as £ — co.

To see this, for each fixed ¢, and thus fixed Ny, Dy, (G, Go) — 0 if and only if W1 (G, Gy) — 0. Thus,
there exist Gy, Hy € &k, (©) such that Gy # Hy, Dn,(Ge, Gp) < %, Dy, (H, Go) < % and
V(PN Pu.n,)

V(Pg,,n, Pr,,N,) < lim inf oo T

1
DNZ(GLHZ) r—0 G,HeBw, (Go,r) DN[(G, H) A
G#H
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thereby ensuring that (110) hold.

Write Gy = z:folpZ dgo. We may relabel the atoms of Gy and Hy such that G, = 21011%592
Hy =Y, wf&nf with 04, nf — 69 and pf,7¢ — p? for any i € [ko]. By subsequence argument if
necessary, we may require {G}7°,, {H,}72, additionally satisfy:

Dy, (He, Go) Z VNellni = 67l2 + 7§ — 7)) (111)
=1
ko
Dy, (G, Go) Z (VNe||6F = 62112 + |pf — p2)) (112)
=1
and VN (6F 1) ¢ e
Ny (07 —m; p; — T
VR TN L gere, BT e R, VI<i<k, 113
Dy, (G, Hy) Dy, (G, Hy) 0 (113)

where the components of a; are in [—1, 1] and Zlil b; = 0. It also follows that at least one of a; is
not 0 € R? or one of b; is not 0. Let o € {1 <i <kp:a; #0orb; #0}.

Step 2 (Transform the probability measure to support in R¥)

Let Ty : (%X, A) — (R*, B(R?®)) be an arbitrary measurable map in this step. Extend T} to product space
by Ty : XN — RV by Tz = (Tvx1)",...,(Twzy)") " where any 7 € XV is partitioned into N blocks
as T = (x1, 2, ...,xx) with z; € X. Then one can easily verify that (Q" Py) oyt = QRN (P oT ),
and hence for any G € &, (0O)

ko

ko N
PonoTit =Y pi(PonoTih) =) pi (® (P, OT11)> '
i=1

i=1

Further consider another measurable map Ty : (RV%, B(RV#)) — (R?, B(R®)) defined by Tot = sz\il t;
where ¢ € RY¢ is partitioned equally into N blocks £ = (] ,t5,...,t%)" € RV, Denote the induced
probability measure on R® under T o T} of the Py n by Qo.n = (®N (Pg o Tl_l)) o To_l. Then the

induced probability measure under Ty o T, of the mixture Pg N is

ko
PonoTy 't oTy! = ZpiQGi,N = Qa.N-

=1

Note the dependences of T; and Ty on N are both suppressed, so are the dependences on T} of Qo,N

and Qg,nN.
Then by definition of total variation distance

V(Pe,N,PuN) 2 V(QaN,QunN), YN,VTi.
The above display and (110) yield

lim V(QGzyNev QHLNZ)
£—0 DNE(Gg,Hg)

=0, VT (114)

Step 3 (Application of the central limit theorem)
In the rest of proof specialize T} in step 2 to be T,,. Write T' = T, to simplify the notation in the rest
of the proof. Let v > 0 and » > 1 be the same as in Definition 5.14 of T' = T, with respect to the
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finite set {#7}F, and define (:)(Go) = Ufil B(6?,7). By subsequences if necessary, we may further
require that Gy, Hg satisfy 0¢,nf € B(69,~) for all i € [ko] and N, > 7.

Consider {X;}5°, i Py. Then Y, = Ef\[:el T'X; is distributed by probability measure Qg,n,,
which has characteristic function (¢ (¢]0))V¢. For 6 € ©(Go), by (33) in (A3) and by Fourier inversion
theorem, Qg n, and Yy therefore have density fy (y|0, N¢) with respect to Lebesgue measure given by

fY(y|97 Nf) =

e [ o) s

Then Q¢,.n, has density with respect to Lebesgue measure given by EZ L PEfy (y]6%, N¢), and similarly
Q 1, ~, has density with respect to Lebesgue measure Zi:l 7t fy (ynt, N¢). Thus

ko
WV Qv Qrto ) / (9168 No) — S (ylnt, Ne) | dy. (116)
=1

For Yy has density fy (y|6, N¢), define Zy = (Yo — NeAg)/v/Ne, where A\g = E¢T X;. Note that this
transform from Y, to Z, depends on 6 in the density of Y;. Then by the change of variable formula,
Zy has density fz(z|0, N;) with respect to Lebesgue measure, given by

F2(210, No) = fy (v/Nez + Nodgl6, No)NJ/2,

or equivalently

Py (910, Ne) = f2((y = Nedo)/V/Nel6, Ne) [N; 2. (117)
Now, applying the local central limit theorem (Lemma D.3), fz(z]6, N¢) converges uniformly in z to
Ia(2]0) for every 6 € ©(Gy). Here far(z|0) is the density of N (0, Ag), the multivariate normal with
mean 0 and covariance matrix Ag. Next specialize the previous statement to 87, and define

1
wy = sup {w >0: fz(2]6°, Ny) > for all ||z]]2 < w}

1
(2m)s/2 20

We use the convention that the supreme of () is 0 in the above display. Because of the uniform
convergence of fz(z|0%, Ny) to far(2]62), we have wy, — oo when ¢ — oo. It follows from (117) that
fy (9165, Ne) >0 on By := {y € R¥|y = v/Nyz 4+ NyAgo for ||z]|a < we}. Then by (116)

Dy, (G, Hy)
:/ i pi (fy (16, Neo) — fy (ylnf, Ne)) i ¢ — ) fy (ynf, Ne) dy
s i=1 DNg (waHf = DN[ GéuHé)

fY(ylegm Nf)dy

i pi (fyWlof, No) — fv (ylni, No)) + (08 — =0) fy (ylni, No)
Dn,(Ge, He) fy (y|0%, Ne)

Z/\
Be |i=1

=Ego [Fe(Ye)|

=Eqgo |¥e(Z0)], (118)
where
B i (fy 0}, No) — fy (ylnf, Neo)) + (0f — 7f) fy (ylnt, No)
Fy(y) = <; Dy (G HD) fr (5100, N7) ) 15,(y),
and

\I/g(z) = Fg(\/ NzZ + NZ/\@g).
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Observe if Z; has density fz(z]02, N¢), then Z, converges in distribution to Z ~ N(0, Ago ).

Step 4 (Application of a continuous mapping theorem)
Define W(z) = p& (Ja(69)aa) " Az + ba, where J3(62) € R*7 is the Jacobian matrix of A(6)
evaluated at #°. Supposing that

Uy(z¢) — ¥(z) for any sequence zp — z € R?, (119)

a property to be verified later, then by Generalized Continuous Mapping Theorem (|46, Theorem
1.11.1]), ¥¢(Z;) converges in distribution to ¥(Z). Applying [5, Theorem 25.11],

EW(Z)| < liminf Egy|¥s(Z¢)| =0,
—00 «

where the equality follows (118) and (114). Note that Ay is positive definite (by (A1)) and Jx(62) is of
full column rank. In addition, by our choice of «, either a,, or b, is non-zero. Hence, ¥(z) is a non-zero
affine function of z. For such an ¥(z), E|¥(Z)| cannot be zero, which results in a contradiction. As
a result, it remains in the proof to establish (119).

We will now impose the following lemma and proceed to verify (119), while the technical and
lengthy proof of the lemma will be given in the Section D.5.

Lemma D.1. Suppose all the conditions in Theorem 5.16 hold and let v, 7 be defined as in the first
paragraph in Step 3. For any 1 < i < ko, for any pair of sequences 0, 7f € B(6?,7) and for any

K2

increasing Ny > v satisfying \/ No||0¢ — 09]|2, v/ Ne||7f — 62]|2 — 0 and Ny — oo:

'](éfv ﬁe NE)
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q 0 N
s T ooy N OO N ) =enG)
=N s | 010 N0) = e (ol No) = 3 =2 (00 - ) )

Jj=1
=o(V Ne||0; = iill2),  as £ — oo, (120)

where far(y|0, N) is the density with respect to Lebesgue measure of N (N Mg, NAg) when Ay is positive
definite.

Step 5 (Verification of (119))
Write Dy = Dy, (G, Hy) for abbreviation in the remaining of this proof. Observe by the local central
limit theorem (Lemma D.3)

| f2 (20100, Ne) — far(2162)] < sup |f2(2'10a, Ne) = fn(2'160)] + [ Fa(zel08) — far(2160))]

—0,
as { — oo, which implies
Wm f7(z|0, Ne) = far(2]60). (121)
l— 00
fy (VNeze+NeXgo [09,N 0 .. .. .
Hereafter s ezzae(jf og 197, Ne) = 8f"g’0‘(‘9;)’m) . Similar definition applies to

y:vNeze-i-NMeg
(9fN(\/Neztz+Ne>\9& |69,N¢)
00@)

. Then for each i € [ko],

1 Jy(VNeze + Nedgg 107, Neo) — fv (V' Neze + Nedgo [, N
Dy fy(\/Nng—‘rNg)\ggwg,Ng)
N fy (VNzze+ Nedgo 105, No) — fv (VNeze + Nedgo [nf, Ne)

= 1
D, fz(2e102, Ne) z.(t)

)lB[(\/Nng + Ng)\gg)
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S dfn (VNeze+Nedgo [69,Ne) . )
/2 g 1 500 = (699 — (nf)@) J(04,nt, Ny)

Dz fz(20|09, N¢) Dy fz(2|0, Ne)

1g,(20), (122)

where the first equality follows from (117) and where in the first equality E;, = {z € R*|||z]|2 < we}.
Observe that for any i € [ko],

VN|6F = 67 =0, (123)
VNellnf = 671 =0, (124)

by (111), (112) and (110). Then by applying (120) with 6¢,7¢, Ny respectively be 6, n¢, Ny, and by
(113),
J(O5 0t N
hm ( 7,7777,7 f)

—0
£— 00 Dz ’

which together with (121) yield

0t nt, N
hm J( 1’7717 2)

L | . 12
=00 Dy f7(20]00, Ne) £(2e) = 0 (125)

Thus by (122) and (125)

ko
\/ vzp + Np\ 0|9§,Ng)—fy(\/Nng+Ng)\ 0|9?,Ng)
Z p_e 4 % 1B,(vV/ Neze + Nedgo)

Jy (V' Neze + Nedgo |03, No)

k s Ofn (VNeze+NeA 0 |609,N¢) ; :
—>in lim N X 590 (6D — @1)) 1, (2) (126)
oo\ Dy fz(2e102, Ne) o

provided the right hand side exists. -
Note that for each j € [¢], and any 6 € O(Gy), by a standard calculation for Gaussian density,

On (. N)
000)
1 1 Odet (A
iyl N) (e (a7t 2 )

Mo\ 1 T (OAG
+(—69(j)> Ae ( N)\g)—ﬁ( —N)\g) 69(j) (y—N/\g) s
so we have

Ofn(VNeze + Niedgo |09, No)

