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Abstract

We study the sparse high-dimensional Gaussian mixture model when the number of
clusters is allowed to grow with the sample size. A minimax lower bound for parameter
estimation is established, and we show that a constrained maximum likelihood estima-
tor achieves the minimax lower bound. However, this optimization-based estimator is
computationally intractable because the objective function is highly nonconvex and the
feasible set involves discrete structures. To address the computational challenge, we
propose a Bayesian approach to estimate high-dimensional Gaussian mixtures whose
cluster centers exhibit sparsity using a continuous spike-and-slab prior. Posterior in-
ference can be efficiently computed using an easy-to-implement Gibbs sampler. We
further prove that the posterior contraction rate of the proposed Bayesian method is
minimax optimal. The mis-clustering rate is obtained as a by-product using tools from
matrix perturbation theory. The proposed Bayesian sparse Gaussian mixture model
does not require pre-specifying the number of clusters, which can be adaptively esti-
mated via the Gibbs sampler. The validity and usefulness of the proposed method is
demonstrated through simulation studies and the analysis of a real-world single-cell
RNA sequencing dataset.

Keywords: Clustering, High dimensions, Markov chain Monte Carlo, Minimax estimation,
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1 Introduction

Clustering is a powerful tool for detecting structures in heterogeneous data and identifying
homogeneous subgroups with a wide range of applications, such as genomics (Gu and Liu,
2008), pattern recognition (Diday et al., 1981), and topic modeling (Blei et al., 2003). In
many scientific domains, data are often high-dimensional, i.e., the dimension of observations
can be larger than the sample size. For example, an important task in the analysis of single-
cell RNA-sequencing data, where the number of genes (dimension) is usually larger than
the number of cells (sample size), is to cluster cells and identify functional cell subpopula-
tions (Cao et al., 2019). A principal challenge of extending the low-dimensional clustering
techniques to high dimensions is the well-known “curse of dimensionality.” To overcome this
issue, dimensionality reduction (Ding et al., 2002) or additional structural assumptions (Cai
et al., 2019) are usually necessary in high dimensional clustering methods.

High dimensional clustering and mixture models have attracted attention recently from
the frequentist perspective. When the dimension p has at most the same order as the sam-
ple size n, Doss et al. (2023) studied the optimal rate of estimation in a finite Gaussian
location mixture model without a separation condition. Loffler et al. (2021) showed that
spectral clustering is minimax optimal in the Gaussian mixture model with isotropic co-
variance matrix when p = o(nA), where A is the minimal distance among cluster centers.
When p > n, Azizyan et al. (2013) considered a simple case in which there are only two
clusters with equal mixing weights and same isotropic covariance matrices. Jin and Wang
(2016) and Jin et al. (2017) proposed influential features principal component analysis based
on feature selection and principal component analysis. A phase transition phenomenon in
high dimensional clustering problem was also investigated in Jin and Wang (2016) and Jin

et al. (2017) across different sparsity and signal levels. Cai et al. (2019) proposed a modified



Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm based on sparse discriminant vectors to obtain
the minimax optimal convergence rate of the excess mis-clustering error. In terms of den-
sity estimation, Ashtiani et al. (2020) obtained a near-optimal convergence rate for high
dimensional location-scale mixtures with respect to the total variation distance.

Despite these theoretical and computational developments in high dimensional cluster-
ing, most frequentist approaches dealing with finite mixtures assume that the number of
clusters K is either known or needs to be estimated consistently using techniques such as
cross-validation (Smyth, 2000) and the gap statistics (Tibshirani et al., 2001). In contrast,
Bayesian methods treat K as an unknown parameter and put a prior on it. For example,
Miller and Harrison (2018) proposed a mixture of finite mixtures model with a Gibbs sam-
pler, and the posterior consistency of K was later studied in Miller (2023). Ohn and Lin
(2022) established a near optimal rate for estimating finite Gaussian mixtures with respect
to the Wasserstein distance when K is unknown and allowed to grow with n. In the context
of Bayesian model-based clustering for high-dimensional data, Tadesse et al. (2005) proposed
a method for uncovering cluster structure and identifying the discriminating variables simul-
taneously and exploited reversible jump Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) for posterior
sampling.

Gao et al. (2020) proposed a Bayesian structured linear model, which encompasses the
bi-clustering problem as a special case, utilizing a subset-selection prior and establishing an
optimal posterior contraction rate for parameter estimation.

Chandra et al. (2022) proposed a Bayesian latent factor mixture model and investigated
the behavior of the induced cluster memberships as p goes to infinity whereas n remains
fixed.

However, a general theoretical framework for Bayesian analysis of high-dimensional clus-

tering in terms of both parameter estimation and mis-clustering error is yet to be established.



The Gaussian mixture model we consider lies in the regime of high dimensionality
with sparsity structures. There has been a growing interest in Bayesian inference with
sparsity-enforcing priors. One commonly-used prior is the spike-and-slab prior (Mitchell and
Beauchamp, 1988), which is a mixture of a point mass at zero and a relatively “flat” ab-
solutely continuous density. The spike-and-slab LASSO prior (Rockova and George, 2018)
borrows the similarity between the LASSO and Laplace prior, and combines it with a contin-
uous version of the spike-and-slab prior. Theoretical properties of the spike-and-slab LASSO
prior were well studied in the context of regression models, graphical models, and Gaussian
sequence models (see Bai et al., 2021 for a review). Another class of sparsity-enforcing priors
is global-local shrinkage priors, such as the horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al., 2009) and the
Dirichlet-Laplace prior (Bhattacharya et al., 2015). We refer the readers to Tadesse and
Vannucci (2021) and references therein. However, when these types of priors are adapted
to high-dimensional sparse clustering problems with an unknown number of clusters, their
theoretical properties remain unclear.

This paper presents the Bayesian analysis of a high-dimensional sparse Gaussian mixture
model using a spike-and-slab LASSO prior and establishes the optimality of the proposed
estimation procedure. Our main contribution is threefold. First, we fully characterize the
minimax rate for parameter estimation in the high-dimensional sparse Gaussian mixture
model, in which the number of clusters is allowed to grow with sample size. A frequentist
constrained maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) is proved to achieve minimax optimality.
Second, since the frequentist optimization-based estimator is computationally intractable, we
propose a Bayesian sparse Gaussian mixture model to address this computational challenge,
and establish its theoretical properties by showing that the posterior contraction rate for
parameter estimation is minimax optimal. Third, we obtain a posterior contraction rate for

the mis-clustering error using tools from matrix perturbation theory (Yu et al., 2014). To



the best of our knowledge, this paper represents the first effort in establishing the theoretical
results of parameter estimation and clustering recovery in high-dimensional Bayesian sparse
Gaussian mixture model with a growing number of clusters.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the high-
dimensional clustering problem and our model, establish the minimax lower bound for pa-
rameter estimation, and propose a frequentist constrained MLE that achieves the minimax
lower bound. Section 3 elaborates on the main theoretical results, including the optimal
posterior contraction rate and the mis-clustering error. We demonstrate the practical per-
formance of the proposed method through simulation studies in Section 4 and a real-world
application to clustering single-cell RNA sequencing data in Section 5.

Notations: Let |S| denote the cardinality of S if the set S is finite or the volume (Lebesgue
measure) of S if S is a Lebesgue-measurable infinite subset in Euclidean space. Denote [n]
as the set of all consecutive integers {1,...,n}. We use < and 2 to denote the inequality
up to a constant. In other words, a < (2, resp.) b if a < (>, resp.) Cb for some constant
C > 0. We write a < bif a < band b S a. We use |z] to denote the greatest integer
less than or equal to the real number x and [z] to denote the smallest integer greater than
or equal to the real number z. For a p-dimensional vector x € RP, we denote x; as the
ith coordinate of . Also, we denote ||x||; = >_7_, |z;] as the ¢;-norm, |||z = Y0, |z)?
as the ly-norm, || = maxep |z;| as the lo-norm, and |lx|o = Y7, 1(z; # 0). For

any matrix A € R™™ let A;; denote the (7, j)-entry of A and let A, and A.; be the ith

row and jth column of A, respectively. We denote ||A|lr = \/Z?:l > 1 [Aij]? to be the
Frobenius norm of A and ||A||2 to be the spectral norm of A. We denote A = 0 if A is a
positive definite matrix. The prior and posterior probability distributions are denoted as II
and the corresponding densities with respect to the underlying o-finite measure (whenever

it exists) are denoted as m. We denote Dk, (P||Q) the Kullback-Leibler divergence between



any probability measures P and Q. The e-packing number of a metric space © with respect
to the metric d, which is the maximum number of pairwise disjoint balls contained © with
radii €, is denoted as M (e, ©,d). In the rest of the paper, we will use an asterisk to represent

the ground true values of the parameters that give rise to the data distribution.

2 Model

2.1 Gaussian mixture model and clustering

Let Y =[Yi,...,Y,] be a pxn data matrix, where rows represent variables or features, and
columns represent observations. We assume that the data exhibits a clustering structure
that can be described through a Gaussian mixture model as follows. Let pq,..., ux € R?
be the cluster centroids of the respective clusters, where K > 1 is the number of clusters.
Let 2 = (21,...,2,)7 € [K]™ be the cluster membership vector for observations, with z; = k

indicating that Y; belongs to the kth cluster. The distribution of Y; is given by

where €; ~ N,(0,X) independently for i € [n]. The goal is to estimate the cluster centroids
Wi, ..., g as well as to recover the latent cluster membership vector z.

This paper considers the asymptotic regime where both p and n go to infinity and p/n —
co. When p does not exceed n, Azizyan et al. (2013) proved that the expected clustering
accuracy (which will be defined formally later) depends on the dimension p through the
rate \/1% in the two-cluster problem without additional structural assumptions. Under the
regime that p/n — oo considered in our framework, we posit the following sparse structure on

the cluster mean vectors py, ..., pug. Denote g = [p1, ..., k| as the matrix concatenated



by the mean vectors of all clusters and define the support of p as supp(u) = {j € [p| :
()" # 0}. We say that p is jointly s-sparse if [supp(p)| < s. Moreover, we require that
not only each py has at most s, non-zero coordinates, namely, > 7, L1(uy; # 0) < s,, for all
k € [K], but also that w is jointly s,-sparse. We assume s,, — oo as n — oo. In the sequel,
we will drop the subscript n from s, and write s = s,, for notation simplicity, but the readers
should be reminded that s depends on n implicitly.

Denote e; € RX the unit vector that has value 1 at the ith coordinate and 0 elsewhere.
Let L = [ly,...,1,)7 € R™F where I; = e,,. Then L is the matrix whose rows represent
cluster memberships of the n observations. It follows immediately that the expected data
matrix can be written as E(Y) = pL?. Namely, our model can be represented as a signal-
plus-noise model matrix Y = uL? + E, where E = [€y, . . ., €,] is the mean-zero noise matrix
where €;’s are independent normal random vectors with mean zero and covariance matrix
3. As K is typically much smaller than n, the above representation of the model is similar
to those in Cape et al. (2018) and Agterberg et al. (2022) because the data matrix has a low
expected rank. Nevertheless, the sparse Gaussian mixture model differs from Cape et al.
(2018) and Agterberg et al. (2022) in that the columns of the expected data matrix have
the clustering structure and the rows have the sparsity structure. Following the previous
convention of using asterisk to indicate true parameter values, we denote (u*, L*, ¥*) the

underlying truth of (u, L, ¥) throughout the rest of the paper.

2.2 Minimax lower bound

One of the major theoretical contributions of this paper is to study the estimation error of
the mean matrix (u*)(L*)T in the proposed sparse Gaussian mixture model.
This differs from most existing minimax results in the clustering literature, which predom-

inantly focus on evaluating the mis-clustering error. As the first step towards the complete



theory, we establish the minimax lower bound. Formally, consider the following parameter

space

@;{ = {(:U"Lv 2) HUAS RPXK7L € L, ]supp(u)\ <s, HH'LTH% = O(Sn)>

3 - 070 <mx S )\min(z) S /\max(z) S ME < 00}7

where L = {L €e R™E . L =[l;,...,1,]",1; € {0,1}5||l;]lo = 1 for all i € [n]} is the set
of cluster assignment matrices , supp(u) is the set of indices of the non-zero rows of u, and
Amin(X) and Apax(X) represents the smallest and largest singular value of ¥ respectively.
We also denote A = ming, 4, [|py, — 145, ||2 as the minimum separation of the cluster centers.

We next present a collection of assumptions that are necessary in theoretical analyses.
Assumption 1. (Low rank) Klogn < logp, K < s.

Assumption 2. (Minimum separation) A > % for some constant q > 0.

Assumption 3. (High dimensionality) p/n — oc.

Assumption 1 is a mild low-rank assumption and can be satisfied even with increasing
K. Assumption 2 requires that the centers of different clusters are well separated and is
common in high-dimensional clustering problems.

It also guarantees the identifiability of (u, L) up to a permutation.

Assumption 3 requires p/n — oo and it describes the high-dimensional nature of the
problem. Below, Theorem 2.1 establishes the minimax lower bound for estimating the mean

matrix with regard to the Frobenius norm.

Theorem 2.1. Let Y = (u*)(L*)" + E where each column of E is normal random vector

with mean zero and covariance matrix X*. Assume Assumptions 1-3 hold. If s < p/4, then



there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

inf  swp B AL - (u)(L)T}} = C (slogp+ nlog K)
i,L (p*,L* =*)c0%

for sufficiently large n, where E, denotes the expected value with respect to (p*, L*, 3*).

The key challenge in the proof of Theorem 2.1 lies in designing suitable subsets of the
parameter space for (u, L). We construct three parameter subspaces, each essentially fixing
(n)s, S, and L, respectively. By controlling the Kullback—Leibler diameter and entropy of
each subspace, we apply Fano’s lemma to derive minimax lower bounds on the convergence
rate in each subspace, integrating them to obtain the final minimax lower bound.

