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We investigate the problem of center estimation in the high dimensional
binary sub-Gaussian Mixture Model with Hidden Markov structure on the la-
bels. We first study the limitations of existing results in the high dimensional
setting and then propose a minimax optimal procedure for the problem of cen-
ter estimation. Among other findings, we show that our procedure reaches the
optimal rate that is of order \/dd/n + d/n instead of \/d/n + d/n where
0 € (0,1) is a dependence parameter between labels. Along the way, we also
develop an adaptive variant of our procedure that is globally minimax optimal.
In order to do so, we rely on a more refined and localized analysis of the esti-
mation risk. Overall, leveraging the hidden Markovian dependence between
the labels, we show that it is possible to get a strict improvement of the rates
adaptively at almost no cost.

Keywords: sub-Gaussian mixtures, Hidden Markov Models, high dimensional mean
estimation, adaptation.

1. Introduction. In the realm of statistical modeling and machine learning, Gaussian
Mixture Models (GMMs) have emerged as a versatile and powerful tool. These models find
their applications across a wide spectrum of fields, from data analysis to artificial intelligence.
GMMs represent a class of probabilistic models that combine multiple Gaussian distributions,
each characterized by its own set of parameters. A simple example of a GMM is the symmet-
ric two-component Gaussian mixture model in R? with centers +6:

1 1
Pg = gN(_oyld) + 5'/\[(971607

where # € R¢ is the unknown center of the mixture. Given a sample of n identically dis-
tributed observations (X1, Xo, ..., X;;) ~ Py, the mixture can be represented in the following
form. Forall i = 1,2, ...,n, we have

where the labels n; € {—1;+1}, and &, o, ..., &, are standard independent Gaussian random
vectors in R?. When dealing with data of Gaussian Mixture Models, two primary inference
problems emerge: clustering and parameter estimation. On the one hand, the goal is to recover
to which cluster each data point X; belongs, which can be seen as the problem of label recov-
ery up to a sign flip. There has been an extensive line of research on this problem, among them
some works that studied the performance of Lloyd’s algorithm (Lu and Zhou, 2016; Ndaoud,
2022), that of spectral clustering (Abbe, Fan and Wang, 2022; Loéffler, Zhang and Zhou,
2021) and that of SDP relaxation methods (Giraud and Verzelen, 2019; Chen and Yang,
2021), to name a few. On the other hand, parameter estimation focuses primarily on es-
timating the center §. There are various works dealing with parameter estimation, for in-
stance (Balakrishnan, Wainwright and Yu, 2017; Dwivedi et al., 2019, 2018, 2020a,b) and
references therein. Most of the existing approaches evolve around variants of MLE such
that the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm (see also (Klusowski and Brinda, 2016)
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or (Wu and Zhou, 2021)). The latter proposes an algorithm which estimates # under the

d

quadratic loss (up to a sign flip) achieving the minimax error \/g V & up to a logarithmic

factor, after \/n steps of expectation maximizations.

While most of the prior work focused on the case of independent observations i.e. indepen-
dent labels. In this paper, we will be focusing on parameter estimation of a more sophisticated
Gaussian Mixture Model with a Hidden Markovian structure, where observations have mem-
ory. Here, the label of each new observation depends on the previous one. More precisely
(n;); is a Markov chain where every new label gets assigned the opposite sign of its pre-
ceding point with fixed probability ¢ € (0,1/2). As J varies between 0 to 1/2 the model
interpolates between two better studied models, namely the Gaussian Location Model (when
0 = 0) and the Gaussian Mixture Model (when § = 1/2), which gives heuristics about the
minimax rate of our model. A formal description of this model is given in Section 1.3.

1.1. Notation. Throughout the paper we use the following notations. For given quantities
ay, and by, we write a,, < by, (a, = by,) when a, < cb,, (a,, > cb,) for some absolute constant
¢ > 0. We write a,, ~ b, if a, <b,, and a,, 2 b,,. For any a,b € R, we denote by a V b (a A b)
the maximum (the minimum) of @ and b. The operator ||. || is the £5-norm in R, and || M|,
is the operator norm of any matrix M € R**®, with respect to the £3-norm. M is used as
the transpose of matrix M, and I, the identity matrix of dimension d. For any symmetric
matrix A, A\jna.(A) will denote the top eigenvalue of A and vy, (A) the corresponding unit
eigenvector. Finally cg, c1, ¢ are used for positive constants whose values may vary from
theorem to theorem.

1.2. Related work and our contributions. Most of the relevant research on clustering mix-
ture with a hidden markov chain structure has been done in the nonparametric setting as in
(Gassiat, Kaddouri and Naulet, 2023; Abraham, Gassiat and Naulet, 2023; Lehéricy, 2021;
Alexandrovich, Holzmann and Leister, 2015; Castro, Elisabeth Gassiat and Lacour, 2015)
and references therein. Our work is specific to the parametric Gaussian mixture model and
our results are strongly related to those presented by (Zhang and Weinberger, 2022) who
were, to the best of our knowledge, the first to provide statistical results for center estimation
of the HMM (Hidden Markov Model) Gaussian Mixture Model, assuming the knowledge of
flip probability §. More specifically they establish a minimax lower bound (Theorem 2) for
the /5 risk of center estimation. Moreover, they propose a procedure that is minimax optimal
up to a logarithmic factor (Theorem 1). A brief summary of their algorithm is based on a
divide-and-conquer routine. It starts by dividing the sample into ¢ blocks of length % (de-
pending on the mixing time of the Markov chain), calculating the sample mean of each block
separately, then applying a well chosen spectral algorithm on the corresponding means. The
main focus here will be in the high dimensional regime where d < n. Since the case d 2 n is
trivial as the Markovian structure does not seem to help and the rates do not depend on ¢ in
this case. In what follows we always assume that d < n.

