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Abstract

Parameter estimation is a fundamental challenge in machine learning, crucial for tasks such
as neural network weight fitting and Bayesian inference. This paper focuses on the complexity
of estimating translation µ ∈ R

l and shrinkage σ ∈ R++ parameters for a distribution of the
form 1

σl f0
(
x−µ

σ

)
, where f0 is a known density in R

l given n samples. We highlight that while
the problem is NP-hard for Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE), it is possible to obtain
ε-approximations for arbitrary ε > 0 within poly

(
1

ε

)
time using the Wasserstein distance.

1 Introduction

A fundamental challenge in machine learning is the estimation of distribution parameters. For
instance, in neural networks, estimating the parameters of the model to fit into distribution that
underlies the weights can significantly impact model performance. Accurate parameter estimation
is also crucial in other area like Bayesian inference, where it affects the choice of prior and posterior
distributions.

Recently, modern machine learning methods have increasingly leveraged optimal transport-
based distances due to their ability to robustly compare probability measures [AGL+20] [CMZ+19]
[IGG+24]. Optimal transport has emerged as a versatile framework for addressing a range of
machine learning problems, such as image generation [WLX+23], image restoration [AOEM24]
and generative modeling [KFL22] [RKB22]. This motivates us to revisit classical mean and vari-
ance estimation methods, such as maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) within the Expectation-
Maximization (EM) algorithm [EH21], and explore the advantages of utilizing optimal transport
metrics, particularly the minimization of the Wasserstein distance [FZM+15].

This paper focuses on the complexity of estimating translation and shrinkage parameters, specif-
ically µ ∈ R

l and σ ∈ R++, for a class of distributions that are piecewise constant over a finite
number of disjoint hyperrectangles. These distributions are expressed as 1

σl f0
(
x−µ
σ

)
, where f0 is

a known density function in R
l. In this framework, µ denotes the translation parameter, and σ

controls the scaling of the distribution. The goal is to estimate these parameters from n samples
such that the resulting distribution closely aligns with the samples, a key objective in generative
modeling tasks.
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We select this specific class of distribution because it allows us to carry out the complexity-
theoretic analysis outlined in this paper. Specifically, we require a class of distribution that is both
finitely specifiable and universal in some sense, as detailed later in Claim 2.6.

This problem is particularly significant in the context of the Expectation-Maximization (EM)
algorithm [DLR77], especially within the Maximization step. The EM algorithm’s variants have
been extensively explored, including modifications like those discussed in the Sinkhorn EM algo-
rithm [MNVNW21]. Our study emphasizes the complexity of parameter estimation by comparing
Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) with Wasserstein distance approaches. While MLE poses
NP-completeness challenges for certain class of distributions, our use of the Wasserstein distance
offers a polynomial-time approximation for estimating µ and σ. Though our algorithm may not be
computationally practical for large-scale optimization, it effectively demonstrates the main result
of achieving polynomial-time complexity.

Further supporting this approach, studies like [KRH18] on the Sliced Wasserstein Distance
for Gaussian Mixture Models underline the value of Wasserstein metrics in parameter estimation.
Additionally, MLE for mixtures of spherical Gaussians has been shown to be NP-hard [TD18],
motivating the need to explore alternative methods to MLE.

There has been extensive research on analyzing the computational complexity of optimal trans-
port algorithms [ALXG22, DGK18]. While our study does not focus on algorithmic efficiency, it
presents one of the first results on parameter estimation within the optimal transport framework.

Our contributions are as follows: In Section 2, we develop a polynomial-time method for ap-
proximating the optimal µ and σ using a Wasserstein minimization framework. In Section 3, we
establish the NP-hardness of finding µ through Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) for general
distributions. Section 4 raises several open questions, highlighting potential directions for future
research.

2 Parameter Estimation in Wasserstein Minimization

2.1 Setup and Explicit Formulas for Parameter Estimation

We consider a distribution consisting of a finite union of hyperrectangles and a set of sample points.
Our objective is to estimate the parameters µ and σ from the discrete samples to minimize the
Wasserstein distance induced by these parameters. This problem can be effectively framed as a
semidiscrete transport problem. In other words, the selection of µ, σ is regarded as finding values
of these parameters that minimize the transport distance between the sample points, regarded as
a sum of delta-functions, and the underlying distributions.

We will adopt the framework established in [PC19] for computational optimal transport in the
semi-discrete setup. We will prove that there is a polynomial-time algorithm for estimating µ and
σ in the semidiscrete setup. Consider the semi-discrete transportation problem where c(x,yj) ∈ R

represents the cost of transporting from continuous source x ∈ R
l to n discrete sinks yj ∈ R

l, for
1 ≤ j ≤ n, i.e., c : Rl × {y1, . . . ,yn} → R+. The optimal transport cost can be represented as
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follow:

min
π

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

c(x,yj) dπ(x,yj)

subject to

n∑

j=1

dπ(x,yj) = dα(x) ∀x ∈ R
l,

∫

Rl

dπ(x,yj) = bj ∀j = 1, . . . , n,

π ≥ 0.

(1)

Here, π : Rl × {y1, . . . ,yn} → R is the semidiscrete optimal transport map that measures the flow
from x to yi, for i = 1, . . . , n. The given measure dα(x) represents the capacity at x ∈ R

l, and
bj ≥ 0 represents the demand at sink j, j = 1, . . . , n.

In the original problem we aim to address, we have bj = 1
n
for all j where n is the number of

sample points since the samples are presumed to be drawn independently at random. However we
retain the above formulation for most of our analysis for some level of generality.
The problem is feasible if these capacities are all nonnegative and satisfy the compatibility condition

∫

Rl

dα(x) =

n∑

j=1

bj = N. (2)

Given these assumptions, the problem is bounded, ensuring the existence of an optimizer. Notably,
this optimizer shares the same optimal value as its dual formulation, as discussed in Villani’s work
on optimal transport [Vil08]. In the dual form, the problem is expressed as:

Lc(α, b) = max
g∈Rn



∫

Rl

gc̄(x) dα(x) +

n∑

j=1

gjbj




where gc(x) := min1≤j≤n c(x,yj)− gj , where c(x,yj) := ‖σx− yj − µ‖2. We can view this as the
following infinite linear program:

max
g,h

∫

Rl

h(x) dα(x) +

n∑

j=1

gjbj

subject to h(x) + gj ≤ c(x,yj), 1 ≤ j ≤ n, ∀x ∈ R
l.

Here, g ∈ R
n and h is a function R

ℓ → R. The following theorem, established in [PC19], is included
here for the sake of completeness.

Theorem 2.1. Assume c(x,yj) has the form ‖x− yj − µ‖2. Then the primal optimal solution π
is independent of µ.

Proof. Let P (µ) denote the instance of the program above for a particular choice of µ as in the
theorem. Let DP (µ) denote the corresponding dual instance. Let π∗ : Rl × {y1,y2, . . . ,yn} → R

be the optimal solution to P (0) (i.e., µ is taken to be 0) and let g∗ ∈ R
n, h∗ : Rl → R be the

optimal solution for DP (0). By complementary slackness on π∗ and g∗, h∗, we have

π∗(x,yj)(‖x− yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x)) = 0, ∀x ∈ R
l, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} almost surely.

3



Now, fix an arbitrary µ. Take

ĝj = g∗j + 2µ⊤yj + ‖µ‖2 and ĥ(x) = h∗(x)− 2µ⊤x,

for any x ∈ R
l and j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. We have

‖x− yj − µ‖2 − ĝj − ĥ(x) = ‖x− yj‖2 + ‖µ‖2 − 2µ⊤(x− yj)− ĝj − ĥ(x)

= ‖x− yj‖2 + (‖µ‖2 + 2µ⊤yj − ĝj) + (−2µ⊤x− ĥ(x))

= ‖x− yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x).

Since (g∗, h∗) is feasible forDP (0), the quantity is nonpositive and thus (ĝ, ĥ) is feasible for DP (µ).
This therefore gives us

π∗(x,yj)(‖x− yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x)) = π∗(x,yj)(‖x − yj − µ‖2 − ĝj − ĥ(x)),

which implies that by complementary slackness, π∗ is an optimal solution to P (µ) as well.

Remark 2.2. Because of the setup, the optimal transport map is not uniquely determined: the set
for which it is not determined consists of a finite union of measure-zero disjoint polytopes corre-
sponding to the boundaries of Laguerre cells (see Equation (8)) meeting hyperrectangles. However,
complementary slackness holds at every point. Thus, the ”almost surely” qualifier is unnecessary
in our setting, and the dual program, introduced in Equation (3), has a unique solution. We will
omit such phrases for the rest of our paper.

Theorem 2.3. In this setup, where we have c(x,yj) = ‖σx − yj‖2for some σ > 0, the primal
optimal solution π is independent of σ.