900
0 oo \ ~1
=fn(V/ Nezg 4+ Nedgo |07, Ni) (89(;) ) Ago (W Neze + Ne(Agg — Ago))
odet ( Ago s
1 1 0; 1 9
 2det (A ) 69((i> ) g5+ VNelhag = 2ap) " Gy (26 + v Ne(hog = Agp)

—£ 8/\90 T _
=N, ? fn(ze + v/ Ne(Ago — )\eg)wg) ((89(3'1)) Aegl(v Neze + Ne(Agg — Ago))
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L1 odet (Agg) Loy
—5 200) 2 Zg + \/Ng /\90 /\90 89(J) Zg + \/Ng )\90 — )\90))
det Ae?
Thus, when i # «,

O fa(V/Neze + Nedgo |67, Ne)
00()

N,® <N, 2 far(ze + V/Ne(Ago — Ago)[69)C (62, 2)N,

-0, (127)

where the inequality holds for sufficiently large ¢, C(6?, 2) is a constant that only depends on 69 and
z, and the last step follows from Ago # Ago by condition 1) in the statement of theorem.
When i = q,

=1 Ofn(VNeze + Nedgo |69, Ni)

N 500
_fN(Z€|6‘2) 1 1 ddet (AQ?) (8)\93)TA1( Noze) 14 3/\9—01
VN 2 det (AH?) 900 9009 R WV TE)
Mgo \ T
— far(2162) (80(;;> A 2. (128)
Plugging (127) and (128) into (126), and then combining with (121) and (113),
S0 pf fy(VNgze + Nedgo 104, No) — fy (VNgze + Nedgo [nf, N,
i Sy (W Neze + Nedoo |05, Ne) — fy (VNeze + Nedg i, é)lBg(\/Ezé'i‘Né)\eU)
Dz fy(\/ Nyzy + NE/\93|987N2) *
(2
%paZa(J)( 60) Agolz
=% (Ja(0)an) " Az, (129)

Next, we turn to the second summation in the definition of ¥y in a similar fashion. By (117),

Jy (V/Neze + Nedgo [0, Ne)
= 15,(n/ Nyzp + NpA
fy (VNeze + Niedgo |03, No) 5V Neze + Neray)

s/2 Iy (V' Neze + Nedgo [, No)

N 1
o Ny o)
Ofn (VNeze+NeXgo [69,Ne) . :
<Ns/2 3:1 900 - ()@ — (9?)(J))

f7(20]09, Ne)

+fY(szZe+NE/\eg|9?7Nz) (20) + J(nt, 09, Ny)
F2 (20109, N) B 7 (2009, Ny)

Due to (124), by applying (120) with 6%, 7¢, Ny respectively be nf, 6%, Ny, and by (110),

1g,(ze). (130)

lim J(n¢, 69, Ny) — 0,
{— 00

which together with (121) yield
J(nf,09, Ny)

lim i i

e 7fz(2g|6‘ )]'Ee (Zg) — 0. (131)
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Moreover for any i € [ko],

s 4 (9f/\/(\/Nng+Ng)\90|9?,Ng) . .
NZ/QZ o ((9?)(]) _ (99)(3))

e 00()
— 8fN(vNeZ£+Nz/\90|90 NZ)
(s—=1)/2 alVio 0 0
< . — .
= pax Ny 900 Vav Nel|0; = 652
—0. (132)

by (127) and (128) and (123).
Combining (130), (131), (132) and (113),

lim i pt — w8 fy (v Neze + Nego 09, Ng)
Dy fy(\/NZZg—‘rNg/\@gwg,Ng)

i 2 Iy (VNeze + Nedgo |69, Ne)
=S b, lim N;

132(\/Ng24 + Nz)\gg)

N FoGdon Ny e
ko fz(Zg + \/Ng()\(.)o — /\90)|6‘Q Ng)

= b li S | 1
; el F2(2|09, Ny) £ () (133)

where the last step is due to (117).

When ¢ = «, the term in the preceding display equals to 1g,(z¢), which converges to 1 as £ — oco.
When i # «,

[f2(V/ Ne(Ngg — Ago) + /67, Np)|

< sup |£2(2'167, Ne) — far(Z'109)] + far(V/ Ne(Aag — Ago) + 2¢|67)
Z,e S

-0, (134)

where the last step follows from Lemma D.3 and Ago # /\9;’ by condition 1) in the statement of the
theorem. Plug (134) and (121) into (133):

ko ¢ Vi N, 0
. p; — T, fy( Nm +Ng/\90|6‘i,Ng)
1 G G - 1p,(\/Npzp + Ny = b,. 135
Jim > D¢ fv(vVNeze + Nergo |09, V) B (V Neze + Nedag ) (135)

Finally, combining (135) and (129) to obtain
Jlim Wy(z0) = U(z) = pf) (JA(02)an) " Atz + be.
— 00 a
Thus, (119) is established, so we can conclude the proof of the theorem. O

D.3 Bounds on characteristic functions for distributions with bounded
density

To prove Lemma D.1, we need the next lemma, which is a generalization of the corollary to [39,
Lemma 1]. It gives an upper bound on the magnitude of the characteristic function for distributions
with bounded density with respect to Lebesgue measure.
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Lemma D.2. Consider a random vector X € R¢ with ¢(C) its characteristic function. Suppose X has
density f(xz) with respect to Lebesgue measure upper bounded by U, and has positive definite covariance
matriz A. Then for all ( € R?

|p(Q)] < ex C(d)lI<II3 ) |

(- :
(1¢I5 Amax (A) + D) Aax (M) U
where C(d) is some constant that depends only on d, and Amax(A) is the largest eigenvalue.

Proof. Tt suffices to prove for ¢ # 0 € R<.
Step 1 In this step we prove the special case ( = te; for t > 0, where e; is the standard basis in R%.
Define I(¢) = 4 (1 —[¢(¢)[?) and it is easy to verify

l9(¢)] < exp(—1(())- (136)

Denote by f to be the density w.r.t. Lebesgue measure of symmetrized random vector X — X ', where
X' is an independent copy of X. Then f also has upper bound U and |¢(¢)|? is the characteristic
function of X — X’ and

Q)7 = [ < fa)da = [ cos(¢Ta) Flapd. (137)

Write z = (¢(1), cox@®yand let G = {2z € RYz™M e (£ — L 2 4+ L]} be the strip of length 1
centered at 4 across the x(M-axis. Then by (137)

1(27(¢) :/Rd sin?(n¢ " ) f (x)dz
2/ sin?(rtaW) f(x)da
B

= Z /G’ﬂBsin2(7rtx(l))f(:v)d:v

-y /G ﬂBsinQ(m‘(x(l) — §/0)f(x)da
> 412 i /G.nB<w<1>—j/t>2f<w>dw, (138)

where the first inequality follows from ¢ = te; and B is a subset in R¢ to be determined, and the last
inequality follows from |sin(rz)| > 2|z for |z| < 3.
Let B = {z € R|z0| < 2y/dA\nax(A) Vi > 2, and |2V < = 4+ &} with r = min{b integer :

% + 3 > 2y/dAmax(A)}. Then B C U;:_T G, and thus (138) become

1(2nC) >4 Z /G . B(:c<1> —j/0)*f(z)dz

j=-r
Jj=-r
) & :
>4y Q;
= 12U2(41/dAmax (A))2(d=1)
(k) 3
= g (139)

T 12(2r + 1)2U2(4/dAmax (M) 2D

79



where in step (¥) G = {z € R[] < 2y/dAmax(N) Vi > 2}, step (x*) with Q; = ijﬂBf(x)dx
follows from Lemma D.4 b) and step (* * *) with @ = Y7 Q; = [, f(x)dx follows from Jensen’s

inequality. The inequalities in step (s%) and (sx%) are attained with f(z) = U Y 1w, () ae.z e

j=-r
where W; = {2]|2()| < 2\/d\max (M), Vi > 2, and |2() — j/t| < a} for positive a satisfies
(2a)(4y/dAmax(A)*TU2r + 1) = Q.
Observe {z € R4z (2A)71z < 2d} C B and thus
1
Q=P(X-X"e€B)>1-P(X-X")"20) "X - X')>2d) > 5
where the last step follows from Markov inequality. Moreover by our choice of r, 2r+1 < 4t1/dA\max(A)+
2. Then (139) become
1
24(4t\/dAmax (M) + 2)2(4/dAmax (A))2d-D U2
- C(d)t?
T (2 Amax(A) + DGk (AU
where C'(d) is a constant that depends only on d. The last display replacing 27¢ = 2nte; by ¢ = teq,
together with (136) yield the desired conclusion.

1(2m¢) >t?

Step 2 For any ¢ # 0, denote ¢ = ||¢[|2 and u; = {/||¢||2. Consider an orthogonal matrix U, with its
first row u; . Then ¢(¢) = Eei™! X = Ee''® Z where Z = UcX. Since Z has density fz(z) = (U] 2)
with respect to Lebesgue measure, fz(z) has the same upper bound U and positive definite covariance
matrix UcAU, J with the same largest eigenvalue as A. The result then follows by applying Step 1 to

[Beitel 2. 0

D.4 Auxiliary lemmas for Sections D.2 and D.3

Consider a family of probabilities { Pp}sco on RY, where 6 is the parameter of the family and © C R?
is the parameter space. Ey denotes the expectation under the probability measure Py. Consider
{X;}2, a sequence of independent and identically distributed random vectors from Pp,. Suppose

. SN Xi—NEg, X1 . .
Ep, X1 exists and define Zy = ZT The next result establishes that the density of Zx

converges uniformly to that of a multivariate normal distribution.

Lemma D.3 (Local Central Limit Theorem). Suppose {X;}52, a sequence of independent and identi-
cally distributed random vectors from Pp,. Suppose Bg, X1 and Ag, := Eg, (X1 —Eg, X1)(X1 —Ep, X1)T
exist and Ny, is positive definite. Let the characteristic function of Py be ¢(¢|0) := EgeiCTxl and sup-
pose there exists r > 1 such that |$(C|0y)|" is Lebesgue integrable on RY. Then when N > r, Zx has
density with respect to Lebesque measure on R?, and its density fz(z|00, N) as N tends to infinity
converges uniformly in z to far(z|0p), the density of N(0, Ag,).

The special case for d = 1 of the above lemma is Theorem 2 in Section 5, Chapter XV of [14].
That proof can be generalized to d > 1 without much difficulties and therefore the proof of Lemma
D.3 is omitted.

Lemma D.4. a) Consider a Lebesgue measurable function on R satisfies 0 < f(x) < U and
Jg f(x)dz = E € (0,00). Then for any b >0

E3
o= bR > .

and the equality holds if and only if f(x) = Ul[b7%7b+%](x) a.e..
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b) For a > 0 define a set G = {z € RY|z()| < a Vi > 2}. Consider a Lebesgue measurable
function on R? satisfies 0 < f(x) < U on G and Jo [(z)dex = E € (0,00). Then for any b > 0

Jog
(1) _ 2 B
/G(x by flw)yde = 1202(2a)2@ D

and the equality holds if and only if f(x) = Ulg, (x) a.e. x € G where Gy = [b— W, b+

W] x (—a,a)"1.

