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Abstract

We study the problem of learning mixtures of k Gaussians in d dimensions. We make no separation
assumptions on the underlying mixture components: we only require that the covariance matrices
have bounded condition number and that the means and covariances lie in a ball of bounded radius.
We give an algorithm that draws dP°Y(/#) samples from the target mixture, runs in sample-polynomial
time, and constructs a sampler whose output distribution is e-far from the unknown mixture in total
variation. Prior works for this problem either (i) required exponential runtime in the dimension d,
(ii) placed strong assumptions on the instance (e.g., spherical covariances or clusterability), or (iii)
had doubly exponential dependence on the number of components k.

Our approach departs from commonly used techniques for this problem like the method of
moments. Instead, we leverage a recently developed reduction, based on diffusion models, from
distribution learning to a supervised learning task called score matching. We give an algorithm for
the latter by proving a structural result showing that the score function of a Gaussian mixture can be
approximated by a piecewise-polynomial function, and there is an efficient algorithm for finding it.
To our knowledge, this is the first example of diffusion models achieving a state-of-the-art theoretical
guarantee for an unsupervised learning task.
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1 Introduction

Gaussian mixture models (GMMs) are one of the most well-studied models in statistics, with a history
going back to the work of Pearson [Pea94]. Its computational study was initiated in the work of
Dasgupta [Das99a]; since then, it has been one of the prototypical non-convex learning problems that
has attracted significant attention from the theoretical computer science community [VW02, KSVO5,
BV08a, KMV10, MV10, BS15, HL18, KSS18, DHKK20, BK20, DK20, LL22, LM23, BDJ"22, BS23].

Learning without separation: density estimation We focus on learning even when parameter recovery
is impossible, i.e., without assuming that the components of the mixture are separated. In this setting,
commonly referred to as density estimation, the learner has to produce a hypothesis that is close to
the target GMM in total variation distance [FOS08, MV10, CDSS13, SOAJ14, DK14, DKK*16, ADLS17,
LS17, ABDH'18, DK20, BDJ*22, BS23].

Statistically, the density estimation problem is essentially completely understood: in order to approx-
imate the target mixture of k Gaussians in ¢ total variation distance, it is known that ©(kd?/e2) samples
are sufficient and also necessary [ABDH" 18]. Even though statistically almost optimal, the algorithm
of [ABDH" 18] has a runtime that is exponential in the dimension d (commonly found in statistically
efficient algorithms). Despite significant efforts, the computational aspects of the problem are still far
from well-understood. The work [SOAJ14] provided an algorithm for learning mixtures of spherical
(i.e., with covariance matrices that are multiples of the identity Id) with poly(dk/e) sample complexity
and poly(d)(k/ )P runtime. For spherical Gaussians, the runtime was more recently improved to
quasi-polynomial in k: in [DK20], a runtime and sample complexity of poly(d)(k/ £)°8"k was given.

For GMMs with general covariance matrices, the focus of the present work, the best-known runtime

is due to [BDJ"22] and is doubly exponential in the number of components k, i.e., (d/e)(1/ e)kkz.
To the best of our knowledge, this doubly exponential dependency on k is implicit in all works on
learning general GMMs using the method of moments [MV10, BK20, DHKK20, LM23] (see Section 2.5
for intuition for where this comes from). Observe that even when k = Q(4/logd), this is already worse
than the exponential-time algorithm of [ABDH"18].

On the negative side, there is strong evidence that super-polynomial, in the number of components
k, runtime is indeed required in the form of statistical query (SQ) [DKS17] and lattice-based [BRST21,
GVV22] lower bounds. More precisely, the SQ lower bound of [DKS17] implies that even to learn
within constant accuracy & > 0, d¥ runtime is required. This work aims to bridge the gaps between the
best-known upper and lower bounds for density estimation of GMMs — we ask the following fundamental
question.

What is the best possible runtime for density estimation of general Gaussian mixture models with k
components? Can we improve over the doubly exponential runtime of moment-based methods?

We make significant progress towards answering this question. Under only “condition number” — and
no separation — assumptions on the mixture components we give an algorithm that for any constant
accuracy € > 0 achieves runtime dP°Y¥)_ In the bottleneck setting for moment matching methods, i.e.,
when k = poly(logd), we are able to improve the best-known runtime of [BDJ"22] from exponential in
d to quasi-polynomial.

Diffusion models and learning Interestingly, our algorithm does not rely on matching moments with the
target mixture. Instead, we draw inspiration from the recent literature on proving theoretical guarantees
for diffusion models [DBTHD21, BMR22, CLL22, DB22, LLT22, IWYL22, Pid22, WY22, CCL*23b, CDD23,
LLT23, LWCC23, BDD23, CCL*23a, BDBDD23, CDS23, WWY24], the state-of-the-art method in practice



for audio and image generation [SDWMG15, DN21, SSDK*20, HJA20]. These works culminated in
the key finding that for any distribution with the bounded second moment, there is a reduction from
density estimation to a supervised learning task called score matching. Roughly speaking, this task is
defined as follows: given a sample from the target distribution that has been corrupted by some Gaussian
noise, predict the noise that was used to generate the sample (see Section 2.1 for an exposition of these
concepts). Despite the striking level of generality with which this reduction holds, these works fell short
of giving “end-to-end” learning guarantees as they didn’t address how to actually perform score matching
algorithmically.

Our main technical contribution is an algorithm for score matching for GMMs. This relies on a novel
structural result showing that the score function of a GMM can be well-approximated by a piecewise
polynomial, together with an efficient procedure to recover the polynomial pieces.

While diffusion models have achieved remarkable empirical successes [BGJ*23], to our knowledge
our guarantee marks the first example of an unsupervised learning problem where diffusion models can
even yield improved theoretical guarantees. Our techniques are a synthesis of this modern algorithmic
technique on the one hand and classic ideas from theoretical computer science like low-degree approxi-
mation on the other. We leave it as an intriguing open question to identify other problems for which this
marriage of toolkits could prove useful.

1.1 Our results and techniques

We first give the formal definition of the well-conditioned GMMs that we consider in this work. Roughly,
we require that the covariance matrices of the components are well-conditioned in the sense that their
eigenvalues are upper and lower bounded and that the means and covariances lie within an £, ball of
bounded radius.

Definition 1.1 (Well-Conditioned Gaussian Mixture). Let N7, ..., /N be d-dimensional Gaussian distribu-
tions with means Uy, ..., W and covariances Qq, ..., Qy. We denote by M the mixture of these distributions
with weights A4, ..., Ar. We will say that M is t-well-conditioned if for some a <1 < 3 and R > 0 with
(B/a)logR < 7, it holds that: for all i, a Id X Q; X 8 Id and ||| + [|Q; —Id||r < R. When we want to
distinguish between parameters we will also say that M is (a, 3, R)-well-conditioned. Moreover, we denote
by Amin the minimum weight min;ep) 4.

We now present our main result: an efficient algorithm for learning well-conditioned GMM:s.

Theorem 1.2 (Informal — Learning Gaussian mixtures, see Theorem 4.1 ). Let M be a T-well-conditioned
mixture of k Gaussians in d dimensions, and suppose Ay, = 1/poly(k). There exists an algorithm that
draws N = dP°Yk7/¢) samples from M, runs in sample-polynomial time, and constructs a sampling oracle
whose output distribution is at most e-far from M in total variation. To generate a new sample the oracle
requires poly(N, d) time.

To our knowledge this is the first example of an unsupervised learning problem for which one can design
a provable algorithm for score matching that allows diffusion-based sampling to outperform existing
state-of-the-art theoretical approaches [BDJ"22] for the same problem.

On the condition number assumption. The aforementioned works on general Gaussian mixtures,
e.g. [BDJ22], do not need to assume a condition number or radius bound like in Definition 1.1, and we
leave as an important open question whether we can similarly do away with this assumption using our
techniques. Nevertheless, we view the assumption as relatively mild, and to our knowledge, it is unclear
how to exploit it to improve upon the doubly exponential runtimes of existing moment-based methods.
In fact, the reason why those methods incur this dependence appears to be present even when d =1
and the components have unit variance.



Learning mixtures of degenerate Gaussians. As stated, Theorem 1.2 does not appear to give anything
for mixtures with degenerate covariances. This includes, for instance, mixtures of linear regressions
and mixtures of linear subspaces [CLS20, DK20]. It turns out that we can still give nontrivial learning
guarantees in this case, though in Wasserstein distance rather than total variation, see Remark 2.2.

Open question: ¢ dependence and boosting? One shortcoming of our result is the exponential
dependence on 1/¢ intead of log(1/¢) as in previous works. This raises an interesting fundamental
question: given a sampling oracle for a distribution M which is sufficiently close to a target distribution
M, can we refine the accuracy of the oracle analogous to boosting in supervised learning? If so, this
would give a generic way to improve our £ dependence to match the rate achieved by prior work.

Concurrent work. During the preparation of this manuscript, we were made aware of independent
and concurrent work of Gatmiry, Kelner, and Lee [ GKL24] which also studied the question of learning
Gaussian mixtures using diffusion models and piecewise polynomial regression for score estimation.
They consider the special case where the components are Gaussians with identity covariance, as well as
the setting where the components are given by convolving arbitrary distributions over balls of constant
radius with identity covariance Gaussians. Our results are incomparable as we consider the setting of
Gaussian mixtures with arbitrary well-conditioned covariances, but our runtime scales exponentially
in poly(k/e) whereas their runtime scales exponentially in polylog(k/€). By the statistical query lower
bound of [DKS17], the poly(k) dependence in the exponent for our runtime is unavoidable in our setting.

1.2 Related work

Learning mixtures of Gaussians A thorough literature review on learning Gaussian mixtures is well
outside the scope of this work. In addition to the sampling of works [Das99b, FOS08, MV10, BS15,
CDSS13, SOAJ14, DK14, DKK*16, ADLS17, LS17, ABDH" 18, DK20, BK20, DHKK20, BDJ*22, BS23]
mentioned in the introduction which deal with parameter or density estimation, we also mention a
related line of work on clustering Gaussian mixtures. This is a setting where there is a large enough
separation between components that one can reliably identify which component generated a given sample.
Some representative works in this line include [VW04, BV08b, RV17, HL18, DKS18, KSS18, LL22].

General theory for diffusion models Several works have provided convergence guarantees for DDPMs
and variants [DBTHD21, BMR22, CLL22, DB22, LLT22, IWYL22, Pid22, WY22, CCL*23b, CDD23, LLT23,
LWCC23, BDD23, CCL*23a, BDBDD23]. These works assume the existence of an oracle for accurate
score estimation and show that diffusion models can learn essentially any distribution over R? (e.g.
[CCL*23b, LLT23] show this for arbitrary compactly supported distributions, and [CLL22, BDBDD23]
extended this to arbitrary distributions with finite second moment). Recently, [KV23] showed that
Langevin diffusion with data-dependent initialization can also learn multimodal distributions like mixtures
of Gaussians, provided one can perform score matching. In another sampling context, [AHL*23, ACV24]
gave fast parallel algorithms based on a similar diffusion-style sampler for various problems like Eulerian
tours and asymmetric determinantal point processes.