Proof. Let P (σ) denote the instance of the program above for a particular choice of σ as in the
theorem. Let DP (σ) denote the corresponding dual instance. Let π∗ : Rl × {y1,y2 . . . ,yn} → R

be the optimal solution to P (1) and let g∗ ∈ R
n, h∗ : Rl → R be the optimal solution for DP (1).

By complementary slackness on π∗ and g∗, h∗, we have

π∗(x,yj)(‖x − yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x)) = 0, ∀x ∈ R
l, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.

Now, fix an arbitrary σ ∈ R++. Take

ĝj := (1− σ)‖yj‖2 + σ · g∗j and ĥ(x) := (σ2 − σ)‖x‖2 + σ · h∗(x)

for any x ∈ R
l and j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. We have

‖σx− yj‖2 − ĝj − ĥ(x) = σ‖x− yj‖2 − (ĝj − (1− σ)‖yj‖2)− (ĥ(x)− (σ2 − σ)‖x‖2)
= σ(‖x− yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x)).

Since (g∗, h∗) is feasible for DP (1), the quantity is nonpositive and thus (ĝ, ĥ) is feasible for DP (σ).
This therefore gives us

σ · π∗(x,yj)(‖x− yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x)) = π∗(x,yj)(‖σx− yj‖2 − ĝj − ĥ(x))

which implies that by complementary slackness, π∗ is an optimal solution to P (σ) as well.

Combining both of the theorem above give us the following corollary.
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Corollary 2.4. Suppose that there exists y1, . . . ,yn ∈ R
l and µ ∈ R

l, σ ∈ R++ such that for
all x ∈ R

l, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, c(x,yj) = ‖σx − yj − µ‖2. Then the primal optimal solution π is
independent of µ and σ.

We note that if π is the optimal transport map, then the optimal objective value of (1) for
general µ ∈ R

l, σ ∈ R is

f(µ, σ) =

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

‖σx− yj − µ‖2dπ(x, yj)

Theorem 2.5. The optimal choices of µ∗ and σ∗ are given by the formulas:

σ∗ =
N
(∫

Rl

∑n
j=1x

⊤yj dπ(x,yj)
)
−
(∑n

j=1 bjyj

)⊤ (∫
Rl x dα(x)

)

N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2 (3)

µ∗ =
σ∗ ∫

Rl x dα(x) −∑n
j=1 bjyj

N
, (4)

where N is given by equation (2).

Proof. We will find (µ∗, σ∗) ∈ argminµ,σ f(µ, σ). To do this, note that f is a convex quadratic
function of µ and σ. As (µ∗, σ∗) is a critical point of f , we have

0 =
∂f

∂µ
(µ, σ)

∣∣∣
µ∗,σ∗

=

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

2(µ∗ + yj − σ∗x) dπ(x,yj)

0 =
∂f

∂σ
(µ, σ)

∣∣∣
µ∗,σ∗

=

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

2x⊤(σ∗x− yj − µ∗) dπ(x,yj)

This yields the following two linear equations with respect to µ∗ and σ∗:

µ∗
∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

1 dπ(x,yj)− σ∗
∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x dπ(x,yj) +

∫

Rl×{1,...,n}
yj dπ(x,yj) = 0

−(µ∗)⊤
∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x dπ(x,yj) + σ∗
∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

‖x‖2 dπ(x,yj)−
∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x⊤yj dπ(x,yj) = 0

Solving these equations, we obtain

σ∗ =
N
(∫

Rl

∑n
j=1x

⊤yj dπ(x,yj)
)
−
(∑n

j=1 bjyj

)⊤ (∫
Rl x dα(x)

)

N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2

µ∗ =
σ∗ ∫

Rl x dα(x) −∑n
j=1 bjyj

N
,

as desired.
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The theorem provides explicit optimal formulas for µ∗ and σ∗. Most of the terms appearing in
the above formulas can be computed directly. However, the integral

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x⊤yj dπ(x,yj)

requires knowledge of the optimal primal solution, making it apparently computationally infeasible
to determine in polynomial time. Consequently at first glance, finding the exact values of µ∗ and
σ∗ appears to be intractable. We resolve this issue in forthcoming sections.

2.2 Polynomial-Time Algorithm for Parameter Estimation

The main theorem of this section, Theorem 2.7, asserts that µ∗ and σ∗ can be estimated in poly-
nomial time under the assumption that the source distribution dα(x) is piecewise constant over a
finite number of hyperrectangles. For our analysis, as mentioned in Section 1, we will henceforth
assume that the source distribution dα(x) comes from C, where C denote the class of probability
distributions that are piecewise constant over a finite number of hyperrectangles, i.e., there exists
k ∈ N, k disjoint hyperrectangles H1,H2, . . . ,Hk ⊆ R

l and k positive reals γ1, . . . , γk for which

dα(x) =

{
γi dx, if x ∈ Hi for some 1 ≤ i ≤ k,

0, otherwise.

As α is a probability distribution, it follows that
∑k

i=1 γi · vol(Hi) = N = 1. From here on, we
will fix N = 1. Let F denote the class of probability distributions characterized by a nonnegative
Riemann integrable function ϕ, where ϕ : Rl → R satisfies

∫
Rl ϕ(x) dx = 1. In fact, the general

class of distributions F can be approximated arbitrarily closely by the class C by definition of
Riemann integrability [AE13].

Claim 2.6. For any probability distribution f ∈ F and any ε > 0, there exists g ∈ C such that

∫

Rl

|f(x)− g(x)| dx < ε.

This motivates our focus on the class of distributions C for our algorithm design. While the class
C provides sufficient generality for our purposes, extending the algorithm to the broader function
class F is not immediate due to Claim 2.6’s implicit exponential dependence on l.

We now highlight several key parameters that play a crucial role in our analysis, which dictates the
runtime of our parameter estimation algorithm for Wasserstein minimization. For convenience, we
define a reference set X ⊆ R

l, which consists of all corners of the k hyperrectangles, along with
all sample points. Specifically, if each of the k hyperrectangles is described by Hi = [ai,1, bi,1] ×
[ai,2, bi,2]× · · · × [ai,l, bi,l], we define

X1 = {yj}nj=1

X2 =
k⋃

i=1

{
(xi,1, xi,2, . . . , xi,l)

∣∣∣∣ xi,h ∈ {ai,h, bi,h} for each h = 1, 2, . . . , l

}

X = X1 ∪ X2

and thus X is a set of size at most k · 2l + n.

6



Theorem 2.7. Let n be the number of sample points, l be the dimensionality of the space, k
be the number of hyperrectangles characterizing the source distribution, D = maxx∈X ‖x‖ and
s = min{minx,y∈X1

x6=y

‖x − y‖,min1≤i≤k
1≤j≤l

|bi,j − ai,j|}. There exists a randomized polynomial-time

algorithm with a runtime of

poly

(
n, l, k,D,

1

s
,
1

ε
, log

1

η

)

that estimates µ∗ within εD-accuracy and σ∗ within ε-accuracy with probability at least 1− η.

Remark 2.8. We first remark that as D = maxx∈X ‖x‖, we have

max
x,y∈X

‖x− y‖ ≤ 2D.

Proof. From equations (3) and (4), the optimal values of µ∗ and σ∗ can be expressed as:

σ∗ =
N
(∫

Rl

∑n
j=1 x

⊤yj dπ(x,yj)
)
−
(∑n

j=1 bjyj

)⊤ (∫
Rl x dα(x)

)

N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2 ,

µ∗ =
σ∗ ∫

Rl x dα(x) −∑n
j=1 bjyj

N
.

The terms
∫
Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x),

∫
Rl x dα(x), and

∑n
j=1 bjyj can all be computed explicitly. To compute∫

Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x), observe that this integral can be expressed as
∑k

i=1 γi
∫
Hi

‖x‖2 dx. By denoting
Hi = [ai,1, bi,1]× [ai,2, bi,2]× · · · × [ai,l, bi,l] for each i, we have

∫

Hi

‖x‖2 dx =

∫ bi,1

ai,1

∫ bi,2

ai,2

· · ·
∫ bi,l

ai,l

(x21 + x22 + · · ·+ x2l ) dx1 dx2 · · · dxl

=
1

3

l∑

j=1

(b3i,j − a3i,j)
∏

h 6=j

(bi,h − ai,h).

Thus,
∫
Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x) can be computed explicitly as

∫

Rl

‖x‖2 dα(x) = 1

3

k∑

i=1

γi

l∑

j=1

(b3i,j − a3i,j)
∏

h 6=j

(bi,h − ai,h).

The remaining terms,
∫
Rl x dα(x) and

∑n
j=1 bjyj, can be evaluated in a similar manner.