The lower bound provided in Theorem 1 Zhang and Weinberger (2022) can be summa-
rized as follows

n n’ n n’
(1) inf sup Ey(€*(6,0) 2 { 2 dyd<pr<syd,
o lo)2=M woon "
4 sve<M,

up to a logarithmic factor, where the loss function ¢(-, -) is defined as

£(6,6) := min{||§ — 011,16 + ]| }.
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Based on (1) it is straightforward that we also have

inf sup Eg(£2(6,6)) > od + ﬂ
0 0 n n

In order the study the performance of given estimators we define two notions of optimality
as follows. Let us first define the rate function ¢(-) such that

Ve +4 |!9H2<\/ v
Vo € RY, 0):=<{ 2 4
¢(0) Vv d <H9|y<5\/
4 svi< H9H2-

DEFINITION 1. Let 6 be a measurable estimator of 6. We say that 0 is locally minimax
optimal, if

sup P <€2(é, 0) = ¢(9)> <ep-e 0l
0
Moreover, we say that 0 is globally minimax optimal, if

sup P <£2(é,9) 2 od + g) <ecp-ed
/] n n

The choice of the deviation bound ¢; - e %, in Definition 1, is inherited from the simple
case of the Gaussian location model (§ = 0), where the rate of estimation is the parametric
rate d/n and can be achieved with probability greater than 1 — ¢ - e =<,

One may observe that local minimax optimality leads naturally to global minimax optimal-
ity and hence is a stronger notion of optimality. The lower bound (1) is reminiscent, although
more general, of the one in Wu and Zhou (2021) who provide a similar lower bound in the
independent case (6 = 1/2). The lower bound (1) is less pessimistic than the global minimax
lower bound given by y/dd/n +d/n. Indeed, it shows that as ||6|| grows the lower bound gets
better and eventually we recover the parametric rate d/n given enough separation between
the clusters. The notion of local minimax optimality or scaled minimax optimality has also
been studied by the second author in the context of linear regression Ndaoud (2019, 2020).
We recall the reader here that when d 2 n, the lower bound (1) reads as d/n independently
on 4.

In terms of the upper bound, Zhang and Weinberger (2022) propose a procedure requiring
only knowledge of § and claim that it is locally minimax optimal in the sense that its risk
matches the lower bound (1). After investigating the proof of Theorem 1, we found out what
seems to be an issue in their argument. Alongside with this issue, their results sparked our
curiosity about the possibility of constructing procedures achieving the minimax optimal rate,
without additional logarithmic factors and with tighter probability bounds.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

* Focusing on the case when flip probability § of the model is known, we’ve improved the
results of Zhang and Weinberger (2022) with a more sophisticated choice of the estimator
0(¢) where the number of buckets ¢ depends on both & and ||0]|. As opposed to the proce-
dure given by Zhang and Weinberger (2022), we claim that the optimal procedure has to
depend on ||| as well. We show that the risk of our procedure matches (1) without the
logarithmic factor. Our results hold for sub-Gaussian noise, moreover the deviations of our

3



bounds are exponential. Formally for £* = d v [n(]|0]|2V8)] A n, we show that 6(¢*) is

locally minimax optimal and that
[6d | d 2. [éd\, d
S oS/ Vg
sd

21 N[ pk s
0 < - 5d .\, d d
eC0(0),0) < ERt Vv <|gr<sv d
5 ov 4 <62,
Cod.

with probability 1 — cie™ .

¢ Furthermore, in Section 3, we propose an adaptive estimator 6 that only depends on §
which is also minimax optimal. Along the way, we propose heuristics that estimation of
6 might be more complicated that estimation of # in the high dimensional setting which
suggests that fully adaptive procedures should not rely on estimating ¢ first.

Our ||f]|-adaptive procedure is a two-stage algorithm. We start by constructing an es-
timator using the sub-optimal number of buckets ¢; = d \VV [én] which leads to an esti-
mator § = ||0(£1)|| of the norm ||]|. We then update the number of buckets such that
ly=dV [n(32V §)] A n before returning the new estimator 6(¢5). Hence we show that
adaptation to ||f|| comes at no cost in this case and that local minimax optimality is possible
as long as ¢ is known.

* Finally, we focus on the full adaptive case. In order to do so, we propose another method
that depends weakly on § in Section 4. This procedure is not locally minimax optimal but
achieves the global minimax rate \/dd/n + d/n. Because of its week dependence on 0,
full adaptation is possible in that case. We suggest a final procedure inspired by Lepski’s
adaptation scheme on the number of buckets ¢ that is globally minimax optimal (up to a
logarithmic factor) but not locally minimax optimal.

* As a summary, our fully adaptive procedure reaches the rate y/dd/n + d/n in the worst
case scenario which leads to a strict improvement over the vanilla spectral method that
cannot get a rate better than /d/n + d/n. It remains an open question whether one can
find fully adaptive procedures that are also locally minimax optimal.

All the proofs are deferred to the Appendix.

1.3. Model. We consider the high-dimensional Binary Markov sub-Gaussian Mixture
Model. In this context we observe n samples of a d-dimensional vector § multiplied by a ran-
domsignn; € {—1,1}, (i =1, ...,n) corrupted with an additive sub-Gaussian noise. Formally
the model takes the following form:

) Y =ni0 + &,

where Y; € R are the observations, # € R%, d > 1, n;-s follow a homogeneous binary sym-
metric Markov chain with flip probability ¢ € (0,1/2), namely 7, is a Rademacher random
variable and for all ¢

n;  with prob. 1 — 9
Nit1 = .
—n; with prob. 6,

and &; are i.i.d. isotropic 1-(sub)Gaussian random vectors that are independent from 7. We
remind the reader that a random vector w € R? is said to be 1-(sub)Gaussian if and only if
for all v € R? we have E(exp({v,w))) < exp(||v]|?/2).

For our further analysis we define X1 := n;117; or equivalently 7,1 = X;17;. Hence

1 withprob.1—4
Xz = .
—1 with prob. d.
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Notice that each X;; 1 is independent from 7; for all j < i, since the sign change doesn’t
depend on the previous state. Moreover X;-s are i.i.d. We remind the reader that our goal is
to construct optimal procedures with respect to the risk defined by £2(,-).

2. Improved mean estimation for known d. Let’s assume that the flip probability § is
known and that 6 € (0, %) without loss of generality, since otherwise we can multiply samples
with even indices by —1 and replace the flip probability by 1 — §. We begin with a modified
procedure initially inherited from Zhang and Weinberger (2022), dividing the sample into £
blocks of length £ (we’ll call them buckets). We will assume without loss of generality that
n = kf. We denote by I; the set of indices of bucket <. For each bucket i =1, 2, ..., ¢ consider
the sample mean of k£ observations inside the bucket. Namely

~ 1 1
YZ:EZTWJF EZ&,

jel; Jel;
which can be rewritten neatly as

~ wl

Y;l:_ie"i'_v
Tk

where 7; = % > jer, M and wj is still an isotropic 1-(sub)Gaussian vector. We combine the ¢

relations in an R%¢ matrix form as follows
~ w
3) Y =0q"+—.
TR
Averaging reduces the variance of the noise while weakening the signal where n is now
replaced by 7. A key observation here is that ﬁ?—s are i.i.d., since each 772-2 only depends on
X -s of the i-th bucket. Let us define g(6) := E(7?). The following Lemma gives a hint on

the mixing time of the Markov chain.