End-to-end applications of diffusions In this work, we use a diffusion process as a tool to obtain end-to-
end efficient learning algorithms and we are not making “black-box” assumptions about the computational
or the statistical complexity of learning the score function. The recent works [ CKVEZ23, SCK23] also
consider learning Gaussian mixtures, specifically with well-separated identity covariance components,
using diffusions and show in different settings that gradient descent can provably perform score matching.



The results of [CKVEZ23, SCK23] only apply to the special case of learning spherical Gaussian mixtures
— a setting that is already known to admit efficient learning algorithms. The focus of those works is
mainly in understanding why gradient descent for score matching can achieve guarantees similar to
the prior known results while our goal in this work is to provide new efficient algorithms for general
mixtures that are not captured by prior works.

Several recent results use diffusion models to obtain new sampling algorithms with a focus on graphical
models. This is a different setting than the one considered in the present work: instead of being given
samples from the target distribution, one is given a Hamiltonian describing some graphical model, or some
combinatorial object such that one would like to sample certain structures defined on it. For example,
[EAMS22, MW23b, AMS23, Mon23, HMP24] have used Eldan’s stochastic localization [Eld13, E1d20]
method to give sampling algorithms for certain distributions arising in statistical physics. These works
provide an algorithmic implementation for the drift in the diffusion process, which is defined by the
score, using approximate message passing and natural gradient descent (see also [Cel22]).

Statistical guarantees for score matching Several recent works have investigated the statistical
complexity of score matching. [KHR23] showed a connection between the statistical efficiency of score
matching and functional inequalities satisfied by the data distribution. [PRS*24] studied score matching
for learning log-polynomial distributions. Like in [KHR23], they focus on the score function of the
base distribution and not noisy versions thereof; as the authors note, in this case, score matching is
computationally tractable as it is exactly an instance of polynomial regression, and their focus was on
proving that the statistical efficiency of score matching here is comparable to that of maximum likelihood
estimation.

Recently, [WWY24] established the optimal rate for score estimation of nonparametric distributions in
high dimensions. [CHZW23, OAS23] studied the sample complexity of score matching for nonparametric
distributions specifically using a neural network. [MW23a] bounded the sample complexity of learning
certain graphical models using diffusion models by arguing that neural network layers can implement
iterations of certain variational inference algorithms. We emphasize once more that these guarantees
are all statistical in nature rather than algorithmic.

2 Technical overview

In this section, we provide an overview of our approach, sketches for the main arguments, and pointers
to the relevant sections for more details.

2.1 Learning via DDPM

Our algorithm is based on a denoising diffusion probabilistic model (DDPM) [SDWMG15, SE19, HJA20].
Here we give a self-contained exposition of the basic tools from this literature (see Section 4 for details);
readers who are familiar with diffusion models may safely skip to Proposition 2.1 below.

The most common [SSDK"20, Mon23] approach is to consider the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process,
which given some distribution g, corresponds to the SDE dx, = —x,dt + v/2dw,, with X, ~ q,. The
distribution g, here corresponds to the target distribution that we want to learn to generate samples
from. In what follows, we use g, to denote the law of the OU process at time t. It holds that g, converges
to the standard normal distribution and in particular at time t we have that

X, =e X+ V1—e2tz, for xo~qgy z,~N. (1



Given some terminal timestep T of the forward OU process with distribution gy, the following reverse
process perfectly transforms noisy distribution q; (which is close to standard Gaussian) to the data
distribution qg:

dx; = {x; +2Vylogqr_.(x; )} dt + V2dw, with X5 ~qr.

In this reverse process, the iterate x;~ is distributed according to qr_, for every t € [0, T], so that the
final iterate x% is distributed according to the data distribution q,. To be able to generate samples using
the reverse SDE we need access to the score function V4logq,(x). Given approximate oracle access
to the score function of the target density q, (for us this is the mixture of Gaussians) at close enough
noise levels, we can discretize the reverse SDE that starts with a sample from the Gaussian noise and
generates a sample whose distribution is close to the target density. In particular, for timesteps t, ..., ty,
given estimates S(x, T — t,) we will be using the following update rule to generate a sample (sometimes
called the exponential integrator scheme as it replaces the time-dependent score term in the reverse
SDE with the score approximation at time-step T —t,). More precisely, at the £-th iteration, we sample
z, ~ N(0,1d) and update our guess as follows:

Yer1 < PeYVe+2(pe =18y, T—t) +4/pf =12, (2)

where p, is an appropriately chosen “step-size” parameter, see Algorithm 1 for more details. Several
recent works (see, e.g., [CCL"23b, LLT23, CLL22, BDBDD23]) have studied the convergence of the
above (discretized) reverse SDE to the data distribution under black-box assumptions on the quality of
the score estimates (-, -). We will be using a recent result from [BDBDD23] (see Lemma 4.2) that places
minimal assumptions on the data distribution and gives fast convergence rates. More precisely, for the
case of well-conditioned Gaussian mixtures, it implies that if the score functions are approximated within
L, error roughly poly(e/1), then iterating Equation (2) will produce a sample within total variation
distance ¢ from the target Gaussian mixture after poly(dt/¢) iterations.

Learning the score We have now reduced the original sampling problem to roughly N = poly(dz/¢)
regression problems to get the approximate score functions at times tq,..., ty. More precisely for every
t € {tq,...,ty} we would like to use some expressive enough class of functions G and solve the following
minimization (score-matching) problem: minge; Ey , [I8(x.) — Vi logqt(xt)H%] where X, is generated
by adding the Gaussian noise z, to the sample X, ~ M, X, = e 'Xy + v1—e~2tz,. Since we have
sample access to the unknown mixture M, we can generate i.i.d. copies of x; to solve the regression
task. However, the target score function at noise-level t is not available (as it depends on the density
of the unknown mixture). A standard workaround [Hyv05, Vin11, HJA20, SSDK"20] is the denoising
approach where conditional on the observed x; we try to predict the added noise z,. It is a well-known
consequence of Gaussian integration by parts (see e.g. Appendix A of [CCL"23b] for a proof) that the
following regression task is equivalent to the original score-matching problem with the benefit that it does
not require knowledge of the score function of the distribution g, (that corresponds to the distribution of
X.):

réun L(g)= m1n X]E Hg(xt)Jr (3)

wier—eni
1—exp(—2t)!l2

Our main technical contribution is an efficient algorithm that uses the above denoising formulation
of the score-matching problem and yields an approximation to the score function s(x,).

Proposition 2.1 (Informal - Efficiently Learning the Score - Proposition 8.10). Let M be a t-well-
conditioned mixture. Then, for any € > 0 and noise scale t > poly(e/7), there exists an algorithm that
draws dP°Y*7/2)y samples from M, runs in sample-polynomial time, and returns a score function S(-) such
that with high probability it holds Ey . \4, [||/s\(xt) — Vi logqt(x)llz] <e



A detailed theorem statement and the details of the algorithm can be found in Proposition 8.10. The
details of the proof of Proposition 2.1 can be found in Section 8. Combining the above efficient algorithm
with the convergence rate of the reverse SDE we are able to get our end-to-end efficient algorithm for
sampling from the mixture M. Our efficient algorithm in Proposition 2.1 relies on a structural result
showing that the score function of the mixture M can be approximated by a piecewise-polynomial
function, and an efficient algorithm to recover the partition of the piecewise polynomial approximation.
In the following sections, we describe the main ideas of each part.

Remark 2.2 (Learning mixtures of low-dimensional (degenerate) Gaussians). Here we briefly discuss how
our techniques can also give nontrivial learning guarantees even when the covariances of the components
are degenerate. The reason is that we can simply stop the reverse diffusion 6 time steps early. Instead of
approximately sampling from the original mixture M, this would approximately sample in total variation
from a slightly noisy version of M, namely the distribution M given by starting at M and running the
forward process for a small amount of time 6. Given a component N(u;,Q;) of N, the corresponding
component of Mg is given by N'(e~°u;,e72°Q; + (1 —e~2%)1d). In particular, the minimum singular value
of the covariance is at least 1 —e 2% = Q(&), and we can thus apply Theorem 1.2 to Mg instead of M,
incurring exponential dependence on poly(1/5). Moreover, the Wasserstein distance between M and M3
scales with 6(R + poly(f3/a)). Altogether, we find that we can sample from a distribution that is TV-close to
a distribution which is Wasserstein-close to M, even if M might have degenerate covariances.

2.2 Approximating the score function using piecewise polynomials

We now present the key ideas behind our main technical result showing that a piecewise polynomial
approximation of the score function exists. In the following discussion, we will be focusing on estimating
the score function of the Gaussian mixture at a specific noise level t. At noise level t, each component of
the mixture is rescaled by e~ and convolved with a mean-zero Gaussian with covariance (1 —e™2)Id
(see Equation (1)). Therefore, the score function at every noise level corresponds to the score function
of a Gaussian mixture with means ey, and covariances e2tQ; + (1—e2t) 1d, where w; and Q; denote
the parameters of i component of the original target mixture M. For simplicity, we assume that the
minimum mixing weight of the mixture M is at least poly(1/k) in the following discussion. It turns out
that the bottleneck is to approximate the score function of the original mixture M and therefore, to
keep the notation simple, for this presentation we will focus on this problem. We will denote the score
function (i.e., the gradient of the log-density) of a mixture of Gaussians by s(x; M):

k .
06 M) == w0 (x—p)  where w(x) = — 2 o Q)
i=1 Zj:l Ai/\/(Mj, Qj; X)

g:(x)

4)

Proposition 2.3 (Informal - Efficient Piecewise Polynomial Approximation - Proposition 8.9). Let M
be a t-well-conditioned mixture of k Gaussians. There exists a function c(-) : R? — [n.] and polynomials
P1--->Pn, of degree at most £ = poly(kt/¢) such that By r4[ls(x; M) —pc(x)(x)llz] < ¢, Moreover, there
exists an efficient algorithm that with high-probability finds this piecewise polynomial approximation with
dPY® samples and runtime.

Why piecewise polynomials? We first give some intuition behind the structure of the score function
of a Gaussian mixture, and its piecewise polynomial approximation. We observe that the score function
(see Equation (4)) is a weighted combination of linear functions. For example, for a mixture of two
standard one-dimensional Gaussians with means at —R and R, it behaves (approximately) like the
function —1{x < 0}(x + R) — 1{x = 0}(x —R), see the left figure in Figure 1. We observe that the total

6



length of support of the mixture is roughly an interval of length O(R) and the slope of the score function
is approximately O(R) close to the origin. We would like to have a polynomial approximation of degree
poly(logR/¢) for this instance but naively applying polynomial approximation results (see, e.g., Jackson’s
theorem, Lemma 8.2) would yield a degree poly(R/¢) even for 1-dimensional mixtures.! Therefore, as
we observe in Figure 1, two reasons prohibit us from applying polynomial approximation results in a
black-box manner: (1) the total support is of radius R and (2) there are regions (far from the mixture
means) where the slope of the score function is also large (also R).