The minimax lower bound consists of two parts: slogp and nlog K. The slogp term
describes the logarithmic complexity of selecting s non-zero coordinates among p variables.
It appears repeatedly in the minimax rates for high-dimensional problems where sparsity
plays an important role, including the sparse normal means problem (Castillo and van der
Vaart, 2012) and the sparse linear regression (Castillo et al., 2015). The term nlog K comes
from the logarithmic complexity of assigning n points into K clusters and also appears in

the minimax risk for parameter estimation in stochastic block models (Ghosh et al., 2020).

Remark 1. This result fills the gap in the literature of high dimensional low-rank matrix
estimation, particularly in scenarios where both sparsity and clustering structures exist.
When Y is a p x n random matrix that can be written as ¥ = X + E, where E
is a p X n noise matrix whose entries are independent standard normal random variables
and X is a p x n rank-K matrix, Yang et al. (2016) showed that, if X not only is low
rank but also has only an s X [ non-zero submatrix, then the minimax lower bound is
K(s+1) + slog(ep/s) + llog(en/l). Our minimax lower bound is sharper than the above

bound because the right singular subspace induced by L contains a clustering structure,



whereas the matrix X considered in Yang et al. (2016) does not have a structured right

singular subspace.

2.3 Minimax upper bound and a constrained maximum likelihood

estimator

From the frequentist perspective, an ideal method for parameter estimation in a well-specified
statistical model is the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE). In this subsection, we propose
a constrained MLE for estimating the mean matrix (p*)(L*)T. We prove that the risk bound
of this estimator achieves the minimax lower bound, thereby showing that the minimax lower
bound coincides with the minimax risk modulus a multiplicative constant.

Assuming the number of clusters K is known, we consider the parameter space O =

{(, L) : p € RP*X L € L, |supp(p)| < s} and define the following constrained MLE

(fi, L) = argmin |Y — pL"|[3. (2)

It is worth noting that the parameter space in the constrained MLE is not necessarily com-
pact. However, by characterizing a compact neighbor of (u*)(L*)T and controlling the
complexity inside and outside this neighbor separately, we can establish the risk bound of

the constrained MLE and show that it achieves the minimax lower bound in Theorem 2.1.

~

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that (p*, L*, %) € OF; and (i, L) is defined as in (2) and Assump-

tions 1-3 hold. Then there exists some constant ¢ > 0 such that

sup B[ ()" = BLT|}} < c(nlog K + slogp),
(u*,L*, =) €0%

where E, denotes the expected value with respect to (p*, L*, 3*).
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The proof of Theorem 2.2 relies on transforming the upper bound of the convergence
rate into an empirical process on ) Kk, which is the normalization of the feasible set of the
estimator ©k. This poses challenges due to the infinite entropy of Ox. To overcome this,
we decompose O into layers (ng )jez with manageable entropy. We classify these layers
into three scenarios: small volume, large volume, and intermediate volume. For the small
volume case, we establish that L equals L* up to a permutation within ng , simplifying the
complexity to focus on p alone. In the large volume case, we control the entropy separately
for the spaces of u and L. Lastly, in the intermediate volume case, we leverage the ellipsoidal
nature of EjK and its packing to bound the covering numbers efficiently.

Despite the theoretical optimality of the constrained MLE, it is computationally in-
tractable in general since the feasible set O is nonconvex and involves discrete structures.
In addition, the implementation of the constrained MLE requires to pre-specify the sparsity
level s and the number of clusters K, which are usually unknown in practice. These com-

putational challenges motivate us to develop a Bayesian method that can be implemented

conveniently using an MCMC sampler without specifying s and K a priori.

2.4 Bayesian sparse high-dimensional Gaussian mixture model

As described in the previous subsection, the optimization-based constrained MLE is compu-
tationally intractable due to the non-convexity and discrete structure of the problem. One
may apply the EM algorithm, which iterates between a clustering step given the recently
updated parameter values and a parameter estimation step given the recently updated clus-
ter memberships, to address this issue. For example, Cai et al. (2019) proposed an approach
that estimates the sparse discriminant vector and obtains the clustering memberships in the
Expectation step to avoid the singularities of sample covariance matrices in high dimensions.

Another approach is spectral clustering (Luxburg, 2004). However, the optimality of spec-

11



tral clustering is only established when p = o(nA) without sparsity structure (Loffler et al.,
2021). In this subsection, we propose a Bayesian approach to estimate the high-dimensional
sparse Gaussian mixture model. As will be seen later, the proposed Bayesian method has a
minimax-optimal posterior contraction rate.

We deliberately consider a misspecified sampling model: Y; = pu,, + €;, where the error
term €; follows a multivariate normal distribution with mean vector zero and identity co-
variance matrix I,,. This intentional simplification is motivated by theoretical convenience,
since our primary focus lies in the mean matrix pL? . As we will prove later, as long as
the spectrum of the true covariance matrix 3* is bounded, the posterior distribution of pL
concentrates on the true parameter (u*)(L*)?T at a minimax-optimal rate.

To promote sparsity, we use the spike-and-slab LASSO prior (Rockova and George, 2018)
for the mean vectors of clusters. The spike-and-slab LASSO prior can be viewed as a con-
tinuous relaxation of the spike-and-slab prior (Mitchell and Beauchamp, 1988), which is a
mixture of a point mass at zero (referred to as the “spike” distribution) and an absolutely
continuous distribution (referred to as the “slab” distribution). Formally, for & € RP, the
spike-and-slab LASSO prior is defined as follows: for j € [p], w(z; | Ao, A1,&5) = (1=§&;)v(x; |
o) +&(x; | Ar) and (& | €) ~ Bernoulli(#), where ¢(z | A) = (A/2) exp(—A|z|) is the den-
sity of Laplace distribution with mean 0 and variance 2/A?. By assuming Ao > A1, ¥(x; | Ao)
closely resembles the “spike” distribution in the spike-and-slab prior since it is highly con-
centrated at 0, whereas ¢(z; | A1) plays the role of the “slab” distribution. We follow the
notation in Rockova and George (2018) and use SSL(Ag, A1, 0) to denote this prior model. In
the context of our proposed sparse Gaussian mixture model, we define the joint-SSL(Ag,A1,6)

as follows to further incorporate the case where the mean vectors 1, ..., g € RP share the

19



same sparsity pattern: given K, for j € [p],

K

(oot | Aon Mo &) = T (1 =)0y | M) + &0 (s | M)

k=1

(& | 8) ~ Bernoulli(f).

Under this prior distribution, the random vectors iy, ..., g are conditionally independent
given K and a sparsity indicator vector & € {0,1}? which controls the common sparsity
structure. We further assume that 6 ~ Beta(1, 3y), where 8y = p'™ log p for some constant
x > 0. The choice of the hyperparameter Sy is selected for technical reasons.

We now specify the sparse Gaussian mixture model. Given K, for cluster membership
indicators zq, ..., 2,, we assign a categorical prior with a K-dimensional probability vector
w = (wy,...,wg)T, whose hyperprior distribution is a K-dimensional symmetric Dirichlet
distribution with the shape parameter o« > 0. We assign a joint-SSL prior for the mean
vectors {p }5 | to adapt to the joint sparsity. To allow for an unknown K, we further
assign a truncated Poisson distribution to K by letting 7(K) o< e *\K/K!, K € [Kpaxl,
where K., is a conservative upper bound for K and should be large enough in practice.

Thus, the proposed Bayesian sparse Gaussian mixture model can be expressed as follows:

(Y1,...,Y, | z,u) ~ Np(p, I,) independently, (3)
(p1, ..., px | K,60) ~ joint-SSL(\g, A1, 0), (4)
(z1,...,2n | w, K) ~ Categorical(w) independently, (5)
(w | K) ~ Dirichletg (), (6)

(K o el;Ak K € [Kund 7)

6 ~ Beta(1, 3y) where 8y = p' ™" logp. (8)

13



The use of sparsity-enforcing priors in Gaussian mixture models has been widely explored
in Bayesian literature. For example, Tadesse et al. (2005) and Gao et al. (2020) proposed a
discrete subset-selection prior for clustering high-dimensional data. In this paper, we employ
a continuous spike-and-slab shrinkage prior. While Tadesse et al. (2005) focused solely
on computational algorithms without theoretical analysis, and Gao et al. (2020) primarily
investigated the theoretical results of parameter estimation, our main contribution lies in
establishing the theoretical properties of the proposed model concerning both parameter
estimation and mis-clustering error. This represents the first effort in developing a general

theoretical framework for Bayesian analyses of high-dimensional clustering.

3 Theoretical Properties

3.1 Posterior contraction rate

In this subsection, we show that the posterior contraction rate with respect to the Frobenius
norm metric is minimax optimal under the propose Bayesian sparse Gaussian mixture model.
All the proofs are deferred to the Appendix.

By the Bayes formula, the posterior distribution of g and L can be written as

~ JepaY | 1, L) /pa(Y | g, L*)I(dpd L)

) & Y =V T LV | L)

where p,(Y | p, L) = (2m) "2 exp (—||Y — pL"||%/2) is the likelihood of the data matrix
Y with identity covariance matrix and £ is any measurable subset of © = Ug‘ff‘ RP*E x L.

In Theorem 3.1, we derive the posterior contraction rate under the proposed Bayesian model.

Theorem 3.1. Let Y be generated from a mizture of K* Gaussian distributions as in (1)

with the true mean vectors p* = [y, ..., Wi+] and the true cluster membership matriz L*,

14



where |supp(p*)| < s. Suppose Assumptions 1 - 3 hold. Let p and L follow the prior spec-
ification in (3)-(8) with some hyperparameters k > 0, a > 1, A\g > 2log(p/s)y/np/(slogp)

and 1/n" < A\ < \/slogp/||p*||F for some constants v > 0. Then for n sufficiently large,

we have

1 0 2) ¢ L — ()T = M (slog -+ 0o Ko

Y}—>0

in P+ L svy- probability, for every large constant M and (p*, L*,¥*) € OF.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 adopts a modified “testing-and-prior-concentration” approach
(Ghosal et al., 2000), tailored to address the unique challenges arising from model misspec-
ification in our setting. We rigorously prove the three conditions: (1) The prior distribution
puts a sufficient mass on the neighbourhood of the true parameter (u*)(L*)T; (2) There
exists a test function which can distinguish (p*)(L*)? from the complement of its neigh-
bourhood in a subset of the parameter space; (3) The prior puts almost all mass on the

subset of parameter space in condition (2).

Remark 2. Recall from Section 2 that the minimax lower bound contains the true number of
clusters K*, which is unknown in many applications. The posterior contraction rate obtained
in Theorem 3.1 contains a logarithmic factor of the upper bound K, for K*. If we further
assume that K.y < (K*)? for any constant ¢ > 1, the posterior contraction rate matches
the minimax lower bound in Theorem 2.1 and is optimal thereafter. For \; in the joint-SSL
prior, if we further assume ||p}||3 = O(s) for any k € [K*|, then the upper bound of \; can

be relaxed to \; <

~Y

V/10g p/ Kax, which is a mild condition and can be easily satisfied in

practice.

We assume that the cluster mean vectors are jointly sparse. However, Theorem 3.1 can

be easily generalized to the case where the cluster centers do not share the common sparsity
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structure. Specifically, each mean vector p; has at most s non-zero coordinates but the
indices of the non-zero coordinates are not necessarily the same across k € [K]|. Clearly, the
matrix p = [p1, ..., p| is jointly Ks-sparse. To adapt to the column-wise sparsity of w, we
modify the hierarchical prior model by letting g1, .. ., px follow the SSL prior independently

given K:
(/,l;k ’ K,e)NSSL(Ao,)\l,Q) for k = 1,...,K. (67)

The following corollary gives the posterior contraction rate under such a modification.

Corollary 3.1. Let Y be generated from a mizture of K* Gaussian distributions as in (1)
with the true mean vectors p* = (w3, ..., wi|T and the true cluster membership matriz L*,
where |supp(p*)| < K*s. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold. Let pw and L follow the prior
specification in (3), (67), (5)-(8) with the same hyperparameters as in Theorem 3.1. Then

for n sufficiently large, we have

¥ {w, L) ¢ [WET — ()L | > M (5K logp + 1108 Konss)

Y}—>O

in P(e L svy- probability, for every large constant M and (p*, L*,¥*) € OF.

Remark 3. Corollary 3.1 can be easily extended to the case when the mean vectors have
not only different sparsity structures, but also distinct sparsity sizes, i.e., |supp(pr)| #
|supp ()| for some k # k’. In such a case, the first term of the posterior contraction rate

becomes to Zle |supp (x| K max 1og p.

3.2 Mis-clustering error

Recovering cluster memberships is always a focal objective for clustering problems. In this

subsection, we obtain a mis-clustering error bound of the proposed Bayesian model a poste-
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riort based on the posterior contraction result for parameter estimation in Theorem 3.1. For
any two cluster membership vectors z, z’ € ([K])", define the minimum Hamming distance
du(z,2") = (1/n)inf,cs, > 1{z # 7(2)} as the mis-clustering rate between z and 2/,
where Sk is the set of all permutations on [K]. Let 0yax(X) and o,y (X) denote the largest
and smallest

Nnon-zero

singular value of matrix X, respectively. Below, we obtain the posterior contraction

result for the mis-clustering error measured by dy.

Theorem 3.2. Assume the conditions in Theorem 5.1 hold and nj =" 1(zf = k) — oo

*
max

for all k. Let n* 2 minge(x) Ny, and n 2 maxye(x) Ny Then we have

min

M (1105) * O (1)

(Pin)  Trmin (1)

H{ndH(z,z*) > (slogp + nlog Kiax)

Y}—>0

in P 0+ 3+)- probability for every large constant M.

The main challenge in proving Theorem 3.2 is translating clustering accuracy into errors
regarding the right singular subspace of uL”. By leveraging a variant of the Davis-Kahan
Theorem, we bound the distance of the right singular subspace of uLT using the distance
of pL™T. Through geometric analysis, we establish that correct clustering is achievable if the
errors of corresponding right singular vectors are sufficiently small. This allows us to control
mis-clustering error by the error of pL”, and the desired result follows by directly applying

Theorem 3.1.