D.5 Proof of the technical lemma in the proof of Theorem 5.16

Lemma D.1 plays an essential role in the proof of Theorem 5.16 presented in Section D.2.

Proof of Lemma D.1. We will write Gl,nl,Ng respectively for Gl,nl,Ng in this proof. But 91,771,

in this proof are generic variables and might not necessarily be the same as in the proof of Theorem

5.16. Let ©(Gy) be the same as in the first paragraph of the Step 3 in the proof of Theorem 5.16.
For any 6 € ©(Gy), by condition (A1) V¢ ¢7(¢|6)

exist, and by condition (A2) 889);5) and 284 exist. Then, with condition (A1) it follows from Pratt’s

060)
Lemma that W exists and is given by
Ofn(ylo,N) 1 Ty ANCT A= ¢TAGC a7 T 3/\9 + 0Ag
2000 (2n) / e ’ NG Baw C a907¢ ) % (140)

Plugging the Fourier inversion formula (115) and (140) into (120), and noting |e”'<Ty| < 1 for all
y € R?, for sufficiently large ¢ we obtain

J(9£7 T]Z 3 Ne

5/2

(O™ = (e (Clmi))™

B iNz<7A99*¥<TAgg< INGVEENNOAN T T OAgo 1 + 0o
Nee Z}((@-) m)9) (¢35 = 53¢ 5505 )| 46
p

<Jo+ Jo,

where

5/2

— (&7 (¢Ini)™

)

0
—Ny (¢T C|90 -1 Z ( 92 ) _ ) ‘)) % .

Jj=1
and

—1 0¢7(C|6?
(or(clay)™ " 2]

q
jg =N S/2+1 S Z (J) /
Rs

j=1

. N, 0o 1 L OAgo
—exp (ZNZQT)\Q;) - %ﬁTAegC) (%T 200) ECTW§> ’ dc.

We will show in the sequel that J, = o(v/Ng||6¢ — n{||2) in Step 1 and J; = o(v/Ng||6¢ — 1¢||2) in Step
2, thereby establishing (120).
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Step 1 (Prove J; = o(v/Ng||6F — nfl2))
By Condition (A3) and Lemma B.2 b),

s/2

1<5,8<q

where with 0y (t1,ta) = 09 + to(n! + t1 (8¢ — 1f) — 69)
Rl Ca ’ 157717.] ﬂ)

(Ne — 1) (o7 (Cl0e(t1,t2)))

Ne—1 0291 (C|0e(t1, t2))
00 HH(B)

No—2 007 (Cl0c(t1,t2)) 0pr({|04(t1,12))
96) 00(B)

+Ng (¢T(<|96(t17t2))) dtodty.
Then

/|Rl<<;9?,ef,nf,j,ﬂ>|d<

<N¢/S/ / 16 (C0 (b1, £2)) V% %

001 (Cl0c(t1,t2)) 0P (C|0e(t1,2)) D27 (C|0e(t1,t2))
( ¢ 960) 99 T 9ewae ) dradinde
1 1
- N,—2
N[ 1er(clan. e
A7 (Cl0e(t1,t2)) Dpr(ClOe(ts, t2)) | | |9%Pr(ClOe(ts, t2))
<Nf 00 BYIG) * 00 90 B) > dCdtydty
:ZNgRQ(HZO,eZ,ni,j,B), (142)

where the first inequality follows from the fact that |¢7(C|6¢(t1,t2)))| < 1, and the last inequality

follows from Condition (A3), Tonelli Theorem and the joint Lebesgue measurability of ¢ (¢|0,(¢1,t2)),

9 (Cl0(trt2)) opq w‘, as functions of ¢, 1 and t2 by [2, Lemma 4.51]. Then following

000) 00) oo (B)
(141) and (142),
Ji
<Cla N = ol (16~ 681, + I~ 81 e ROt .5)
g. Np—2
—C(g, $)Nell9! — nllla (165 — 6%l + ! — 09 /// S oyt 143
(q,s)Nel6; — m; 121165 — 07 [|2 + [|m; 1|\2)I?%X L ¢T(m o(t1,t2)) (143)
e 3¢T(\/LN7|96@1,152)) 3¢T(\/LN7|94(151J2)) N 32¢T(%|96(t1,t2)) ACdtydt
‘ 960 96 90 5HB) 200

where in the first inequality C(g, s) is some constant that depends on ¢ and s, and where the second
equality follows from (142) and changing variable with ( = v/N;(. Denote the integrand in the last
display by Ej5(C,t1,t2).

In the rest of the proofs denote the left hand sides of (32) and (33) respectively by Ui (6y) and
Ua(6y) for every 6y € ©1 = {69} .

Observe that fy (y|0y(t1,t2), r) exists and has upper bound ﬁ Jge [07(C10e(t1,t2))|"dC < C(s)Us(67)
by condition (A3). Then invoking Lemma D.2, for (|2 < 1,

T sl
0ot 12))|" <exp | — >
(PriClfeles, L))" <e p( (Amaxmef(tl,mw1>Afnai<A9f<t1,t2>>>U§(99))
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o)l
=P (‘_Uw?)v;(e?)) ’ (144)

where the last step follows from (Amax (Mg, (t1,5)) + 1) Adrax (Mo, (41,12)) < Us(67) by condition (A1) with
Us3(6?) being some constant that depends on 6.
Moreover, by the mean value theorem and condition (A3): V||¢]|2 < 1

‘3¢T(C|9E(t1at2))‘ _ ‘3¢T(C|9E(t1at2)) B 3¢T(0|912(t1at2))‘

000) 00() 00()
0 Oe(ty,t
S e e IR ACIE e
lIcll2<1 2

Then

/, EJ}B(C_, t1,t2)dC
I<ll2<v/Ne

C(s)ICI3  Ne—2
< exp (—
/||<||2<\/m rUs(09)U5(67)  Ne

C(s)lICli3 272 ;
< /S exp (_W)U;(@?)> ((\/EUI(H?)) ||C||2 + UI(H?)) d¢
=C(s,r,60Y), (146)

where the first inequality follows from (144) and (145).

Let 1 := sup¢|,>1 [¢7(C]67)]. Since the density fy (y[67,7) w.r.t. Lebesgue exists and has charac-
teristic function ¢-(¢|6Y), ¢%(¢|6?) — 0 as [|¢]|2 — oo by Riemann-Lebesgue lemma. It follows that
n is actually a maximum. Moreover, the existence of the density fy (y[09,r) w.r.t. Lebesgue, together
with Lemma 4 in Section 1, Chapter XV of [14], yield |¢r(¢|609)]" < 1 when ¢ # 0. It follows that
n < 1. By the mean value theorem and (A3)

sup |67 (Cl0e(tr, t2)) — D (C10)] < VaUL(OD) (1167 — 67|z + llni — 6712),

) ((VAun 60”1618 + (o) ac

which further implies supy, 1, c(0,1) SUP|ic|j,>1 |67 (C0c(t1, t2))] < n+ 512 .= 5/ < 1 for sufficiently large
£. Then for sufficiently large ¢,

/, EJ;B(Ev tlth)dg
I<ll2>VNe i
Ny_2r ¢ ’ Oor(Flbeltr ta) |\
<" /Rs or (\/—N_e 9@(f1=t2)> NUT(607) + 200) 903
NNe—2—1 1r5/2 r 82¢T(<|94(t17t2))
<N +) [ lor (clonte )l (14 | 22D ) o
< ()M TP NG (NGUR(09) + 1) Ua(69), (147)

where the first inequality follows from the definition of 7’ and condition (A3), and the last inequality
follows from condition (A3). (146) and (147) immediately imply for any j, S

11
limsup/ / / E; (¢, t1,t2)d(dtadt; < 0. (148)
o Jo Jre

{—00

The above display together with (143) and the conditions /N[0 — 67[|2, v/ Nellnf — 609]la — 0 yield
Jo = o(V/Nel|0f = nf|2)-
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Step 2 (Prove J; = o(v/Ng||6Y — nf|l2)). A large portion of the proof borrows ideas from Theorem 2
in Chapter XV, Section 5 of [14]. Observe

Jo < VRO — it L max Ko () (149)

(2m)s 1952
where as before by a change of variable, ¢ = /N,

Ne—1 097 (C]67)
/ ‘ o)™ g0

ONgo 1 +0Ay
AT T T 9708
—exp (ZNKC Ago — 7( AegC) (lC 200) §C 89(J)C)} dg

—i¢ A0 Nemlg 69
(7 Morqon) 2

— 2
_NZ
RS

, N, 10N 1 L OAgo
—exp (lCT)\eg - {cTA@gc) (ch 560 ~ 3 3400 <) ’ dc
Net 5¢T(W|9g)

_LleTke? 5 -
~J (e e () =

- g _ ; 8)\90 e 6A
(Mg = 5¢ AegC) <\/7 20T~ 3N 58 )‘dc. (150)

7
—e
P <\/Ne

a7
Denote the integrand in the above display by A. Since Ago and Ago exist, e 5 Aog o7(¢|0?) is twice
continuously differentiable on R®, with gradient being 0 and Hessian being i2A4 at ¢ = 0. Then by
Taylor Theorem,

—i¢T Ago 1 .
'e 0 4 (¢169)] < exp <—ZCTA95>C> i£0 < I¢lla < 1, (151)
for sufficient small 0 < v; < 1, and
- = Ne—1
——i 0T X0 C 1- _
e (g0 LT
(e ¢ ¢T (\/m|91>) — exp ( 2< Aei C) (152)

Let 0" := supj¢, >4, [#(C|00)]. By the same reasoning of n < 1 in Step 1, n” < 1. Then for any
a >0,

RS I€ll2<a a<[¢lla<m Vg 1Cl22 Nz
Then, as £ — oo
/ AdC
lI<ll2>y1v/Ne
<" [ Jor (K| vt
VN
+ v Ne eXp <—1§TA90Q_‘> <L cT Ogy CT = ) ic
ICl2>y1 v Ne 2 ¢ vV INy 9609) 89(]

- (n”)Nf*l*TNﬁUlwi) [ ter (o) ac



1 — — — 6A90 ]_ aAOO
+/ exp (——cTA oc) (CT : cD
n 2> % 900 900)

-0, (154)

where the first inequality follows from condition (A3) and the definition of 1, and the last step follows
from 7” < 1 and condition (A3).

g0
By condition (A2), 297100) o o function of ¢ has gradient at 0: 4%

2000 5567 - Lhen by Taylor Theorem:

Dor(Srf?) A

I3 o i
VN il (155)
Moreover, specialize t = 0 in (145) and one has: Y||(||2 < 1
d¢r(¢|67
2] < var @Il (156)