To compute
∫
Rl

∑n
j=1 x

⊤yj dπ(x,yj), consider the case where µ = 0 and σ = 1, with π as the
primal optimal solution. The corresponding primal optimal cost is:

p∗ =
∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

‖x− yj‖2 dπ(x,yj).

Expanding and substituting the constraints in (1), we find:

p∗ =
∫

Rl

‖x‖2 dα(x) +
n∑

j=1

bj‖yj‖2 − 2

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x⊤yj dπ(x,yj).

Thus,
∫
Rl

∑n
j=1 x

⊤yj dπ(x,yj) can be computed directly from p∗, which does not need π.

7



By the Strong Duality Theorem, the optimal primal cost p∗ is equal to the optimal value of the
dual program:

max
g,h

∫

Rl

h(x) dα(x) +

n∑

j=1

gjbj

subject to gj + h(x) ≤ c(x,yj), ∀x ∈ R
l, ∀j = 1, . . . , n.

(5)

It suffices to show that we can estimate the optimal value p∗ to the dual program sufficiently
close enough efficiently for µ = 0 and σ = 1 (the cost function of the dual program is thus
c(x,yj) = ‖x − yj‖2) in polynomial time. To achieve this, we need to maximize the energy
function E(g) in polynomial time. Following the definition in [PC19], we may define the function
the energy function E(h,g) as

E(h,g) :=
∫

Rl

h(x) dα(x) +
∑

j

gjβj − ιΓ(h,g), (6)

where Γ is the feasible region of (5) and the indicator function ιΓ is defined as:

ιΓ(h,g) =

{
0 if gi + h(x) ≤ c(x,yj), ∀x ∈ R

l, ∀j = 1, . . . , n,

+∞ otherwise.

It follows that E(h,g) is a concave function with respect to both h and g. We further define
E(g) = maxh E(h,g). By Proposition 8.35 in [BC11], it follows that E(g) is also concave.

To explicitly derive E(g), observe that h is weighted nonnegatively in the definition of E(h,g).
Therefore, maxh E(h,g) is obtained by setting h pointwise to its maximum value while satisfying
the constraints. Specifically, for each x, h(x) should be chosen such that h(x) + gj ≤ c(x,yj) for
all j, with at least one j where equality holds: h(x) + gj = c(x,yj). Consequently, h(x) should be
set to minj(c(x,yj)− gj) for all x.

This allows us to write the minimized energy E(g) for any g ∈ R
n explicitly as

E(g) =
n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
(c(x,yj)− gj) dα(x) + 〈g, b〉, (7)

where c(x,yj) ∈ R is the cost function, and in this paper, we specifically consider c(x,yj) =
‖x− yj‖2. Here, Lj(g) denotes the Laguerre cell associated with the dual weights g, i.e.,

Lj(g) = {x ∈ R
l : ∀j′ 6= j, ‖x− yj‖2 − gj ≤ ‖x− yj′‖2 − gj′} (8)

which induces a decomposition of Rl as Rl =
⋃

1≤j≤n Lj(g), such that int(Lj) are pairwise disjoint
for 1 ≤ j ≤ n. In the case g = 0, Laguerre cells are commonly called Voronoi cells.

To maximize the energy E(g), we can apply inexact gradient ascent as the energy function E is
concave as established. The function E(g) is differentiable and the gradient is given by [Pey21] as:

∇E(g)j = −
∫

Lj(g)
dα(x) + bj , ∀j ∈ [n].

Under our source distribution’s assumption, we can thus rewrite ∇E(g)j as

∇E(g)j =
k∑

ℓ=1

−γℓ · vol(Lj(g) ∩Hℓ) + bj .

8



Note that for every 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, Lj(g)∩Hℓ is a convex body for which we can provide
a separation oracle efficiently. By using Kannan, Lovasz, and Simonovits’ Theorem which is stated
in Theorem 2.9, given ε, η > 0, we can estimate vol(Lj(g)∩Hℓ) within ε accuracy with probability
at least 1− η in polynomial time.

Theorem 2.9 (Kannan, Lovasz, Simonovits [KLS97]). Given a separation oracle of an n-dimensional

convex body K, and ε, η > 0, there is an algorithm that uses O
[
poly

(
n, 1

ε
, log 1

η

)]
oracle calls which

returns a real number ζ for which ∣∣∣∣
vol(K)

ζ
− 1

∣∣∣∣ < ε

with probability at least 1− η.

We now present the separation oracles for a fixed Laguerre cell, which, when combined with the
theorem above, provide a method to compute ∇E(g) to within ε-accuracy in polynomial time. The
separation oracle for a hyperrectangle is straightforward, as it can be determined by O(l) min/max
operations. For Laguerre cells, the separation oracle can be constructed as follows: Given y1, . . . ,yn

and g1, . . . , gn, where yi ∈ R
l and gi ∈ R for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n, recall the definition of Laguerre cells

associated with g, as in (8). We will construct a separation oracle for a specific Laguerre cell Li(g).
Check whether ‖x− yi‖2 − gi ≤ ‖x− yj‖2 − gj for 1 ≤ j ≤ n as follow:

• If ‖x− yi‖2 − gi ≤ ‖x−yj‖2 − gj for all 1 ≤ j ≤ n, this means that x ∈ Li(g) and the oracle
will confirm that x is inside the Laguerre cell Li(g).

• Otherwise, pick the smallest 1 ≤ j ≤ n where the inequality is violated, i.e. we have ‖x −
yj‖2 − gj < ‖x− yi‖2 − gi, which is equivalent to 2(yj − yi)

⊤x > gi − gj + ‖yj‖2 −‖yi‖2 and
thus by picking the hyperplane α⊤x = β where α = 2(yj−yi) and β = gi−gj+‖yj‖2−‖yi‖2,
we get a hyperplane that separates x from the Laguerre cell Li(g), as desired.

This establishes a separation oracle for a hyperrectangle that operates in O(l) time and a
separation oracle for a Laguerre cell that operates in O(ln) time.

To establish an accurate complexity bound for applying inexact gradient descent to minimize the
convex function −E , we will first prove that E is L-smooth, where L = poly

(
n, l, k, 1

s

)
where n, l, k, s

are defined in Theorem 2.7. Our proof begins by noting an important inequality regarding the ratio
of the volume of a hyperrectangle and its projection to some subspace of dimension l − 1.

Lemma 2.10. Let V ∈ Rl be a hyperrectangle with minimum width ξ, and let Z be the projection
of H into an arbitrary subspace of dimension l − 1. Then,

vol(Z) ≤ 2l

ξ
· vol(V).

Proof. Let W be the facet of V with the largest surface area. We know that vol(W) · ξ = vol(V),
i.e. we have vol(W) = 1

ξ
· vol(V). We note that any orthogonal projection of the (l − 1)-facet

W onto a hyperplane can only decrease its volume because the projection of a (l − 1)-facet is a
hyperparallelogram, and the volume of an (l − 1)-parallelogram is bounded by the product of the
lengths of its sides by Hadamard’s inequality. However, the side lengths of W can only shrink under
projection. This, thus shows us that vol(projP(W)) ≤ 1

ξ
vol(V) for any hyperplane P.

Finally, we observe that projP(V) ⊆
⋃

i projP(Wi) where this union of Wi ranges over all possible
2l facets. To see this, let x ∈ int(V) and let a be the normal to the hyperplane P. Then the
segment from projP(x) to x is parallel to a by definition of projection. However, extending this

9



segment to a line must pass through the boundary of V twice, so there are two points on ∂V that
have the same projection as x.

This thus shows that vol(projP(V)) ≤ 2l
ξ
· vol(V) for any hyperplane P, i.e. we must have vol(Z) ≤

2l
ξ
· vol(V).

By definition of s in Theorem 2.7, we have that the claim above holds even by replacing ξ with
s, as we know that ξ ≥ s. Before proving E is L-smooth, we will prove a crucial claim regarding
the square of the difference in volumes of Laguerre cells generated by two functions within a finite
hyperrectangle. This claim will be the core of the proof of L-smoothness.

Lemma 2.11. Given any finite hyperrectangle H, and any g,h ∈ R
n, we have

n∑

j=1

(vol(Lj(g) ∩H)− vol(Lj(h) ∩H))2 ≤ 4n2l2

s4
vol(H)2

n∑

j=1

|gj − hj |2. (9)

Proof. The key idea of this proof is to analyze the sum coordinate-wise. Consider f0,f1, . . . ,fn ∈
R
n where f0 = g,fn = h, and for any 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1, we have

(fi)j =

{
hj if 1 ≤ j ≤ i

gj otherwise
.