LEMMA 1. Let 4,8’ € (0,1/2), then we have that

2k|6 — o’
() — o))< 2001
In particular, and for & = 0, it follows that E(7?) > 1 — 2k&/3. And hence as long as
k <1/68, E(?) is of constant order and the signal is preserved. In other words, as long as
k <1/6, most of n; are equal within the same bucket with non-zero probability, hence we
can average them without a loss in the signal while reducing the variance of the noise.
Consider the Gram matrix of observations Y'Y given by
e 70" +0- (wi)" 1
YvT = 00772+ + —ww”
I 7 :

and its expected value
) E[YYT] :99TE|]77H2+£I[1.

For convenience denote 3 := E (%?YT> and 3 == %?Y/T. Note that 8 is proportional to the

top eigenvector of 3, meaning that Apq. (X) = ||0||*E||7]|> /¢ + + and the corresponding unit
eigenvector vy, (L) = Hg%l\' Consequently, we consider the following estimator:

(5) 0(0) = \/ﬁ </\maz(i) _ %>+ s ().
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THEOREM 2. For any values of { < n, the estimator é(ﬁ) satisfies

T d d . 1 d | d 9
©  060).0)< HW<¢%”H5+W( @+ﬁ),wwy
Vi 612> 1

Co

with probability greater than 1 — c1 - e=%%, and where we take { = n in the case ||0]|*> 1.

Next proposition shows that the lower bound in Zhang and Weinberger (2022) is indeed
optimal and can be reached using a fine-tuned estimator of the form 6(¢). To do that, we
consider several values of ¢ depending on each particular scenario of ||6||, and hence the
optimal procedure depends on ||6|| as opposed to what was claimed in Zhang and Weinberger
(2022). We define £* as follows

(7 ¢ :=d Vv [nV|8»)] An.

PROPOSITION 3.  Assume that d < n. With probability greater than 1 — ¢, - e~4 the
estimator 0(0*) with 0* defined in (7) satisfies

S [
Vo +d eP< eV e,

®) C0(6),0) < ”;:le, JE v <g2<sv g,
4, sve<|o>.

Moreover (2(0(1*),0) < / ‘gn—d + %, with probability greater than 1 — ¢ - e~

REMARK 4. The global minimax rate happens around the value ||6]|?= / % \Y % in (8),

which corresponds to the worst case scenario. It is also clear that for § < d/n, the upper
bound in (8) corresponds to the parametric rate of estimation d/n and hence we do not get
further improvement in estimation for 6 < d/n. In summary, the dependence helps get better
estimation rates only in the regime d/n < § < 1/2.

REMARK 5. The choice k = [ }| (or £ = [né]) is reasonable, since it is aligned with the
mixing time of the Markov Chain 7 and that is of order 1/4. In other words, within each
buckets the labels are more likely to share the same sign as long as the bucket size is smaller
than 1/4. So we may want to choose the smallest ¢ such that £ > nd. Based on (6), it seems
that the error term due to the misspecification around E||7j|| gets worse as ¢ gets smaller
(especially for large values of ||6||). This explains why the choice of ¢ needs to depend both
on § and ||6]].

Here é(ﬁ*) carries a theoretical interest as it shows that local minimax optimality is possi-
ble. It also lays a foundation for constructing adaptive procedures. Observing the proof one
can point out that the optimal choice of £* depends on the signal strength ||#|| and flip prob-
ability 6. In practice, neither do we have knowledge about the signal strength ||0]], as 6 is
unknown, nor do we know 4. So the first step to progress is to construct a procedure without
assuming any knowledge about ¢, which is going to be the goal of next section.



3. Adaptive algorithm for known é . In order to build a semi adaptive procedure, it is
very natural to consider plug-in estimators of ||f||. In what follows we take the most reason-
able approach, which is estimating ||#|| with § such that

) §:=|6(dV [nd] An)].
First, we begin with a simple Lemma and a corresponding Corollary which provides a basis
for our 6 adaptive procedure.
LEMMA 6. Suppose { =d VN [nd| An. Then there exists a constant C' large enough such
that with probability 1 — cre~%% we get the following:
s If6V Cd/n < |0 then

el _ . _ 3lel
Elas<
(10) 5 S8
s andif v Cd/n > ||0]|?, then
(11) 82 < 3(6 Vv Cd/n).

As aresult, we derive the next Corollary that shows that comparing § to 6 V C'd/n is similar
to comparing [|0|| with § V C'd/n.

COROLLARY 7. Suppose that { = dV [nd] An. Then for some C > 0 large enough, with
probability 1 — c1e= %% we have the following:

s If32 < 3(5 vV Cd/n) we get that ||0]|>< 12(5 v Cd/n),
e and if % > 3(5 vV Cd/n) we get that ||0]|*> 6 vV Cd/n.

PROOF. We shall treat the two cases separately. Consider first the case 82 < 3(§ vV Cd/n).
If 6 V Cd/n < ||0]|? then (10) holds, and we get ||]|?< 48% < 12(5 v Cd/n). If ||8]|?< § Vv
Cd/n, then obviously ||§]|2< 12(§Vv Cd/n) as well. As for the second case 8% > 3(§v Cd/n),
then we must have ||0]|2> 6 V C'd/n, otherwise we get a contradiction with (11). O

Having various permissions to replace ||6| with §, we give an adaptive 2-step algorithm.
The pseudocode of the algorithm is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Adaptive mean estimation for known §

1: input: Observations Y7, Y5, ..., Yy from the model (2), and flip probability 9.

2: 41 +dV[on] An

.8 41 Sy 1
38 \/ g (mae(®) - 1),

4: by —dV (Vi3 An

5: 6(fy) \/ﬁg (Amam(i) . %)Jr - vmaz ()

6: return 0 = 0(/5)




In what follows Theorem 8 confirms that our semi adaptive procedure is locally minimax
optimal. The proof follows a similar analysis done in Proposition 3 and can be found in the
Appendix. We will now define the adaptive choice of ¢ as follows

(12) (:=dV [n(Vs»)] An.