By combining (151) and (156), we obtain as £ — co

/ Ade
a<|[Cll2<v1vVNe

Ne- 15 ) (1)
Sm/qumme)(p( AN, < AOOC) Vst (\/Ve
1,_|_ — 1 8)\90 1 8A90, —
o (=3¢ m) (|73 0 ’m i)«
2o (5T A € (10 + ICIE) o
a 2<71 ¢
c@a) [ 2o (<507 AnC) (10 + I 4 (157)

where in the second inequality we impose Ny > 2 since it’s the limit that is of interest, and C(6Y, s)
is a constant that depends on 6 and s.
Finally by (152) and (155), when ||{||2 < a

_ i FT - Nz_l 8¢ (L|90) d
¢ g0 r ‘ L C ) i ;
V(7 o () ) i e (8 ) i€ g

Moreover

+ OAgo - OAgo _
\/Ngexp< O L et 0i>

L T - . ' 1
/_C A6 C Ags <> <«/_Ne 90() 2NéC ae(j)c
8A90

—exp (~56 4 ) i€ 55

and hence limy—,oc A = 0 when I¢ll2 < a. One can find an integrable envelope function for A when
I<llz < a in similar steps as (157), and then by the dominated convergence theorem,

/ AdC > 0. (158)
ICll2<a

Plug (158), (157) and (154) into (153) and (150), and one has

limsup Ky(j) < C(6),s )/lcl . 2exp (—%CTA994> (I<ll2 + 11€113) d¢

{— 00

Letting @ — oo in the above display yields Ky(j) — 0, which together with (149) imply J, =

o(v/ Nl — i 2)-

O
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E Proofs for Section 6

E.1 Proofs of Theorem 6.2 and Corollary 6.7

For B a subset of metric space with metric D, the minimal number of balls with centers in B and
of radius € needed to cover B is known as the e-covering number of B and is denoted by (¢, B, D).
Define the root average square Hellinger metric:

1 m
A0 (G, Go) = — > h2(pan,, PGo.n,)-
i=1

Proof of Theorem 6.2. a) The proof structure is the same as Lemma 6.5 except that to take the var-
ied sequence lengths into account, the distance d,, ;, is used in the place of total variation V' for the
mixture densities. We verify conditions (i) and (ii) of [17, Theorem 8.23], respectively, in Step 1 and
Step 2 below to obtain a posterior contraction bound on the mixture density. In Step 3 we prove
a posterior consistency result and then apply Lemma 5.5 to transfer posterior contraction result on
density estimation to parameter estimation.

Step 1 (Verification of condition (i) of [17, Theorem 8.23])

Write ny and ng respectively for ny(Go) and ng(Go, Ur<k, €k (©1)) in the proof for clean presentation.
Note that (B2) implies that § — Py from (O, ||-||2) to ({ Py }eco,h) is continuous. Then due to Lemma
5.6 and Lemma 3.2 d), for any N > n; V ng, and any G € &, (01),

V2h(pe, N, PGy, N) = V(DG N PGo.n) > C(Go, ©1)Wi (G, Go) > C(Go,01)D1 (G, Go). (159)

In the remainder of the proof N > n; V ng is implicitly imposed. By (159) it holds that, for all
G € &, (01)
dm, 1 (G, Go) > C(Go, ©1)W1 (G, Go) > C(Go,©1)D41(G, Gy). (160)
Then

(G € 4, (01) : dupn(G,Go) < €} C {G € &, (01) : D1(G, Go) < m} (161)

and thus for any j € N,

’ 2j€
< < e T)
1 (dyn 1 (G, Go) < 2je) <11 (Dl(G’GO) = 0(Go, 61))

2.6 kofl 2.6 qk()
i (i) ()™ o
C(Go,©1) C(Go,©1)

where the last inequality follows from (B1).
By an argument similar to [34, Lemma 3.2 (a)], for any G = Zfil pido, € Eky (©1)

K(pgy,ni>pa,n,) SNJLIWE (G, Go)
ko

<N;C(diam(©1), ap, L1) Iéléﬂ (10-y = 7115° + Ipriy — p71) 5
TSPk 525

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 3.2 b) and (B2). Then

m

ko
1 B . . )
o 22 K pc o) < N Cldiam(©1).00) s S~ (1)~ 015" + o )

86



and

1 m
m({—=>» K , ) <é?
<m; (pG07Nz7pG;N1) —6>

2 qko /o €2 ko—1
2= . - . : (163)
NmC'(dlam(@l),ao,Ll) NmO(dlam(@l),ao,Ll)
Combining (162) and (163),

1 (dm 1 (G, Go) < 2je)
I (5 208 K (pao,nispa,N,) < €2)
SC(GO7 917 q, @, kOu Ll)jqko-’_ko_l]\_/vglko/ao-’_ko_le_qk0(2/o‘0_1)_(k0—1) .

By Remark 6.1 ap < 2. Then based on the last display one may verify with

In(mN,,
em,Nm = C(G0767Q7 k07a07607L17L2) Q

for some large enough constant C(Gy, ©1, g, ko, o, o),

11 (dyn, (G, Go) < 2j€n,5,,) ( e )
- gexp Z]mem,Nm :
(L 20 Kpaanpan) € €&, 5 )

Step 2 (Verification of condition (ii) of in [17, Theorem 8.23])

By (161),
1
sup InN (—e, {G € &) (O1) : dmnn (G, Gop) < 26},dm7h)
€Z€m,Nm 36
< (e dGeen©1): D@ Gy < —2 d
_ezjz,pzvm B Rl P 0T = O(Go, 0y) f T
4 x (144L)% 5t —(A-1) 2 2
< 0 30 _ _
<gkoIn <1 + 0G0y Nim®e, + (ko —1)In (1 +10x 72 Emme) ;

where the last inequality follows from Lemma E.1. By Remark 6.1 8y < 1. Then based on the last

In(mN,,)
m

display one may verify with ¢, y = C(Go,©1,q, ko, 20, Bo, L1, L2) for some large enough

constant C(Go, ©1, ¢, ko, oo, Bo),

1

sup InN <36

EZEWl,ZVm

€,{G € &, (01) : dm.n(G, Go) < 2¢}, dm7h> < memem. (164)

Now we invoke [17, Theorem 8.23] (the Hellinger distance defined in [17] differs from our definition
by a factor of constant. But this constant factor only affect the coefficients of ¢, 5, but not the
conclusion of convergence), we have for every M, — oo,

(G € &,y (O1) : din n(G,Go) > Mme, 5, | Xinyps - X)) = 0 (165)

in Pgy.ny Q-+ Q@ Pay, N, -probability as m — oo.
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Step 3 (From convergence of densities to that of parameters) Since ny < N; < Ny := sup,; N;, by
Lemma 5.5 for G € &, (0) satisfying W1 (G, Go) < ¢(Go, No)

dm.n(G,Go) > C(Go)\l % ZD%W(G, Go). (166)

By Lemma E.2 for G = 250:1 p;ide, € Eky(O1) satisfying D1(G, Go) < p where p := miny <;<j<k, |69 —
09]]2, there exists a T € S, such that

1 m 1 m ]i}() ]i}() 2
EZDQi(GvGo) =\ VN N0-¢y = Ol + > Ipr() — 1
— j=1 j=1

=1 =1 j=

~

2 2

k}() k()
N S M0y = Ol | + | D Ipr) — 2]
i=1 =1

WY,
3
NE

i=1

2 2

k[) kO
N | D M0y =Bl | + | D Ipr) — 8
=1 =1

ko k()
1 —
> (VNS 16,6y~ 002+ Ipe) — )
j=1

Jj=1

[\)

:%Dﬁm (G, G). (167)

Let G = {G € &,,(01)|W1(G,Go) < ¢(Go, No), D1(G, Gp) < 3p}. Combining (166) and (167), for
any G € G
C(Go)

dm,n(G,Go) =
,h( 0) \/5

DNm (Ga GO)

By the union bound,

Vail,, .
11 : Dy > — v | X o X
(G € &, (01): Dy, (G,Go) = C(Go) €m. N [ XNy X [N,))
<TG € €y (©1) 1 dm 1 (G, Go) = Mmey, 5, | X(ny)s -+ X, ) + TG Xy - X))
—0

in @;", Pa,,n;-probability as m — co by applying (165) to the first term. The reason the second term
vanishes is as follows. Note that the second term converges to 0 essentially is a posterior consistency
result with respect to Wi (or Dp) metric. Here we prove it by (160) and (165). By (160),

G c {G S 5%(@) : dm)h(G,Go) > C(Go,p,No,Gl)}

for some constant C(Go, p, No,©1) > 0. For some slow-increasing M), such that M/ e, 5 — 0 as
m — oo,

{G € &, (01) : dy i (G, Go) > C(Go, p, No, ©1)}
C{G S (‘:ko (61) : dm,h(Gv GO) > Mrlnem,lvm}

holds for large m. Combining the last two displays and (165) yields
(G| Xy, X, ) = O
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The proof is concluded.
b) If the additional condition of part b) is satisfied, then by Remark 5.2 | n;(Gp) = 1. That is,
the claim of part a) holds for ni(Go) = 1. O

Proof of Corollary 6.7. Recall f(z|0) = exp ((n(0),T(x)) — B(A)) h(x). By easy calculations
[K(f(2101), f(2]02))] = [(61 — 02, Ep, Tx) — (B(61) — B(62))| < L1(01)]|61 — 2|2
By changing to its canonical parametrization and appeal to Lemma E.3 b),
|h(f (]61), f(]02))] < L2(©1)]161 — Oa]]2.

Here L1(01) and L3(©1) are constants that depend on ©;. In summary (B2) is satisfied. Then the
conclusions are obtained by applying Theorem 6.2. O

E.2 Auxiliary lemmas for Section E.1

Lemma E.1. Fiz Gy = Zfilp?(sgg € &k, (©1). Suppose h(f(x]01), f(x]02)) < La||6y — 02]|5° for some
0 < Bo <1 and some Ly > 0 where 01,05 are any two distinct elements in ©1.