We first bound the LHS of (9) when g := fℓ−1 and h := fℓ for any 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n. Fix any 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n.
By definition of (fi)0≤i≤n, this reduces to proving

n∑

j=1

(vol(Lj(fℓ−1) ∩H)− vol(Lj(fℓ) ∩H))2 ≤ cℓ(gℓ − hℓ)
2vol(H)2

for some cℓ ∈ poly
(
n, l, 1

s

)
. We note that by definition, we have

Lj(fℓ−1) ∩H = {x ∈ H : ‖x− yj‖2 − (fℓ−1)j ≤ ‖x− yi‖2 − (fℓ−1)i ∀i},
Lj(fℓ) ∩H = {x ∈ H : ‖x− yj‖2 − (fℓ)j ≤ ‖x− yi‖2 − (fℓ)i ∀i}.

By construction, (fℓ)i = (fℓ−1)i for all i 6= ℓ. Without loss of generality we may assume (fℓ−1)ℓ =
gℓ ≥ hℓ = (fℓ)ℓ. We claim that

Lℓ(fℓ) ∩H ⊆ Lℓ(fℓ−1) ∩H and Li(fℓ) ∩H ⊇ Li(fℓ−1) ∩H ∀i 6= ℓ

This is because for any x ∈ Lℓ(fℓ) ∩H, we have

‖x− yℓ‖2 − (fℓ−1)ℓ ≤ ‖x− yℓ‖2 − (fℓ)ℓ ≤ ‖x− yi‖2 − (fℓ)i = ‖x− yi‖2 − (fℓ−1)i

for all i 6= ℓ, and thus x ∈ Lℓ(fℓ−1) ∩ H. The other inclusion follows similarly. Having the above
inclusion in mind, we can simplify the volume difference as

(vol(Lℓ(fℓ−1) ∩H)− vol(Lℓ(fℓ) ∩H))2 = vol((Lℓ(fℓ−1) \ Lℓ(fℓ)) ∩H)2,

(vol(Lj(fℓ−1) ∩H)− vol(Lj(fℓ) ∩H))2 = vol((Lj(fℓ) \ Lj(fℓ−1)) ∩H)2 ∀j 6= ℓ.

Now, we note that x ∈ Lℓ(fℓ−1) \ Lℓ(fℓ) implies that there exists p for which

‖x− yp‖2 − (fℓ)p + hℓ < ‖x− yℓ‖2 ≤ ‖x− yp‖2 − (fℓ)p + gℓ

10



and we thus note that any such x must lie in

‖yp‖2 − ‖yℓ‖2 − (fℓ)p + hℓ < 2(yp − yℓ)
⊤x ≤ ‖yp‖2 − ‖yℓ‖2 − (fℓ)p + gℓ,

i.e. there exists b1, b2 ∈ R,a ∈ R
l for which b1 < a⊤x ≤ b2, where b2 − b1 = gℓ − hℓ and

a = 2(yp − yℓ). This means that vol((Lℓ(fℓ−1) \ Lℓ(fℓ)) ∩H)2 will be bounded above by

vol({x ∈ H : b1 ≤ a⊤x ≤ b2})2

Let span({a})⊥ be the orthogonal complement of subspace span({a}) ⊆ H and define G =
Projspan{a}⊥(H). We note that

{x ∈ H : b1 ≤ a⊤x ≤ b2} ⊆
{
y + γ · a

‖a‖ : y ∈ G, γ ∈ [b1, b2]

}

and thus we obtain

vol({x ∈ H : b1 ≤ a⊤x ≤ b2})2 ≤ vol(G)2
‖a‖2 · (b2 − b1)

2.

Here, we note that as G is a projection of hyperrectangle H ∈ R
l to some subspace of dimension

l − 1, we obtain from Lemma 2.10 that

vol(G)2 ≤ 4l2

ξ2
vol(H)2 ≤ 4l2

s2
vol(H)2,

and thus we obtain

vol({x ∈ H : b1 ≤ a⊤x ≤ b2})2 ≤
4l2

s4
· (gℓ − hℓ)

2 · vol(H)2

where by definition, s ≤ min1≤i<j≤n ‖yi − yj‖ ≤ 1
2‖a‖. Similarly, when j 6= ℓ, note that x ∈

Lj(fℓ) \ Lj(fℓ−1) implies that there exists p for which

‖x− yp‖2 − (fℓ−1)p < ‖x− yj‖2 − (fℓ−1)j

while ‖x− yj‖2 − (fℓ)j ≤ ‖x− yp‖2 − (fℓ)p. This forces p = ℓ, and thus we have

‖x− yℓ‖2 − gℓ < ‖x− yj‖2 − (fℓ−1)j = ‖x− yj‖2 − (fℓ)j ≤ ‖x− yℓ‖2 − hℓ

and we thus note that any such x must lie in

‖yℓ‖2 − ‖yj‖2 + (fℓ)j − gℓ < 2(yℓ − yj)
⊤x ≤ ‖yℓ‖2 − ‖yj‖2 + (fℓ)j − hℓ,

i.e. there exists b1, b2 ∈ R,a ∈ R
l for which b1 < a⊤x ≤ b2, where b2 − b1 = gℓ − hℓ and

a = 2(yℓ − yj). This means that vol((Lj(fℓ) \ Lj(fℓ−1)) ∩H)2 will be bounded above by

vol({x ∈ H : b1 ≤ a⊤x ≤ b2})2

and by a similar argument, we can argue that this volume is bounded above by 4l2

s4
·(gℓ−hℓ)

2·vol(H)2.
Summing the bounds for 1 ≤ j ≤ n, we thus obtain

n∑

j=1

(vol(Lj(fℓ−1) ∩H)− vol(Lj(fℓ) ∩H))2 ≤ 4nl2

s4
(gℓ − hℓ)

2vol(H)2,

11



and thus taking cℓ =
4nl2

s4
works.

To finish, we note that

n∑

j=1

(vol(Lj(g) ∩H)− vol(Lj(h) ∩H))2 =

n∑

j=1

[
n∑

ℓ=1

(vol(Lj(fℓ−1) ∩H)− vol(Lj(fℓ) ∩H))

]2

≤ n
n∑

j=1

n∑

ℓ=1

(vol(Lj(fℓ−1) ∩H)− vol(Lj(fℓ) ∩H))2

≤ n

n∑

ℓ=1

4nl2

s4
(gℓ − hℓ)

2vol(H)2

≤ 4n2l2

s4

(
n∑

ℓ=1

(gℓ − hℓ)
2

)
vol(H)2

and thus we obtain the desired result.

Lemma 2.12. The function E is L-smooth where L ∈ poly
(
n, l, k, 1

s

)
.

Proof. We will need to prove that for any g,h ∈ R
n, we have

‖∇E(g)−∇E(h)‖ ≤ L‖g − h‖

for some L ∈ poly
(
n, l, k, 1

s

)
. By Lemma 2.11 applied to each of the k hyperrectanglesH1,H2, . . . ,Hk,

we note that for any 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k, we have

n∑

j=1

(vol(Lj(g) ∩Hℓ)− vol(Lj(h) ∩Hℓ))
2 ≤ 4n2l2

s4




n∑

j=1

|gj − hj|2

 vol(Hℓ)

2

Finally, we note that

‖∇E(g)−∇E(h)‖2 =
n∑

j=1

(∇E(g)j −∇E(h)j)2

=

n∑

j=1

(
k∑

ℓ=1

−γℓ · (vol(Lj(g) ∩Hℓ)− vol(Lj(h) ∩Hℓ))

)2

≤ k

n∑

j=1

k∑

ℓ=1

γ2ℓ · (vol(Lj(g) ∩Hℓ)− vol(Lj(h) ∩Hℓ))
2

= k

k∑

ℓ=1

γ2ℓ ·




n∑

j=1

(vol(Lj(g) ∩Hℓ)− vol(Lj(h) ∩Hℓ))
2




≤ 4n2l2k

s4




n∑

j=1

|gj − hj|2


(

k∑

ℓ=1

γ2ℓ vol(Hℓ)
2

)

≤ 4n2l2k

s4
‖g − h‖2

(
k∑

ℓ=1

γℓvol(Hℓ)

)2

=
4n2l2k

s4
‖g − h‖2
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where here we use the fact that 1 =
∫
Rl dα(x) =

∑k
ℓ=1 γℓvol(Hℓ), and thus by picking our constant

L to be

L :=
2nlk

s2
∈ poly

(
n, l, k,

1

s

)
, (10)

we have the desired result.

Remark 2.13. We will show in the next section (2.3) that dependence of the Lipschitz constant
on the inverse minimum distance between any two points in the reference set is indeed necessary.

With the lemmas established, we proceed to minimize the energy function using gradient de-
scent. By leveraging a standard convergence guarantee, we can achieve ε-accuracy within O

(
L
ε

)

time complexity.

Theorem 2.14 (Corollary 2.1.2 from [Nes14]). Let f be convex and L-smooth on R
n. Then,

gradient descent with a step size η = 1
L

ensures

f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ 2L‖x0 − x∗‖2
k + 4

.