Remark 4. If we assume (slogp)/(n||p*||%) — 0, then by Theorem 3.2, the proportion of

the mis-clustered data points is asymptotically negligible with a high posterior probability

provided that (nf,.)30ma(p*)* = O((nfy,) omin(1*)*) as n — co. Moreover, if we further

min

assume that opax(p*) S Omin(p*) and nf . S né. = O(n) (which means that the sizes of

max ~o '“min
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the smallest cluster and the largest cluster are of the same order as n), then the number of
mis-clustered data points, i.e., ndg(z, 2*), is asymptotically bounded by a constant with a

high posterior probability because ||p*||% =< omn(p*)? in this case.

Remark 5. Azizyan et al. (2013) and Cai et al. (2019) also studied high-dimensional cluster-
ing with the sparsity assumption. However, they only considered the case when the number
of clusters was 2. Assuming that pu} — pl was sparse, Azizyan et al. (2013) showed that
the minimax optimal convergence rate of mis-clustering was \/W/ A? when the two
clusters had same mixing weights and isotropic covariance matrices. Assuming that the dis-
criminant direction vector 8* = (X*)~!(u} — pb) was sparse, Cai et al. (2019) showed that
the convergence rate of the excess mis-clustering error , defined as the difference between the
mis-clustering error and the optimal mis-classification error obtained by Fisher’s linear dis-
criminant rule when cluster-specific parameters were known, achieved the minimax optimal
rate of slogp/n. However, the convergence rate of mis-clustering error was not investigated.
In addition, Li et al. (2017), Azizyan et al. (2013) and Cai et al. (2019) focused on the
two-cluster problem, but the minimax optimal result for high-dimensional sparse clustering
with K > 2 clusters was not studied. In contrast, we allow K to grow moderately with the

sample size n.

4 Simulation Studies

We evaluate the empirical performance of the proposed Bayesian method for sparse Gaussian
mixtures through analyses of synthetic data sets. Posterior inference is carried out through
an MCMC sampler, the details of which are provided in Appendix C. We also compare the
performance of our model with four competitors: principal component analysis K-means
(PCA-KM), sparse K-means (SKM) (Witten and Tibshirani, 2010), Clustering of High-

dimensional Gaussian Mixtures with the EM (CHIME), and Gaussian-mixture-model-based
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clustering (MClust) (Fraley et al., 2012). In particular, PCA-KM is a two-stage approach
that first performs a PCA to reduce dimensionality and then applies a K-means algorithm to
the principal components. SKM is a generalization of the K-means in high dimensions to find
clusters and important features (i.e., the non-zero coordinates) simultaneously. CHIME is a
high-dimensional clustering approach based on an EM algorithm. To overcome the issue that
the sample covariance matrix may not be invertible and thus the subsequent estimate of z is
not available, CHIME focuses on the so-called sparse discriminant vector and directly use it
in the Fisher discriminant rule to estimate cluster memberships. Note that the performance
of CHIME is quite sensitive to the choice of initial values. Throughout simulation examples
in this section, we set the initial values of CHIME to be the output of K-means. For PCA-
KM and SKM, we choose the number of clusters via Silhouette method (Rousseeuw, 1987),
with the range of K being from 2 to 10. For MClust and CHIME, the number of clusters is

estimated via Bayesian information criterion (BIC).

4.1 Simulation setup

We consider three simulation scenarios. Scenario I is designed to evaluate the proposed
Bayesian method in terms of clustering accuracy with varying numbers of clusters and sup-
port sizes of the mean vectors. The data matrix Y is of size p x n with p = 400 and
n = 200. We assume that the true number of clusters K* ranges over {3,5} and the sup-
port size s ranges over {6,12}. We use S to denote the set of non-zero coordinates and let
the first s coordinates of the cluster means be non-zero, i.e., § = {1,2,...,s}. For each
K* € {3,5}, the true cluster assignment z; is generated from a categorical distribution:
2} ~ Cat(pg~), where p; = (0.3,0.3,0.4) and p; = (0.2,0.2,0.2,0.2,0.2). When K* = 3,
the three cluster mean vectors are (u})s = 3 x (1,1,..., D)7, (u3)s = —1.5 x (1,1,..., 1)

and (pu3)s = (0,...,0)7, where (u})s, (u3)s, (13)s € R®. For K* =5, the five cluster mean
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vectors are (pu})s = 4 x (1, 1,..., D)7, (u3)s = —4 x (1,1,..., )T, (u3)s = (0,...,0)7,
(u)s =4 x (-1,1,-1,1,...,—1, )7 and (pui)s = 1.5 x (1,—-1,1,—1,...,1,—=1)T. Given
K* and z{’s, data are generated from Y; ~ N(pZ., I).

Scenario II focuses on the case when small clusters exist. The data matrix Y consists
of n = 200 observations with dimension p = 400. We assume that the true number of clus-
ters K* = 3 and the support size s = 8. Similarly as Scenario I, we set S = {1,2,...,s}.
The mean vectors over the support S in the three clusters are (u})s = (5,2,---,5,2)%,
(u3)s = (10,5,---,10,5)T, and (u3)s = (15,2,---,15,2)T respectively. For each obser-
vation ¢, its simulated true cluster assignment z; is generated from a categorical distribu-
tion independently: zf ~ Cat(0.02,0.48,0.5). Given K* and z!’s, data are generated from
Y, ~N (p,%, EZ;), where 3; = 33 = I, and 3, is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries
equal 4 on the coordinates in the support S and 1 elsewhere.

Scenario IIT aims to investigate the robustness of the proposed Bayesian method to the
misspecification of the sampling distribution. The true distribution of the data is assumed to
be a mixture of multivariate ¢ distributions but we use the Gaussian mixtures as the working
likelihood. The data matrix Y consists of n = 200 observations of multivariate t-mixtures
with dimension p = 400 and a degree of freedom 5. The number of clusters is set to K* = 3,
and the first s = 8 coordinates of cluster mean vectors are non-zero. We generate cluster
assignments z’s from a categorical distribution: z; ~ Cat(0.2,0.4,0.4) independently for
i € [n], and let the cluster mean vectors pf, u5, i and the covariance matrices Xy, 39, 33
be the same as those in Scenario II for each multivariate ¢-cluster.

For each of the three scenarios, we apply the proposed Bayesian sparse Gaussian mixture
model to the simulated data with 100 repeated simulations. In each simulation, we compute
posterior inference using the developed MCMC sampler with 1000 burn-in iterations and

another 4000 iterations for post-burn-in samples. The upper bound of the number of clusters
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is set to be Kp.x = 20. We set the hyperparameters s, A\g, and A\; in the spike-and-slab
LASSO prior to be 0.1, 100, and 1 respectively, and A in the truncated Poisson prior for
K to be 2. The estimated number of clusters and cluster assignments under the proposed
Bayesian method are reported based on the posterior mode of z;’s from post-burn-in MCMC
samples.

The proposed Bayesian method, Mclust, PCA-KM, and SKM are performed under R

with version 4.2.1 and CHIME is performed under Matlab with version 9.11 (R2021b).

4.2 Simulation results

We first investigate the performance of the proposed Bayesian sparse Gaussian mixture
model against the four competitors in Scenario I. We focus on the following three objectives:
identification of the number of clusters, the clustering accuracy, and the cluster-wise mean
vector estimation accuracy. The proposed Bayesian method can successfully recover the
simulated true number of clusters. Specifically, when K* = 3, the proposed method identifies
3 clusters in 85 replicates out of 100 replicates for s = 6 and in 98 replicates for s = 12;
when K* = 5, the proposed method identifies 5 clusters in 83 replicates out of 100 replicates
for s = 6 and in 98 replicates for s = 12. In contrast, all the four competitors underestimate
the number of clusters. In particular, when K* = 3, the estimated number of clusters using
the four competitors all equal to 2 in 100 simulation replicates. When K* = 5, PCA-KM,
SKM, MClust, and CHIME only correctly estimate the number of clusters in 6, 0, 4, and 3
out of 100 replicates for s = 6, and in 8, 0, 9, and 3 out of 100 replicates for s = 12. Figure
1 and Appendix Figure A1 plot the simulated true cluster memberships and the estimated
clustering results under the proposed Bayesian method and the four competitors for one
randomly selected simulation replicate when K* = 3, s = 6, and K* = 5, s = 6, respectively.

We can see that the four competitors cannot well distinguish clusters with a certain degree
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of overlapping, e.g., the green and blue clusters in the upper left panel of Figure 1, while the

proposed Bayesian method can successfully separate them.

Truth Bayesian SKM

0 . 0- 0
2 agees Ly
. A% DR L
2 s -2- - L -2
-4 -4- - -4
-4 -2 0 2 4 -4 -2 0 2 4 -4 -2 0 2 4
PCA-KM MClust CHIME
6 6- 6-
4 4- 4

e, Cee
o st .".
0- ':.-a:‘a;‘. 0.
P e A
5 ..:,.,.u.,
*%e .

Figure 1: Clustering results of different methods compared to the true cluster memberships
in Scenario I with K* = 3 and s = 6 in a randomly selected simulation replicate. Data points
are projected onto the subspace of the first two coordinates and different colors correspond
to different estimated cluster memberships.

In terms of clustering accuracy, we use the adjusted Rand index (ARI) (Rand, 1971) as
the evaluation metric. Specifically, let C* and C' denote the true and estimated partition of
[n], respectively, and let K* 2 IC*|, KT 2 |CT|. For each cluster, denote nj the size of k-th
cluster in C* and nz, as the size of k’-th cluster in CT. Furthermore, let ny s be the number

of observations that are assigned to both the k-th cluster in C* and k’-th cluster in CT. Then

the ARI is defined as

i Sy (") = i (%) Son, (%)/(5)

ARI(C*,CT) = e e :
(i (3) + 2L (3)) 2= S () SEL (9)/()

Table 1 reports the average ARIs of the clustering results of the proposed Bayesian method
against the four competitors across 100 simulation replicates under Scenario I. The proposed
Bayesian method outperforms the four alternatives in terms of higher ARIs in all settings.

We then examine the cluster-wise mean vector estimation accuracy by computing ||f1; —
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K*=3 K*=5
s=6 s =12 s=6 s=12
Bayesian | 0.84 (0.19) 0.98 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 0.99 (0.01)
PCA-KM | 0.54 (0.04) 0.55 (0.04) 0.64 (0.17) 0.60 (0.18)
MClust | 0.54 (0.04) 0.55 (0.04) 0.81 (0.13) 0.78 (0.05)
SKM 0.55 (0.04) 0.55 (0.04) 0.54 (0.21) 0.74 (0.13)
CHIME | 0.53 (0.10) 0.63 (0.18) 0.52 (0.27) 0.54 (0.29)

Table 1: Average (standard deviation) adjusted Rand indices (ARIs) in Scenario I with
different choice of the number of clusters K* and support size s.

pi||2 under the proposed Bayesian method and alternatives, where f1; is the estimated mean
vector under different methods. Specifically, f1; under the proposed Bayesian method is
the posterior mean of p;. CHIME and MClust directly return fi; since they are model-
based methods. For PCA-KM and SKM, we use the empirical means induced from their
estimated clustering memberships as f1; since they are based on K-means. Figure 2 presents
the boxplots of ||ft; — pf||2 when K* = 3 and s = 12 across 100 simulation replicates under
different methods, showing that the proposed Bayesian method yields the smallest error
of estimating pj. Furthermore, Appendix Figure A2 plots the estimated p} under different
methods in one randomly selected simulation replicate, indicating that the proposed Bayesian
method recovers the sparsity pattern better than the four competitors. Lastly, we report the
running times of all methods in Scenario I in Appendix Table Al.

Scenario II is designed to evaluate the proposed Bayesian method when small clusters
exist. Figure 3(a) shows the true clustering assignments in one randomly selected replicate,
in which the small cluster (in red color) only contains four data points. Our Bayesian method
successfully discovers the small cluster and yields the estimated number of clusters K = 3 in
96 out of 100 simulation replicates, resulting in an average ARI of 0.99. Figure 3(b) shows
the estimated clustering memberships under the proposed Bayesian method in the same
simulation replicate, exactly matching the truth shown in Figure 3(a). In contrast, all four

competitors are not able to identify the small cluster and report the estimated number of
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Figure 2: Numerical results of ||f1; — pi]|2 of different methods in Scenario I with K*
and s = 12 across 100 simulation replicates.
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Figure 3: Clustering results of different methods compared with the truth in one randomly
selected simulation replicate of Scenario II. (a) Simulated truth. (b) Clustering result under
the proposed Bayesian method. (c-f) Clustering results under SKM, PCA-KM, MClust, and
CHIME when the number of clusters is fixed to be truth. Data points are projected onto the
subspace of the first two coordinates and different colors correspond to different estimated
cluster memberships.
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clusters K = 2 in all 100 simulation replicates. We further examine the performance of the
four competitors when we pre-specify the number of clusters to be the truth K = 3. Figure
3(c) - (f) plot the estimated clustering memberships obtained from the four competitors. We
can see that SKM, PCA-KM, and MClust incline to return clusters with relatively balance
sizes, leading to inaccurate clustering assignments with the average ARIs being 0.76, 0.84,
and 0.79, respectively, across 100 simulation replicates. CHIME only returns two clusters
even though we set the number of clusters to be 3, as shown in Figure 3(f).

For Scenario III, the histograms of the estimated number of clusters under different
methods are presented in Appendix Figure A3. Figure 4 visualizes the clustering results
under different methods in a randomly selected simulation replicate. The proposed Bayesian
method successfully identifies three clusters in 76 out of 100 simulation replicates, with
an average ARI of 0.97 across 100 simulation replicates. Note that the multivariate ¢-
distribution is heavy-tailed. Since we mis-specify the working model as Gaussian mixtures,
it is reasonable to treat some observations as “outliers”, as shown in the upper left panel of
Figure 4. Therefore, the proposed Bayesian method tends to assign these “outliers” to small
clusters when it overestimates the number of clusters. PCA-KM returns 10 clusters in 59
out of 100 simulation replicates with the average ARI being 0.84. The estimated numbers
of clusters of SKM are all 2 in 100 simulation replicates, and the average ARI is 0.52. For
model-based methods, i.e., MClust and CHIME, which also utilize Gaussian mixtures as the
working likelihood, their performance are much worse than others as they only identify one

cluster in 93 out of 100 replicates, resulting in the average ARIs less than 0.05.