THEOREM 8. When d < n, the proposed estimator é(@) with ¢ defined in (9)-(12) satisfies

JE+ 4 o</ v g,

(13) CO0),0) S \fv <|loj2<sv e,

e !
ov <0,

with probability larger than 1 — c1 log(n/d)e™¢4,
Globally (2(0(0),0) < \/ 5 od + , with probability larger than 1 — ¢ log(n/d)e™

REMARK 9.  The result of Theorem 8 holds with a slightly weaker probability. The loga-
rithmic loss is due to the dependence between X and £. One way to get rid of that dependence
is by splitting the main sample into two equal sub-samples, and then using one for estimation
of ¢ and the other one for the construction of 0().

We conclude that minimax optimal rates can be achieved adaptively to the signal ¢ both
locally and globally. The optimal procedure depends only on § through the choice of ¢ and

g(9).

4. Mean estimation for unknown §. Taking a closer look at our estimator é(f ) we recall
that it depends on g(8) = E(||7]|?), which can be theoretically computed with the knowledge
of the flip probability . At this stage it might be tempting to replace § by some plug-in
estimator J. In order to estimate J observe that

E(mn2) = (1 - 26)16]*.
Under Gaussian noise, we can show, as in Zhang and Weinberger (2022), that a lower bound
of estimation for J is given by 1/4/n for any ||¢||< 1. While this lower bound is far from
being optimal it shows that in general we can not expect to get ¢ such that |§ — §|< ¢/2. This
heuristic explains that using plug-in estimators of J might not lead to optimal rates.

An alternative approach is to completely bypass estimation of J. We start by proposing a
modified version of the estimator §(¢) where we replace ¢g(d) by 1 which in turn leads to a
weaker dependence on §. This choice is equivalent to considering the new signal X such that
I
Y =00" +

k’

and

S T 7 (7l (wind” + 6(w))”  ww?
Y=-YY' =660 — -1 .
; +00 < . + T + =

This motivates our new procedure A(¢) defined by

() = \/ (Aae(®) - %>+ e (5),

where the dependence on E||7||?> was dropped. The next Theorem highlights the cost of this
operation.

8



THEOREM 10. For any value of £ < n, with probability greater than 1 — c; - e~4 the
estimator 6(0) achieves the following:

14)  €6(0).0) (VE+2) w2+ gy (VEVE+4) tepa
it jolez 1,

where we take { = n in the case ||0||*> 1.

As expected the additional cost of not knowing g(9) is of order nd/¢. Next we propose the
optimal number of buckets ¢ = £** for this procedure. It is given by

. 52/3n4/3)19|14/3
(15) *=dv KWV%VMIGHQH An.

The corresponding estimation rates take different values according to several scenarios.

PROPOSITION 11.  Assume that d < n. With probability greater than 1 — c; - e~ the
estimator O(0**), where 0** is defined in (15), achieves the following:

d 4

n

=

3l

B
,lelP< /2 v g
od od , d 52 d
) VEvEsprs v e

2
ey e <62

w (N

(16) CO),0) S

Sl
EXAH

* When \/%g o:
od d 2 od
L+ 0P/ 5

200007y gy < ) (223 od 2.V
(17) (0(),0) S (Hen) RV
g4 e V<),

Moreover, it remains true that (2(0(¢**),0) < \/%d + %, with probability greater than 1 —

c1 e—cod,

The rates of Proposition 11 are displayed in Figure 1. Based on our proof we can write the
estimation error in Proposition 11 in a more compact form given by

05 e od d *d d
2(0(07),0) < ( - +n> A <"H9”2 + n)
As a result é(f**) is not locally minimax optimal but remains globally minimax optimal.
Observe that it is always better than the vanilla spectral algorithm (without bucketing) even
locally. Not knowing g(J) leads to sub-optimal rates locally which suggests that full adap-
tation might not be possible for locally minimax optimal procedures. That being said, if the
goal is to achieve global minimax optimality then there is still hope. With this in mind the
next technical lemma sets a basis for constructing an adaptive algorithm without the knowl-
edge of optimal £**. This is done by proposing a surrogate upper bound that does not depend
on 4.
9



3l
Sl

Sl
Sl

0 52 2 0 d 2
@ 5 \/g Cnoy o lel \/%\/g 5 Ndmo 1|l
(a) Case 6 < \/d/n (b) Case § > +/d/n

Fig 1: Upper bounds of the risk of estimators é(@*) (Proposition 3), 5(6**) (Proposition 11)
and the vanilla spectral method 6(n).

LEMMA 12. For any number of buckets ¢ > 0** it holds that
Ve . < d d>

2 0 J—
(18) 200,05 =M ety

~

with probability 1 — ¢1 - e~ %% .

While choosing ¢ = £** results in a small estimation error (even locally), we get higher

global rates for £ > ¢**. Indeed \/g < @, under the assumption ¢ > £**, This observation
shall help rule out values of £ for which the estimation rate is too large. In what follows, we
focus on the case ||§]|?< 1 and propose an adaptive procedure which is inspired from the
well-known Lepski’s method, widely used for adaptation. The other case ||0||*>> 1 is easy
since we can simply use the spectral method in that case (¢ = n) and get that

2HD.05°,

with probability greater than 1 — ¢; - e~ %, The upper bound (18) will be useful for adaptation
since it does not depend on § but it still depends on ||#||. We proceed in two steps. First
construct a fully adaptive estimator that is globally minimax optimal. Then, plug-in the norm
of the latter estimator replacing ||0|| in (18) in order to get better rates locally.

Let us define a grid-line for values of ¢ in the set {d,d + 1,...,n}. It is given by

G:={g;=2'd|i=0,1,..., M},

where M is the greatest possible integer that 2" d < n. We define 7 and { in the following
way:

Vdgy A dgy

no n?)|(g)1?

m:= min{m e{0,1,....,M}: *(0(gi),0(gp_1)) < 4C? <
10

) forallk‘Zm—l—l},



for some C large enough. We then consider the adaptive number of buckets
(19) 0= g7 = 2™d.

We are now ready to state the first adaptation result of this section.

THEOREM 13.  Let { defined in (19),
tor 0({) achieves the following rate

2(0(0),0) < < o, 5) ,

0|/?°< 1 and d < n. Then, the fully adaptive estima-

n o n
with probability 1 — ¢y log(n/d) - e~

Theorem 13 leads to a fully adaptive estimator that is globally minimax optimal. While it
is most likely impossible to achieve local minimax optimal rates adaptively we can still hope
to achieve better rates locally. This is done in a more refined construction that we describe as
follows. We define m9 and /5 in the following way:

~ - Vd d
T 1= min{m €{0,1,...,M}: 62(6(gr),0(gs_1)) < AC? < ngk A QH;Z%)II?) for all k > m+1},
n
for some C large enough. We then consider the adaptive number of buckets
(20) Uy == g, = 272d.