However, in our setting, we do not have access to exact gradients and instead rely on noisy
gradient estimates obtained from our volume estimation algorithm, and thus we cannot rely on
the classical convergence guarantee. Thus, we require a convergence guarantee that accounts for
the noisy nature of the gradient estimates. To this end, we consider an inexact gradient descent
framework, where f ≡ −E is convex and L-smooth with L = 2nlk

s2
. We will use ∇̃f(xt) to stand for

a noisy gradient in our algorithm satisfying

∇̃f(xt) = ∇f(xt) + et,

where et represents the noise introduced in the t-th gradient estimation. The algorithm begins at
g1 = 0 and applies inexact gradient descent to the function f ≡ −E to maximize the energy E(g),
aiming for the optimal value g∗. This process generates a sequence of iterates g1,g2, . . . , targeting
a final iterate gM after M iterations where M is defined in (12) and we see from the algorithm that

M ≤ M . Here, we will place the assumption that ‖et‖ ≤ ε′

360nD2 .
The value E(gM ) will ultimately provide the accuracy required for our estimates of µ∗ and σ∗.

To achieve this, we select

ε′ = 2ε ·

[
N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2
]

N + 1
D

∥∥∫
Rl x dα(x)

∥∥ , (11)

which we will prove to be bounded in terms of our parameters, and we will prove that upon
termination of the following inexact gradient descent algorithm, the inequality |E(g∗)−E(gM)| ≤ ε′

holds and use this to obtain the desired accuracy guarantee for µ and σ. The algorithm is described
in Algorithm 1.

Here, we will define

M :=
4

ε′
· 4800n2D4L and M := min

(
M,min

{
t : ‖∇f(gt) + et‖ ≤ ε′

45nD2

})
. (12)
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Algorithm 1 Inexact Gradient Descent (f ≡ −E here)

Initialize g1 = 0.
Use volume estimation to compute ∇̃f(g1) such that ‖e1‖ ≤ ε′

360nD2 .

while ‖∇̃f(gt)‖ > ε′

45nD2 or t < M do

Update gt+1 = gt − 1
L
∇̃f(gt).

Compute ∇̃f(gt+1) with ‖et+1‖ ≤ ε′

360nD2 .
end while

Lemma 2.15. The value ε′ defined by (11) is lower-bounded by ε
12s

2.

Proof. We will first argue that the numerator expression N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2 is

translation invariant. Indeed, we note that for any c ∈ R
l, we have

N

(∫

Rl

‖x− c‖2 dα(x)

)
= N

(∫

Rl

(‖x‖2 − 2c⊤x+ c⊤c) dα(x)

)

= N

∫

Rl

‖x‖2 dα(x)− 2Nc⊤
∫

Rl

x dα(x) + c⊤cN2

and
∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

(x− c) dα(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

x dα(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

− 2

(∫

Rl

x dα(x)

)⊤(∫

Rl

c dα(x)

)
+

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

c dα(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

x dα(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

− 2Nc⊤
∫

Rl

x dα(x) + c⊤cN2

and thus

N

(∫

Rl

‖x‖2dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

x dα(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

= N

(∫

Rl

‖x− c‖2dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

(x− c) dα(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

.

Therefore, we may choose c for which
∫
Rl(x− c) dα(x) = 0 and it remains to bound the first term

of the numerator of (11) alone. We recall that

∫

Hi

‖x‖2dx =
1

3

l∑

j=1

(b3i,j − a3i,j)
∏

h 6=j

(bi,h − ai,h)

=
1

3
vol(Hi)

l∑

j=1

(b2i,j + a2i,j + ai,jbi,j)

≥ 1

12
vol(Hi)

l∑

j=1

(bi,j − ai,j)
2 ≥ 1

12
vol(Hi)ls

2

and thus ∫

Rl

‖x‖2 dα(x) =

k∑

i=1

γi

∫

Hi

‖x‖2 dx ≥ 1

12
ls2 ·

k∑

i=1

γivol(Hi) ≥
1

12
ls2N.

We thus obtain the numerator is bounded from below in terms of function of the parameters. Now,
we have the denominator as

N +
1

D

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

x dα(x)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ N +

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

1 dα(x)

∥∥∥∥ = N +

√

l

(∫

Rl

1 dα(x)

)2

= N +N
√
l ≤ 2Nl.

14



Therefore,

ε′ ≥ 2ε · ls
2N/12

2Nl
≥ 1

12
εs2

which is as desired form.

We begin by revisiting (7) and observing that for any vector g such that
∑

i gi 6= 0, we can
define its centered counterpart as g := g −

(
1
n

∑
i gi
)
1, which preserves the cost, i.e., E(g) = E(g),

while ensuring that
∑

i gi = 0. Consequently, any solution g can be mapped to a solution g within
the subspace

G0 :=

{
g ∈ R

n :

n∑

i=1

gi = 0

}

without altering the cost. This observation motivates us to focus exclusively on solutions within
the subspace G0.

To analyze this, we begin by proving the following claim about g, which allows us to ensure the
boundedness of g when restricted to the subspace G0.

Lemma 2.16. If g is the optimizer of E, then

|gi − gj | ≤ 16nD2, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n.

In particular, under the restriction to the subspace G0, the optimal vector g is bounded by 16nD2

in the ∞-norm.

Proof. Suppose Li(g) and Lj(g) are distinct Laguerre cells, i.e., i 6= j. We first note that for any j,
there exists an x ∈ Lj(g) for which π(x,yj) > 0. To show this, observe that

∫
Rl dπ(x,yj) = bj =

1
n
> 0, and thus there exists x for which dα(x) =

∑n
ℓ=1 dπ(x,yℓ) > 0. Therefore, by complementary

slackness on π and g, h and the fact that dπ∗(x,yj) > 0, we have

‖x− yj‖2 − g∗j − h∗(x) = 0,

while dual feasibility gives us ‖x − yj′‖2 − g∗j′ − h∗(x) ≥ 0 which gives us ‖x − yj′‖2 − g∗j′ ≥
‖x − yj‖2 − g∗j , i.e. x ∈ Lj(g). This shows that each Laguerre cell intersects with at least one

hyperrectangle H1, . . . ,Hk, so let zi ∈ Li(g)∩
⋃k

p=1Hp and zj ∈ Lj(g)∩
⋃k

p=1Hp and in particular,
‖zj‖ ≤ D.

Consider the function f : [0, 1] → R
l defined by f(α) = (1− α)zi + αzj . Let j, k be indices of

two Laguerre cells that share a point. We denote Bj,k denote the boundary between Laguerre cells
Lj(g) and Lk(g). For any x ∈ Bj,k, we have:

‖x− yj‖2 − gj = ‖x− yk‖2 − gk =⇒ gj − gk = ‖x− xj‖2 − ‖x− yk‖2.

Since f(0) = zi ∈ Li(g) and f(1) = zj ∈ Lj(g), and Laguerre cells are convex, we can find a
sequence of indices i = i1, . . . , iℓ = j and values α1, . . . , αℓ−1 ∈ (0, 1) with 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ n such that
f(αp) ∈ Bip,ip+1

for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ℓ− 1. For each 1 ≤ p ≤ ℓ− 1, since f(αp) ∈ Bip,ip+1
, it follows that:

gip − gip+1
= ‖f(αp)− yip‖2 − ‖f(αp)− yip+1

‖2

≤ ‖f(αp)− yip‖2

= ‖(1 − αp)(zi − yip) + αp(zj − yip)‖2

≤ 2
(
‖zi − yip‖2 + ‖zj − yip‖2

)
.

15



Summing over all 1 ≤ p ≤ ℓ− 1, we obtain:

gi−gj ≤ 2
ℓ−1∑

p=1

(
‖zi − yip‖2 + ‖zj − yip‖2

)
≤ 2(ℓ−1)·

(
max
1≤p≤n

‖zi − yp‖2 + max
1≤p≤n

‖zj − yp‖2
)

≤ 16nD2.

Within G0, we have already established that g is bounded and thus by running gradient descent
algorithm starting on g0 = 0, we hope to find a near-extremum value for −E inside the subspace
G0. Our next step is to prove that the gradient descent iterates are confined to a bounded set.
Although the following argument generalizes to any b in our setup, for simplicity, we will focus on
the special case relevant to our original parameter estimation analysis, i.e. the case where bi =

1
n

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Lemma 2.17. Assume bi =
1
n
for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Then the level set S := {g ∈ G0 | −E(g) ≤ −E(0)}

is entirely contained within the ball B(0, 20nD2).

Proof. Since 〈g, b〉 = 0 for any g ∈ G0, the energy function can be reduced to

E(g) =
n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)

(
‖x− yj‖2 − gj

)
dα(x).