5 Single-cell Sequencing Data Analysis

Recent advances in high-throughput single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-Seq) technologies

greatly enhance our understanding of cell-to-cell heterogeneity and cell lineages trajectories
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Figure 4: Clustering results under different methods in one randomly selected replicate of
Scenario III. Data points are projected onto the subspace of the first two coordinates and
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in development (Cao et al., 2019). One important goal of analyzing scRNA-Seq data is
to cluster cells to identify cell subpopulations with different functions and gene expression
patterns. The large number of detected genes in scRNA-Seq data makes the task of clustering
cells a high-dimensional problem. In this section, we evaluate the proposed Bayesian sparse
Gaussian mixture model using a benchmark scRNA-Seq data set (Darmanis et al., 2015),
which is available at the data repository Gene Expression Omnibus (GSE67835, https://
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/query/acc.cgi?acc=GSE67835). After excluding hybrid cells
and filtering out lowly expressed genes (i.e., the total number of RNA-Seq counts over all
non-hybrid cells is less than or equal to 10), we have p = 18568 genes and n = 420 cells in 8
cell types including fetal quiescent cells (110 cells), fetal replicating cells (25 cells), astrocytes
cells (62 cells), neuron cells (131 cells), endothelial (20 cells), oligodendrocyte cells (38 cells),
microglia cells (16 cells), and OPCs (16 cells). The original count data y;; for gene j in cell
1 is transformed into continuous type by taking base-2 logarithm and pseudo count 1, i.e.,
log,(yji +1). Then we divide each y;; by the total expression of each cell, i.e., y;i/ > 7, yji-
Lastly we normalize the data such that the standardized expression levels have zero mean
and unit variance for each gene.

We apply the proposed Bayesian method to the scRNA-Seq data with the same hyper-
parameters as in the simulation study. We run the MCMC sampler for 10000 iterations
and discard the first 5000 iterations as burn-in. For comparison, we implement several al-
ternatives, including K-means (KM), PCA-KM, MClust, SKM, K-means after non-negative
matrix factorization (NMF-KM) (Zhu et al., 2017), and K-means after t-distributed stochas-
tic neighbor embedding algorithm (tSNE-KM) (Linderman et al., 2019). For PCA-KM and
NMF-KM, we first project the data onto the top 10-dimensional feature space, then apply
the KM algorithm to cluster the cells. For the KM-based method, the optimal number of

clusters is determined by the Silhouette method. To measure the performance of clustering
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results, we use not only the aforementioned ARI but another commonly-used criteria in the
single-cell literature: normalized mutual information (NMI) (Ghosh and Acharya, 2011).
Formally, with the same notations as in Section 4.2, the NMI is defined as

K* KT ng Ny gt K* n} Kt nl, nt,
Dk Qo1 o log (%) =D b1 D 2 log (Tk)
NMI(C*,C") =

Table 2 reports the ARIs and NMIs under the proposed method and alternatives, showing
that the proposed model results in the highest ARI and NMI and achieves the best clustering
accuracy. Figure 5 plots the true cell types and the estimated cluster memberships under all
the methods. Although the proposed Bayesian method underestimates the number of cell
types by 1 and yields K = 7, it can identify most cell types except for fetal quiescent and
fetal replicating cells. The KM method correctly estimates K = 8 cell types. However, it
cannot recognize OPC cells and gives two additional small clusters that are not interpretable.
Other methods tend to underestimate K. In particular, SKM and MClust estimate K = 3
and K = 4 respectively, and perform worse than others in terms of much lower ARIs and
NMIs, as shown in Table 2. Both PCA-KM and tSNE-KM estimate K = 4 by correctly
identifying the astrocytes cell type and merging fetal quiescent and fetal replicating cell
types into one cluster. For the other five cell types, PCA-KM identifies microglia cell type
and merges oligodendrocytes, OPC, endothelial, and neuron cell types into one cluster, while
tSNE-KM identifies the neuron cell type and merges oligodendrocytes, OPC, microglia, and
endothelial cells as one cluster. NMF-KM is able to identify neuron, fetal quiescent, and fetal
replicating cell types but cannot distinguish others. tSNE-KM identifies oligodendrocytes,
OPC, microglia, and endothelial cells as one cluster.

We further examine the alternative methods when the number of clusters is set to be

the true number of cell types (K = 8). Appendix Figure A4 plots the estimated clustering
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Methods Bayesian SKM PCA-KM MClust NMF-KM tSNE-KM KM
Estimate of K 7 3 4 4 6 4 9

ARI 0.84 0.15 0.59 0.33 0.63 0.78 0.79

NMI 0.80 0.22 0.58 0.35 0.61 0.70 0.77

Table 2: Estimate of the number of clusters K, ARIs, and NMIs obtained by applying
different methods to the scRNA-Seq data set.
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Figure 5: Clustering results of scRNA-Seq data corresponding to different methods. Data
points are embedded into two-dimensional subspace by tSNE embedding.

memberships under all the alternative methods. As shown in Figure A4, MClust cannot
distinguish fetal quiescent and fetal replicating cell types and merges OPC and oligoden-
drocytes cell types into one cluster. PCA-KM and tSNE-KM return clusters with relatively
similar sizes and hence their performance on small clusters are not satisfactory. SKM and
NMF-KM perform significantly worse than others since they do not correctly identify any
single cell type. Appendix Table A2 reports the resulting ARIs and NMIs, showing that the
proposed Bayesian method still yields the highest ARI and NMI even though the number of

clusters is correctly pre-specified for all alternative methods.
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6 Discussion

We propose a Bayesian approach for high-dimensional Gaussian mixtures where the cluster
mean vectors exhibit certain sparsity structure. We fully investigate the minimax risk for
estimating the mean matrix, show that the posterior contraction rate is minimax optimal,
and obtain an error bound for the mis-clustering error. Our approach demonstrates superior
performance in both simulation study and real-world applications.

There still exist challenges that need further research. One extension is to consider
scenarios where the cluster-specific covariance matrices have some structures, such as sparse
spiked structures (Xie et al., 2022). Exploring the theoretical properties of covariance matrix
estimation could be an interesting future direction. On the implementation side, algorithms
based on Markov chain Monte Carlo can be computationally expensive in ultra-high dimen-
sions. Certain optimization-based alternatives, such as variational Bayes methods (Ray and
Szabo, 2021) can be attractive. Developing the underlying backbone theory for variational

Bayes approaches can be a promising future research direction as well.
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Appendix A Proofs for Section 2

proof of Theorem 2.1. We define three subspaces of O} as follows.
We consider the case where ¥* = I,. Without loss of generality, we consider the case
where n/K is an integer. If not, let n’ = |n/K | K. Then we get a lower bound of a smaller

parameter space © C RP*K x R"*K which is also a lower bound of the original parameter
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space ©% C RP*E x R™K We define the first subspace

* * /C IOgK *
K1 — {(M’L7E)€@K:N:[M0wh"' 7#’0“71(]7#'0: . s ,supp(u)ZS,E :Ip}

for some fixed sparsity support S C [p] with |S| = s, constant ¢; > 0, and wy, ..., wx €

{0,1}?. Specifically, we choose the vectors wy, . .., wg such that ||(w;)s|lo = s for all i € [K]
and ||(w;)s — (w;)s|l3 > s/2 for i # j. By Lemma 4.10 in Massart (2007), there exists
{(wy)g,...,(wk)s} C {0,1}° satisfies these properties for K < s. Next we define the
second subspace. Note that each L can be associated with a mapping z : [n] — [K] such

that [; = e,(;) where e; is the vector whose ith entry is 1 and 0 elsewhere. Then we define

. . 3 k—1)n kn .
@m:{(u,L,E) €Oz (k) = {%H,-..,?,E =Ip},|supp(u)| = }

where supp(+) denotes the indices of the non-zero rows of a matrix. For the third subspace,

®*K3 = {<l-l’7 L> E) € 6)*K : supp(u) = Supp(ﬂ’)a L= 1~—J7 (I‘I’)S - (I]’)S + E7E € B;XK(O)’ ¥ = Ip}a
for fixed (f1, L,I) € ©% where B¥*5(0) = {u € R*K : ||u|lr < a} represents the closed

ball of the set of s x K matrices centered at 0 with radius a with respect to the Frobenius

norm and S = supp(f). Here a is a positive scalar which will be specified later.

B We first consider the minimax lower bound over O%,. By Lemma 4.10 in Massart (2007)
we know there exist {wy,- -+, wg} C {0,1}* such that |w; — w,||* > s/2. Consider an ;-

ball of ©%, with respect to the metric d;((, L1), (1, L2)) = ||uL¥ — pLY||r/+/n. Suppose
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L, and L, are associated with mappings z1, 22 : [n] — [K]. We have

n . s
net > Ly = pLy 5 > 1 Y llwa) — e [F > gl (i 21(0) # 200} 5

i=1

Let €} = (c; log K)/12. Since p2 = (¢ log K)/s, we have |{i : 21(i) # 2(i)}| < n/6. Denote
B(puLT) :={L, € Lx : di((p, L), (u, Ly)) < €} for any p € RP*E and L € L. Then for

any (p, L) € ©%,, we have

|B., (nL")| < (7;;6)}(”/6 < exp <n10g6— E%nlog5+glogK>
o
(nl g6—g%nlog6+glog1{> < exp <%n10g6+%logK)

lo
< exp (%lﬁnlogK + 6n10g K) < exp (0.95nlog K)

where the second inequality comes from the Stirling’s formula and the fourth inequality is

due to the fact that K > 2. Since |0}, | = K", we have

n

1
> —nlog K.

tog M (€1, Oicy, ) = log T yims = 35
n/6

Note that Drr(P,rrlP.rr) = 3wl — pLi|E < 2“§5n = ¢inlog K. Therefore, by the

generalized Fano’s lemma (Yu, 1997)

cinlog K + log 2 > 0.9
nlog K/20

inf sup P, (||AL” ~ (u)(L)TF = conlog K ) > 1
L (p* L*)eo3,,

with some constant ¢y = ¢;/48 > 0 for sufficiently small ¢; < 1/20 and sufficiently large n

where P, represents the probability measure under (p*, L*, ¥*). It follows from Markov’s
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inequality that

inf sup B, (oL~ ()L |})
"I”L (H*vL*)GGF(l

>inf  sup  cnlog K P, <||ﬂ_tT — (LT3 > canlog K) > 0.9conlog K.
ﬂ,L (M*,L*)G@’I‘{l

B We next consider the minimax lower bound over ©%,. By the construction of ©},, we

have pL" = (,u,l R U 7> S 7 S | § ' uK)-ThUSa |uL" — W L)) =

(n/K) S0 ek — )13 Let py = (A, agv™)T for k € [K], where \’s are distinct scalars,
v € {0,1}*7 and ap > 0 is to be specified later. By Lemma 4.10 in Massart (2007) there
exists {oM, - o™} C {0,1}*7! such that

o v — 0|2 > ==L for i # j,

o [[v@|g=5—1forallie[N],

o N > exp(cy(s — 1) log 21) for some ¢y > 0.233.

For distinct pair w, g/, we choose

Al Ak Al Ak
o= and p' =
apl ... agv apv’ ... agv’
such that v,v' € {vW ... ™} v # v'. Then we consider an e-ball in ©%, with respect

to the metric dy((u, Ly), (1, Ly)) = ||uLT — pLY|/\/n, we have

K

K
1 1 1 1 ,(s—1K ai(s—1)
EHNLT — WL} = ird § e — pll3 = T E agllv —'||5 > Eag 5 =2 5 )
k=1 k=1

Let a2 = 2{sc3log(p/s)}/{n(s — 1)} and €% = {c3slog(p/s)}/n, where c3 > 0 is a constant
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to be specified later. Then we have

-1
M (€, O, d1) > exp <C4(3 —1)log P 1) > exp <%310g E)
s s

for s > 2 because (p —1)/(s — 1) > \/p/s. Note that for any (u, L), (', L) € O3,
1 1TT2 2
DKL(IP)/J,LTH]P),U/LT) = §||IJ,L i L ||F S CLOSTL.

Without loss of generality we may assume that s > 11. It follows that log2 < }(1) Gslog ( )

because ¢; > 0.2. It follows that

di1(©%,) + log 2 - agsn + log 2 ~ 16¢3 N 10
log M(€2,0%,,d1) =  Sslog? = ¢ 11°

Therefore, by selecting c3 = ¢4/(22 x 16), we have

~ T * * p 1
i sup P (AL - ()L I 2 eslon?) > o5
fL (u* L*)€O, s/ 22

for ¢4 > 0.233, and for sufficiently large n. It follows from Markov’s inequality that

inf sup B, (||aL” = (u)(L)"[}) = Fslog”.
L (p*,L*)e0%,,

B We now consider the minimax lower bound over O%,. Let p =g+ E and g/ = oo + F’

where E, E' € B:*¥(0). Then we have

1 . 1
dx1(Of3) =5 sup (B — E)(L)|E < 2, s n|E — E'|% = a*n.
E,E'e€B:*¥(0) E'eB;*5(0)

Let €2 = c58Knym/n? for some 0 < ¢5 < 1 where ny,, is the size of the smallest cluster
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induced by L. Since we have

- - 1 ~ 1 ~
di((m, L), (p', L)) = —n||(E — ENL"|p > %HE — E'||pomin(L) = V/Emin|E — E'||F,

where Kpin = nmin/n, it follows that

2 (2 1) 2 () (o)

min

Thus, by letting a = /sK/n and using the generalized Fano’s Lemma (Yu, 1997) we obtain

nt s P (JAL7 - (0E I 2

sKnmin> S sK + log 2 >
f,L (p*,L*)EO%,

for sufficiently large s and K and sufficiently small c5 with cg = c5/4, because sKnp,/n? <

s/n. Then by Markov’s inequality,

0.9¢68 K npin
- )

inf sup  E. (LT - ()L }) =

L (p*, L) €0,
B Now we combined the minimax lower bounds over ©}, O}, and O%s5:

inf sup Bl (||aL” — (W)L )3) Zinf max swp B (AL — (u)(L)T )}

L (p*,L*)€0%, i, L I€{L23.} (u L)€,

N——

0.9¢68 KN
> maX{O.QCinogK, %slogg, ﬂ} >C (810g]—? +nlogK) )
s s

n
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proof of Theorem 2.2. Note that by a basic inequality, we have

Y = ()@ 2 Y = BLT 5 = (Y = ()(L)") + (u)(@)" = BL)|I7
=Y = ()L N7+ (LT = BLT5+20Y = (u)( L), () (L) = BL")
=Y = ()L N7 + ()L = AL

p) (L) — pL" >

—~

() (L) = L F,

+2 <Y — (W) (L),

where (-, ) is the Frobenius inner product defined by (A, B) = tr(AT B). After rearrang-

ing the terms on the both sides of the inequality, we obtain

S

E. |[(u*)(L")T — GET|lr < 2E. | sup <E ()

(n,L)eOK HH’LT - (l’l’*)<L*)THF

pL” — (p*)(L*)" > ] |

where E = (3%)72(Y — (p*)(L*)7) is the standardized noise matrix.