Observe that, in the definition of 7723, the norm of ||f]| is replaced by 6(£)| and not by
10(gr)|| as we did in the definition of m. We are now ready to state the main result of this
section.

THEOREM 14. Let {5 defined in (20),
mator 0({3) achieves the following rate

P od d rd d
2(0 9) < =~ 4+ 2 - 4=

with probability 1 — c1 log(n/d) - e~ In particular, we also have, globally, that

Cl0E),0) <1224 4,

n n

0]2< 1 and d < n. Then, the fully adaptive esti-

with probability 1 — c1 log(n/d) - e =4,

As a result, we have showed that full adaptation is possible for globally minimax optimal
procedures (up to logarithmic factors). One may also observe that the bound in Theorem 14 is
exactly the same as the one in Proposition 11 replacing £** by its value. Hence we recover the
local estimation rates of 6(¢**) (cf. Figure 1) in a fully adaptive fashion. In other terms, our
adaptive procedure 0 (172) is strictly better than the vanilla spectral method not only globally
but also locally.

5. Conclusion and future work.
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5.1. Conclusion. As a conclusion, our contribution represents an improvement of pre-
vious results when § is known. Not only we get rid of the logarithmic factors, but we
show that our approach achieves optimal rates locally under tighter bounds and holds un-
der (sub)Gaussian noise.

More specifically, we show that the optimal procedure depends on both ¢ and ||#||. We then
propose a semi-adaptive approach (adaptive to the signal), showing that minimax optimality
requires only knowledge of é. As for full adaptation, we claim that plug-in estimation of
6 might not be optimal and that local minimax optimality is rather difficult without prior
knowledge of . We finally propose an adaptive procedure that bypasses estimation of J and
that is globally minimax optimal.

In summary, our study refines center estimation in the high-dimensional Markovian binary
GMM, and shows that we can reach the improved global rate \/dd/n + d/n instead of the

classical rate \/d/n + d/n and that it can be done adaptively. Hence the hidden Markovian
structure of the labels can be leveraged to improve center estimation without further informa-
tion about this structure.

5.2. Future work. As for future research, one interesting direction is to characterize the
adaptive locally minimax optimal rates where we conjecture the rates to be different from
the non adaptive ones in general. An intriguing phenomenon observed during our study is
that, when d < n, it seems possible to estimate the center of the mixture while impossible
to estimate the parameter J. As opposed to our intuition, the d-dimensional vector 6 seems
easier to estimate than the scalar 6. A very interesting question is to characterize the minimax
rate of estimation for ¢ in the high dimensional mixture model. The challenging part, would
be to capture the right dimension dependence in the lower bound. We believe that this is an
interesting direction of research.

Another extension of our work could be a generalization of the current binary Markov
chain into more sophisticated graph structures. In the current model, the assumption is that
each new observation depends only on the previous one. We can extend the memory by
assuming that each signs depends on two or more previous data points as an example.
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APPENDIX A: PROOFS OF MAIN RESULTS

A.1l. Proof of Theorem 2. Let us consider the following estimator

A 14 - 1 .
(21) 9(6) = W <)\max(2) — E>+'Umax(2).

Sometimes when the context is clear we will just write 0 instead of é(f) We remind the reader
that ¥ = %GGT + 12 it becomes clear that eigenvalues of . are Anqq (X) = HGHZM +
%and)\gz...:)\d:%.

We begin the analysis of our estimator by Weyl’s inequality that states that

(22) Amaz(2) = Anaz ()] < 12— Zlop-

In particular this leads to

2Bl

=

~ 1 ~
S )\max(z) - % + HE - ZHOP'

It comes out that if ||6]|= 0 then

; £ 11E—Zlop
(23) O1=1011< [ 777 :
Elal>  119]
Moreover we also have for ||]|# 0 that
: 1812112
[181-non| = ———
1911+161l
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1812112
é L 7
191

f ‘/\mam(i) - /\mam(z)

 E|7l? 161]
A ol i
~ Ellgll* ol
We conclude that we always have
5 ¢ |z-3%
(24) |H9||_||9H|§ EHﬁHQ H9|| 0117’

since E||77]|2< ¢. Next observe that the largest eigengap of ¥ is %ﬁ”z |0|%. Hence, and using
the Davis-Kahan’s perturbation bound, we get that

~ 40 Hi B EHOP
(25) E(Umamy Umam) < —
Efql* o]
Combining (24) and (25)we finally get that
5 5 X 50|13 =%,
26) £0,0) <[ 1811161 + 101£(omar, vma) < 27— -
E(7[> (o]

Now we continue with the analysis of the difference of covariance and sample covariance
matrices. Recall that

oy BOTUTIPEl7?) | wr 0T+ 0 () 1 (ww”
27) Y-¥= 7 + N +E< 7 —Id>.

Observe that for £ := wij/||77|| is a 1—sub-Gaussian vector. Hence

(w 9 + 0(w 0
|7 (™ own)| < et
As aresult
S 11 al® —Efal®] 2
28) X —Xp< HNMWN+ —h
P !/ \/_ op
using Lemma 17 we conclude that

(29)

19— Sl sy FHo12+ o+ 1 L < e 2 ueu+< e )

Combining (29) and (26) we end up with the desired loss bound

(30) 40,0 % \[”"‘H\[ Tl (ﬁ%)

with probability greater than 1 — ¢;e~%¢.

For the case ||#||> 1, and by choosing ¢ = n there is no bucketing involved and the pro-
cedure boils down to the vanilla spectral method. We repeat the same proof except that now
E||7||?= ¢ and hence the difference of covariance matrices is decomposed as follows

T T T
5w (wn)d :me +<w: —h).
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It comes out that with probability greater than 1 — ¢; e~ ¢

. d d d
nz—mws¢]ww<—+¢f>
n n n

Lastly, we get, with probability greater than 1 — ¢;e™%, that

R 1 = Zlop \/E 1 (d \/E d d
0. < Nz ~llop < I L P
D= ~Vaar\n TVa ) SVa T

since ||6||> 1.