It follows immediately that −E(0) ≤ 0. We may reorder the components of g such that g1 ≥ g2 ≥
· · · ≥ gn. We will first start by showing that the following summation

n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
‖x− yj‖2 dα(x)

is bounded above by a constant independent of g. For any x ∈ H :=
⋃

i Hi and any 1 ≤ j ≤ n, it
holds that ‖x− yj‖2 ≤ 4D2. Thus, we have

n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
‖x− yj‖2 dα(x) ≤ 4D2

n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
1 dα(x) = 4D2 ·

∑

ℓ

γℓ vol(Hℓ) = 4D2,

which is a constant independent of g.

Next, observe that if r > 1 and gr < g1−8D2, then the region Lr(g) does not meet a hyperrectangle.
To be more precise, we see that if g1 − gr > 8D2, then

g1 − gr > ‖x− y1‖2 − ‖x− yr‖2 ∀x ∈ H.

This implies that no elements of the hyperrectangle can intersect with Lr(g), as desired. We want
to prove that the level set of −E(0) is entirely contained inside B(0, 20nD2). To prove this, we
just need to note that any g such that E(g) ≥ E(0) must satisfy g1 ≤ 20nD2. We see that if
g1 > 20nD2, then gn < 0 and thus we have

0 = g1 + g2 + · · · + gn

> 20nD2 + ngn
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and thus gn < −20D2, which implies g1 − gn > 20(n + 1)D2. Thus we have

E(g) =
n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
‖x− yj‖2 dα(x) +

n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
−gj dα(x)

≤ 4D2 +

n∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
−gj dα(x).

Let r be such that gr ≥ g1 − 8D2 and gr+1 < g1 − 8D2. Such an r must exist since g1 − gn >
20(n + 1)D2 and g1 ≥ g1 − 8D2. Now, this implies that Lr+1(g) ∩ H = · · · = Ln(g) ∩H = ∅ and
thus the above expression reduces to

4D2 +

r∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
−gj dα(x) ≤ 4D2 +

r∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
(8D2 − g1) dα(x)

≤ 4D2 +

r∑

j=1

∫

Lj(g)
(8D2 − 20nD2) dα(x)

= 4D2 + 8D2 − 20nD2 < 0 ≤ E(0)

Therefore, this implies that if g is such that E(g) ≥ E(0) must have g1 ≤ 20nD2.

This ensures that if the initial iterate g1 is in S, then all subsequence iterates gt will remain
within S, implying that we have ‖gt‖ ≤ 20nD2 for all t ≥ 1.

In our inexact gradient analysis, where we set f ≡ −E , the descent step follows a descent inequality
as long as the gradient is not too small.

Lemma 2.18. If the algorithm has not terminated at time t, then ‖et‖ < 1
7‖∇f(gt)‖.

Proof. Since the algorithm has not terminated on time t, we have ‖∇̃f(gt)‖ > ε′

45nD2 . This implies

that as this inexact gradient is computed with error ‖et‖ ≤ ε′

360nD2 , we have

‖∇f(gt)‖ =
∥∥∥∇̃f(gt)− et

∥∥∥ ≥ ‖∇̃f(gt)‖ − ‖et‖ >
7ε′

360nD2
≥ 7‖et‖,

as desired.

Claim 2.19. For any 1 ≤ t ≤ M − 1, where M is defined as (12),

f(gt+1) ≤ f(gt)−
1

3L
‖∇f(gt)‖2.

Here, L is the smoothness constant in Equation (10).

Proof. Using the smoothness of f and the fact that ‖et‖ < 1
7‖∇f(gt)‖ since the algorithm has not
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terminated at time t, where 1 ≤ t ≤ M − 1, we have:

f(gt+1) ≤ f(gt) + 〈∇f(gt),gt+1 − gt〉+
L

2
‖gt+1 − gt‖2

= f(gt)−
〈
∇f(gt),

1

L
(∇f(gt) + et)

〉
+

1

2L
‖∇f(gt) + et‖2

= f(gt)−
1

2L
‖∇f(gt)‖2 +

1

2L
‖et‖2

≤ f(gt)−
1

3L
‖∇f(gt)‖2.

We now derive an upper bound on the difference between the objective function evaluated
at the current iterate and its optimal value. Given that the subsequence of iterates gt satisfies
‖gt‖ ≤ 20nD2 for all t ≥ 1 and thus ‖g∗‖ ≤ 20nD2, it follows from the subgradient inequality that

f(gt)− f(g∗) ≤ ‖∇f(gt)‖ · ‖gt − g∗‖ ≤ 40nD2 · ‖∇f(gt)‖, ∀t ≥ 1, (13)

where g∗ denotes the maximizer of E (minimizer of f).

Lemma 2.20. For all 2 ≤ t ≤ M , where M is defined as (12), the following inequality holds:

f(gt)− f(g∗) ≤ 4

t
· 4800n2D4L.

Proof. We first recall the recursive inequality for the inexact gradient descent we obtained on
Lemma 2.19:

f(gt+1)− f(g∗) ≤ (f(gt)− f(g∗))− 1

3L
‖∇f(gt)‖2, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ M − 1.

Now, we can apply Lemma 4 from [KV17] to the sequence ωt = f(gt) converging to ω∗ = f(g∗) as
t → ∞. Here, we remark that we may imagine an analysis of fictitious algorithm that satisfies the
inequality

f(gt+1)− f(gt) ≤ −c‖∇f(gt)‖2

for some constant c > 0 on every iteration. This fictitious algorithm operates as follows: it uses
our inexact gradient descent for iterations 1 to M − 1 and switches to exact gradient descent from
iteration M onward.
This sequence ωt we have constructed is decreasing and satisfies:

ωt − ωt+1 ≥
1

3L
‖∇f(gt)‖2 ≥

1

4800n2D4L
(f(gt)− f(g∗))2 ,

as we have f(gt)− f(g∗) ≤ 40nD2 · ‖∇f(gt)‖ by subgradient inequality. We further note that

f(g1)− f(g∗) ≤ 40nD2 · ‖∇f(g1)‖ = 40nD2‖∇f(g1)−∇f(g∗)‖ ≤ 40nD2L‖g1 − g∗‖ ≤ 800n2D4L

Thus, we can define µ := 4800n2D4L which allows us to bound the difference between the sequence
and the optimal value:

ωt − ω∗ ≤ 4µ

t
, ∀t = 2, . . . ,M.
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Lemma 2.21. If Algorithm 1 terminates at time M , then f(gM)− f(g∗) ≤ ε′.

Proof. We note that there are two possible condition of termination. For the first case, in which
case we have ‖∇̃f(gM)‖ < 1

45nD2 , we obtain

‖∇f(gM)‖ ≤ ‖eM‖+ ‖∇̃f(gM)‖ ≤ ε′

40nD2
.

In conclusion, by (13) we have

f(gM)− f(g∗) ≤ 40nD2‖∇f(gM)‖ ≤ ε′,

as desired. Otherwise, for the second case of termination when M = M , we note that from (12)
and 2.20,

f(gM)− f(g∗) ≤ 4

M
· 4800n2D4L ≤ ε′

Claim 2.22. The running time of Algorithm 1 is polynomial in poly
(
n, l, k,D, 1

s
, 1
ε
, log 1

η

)
.

Proof. By the design of the algorithm, this algorithm runs at most

M =
4

ε′
· 4800n2D4L

time. At each of the algorithm iteration, it must be the case that ‖∇̃f(gt)‖ > ε′

45nD2 . We note that
∇E(gt) can be computed as

∇E(gt)j =
k∑

ℓ=1

−γℓ · vol(Lj(gt) ∩Hℓ) + bj, 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ.

We will now use our volume computation algorithm to obtain an estimate vt,h for vol(Lj(gt)∩Hh)

within ε√
n
accuracy, where ε := ε′

360nD2 for each 1 ≤ t ≤ M and 1 ≤ h ≤ k, i.e.,

|vt,h − vol(Lj(gt) ∩Hh)| ≤
ε√
n
· vol(Lj(gt) ∩Hh) ≤

ε√
n
· vol(Hh)

and let us consider the noisy gradient estimate vt,1, . . . , vt,k as follow:

∇̃E(gt)j =
k∑

ℓ=1

−γℓ · vt,ℓ + bj , 1 ≤ j ≤ l.
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Therefore, for this choice of ∇̃E(gt), we must have

‖∇̃E(gt)−∇E(gt)‖2 =

n∑

j=1

|∇̃E(gt)j −∇E(gt)j |2

=

n∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣

k∑

ℓ=1

γℓ(vt,ℓ − vol(Lj(gt) ∩Hℓ))

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤
n∑

j=1

(
k∑

ℓ=1

γℓ · |vt,ℓ − vol(Lj(gt) ∩Hℓ)|
)2

≤
n∑

j=1

(
k∑

ℓ=1

γℓ ·
ε√
n
· vol(Hℓ)

)2

=
(ε)2

n

n∑

j=1

(
k∑

ℓ=1

γℓvol(Hℓ)

)2

≤ (ε)2

and thus we have ‖∇̃E(gt) − ∇E(gt)‖ ≤ ε. By our volume estimation oracle, we can obtain an ε-

estimate of ∇E(gt) using k calls to volume estimation. This process requires O
(
poly

(
n, 1

ε
, log 1

η′

))

separation oracle calls, where η′ = η
kM

. Applying the union bound, the probability that all kM
separation oracles yield correct volume estimations is at least

P [All kM oracles yield correct volume estimation]

= 1− P [At least one oracle yields incorrect volume estimation]

≥ 1− kM · η′ = 1− η.