Consider the set of matrices

WL — ()L
L= () (L)

61 = { (=

N|=

p € R |supp(p)| < s, L € L’K} :

To obtain an upper bound of the right hand side of the inequality above, we use some
tools of maximal inequality of empirical process. Specifically, we define a stochastic process
X(B) = (E, B)p indexed by a p x n matrix B. Since the entries of E are i.i.d. standard

Gaussian, it follows that X (B) is sub-Gaussian. Then by Corollary 8.5 in Kosorok (2008),

N

E,

sup <E (=)

[ LT = () (L*) ]| p 0

T (LT diam (O ) —
Iz (p) (L") > ] §/ \/logN(E, Ok, || - ||r)de.
F

Obtaining a sharp upper bound of N(e, O, | - ||r) is quite involved. We breakdown the
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computation of a sharp bound for the covering number of O as follows.

Step 1: Decompose O into unions of subspaces EF where ||uL” — (u*)(L*)" | F is

bounded. Define a function B : RP*X x L — Ok as B(p, L) = (£7)2 ”:LLTT (( ))((LL))TT”F

Then we have

- ool || BET = )@ ()E)T — ()T
1B(s.2) = B Il < |20}, | o =G e~ T = e e
LT ()T — () I e — () B )E)T — L7
LT~ () )T el () (LT — () (LT
()T (1) ()T — () (L)l — LT — ()L )
[BLT — () ) el () (LT — () (LT[

= )\max(z*)%

oy (LT = @ ) E)T = () — LT — () (L) ]
= Al 2) (IIuLT—(u* Tl [nL7 — () (L) )

We split Ok as follows. Denote

£ ={(m, L) : p e R [supp(p)| < s,L € L. [|[pL" — () (L) ||r € (a5, a;41]}

where the series {a;}52__ is to be determined later satisfying lim;_, a; = oo and lim; ,_ a; =

j—foo
0. We also require that a; < a;;1/v/n. Suppose /\/}K is an a;e/2-covering of 5J~K with respect
to Frobenius norm, then we know that U;’ifoo B (./\ij ) is an eAmax(E*)%—covering of O with

respect to Frobenius norm. Thus N (eAmax(29)2, Ok, || - [|7) < > o N(aje/2,E5 || - |Ip).

Step 2: Show that L equals L* up to a permutation for (u,L) € EJ-K when a;
is small.  denote A as the minimum distance among all cluster centers, that is, A =

min je(x] |7 — pjll2- For fixed L which is induced by z : [n] = [K], we denote ngyy, 2
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127 g) N (=*)"L(h)], ng = Zh | Ngh, and nj, = 25:1 ngn. We then have

K K
L™ = ()L N5 =D nanllg — i3

g=1 h=1
2
K 2 ZK n *
o [3ois ]
=37 g |y — Lk + 3l - —
g=1 9 2 h=1 g
K < |2
_ Z Zh;nghpfh L Oy

A K K K 2
where O = 29:1 {Zh:l Ngnl| 12415 — HZh:l Ngh b, ) /ng}-

Note that by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and triangle inequality, we have

2 K 2 K K K
< (Z Mgh HuZHz) < ngn Y ngnllnlld =ng > ngnllunl3
2 h=1 h=1 h=1 h=1

K
*
Ngh by,
h=1

for every g € [K], which implies C, > 0 for any L. Note that if LP = L* for some permu-
tation matrix P € SK*K where SE*K is the set of all K x K permutation matrices and 7

which is the permutation function induced by P, then for every g € [K], we have ng = ng ()

2
K * * *

ng Zthl ngn|lie}]13, which implies Cp, = 0. Next, by rearranging the terms in the expression

of Cr, we have

2 K
h| = anh( — ngn) |45 — Z > Ngn g, (147, i,
,

h1=1 ha#h1

K
anngh“ﬂ'mg -
_Z Z {”gm”gththlnz Tghy Nghs (K, ) NhQ} Z Z ”ghmgthﬂhl ,UJhQHQ

h1=1 ha#h h1= lhgihl

Suppose there is no permutation matrix P € SE*¥ such that LP = L*. Then there exists
some ¢’ € [K]| such that for some hy,hy € [K] and hy # hy, ngp > 1 and ngy, > 1.

Furthermore, for such ¢' € [K] and A}, hy, ngwngn, > (ng —1)/(K —1). If this is not true,
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then we obtain ngp (ng — ngn) = Zh#h,l Ny Nghy, < Mg — 1 for the aforementioned hj,
and this contradicts to the fact that ngy, (ng — ng/hfl) >ng —1for 1 <ngp <ng —1. The
reason is that ngg (ng —ngy ) is a quadratic function of nyy, and the minimum is achieved
when Ngp, =1 or ngp =ng — 1. Therefore, we know that if L is not identical to L* up to

permutation, then there exists some ¢’ € [K] and h} # h} such that

2
I e
h=1 Tlghttp )
n

K K N
-y an i3~ e ID P P Ak
9

o 1 g g=1 h1=1 hao#h
S ng/h/lng/h/ngﬁZ/l - IU’Z’QH% > Ngr — 1 A2 > A—Q
= ny Tong(K =17 T 2AK 1)

Thus for £, we can see that if a;;; < A/y/2(K —1), then every (u,L) € £ satisfies

LP = L* for some permutation matrix P € SE*K,

Step 3: Reduction of covering numbers of EjK’s for small ;. For (u,L) € EJ-K with

ajp1 < A/y/2(K = 1), we have ||[pL” — (w)(L)"||p = |[(pP — ) L) |r < VnllpP -
p*||F for some permutation matrix P € S¥*X. For a fixed P € S¥*¥, denote G*(P) 2
{1 € R - Jsupp(p)| < 5, [P — || ¢ € (aj,0551/v/n]}, GF = {p € RPK - [supp(p)| <
2s, |ullr € (aj,a;41/+v/n]}. Then for every P € SE*K there is an injective function fp :
G(P) — G such that fp(p) = pP—p*. Thus f is a bijective function between G (P) and
R(Gf (P)) where R¢(GJ*(P)) C GI is the image of function f. Note that f is also distance-
preserving with respect to the Frobenius norm, i.e., || f(p) — f(#')|lr = || — ¢'||r- Thus
for any 1> 0, N(1,GX(P), | 1) = Nn, Re(@E(P)), || 1) < N, G5, [ - ). We know
that for every (u, L) € £ such that a;4, < A/y/2(K — 1), there exists P € SK*X such
that LP = L*. Suppose NX(P) is a \/Lﬁ-covering of G (P). Then there exists 1 € N<(P)
such that [|2L — (u*)(L*)"||lr = (AP — p*)(L*)"||r € (a;,a;1], ie., (£, L) € £F, and

|uL — pL||p < /nllp — pllp < ¢, which means |Jpegrxx N (P) is a (-covering of .
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Then we have

Nlaze/2,E8 |- lr) < D Nlaye/(2Vn), G (P). || - |l¢) < KIN(az¢/(2v/n), G5, | - [|r)

PcSKXK

when a;,, < A/y/2(K —1). Note that for the covering number of the space £, we abuse

the notation and use || - || to denote the metric d((p1, Ly), (po, L)) = |1 LT — po LY || .

Step 4: Reduction of covering numbers of ng ’s for large a;;1. Next we consider the
case when a; is relatively large. Specifically, when a; > 2||(u*)(L*)"||r, and (u, L) € EF,
we know that [ L |r € (a; | (") (B[, g+ ()L le] (a2, 205,1]. For EX,
we can write it as EX = (J5 £ where £ is the subset of £ whose L is induced by a

m=0 ~j,m

clustering with m empty clusters. Then for €]Km,

it suffices to consider F5, 2 {(p—m, L_p,) :
(u, L) € & m} where p_,,, and L_,, are the sub-matrices of u and L by deleting the columns
that correspond to the empty clusters. For those j’s with a; > 2|/(u*)(L*)"||r, we further

have

m C {(ben, L) ¢ = L5 | 7 € (0/2, 2a514], [supp(p—s)| < s}

c J  HE x{L-a}

L_ meLK m

because the singular values of L_,, are between y/n and 1, where

A —-m
Him = {p—m € RZET™ 4 Jsupp(ppn)| < s, |-l P € (a5/2. 20551/ V/n]}.

Since for any (p—p,, L_) and (p”_,,,, L_p) € HE, x{L_p,} wehave |p_n, LT, —p' LT |5 <

[L—mll2llpt—m — - |l p < Vol — -, ||, 16 fOllows that

K-1 K-
N(aje/2, €51 Ir) < Y Naje/2, Ffo, | - llr) < Z |Lrc—m| N (aje/ (2v/n), Him: || - I 7)-
m=0 m=0
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Step 5: Computing covering numbers of EjK ’s for small and large a;;;. We denote

a1 =A/2(K —1), a1 = AJ/2(K — 1), ag = 2||(u*) (L) ||, EE = X, =0 and

1

Q41 \/Tﬁ (1 + j%) " for 5 > 2
aj L\ =E .
ﬁ(l—i-w) fOI"j<—1

Note that without loss of generality we may assume as > a;. We have a;41/v/n > a; and

j—1 [7-1 sK
. 1 o\ T2 1 * #\T' _
tim a; = lim (1) (H (1+—)) 2 (") (L) = o0

j—1 1 ST A
. . _i=1
jlgélo a_; = jlgélon <H (1 + Z_2>) m =0

i=1

For j > 2, we have

aje i P\ (3T M dag T s(K—m)
N ’H‘m’H'HF < —a
2y/n’ s aje NLD J

OG0

Then

oo « oo K-1 aje « D 3\/5 sK 7T2
> N2 1) < 30X Vinl (il e ) < () (B)

7j=1 m=0

Similarly,

- K - a;e€ LK p 6/1 2 g2

j:—oo J=—00

A

Step 6: Computing the covering number of £*. Denote Ff (L) = {(pt—m, L_p) :
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(—m, L_p,) € 5 .} for fixed L which induces m empty clusters. Then we have ]-"fm =

Urer,_, Fim(L). By previous derivation we get ||, LT, — (u*)(L*)"||% < a3, is equiv-

1,m

K "
K—m C
alent to g1 Mg 2h=1NghM,

Mg — ng

2
2
2+CL§CL]~+1

Denote ()3 PP(E NS (1% )supp(B)NS ¢ RP as the vectors which have the same values as
p;; on coordinates supp(p*)\ S and supp(p*) NS respectively, and 0 elsewhere. Then we have

Wi = (p,h)supp( *)\S"‘(M )supp(u S and <Ng (,u, )Supp( )\5> — ((”Z)Supp(u*)057 (M;)supp(u*)\f?) —

0. Thus, for £X we have

. 2
Zthl ngh(uz)supp(u S
Mg

Zh 1 Ngh (U’h)supp(
g

K—m
> g || +an +Cp < aj.
g=1

2

* 2
Z{le ngh(“;;)supp(u NS

Ng

We then denote C';, 2 Cf, + Z 'y

-
Denote ffm,S(L) = {(—m, L_pn) € F%,(L) : supp(p) = S,[S] < s} for fixed S C [p].

Then we have F{, (L) = Uscppsi<s F.s(L) and therefore

N(ae/2.85 0l <Y > Y Nae/2, Ff, 5Dl Ir).

m=0 LELK _m SC[p],|S|<s

Let

K—m
I, §(L) = {(u, L) € RS Loe s > ngllpgll3 + Cp < a3, supp(p) = S, [S] < s}

g=1

for fixed L which induces m empty clusters. Note that there is an injective function f :
Fffms(L) — Ifmﬁ(L) such that p, — p, — Zh L Mgn (s )Supp(” ns /ng for g € [K — m] and
we know that Z{%, ¢(L) is contained in an s(/ — m)-dimensional ellipsoid with center 0 and

length of semi-axes {(a3 — C7)/ng}22™. Thus the volume of F{¥, ¢(L) can be bounded

s(K—m) K—m , o ’ 2 s(E—m) s(K—m)

— )/
R e .
p( (K ~m) +1> e ny F<—2 +1> [T,=" ng



where I' is the Euler’s Gamma function.
Suppose M7, ¢(L) is a maximal a;e/2-packing of F{¥, (L) for fixed L and S C [p].
Then for every (fi_m, L_m) € MY, 4(L), consider Uy s((foem; L—m), a1e/4) C FfS,, g. We

have [[L” — RLT|3 = 00" gl g — 1|3 < Ul Let

K—m

Uy m,s(L) = {(u, L ) € R o Lre 0 Y 16m g3/ (ate’) < 1,supp(p) = S, 15| < S}

g=1

for fixed L and S C [p]. Since p shares the same support as fi_, for (@, L_,,) € Uy m.s((fo—m
,L_,), %), there exists an bijective function f' : Uy pm s((ft, L), a1€/4) — Ui m,s(L) such
that p, — p, — 1, for g € [K —m]. In addition, we know that U ,,, (L) is essentially

an s(K —m)-dimensional ellipsoid with center 0 and length of semi-axes {(aje?)/16n, 5:1

s(K—m) S
Therefore, the volume |Uy , s((f2, L), <) | = r(7T<f<+ QM H;(:_lm (4(\1/17%> . Note that the sets

Utm,s ((B—m, L), 4<) are disjoint when fi_,, varies since M{, (L) is a packing. Then

we have,

[F i
‘U17m75<<l]’7 L)7 a1€/4)‘
s(K—m)

s(K—m) _ s
T (R A1) r90,\ 9N 2] ()T | K
=y <S(K2—m)+1) €ay ~ \€ A '

and therefore,

ape€
N (55 Frms(L) 1 llr) < IME, 5(L)] <

Nae/ 20 10<Y 3 3 (ME, oL

m=0 LeLk_, S€E[p],|S|<s
9 sK 9 (LT sK 9 sK
S € A S €

Note that A > = and ||(u*)(L*)"||% = O(sn) by assumptions. Then combining with the

q
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previous results we have

- 6
log ( Z N(aje/2,EF | - ||F)) ,Snloquleogg +3Klogn+sKlogg

j=—00

Therefore, by Corollary 8.5 in Kosorok (2008), we have

E.

diam(6 ) —
< / Viog N(e, B, || - | )de
0

ALT — () (L) >
BLT — ()L e /

o (mo

N

(%)

2 K 6)\max
5/ \/logK+slog2+nlogK+%logn+sKlog—de
0 s €

1
< \/s log p +nlog K + sK logn + 2V SK/ \/— log u + 10g(12)\max(2*)%)du
§ 0

AN

\/slog]—9+nlogK.
S

Appendix B Proofs for Section 3

B.1 Proof architecture

We first sketch the proof of Theorem 3.1 by providing technical lemmas below.