1 2e
— . < i
N (3667 {G € gko (61) Dl (G, GO) = O(Go, dzam(@l)) } 7d 7h)

1 gko
B _ L _
< 4 x (144L5) N”‘)E(ﬁ_l“l)> (1410 x 722e72)" 7"

= <1 T GG, diam(@7)) "

Lemma E.2. For Gy = Zfilpiégg € &k (©) with p = miny<;cj<p, 07 — 092, If G = Zfilpiégi €
Eke (©) satisfying D1(G, Go) < 3p, then there exists a unique T € Sk, such that for all real number

r>1
ko

Di(G,Go) =Y (Vrllb-) — 09112+ Ipriy — 1Y) -

i=1

Lemma E.3. Consider a full rank exponential family’s density function f(x|0) with respect to a
dominating measure i on X, which takes the form

f(x]0) = exp (0" T(x) — A®0)) h(x),
where © = {0]A(0) < oo} C R® is the parameter space of 6.

a) For any 0y € ©°

([ (]6), f(x]6
1
ol 10— 6ol

D < \h (V34000 5,

where Apaq(+) s the mazimum eigenvalue of a symmetric matriz.

b) For any compact subset ©' C ©°, there exists Lo > 0 such that
h(f(z|01), f(x]02)) < L2||01 — b2z ¥ 01,02 € conv (),

where conv(0') is the convez hull of ©'.
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E.3 Calculation Details in Example 6.9

Details for the uniform probability kernel in Example 5.20. Consider the uniform kernel in Example
4.7 and Example 5.20. Write Go = Zfil p?ég? with 9 < 09 < ... < 920. Let ©; be a compact subset
of © = (0, 00) such that the condition (B1) holds, and additionally satisfies max ©; > ¢} . The reason
for the additional condition will be discussed in the next paragraph. It is easy to establish that for
any 61,605 € O,

2 1 min{@l,ﬁg} <1_ min{6‘1,92} < 1 _
R=(f(x1601), f(x]02)) =1 V7max{91,92} <1 max {01, 0o} = min®1|92 01,

and thus (37) holds with 3, = 3.
Additional care is needed for this example since the support of f(z|0) depends on 6 and K (f(z|61), f(x|02)) =
oo for 1 > 03. In particular, the condition (36) does not hold for the uniform kernel. In view of
that the condition (36) is only used to guarantee (163), we may directly verify (163) for the uniform
kernel so that the conclusions of Theorem 6.2 hold. Note that the additional condition max ©®; > 920
is necessary for (163), since max©; = 0} implies IT (= Y= | K (pgo,n,,pa,n,) < €) = 0. (Actually
the condition max ©; > 920 is necessary for a common condition called Kullback-Leibler property [17,
Definition 6.15].)
We now verify (163). Denote 6 ,; := max©; and p := § minj<i<y, (67, — 6?). In what follows

for this example we always write G = Zfil pide, € Eky(©1) in its increasing representation w.r.t. 6,
ie. 01 <0y <...< 0, Consider the following set

ko
A(Go) == {G = pido, € Exy(©1)|6; € (67, 67 + pl,p; > pf, Vi € [kol,j > 2}-
=1

For any G = Zfil pide, € A(Gp), let @ be a coupling between Gy and G specified as below:

Q= > qapd9.0,)
(a,B)E€T

where

I=nJL, L:=J{G)}, L= J{1H)}
i=2 B=1

pga (0476) EII
Gap =4 ps — D% (,B)€B2>2.
D1, (o, 8) = (1,1)

Then for any N > 1,

N N
K(paon:pan) =K [ D dqas [[ F@i162), Y aas [] £(a;165)

(a,B)el J=1 (a,B)el J=1
N N
< Y aasK | [ £(5162), T £ (x5160)
(a,B)EI j=1 Jj=1
= > pNK (f(21]62), f(21165)) , (168)
(a,B)ET
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where the first inequality follows by the joint convexity of the Kullback-Leibler divergence. For any

61 <0 € O,
92 6‘2 — 6‘1 92 — 91
= — | < < .
K(falp), fGaloe)) =tn (2 ) < 250 < 2 (169)
By our choice of I, §° < 65 for any («, 3) € I. Then plug (169) into (168),
K(pGo,N,pG,N) < N Z Gop (05 —02)
O T min O B8 Va
(a,B)eTl
N ko ko
; - 0 0
Smin(al min{1, diam(©;)} /32—:1 (05 —03) + [;2 (ps — 1) | - (170)

In fact, one can show Z(a,B)EI qap(05 — 0%) = W1(Gop, G) but we do not have to use this fact here.
Now by (170), for any G € A(G),

m ko ko

1 _

— > Kby pan) < CO)Nm [ D (65— 65) + D (s — )
i=1 B=1 B=2

Thus

1 m
m({—=>» K , ) < é
<m; (pG(th’pG;Nw) —€>

ko ko
ST A(Go) ()] CODNm [ S (05— 03) + > (ps— 1) | < €
B=1 =2

() (o)

which is (163) for the example of f(z|0) being uniform kernels.
As a result, the conclusions of Theorem 6.2 hold. Moreover by Example 5.20 n1(Gp) = 1 and one
can directly verify that no(Go, Up<k,Ex(©1)) = 1.

Details for the location-scale exponential kernel in Example 5.21. By similar calculations as above,
one may show that the conclusion of Theorem 6.2 holds even though the KL-divergence is not
Lipschitz as in assumption (B2). By Example 5.21 n1(Gp) = 1 and one can directly verify that
nQ(GQ,UkSkng(Gl)) =1.

Details for the case that kernel is location-mizture Gaussian in Example 5.22. 1t suffices to verify
assumption (B2) such that Theorem 6.2 can be applied.

Note that

k k
h(f(x|0v), f(x|02)) =h (Z min S (@lin, 0°), > mio far (@l iz, 02)>

= i=1

—

*

k
1
2 2
< fg%xkh (fa(@lpir, 02), far(@|piz, o)) + \J 5 ; |Ti1 — iz

N

(zﬂ) 1 | I+ 1i| |
> 2\/50 lrélzagxk Hi1 Hi2 2 s i1 T2

<C(o,k,01)\/ |01 — O2]|2,
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where step (x) follows from Lemma 8.2, and step () follows from the formula of Hellinger distance
between two Gaussian distributions. We also have

k k
K(f(2]61), f(2102)) =K [ Y mia f(@lpin, 0®), Y mja v (zlnja, o)
i=1 j=1

k k
).
= mqu Z qij fa(2|pin, o), Z aij [ (@|pje, 0°)

ij=1 ij=1
(+%) k
< quin Z ai; K (fa(zlpi, 02), fa(zlpge, 0?))
ij=1
k
(k) lpin — M32|2
2 4T 0
i,j=1

<C(o,k,01)[[61 — b2]2,

where in step () (gi;); jex) is any coupling between (71);cpr and (7j2) jefx) and the minimization is
taken among all such couplings, step (xx) follows from the joint convexity of KL-divergence, Lemma
8.2, and step (x * *) follows from the formula of KL-divergence between two Gaussian distributions.
Thus assumption (B2) is satisfied. Moreover, by Appendix 9.2 n;(Gy) < oco. Hence Theorem 6.2
holds. The calculations of no(Go, Ux<k,Ex(©1)) and n1(Go) are left as exercises to interested readers.

F Proofs and calculation details for Section 7

F.1 Proofs for Section 7.1

Proof of Lemma 7.2. Let ¢(-) be a positive constant that depends on its parameters in this proof.
Claim 1: There exists ¢ > 0 that depends only on d, j1, . . ., jg such that Spyin(A(z)) > cgla|~CGa=i1)(d=1)
for any |x| > 1. Suppose this is not true, then there is {z,,}%°_, such that |z,,| > 1, and as m — oo,

|$L'm|(jd_jl)(d_l)Smin(A(«Tm)) — 0. (171)

Let B(z,t) = |z|'A(z) with ¢ being some positive number to be specified. The characteristic polyno-
mial of B(x,t)BT (z,t) is

d—1
det (\I = B(z,t)B" (x,1)) = X + > i@, )\,
i=0
When |z| > 1, since |Ans(7)| < ca(d, j1,- -+, ja)|z[7a=9* for any «, 3 € [d], the entries of B(x,t)B " (z,1)

are bounded by d (04(d7j17 T 7jd)|x|(jd_j1+t))2' Thus |’71(‘T7 t)' < Cg(d, jlu T 7jd) (|‘T|(jd_j1+t))2(d7i)
for 1 <i <d— 1. Moreover,

d 2
2 . . .
|70(‘T7t)| = ’(Edtdet(A(J]))} = (H]l') |x|2dt = 05(d7.717 T 7jd)|x|2dt7
i=1

with es(d, j1,-++ ,ja) = (]_['Z:1 4?2 > 0. Let Amin(z,t) > 0 be the smallest eigenvalue of B(z,t)B T (x,t).

Then
d—1

A?nin(‘r7 t) + Z Vi (LL', t))‘fnin (‘T7 t) =0.
i=0
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When = # 0, Apin(x,t) > 0 since vo(z,t) # 0. Thus when z # 0,

d—
1 1
o Ao /\1 (@t 172
Amin (2, 1) Yo(z, 1) min ( Zl 1) min (x,1). (172)
i(z,t) cs(dyjr, - 1ja) ‘1‘2(jd*j1)(d7i) cs(dojrse ja) |m|2(]‘d77‘1)(d*1)
Moreover, when |z| > 1, ;yo(m) = ci(d,ﬁﬂ...j‘j) [ < cs(dﬁﬁ) e for any
1 S 7 S d — 1. Then by (171) )\nnn(xm,to) = (|$ |jd*j1)(d*1)Snnn(A( m)))Q N O where to _
Jda — — 1), so ———— — oo. On the other hand, since an i (Tm, are bounde
and )‘min(xma to) — 0
lim sup —;)\ (x Z% m )\Z 1 1)
m—00 70($m7t0) min m7 min \**m > L0
my b d,j1,-- .7
= lim sup 71 (@m, to) < cs( j.1 ]'d).
m—oo | Y0(Zm,t0) es(dy g1y 5 ja)

These contradict with (172) and hence the claim at the beginning of this paragraph is established.
Since Smin(A(z)) > 0 on |z| <1 and Spin(A(x)) is continuous,

min  Swin(A(z)) > ¢7 > 0.
ze[—1,1]

Then take ¢z = min{cg, ¢7} and the proof is complete. O

Proofs of Lemma 7.5. Let ¥, (z) = w' Tz. Then

(22512, 4 djdww@)T_A(x)w

dxit 7 dxiz 0777 dxda

where A(z) € R™? with entries Ayz(z) =0 for a > B and Aup(z) = (]ﬁjﬁja),xjﬁ_ja for a« < 8. Then

for any w € S9-1,

dii "/Jw (:C)

max -
dxJdi

1 1 1
J A0l > —=Swin(A(@) > —=emax{L[a[} 0, (173)

Vd Vd ~ vV
where ag = (jqg — 71)(d — 1) and the last inequality follows from Lemma 7.2.
Case 1: (j; > 1). Partition the real line according to the increasing sequence {a;}i2_ . where

= [[A(@)w]lo =

2a41 t<-—1
\_—Clj—l t=20
ar = { by 1<t</.
el +1  t=0+1
2a4_1 t>/0+2

For ¢t < —1, by (173) we know max ‘w
1<i<d

dxli

> ﬁ03|at|_o‘° for all « € [at, az1]. In order to appeal

to Lemma 7.1, we need to specify the points {tﬁ}gozo with tg = a; < 11 < ... < tg, = a¢41, where

{tg}g”:_ll is defined as the set of roots in (at,as11) of any of the following d — 1 equations,

dji ww ({E)

s , ield—1].