For the case of two Gaussians, we see that the “effective” support is much smaller (intervals of size
roughly 4/log(1/¢) around the means). Moreover, by focusing on the “effective” support we also avoid
the area where the derivative of the score function is large (close to the origin). Thus one could hope to
solve both issues discussed above by creating an interpolating polynomial by concentrating the nodes on
the effective support. Such an approach would work when the support consisted of actual “hard” intervals
(and not “approximate” intervals with Gaussian tails). The main issue is a race condition between the
value of the interpolating polynomial far from the interpolation nodes (roughly exponentially large in
the degree) and the decay of the Gaussian density. While this race condition can be solved in some
special cases (such as for mixtures of two Gaussians with very well-separated means on —R and +R),
in general when more Gaussians are present in the mixture, the mental image of a union of “hard”
intervals is incorrect and it is not clear that the tails will always be able to cancel out the large error of
the polynomial far from the interpolation intervals.

The above structure of the score function naturally leads to a piecewise polynomial approximation
approach. For the symmetric mixture of two Gaussians discussed above there is an obvious candidate for
the partition: we should perform polynomial approximation in poly(log(R/¢)) sized intervals around R
and output zero in the rest of the space. That would lead to the desired degree of poly(log(R/¢)/¢). For
the more complicated example of the right figure of Figure 1 we could similarly try to split the instance in
an interval containing almost all the mass of two left components and one interval containing the three
right components and perform polynomial approximation (and output zero out of those two intervals).
In both examples, by using the piecewise polynomial approximation we avoided both issues discussed
earlier, i.e., using polynomial approximation over large intervals or approximating over intervals where
the derivative of the score is large.

Clustering and polynomial approximation: a win-win analysis Piecewise polynomial regression
is a computationally hard, non-convex problem when we search both for the polynomials and for the
partition of the space. Therefore, we have to make sure that we have an efficient algorithm to find the
partition of the space and then apply polynomial regression inside each cell of the partition. Our main
algorithm is enabled by a win-win argument in the sense that the areas where polynomial approximation
requires high degree (i.e., poly(R)) can be easily avoided by a crude clustering algorithm and the areas
where the clustering algorithm fails to separate between a set of components of the mixture are those
where the polynomial approximation is effective.

2.3 Approximating the score given a crude partition

As we observed in the previous examples, the main difficulty in providing a polynomial approximation
of the score function arises when it involves multiple Gaussians that are far apart. We first make more
precise the notion of “crude” clustering ? that we require.

When dealing with d dimensional mixtures things are even worse since the effective support has a radius depending on the
dimension d.
2We use the terms “clustering” and “partition” function interchangeably.



Figure 1: When approximation is hard, clustering is easy. On the left figure, we plot the density (gold) and score
function (blue) of mixtures of two standard Gaussians with well-separated means (their distance is R). We observe
that in that case, the score function is (almost) a piecewise linear function with a large slope, i.e., roughly R, close
to the origin. In the right image, we have a mixture of 5 Gaussians with different means and variances that can be
split into two clusters: a group of 2 on the left and 3 on the right. Again the area where the derivative of the score
function (blue) is high, falls in between the two clusters (where the Gaussian density is exponentially small). In
both cases, a piecewise polynomial approximation yields the correct degree that scaling with (logR)/¢ instead of
R/e. Moreover, we expect that it is easy to cluster the points in the corresponding sub-mixtures that have much
smaller effective support than the original mixture.

Definition 2.4 ((A;,, A,yc)-separated partition). Given a mixture of Gaussians N1 = N(u,Q1),...,Nx =
N (g, Q), we require that the clustering function c(x) assigns each x € R4 to one of n, subsets Uy, ..., Un,
of [ k] that form a partition of the original k components such that:

1. If Nj, N belong in different subsets U, and Uy, they have to be at least A, = poly(tklog(1/¢)) far
in parameter distance, i.e., D,(N;, N;) = [lu; — will2 + 11Q; — Qjllp = Agye

2. If Nj, N belong in the same subset U, they have to be at most A, = poly(tklog(1/¢)) far in
parameter distance, i.e., Dp(N;, N;) < Ay

3. c(x) is consistent with the partition Uy, ..., U, with high-probability, i.e., for any i € U, Py [c(X) #
t]< €part-

Given the above (A;,, A, )-partition, our proof consists of two steps: (i) show that we can reduce
the original problem of approximating the score function of the whole mixture to approximating the
score function of the sub-mixtures U, and (ii) providing low-degree approximations of the sub-mixture
score functions. We describe these steps in the next two paragraphs.

Simplifying the score As we discussed, the first obstacle in approximating the score function is that it is
a function over a domain of radius poly(R) (inducing a poly(R) dependency on the degree). Fortunately,
there is an additional structure connecting the weights w;(x) and the linear terms g;(x). We use this
structure to prove that when x is sampled from some component N; then on expectation over the
component N; we can remove a term in the score function corresponding to a component \; that is far
from N; without introducing large error, see Lemma 7.3. More precisely, we show that given a partition
function c(-) that satisfies Definition 2.4, for all x where c(x) = t, we can “simplify” the score function by
removing the contribution of all components N; that do not belong in U,.

Given a subset U, of indices of [k], we denote by M(U,) the submixture containing the components
N; for i € U, and by s(x; M(U,)) the score function containing only the contribution of components



from U,, i.e.,

AN (%)
sSEMU == 8N =
ieZU:t l ZjeUt )Lj'/vj(x)
We prove the following proposition showing that, inside each cell t of the partition given by c(-), we can
replace the original score function s(x; M) by the score function of the sub-mixture s(x; M(U,)). Each
sub-mixture score function corresponding to U, contains components that are all A;, -close to each other,
thus reducing the effective radius of the approximation domain to poly(logR).

Proposition 2.5 (Informal — Score Simplification, see Proposition 7.1). Fix € > 0 and let M be a T-well-
conditioned mixture of k Gaussian distributions. Moreover, assume that c satisfies Definition 2.4. Define
the following piecewise approximation to the score function s(x;c(-)) = Z'Z“Zl s MU 1{c(x) =t}. 1t
holds that Ey.. [ |Is(x; M) —s(x; c(~))||§] < poly(kTR) /.

Polynomial approximation of the simplified score Recall from Eq. (4) that the score function for
any Gaussian mixture is a sum of the softmax function w;(x) multiplied by a linear function Ql._l(x — ).
A polynomial approximation of the softmax will provide a polynomial approximation for the simplified
score. Note that we want to approximate the simplified score with the degree at most poly(kt/¢) to
obtain runtime of polynomial regression of O(dP°Y(k=/#)),

The degree of a polynomial approximation of a function generally depends on the domain of the
approximation and smoothness of the function (in terms of the norm of its gradient), see Lemma 8.2. The

softmax function is smooth and has a bounded gradient but the input to the softmax is {||x — u; ||2 }lUt

which can be as large as poly(d) and hence, the degree of the naive polynomial approximation could be

poly(d/e).
To overcome this issue, we show that even though each input ||x — ,ui||2Q,1 is large, there exists a

normalization of the softmax for which the inputs to the softmax are poly(’rlAm) More precisely, we
normalize the softmax such that {||x — ,uillz, —|lx— ,u,1||2, (Q, Q' —Q7 )}ll 1' are the inputs to

the softmax function and show that its norm is poly('rAm) with high probability. Therefore, using
multivariate Jackson’s theorem (Lemma 8.2), we obtain the polynomial approximation for the softmax
function and hence, for the simplified score function.

Lemma 2.6 (Informal - See Lemma 8.6). Let M(U) be a t-well-conditioned mixture of k Gaussian
distributions restricted to the subset of components in U. Then, there exist a polynomial p(x; M(U))
of degree poly(tA;,/¢) and coefficients bounded in magnitude by dRexp(poly(tA;,/¢)) such that for
x ~ M(U), with high probability, the polynomial satisfies ||s(x; M(U))— p(x; M(U))|| < &.

2.4 Crude clustering via PCA

We now describe our crude clustering algorithm for obtaining the partition satisfying the assumptions
of Definition 2.4. Our approach consists of two main steps: (1) approximately recover the span of the
means and covariances using PCA on the second and fourth-order moment tensors of the mixture and
(2) recover estimates of the parameters by brute forcing over the k-dimensional subspace recovered in
the first step and using pairwise log-likelihood tests to create the final partition function.

Obtaining estimates of means and covariances The algorithm operates in two phases. First, we
obtain a crude estimate for the subspace spanned by the means, after which we brute-force within
this low-dimensional subspace to find points close to each of the means. Second, we use these mean
estimates to form an estimator for the subspace spanned by the covariances, after which we can similarly



brute-force to find points close to each of the covariances. With roughly d°®) runtime, we can construct
a list of candidate parameters for the means and covariances of the mixture containing crude (in the
sense that they can be poly(kt)-far) of the target parameters.

Lemma 2.7 (Informal — Recovering crude estimates of the parameters, see Lemma 5.1). There is
an algorithm that returns a list W such that for every i € [k], there exists (U;,Q;) € W for which
= Bll2 < B/ Ayin and Qs — Qillp S kY2 Augin + K2alogR. Furthermore, IW| < (R/v/B)°*") - 4O,
and the algorithm runs in time (R/ /B )O(kz) - (poly(dR/p) + d°¥)) and draws poly(dR/f) samples.

We use PCA on the covariance of the mixture M = E,_,,[xxT] to obtain the subspace spanned by
the means. We observe that M = Zle Aiu,iuiT + Zle 2;Q;. The main idea here is to think of M as

approximately low-rank and treat the contribution of the covariances as an error £ = Zle 2;Q;. Since
the covariance matrices Q; are well-conditioned (i.e., their eigenvalues are not bigger than 3 (see
Definition 1.1) we can show that if some w; is larger than /A, then its contribution in M cannot
be “hidden” by the error term £ and will have a large projection onto the subspace spanned by the top
eigenvectors of M. The proof of this claim follows by a standard argument for k-SVD and can be found
in Section 5.1.

Finding estimates for the covariances is more complicated but similarly relies on recovering the
subspace spanned by the low-rank components of the (flattened) fourth-order tensor

P = XEEM[Vec(xxT)Vec(xxT)] .

The intuition behind our approach is that if the means of the mixture were all sufficiently close to zero, then

the top-k singular subspace of the matrix ¥ can be shown to contain points close to vec(Q;), ..., vec(Qy).
In general, if the means are arbitrary, then we can use the estimates U, ..., U derived in the previous

section to approximately “recenter” the mixture components near zero. Since the means recovered in
the previous step were already crude poly(k) approximations of the true means a careful error analysis
must be done so that this recentering does not introduce significantly more error (i.e., depending on the
dimension d) in the covariance estimates. We refer to Section 5 and Algorithm 3 for more details.

Clustering using the log-likelihood ratios We now present our main clustering guarantee, which
leverages the estimates for the parameters we obtained previously. As those estimates are only crude
approximations to the true parameters, we will obtain a commensurately crude clustering.

Our algorithm starts by brute-forcing over mean-based and covariance-based partitions S (resp. 7).
S (resp. T) partitions the mixture components into groups such that any two components in the same
group have means (resp. covariances) that are not far, and any two components from two different
groups have means (resp. covariances) that are not close. Their common refinement is a partition &/
satisfying the assumptions of Definition 2.4: any two components in the same group have both means
and covariances not too far, and any two components from two different groups either have means not
too close or covariances not too close.