Lemma B.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 5.1, we have
I{[|wL" — (w*) (L") [[3 < slogp} > exp{—c(slogp + nlog K*)}.

Note that the prior of p is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure,
which implies |supp(p)| = p with probability 1. However, we expect most rows of g come
from the “spike” distribution a priori, which implies the “magnitude” of these rows are quite

small with high prior probability. This motivates us to define a generalized notation of the
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support. Formally, for § > 0, we define supp;(p) 2 {7 € [pl : lpjelli < 0} as the soft
support of p with threshold 0, where p;, represents the jth row of p. Let (pr)s, = (tjk -
j € supps(p)) € RFWPPs(WI denotes the sub-vector of py, whose coordinates are in suppg(u).
It is conceivable that for small 9, the size of the soft support of p is small compared with p

with high prior probability. This heuristics is formalized through the following lemma.

Lemma B.2. Given K, suppose pu € RP*E follows the prior specification (/) and (8) with
some hyperparameters k > 0, a > 1, A\g > A\ > 0 and let § = (1 + k)logp/Ng. Assume

Kloglogp < logp. Then given K, we have, for p € RP*K,

nlog K
log p

1 (Jsumpy ) 2 5 (54 12200 ) ) < exp (s logp-+ nlog K)

for some constant 3,c > 0.

Lemma B.3. Let (u/, L) € © = x> RPK % Ly be such that (u')(L')" # (uw*)(L*)" and

consider

E={(, L)+ |pL" — (w) (L) |p < (W)L = (w) (L) ]| r},

for some sufficiently small constant § such that 0 < § < (b2l 3 Assume the conditions of

2([[=*[[2+2

Theorem 5.1 hold. Let py(Y:) and p*(Y;) be the density function of N(((p*)(L*)");, I,) and
N(((w*)(L*)1);, %) respectively. Denote po(Y) = [[1, po(Y:) and p*(Y) = [[i_, p*(Y2).

Then there exists a test function ¢, such that

E. ¢ < exp{—ci||(w)(L)" — (u")(L)"|IE},

(1- %)) < oxp { —eal (W)(I)T — (') (L)7|2)

~—

Sup E(l"vaIp)
(n,L)e€

s

where c1,co > 0 are some positive constants that are independent of n.
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Lemma B.4. Let

Kmax

Fo= U o e 2% o)) < 5 (s +

K=1

nlogK)

e mmmmmus%ie&%

7ke[K]

where 5 and § are defined as in Lemma B.2 and a, = (slogp + nlog Kyax)n? for some
constant vy > 0. Denote N (e, Fn,d) as the covering number of F,, with respect to the metric

d(A,B) = ||A — B||r/+/n. Suppose €2 = (slogp + nlog Kmax)/n. Then we have
N (€n, Fp,d) < exp(cne?)

for some constant c.

Lemma B.5. Let d be defined as in Lemma B.2 and F,, be defined as in Lemma B./j. Assume

the conditions of Theorem 5.1 hold. Then we have
II(Fy) < exp{—c(slogp + nlog K*)}
for some constant c.

B.2 Proofs of the auxiliary lemmas
In this subsection, we provide the detailed proofs of the lemmas appearing in Section B.1.

proof of Lemma B.1. The proof of this lemma is based on a mofidication of that of Lemma
3.11in Xie et al. (2022). denote €* = (slogp)/n. First by conditioning on the event {(u, L) €

©:L=L* K = K*}, we have that

K*
{|pL” — (p) (L) |p <ne’ | L=L" K =K'} > 1I (ﬂ ke — il < 62}> )
k=1
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where nj is the number of observations assigned to the kth cluster according to the cluster

assignment matrix L*. Now we focus on the prior distribution of u;. denote Sy the true

sparsity of p*. Note that for each k € [K*], [|per — pillz < [[(rr)so — (k) soll2 + [[(ree) g 2

k=1

P (ﬁ {lr = i3 < 62}) > 11 (ﬁ {H(Nk)So — (B)soll2 < %} N {||(,,,k)sg ) < %}) ,

Now we introduce the latent random variable §; ~ Bernoulli(d) such that |pjx| | & ~
(1 —&;)Exp(Xo) + &Exp(A1) independently for all j € [p| and k € [K*|, where p;, is the
jth coordinate of u;. Recall that a Laplace distribution can be represented as a scale-
mixture of normals as (u;x | ¢j,&) ~ N (O, gbj/A?j) with ¢; ~ Exp (1/2). Define the event
A=jes, 16 = 1}ﬂjesg{§j = 0} Njes, {1 < &5 < 4}. Note that given A, the entries of p

are independent. Conditioning on A, we have | | ~ Exp()) for j € S§, which implies

HH< e S°H2<_ )>kl_[131;[cﬂ<lum!<2\/-‘v4>

o€ K*(p—s) s pK*
= {1 — exp (— ) } > (1 - —) > exp{— log(2¢e)sK™}.
2\/p P

Here we use the inequality (1—z)"/* > 1/(2e) for z € (0,1/2) and the fact Ao > 2log L Py

Ao slogp

5 > log . Next, by Anderson’s lemma (see Lemma 1.4 in supporting document for

Pati et al. (2014)), for each k € [K*], conditioning on A (which guarantees that 1 < ¢; <4

for all j € Sp), we have

11 ()5, = (sl < 5 | A) 2 ex ( Z\W ) (lmosl < 5 | A)
JESO
D (_% Z |,u]k|2/\2>

S ()
> e (— sl ) {2 (8) 1} = oo {-Dnlilg s (1+

A7

6)\1

4/5

log

)}



where we use log(2P(z) — 1) > —1 — |log | for small > 0 in the last inequality. Since
A1 Jlogp
4 n

for some constant ¢, ¢; > 0, it follows that [[r_, TI (HMk — i3 <e ‘ A) > exp(—ceslogp)

loﬁ
&7

sK*
2

sK* log < sK* + < disK*logn < ¢1slogp

‘—SK*

lo 08P
4./s &

for some constant ¢; > max(c;,C) > 0 given Y11 A2||ui]|2 < Cslogp. We next consider

the prior probability of the event A. First note that [[..q II(1 < ¢; < 4) > exp(—c3s) for

Jj€So

some constant c3 > 0 by the definition of the exponential distribution. Since the prior of

is Beta(1, 3y) where 85 = p' ™" log p, for some constant ¢, > 1+ xk > 0,

N{& =1} & =0 =/em=m%mum

i€So i€Sg 0

CTBe+1) [N pise—s .y D(s+ DI+ By — 5) D(Bg + 1)
T T(By) /09<1 oyeerds = C(p+ By +1) T'(5y)

> exp (—slog(p + Bp) + log By) > exp(—slog(20y))

> exp (—sloglogp — (14 k)slogp — slog2) > exp(—cyslogp).

Hence, we obtain that II(A) > exp(—css — ¢uslogp) and therefore,

K* 9 K*
IIH{MVWM<i§>zHH@M—%M<é;«Qmmemﬂm%m
<k=1 K k=1 K* )

for some constant c5 > max(cs, c4) > 0. Thus, we have

I (|pL” = (u) (L) |7 < slogp | L=L* K = K*) > exp(—csslogp).

Then consider [I(L = L* | K = K*) for Multinomial-Dirichlet model. Let w = (wy, ..., wg~)T.

Define integers o, = |«] and f, = | K*«a|. Then we know [a] = o +1 and [K*a| = 5, + 1.
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Note that the gamma function I'(x) is strictly increasing for x > 2 and we have I'(z) < 1 for

1 < x < 2. Thus, we have, for K*a > 2,

P(K*Oé) > P(ﬁr) _ (ﬁr _ 1)'

I(K*a+n) “T(B.+14n) (B+n)l

for 1 < K*a < 2,

INK*«) > mingep o I'(2) — ( min T(2) G, ‘
I'K*a+n) (Br +n)! €[1,2] (Br +n)!
Similarly, we also have, for o > 2,
F(a+ni)> F(ar—kni) > (Oér—i"fli — 1)'
IMNa) — T(aw+1) — a,! ’
for 1 <a <2,
N —I—ni)> (ar+mn; — 1) (o + 15— 1)!
I'a) — 1 B a,! ‘
Therefore, we conclude that for o > 1, some constants C,Cy > 0,
I'K*a) (B, —1)! I'a +ny) (o +n; —1)!
>C d > C :
T(K'atn)~ ‘G+n)l ° "T@ -2 al

By integrating out w we have

H@:LwKzKﬂ:/mL:UymK:KmmmyK:W)
-

= 1"‘ T w *—P(K*a) W rdwy - - dwpes = [(K"a) Hz’}i*l ['(a +ny)
A [;LEZNN®VG£IJ - A = SR T T )

(B = 1!y v T (@ s = 1)!
L G (o +n; = 1)!
(B = D! (K + 10— K7)! !
— . (C K (5 ¥ * - '
WO G @ (L )
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a! - is the multinomial coefficient for ay + as + - - - + ax+ = a. We

where ( “ ) =
ay, 0K a1:a2:-ap*

a
a17... 7aK*

know that the function (ay,- - ,ax+) — ( ) achieves the maximum when a4, ..., ax-
are as close as possible to each other. Formally, let a = ¢K* + r where ¢ 2 ¢ mod K* =

la/K*] and 0 < r < K*, then the multinomial coefficient is maximized when a; = --- =

ar =q+1and @, = -+ = ag~ = ¢, and hence the maximal value is a!/{g!" (¢ + 1)!I"}.
Then the preceding expression achieves the minimum when ny = --- =n, = [n/K*| +1 and
Npyy =+ =ng« = [n/K*] where r =n — [n/K*]K*. Note that > = LIL;:J&J > (Lajtﬁ)f(* >
2[1(*. So

{(ar + (s +2) - (ar L sl D] o)
B (Br + 1) (B, ) - (Br +n)

I(L=L"|K=K">C/(Cy)*

K* (ar + )% (o + Q)K* o+ [ DY 1

Z 01(02) (ﬁr+2K*)K*<ﬂr+4K*) (/BT+2LK JK* _QK*) . (6”‘+n)r+K*
K* 1 L= 1K 1

> C1(Cs) <2K*> XW-

Also note the prior of K is a truncated Poisson, so we have

f)\)\K*

K*!

(K = K*) > &

> exp(—A + K*log A — K" log K*) > exp(—2K" log K™).

Therefore, for some constant ¢ > 0,

I (|pL” — () (L)% < slogp)
M (leL” — (W)LY < slogp | L= L', K = K*) x (L = L* | K = K)I(K = K°)

> exp{—c(slogp+ nlog K*)}.

]

proof of Lemma B.2. We denote p;, the jth row of pu for j = 1,...,p. Note that from the

50



prior model, we have |u;;| | § ~ (1 — &) Exp(Ao) + &Exp(A\1) where Exp()) is the exponen-
tial distribution with parameter A\. Then we have |[p;.|1 | § ~ (1 — &;)Gamma(K, \) +
¢;Gamma(K, ;) where Gamma(K, \) is the Gamma distribution with shape K and rate
A. Thus, by the change of variable © = Az and conditioning on the event A = {6 <

c1(s +nlog K/logp)/p'**} for some constant ¢; > 0, we have

o) )\K
(sl > 8) < (1=0) | st mdo 10
ANE o 1 + mEEt
_ (1 N 9) 0 _/ qulefudu_i_e < —()\O(S)Kei)\oé +Cl—gp
LK) Jos I(K) prr
K _—Xoé s+ nllé)gK ° ”llg)_gK
< (Mod)" e + ey ——= 7 < exp(K log(1 + k) + Kloglogp — (1 + k) logp) + e1 —— 2
pitr P
nlog K + nlog K
< exp(—rlogp) + clﬁ <(1+4¢) plﬁgp

for sufficiently large n. Note that the second inequality comes form the result of Natalini and
Palumbo (2000) about upper incomplete gamma function for A\gd = (1+x)logp > K+1. The
fourth inequality is due to the fact that the function x + 2%e~" is decreasing when = > K.
Note that Hagerup and Riib (1990) stated a version of Chernoff’s inequality for binomial
distributions that P(X > ap) < ((£)"exp(a))” if X ~ Binomial(p, ¢) and ¢ < a < 1. Then

over the event A = {0 < ¢;(s + nlog K/logp)/p' ™"} we have

1 (Jsupps ()] > 5 5+ "5 ) | 4)

log p
nlog K
log K\ . P (8+ Togp > log K
<exp | —-p P log g + 0 s+ 28
log p pq logp
nlog K
< exp (=6 (5 L Y tog(1-+ )
nlog K

< exp (=5 (nstogp-+ s1og(3(1-+ e0) + mnlog K + L tog(3(1-+.)) )

< exp (—cz(slogp + nlog K))
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for some constant 0 < ¢y < k. Consider the event A, we calculate the prior probability of

Ac. Let By = p'**log p, we have

1 log K 1 r 1
H(9>Cls oz, ) :/Slo +nlog K M(l_e)ﬁe_lde
c1 g p+nlo

pltelogp ogp4nios ['(Bs)
slogp + nlog K\ slogp +nlog K
= (1 — gﬁm & ) < exp (—Bgcl gﬁm & ) < exp (—ci(slogp+nlog K)) .
p'trlogp p'*trlogp

Therefore, for some constant 0 < ¢ < min(cy, ¢3) we have

1 (Jsupps(u] > 6 (5 2 ) ) = I (Isupps) > 5 (s 25 ) ) man

log p log p
slogp +nlog K
p1+n 1ng

slog p4+nlog K

A i log p
< [T Msuongo)] > 5 | Ay T (e > e
0

< exp(—c(slogp+nlogK)).