Thus, the desired probability bound is achieved.

Additionally, each separation oracle call operates in O(nl) time. Performing this procedure for each
1 ≤ i ≤ M results in a total of

M∑

i=1

O

(
poly

[
n, l,

1

ε
, log

1

η′

])
= O

(
poly

[
n, k,M,

1

ε
, log

1

η′

])

running time. Here, we notice that we have

L =
2nlk

s2
and M =

4

ε′
· 4800n2D4L ∈ O

(
poly

[
n, l, k,D,

1

ε
,
1

s

])
.

Finally, we also note that log 1
η′

= log kM
η

∈ O
(
kM log 1

η

)
= O

(
poly

[
n, l, k,D, 1

ε
, 1
s
, log 1

η

])
. This

gives us O
(
poly

[
n, l, k,D, 1

ε
, 1
s
, log 1

η

])
time to obtain gM .

We recall that p∗ = E(g∗) gives us the optimal solution to the dual program, and thus giving us

an estimate ρ := 1
2

[
E(gM )−

∫
Rl ‖x‖2dα(x) −

∑n
j=1 bj‖yj‖2

]
which can be computed exactly, for

which we have

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x⊤yj dπ(x,yj)− ρ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= |E(gM )− E(g∗)| ≤ ε′
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from Lemma 2.21 and thus by our choice of ε′, we have

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x⊤yj dπ(x,yj)− ρ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ ε ·

[
N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2
]

N + 1
D

∥∥∫
Rl x dα(x)

∥∥

Therefore, by considering

σ̂ =
Nρ−

(∑n
j=1 bjyj

)⊤ (∫
Rl x dα(x)

)

N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2

µ̂ =
σ̂
∫
Rl x dα(x) −∑n

j=1 bjyj

N
,

we thus obtain that

|σ̂ − σ∗| = N

N
(∫

Rl ‖x‖2 dα(x)
)
−
∥∥∫

Rl x dα(x)
∥∥2

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

Rl

n∑

j=1

x⊤yj dπ(x,yj)− ρ

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ε

‖µ̂− µ∗‖ =
1

N
|σ̂ − σ∗|

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rl

x dα(x)

∥∥∥∥

≤ εD,

as desired.

2.3 Necessity of Parameters in Smoothness Constants

In this section, we will show that the established Lipschitz constant necessarily depends on the
inverse of both the closest separation between two sample points and the minimum width of the
hyperrectangles in the source distribution, as follow:

Minimum separation between two sample points: Fix m ∈ N. Consider the following

setup where we have l = 1, k = 1, gm =

(
0
0

)
,g′

m =

(
0
1
m

)
and define y1,m, y2,m ∈ R, where

y1,m = − 1
m
, y2,m = 1

m
where the corresponding hyperrectangle H in the source distribution is

[−1, 1] with weight γ = 1
2 . We note that for any fixed m ≥ 1, we can easily verify that the Laguerre

cells are

L1(gm) = {x ∈ R : x ≤ 0}
L2(gm) = {x ∈ R : x ≥ 0}

L1(g
′

m) =

{
x ∈ R : x ≤ −1

4

}

L2(g
′

m) =

{
x ∈ R : x ≥ −1

4

}

and thus ‖∇E(gm) − ∇E(g′

m)‖ 6= 0 is independent of m for any m ≥ 1, while ‖gm − g′

m‖ → 0

when m → ∞. This shows that when m = 2
|y1,m−y2,m| → ∞, ‖∇E(gm)−∇E(g′

m
)‖

‖gm−g′

m‖ → ∞ as well, and
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thus this shows that L → ∞ when m → ∞.

Minimum width of the hyperrectangles in the source distribution: Fix m ∈ N. Let

l = 2, k = 1,gm =

(
0
0

)
,g′

m =

(
0
1
m

)
and define y1,y2 ∈ R

2 such that y1 =

(
−1
0

)
,y2 =

(
1
0

)

where the corresponding hyperrectangle H in the source distribution is
[
− 1

m
, 0
]
× [0,m] with weight

γ = 1. For any fixed m ≥ 1, we can easily verify that the Laguerre cells are

L1(gm) = {x ∈ R
2 : x1 ≤ 0}

L2(gm) = {x ∈ R
2 : x1 ≥ 0}

L1(g
′

m) =

{
x ∈ R

2 : x1 ≤ − 1

4m

}

L2(g
′

m) =

{
x ∈ R

2 : x1 ≥ − 1

4m

}

Therefore, for any m ≥ 1, we have

‖∇E(gm)−∇E(g′

m)‖2 =
2∑

j=1

(
vol(Lj(gm) ∩H)− vol(Lj(g

′

m) ∩H)
)2

=
1

8

independent of m, while ‖gm − g′

m‖ → 0 when m → ∞. This shows that when m = 1
ξ
→ ∞,

where ξ is the minimum width of the hyperrectangle, then we also have ‖∇E(gm)−∇E(g′

m)‖
‖gm−g′

m
‖ → ∞ as

well, and thus this shows that L → ∞ when m → ∞.

3 Hardness of Finding a Single Optimal Center in MLE

In this section, we present our main hardness result, highlighting a key distinction between the
Wasserstein distance and Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE). Specifically, we demonstrate
that the problem of finding a single optimal center is NP-hard for MLE, whereas it is solvable in
polynomial time for the Wasserstein metric as shown in the previous section.

Problem Setup. Given an unknown parameter θ of some distribution D ≡ Ω(y;θ) with its
associated probability density function f(y) = f0(y − θ) for some probability density function f0,
and let y1,y2, . . . ,yn ∈ R

l be n sample points from D. We would like to estimate θ using maximum
likelihood, i.e. we choose θ := θ∗ such that

θ∗ := argmax
θ∈Rl

n∏

i=1

f(yi;θ) = argmax
θ∈Rl

n∏

i=1

f0(yi − θ)

Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Given the problem setup in the case that f0 is a piecewise constant function on a
finite union of hyperrectangles, it is NP-hard to determine whether a θ exists for which the likelihood
is nonzero.

Proof. The construction is based on the 3-SAT problem, a well-known NP-hard problem. Consider
l variables denoted as a1, . . . , al, and consider a Boolean formula A1∧A2∧ · · · ∧An with n clauses,
each having exactly three literals. We may without loss of generality assume that no clause contains
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the same variable more than once. We also assume without loss of generality that every variable
appears in at least one clause. Now, we proceed to create an MLE problem based on the given
Boolean formula.

Consider y1, . . . ,yn ∈ R
l such that yℓ = (yℓ,j)1≤j≤l and

yℓ,j =

{
0, if variable aj does not occur in Aℓ,

ℓ, if variable aj occurs in Aℓ.

For any 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, it is assumed that Aℓ contains three variables ap, aq, ar with 1 ≤ p < q < r ≤
l. In this scenario, we observe that there are 7 possible true-false assignments that satisfy the clause
Aℓ, as Aℓ is a disjunction, i.e. there is only 1 possible assignment for which this is not satisfied.
For each of these 7 possible true-false assignment to (ap, aq, ar), which we label as X1, . . . ,X7, we
define Dℓ,Dℓ,1, . . . ,Dℓ,7 ⊆ R

l such that

Dℓ =
⋃

1≤i≤7

Dℓ,i

where for any 1 ≤ i ≤ 7, we define Dℓ,i = I1,ℓ,i × I2,ℓ,i × · · · × Il,ℓ,i in which for any 1 ≤ j ≤ l, we
have

Ij,ℓ,i =





[0, 0.5], if aj does not occur in Aℓ,

[ℓ+ 0.5− ε, ℓ+ 0.5 + ε], if aj occurs in Aℓ and aj is true in Xi,

[ℓ− ε, ℓ+ ε], if aj occurs in Aℓ and aj is false in Xi.

where ε = 1
80 . We can then define

D =
⋃

1≤ℓ≤k

Dℓ.