By brute-forcing over pairs of partitions of [k] (of which there are at most k%) we may assume we
have access to S and 7, and thus to ¢/. Our goal is then to assign to every x € R? an index into the
partition . For x which is sampled from the i-th component of the mixture which belongs to the t-th
group in U, we would like our assignment to be ¢t with high probability. At a high level, the idea is as
follows. It is not too hard to determine which group in S a given point x should belong to, simply by
checking which mean estimate U is closest to x after projecting to the subspace spanned by U, .. ., Uy.
For each group in S, we can then effectively restrict our attention to components within that group
and focus on clustering them according to their covariances. Roughly speaking, we accomplish this by
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comparing log-likelihoods of sampling x under N(fi;, Q;), ..., N (T, Qx) and choosing the group in T
containing the component maximizing log-likelihood. For more details, we refer to Section 6 and to
Proposition 6.2 for the formal clustering statement that we prove.

2.5 Avoiding the doubly exponential dependency on k

Here we provide some intuition for the origin of the doubly exponential dependence on k which is
implicit in existing works on learning mixtures of general Gaussians with the method of moments, and
how our technique outlined above avoids this issue. Our starting point is the algorithm of [MV10]; in
fact, for this discussion, it will suffice to consider the case of d = 1 and components of variance 1.

Specialized to this case, in the analysis in [MV10], the authors first proved that if all of the components
have means with nonnegligible separation, say 7, from each other, then one can learn the means by
brute-forcing over a grid with sufficiently small granularity and finding a setting of parameters in this
grid for which the corresponding mixture matches the first O(k) moments with the target mixture to
error n* (here we ignore constants in the exponent for simplicity).

Now what happens if the minimal separation 7 is arbitrarily small? The authors noted that for
means that are particularly close, one can simply “merge them”: they are statistically close to a single
component, and in a bounded number of samples one would not be able to tell the difference. Because
the number of samples used by the algorithm outlined above is (1/n)k, this implies that if there is some
scale 1) at which there is a gap in the sense that all means are either n*-close or n-far apart, then one
can learn in the same amount of time/samples as in the n-separated case.

The last question that remains is how to ensure such a scale exists. The idea is that if one looks
at k? + 1 consecutive windows {[n*, nkH 1}i=1,._k2+1, by pigeonhole principle there must exist some
window such that the separation between any pair of means lies outside this window. At that scale, one
can apply the above reasoning to learn the means. This is the origin of the doubly exponential scaling
in k that is present in all existing algorithms for learning mixtures of general Gaussians, including the
state-of-the-art guarantee of [BDJ"22].

It is instructive to contrast this with our approach. The main reason for the doubly exponential
dependence in the above windowing argument was that one needed a scale at which the components
break up into “gapped clusters” such that the separation within clusters is significantly smaller than the
separation across clusters. For this clustering structure to exist, we need to go down potentially to a
doubly exponentially small scale. In contrast, in our work, we make do with a very crude clustering for
the purposes of our piecewise regression. We simply require that for components from different clusters,
their parameter distance is sufficiently large, while for components from the same cluster, their parameter
distance is not too large. Crucially, we don’t need to make any assumption about a gap between the intra-
versus inter-cluster separations, ensuring we avoid the doubly exponential dependence on k.

3 Notations and technical preliminaries

Notation Throughout the paper, we use either q or q, to denote the data distribution on R, i.e.,
the mixture of Gaussians with means u;, U, ..., W, covariances Q,Q,,..., Q, and mixing weights
A1, ..., A respectively. We will use N; to denote the distribution for its i-th component, i.e. N (u;, Q;).
We use p or pr to denote the learned distribution.

Definition 3.1. Let M = %Zle N(w;,Q;) be a (a, B,R)-well-conditioned Gaussian mixture. We say that
a partition of [k] into subsets Sy,...,Sp is (Ajn, Aoy )-separated if for all i, j € Sy it holds that || — w;l| +
1Q;—Qjllr < Ay and foralli € Sy, j € Sy, for £ # ¢’ it holds llw; — ;11 +11Q; — Q;llp = Agye. We denote by
M(S;) the mixture distribution corresponding to the components of S;, i.e., M(S;) = |517 > jes. N(w;,Qj).
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Moreover, given a mixture M = Zle A;D; we denote by M’ the joint distribution over tuples (j, x)
where j =i with probability A; and, conditional on j =i, x is drawn from D;.
3.1 Concentration inequalities

We will use the following standard concentration inequality for quadratic forms of Gaussian random
variables.

Proposition 3.2 (Hanson-Wright). Suppose A € R¥*? satisfies ||A||% /IIAl|2. > r. Then for any s > 0,

op =
Pr [xTAx—tr(A) > s||Al|r] < exp(—Q(min(sv7,52)) (5)
x~N(0,Id)
Pr [xTAx—tr(A) < —s||A||] < exp(—Q(min(sv/7,52)). (6)
x~N(0,1d)

4 Learning Gaussian mixtures via a denoising diffusion process

We start by introducing some standard terminology and notation on diffusion models. We will be using
the diffusion algorithmic template in a more or less black box manner and therefore we try to keep the
presentation short but still self-contained. Throughout the paper, we use either g or g, to denote the
data distribution on R?. The two main components in diffusion models are the forward process and
the reverse process. The forward process transforms samples from the data distribution into noise, for
instance via the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process:

dx, = —x, dt + V2dw, with x,~ qo,

where (W,),> is a standard Brownian motion in RY. We use g, to denote the law of the OU process at
time t. Note that for x, ~ q,,

X, = exp(—t)xg + v/ 1 —exp(—2t)z, with x5~ qy, 2z, ~N(0,1d). 7

The reverse process then transforms noise into samples, thus performing generative modeling.
Ideally, this could be achieved by running the following stochastic differential equation for some choice
of terminal time T:

dx{” = {x” + 2V, Ingr_ (x{)}dt + v2dw, with x5 ~qr, ®)

where now w, is the reversed Brownian motion. In this reverse process, the iterate wy is distributed
according to qy_, for every t € [0, T], so that the final iterate x7. is distributed according to the data
distribution qq. The function V, Ingq, is called the score function and is required so that we are able to
run the reverse SDE and generate samples from the unknown distribution. Ideally, we would like to have
access to an approximate oracle s(x) such that for all t € [0, T] it is a good approximation to the score
function V,logq,(x):

E [V Inge(x.) = 5:(x )] < €geore - 9)

t

To obtain such a function s,(x), one would an expressive enough set of candidate functions G and then
try to optimize the score matching loss:

min E [||VxIng,(x,) — g X)I*] < €gcore -
8 €EG X ~q;

However, as the density function of q, is unknown the above minimization problem cannot be solved
directly. A standard calculation (see e.g. Appendix A of [CCL*23b]) shows that this is equivalent to
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minimizing the DDPM objective in which one wants to predict the noise z, from the noisy observation x,,
ie.

gt(xt) + (10)

==l
1 —exp(—2t) .
In this work we focus specifically on the optimization problem (10) and show that it can be solved
efficiently when the underlying target density q, is a mixture of k Gaussian distributions.

rgnelg Lt(gt) - XOIE::ZtH

Algorithm 1: GENERATESAMPLE
Input: Score estimation error €y, confidence o, sequence of time steps tg, tq,...,ty
Output: A sample y, € R¢

1 for{€{0,...,N—1}do

2 ‘ S(:, T —t;) <~ LEARNSCORE(t, €Egcore, 0) > Learn the score function at all time steps

3 end

4 for{e{0,...,N—1} do

5 Set p; = eter—te)/2

6 Sample z, ~ N(0,1d)

7 Vo1 < Pe Ve +2(pe—1)s(y,, T—t,) + ,/pt? —1z, > Run the (discretized) reverse SDE
8 end

9 returnyy

We are now ready to present and prove our main result: an efficient algorithm for learning well-
conditioned GMMs.

Theorem 4.1 (Efficient Sampler for GMMs). Fix €,6 € (0, 1) and let M be an (a, 3, R)-well-conditioned
mixture of k Gaussians. Let T = (f/a) logR, &.ore = €/10g(R/(a€)), 6 = ae/R, and let time sequence
t1,...,ty be as defined in Lemma 4.2. Then with probability at least 1 — &y, Algorithm 1 draws M =

dPoly(ke/(Amine)) [og 5l samples from M, runs in sample-polynomial time, and generates a sample yy whose
distribution is e-close in total variation to M.

Proof. We are going to use the following result on the convergence of the discretized reverse SDE with
the score approximation that we use in Algorithm 1.

Lemma 4.2 (Convergence given approximate scores, [BDBDD23]). Fix some 6 € (0,1), T > 1 and let N
be some even integer larger than log(1/6) and let k > 0 be larger than a sufficiently large constant multiple
of (T +1og(1/8))/N. Set ty =0, tys =T —1, ty =T — 6. Moreover, set ty,...,ty/s—1 equally spaced on
[0,T—1] ie, tyyy—t;=x>0forall£ €{0,...,N/2—1} and T —ty/341,... T — ty_1 exponentially
decaying, i.e., ty/o4p41 — tnjose = K/(1+ k)t for all ¢ € {0,...,N/2—2} and y, < kmin(1,T — t;).
Assume that the data distribution and the score function satisfy the following assumptions.

L 3 0 ¥t B, IV 10gqr ¢, (0 =806 T = t )31 < €2,

2. The target distribution q, on RY has finite second moment.

For any t € [0, T] denote by q, the distribution of exp(—t)xy + 1/ 1 —exp(—2t)z,, where x, ~ q, and
z, ~ N(0,1d) and denote by p, the distribution of the output yy of Algorithm 1. It holds that

KL(q5llpey ) S efcore + k2dN + kdT +KL(q7||N(0,1d)).
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We first show that the guarantee of Lemma 4.2 yields a total variation bound between p,, and
the target Gaussian mixture M. By Pinsker’s inequality, we obtain that TV(p,,,qs) < 4/KL(qs5Ips, )-
Moreover, by a triangle inequality, we obtain that TV(qo, p, ) < TV(py,,qs) + TV(qs,qo)- Therefore, we

have to control TV(qg, qs). Using again Pinsker’s inequality we obtain that TV(qy, q5) S v/ KL(qpllgs)- To
control the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the target q, that corresponds to the well-conditioned
mixture and ¢s. We observe that g5 is also a Gaussian mixture with parameters t; = w; exp(—&) and
Q= Q;e 2% + (1 —e729) 1d. We denote this mixture by M Since KL is convex we obtain that

k
KL(q5 190) < D, AKLOV (b, QI (R, Q1)) < max KL (s, QI (B, @0)).

i=1

We can now use the following standard bound for the Kullback-Leibler distance between two Normal
distributions KLV (11, Q1) IV (14, Q2)) S 1d — Q;2Q,Q; 2112 + 11Q, * (g — uy)|I3. We have that

_ _ R? _ R?
1Q; 2y — e ™3 < —(1—e PP < — &2,
a a
where the last inequality follows by the fact that ald < Q; and the fact that ||u;||, < R and the inequality
e* > x + 1. Moreover, if s,...s4 are the eigenvalues of Q;, we have that
d d

||Id—Q;1/2Q1Q;1/2||12; _ Z(l B se 2 1 (1 —e—25))2 _a —6_25)2Z(ﬂ)2 < i_iRZ’

i=1 Si -1 Si

where the last inequality follows by the assumption that [|Q; — IdII% S R and the fact thats; > a for all i.
Putting the above together, we obtain that TV(p,, , M) < 4/KL(gsllp;,) + 6R/a.