—cslag|”

Nz
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. . a8, _
Thus {tﬁ}g"zo is a partition of [at, a;+1] such that for each 0 < 8 < Gy — 1, dm+ﬁ(z) > %03|ai| @0
holds for some index kg € [d] and for all z € [tg, tg41]. Since % is polynomial of degree jg — jin,

it follows that Sy — 1 < Qan:l(jd — jm). Let & be the maximum of {&; }¢ _,, where ¢; are the
coeflicients ¢y, corresponding to k£ = j,, in Lemma 7.1. Then by Lemma 7.1, for A > 1

/ e (@) £ (1) dx
[tg:ts41]

- C3|at|_a°)\>jklﬁ ,
<o (7ﬁ (|f<t6+1>| + /[ o <x>|dw>

<é max{cg } (V)T AT (Jag[ ) (f(am) + /
[t

Bita+1]

|f'(x)|d3:> ; (174)

where the last step follows from f(z) being increasing on (—oo, —¢;). Then for A > 1

/ e“‘w“’(z)f(x)daj
[atﬁat+1]

Bo—1 ]
<y / M@ () d
p=0 |/ [te:ts+1]
() _ - L 1 1 ,
Seomax{ ey e L (VaF AT (o) F ( Bof(arer) + / ()| dx
[at;at+1]

S R W BN I} 20 20 /
oo (e 171 ) aFAT 2% ( Bulaca) T Fla) + ar |5 / ()l de
la

tyat+1]
_ 1 a9 @0
<C(d, jr,-++ 5 ja)\ T (Iamlhof(am) + / || If’(af)ldx> , (175)
[at7at+l]

where the step (x) follows from (174), the step (xx) follows from a; = 2a;41 and Sy < (1 =
22:1:1(3',1 — jm) + 1, and the last step follows from 51 > 1, |a¢| > |z| > |ai41] for all © € [ar, ar41]

1

1 «
and C(d,j1,- -+ ,ja) = omax< cg ', c5”? (\/E)ﬁ2ﬁﬁ1

For t > ¢+ 1, following similar steps as the case t < —1, one obtain

/ eiA¢w(z)f(x)dx
[atﬁat+1]

<C(d, 1, ja)\ 74 <|at|‘?i’f<at> + /[ |x|?f|f’<x>|dx> , (176)

tyat+1]

where C'(d, j1,- - ,ja) is the same as in (175).
For 0 <t < ¢, since f’ is continuous on (at,at+1) and f’ is Lebesgue integrable on [a;, a;q1],
limm_)a;+1 f(z) and lim,_, + f(z) exist. Define f(z) = f(2)1(a;,a:1) () + L{a, .1 () limm_m;+l flx)+

144, (2) lim,, .+ f(x). Then f(z) is absolute continuous on [as,a;11]. Moreover, by (173) we know

Jnax, ‘ d“dli@fi(w) > ﬁq (c1 +2)~ 2 for all x € [at, ary1]. Following the same argument as in the case
t < —1, let {f@}gio with tg = a; < #1 < ... < 5, = a1, where {f@}g‘):_ll is the set of roots in
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(at, at41) of the following d — 1 equations

dinhy () 1 a .
W _ﬁ03(01+2) 0, Ze[d—l]
Then {fﬁ}g"zo is a partition of [a;, a;41] such that for each 0 < g < Bo—l, % > ﬁ% (c14+2)7 @0

for some kg € [d] and for all = € [tg,t341]. Since % are polynomial of degree jq — j,,, we have

Bo—1< 22:1:1(3',1 — jm). Thus by Lemma 7.1, for any A > 1

/ eMw (@) £ () da:
lEs,tp+1]

/ ei’\w“’(m)f(x)dx
[E5,t5+1]

<a (2T (|f<~3+1>|+ /. ]If’(:v)ldw>

1 1

<éomax {e, ¥, } (VENT (0 + 200 (|f|m +
[

tp,tp41]

|f'(fv)|dw> : (177)

where the last step follows from |f(f551)| < || f||z=. Then for any A > 1

/ Ve (@) £ (1) da
[atyat+l]

Bo—1

Z / e @) £ () dx
B=0 [Eﬁ@HI]

<

1 ER

< maX{C3H,C3 id } (\/a)ﬁ *i((cl + 2)‘10)ﬁ (Bo||f||L°° +/[

>

If'(:v)ldw>

t7at+1]
1 20
<C(d,jr,- o ja)X T (1 +2) <||f||Loo +/ If’(fr)ldx> : (178)
[at7at+1]

where C'(d, j1,- - ,ja) is the same as in (175).
Hence,

/ eiAw (@) f(x)dx
R

i / e“‘w“’(m)f(x)daj

t=—o00 [atﬁat+1]

/ ei’\w“’(w)f(x)dx
[at;at+1]

oo

<y

t=—00

() _L 20 20
<C(d, 1, Ja)A 7 (o1 +2) 70 > a7 flarea)+

t<—1

7 ladl flad) + ¢+ DI fllo= + || (125 +1) £(@)

t>0+1

Lt
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(**) 1 ag ag
<'C(d, g1, ..., o)A 7 (e +2) 50 (/ 2|7 f(x)da+
(

00,—c1]

[ el s @il (el 1) )

)

Ll) (179)

<C(d, i ja)N 74 (1 +2) 7 %
(el 5@, + €+ V1A + || (1015 +1) £

where the first equality follows from the dominated convergence theorem, the step (x) follows from
(175), (176), (178), and the step (xx) follows from the monotonicity of |x|ﬁf when x < —cy, ¢ > 1.

Case 2: (j; = 1). Fix Vw € S9!, Jz; < 23 < ... < x, partition R into s + 1 disjoint open

intervals such that dw#(x) is monotone on each of those interval. Notice s < j; — 2 since dw#(z) is
a polynomial of degree j; — 1, and 1, z9,...,zs depend on w. For ¢t < —1, on [a;, at41] when we

subdivide the interval, besides the partition points {tﬁ}g"zo, {z1,29,..., 2} N [ar, at41] should also
be added into the partition points. The new partition points set has at most Sp + 1 + s < 1 + jqg
points and hence subdivide [as, a;4+1] into at most 81 + jg — 1 intervals such that on each subinterval
max ’dﬂi%_(w) dipu (2)

1<i<d| da’i dx
on each subinterval. The rest of steps proceed similarly as in Case 1, and one will obtain

/ ei’\w“’(m)f(x)dx
[at;at+1]

_ 1 20 20
Sc(du jlu e 7jd))\ Ja <|Gt+1| j? f(at+1) + / |£L'| jf |fl((E)|d.’I]> ’ (180)
[U«mat+1]

> %03|at|_0‘0 and is monotone. Hence Lemma 7.1 (part ii)) can be applied

1

~ e a
where C(d, j1, - ,ja) = ¢omax {03 ey’ } (\/E)ﬁ2ﬁ(61 + ja — 1), a constant that depends only

on d,ji,...,ja. Following the same reasoning one can obtain (176) for ¢ > ¢+ 1 and (178) for
0 <t </, both with C(d, j1,- -, ja) replaced by C(d, j1,--- ,ja). As a result, one obtains (179) with
C(d7j17"' 7jd) repla‘ced by C(d7j17"' 7jd)‘ O

Proof of Lemma 7.4. By Lemma 7.3, when ||(||2 > 1,

9OF <C(fdjr, - da)lICl

where

C(f,'r‘,d,jl,...,jd)z
C7(d g1, ga)(er + 207 ([l f (@)l pr + @+ DI f e + (12 + 1) f @) 0)"

Let |S9~1| denote the area of S?~!. Then
[ st
li<l2>1
So(fvrvdvjla"'ajd)/ ||<||2_Ed<
lICll2>1

C(f7rad7j17'-'7jd)|sdil| )\_ﬁ)\dild)\
(1,00)
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=C(r,d, g -5 ja)(er +2)* (| f (@)l 1 +

where the last inequality follows from that [ (100

€+ D fllpee + l[(J2]* +1) f(@)] 1)
) A" A?"1d) is a finite constant that depends on d
= Cr(dvjla R ajd)|Sd71| f(l 00) A_ﬁAdild)\'

(181)

and jq for r > djq and C(r,d, j1,. ..
In addition,

,Ja)

[ ts@rdacs [ idc=c@ls. (152)
lICll2<1 li<ll2<1
where C'(d) is a constant that depends on d.

The proof is then completed by combining (181) and (182) and (a” + b") < (a + b)" for any
a,b>0,r>1. [l

F.2 Calculation details for Section 7.2

In this subsection we verify parts of (A3) for the T specified in Section 7.2. It is easy to verify by the
dominated convergence theorem or Pratt’s Lemma:

k
Oh(Clu, o) _ [es (Z <<i>xi>

O
/ exp< Zd” )

9?h(¢|p, 0)
= /R izl exp <i2<<i>xi> fn(xlp,o)de, j € [K]
=1

Ou?
. g 8f/\/ |,LL, U)
= [ iz ex () gt 7d33,
/R p < ZC ) au

Oh(¢|p, o)
(¢l o)

o¢)
oh o /
— <
op R
*h({|p, o)

<
O - /]R

Oh(¢lp, o) j _
W S?éf[ig](/R‘QU f/\/(xm,a)’dx = hi(p),
(¢l 0) S 0fxtelno)

aCDop o
where hy(p) and he(p) are continuous functions of p by the dominated convergence theorem, with

their dependence on the constant o suppressed.
It follows that the gradient of ¢7(¢|0) with respect to 6 is

Ofulalna)
ou ’

O (|, o 9) i
o ’

and
h(¢lp, o) ,
RO j €kl

Then
fn(z|p, o)
O

0% far(z|p, 0)
Op?

(183)

(184)

max
JE[K]

(185)

max
J€Elk]

< max

dx :=h ,
Jelil Ja (k)

(186)

Vodr(Cl0) = (h(Clp1,0) — (I, 0), - - -,
oh oh
B(Clitn—1,7) — h(Clags ) m1 “{J;;“’) o <<g;w> T (187)
and Hessian with respect to 6 with (¢, j) entry for j > 4 given by
OhlEls,o) iek—1,j=k—1+i
02 o (clh) = —76’1&'5“’) ick—1],j=2k—-1 (155)
0960 " i ooy TR 0D) < <ok 1,5 =i
0 otherwise
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and the lower part is symmetric to the upper part.
Then by (183), (184), (185), (186), (187) and (188), for any 4, j € [k]:

97 (¢l0) \/? 1
‘ 200 | =2tV 7o

0?1 (C|0) \/51 2
e N e R
900900 | = V7o T o

(92 0 k
mﬁfi% < (hapa) + ha(pi)

i=1

where the right hand side of the last display is a continuous function of 8 since h; and hy are continuous.
Hence to verify the condition (A3) it remains to establish that there exists some r > 1 such that

Jgar—1 |67 (¢]0)]" d¢ on © is upper bounded by a finite continuous function of 6.