, we have

A.2. Proof of Proposition 3. Recall that /* :=d V [n(§V ||0]|?)] A n. For the rest of the
proof we denote 6 := 0(¢*). We begin by observing that for the loss function £(-,-) we also
have the following decomposition

£2(0,0) <2101 +2/lo]
<2[1812- 11612 | + 4l

< i
~ 2B

d d
0 —16]12+]0||?
thw< ﬁ>+ 2 o2+ 0],

with probability greater than 1 — c;e~ ¢, where we have used the fact that E||7/|%>> ¢*/3

based on Lemma 1. Hence as long as ||0]|2< \/éd/n V d/n we also have that ||0]|?< J Vv d/n
and hence ¢* = d V [nd]. It comes out that

I — Sllop+6]16]1

31) 26,0 <,/22 14

n n

Next, in the scenario where 4/ % Y % <|0|I*P< v %. This case only makes sense for § > d/n.
Then, by invoking Theorem 2 with the number of buckets being ¢* = [mﬂ we get that

0(0,0) < n‘gﬂ \/7 H9|y\/7 \[ HHH'

For the case § V £ < ||9]|2< 1, then we have £* = [n]|0|?]. Using Theorem 2 one more time

we get
; 74
06,6) < IHI¢# |
ol ]

Finally, for ||0||> 1, we get that £* = n and we simply conclude using the corresponding case
in Theorem 2. This proof is now complete.

A.3. Proof of Lemma 6. We consider first the case ||§]|>> § V Cd/n. Using (30) we
have

(32) r#MKfWW_Wfo_>



Plugging k ~ 1 A and using [|0]2> 6 V Cd/n we get

1 d
5 —116]|] < 1/ =16]]+1/~
= o1l 5[ 12

It comes out, since C' is large enough, that

1efl el _ 1l
0 <— —_—=—
5= ol < T+ EE =2
Hence with probability greater than 1 — ¢; e‘COd, we get
el _ . _ 3lel
2 - - 27

Now suppose d VV Cd/n > ||0||%, and using the control of |3 — ||, we get

. [ d d [(5V Cd/n)d
32—”9”2‘5 WHG\P‘F\/;H@H‘F -

Then we conclude that
(33) 8% —110]]*] <2(s v Cd/n).
It follows that 2 < 3(6 \V C'd/n) with probability greater than 1 — ¢je ¢4,

A.4. Proof of Theorem 8. For this proof, observe that i depends on the observations
so we cannot apply directly Lemma 17 replacing £ by £. Since we only need to know £ up
to a multiplicative factor, we will choose ¢ on a logarithmic grid. Basically we will choose
¢ = d2™ A n where 171 is the smallest integer such that £ > [n (36 V §2) V Cd] An. Hence and
in order to control the deviation terms in Lemma 17 we shall take a supremum for all values
of m that are no more than log(n/d). It comes out that Lemma 17 holds for ¢ with probability
1 — ¢y log(n/d)e=q,

We recall here that using Corollary 7 we have, with probability 1 — c;e~%?, if 32 < 3(5 V
Cd/n) we get that ||0]|>< 12(6 vV Cd/n), and if 5% > 3(6 vV Cd/n) we get that ||§]|*> 6 Vv
C'd/n. We analyse the error case by case.

* Case 1: ||0]°< \/g\/ 4.
In this case, since \/E < (6 Vv Cd/n), then we know using Lemma 6 that $2 < 36 and
f ~mnd Vd. As shown before in (31) it comes out that €2 ) S \/7 + =
* Case2: \/g\/ d <o)<V <.

In this case again 52 < 3§ and ¢ ~ nd V d, according to Corollary 7. Continuing with
{ ~nd V d, and mimicking the corresponding case of Proposition 3, we get

oI, J, L [OVOa 3 YRR e

« Case3: 0V <4 <|0)?<4.
In this case we have two options. Either 12(6 vV Cd/n) < ||0||>< 4 and hence 52 > 3(J V
Cd/n) and ¢ ~ n32. That being the case, similarly to Proposition 3, by taking take ¢ ~
n||0||? replacing ||@]| with § we derive

00(),0) < AQH ||+\/7 H9H\/7'




Using Lemma 6, we conclude that

nsiinisli

In the remaining case where 6 V d <10]12P<12(8 v C’ ) we know that Z will be of order
nd V d and the result is stralghtforwqrd
* Finally if ||0]|2> 4, then 52 > 1 and ¢ = n. The result follows immediately.

Proof of Theorem 10. Repeating the same decomposition as before in (26) we get
_ _ X Iy
G4 £08,0) < 181161+ 101G ) 5 =212
The covariance decomposition is slightly different this time as we get
HWHWW—EWNW+EWW—%)+wﬁﬂT+9%me+1 wol
¢ NG AN

Since |E||7]|? — ¢|< nd as claimed in Lemma 1, we get that

Yo =

1%~ Zlop
1]

Recalling our concentration bound as in (30) we finally derive that

35) Mﬂ)ﬁ(% )”9'”\[ [l (f\[ )

—Cod

~ no
(6.0) + 2o,

with probability 1 — cje
Proof of Proposition 11. Recall that /** = dV [(nd v w v n||9\|2ﬂ An. For

the rest of the proof, and for simplicity, we denote é(f**) by 6 and ¢ by £** To begin with we
analyse the loss rate when signal strength [|0||? is small. As we have already observed from
the proof of Proposition 3 we have that

~ d d 1 /d
s (£ ) o
(36) R yA T eyl I SRV T 1T
for ||6]]2< 4/ %d \Y %. Observe that in that case £** ~ nd V d and hence
~ d d d d
2 < e el el et 2
@.0) 5\ Diol+ (n +5\/n5> ¥ (1+ \/m;) ol
d d od d
=v[ﬂm+—+4r—+wmﬁ+v—yww
n n n n
[od d
<y —+ -
non

Next, let’s consider two cases for §. For the sake of convenience in the subsequent lines the
bounds are derived for the loss function itself, not for the square of it.
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Casel:ég\/g

Here, in the scenario when /%4 v & < [|9]|2< ‘527" V 4 we continue the process with the
following number of buckets:
2 44
sins |o)s
ds
Observe that £ <n as § < /d/n. Now let’s analyse the loss bound (35) with this choice
of 4.

e/\/

\/E d2/3 no S1/341/3 Al 51/3(11/3”9”2/3
07 B2 0 T ndB|jg|as \m2 ” nl/3 '

Hence

5oy < CElIOME B \/E FAR
< < |
U0.0) S —i75,07 + e NS\l )

Next, if £ v 4 < [|0]|2< 1 we continue with
C~nlo]?,

achieving the parametric rate

5(5,9)5\/@+i+\/§+\/§5\/§

Lastly when ||0||>> 1 the parametric rate can be recovered with £ = n.