]

proof of Lemma B.3. Construct a likelihood ratio test ¢, = 1{||Y — (u*)(L*)T]|% — ||Y —

2% 2= /115~ 13— [1%]|2

(W)L F = p} where p = (2m — 1) [| (") (L) = (') (L) " ||, for constant m = >
0 if [ 2*[l2 > 1 and m = 22 if | 2%, < 1. For the type I error probability, we have under
the true model, Y; — ((u*)(L*)T); ~ N(0,X*) for each i. Thus, by Hoeffding’s inequality for

sub-Gaussian random variables,

P. (IIV = ()LL) N5 = Y = () L) ]F = p)

=P, (Z(K — (L)L) ) () L) = (W) E)); = m (w) (L)' — (u’)(L’)T%)

< 2exp (— e[| () (L))" — () (L)} )
i ()2 (W) (LT = () (LT3

< exp (= l(w) (L) = (W) (L) ]I7)
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for some constant ¢y, ¢; > 0 since

-2 ML > (. For the type II error probability,

we have

a [(PrY)pY) o o pY)
_/ po(Y) w E*PO(Y)

n

= E. exp (Z(K — (W)L (WL = (" )(L)"): — %HMLT - (u*)(L*)TH%>

= B (5 = LT~ 1Y — (L)1)

~exp Gn(z*)%wLT @ - Sl - m*)(L*)Tn%)
NS LT — () (LY)Z) — SuL” - (u*)(L*)Tllfw>
(1]l — 1) LT — (u *><L*>T||%)

(=02 = 1) (IL” = (W)L |l + () (L) = (u*)(L*)TIIF)2>

VAN
CD
/\/\/\/—\

N~ NI~ N~ N =

(1+0)* (1=l — 1) [(w") (L) = (u*)(L*)TII%)) <

Therefore, Equz,1,) (23 <1—¢n>) = CP2 (12 = (W)L~ 12 = (W)LY [ < o)

where Z has density 2 ( )p . We then have

p(Z)p*(Z)
po(Z)

scowp (=5 (12742 = )@+ 12 - wE7 I - 12 - ) E )3 )

= exp (— S (102742 — )@+ 1) (BT~ T
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) (p*)(L*)T — pLT);, ) for i € [n]. Then, by the same argument as type I error,

Pz(1Z — (w) (L) IF = 112 — (w)(L)'|IE < p)

=Pz |2 (2~ () (L)) (W)L = (W)E)T)s < mll () (L) = (u’)(L’)TII%)

>
=Py (Z(Zi — (L))" (W)L = ()LL) < m|| () (LT = () (L) ||5

= (eI = () (L)) ()L — (N*)(L*>T)i)

=1

<Py (Z(Zi = (L))" (W)L = (W)L )i < (0= 1+m) [[(w)(L)" - (u')(L’)TH%>

=1

Note that the inequality comes from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
(LT — (u) (L), (W) (L) = (W)L r

= (pL" — (W)(L)", (W)L = (W)E) ) r = ()L = (W) L) E

< (0 = D)L = (W)(EL)E-

Denote T = Y7, (LT — () (L*))T (£ — L) ((#)(L)T — (u*)(L*)7); as the mean of

random variable 37 (Z; — (LT),)7((W)(L))T — ()(L*)T);. Similarly we have

— (LT — () ()T, () (L) = () (L))
= (I — (W) (L), () = () (E)) e+ | () ()T = () ()T

< (0 + DI L) = ()L |5
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Thus,

-T= Z(NLT — (W)L (27 = L)((W) (L) = (W) (L))
< E (L = () (L)), () (L) = (W) (L)) p = (L = (W)L, (W) (L) = (W)L r
< (IZ 1200 = 1) + (0 + D) [ () (LT = () (L) IE-

Therefore, by Hoeffding’s inequality,

Pz(1Z — (w) (L)' F = 12 = (w) (L)' [IF < p)
<Py (Z(Zi = (L))" (W)L = (W) L)) =T
< (0= 14m+ 220 — 1) + 6+ 1) [(w) (L) — (/J»’)(L’)TII%>

e (_ S (1) ()" — () (L) I%
- 2/|(2%) 2 () (LT — () (L)%

) < 2exp (=l (W)(L)" = () (L) IF)

for constant ¢, = c3/(2||X*||2) > 0 where we use the fact that co = § — 1 4+ m + ||X*]|2(d —

D+d+1=(IZ*2+2)d — (||Z*]]2 —m) < 0 since § < 2(||||§J%TI|2|24-2) < |I|§*|I|22:_gl. In addition,

2 * 2 *
G s UZ-m)? S [Z2 5 my
ELEZ R 2 4 21> 0. As a result,

Flurn) (%(1 - ¢n>) = OB (12 - )T 2 — 12 — (W)Y I < p)

< 2exp (—es||wL” — (w)(L)T17)
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for some constant

/ 1 *
C3 = Cy — 5(1 +0)* ([|[=*[|2 — 1)

((I="ll2 +2)0 4+ m — [[E*]l2)* = [Z* (1% ]l2 — 1)(1 + 6)*
2132

(511" [|2 + 4)0% + (=425 + 2[5 [lam + 4m — 2]|5"[2)0 + (m? — 2[|E*[|lam + [ 5*l2)
2[1%]l2 ’

Denote c4(8) = 2||X*||2c3 as a quadratic function of . We have ¢4(0) = m? — 2||X*||am +

||y *[|12 _ *
1= > 0. When [[S]|, > 1, we have m = = eoVIZIRAEe < 1 \when |27l < 1,
m = ”22*”2 < % Thus ¢4(0) > % and therefore there exists § > 0 such that c3 > m >
= > 0. O

SMx

proof of Lemma B./J. denote Fox = {(u, L) : p € RP*K (uy)s, € [—ayn, a,)?sTloek/logp)

for k € [K], |supps(p)| < (s +nlog K/logp), L = L, K < Kpax}. Then N(e,, Fp,d) <

Z?ﬂx N(en, Fuk,d) since F, i, and F,k, are disjoint for Ky # K,. Consider for fixed L,
Il — w7l _ s = I

o 12
o = 0 p— w5

denote Gt £ {p € BPK : (), € [=an, a0 R 0en) | € (KT} and Gurs = L.
We know that the cardinality of G,ko is K™. Therefore, log N(e,, Fur,d) < nlog K +
log N (€1, Gu1, || - ||p) where €2 = (slogp + nlog Kpax)/n. Let Guxise 2 {p € Gnrr: ps; =
0} and G5 2 {r € Guk1 : mse = 0}. Suppose Nse and Nj are the minimal e /2-
covering of G,k 15c and G, 15 respectively. Then for any pu € G, k1, there exists 1 € Nse and
p € N such that [[p — (& + @)||lr < [|psg — fsgllr + lws, — BssllF < e1. Thus, we have

log N(ElagnKla || ) ||F) < log N(€1/2, Gnkise,

|- lr) +log N(e1/2, Guks, || - ||F)-
Note that for G, x15¢, we have |G, x15:| < 0P, Since § < log p/(pKmaxr/n/ log p), we know

that |Grrise| S [BP*X(0)] where BP*X(0) is an €;-ball in RP*¥. Thus N(e1/2, Gurcise, || - ||r)

€1

56



is bounded above by some constant. We know that for a subset of Euclidean space,

nlog K 3a, p
log N(e1, Gurcsss || - 1) < 8 ( 4 nlos ) Klog 2% 4 1og ( )
logp B (s + )

€1 nlog K
logp

Note that since (s + nlog K/logp)/p — 0 as n — oo, by Stirling’s formula we have

log (ﬁ(s+flogK)) < slogp + nlog K. By letting a, = (slogp + nlog Kpax)n? we will have

log p

log N(€1,Gnrcts || - [|F) S slogp + nlog K since Klogn < logp. Thus, log N(€,, Fux,d) <

slogp + nlog K. Therefore, for some constant ¢/

Kmax
N(en, Fn,d) < Z exp(c(slogp +nlog K)) < exp(d(slogp + nlog Kpax)) = exp(c'nei).

K=1

]
proof of Lemma B.5. We have
i ' nlog K,
7)< 1 ( {lpillse > an} [ = k) (K = k) + 11 (|supp5(u)| > ( " —bgpma"))
k=1 i—1
S nlog Kiax
< Z EpIl(|pa1| > an)II(K = k) + 11 { |supps(pe)| > B s + W
k=1
o nlog K
< | > ) S KK = ) 11 (Jsupmga)| > 5 (54 5 ) )
k=1
A nlog Kax
< 7 ooxP(lpnl > an) +11 (|Supp5(u)| > 3 (s + W))

By lemma B.2, the last term on the right hand side of the inequality is bounded above

nlog Kiax

< _
Tog.p )) < exp (—c(slogp + nlog Kyax))

1 (Jsupps()] > 5 5+

for some constant ¢ > 0. By spike-and-slab lasso prior, we know that |1] ~ (1—6)Exp(Ao)+
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OExp(A1). Let X = |uq1|, we have X | 6 ~ (1 — 0)Exp(XAg) + 0Exp(A;), then

! ! 1/m
up EIXIDY™ - EENX] o 0%
m>1 m m>1 m m>1 m
1 {(1 1 )m!+ 1 m!}l/m
e m T+ 85 ) N 1+ By AT
1\1/m 1/m
m>1 1 A1 m>1 1M eM A

for any n > 0. Note that the first inequality is due to the power mean inequality for A\g > A;.

Thus by Bernstein inequality, we have

a? a
< 2exp (—cmin ( L - )) < exp(—c(slogp + nlog Kpax))
4HXH1111 2||X||w1

Note that here EX = /\—09 + L < % and a, = (slogp + nlog Kyax)n?

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

proof of Theorem 3.1. denote & = (slogp + nlog K*)/n and © = | Jrma RP*K x L. Let d

be a metric on © with d((u, L), (i, L") = ||uL” — /' L'"|| . Let

U= {(1, L) €0 :d((ps, L), (1", L*)) < My/ney, } .

c fU‘ Po(i‘{))dn . Nn
By Bayes rule, II(U | Y) = =% — = 5> where
J 2SR an n

(¥) = (2n)F exp (<51¥ = WIE ) n(¥) = (20 F exp (~31¥ - w27 ).
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We also denote p*(Y) = (2)~ % det(E*)~% exp (—%H(E*)*% (Y — () (L*)7) H%) .
By Lemma B.1 we know that II (||pL” — (u*)(L*)"||% < slogp) > exp (—ciné2) for

some constant ¢; > 0. Denote A, = {D,, > exp(—cyne2)} for some ¢y > ¢; > 0. Thus,

Ay D {Dn > T([[L” — (w) (L)' |7 < slogp) exp(—(c2 — c1)né;)}-

Let 1(A) denote the indicator random variable whose expected value is the probability
of event A.

Then we can write

E.INU; | Y) =E{(dn + 1 — )T | Y)}

= EAonll(U; | Y)} + E{(1 = ¢) L(A)I(U; | Y)} + E{(1 = ¢0) LA, | Y)}
n(Y)

<E, ¢, +E, {(1 — ¢,) exp(canés) /U poéy)

dH} + P, (A°).

We treat the three terms on the right-hand side of the last equality separately. Denote

nlog K
F, = U {(H,L) € RPE ]supp(;u(li)\ <p (s + o p > 113618}?] (1) 85|00 < any L € /JK}

for 6,, and § defined in Lemma B.2, a,, = (slogp+nlog Kuyax)n?. Let U, ; = {(n, L) € F, :
d((p, L), (p*, L*)) € [j°nez, (j + 1)*ne2) }. Let N, ; be the maximal e,-nets Uy j1, ..., Unjn,

that covers U, ; with respect to metric d. By Lemma B.3 we have that for each U, ;, € N, j,
there exists a test ¢, ;5 such that E, ¢, j, < exp (—cznj?e?) . Denote ¢, = max;< max‘h i il Bnjih-
Then E, ¢, < Z] MZ‘N"”IE ®n jn. By Lemma B.3, we have E, ¢,, < N(en,fn,d)%.
By lemma B.4 we have N (e,, Fy,d) < exp(csne?), so the first term goes to 0 under E, as n

tends to infinity and sufficiently large M > 0.

For the third term, by definition we have P,(A¢) < 1-TI{D,, > TI(||n LT — (p*)(L*)T||% <
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slogp) exp(—(ca —c1)né?) }. Consider the event in the probability on the right hand side. By
dividing both sides of the inequality by TI(||p LT — (p*)(L*)T||% < slogp), we can rewrite
the inequality in terms of II'; which is the restricted and renormalized probability measure of
prior I conditioning on the event E,, = {||uL? — (u*)(L*)T||% < slogp}. Next by Jensen’s

inequality,

sz /Zl KdH’ /H den’.