Similarly, we have to control the convergence error of the forward OU process KL(q||N(0,1d)).
Similarly to the above argument, by the convexity of the Kullback-Leibler, we obtain that it suffices to
control the KL divergence between any component of the mixture and the standard normal N (0, Id).
Using the same bound for the KL divergence as above, we have that

k _ _ —
KL(qr[IV(0,1d) < max(e gl +e~*1Q; —1dII7) S e*'R%.

To make the forward process converge to an ¢-approximate Gaussian, we take T = log(R/&). We
choose €., = €/10g(R/(a¢)) and 6 = ae/R. Additionally, we have y, < « for all £. Therefore, we have

4

re E UIVieggr—, (x)—s(x, T - tlz1<e.
ty

~
Il
o

The above choice also yields k2dN < (log?(R/ag)d)/N and xdT < (log?(R/ae)d)/N. Choosing N =
(log2(R/ae)d)/e and combining all the terms in Lemma 4.2, we obtain that TV(p¢,, M) < &. We obtain
sample complexity and runtime of the algorithm by putting €., = £/10g(R/(a¢)) and failure probability
67 =6/N in Proposition 8.10.

O

5 Obtaining crude estimates for the parameters

In this section, we prove the next lemma showing that we can construct a list of candidates for the
unknown parameters of the mixture, containing “crude” approximation to the true target parameters.
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Lemma 5.1. There is an algorithm CRUDEESTIMATE(q) which returns a list W such that for every i € [k],
there exists (Ti;,Q;) € W for which ||u; — > S B/Amn and [1Q; — Qilly S k*2B/Amin + k2alogR.
Furthermore, |W| < (R/ \/ﬁ)o(kz)-do(k), and the algorithm runs in time (R/ \/ﬁ)o(kZ)-(poly(d, 1/p)+d°0)
and draws poly(dR/f3) samples.

The algorithm operates in two phases. First, we obtain a crude estimate for the subspace spanned by
the means, after which we brute-force within this subspace to find points close to each of the means.
Second, we use these mean estimates to form an estimator for the subspace spanned by the covariances,
after which we can similarly brute-force to find points close to each of the covariances.

5.1 Estimating the means

This phase is straightforward: we simply take the top-k singular subspace of the empirical second moment
matrix (see Algorithm 2 below).

Lemma 5.2. There is an algorithm CRUDEESTIMATEMEANS(q) which returns a list W such that for each
i € [k], there exists i; € W for which ||u; — y||* S B/Amin. Fuurthermore, |W| < (R/ VPB)°W, and the
algorithm runs in time poly(dR/B) + (R//B)°% and draws poly(dR/B) samples.

Algorithm 2: CRUDEESTIMATEMEANS(q)
Input: Sample access to g
Output: List W containing approximations to Uy, ..., U
1 Draw samples Xxg,...,Xy from q for N < poly(dR/f3)
v D
M — & D XX!

V « top-k singular subspace of M

Weea ﬂl/ 2_net over vectors in V with L, norm at most 2R
return W

aua Hh W N

The analysis (as well as subsequent parts of our proof) uses the following standard bound for k-SVD:

Lemma 5.3. Let A = Zle v;v! +E for lEllop < €. The top-k singular subspace of A contains vectors
Vi, ...,V for which ||v; —V;||?> < 2¢ for all i € [k].

Proof. Define A* = Zle Vivl.T. Let [T+ denote the projector to the orthogonal complement of the top-k

singular subspace of A, and define r; = IT1v,. Then
AT, = 0141 (A) - ;1> — 1] Er; < 2¢llr|?,

where in the last step we used Weyl’s inequality to bound o1 (A).
On the other hand,
rA'r; = Z(ri:vj>2 > (r;,v;)? = Il
j
so we conclude that ||r;||?> < 2¢. If we define V; = IIv;, where II is the projector to the top-k singular
subspace of A, then |[V; —v;||? = ||r;]|? < 2¢ as claimed. O

We now show that the empirical second moment matrix can be used to extract a rough approximation to
the span of the means:
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Lemma 5.4. For x ~ M, let M = E[xxT]. Given M for which ||[M — 1\//T||Op S B, let V denote the top-k
singular subspace of M. Then for every i € [k], there exists u; € V for which o — w112 S B/ Amin:

Proof. Define € =3, 2;Q; and M* = 3. A,;u;u]. We have that
M=M"+¢,

and [|€]lop S B-
By Lemma 5.3, where we take A and E therein to be Mand € +1\7[—M, we find that V contains vectors
W, ..., w, for which ||u; — VAll? < B. So if we take T = i /+/2;, the claimed bound follows. O

Proof of Lemma 5.2. By standard matrix concentration (see, e.g., [Ver18]) with N = poly(dR/f3) samples
(as set in Algorithm 2) we have that the matrix M constructed therein satisfies ||M — Mllop < B, where
M = Ey[xxT] = Y Al + 2 4,Q;. We have [M— Y, At llop < 2P, so by Lemma 5.4, the -
net constructed in Algorithm 2 contains points which are O(f/A;,)-close to each of the means y; as
claimed. O

5.2 Estimating the covariances

Next, we show how to recover a rough approximation to the span of the covariance matrices and, as a
consequence, produce a net containing rough approximations to each of the covariance matrices. The
algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 3.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose fiy, ..., by € R satisfy ||u; — Ui |? < Uppean for all i € [k]. Then there is an algorithm
CRUDEESTIMATECOVARIANCES(q, {li;}) which returns a list W such that for each i € [k], there exists
(A)i € W for which ||Q; —@HF S ﬂl/zvrln/ezan + k320 o + K52 + k2alogR. Furthermore |W| < d°0,
and the algorithm runs in time poly(dR/f) + d°% and draws poly(dR/B) samples.

The intuition behind our approach is that if the means of the mixture were all sufficiently close to zero,
then the top-k singular subspace of the matrix E[vec(xxT)vec(xxT)T] can be shown to contain points close
to vec(Q), ..., vec(Qy). In general, if the means are arbitrary, then we can use the estimates U, ..., Uy
derived in the previous section to approximately “recenter” the mixture components near zero. We now
make this intuition precise.

Proof preliminaries. Define
~ A - ~ ~1 A -~
II =span(W,...,u) and II" =Id—II.
Let u £ fiy; and pt 2 T h
w; = Hw; and w;- =1II' ;. Note that

~1 .
g 12 = I (s = B)II? < Uimean -

Also define
6% 1 —
and note that

”ngZ = ”ﬁ(“i _Al/]‘l)”z < VUmean -

A = C(/Umean + VKB +k¥*y/alogR) (11)

Define A > 1 by

16



for sufficiently large absolute constant C > 0. Given i € [k], define

Stai1={j € [k]: Iy —pyll = A} and - Seoseli] = {j € [k]: Iy —pyll < A}

The algorithm we give in this section (Algorithm 3) does not require knowledge of Sg,,[i], ScjoseL1]; these
sets are only defined here for the purpose of analysis.

To approximately “recenter” the mixture components around zero, we will subtract from each sample
the mean estimate which is closest to it in the subspace given by II. Formally, given x ~ R?, define fi(x)
by

ux)=p for i= arg?lz]in o, — Ix]|. (12)
jE

For every i € [k], define
Kot (xeR: B =B},
i.e. the set of points which are closest to p; in the subspace given by .
Finally, given z € RY, define

W0 (z) = vec(Tzz M )vec(Tzz )T

Uy, (z) = vec(fizz i vec(fizz i )T (13)
¥,(z) = vec(ﬁLzzTﬁl)Vec(ﬁizzTﬁL)T .

We will assemble an estimate for the span of the covariances out of the top-k singular subspaces of

empirical estimates of E [ ¥o(x — (X)) ], E ([ W1 (x — (X)) ], E 0 [¥11(x — (%)) ]
For any i € [k] and s € {00,01, 11}, note that

E[¥(x—R00)] = E[¥,(x— ) - 1[x € ;1] +jesdozsem\ﬁ[wx_aj) Axe K]
+j€§[ﬁ[\ps(x—nj).n[xe/cj]]
= E0%,(x— )] +j€5d§i]\ﬁ[(\ps(x_aj)_q;s(x_p,,l.)) Axe K]
+je§[i]}§i[(%(x—@)—*Ps(x—m)-Mxe/c,-]], 14

where we used that Ky, ..., K, forms a partition of RY.

Constructing an approximation for ). A;vec(Q;)vec(Q;)T. We will now argue that the two sums in
Eq. (14) are negligible compared to the term E,,[¥,(x — i;)]. This will allow us to construct a matrix
that is close to Y. A;vec(Q;)vec(Q;)T.

In the expression E . [¥,(x — (x))] above, we are recentering x around ui(x). We first show that the
probability that a sample from the i-th component lands in K; for some j € Sg,[i] is small, meaning that
with high probability we are correctly recentering x around ; for some j € Sjqge[i]-

Lemma 5.6. For any i € [k], Pry.[x € K; for some j € Sg, [11] < 1/R®.
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Proof. Note that tr(Qiﬁ) < kf and ||Ql.1/2ﬁQi1/2||12, = tr(QiﬁQiﬁ) > ka?. Therefore, for z ~ A/(0,1d),

we may apply Hanson-Wright (Proposition 3.2 to control the tails of ||ﬁQl.1/ ?Z||2. Indeed, by taking r in

Proposition 3.2 to be 1, we find that there is an absolute constant C’ > 0 such that

Pr|:||ﬁQi1/2z||2 >kf + C’a\/ElogR] <1/R8.

1/2
i

10 — TIx]| < /Umean + VKB +k/44/C’alogR.

For any j € [k] and x ~ \;, note that ﬁj —fix= ﬁ(ilj — )+ ﬁ(ﬁi — )+ ﬁQl.l/zz for z ~ N(0,1d). If
j € Sgr[i], we have

Given x ~ A, note that i, — ix = T(g; — w;) + IIQ
above event,

z for z ~ N(0,Id). Thus, conditioned on the

”ﬁ(.a'] _na‘z) + ﬁ(na‘z _nui)” = ||“'] _.U'L” -3 VUmean 2 A_?’V Umean -
Thus, conditioned on the above event,
Il —T0x|| > A —3/Upean — V kB —k/*4/C’alogR.

By our choice of A in Eq. (11), if C therein is a sufficiently large constant, the above is larger than
||gi; — ITx|| as desired. O

Next, we argue that the “signal terms” E . [¥;(x—4;)] in Eq. (14) are well-approximated by the rank-one
matrices vec(ﬁQiﬁ)vec(ﬁQiﬁ)T, vec(ﬁQiﬁL)vec(ﬁQiﬁl)T, and Vec(ﬁlQiﬁl)vec(ﬁlQiﬁL)T.

Lemma 5.7.

”%[‘I’OO(X_@)] —VEC(ﬁ(Qi + §1§1T)ﬁ)V€C(ﬁ(Ql + §i§;)ﬁ)T||op 5 /jz + ﬂvmean

I E %01 (x— B)] = vee(T(Q; + &, (1 ) Ivec(TH(Q; + &, (1) E Vllop S B+ BUmean
| E Q%1 (x— )] = vee(T (Qi + i (s )DL vee( T (Qi + 1 (1 ) ) lop S B2 + BUmen-

Proof. We will be bounding the operator norm of matrices of the form of E[vec(xxT)vec(xxT)] where
x is a Gaussian vector. To do so we take any test vector A € R®” for which l|Allp = 1; we will regard it
interchangeably as a vector or as a d x d matrix. We then bound vec(A)T E,[vec(xxT)vec(xxT)]vec(A)
using the following simple lemma (that follows from Wicks’ identity for the fourth Gaussian moments).