Case2:\/%§5

a4
The first scenario is when /24 < ||9]|2< \{;. Here we have that

Again, plugging in £ in (35) and using \/g < § we get moreover that

s 238 §L3qL8 \/g S1/341/3 \/E sd \ 3
< oL LS P i
OO% i  mgeps TV = amee TV ) S o

a
Furthermore, if 4 < ||8]|? with the choice of £3 = n we recover the usual rate of the
vanilla spectral method,

vV 2
5(579)5\/§+ L\/ES ot 91F<1
n O]V n \/%7 1< |0l

In both cases the compact formula for £ is given by

52/3n4/3||9”4/3>
—— | An.

6**~d\/<n(5\/ 773
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REMARK 15. Itis rather convenient to have one compact form for the number of buckets
in both cases of Proposition 11. In that respect, let’s notice that in Case 2 when [|6||< 1 then
0** > n||0||*. Indeed, since § > d/n, we have that either

0y =nd >ny/ i—d >nl|0))?,

or
2 4 1 4 4
osns |0 d5n§ 0|z 4
52: l‘ ” > AHLH :7”L||9H32’I’LH9||2
d% n%d’a

This means that in Case 2 taking the maximum with additional n||#||* won’t change anything
52/3714/3”9”4/3 52/3714/3“9”4/3 )

Therefore we can say that £** takes the following general form

52/3714/3”9”4/3

0 ~dV <n5\/ FvE

v n||9\|2> An.

As a consequence of this, let’s declare that with this choice we have one that either £** =n
or the following three inequalities hold together

52/3714/3”9”4/3

(37) ¢t >nvd, 0> TV

£ = 6]

This observation will be useful later on.

A.5. Proof of Theorem 13. For this proof, let us denote 6 := 0(¢), 6, := 0(g;,) and

wi =402 (\/dgk A n2|\g&q;k)||2 ) We have for any w,
(38)

P(((0,0)>w) =P (E(é,@) >wn {i< e**}) +P (E(é,@) >wn (> e**}) =1+ L.

We also recall using (36) that for g; > nd we have

~ d d d 0 d
GO |18 IP-1012| < \/;||eu+ (; + V%) + (;‘—k + \/g;) 612,

with probability 1 — ¢ - e~ ¢,

Bounding I: We begin by defining the smallest element g,,,, from grid G that is greater
than £**. Our intention here is to replace the unknown £** with a £ in a close range, for which
further analysis is tractable.

Formally,

my:=min{m € {0,1,..., M} : " <gn}.

By this definition g,,, 1 < £**, hence gy, differs from £** by a factor of 2 at most, since
Gm. = 2Gm.—1 < 20*. Let ¢, and ¢}, be signs such that E(Gm ,0) = ||€m=0,m, — 0] and for all
m+ 1<k <m, we have K(Hk,ek 1) = Hekek — €p_105_ 1H

We decompose the difference using triangle inequality by stepping through grid values
until we reach the first number of buckets g,y .

0(8,6) < (16— emb||< llemby, —OII< > llexde—en—10k—1]|+em-Om, —01< Y wi+L(Om. ,0).
[l k=1
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In order to deal with the sum )", wj, we decompose the sum into two sums Y, wy and
> e, 41 Wk Where g, ~ nd. It is straightforward, using gemetric series, that

mi 2
($) <yt
n n
k=1

It remains to control ) ;™ | wy. where all g > nd.

On the one hand, when ||0]]?°< —”ff**, we have that w} < 4C? —Vflg" and the sum
Dy 1 Wk can be upper bounded by a sum of a geometric progression, and so

i wg < %wk oo V9 %(\“/5)’“ P YoAALY (V2mrt o1 o0 Y d9m. 11,
k=m+1 _k:1 v k=1 v V2-1 - v

It comes out that

my 2
) n o on

On the other hand, when —”ﬁf” < ||0|I*< 1, we have, with probability greater than 1 — ¢; -
e~ that

10(gi)1172 1161
dgr

It comes out that w,% < 4C? PRI and the sum » ;" - 1 Wk can be upper bounded by a sum

of a geometric progression, and so

m 2
- aes*
<
< 2 “”“) ~ n2[[o]

My 2
3w o (L fod d
*) el \Von )
k:m1
We have by Proposition 11, that, with probability greater than 1 — c;e~%¢,
~ od d *d  d
(0., 0) < —4— Al —=+—-].

Hence we get that as long as ¢ < ¢, then with probability greater than 1 — ¢1 - e~

have
2(0,0) < < 5—d+§> .

n n

It comes out that

Cod’ we

Bounding I»: In this case g > £**. Notice first that, when [|§]|?< —Vflg’“, we have that
16(gk) 1> Y%= and hence w? > Y% and when [|6]|?> Y% then ||6(gy.)|2< [|0]|* and

n n n
2 dg ok
wi 2 WgIP' It comes out that as long as g > ¢** we have that
,w2 >V dgk A d.gk
Y T n2)e)
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In this case
L <P >0%)=P(m > )

P({ = gn)

MM

1) > wm)

M

(00, 0) + L(Om—1,0) > win)

Z( 0>73)

(*)
< 2|Gle~d

< log (%) e,

where () holds, because for every g,, > ¢** due to Lemma 12 we have
20,,.,0) Swi wp. 1—cp-e %

A.6. Proof of Theorem 14. For this proof we will mimick the proof of Theorem 13.

Let us denote 0 := 6((s), 0), := 0(g;) and wi = 4C? (M A n2||tiﬁg(lz7)||2)‘ Notice that, with

probability 1 — ¢; log(n/d)e~%, we have

<~ 2 _d do
— <Z -
[16@1-1o1] 5= +4/=
We have for any w,
(40)

P(((§,0)>w) =P (E(é, 0)>wn {fy< e**}) 4P (aé, 0)>wn {fs> e**}) = I+ L.

Bounding I: We begin by defining the smallest element g,,,, from grid G that is greater
than £**. Our intention here is to replace the unknown £** with a £ in a close range, for which
further analysis is tractable.

Formally,

my :=min{m € {0,1,..., M} : £ <gn}.
By this definition g,,,, 1 < £**, hence g,,,, differs from £** by a factor of 2 at most, since
Gm. = 20m. 1 < 20**. Let ¢, and ¢}, be signs such that £(0,,,.,60) = || €~ O, — ]| and for all
m~+1<k<m, wehave £(0y,0,_1) = ||l€x0r — ex—10x_1].
We decompose the difference using triangle inequality by stepping through grid values
until we reach the first number of buckets g, .