F.3 Calculation details for Section 7.4

In this subsection we verify parts of (A3) for the T specified in Section 7.4. This subsection is similar

to the Appendix F.2.
It is easy to verify by the dominated convergence theorem or Pratt’s Lemma:

Oh(C|la SN Jg(z|a
(¢la, ) /e:]C (z; 1:C(z)zz+1> g9(#| 7§)d27
2h’ C ag . > 1) 1 2 ag
9*h( |204 ) _ / exp (ZZZ 1 C( ) 5 +1> 9 9(z|204 )dz,

3
7‘9’12?3;5) - /R i exp <i;g<i>z“1> g(zlo&)dz, j=1,2,3

and

0%h(Cla, &) 9%h(¢|a, €) y o i1 )| 99(2]a€)
9000a —  9adl) :/Rzzﬁlexp <z;C()z H) e dz,

From the preceding four displays,

oh , 0 ;
9*h(¢la, 0 8
S < [P g i e,
Oh ,
s | = g oo 9 e
9%h(¢le, €)

dz = hy(a),

LIt 6g(z|04, 5)
O

— | <
i=1,23| 9o _jgll%%/R

j=1,2,3.

(189)
(190)
(191)

(192)

where hq(a), ho(a), hs(a) and hy(a) are continuous functions of « by the dominated convergence

theorem, with their dependence on the constant £ suppressed.
It follows that the gradient of ¢ (¢|6) with respect to 6 is

oh(Clen.&) 6h<<|a2,§>>T
da ’

Voor(cl6) = (h(clar.&) ~ h(claz, . ERLLL
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and Hessian with respect to 6 is

0 O &) _Ohlas )
2 (03 «
Hessgor(Cl0) = | 2Cons) o 7h(Clon.8) 0 . (194)
_ 9h([az.8) 0 (SIS
O a2

Then by (189), (190), (191), (192), (193) and (194), for any i,j € {1,2,3}:

dpr(Clo
pr(C]0) &
80000 | = 2 (o) +hale),
¢ (ClO 2
PG Tégl(l) = Z (hs(a) + ha(i)) ,

1

K2

where the right hand side of the preceding 3 displays are continuous functions of 6 since hq, hs, h3
and hy4 are continuous.

G Proofs for Section 8

Proof of Lemma 8.2. Step 1: Suppose p; = p; for any i € [ko]. In this case,

ko ko
h*(Pg N, Par n) =h? (Zpipei,N,Zpipeg,N>
; i=1
<ZPZ (Po;.n, Py n)

<N Zpl (Ps,. Pay)

N g 1 (70,2,

where the first inequality follows from the joint convexity of any f-divergences (of which squared
Hellinger distance is a member), and the second inequality follows from

12 (Po,n, Porw) = 1= (1= h% (Po,, Pyr))™ < Nh2 (Py,, Pyy) .
Step 2: Suppose 0, = 0, for any i € [ko]. Let p = (p1,p2,...,Pk,) be the discrete probability

distribution associated to the weights of G and define p’ similarly. Consider any Q = (qij)ﬁf}zl to be
a coupling of p and p’. Then

ko ko ko ko
W (Po,, Porx) =h? | 300 aiiPo.n, Y Y 4iiFPo,n
=1 j=1 =1 j=1
0 0
<qulj (Po, N, Po, .N)
1=1 1
ko Jko
<303 a1 £y (195)
i=1 j=1
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where the first inequality follows from the joint convexity of any f-divergence, and the second inequal-
ity follow from the Hellinger distance is upper bounded by 1. Since (195) holds for any coupling @ of

p and p’,

ko ko 1 ko
h*(Pg,n, Parn) < mfzzqw 1(0: # 0;) = V(p,p') = 5 > lpi —pil-
=1

1=1 j=1

Step 3: General case. Let G” = 2121 pidg;. Then by triangular inequality, Step 1 and Step 2,

h’(PG,N; PG/,N) Sh(PGJV, PG”,N) + h(PG//,N; PG/,N)

Finally, notice that the above procedure does not depend on the specific order of atoms of G and G’,
and thus the proof is complete. [l

h(Py,P,o)

Proof of Lemma 8.3. Since lim mf W
0—

< o0, there exists a sequences {9;“}20:1 C O\ Uk {89}

such that 95? — 9]0 and
h(PG;mPeg) §7H95—9?||2 (196)

for some ~ € (0,00). Supposing that

W Pq,n, Pacy,N)

qu(N)(Ga GO) - ﬂ € (0,00],

limsup liminf
N—oco GV‘_/} GO
GeEy, (0)

then there exists subsequences Ny — oo such that for any ¢

h(PG,Ntzv PGO,Ntz) > §B
Dw(Nz)(Ga GO) 4

lim inf
a%a,
GEEk,(O)

k
Thus for each ¢, there exists 9?" such that Gy = p)d x, + i P30 € Eky (©)\{Go}, and
I =i ‘

h(PGwa PG07N£)
Dy (ny)(Ge, Go)

By our choice of Gy, for sufficiently large ¢

BDu;(N@ (Gy,Go) = \/ H9k"7 - 90||2

-2

Y

8
-

h(PGz,Nga PG(),N[)
On the other hand, by Lemma 8.2,
h(Pg,,N., Peo,n.) <V Neh(Pye, Po).
J

Combining the last two displays,

s Ne h(PQ?,PH?) < Ne —0, asl—
e = =7 AT N ) o0,
2 P(Ne) Hﬁf’f - 692 Y(Ne)
where the second inequality follows from (196). The last display contradicts with 5 > 0. O
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Proof of Theorem 8.6. a) Choose a set of distinct ko — 1 points {8;}¥°71 ¢ ©\{6} satisfying

= min h(Py.,Py,) >0
. 0<i<j<ko—1 (Pos> Bo,)
. h(Po,Poy) .
Let p := ming<i<j<ko—1 |[0i — 0j]l2. Since hmsupW < 00, there exist v € (0,00) and ry €
0—)00

(0, min{p, (p1/7)*/P}) such that

h (Py, Py,)

5 <, V0 < H6‘—90”2 <Tp. (197)
116 — Boll

Consider G = Zf“l T 091 € Eky(©) and Go = ZZ 1 T 592 € &k, (©) with 0! = 02 = 0; € ©\ {00} for
i € [ko — 1] and 6 = 6o, 67 = 0 satisfying [|6 — 6o||2 = 2¢ < ro. Here € € (0,70/2) is a constant, to
be determined. Then de(G1, Ga) = 2¢. Moreover, h(Py, Py,) < v (2¢) < py.

By two-point Le Cam bound (see [45, (15.14)])

inf sup Egm p, ydo(G, G) > < <® Pcl,N,®P02, )) . (198)

GEELy (O) GEEL, (O)

Notice

4 <® Pa, N, ®PG2,N> <h <® PGI,N7®PG2,N> < vmh (Pg,,n, Pa,,n) -

With our choice of G; and Gs, by Lemma 8.2, the last display becomes

V(®PG17N7®PG2)N> VN min s b (P Pz, )
=VmVNh (Py,, Py)

<vmvV N~ (2¢), (199)
where the equality follows from

Trgégo (max h(Por, Pz ) = h(Foy  Poz ) =N (Foy, Pp)

due to h (Py,, Py) < p1. Plug (199) into (198),

inf  sup Egm p, yde(G,G) > (1—7\/E\/N(2e)50). (200)

GEELy (O) GEEy, ()

NN

Pa,N

1
Consider any a € (0,1) satisfying a > 1 — Wrgo and let 2e¢ = (7\}%%) " Then 2 € (0,79). Plug

the specified € into (200), then the right hand side in the above display becomes

a < 1—a > Bo C(5o) < 1 > Bo

e = 0) | —V——F— )

4 \ yy/mvVN vmvVN
where C(fy) depends on Sy. Notice a,~,ro are constants that depends on the probability family
{Po}oco and ko.
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b) Consider kg > 3. Let 0 < e < (1 — 3 —37)/2 - Consider Gy = Z =00, + Z 300 =27 90: € Eko (©)

and Go = (3 — €)dp, + (3 + €)dg, + Z 32796 € ko (0). By the range of €, G € &, (0) and
dp(Gy,Ga) = 2¢. Similar to the proof of a)

inf sup  Egm dp(G,G) > = (1 — v/mh (Pg, n, Pe,.N)) -

GEEry (©) Gegyr, (©)

[N e

Pg, N

With our choice of G; and G2, by Lemma 8.2,

1
h(Pan, Poan) <[5 % 2¢ = Ve.

Combining the last two displays,

inf sup  Egm dp(G,G) > (1—vmve).

GEELy (©) GEEy, ()

DO ™

Pg, N

The proof is complete by specifying € = = (3 — m)/él <(3- m)ﬂ The case for kg = 2 and
ko = 3 follow similarly.
¢) The conclusion follows immediately from a), b) and (51). O

H Proofs of Auxiliary Lemmas

H.1 Proofs for Section B.3
Proof for Lemma B.2. a)

l9(x) — g(y) — (Vg(x0),z — )

lim
TAY,T—T0,Y—T0 lz —yll2
_ lim [(Vg(§),x —y) — (Vg(@o), = — )|
THAY,T—T0,Yy—>T0 ||=T - y||2
< lim [Vg(&) — Vg(zo)|l2
THAY,t—T0,Y—>T0

207

where the first step follows from mean value theorem with & lie on the line segment connecting x
and y, the second step follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the last step follows from the
continuity of Vg(z) at xg and £ = x when z,y — z¢.

b) For = # y in B specified in the statement,

lg(x) — g(y) = (Vg(z0),7 — )

o=yl
1o (Voly + te — ), @ — y)dt — (Vg(0), 2 — y)|
o=yl
1o Jo (V2g(w0 + s(y + ta — y) — 30)),y + tw — ) — x0), & — y)dsdl]
e =yl
o Jo 14920 + s(y + t(x — y) = x0)), y + t(z —y) — x0), @ — y)|dsdt
- e =yl

1 1
< / / Vg0 + s(y + t(x — y) — zo))llzlly + tz — ) — zoladsdt
0 0
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1 1
< / / V290 + s(y + t(x — y) — o))||adsdt max{||z — zollos |y — zoll2},  (201)
0 0

where the first two equalities follow respectively form fundamental theorem of calculus for R-valued
functions and R?valued functions. Observe that for any matrix A € R**?,

Al < Allr < d max |4 <d D Ayl

1<i,j<d

where || - || 7 is the Frobenius norm. Applying the preceding display to (201),

/0 / V200 + 5y + tz — y) — o) || 2dsdt

<d Z /01 /01

1<i,j<d

dsdt

(92g
320507 (@0 + sy + tx —y) = 20))

Following (201),

lg(z) — g(y) — (Vg(0), z — y)|
lz —yll2

< Lmax{||z — xol|2, ||y — zol|2}-

O

Proof of Lemma B.3. a) Define F(x) = Zle hi(z)e’®. From the condition F(x) = 0 on a dense
subset of I. Then F(z) = 0 on the closure of that subset, which contains I, since it is a continuous

(i) .
function on R. Let a € I° and consider its Taylor expansion F(z) = Y .o, £ i!(a) (x — a)" for any

x € R. Tt follows from F(z) =0 on I that F()(a) = 0 for any i > 0. Thus F(x) =0 on R. Then

o . —bkill o .
0= mh_}rxgoe F(z) = wll)ngo hi(z).
This happen only when hy(z) = 0. Proceed in the same manner to show h;(z) = 0 for ¢ from k — 1
to 1.