Lemma 5.8. Let A € R4*4 pe any matrix and Q be a covariance matrix. Then for x ~ N (u, Q), we have
B[O =(A,Q)% + 2/1Q2AQY?|1Z + IQ*ATul|* + [|Q" Al + (UTAw)>
x~N(u,Q
+2uTA- (Q, A) + 2tr(Q'/*AuuTAQ'2).

Moreover, if [|Allp < 1 and ||Qll,p < B, then

n NHEEMQ)[(XTAX)Z]— (A,Q)> —2(uTAW)(A, Q) — (uTAW)?| < max(B?, BIATW?, BllAWI®).  (15)
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Proof. Writing x ~ N'(u, Q) as x = Q'/2g + ufor g ~ A, we have
JE Qg+ wTAQ g +w)*] =
E [(57Q"/°AQ'?g)*1+ E [(WAQ'?g)*]+ E [(87Q"*Aw’]+ E [(u'Aw)’]
g~N g~N g~N g~N

+2uTAp E [(g7Q"°AQ"*g)]+2 E [(g7Q"Aw(17AQ"*g)].

Using the definition of B = Q'/2AQ'/2, we have
d d
E[(g"Bg)*]= ), B B;;Elg’g’]+2 > B E[g’g?] = tr(B)* +2||B|2.
i,j=1 i,j=1
Using the fact that E[gTMg] = tr(M) for any matrix M, we obtain the result. O

For the first claimed inequality, we apply Eq. (15) from Lemma 5.8 to IAII and x’ ~ NV (w; — B, Q;)
to get

E[(x'THATIX')*] — (A, TI(Q; + §,¢DIN)?| S B2 + BIITATY,|1* + BIITIAZ,II*.
Note that ||1?IAT§1.||2 < Upean and ||1?[A§’l-||2 < Vpeans SO
E[(x THATIX')*] = (A, TI(Q; + §;¢1IT)* + O(B* + BUmean) -

Furthermore, AT¥,(x — ;)A = (%’ THATIX')? for X = x— 1;, so because the above bound holds for all A
for which ||A||z = 1, the first claimed inequality follows.

The proof of the second inequality proceeds similarly. By Eq. (15) applied to fiAfi" and X' ~
N — 1y, Q;), we get

~ ~1 ~ ~1 ~ ~1
E[(x'THAI x')*]— (A, TI(Q; + §,(u" )T )?| < B2 + BIITIAW||* + BIITIATE, |12
Note that ||1?IAqu'||2 < Upnean and ||1?ILAT§I.||2 < Upean» SO
~ o~ -~ 1
E[(x'TIATT x')*] = (A, TI(Q; + &, (s )T )2 £ O(B% + BUmean) -

Furthermore, AT (x — t;)A = (X’ THAf %’ )? for X' = x— [;, so because the above bound holds for all
A for which ||Al|r = 1, the second claimed inequality follows.

For the third inequality, by Eq. (15) applied to fi'Afi" and X' ~ N (W — s, Q;), we get
~l 1 1 ~1 1 ~1
E[(x T A x')*]— (A, T (Q; + 5 ()N )?| S B2+ BITT Ap [ + BIITT ATws |

~1 =1
Note that ||TT" A |12 < vppean and [T ATp 12 < v )

mean»

E[(X/ﬁLAﬁJ—X/)Z] = (A, ﬁJ_(Qi + .u'lJ_(MlJ_)T)ﬁl>2 + O(ﬁz + ﬂvmean) .

Furthermore, ATW; (x — t;)A = (¥’ T Al %/ )? for X' = x—[i;, so because the above bound holds for
all A for which ||A||r = 1, the third claimed inequality follows. O
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Now if we can show that the remaining terms in Eq. (14) have small norm, then we can argue that we
can read off a rough approximation of ) ; A;vec(Q;)vec(Q;)" from E ~;[®s(x—(x))]. In the following
Lemma, we show the remaining terms in Eq. (14) are indeed bounded:

Lemma 5.9. Let i, ti be any vectors from among [y, .. ., Ux. Suppose that either of the following holds:
* J€Splil or
* j € Suoseli] and additionally [, i’ are centers of components in Sqogeli].
Then
IIJI@[(‘I’oo(X—ﬁ) —Woo(x— 1)) - U[x € K;]]llop S B2K* + A"

I EL(%01 (x— 1) = ¥or (x = ) - L[x € K;1]llop S B2 A + pA

%[(‘Pll(X—ﬂ)—‘I’ll(X—ﬁ/)) -1[xe K;]]=0.

Proof. For x ~ A;, define ¥ = lix — i, ¥ = Mx— [/, and x- = fi*x so that X—U =X+x" and
x—o =% +xt.

Let A € RY be a test vector which we regard interchangeably as a vector and as a d x d matrix, and
which satisfies ||A||p = 1.

Proof for ¥y,: We have
|AT (oo (x— ) — ¥oo(x— F)IA - 1[x € K ]| = |(FAD)? — (RTAX | - U[x € K ].

To bound the expectation of this over x ~ A/, it suffices to bound IEM_[(iTAi)Z -1[x € K;]] and
En[(XTAX')? - 1[x € K;]]. These can be handled in the same way, so here we consider the former.
First suppose that j € S, [i]. By Cauchy-Schwarz,

E[®AR)?-1[x € K;]] < E[®'AR)*]2 - Prix € ;]2
Note that
E[(@AD)T <E[RIFTS B [IhIP1Y2+ T - wI* < p2K*+R".
N N; h~N(0,11Q; 1)

The proof of the first part of the Lemma then follows by the fact that Pr[x € ICj]l/ 2 < 1/R* by Lemma 5.6,
so we get an overall bound of 32k?/R* +1 < B2k? + A* (as A,R > 1 by assumption).
Next, suppose that j € Sys[i] and additionally fi, i are centers of components in Sqose[i]. Then

[(XA%)? - 1[x € k;]] < %_[(iTAi)Z] < ﬁ_[llill“] S B [hI*]+ T - wI* S 27+ A%,

E
Ni ~

B

thus establishing the third part of the Lemma.
Proof for ¥(;: We have

AT(Woy (x— ) — ¥, (x—B)A - 1[x € K;] = (KTAX")? — (XTAx)?) - 1 [x € K;].
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Note that the event that x € K; only depends on xt

by

, so the expectation of the above over x ~ N; is given

j@i [(&TAxH)? — (XTAxT)?) - 1[x € K;]]
= E[1[xe ;] E[X"Ax")* - (XTAx")*]]

~/
XX

— E[1[xek;]- (ATl Qi AT, & —%XT)]

~/

M

<Prxe ;]2 E (AT Qf AT, & —%%)*]!/2
XX

SPrxe ;Y2 B E[I&R—%XT|2]?
X,x/

= Pr[x € ;]"/2 B o ﬁ)[||(h+ Ti(u; — 0)(h + T, — )T
— (h+ Ti(; — ) (h + T, — @))TNI2 ]2
= Prlx € ;1'% - B E[ITI(E — @) + (& — B)TThT
+ T — ) (u; — BOTH — Ty — ) (uy — 0|2 1Y/2
S Prlx e K12 B(BYV2IR — Bl + llws — Bl + Il — B112), (16)

where in the second step we used that the covariance of x* is ﬁLQiﬁL.
Suppose that j € Sg,, [i]. Then by Lemma 5.6, the above can be upper bounded by $%/2/R® + B /R? <
B3/2A + BA? (as A,R > 1 by assumption), completing the proof of the second part of the Lemma.
Next, suppose that j € Sy..[i] and additionally i, i’ are centers of components in Sgs[i]. Then
Eq. (16) can be upper bounded by B%/2A + B A2, completing the proof of the fourth part of the Lemma.

Proof for ¥{;: We have

AT(Py; (x— ) — Py (x—B)A- 1[x e K;] = (x TAxh)? — (x1TAaxt)?) - 1[x e K;]1=0.
As this holds for all A, the last part of the Lemma follows. O

By combining Eq. (14) with Lemma 5.7 and Lemma 5.9, we conclude the following:

Corollary 5.10.

Il E[¥oo(x — u(x))] —vec(TI(Q; + ¢§,gMvec(TI(Q; + §, g M) llop S BUmean + B> +kA?

IE [W 1 (x—Fi(x)) ]~vec(Ti(Q;+, ()T vec(Ti(Qi+¢, (U )T T llop S B2+BUmean+kB>2A+kBA2

| E 03 (= 00D = vee(TT (Q + i (u D Ivee(T(Q; + - (I )V lop S B2+ BUmean -

Using Corollary 5.10 and Lemma 5.3, we are now ready to state our algorithm and prove the main
guarantee of this section.

Proof of Lemma 5.5. Consider the matrix Cog = E[®oo(x — ti(x))] = D}; A; Ep [P0 (x — T(x))]. By
standard matrix concentration, for N = poly(dR/f) given in Algorithm 3, we have that the matrix Eoo
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Algorithm 3: CRUDEESTIMATECOVARIANCES(q, {U;})

Input: Sample access to g, estimates Uy, .. ., Uy
Output: List W containing approximations to Qq,..., Qy

1 II « span of iy, ..., Uy

2 Define the functions ¥, from Eq. (13) and pi(-) from Eq. (12) using U, .. ., -
3 Initialize W to the empty set.

4 Draw samples X;,...,Xy from q for N < poly(dR/f3).

5 fors € {00,01,11} do

6 | C g2, vy —Hx)

7 V, « top-k singular subspace of C;

8 W, < a f3-net over vectors in \7; with L, norm at most +v/d

9 end
~00 ~01 ~11
10 for Q S Woo, Q S WO]: Q S W11 do
~00 ~01 _.~01 ~11
1 | AddQ@”+Q" +@")T+Q" o W.
12 end
13 return W

constructed in Step Line 6 of Algorithm 3 satisfies ||600 —Coollop < B Therefore, by triangle inequality
and Corollary 5.10,

||EOO - Z AiVCC(ﬁ(Qi + glg;r)ﬁ)vec(ﬁ(Ql + gig;'r)ﬁ).r”op s ﬁvmean + ﬁzkg + kA4 .

By Lemma 5.3, this means that the top-k singular subspace of Cy, contains d2-dimensional vectors
~00 ~00 . . .
Q, ,...,Q; which, regarded as d x d matrices, satisfy

~00 =~ ~
1Q, —TI(Q; + §;¢ D12 S BUmean + B2k + kA?

forall i € [k].
In an entirely analogous fashion, we can show that the top-k singular subspace of C,; contains

. . ~01 ~01 . ..
d?-dimensional vectors Q, ,...,Q, satisfying
IQ; —T(Qi + &, (g D113 < B + BUmean + kB2 A + kB A?
o . = . . . ~11 ~11
Likewise, the top-k singular subspace of C;; contains d2-dimensional vectors Q, ,...,Q, satisfying

~11 =1 ~1
1Q; " — T (Q; + (g )N 17 S B2 + Bumean-
Finally, note that
= = = ~1 ~1 ~1
1T, 7T, NEEG, (o )T (1, T - (U )T [l < Uimean -

Combining all of these bounds we find that

10;°+Q; +(@Q")T+0; —Qillr S Y202 +k3¥2(B+A2) S pH2v /2

mean mean

+k%20 pean+k*2B+k%alogR .