00,0) < 10 —enblI< llemby, —O1< D llexbe— ee16k-1ll+ I €m=Om, —BII< Y wi+ (0. ,6).
k=rh+1 k=1

On the one hand, when ||0|]?°< —”ff**, we have that w} < 4C? —Vflg’“ and the sum
Yo 1 Wk can be upper bounded by a sum of a geometric progression, and so

- o NG N sk \/@(ijﬂrl 1 v/ Agm.+1
Zwkgkgwk_w\/ﬁz:(\/i) =20 NI <20 N

k=m+1
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It comes out that

2
M od d
k:ml n n

On the other hand, when —Vdrf < ||0]|>< 1, we have, with probability greater than 1 —
c1log(n/d)e=4, that

16O 116112

It comes out that wk <402 -Zax 2||9||2 and the sum ), 71 Wk can be upper bounded by a sum
of a geometric progression, and so

2
k| X 3mane-
Z w2[op?
2
SR
R~ n?||6|? n n)]’
k:ml
We have by Proposition 11, that, with probability greater than 1 — ¢;e~ ¢,
~ od d *d d
COm S\ =+ | A= +— |-
Hence we get that as long as £ < /**, then with probability greater than 1 — ¢; log(n/d)e~¢,
we have
~ od d *d d
CO.NS(\ =+ A =5+ -
“ )~< " +n> (aroe + )

Bounding I: In this case g, > £**. Notice first that, when ||6]|?< Vdg’“ , we have that
16()]< Y%= and hence w} > Y99 and when [|0]|2> Y42 then ||4(/ )\|2< \|9||2 and w? >

It comes out that

—nf”;”z. It comes out that as long as gk > ¢** we have that
w2 >V dgk dgk
k ~Y .
no - n?e?

In this case

L <P(ly > ") =P(in > ()

m: gm >L*
< Y PO, 0) + £(Om-1,0) > w)
m: Ggm >L*
Wm
< —_m
<2 3 P(U0n0)>")
m: gm >L*



()
< 2|Gle!
<log (%) e~ cod,
where () holds, because for every g,, > ¢** due to Lemma 12 we have

28,,.,0) <wi wp. 1—cp-e %

APPENDIX B: TECHNICAL LEMMAS
LEMMA 16. Assume that k > 1. Let 6,6 € (0,1/2), then we have that

2k[6 — 8|

9(5) — 9(5/)’§ — 3

PROOF. Let us denote p := 1 — 24. It is easy to observe that E(X;) = p. For 0 < §, we
have

k s 2
K g(6) =E (Z HXZ)

s=111=1
s s’ s
=2 > E(HXZ? 11 X,->+ > E(HXE)
1<s<s’<k i=1 i=s+1 1<s<k =1
=k+2 Z p° .
1<s<s’'<k

It comes out that g(J) is non-increasing as a function of §. Hence

l9(6) — g(8")|<

limg'(6)[]6 —&|.
51 og ( )' ’ |
Moreover we have that

k 8 _ k41 _ _ o k+1
K(0) — b2 S~ LT P KT p) o p 2K 55 - 142+ (1 20k
« 1—p 1-p (1—p)? 242

Using Taylor series approximation, we have that
(1285 =1 —2(k + 1)8 + 2k(k +1)6? — 4k(k + 1)(k — 1)0° /3 + o(5%).
Hence

2(k? — 1)

9(0) =1-——

d+0(9).

It comes out that

limg’(é)‘ <2k/3.
6—0
This concludes the proof. O

LEMMA 17. Assume that d < £ <n, nd < £ and £ a sub-Gaussian isotropic vector. Then
P (1171 ~B(7l) = Var) =1 - 207,
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and
P (< Cva) 21—,

for absolute constants ¢ > 0 and C > 0.

PROOF. First, since 0 < 172-2 <1and 172-2 are i.i.d., Hoeffding’s inequality can be applied for
—7?2-s, namely for every ¢ > 0

(41) P (/I71°-Elal*|= t) < 2¢7 .
Hence we get the first inequality for ¢t = \/g . Moreover

“42) P (171> Ell]* ) 2 1 — e

Recalhng Lemma 1, we have that E[7?] > 1 — 26k/3 and for 0k < 1 (or £ > dn) we get
E[77] > § and E[HUH >4 . Consequently, taking ¢ = & we obtain that with probability
greater than 1 — e

14
2

> —
7]l 4

On the other hand (with probability 1)

V4
I7lIP=> 07 <
=1

Which summarises the first concentration.
Second, by sub-Gaussian covariance estimation from (Vershynin, 2010), for every ¢ > 0
with probability greater than 1 — exp(—t) it holds that

<(C E+£l_|_\/z+\/§
- I 14 14

By taking ¢t = d we obtain the desired result.
Third, using Hanson-Wright inequality from (Rudelson and Vershynin, 2013) for sub-
Gaussian vectors we get the following tail bound for every £ > 0

P (€)% d+C(t + Vi) <!

-+,

Then taking ¢t = d we conclude our third concentration. O
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Proof of Lemma 12. Let’s consider two scenarios for ||0||%.

For a small signal strength ||6]|?< @ , we undertake analogous bounding procedure as in
Proposition 3.

£(0,0) S 101*+10)
< | 161201 + 6

SIE —Blop+161?

<y Lior+ <%+@) + <1+\/§> ol
5\ /20, <1+\/§> Vi

VA VI /T

< \/ﬁ A g
~on H9||2n2 n
< Vi

d
n

where, in the last inequality, we use the fact that g ToEne 9||2n2 in this regime .

For further analysis let’s remind ourselves that ¢ > 6** and ||6]]*> g Hence @ >
NH 9H2 + 4 pecause d < £. According to Theorem 10 we know that

~ d n26? d 1 d¢
2 < 7 2,2, - 2
2(6,0) < <€ + 7 >H9|] +n+ e

It remains to show that

d lol2< 1 de
" eI
in the case where ||0||?< 1, since when H9||22 1 we have that /** =n and
~ d
*(6,0) < —.
( Y )N n

To prove the latter let’s observe that , using (37), for £ > £** we have

52/3714/3”9”4/3

(43) (>névd, (> 7 . >0
It comes out that
1 de
H9||2_ ,
[10]]2 n2
and that
L
= [10]]2 n?
Thus
dl
6(9 0) < 7712”9“2.
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In summary we always have that

2(0,0) < m/\< d d>.

n M\ eE T
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