We will first observe that all (Dℓ,i)1≤ℓ≤n,1≤i≤7 are disjoint, i.e. Dℓ,i is disjoint from Dℓ′,i′ . To see
this, we note that for any x, y ∈ N, the three intervals [0, 0.5], [x+0.5−ε, x+0.5+ε] and [y−ε, y+ε]
are all pairwise disjoint as ε is chosen to be small enough. This implies that any point y ∈ D,
coordinate-wise there is at most one interval that contain this point, and thus uniquely determine
which interval contain this point.

Now, we will define a probability density function f0 based on distribution D. Here, f0 is given by

f0(y) =

{
γ if y ∈ D
0 otherwise

where γ ∈ R is defined to be such that γ =
(∫

D 1
)−1

, which can be explicitly calculated as

γ = (7n(0.5)l−3(2ε)3)−1 > 0

since we have established that all (Dℓ,i)1≤ℓ≤n,1≤i≤7 are disjoint.

Our proposed MLE problem is hence as follow:

Proposed MLE Problem. Given an unknown parameter θ of distribution D, which we have
defined above, with some appropriate probability density function f which satisfies f(y) = f0(y−θ),
where f0 is defined above. The given n sample points are y1, . . . ,yn ∈ R

l, we wish to estimate θ

using maximum likelihood estimation (MLE).

The main theorem is proved by the following claim.
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Claim 3.2. There exists θ̂ ∈ R
l such that f0(yℓ − θ̂) > 0 for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n if and only if there

exists a satisfying assignment to the original Boolean formula.

Proof. First, suppose there exists a satisfying assignment to the original Boolean formula. We will
prove that there exists θ̂ ∈ R

l such that f0(yℓ − θ̂) > 0 for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n.

Consider a satisfying assignment X of (a1, . . . , al) to the original Boolean formula and construct
θ = (θj)1≤j≤l ∈ R

l, where

θj =

{
−0.5, if aj is true in X ,

0, if aj is false in X .

We will now prove that f0(yℓ − θ) > 0 for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n. Fix 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k, we will prove that
f0(yℓ − θ) > 0, i.e. yℓ − θ ∈ D, by our definition of f0. By definition of yℓ = (yℓ,j)1≤j≤l, we would
therefore have

yℓ,j − θj =

{
−θj, if variable aj does not occur in Aℓ,

ℓ− θj , if variable aj occurs in Aℓ,

for any 1 ≤ j ≤ l. We’ll consider two cases: If ap does not occur in Aℓ, then yℓ,p − θp = −θp ∈
[0, 0.5] = Ip,ℓ,i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 7, corresponding to the 7 possible satisfying assignment for clause Aℓ.
Otherwise, if ap occurs in Aℓ, we have

yℓ,p − θp = ℓ− θp =

{
ℓ, if ap is false in X ,

ℓ+ 0.5, if ap is true in X .

However, we see that

Ip,ℓ,i =

{
[ℓ− ε, ℓ+ ε] if ap is false in Xi

[ℓ+ 0.5 − ε, ℓ+ 0.5 + ε] if ap is true in Xi

for some fixed 1 ≤ i ≤ 7. As X is a satisfying assignment to the original Boolean formula, then
it must be a satisfying assignment to clause Aℓ as well, and thus must be equal to Xi for some
1 ≤ i ≤ 7 by our assumption. In either of the cases, we obtain that ℓ− θp ∈ Ip,ℓ,i. This therefore
gives us that f0(yℓ − θ) > 0 as yℓ − θ ∈ D, as desired.

For the other direction, suppose that there exists θ∗ ∈ R
l such that f0(yℓ−θ∗) > 0 for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n.

Then there exists a satisfying assignment to the original Boolean formula as follows.

Let θ∗ ∈ R
l be such that f0(yℓ − θ∗) > 0 for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, or equivalently, yℓ − θ∗ ∈ D for all

1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n. Consider the following assignment of X ∗ of (a1, . . . , al). We will prove that X ∗ is a
satisfying assignment:

X ∗(aj) =

{
false if θ∗j ∈ [−ε, ε]

true if θ∗j ∈ [−0.5− ε,−ε)

We will first prove that this is well-defined. To do this, we will first show that θ∗ ∈ [−0.5− ε, ε]l.

We recall that for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ l, we have

yℓ,j − θ∗j =

{
−θ∗j if variable aj does not occur in Aℓ

ℓ− θ∗j if variable aj occurs in Aℓ

.
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Suppose that variable aj occurs in some of Aℓ, then as yℓ − θ∗ ∈ D for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n implies that
for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ l, there exists some 1 ≤ i ≤ 7 such that we have

Ij,ℓ,i ∋ yℓ,j − θ∗j =

{
−θ∗j if variable aj does not occur in Aℓ

ℓ− θ∗j if variable aj occurs in Aℓ

However, this gives us several constraints on θ∗j based on whether aj occurs in clause Aℓ, and the
possible assignment of aj in that clause. In particular, we obtain l constraints on θ∗j in which for
all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, for some 1 ≤ i ≤ 7, we have

θ∗j ∈
{
[−ε, ε] if aj occurs in Ai and aj is assigned to be false in Xi

[−0.5− ε,−0.5 + ε] if aj occurs in Ai and aj is assigned to be true in Xi

.

This is enough to show that θ∗ ∈ [−0.5− ε, ε]l.

To prove that X ∗ is a satisfying assignment for the original Boolean formula, we will show that X ∗

is a satisfying assignment for each clause A1, . . . ,An. Fix clause Aℓ which contains three variables
ap, aq, ar.

We note that by our assignment X ∗, for some 1 ≤ i ≤ 7, for j ∈ {p, q, r}, we have, by definition of
Dℓ,i = I1,ℓ,i × I2,ℓ,i × · · · × Il,ℓ,i, that as we have

Ij,ℓ,i =

{
[ℓ− ε, ℓ+ ε], if aj occurs in Aℓ and aj is true in Xi,

[ℓ− ε, ℓ+ ε], if aj occurs in Aℓ and aj is false in Xi.

We therefore must have

X ∗(aj) =

{
true if aj occurs in Ai, and is assigned to be true in Xi

false if aj occurs in Ai, and is assigned to be false in Xi

in which case we know that X ∗ induced by our three variables {ap, aq, ar} is Xi for some 1 ≤ i ≤ 7,
which by definition, is a satisfying assignment for this clause. This forces X ∗ to be a satisfying
assignment for Aℓ. As this argument holds for any 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, this shows that X ∗ is a satisfying
assignment for the original Boolean formula.

To finish our proof, we note that by the 3-SAT problem, it is NP-hard to determine whether
there exists a satisfying assignment to our original Boolean formula, which by our claim above,
implies that it is NP hard to determine whether there exists θ̂ ∈ R

l such that f0(yℓ − θ̂) > 0 for
all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, as desired.

We note that for the construction in the preceeding NP-hardness proof, the maximum distance
D of any data point or box corner from the origin is O(max(n, l)1.5), the minimum width of any box
is ε = 1/80, and the minimum separation between yi’s is 1. Thus, these quantities are polynomially
bounded in terms of the size of the input. Therefore the optimal parameters µ and σ for the example
constructed in the NP-hardness proof could be approximated in polynomial time in the Wasserstein
sense using the algorithm of Section 2.
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4 Future Work

An interesting direction for future research is to develop an analog of the Expectation-Maximization
(EM) algorithm using the methods established here. Traditional EM algorithms rely on maximiz-
ing the likelihood function for parameter estimation, but this approach can be computationally
hard for general distributions, as computing parameters like µ is shown to be NP-hard using MLE.
In contrast, incorporating alternative metrics like the Wasserstein distance within the EM frame-
work could provide a more tractable solution, as parameter estimation via minimization under the
Wasserstein metric can be achieved in polynomial time. The Wasserstein distance measures sim-
ilarity between distribution by accounting for the actual geometry between the two distributions
through the actual distances between points in the sample space, making it more robust to small
sample variations and outliers while preserving the geometric structure of the data.

We also note that our analysis of the hardness result for MLE did not address approximation al-
gorithms, even though we provided a polynomial-time approximation algorithm in the Wasserstein
minimization framework. This is because by the standard definition of approximation algorithms,
distinguishing between zero and nonzero values is treated equivalently in both exact and approx-
imate contexts. However, alternative definitions of approximation algorithms may exist, under
which our hardness result might not hold. Exploring such definitions could offer interesting direc-
tion for future research..

Another potential research question lies in identifying the conditions under which parameter esti-
mation from sample points becomes tractable. We have demonstrated that recovering parameters
like µ and σ is feasible with Wasserstein distance, though this is not the case for maximum like-
lihood estimation (MLE). Additionally, in some other work, not detailed here, we can show that
parameter recovery in the Wasserstein sense becomes NP-hard for mixture distributions with dis-
tinct component means: We can extend Dasgupta’s proof of NP-hardness in k-clustering problems
[Das08] to demonstrate that finding two optimal means in a mixture distribution is also NP-hard.
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