The claim then follows from the fact that Wy, Wy, Wy in Step Line 8 contain approximations to

Q?O, 6?1, (A)lll that are f3-close in operator norm. Finally, note that the size of W is bounded by dot), by
standard bounds on epsilon-nets. O
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5.3 Putting everything together

It is straightforward to combine the results of the previous two sections to derive the proof of Lemma 5.1.
First, for completeness, we provide the pseudocode for the algorithm:

Algorithm 4: CRUDEESTIMATE(q)

Input: Sample access to q

Output: List VW containing approximations to (W;,Q1),- .-, (U, Qx)
1 W10
2 Wk «—CRUDEESTIMATEMEANS(q)
3 for Uy, ..., U e WM do
4 w@ «—CRUDEESTIMATECOVARIANCES (g, {U;})
5 forie[k], Q e W do
6 ‘ Insert (U, Q) into W
7
8
9

end
end
return W

Proof of Lemma 5.1. By Lemma 5.2, in some iteration of Line Line 3 of Algorithm 4, we get U, ..., Uy
which satisfy |0 — U]|* < Umean fOT Umean = O(B/Amin). Substituting this into Lemma 5.5, we conclude
that for each i € [k], in some iteration of Line Line 5 of Algorithm 4, we get 0 satisfying 0 — Qillr £
k328 / A i + k2alog R, where we used that A, < 1/k to simplify the bound in Lemma 5.5.

For the bound on [W|, note that there are (R/+/f )O(kz) iterations of the outer loop, within each
of which there are d°® ijterations of the inner loop, so [W| = (R/ \/ﬁ)o(kz) - d°0) as claimed. For
the runtime, CRUDEESTIMATEMEANS is called exactly once, and CRUDEESTIMATECOVARIANCES is called
(R/VB )O(kz) times, so the overall runtime of the algorithm is (R/+/f )O(kz) -(poly(d,1/B) +d°®). O

6 Clustering via likelihood ratio estimates

In this section we present our main clustering guarantee, which leverages the estimates for the parameters
we obtained from the previous section. As those estimates are only crude approximations to the true
parameters, we will obtain a commensurately crude clustering. First, we formalize the notion of “clusters”
and what it means to give an accurate clustering:

Definition 6.1. Let S = {S;,...,S,} and T ={Ty,..., T,} be partitions of [k].
(S, T)isa (A.(“) A AW A(Q))-separated partition pair if:

in > —in 2~ out> —out

* Forallae[m]andi,i’ €S, we have that ||w; — w|| < Ai(#)'

(w)

* For all distinct a,a’ € [m] and i € S,,i’ € Sy, we have that ||w; — py/ || = Ay

Forall b € [n] and i,i’ € T}, we have that ||Q; — Qy ||z < Ai(r?).

* For all distinct b, b’ € [n] and i € T}, i’ € T}, we have that ||Q; — Qy||r = AW

out*

Roughly speaking, S (resp. 7) partitions the mixture components into groups such that any two
components in the same group have means (resp. covariances) that are not far, and any two components
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from two different groups have means (resp. covariances) that are not close. Their common refinement
is a partition ¢ such that any two components in the same group have both means and covariances
not too far, and any two components from two different groups either have means not too close or
covariances not too close.

By brute-forcing over pairs of partitions of [k] (of which there are at most k“, we may assume we
have access to S and 7, and thus to /. Our goal is then to assign to every x € R? an index into the
partition /. For x sampled from the i-th component of the mixture which belongs to the t-th group in i,
we would like our assignment to be t with high probability. The main result of this section is to show
that this is indeed possible:

ka

Proposition 6.2. Suppose [y, ..., 0 € R? and Q1, ..., Q, € R¥*? satisfy I, — ;112 < Vmean and ||Q; —
Qi“F < VUcov-
Let (S=1{Sy,...,S,}, T ={T4,...,T,}) denote a (Afp“) AQ AW A(Q)) separated partition of [k],

in 2 —out> —out
where
AL > max(5(/a)*vep,ca),  AL) > max(6+/Umeans 6v/BK),  v/Umean + AY < cAQ va/p.

a7
for sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0. Let {Uy, ..., U, } denote the common refinement of S and T.
Then there is an explicit deterministic function ¢ : RY — [n ] using S, T, and {{;, Q,}, such that for any
te[nJandieU,
(A(U»))Z 6(A(Q))2 ZA(Q)

out out out

A
a«/E ﬂ6vgov ﬂS

At a high level, the idea is as follows. It is not too hard to determine which group in S a given point
x should belong to, simply by checking which mean estimate g, is closest to x after projecting to the
subspace spanned by U, ..., U;. For each group in S, we can then effectively restrict our attention to
components within that group and focus on clustering them according to their covariances. Roughly
speaking, we accomplish this by comparing log-likelihoods of sampling x under N'(giy, Q1), - . ., N (T, Qx)
and choosing the group in 7 containing the component maximizing log-likelihood.

ﬁ{[c(x) #t]<k® exp(—ﬂ

6.1 Proof preliminaries

First, we need the following basic lemma which 1mp11es that given estimates Q, ..., Q « for the covariances
of the components, we can produce estimates Ky, ..., K, for the inverse covariances:

Lemma 6.3. If Q € R%*? is q psd matrix satisfying ||Q —(A)||F <w, and ald < Q < BId, then ||Q"~* —
QI < 4y, /a? for Q' € RY*4 defined as follows. Let Q have singular value decomposition UAUT, and
define Q' = UA'UT, where A’ is given by replacing every diagonal entry of A less than a/2 with a/2.

Proof. Note that there are at most 4v> sl a? diagonal entries of A less than a/2, or else we would violate

the assumption that ||Q —Q|lr < Veoy- S0 [|Q” —Qllf < Vo, and thus ||Q” — Q|| < 2v.y,. Finally, note
that ”Q/_luop = Umin(Q/)_l < 2/(1. We have

IR = Q7 lr = IR7HQ = QQ 7 lIr < 4veor/a®. O
Given i,j € [k] and x, i€ RY, define

A ) = (X—.UL)TIA(]'(X—@ - (Qi,ﬁﬂ .
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Note that for any u, Q,

B DA )= Ay (6 )] = (= i) (— )T + Q—Q. K —Kj).
x~N(u,Q)

Provided wand w are close, if Q = Q; then this quantity is close to zero, but if Q = Q; then this quantity
scales as

(Qi—QuK; —Kj) ~ (Q;—Q;, Q' — Q") = (Q;Q; 1) + tr(Q;Q; 1) —2d,
which can be quite large in comparison. Motivated by this, we will use A;;(x; i) — A; i(x; ) to cluster the
samples according to the covariances of the components generating them.

6.2 Properties of A;;

Lemma 6.4. Suppose AQ > 5(B/a)*Veoy. Let i, j € [k]. Suppose fi € R? satisfies

out
-l < calva/p (18)

for some ¢ > 0.
If1Q; —Qillr = Afﬁg, then for any ¢’ > 0, with probability at least 1 — exp(—Q(c"*(a*/B®) - IQ; —

2 27,2
Q;llz - min(1, a®/vy,))) over x ~ N,

A ) — Ay = (Q;—Q;, Q7' —Q; 1) —E,

where

EZ(*+2)Q;—Qill2/B? + (4veoy/a®) - 1Q; — QI -

Proof. Define B = le_/z(f(i —IA(J-)QJI./2 and w= QJl./z(IA(i — ﬁj)(,u,j — ). Then for x ~ N, writing this as
X =+ le./ 2z forz ~ N (0,1d), we see that the quantity A;;(x) — A;;(x) is distributed as

2Bz —2(z, W) + ((u; — ) (; — W) — Q;, K; — K;). (19)

Controlling zTBz: We would like to apply Proposition 3.2. Note that

Bl = 1Q;/%(Q; " — Q7MQ; 2l — 4B/

=1Q}%Q;1(Q; — @1)Q; ' Q} Il — 4B v/

> (a/B*)-1Q; = Qillr = 4Bveo/a* 2 (a/B*) - 1Q; = Qill
AQ AQ

where in the last step we used the fact that A, satisfies A;y; > 5(/a)>v.oy by hypothesis. Furthermore,

IBllop S (B/@) - (Veoy/@+ 1), 50 IBllp/IIBllop 2 (@?/B°) - 1Q; — Q;llp - min(1, a/v o).
Additionally,

Bl < 1Q;2Q(Q; — @)Q; ' Q;%lp + Bucov/ @
< (ﬁ/az) ' ”Q] _QiHF + /jrucov/a2
S (B/a*)-1Q; = Qillg,
where in the last step we used the assumption that Ag%t) > Ueoy-
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By Proposition 3.2, for any s > 0, we have

Lo [T Ba@ (R —K)) < (B /0*) - 110 — @il
< exp(—S(min(s(a?/8%) - 1Q; = Qulle - min(1, &/ Veor),s)) . (20)

We will take
s=c'(a®/B) - 1Q; — Qillr - min(1, &t/ veey)

for arbitrarily small constant ¢’ > 0. By this choice of s, we have s(8/a?)-[|Q;—Qllr < ¢’[|Q;—Q;lI3F /B>.
Additionally, s? is the dominant term in the exponent in Eq. (20). Summarizing,

L [2TBz— Q& —Rp) < —'llQ; — QillE /7] < exp(—(s™)). (21)

Controlling (z,w): Note that ||K-||0p, ||Rj||0p S1/a,so||w| S A(Q)/\/ af by Eq. (18). Note that because

out

AQ > B > 45/2/3/2 we have that sAY//ap < /(A9)2/p2 < ¢’llQ; — Q;ll2/p>. By standard

out ~ out out
Gaussian tail bounds, we conclude that

Pr|(z,w)| = ¢'[|Q; — Q;11*/ %] < exp(—Q(s?)). (22)

Controlling ((,uj — W) — T, K; —Rj): As ||Ri||0p, ||IA(]-||op < 1/a, by Eq. (18) we have that

{(; — By — T, K, —K;)| < c2(al)?/p2. (23)

Putting things together: Conditioned on the events of Eq. (21) and (22) not holding, and also using
the bound on the constant term in Eq. (23), we see from the decomposition of A;;(x; t) — A;;(x; 1) in
Eq. (19) that

XEL_[AH(X; ) — A6 ) — (Q; — Q1. K; — Kj) < —(c? +20)11Q; — Qill2/B2 ] S exp(—0(:?). (24

It remains to bound (Q; —Q;, K, — Kj). We have
(Qj— Qi K —K;) 2 (Q;—Q;, Q" = Q") — (4vcoy /&) - 1Q; = Qill - (25)
Combining this with Eq. (24), we obtain the desired bound. O
Lemma 6.5. Let i € [k]. As in Lemma 6.4, suppose fi € R? satisfies
15—l < caQva/p (26)

for sufficiently small absolute constant ¢ > 0.
For any s > 1, with probability at least 1 — O(k) - exp(—(s)) over x ~ N, we have that for all j € [k],

A6 ) — A () < (8/02) - {11Q; — Qillp V veoy} + (AN /B2 + cAQ 5/ ap .