Then we have that Y, E, Z,; = —3 [ |pL” — (u*)(L*)"||3dIT" > —1slogp. So for the event

(D! > exp(—(cy — c1)né2)} where DI, = [ [], 2% dH’ we have

Zp

(log D], > —(co — cl)nEi) > 11 (Z Zni > —(c2 — cl)n(?i) > 11 <Z(Zm —E. Z,) > —cén?:i) )

i

Therefore, by Hoeffding inequality for sub-Gaussian random variable:
chne? n%el
> <2exp| —¢ T 5
2 1(35%)2 ((w*) (L*)" — pLT)|%

H <
n?el >
<2exp | —cs T - < exp (—cineés)
( (=) 2 I3 () (L7)T = LT3

for some constant cs, 5 > 0 since ||X*||; is upper bounded from infinity. Thus, as n — oo,

E, 1(AS) <1 —T(log D!, > —(cy — c1)né?) < exp(—cine2) — 0.

For the second term, we have, by Fubini’s theorem,

E.(1 — ¢n) exp(cané®) /U ﬁ Z’;g; dIl < exp(cané?) ( /U - E, ((1 - m%) dIl + H(f;)) .

By Lemma B.5, we know that log IT (F¢) < —né?. By Lemma B.3, we have E,, ((1 - gbn)z;gg

exp(—csnM?e%) so the above term goes to 0 as n tends to infinity.

60



B.4 Proof of Theorem 3.2

proof of Theorem 5.2. We find the singular value decomposition (SVD) of uLT = UXVT
for some diagonal matrix ¥ € RP*" and U € OF and V € O" where O™ denotes the set
of m by m orthogonal matrices. Consider the matrix L, let ¥; = LTL be the diagonal
matrix whose kth diagonal entry is the size of cluster k. Then denote Ly = LZZl/ ? as the
“normalization” of L since it is orthogonal. We should note that the reason why we call it
“normalization” is that for each row of L, we divide it by the square root of the size of the
cluster it belongs to. On the other hand, for matrix p, we suppose the corresponding QR
decomposition is g = QR for some Q € QP and upper triangular matrix R € RP*X. Then
suppose the SVD of RElL/ % is RE};/ 2 — U2,V for some U; € QP and V; € OF. Therefore
we obtain pL? = QU,X,V{' LY, and we know that v;, which denotes the ith column of
LV, satisfies uLTv; = oyu; for i = 1, -+, K where u; is the ith column of QU and o; is
the ith singular value of uL”.

Then we can use a variant of Davis-Kahan theorem (Yu et al., 2014). Suppose pLT =
QU S\ VILE, and (pu*)(L*)T = Q*U; i (V)T (Ly)T. Denote Drp(Oy, 0y) = infycor ||O1—
O,V ||r for O1,05 € Q" and let ||sin©(O0y, O,)||r be the (Frobenius) sine-theta distance
between span(O;) and span(O,). Then the relationship between the metric Dp and sine-
theta distance holds: | sin©(Oy,0,)||r < Dr(01,05) < V2||sin©(01, 05)||r. Note that

for the right singular subspace of uL”, we have

V2| sinO(Ly Vi, LyVi)llp > inf | LyVi = Ly VIV

= inf ||(Ly — LyVy'V(VI) ) Vi|r

nf
Veok

= inf Ly — LyV'V(VY) " lp > |Isin ©(Ly, L) |-

Veok
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Then by theorem 3 in Yu et al. (2014), we have

. * 2\/5 2Uma,x_‘_ H’LT_ ,U* L~ ’ * *
s ®(Ly, L) < VAT TS Z WD g oy ey

min

where 0. and oy, represent the max and min singular value of (u*)(L*)T respectively.
We write Ly = [(Ix)1,- .-, (In)n)T and Ly = [(Ix)}, ..., (In):]". Note that L and Ly

have at most K distinct rows. Let ¢ be the minimum distance among these K distinct rows of

L}, with respect to (-2 norm: ¢ = ming):zay): [|(In); = (Iv)j 2. Let O = arginfyeor [ Ly —
L3V ||p. Define the set Z = {i:||(Ix); — OT(In)f]2 > %} Assume that the event &, =

{l|sin (L, LY)||r < 1o} occurs a posteriori, where n,, = %#(M(s log p+nlog Koayx))/?

and M is the constant in Theorem 3.1. By Theorem 3.1, we know that E.{II(£,)} — 1
as n — oo. This implies that |Z] < 4n?/(? since otherwise we have ||Ly — L3 O|% >
(C?/4)(4n2/¢?) = n?, which contradicts with the definition of &,. Thus, for any i,j € Z¢
with (In); = (Iv);, [1(0n)7 = ()] ll2 < [1(Iv)i = OF (In)7 [l + [1(En); — O (In)] [l2 < ¢, which
implies (Iy); = (In)j since ¢ is the minimum distance between pair of distinct rows of Ly,.
On the other hand, note that (? = 1/nf,,. + 1/ny where n, is the second largest cluster size.

max

Consequently, since

Fuin (W) (L)) = /A () (L) (L) (*)T) > \/ Moin A () ()T) 2 N Omin (127),

Finax () (L)) = v/ Asnax () (L) T (L) (1)) < A/ MM ((17) (1)) < 15O (1),

we have
2

*

(nmax>3amaX (”’*>
(M in) i (47

4n?
rd

~
—~

7] <

(slogp + nlog Kiax)-

Note that n} > |Z| for all k, namely, {(Iy)f : i ¢ Z} consists of all K* distinct rows of L.

Therefore, each of the unique By,(O” (Iy)F,¢/2) as i ranges over [n], which is the ¢-2 ball

(Vi



centered at OT (1)} with radius /2, contains at least one element of {(Iy); : i € Z¢}. Recall
that ¢ is the minimum distance between pair of distinct rows of L}, so these open balls
are disjoint for distinct rows of L}. It follows from the pigeonhole principle that each ball
contains exactly one element of {(Ix); : i € I°}. As a result, if (In); = (In); for i,j € I,
then (In);, (In); € By,(OT (In)F,¢/2), implying that (Ix); = (In); by the fact that every
such ball contains exactly one row of L.

Therefore we prove that for any i € Z¢ (In); = (Iv); if and only if (Ix); = (In)}.
So the number of mis-clustered points are at most |Z|, which gives us the result because

E.{II(&,)} — 1 as n — oo by Theorem 3.1. O

Appendix C Posterior Inference via GGibbs Sampling

In this section, we introduce a Gibbs sampler for posterior inference of the proposed Bayesian
sparse Gaussian mixture model. We design a sampler based on the algorithm proposed in
Miller and Harrison (2018) to avoid cross-dimensional sampling as in RJ-MCMC. Let C
denote the partition of [n] according to the cluster memberships z. Formally, C = {E} :
|Ex] > 0} where By, = {i : z; = kfori € [n]}. Let C_; be the partition of [n] \ {i}
according to the cluster memberships {z;};. We also denote n. as the number of data
points in ¢ € C and n,_ as the number of data points in ¢ € C_;. We can derive an urn
representation for the mixture model from the exchangeable partition distribution: 7(C) =
Vi(IC]) Toee @V, where V,,(IC]) = 302, prc(k)kepy/ (k)™ and py is the prior of K. Here
z(™) é31:(3c+1)---(91:+m—1), T(m) é:16(31:—1)---(:11:—m—|—1).

To address the non-conjugacy of the Laplace distribution, we re-write the SSL(\g, A1, )
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prior through the normal-scale-mixture representation of Laplace as follows: for j € [p],

(7j ] ¢5,& =0a) ~ N ( %) ,a=0,1, ¢; ~Exp (é) , & ~ Bernoulli(9).

We obtain the following closed-form full conditional posterior distributions of p., ¢. and &,

A2\ A\
((#’c)j | _) ~ N Z(}IZ) ( (Cbc) ) ; ( (¢c) ) )

lec

((¢c)j | _) ~ GlG(OE)’ (/"’C)?/\gﬁ 1)7

(& | =) ~ Bernoulli(¢'), where 6 H

ex (—1A2
ceC V GbC g §bc)j
(0| —) ~ Beta (1 —l—ZSj,ﬂe +p— ZSJ) :
j=1 j=1

Here, GiG((, x,7) denotes the generalized inverse Gaussian distribution whose probability
density function is f(x) = 2° texp (— (x/z + 7x) /2). We also remark that there exists a
potential label switching phenomenon when sampling centers p. and auxiliary variables ¢,

for all clusters. This can be prevented by the following alignment process.

T
(i) Collect B post-burn-in MCMC samples pu(®) = ug ), e ,uﬁ(@ and L) = [l(lb), e ,lﬁ?(b)}

for b=1,..., B, where K® £ |c® | is the number of clusters in b-th iteration.

(ii) Find the index b* that corresponds to the maximizer of the log-likelihood function:

b* = argminy (g | Y — (n®)(L® T||12? :
iii) For b=1,...,B, find P® = argmin__..o. . || — p®P||, where SKE®*K" s
Pesk®x F

the set of all K® x K® permutation matrices.
(iv) For b=1,..., B, replace u® by u®P® and L® by LOPO).

We provide the detailed Gibbs sampler in Algorithm 1 below. The R code can be found

at https://github.com/YanxunXu/HighDimClustering.
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Algorithm 1 The Gibbs sampler

Require: Initialization of C,{p. : c € C}, &, {¢p.: c € C}
1: for b+ 1to B do

2: for 1 < 1ton do
3: 1+ |C—z|
4: if z; # 2 for all [ # i then
5: i1 < [z
6: else if z; = z for some [ # i then
7 Sample @1 ~ Pp(Pii1)
8: Sample pii1 ~ puje.p(Bert | € Prir)
9: end if
10: for k< 1totdo
11: my, < (ng + a)p(Y; | pe) where n, is the size of cluster k in C_;
12: end for
13: Va(t) < %;ﬁ?ﬁpK(t)
14: Vot +1) « (t—;ll)! Zg?ﬁ;l,)l)p[( (t+1)
15: M1 Oévyx}it(t)l)p(m | pis1)
16: Sample z; ~ Categorical < .= )
k=1""k D1 Mk
17: end for
18: for ¢ < 1 to |C| do
19: for j < 1topdo
a2 o\t a2 o\t
20: Sample (p.); ~ N <ZZEC(Y})]~ (nc + m) , (nc + m) )
21: end for
22: end for
23: for ¢ < 1to |C| do
24: for j <+ 1 to pdo
25: Sample (¢c); ~ GIG(0.5, (1e)FAZ . 1)
26: end for
27: end for
28: for j < 1 topdo
[leec A1 exp <_§)‘% E:ZE)G
29: 0« PRE )2
[Teec Arexp (é)‘% (¢C); ) 0+T1cec Aoexp <;)‘(2) (¢c); ) (1-9)
30: Sample &; ~ Bernoulli(#')
31: end for
32: Sample 0 ~ Beta <1 + Z§=1 &, Bo+p— Z?zl é}-)
33: end for
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Appendix D Additional Numerical Studies

We conduct three additional simulation studies to evaluate the performance of the pro-
posed method under various setups: (a) when the covariance matrix of the underlying data
generating process is diagonal, with different diagonal entries; (b) when the true sampling
distribution exhibits skewness; and (c) when the true coordinates do not exhibit sparsity. We
use the same hyperparameters as in the simulation studies, and run the proposed method
with 1000 burn-in samples and 4000 post-burn-in samples. Each additional simulation setup
is replicated 100 times.

In (a), we modify Scenario I in the simulation study with s = 12 and K = 3 by setting
¥ = diag(o7,...,07), where o7 are iid. sampled from Gamma(100,100) for j € [p]. In
all 100 replicated simulations, the proposed method successfully identifies the three clusters,
yielding an average ARI of 0.97. In contrast, the four competitors tend to merge the two
overlapping clusters, resulting in average ARIs of 0.54. These results highlight the robustness
of the proposed Bayesian method, consistently outperforming alternative methods in terms
of clustering accuracy.

In (b), we consider the sampling distribution to be a skewed t-distribution, with the
same location and scale parameters as Scenario III in the manuscript. We set the skewness
parameter to 10 and the degrees of freedom to 2. The average ARI across these 100 replicates
is 0.84 for our proposed method, compared to 0.34 for PCA-KM. MClust and SKM fail to
cluster in almost all simulation replicates, returning an average ARI of less than 0.01.

In (c), we set n = 200, p = 400, K = 2, (u})s = rl,, (u3)s = —rl,, and assume
1 = 35 = I,. We fix the “signal-to-noise ratio” by setting ||} — wp3]|3 = 36 and the
sparsity support is defined as S = [s], with s varying over {4,10,100,400}. Our proposed

Bayesian model successfully recovers the two clusters when s = 4 and 10. However, when
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s = 100 and 400, our model returns only one cluster, indicating poorer performance when
the underlying truth is denser. Intuitively, this discrepancy arises because the spike-and-
slab prior inherently introduces bias when the true model is not sparse. This bias affects the
estimation of cluster centers, thereby influencing the update of cluster membership during

subsequent MCMC iterations.

Scenario I
K=3,s=6|K=3,s=12
Bayesian 369 368
PCA-KM 0.04 0.03
MClust 1.27 1.51
SKM 22.61 21.73
CHIME 11.28 11.37

Table Al: Empirical running times (seconds) for all methods in simulation studies.

Methods | ARI | NMI
KM 0.79 | 0.77
tSNE-KM | 0.63 | 0.73
PCA-KM | 0.81 | 0.79
NMF-KM | 0.77 | 0.78
SKM 0.15 | 0.23
MClust | 0.83 | 0.79

Table A2: ARIs and NMIs of different methods on scRNA-Seq data. The number of clusters
is set to be truth (K = 8) for all methods.
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Figure A1l: Clustering results of different methods compared with the true cluster member-
ships in the simulation Scenario I with K* =5 and s = 6 in a randomly selected simulation
replicate. Data points are projected onto the subspace of the first two coordinates and dif-
ferent colors correspond to different estimated cluster memberships of the data points.
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Figure A2: Estimation of mean vector pj of different methods in Scenario I with K* = 3
and s = 12 in a randomly selected simulation replicate.
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