b) Define H (z) = Ele (hi(z)+g;i(z) In(x))e’®. From the condition H(x) = 0 on a dense subset of
I. Then H(x) = 0 on the closure of that subset excluding 0, which contains I, since it is a continuous
function on (0,00). Let a; € I° and consider its Taylor expansion at ai: H(z) = Y.~ %(z—al)i
for x € (0,2a4), since the Taylor series of In(z), 27 at a; converges respectively to In(x), 7 on (0, 2a1)
for any . It follows from H(x) =0 on I that H"(a;) = 0 for any i > 0. Thus H(x) = 0 on (0, 2a;).
Now take as = %al and repeat the above analysis with a1 replaced by as, resulting in H(z) = 0 on
(0,2a2) = (0,3a1). Then take az = 2as and keep repeating the process, and one obtains H(z) = 0 on
(0,00) since a; > 0. Let 7o be the smallest power of all power functions that appear in {g;(z)}r_;,
{hi(z)}*_,, and define H(x) = =7 H(z). Then H(x) =0 on (0, 00). Then

0= lim e ™ H(z) = lim (z7°hg(x) + 27 gp(z) In(z)),
xr—00 T—>00

which happens only when =" h,(z) = 0 and 7 7g,(x) = 0. That is, when = # 0, hg(z) = 0 and
gx(z) = 0. Proceed in the same manner to show when = # 0, h;(z) = 0 and g;(z) =0 for i from k — 1
to 1. O

Proof of Lemma B./. Let v > 0 be such that the line segment between 6 — ay and 6 + ay lie in © and
Jx M@ f(2|0)dp < oo, Jx e~ "T(@) f(z|0)du < oo due to the fact that the moment generating
function exists in a neighborhood of origin for any given § € ©°. Then for A € (0,7] and for any
rxes

f(@]0 +al) — f(x]0)

A/ f(z]0)
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exp((al, T (x)) — (A0 +aA) — A(0))) — 1

9

7T ¢
) A+ al) — AB)| 1uarier—(alean)-

2 ST |0, 1)) — X A) ( )‘e< AT(@)~(A@+aA)—A(6))

VT (10T} + el o [V6A® +ad)]2 )

Al(a,T(2))] —(A(0+ar)—A(0))

€ max e

A€[0,9]

f(z]0)= evl(aT(w))\ﬂl\al\zmaxAE[O7 Ve A(B+ad)llz ,y[(aT (@) oy e~ (AB+ad)—A(6))

A€[0,9]
—C(y,a,0)/f(x]0)e> /(@ T @
<\/C2(3,0,0) f(2]6) (e47(T@) 4 e~ (@ T)), (202)

where step () follows from |e? — 1| < |t|e!. Then the the first conclusion holds with

f= \/02(%%9 )f(2]0) (e4r(@T@) 4 e=tr(@T(@)),

Take f(x) = f(x)y/f(2]0) and by Cauchy Schwarz inequality fx x)dp < [ f2(x)dp < oo. More-
over by (202)
[ (@07 + Aa;) — f(x]67)
A

< f(z) VzeX.

H.2 Proofs for Section C.2

Proof of Lemma C.1. Note that Zko by = Efol biPpo(X) = 0. Construct G, = Zfil pfdeg with
pt = pd+b,;/l for i € [ko]. For large ¢, p* € (0,1) and ZZ Pt = 1. Then for large ¢, G; € &,(0) and
Gy i Go. Then the proof is completed by observing that for large ¢

V(PGevPGO):iua|PGz(A)_PGo( )| = sup |1/€prﬁo |_O
€

and Dy (G, Go) = 2 52 || # 0. O

Proof of Lemma C.2. By decomposing the difference as a telescoping sum,

[T S (3169 + ad) = TIL, £ (169)

A
N[ 20]00 + aA) — f(x¢|09 il
<3 (L Aslof + o) | [P a2 TP T i)
=1 \j=1 j=t+1

Then the right hand side of the preceding display is upper bounded ®N pw—a.e. XN by

N -1 N
fa@lof,a,N) = | ] £(s107 +anr) | Fa(wel?ia) { TT £l69)
=1 \j=1 J=t+1
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For clean presentation we write fa(z]69,a) for fa(Z]|6?,a, N) in the remainder of the proof. Notice
that fa(Z]09,a) satisfies

N N
fa 2|69, a)d = /fA xgﬁg,adu%N/ lim fa(x]0Y,a)du
[RACCOU=TED oy RACEURD [ Jim Fa(el6p.c)

Moreover, for @ p — a.e. 7 € XN

N [e-1 N
| lim 7, 0 0
hm fa(z|62,a ; 1 1_[1 (x;16;) Ahﬂn&+ fa(zel6;,a) .lgrlf(IjWi) ,
= Jj= J=

and thus

N N
0 _ : r 0 _ : r 0
/3€N Jim fa(@167,a)d Q) n = ZZ_;/:{&L% falzel0;, a)dp = NAAIL% fa(x]67,a)dp

H.3 Proofs for Section D.4

lem:onecorsquintmin. a) It suffices to prove b = 0 since one can do the translation ' = x — b to reduce
the general case b to the special case b = 0. Let f1(z) = f(x )1[_£ B ( ), falz) = f(x)l[—w,wlc( )
and fU(:ZT) = U1[72£ 2 ( ) fl( ) Then

/ % z)dz = E —/[E . fl(x)da:—/[A . fol)dz
[z

Slm

and hence

B A]c
20 ' 2U 20 ' 2U
B2
2/ :C2f1(:1c)dac + (— / fa(x)dx
_B B 2U __E Ejc
[ 2U72U] [ 2U’2U]
B2
[ #h@a (55) [ st
_E B 2U _E B
[ 2U72U] [ 2U’2U]
2/ $2f1($)d$+/ x® fu(z)dx
[~5%35] [~5%30]
:/ 22Udx
[~ 3% 357]
E3
1207

The equality holds if and only if the last two inequalities are attained, if and only if f(x) = Ul._ £ £ (x) a.e..

b) It suffices to prove b = 0 since one can always do the translation y") = () — b and 3 = z(®
for all 2 < i < d to reduce the general case b to the special case b = 0. By Tonelli’s Theorem,
h(zM) = f(_a)a)d,l f(x)dz® .. dx(@ exists for a.e. V) and [; h(z(V)dzV) = E. Moreover 0 <
h(z™M) < U(2a)%"! a.e. . Then by Tonelli’s Theorem and a)

/ («)? f(x)dz = / («M)?h(zM)de) > v
G

. = 1202(2¢)26@ 1
The equality holds if and only if h(z(M)) = U(2a)*'1___& e (z) a.e., if and only if
20U (2a)4—1 20U (2a)d—1
f(I) =Uaaezxe [_ 2U(2§)d*1’ 2U(2§)d71] X (—CL, a)dil. O
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H.4 Proofs for Section E.2
Proof of Lemma E.3. a) It is easy to calculate

1= W2(f(2161), £ (2162)) = exp <A (91 *92) _AG)

A(02)
- - ) . (203)

Let g(0) = exp (A (90;9) — A(GO);A(Q)). It is easy to verify that g(6o) = 1, Vg(fo) = 0 and VZg(6o) =
—1V?A(6p). Then by (203)

h?(f(xl0), f(x]00)) _ 9(0) — 9(6o) — (Vg(0o),0 — o)

lim su lim sup — 204
v 160 —6oll3 Isto 16 — 6oll3 (204
e B0 = 00) T2 A0)(0 — 60) + o((16 — o][3)
=lim sup 5
AN 10— 6ol
1
<limsup (—)\maX(VQA(HO)) + 0(1))
00, \3
= /\max(VQA(GO))

b) First assume that ©’ is compact and convex. For each 6,6, € ©’, by (204),

h?(f(xl0), f(x100)) _  9(0) — g(0) — (Vg(0o), 0 — bo)

16— 6oll3 a 16— 6oll3
30 —00)TV2g(£)(0 — 6o)
16 — 6oll3
<2 Sup Amax(~V29(0)),
8 peor

where the second equality follows from Taylor’s theorem with £ in the line joining € and 8y due to the

convexity of © and Taylor’s theorem. The result then follows with Ly = \/% SUPpcer Amax(—V?2g(0)),
which is finite since V2g(6), as a function of A(f) and its gradient and hessian, is continuous on ©°.

If © is compact but not necessarily convex, consider conv(0’). Note that conv(©’), as the convex
hull of a compact set, is convex and compact. Moreover, conv(©’) C ©° since ©°, as the interior of a
convex set, is convex. The proof is then complete by simply repeating the above proof for conv(©’). O

Proof of Lemma E.1. Consider an n;-net A; with minimum cardinality of {6 : ||§—6?]|2 < m}
and an 7-net A with minimum cardinality of ko-probability simplex {p € R*o : Ef“l pi = 1,p; > 0}
under the I; distance. Construct a set A = {é Zf 1 P00, * (P1s-- -, Pko) € A,0; € A;}. Then for

any G € &, (0) satisfying D1 (G, Gy) < m, there exists some G € A, such that by Lemma
8.2

1
h?(pe.N: Pé.N,) <\/ iLon® + f\/_2> <N L™ + 5?72) :

Thus dp, 4 (G, G) < \/2LEN,, 2% + 1.

As aresult A is a \/2L2 N2 + ny-net of {G € &k (0) : D1(G,Go) <

2¢ . ~
= m} Since A

is not necessarily subset of &, (0),

2e .
<
C(Go, diam(01)) } ’dm=h> <IA|

< \/2L2Nm O+ 2, {G S gk0(®1) : Dl(G, Go) <
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ko
=M TT 1A
=1
(205)

1
Bo
3 — €
Now specify m; = (714“2\/@) and thus

1 q
2¢ 1 4 x (144L5)P0  _ 5L (1 4
A< (142 =1 N
| |—( + C(Go,diam(@l))/m) ( Gy, diam(@,) " €

Moreover, specify 7, = 1 (%)2 and by [18, Lemma A.4], |A| < (1 + %) o (1+10 x 72%e72)
Plug 71 and 72 into (205) and the proof is complete. O

ko—1

Proof of Lemma E.2. Let T be any one in Sj, such that

ko

Di(G,Go) =Y (16-) = 0712 + |priiy — PY1) -
=1

For any j # 7(i), [|0; — 67]|2 > ||92—1(j) =020l —116; — 92—1(j)||2 >p—p/2=
that is not 7 and for any real number r» > 1

. Then for any 7’ € S,

[N

ko

S~ (V) = 02 + oy — 2Y1) > Vil

=1

ko
> VrDi(G,Go) 2> (Vrll6zy) — 612 + [priy — 1Y)

i=1

which with » = 1 shows our choice of 7 is unique and with r» > 1 shows 7 is the optimal permutation
for D,.(G,Gy). O
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