Proof. Define B = Ql.l/z(l/il- — I/ZJ-)Qil/2 and w = Ql.l/z(f(i — IA(j)(u,l- — ) (note these are slightly different
from B defined in Lemma 6.4 as x is sampled from ; instead of ;). Then for x ~ A, writing this as
X=u+ Ql.l/zz for z ~ N(0,1d), we see that the quantity A;(x; ) — A;;(x; W) is distributed as

z'Bz— 2<Z, W) + ((nu‘l - na’)(‘ui _Aa’)T - Qi3ﬁi _RJ> . 27)
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Controlling zTBz: Note that

Bl < 1Q;2Q(Q; — Q)Q; ' Q;2lp + 4B/
S (B/a®)-{1Q;— Qillr V veoy}

By Proposition 3.2, we have

B [1zTBa— x(Qu(R, ~R))I < (5B /@) (1Q; = Qullp V e} | 2 1 —2exp(-02s)).  (28)

Controlling |(z,w)|: Note that ||K; llop> ||K lop S 1/a, so [[w]| < cAg?lg/\/ af} by Eq. (26). By standard
Gaussian tail bounds, we conclude that W1th probability at least 1 —exp(—Q(s)),

[(z,w)| < cAlQ s/af (29)

out

Controlling {(u; — W (; — )T, K; —K;): As [|Killop, IIKjllop S 1/, by Eq. (26) we have that

(i — ) — )T, K, —K;)| < X (A% 62, (30)

Putting things together: Conditioned on the events of Eq. (28) and (29) holding, and also using the
bound on the constant term in Eq. (30), we see from the decomposition of A;;(x; th) — A;;(x; ti) that

Pr 1806 B = Ay Ge B > (58/a%) - {1Q; = Qulle V veor} + (AR /B + cv/s/ap | S exp(—0(s)).
The claimed bound follows by a union bound. O

6.3 Formally defining the clustering

We are now ready to define our clustering function.
Let (S ={S;,...,S,,}, T ={Ty,...,T,}) denote a (Ai(“) Al(r?), Ag‘tﬁ, Ag?lt)) separated partition of [k]. First,
define

cM(x) £ q € [m] for which argmin ||t — x| € S,,
i€[k]

where II is the projector to the span of iy, . .., D.
The following is a slight modification of Lemma 5.6:

Lemma 6.6. Suppose that Afflﬁ > max(6 /U mean, 64/ kB). Then for any i €S, and a’ # a,

1
W)= 4’1 < —of —/— mi TP
E{[c (x) a]_exp( Q(aﬁﬁ’;‘g},”“'l | ))
Equivalently,

- -, 1 )
RARGO € {7y 51/ € 501 < exp(—0( — min [l — 7).

Proof. Note that tr(Q;II) < kf and ||Ql.1/2ﬁQl.1/2||2 > ka?, so for z ~ N(0,Id), by Proposition 3.2 with r
therein taken to be 1, for all s > 0 we have

Pr{[IHQ} 2|1 > kB +savk] < exp(—(s)).
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1/2
i

Given x ~ A, note that fi; — Iix = TI(@; — ;) + TIQ
above event,

z for z ~ N(0,1d). Thus, conditioned on the

18 — T < /Upean + VKB + K4 /as.
Next, for any i’ € S, and x ~ N/}, note that ,ﬁil—ﬁx = ﬁ(ili/ —,ﬂi)+ﬁ(ﬁi —,ui)+l?[Ql.1/zz for z ~ N(0,Id).
We have 1
LR — ) + TCE — 1)l = Nty — 5]l = 3/ Vrmean = 5 Il — il

where in the last step we used that AW > 6,/Umean- Thus, conditioned on the above event,

out —
—~ ~ 1
30— Tl = 5 Ity — il = /KB~ K/* a5

Provided that s > (%Ilm/ — il — v/ Tmean — VkB)?/avk, we have that ||, — x| < ||, — Dx||. As
Umean < %Ag’lﬁ and v kf3 < %Af,’jﬁ, it suffices to take s = %.
The second part of the Lemma follows by definition of t(x). O

Define c(Q(x) as follows. First note that we can’t directly use A;; — A; j as it has a term (Q;, K, — Kj)
which depends on the true covariance Q;. Likewise, the lower and upper bounds on A;;—A;; in Lemma 6.4
and Lemma 6.5 depend on the true covariances Q;, Q;.

Instead, we will brute force over guesses for these quantities. Henceforth, suppose we have access to
numbers {¢;;} satisfying

}tij —({Qi, K, _Rﬂ +(Q;—Q;,Q;" —Qj_l) —E)| <n
for sufficiently small parameter 1), where E is the error term from Lemma 6.4. Because
Q1. K; —IA(J‘> +(Q;—Q;,Q;" —Q;1> —E| S Bd/a+vefVd/a? S pd/a,

we can produce these numbers by brute-forcing over a grid of size (d/ an)o(kz). We will eventually take

AQ

out
= . 31
"= o057 31)

With these {t;;} in hand, given an index { € [n] into the partition {T;,..., T,,}, we define Qx)=b
if there exists some i € T}, such that

(x—ax)"(K; — I?]')(X —U(x)) < t;j—n

for all j & T,. If there exist multiple such b for which this is the case, then choose one arbitrarily. If no
such b exists, then set c(@(x) to be 0.

Corollary 6.7. For any i € S, N T}, and nonzero b’ # b, we have that

PHCQ(x) = b’ | P(x) = a] < 2k exp(—0(c*(a*/B°) - min |Q; — QI - min(1, &*/vE,,))).
i JELY

Proof. We can rewrite the conditional probability as

jlz}r[c(““)(x) =a]! -%r[c(“)(x) =qand Q) =b']< ZJP\’[r[c(”“)(x) =qand (Yx)=1],
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where we used Lemma 6.6 and the fact k - exp(—Q((Agﬁz)z/a«/E)) < 1/2. Note that

(1) (x) — @) — /1 — Sx) = T, @ () =
K{[C (x) =a and c"¥(x) = b] i; /P\’{[u(x) U and c*¥/(x) =b] (32)
= Z Z R}'[(x_‘a‘i/)T(ﬁj_ﬁj)(x_ﬁ‘i/) <tjy—nVjelk]] 33
i'€S, JETy
< D5 2 Pl =) TR ~R)(x—Fip) < =] (34)
i'€Sq JETY ~ "

<k exp(=Q2(c™(a*/B®) - min [|Q; — Qill; - min(1, a*/v,, ), (35)
b/
where in the last step we used Lemma 6.4. O

Corollary 6.8. Suppose that
AR > ¢ max(veoB2/a?, (AP0l 3 (B/a) Vo) (36)

out out

for sufficiently large absolute constant C > 0. Then for any i € S, N T}, we have that
P @(x) = 0| c(x) = a] < 2k* exp(—a*AR /).

1

Proof. We can rewrite the conditional probability as

j}?[r[c(“)(x) =a]™ -Rfr[c("“)(x) =a and c(Q)(x) =0]< 2/1?[r[c(“)(x) =a and C(Q)(X) =0],

where we used Lemma 6.6 and the fact k - exp(—ﬂ((Agﬁ’z)Z/aﬁ)) < 1/2. Note that

R{[c(“)(x) =qand c(Qx)=0] = ; PITB(x) = iy and c@(x)=0] (37)
< > 2 B (K R —Bp) = ;=] (38)
i'€S, j¢T,

We wish to apply Lemma 6.5 here. Consider any j ¢ T},. Note that
;=1 —(QuK —K)) 2 (Q; - Q. Q' — Q") — 20— E
> u((Q;—Q)Q ' (Q;—Q)Q; ) —2n—E
>(1/*)-11Q;—Qill —2n—E.
In Lemma 6.5, take s = (a?/8%) - lQ; — Q;ll- Then we can bound the above by
> (sB/a®) - {11Q; — Qillr V oo} + (AR B2 + AR5/ ap

By Lemma 6.5, this happens with probability at most O(k) - exp(—2(s)). There are at most k? terms in
the sum in Eq. (38), so the claimed bound follows by a union bound. O

We can now immediately conclude the proof of the main result of this section:

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Define c(x) as follows. Let a = c*)(x) and b = ¢ (x)). If b=0, or S, and T},
do not intersect, then define c(x) arbitrarily. Otherwise, if they do intersect, let U, denote the element of
the common refinement of S and 7 corresponding to S, N Ty, and define c(x) = t.

The bound on the misclassification error then follows from Lemma 6.6, Corollary 6.7, and Corol-
lary 6.8, noting that the condition of Eq. (17) ensures that the hypotheses of these components are
met. O

For convenience, we summarize c(x) in Algorithm 5 below.
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Algorithm 5: CLUSTERING

Input: Partitions S = {Sy,...,S,},7 = {T1,...,T,} of [k], estimates {(Ti;, Q;)}, thresholds {ti;}
Output: Clustering function c : R? — [m]

n — al/10082.

Let Uy, ..., U, denote the common refinement of the partitions S, 7.

Let IT denote the projector to the span of fi, ... , .
Define ¢ (x) to be the index a of the piece S, of S containing argmin; ¢ |4 — Ix]|.
Define t(x) to be ; for i = argmin;cp; 14 — Ix].
Define c(@(x) to be the index b if there exists i € Ty such that

(x — pix))T(K; _Rj)(x—ﬁ(x)) <tj—mnforall j&T,.
ifb=00rS,NT, =0 then

‘ Define c(x) arbitrarily.

9 else
10 Let U, denote an element of the common refinement corresponding to S, N T}.
11 return c(x) = t.
12 end

A AW =

o N

7 Score simplification

The main difficulty in providing a polynomial approximation of the score function arises when it involves
multiple Gaussians that are far apart. Without further structural assumptions about the function and/or
the underlying measure, the degree of the polynomial approximation depends on (1) the smoothness
properties of the target function (e.g., Lipschitz constant or higher-order derivative bounds) and (2) the
radius of the support over which the polynomial is guaranteed to be close to the target function.

Recall that the score function of a mixture M of k Gaussian distributions with means u,, ..., W, and
covariances Qy, ..., Qy is given by

k AN (s, Qi3 X)
s M) =— > w;(x)Q; (x—u;) where w;(x)= i > N _
; Zle AN (0, Qi3 %)

For simplicity, in what follows we will denote by N; the i-th component of the above mixture, N; =
N(w;,Q;). For Gaussian mixtures, the effective support of the score function is roughly proportional
to the radius of the parameter space which scales with the dimension and the parameter distance
poly(d,R). This is the case as we consider a mixture over d-dimensional Gaussians with mean and
covariances bounded (in parameter distance) by R. Moreover, the Lipschitz constant of the score function
can also scale as poly(d,R). Therefore, applying black-box polynomial approximation results (such as
Jackson’s theorem — see Lemma 8.2) would yield a polynomial of degree at least polynomial in the
dimension d and the parameter radius R yielding a trivial (exponential) runtime. Instead of using the
polynomial approximation results in a black-box manner, we will be constructing a piecewise polynomial
approximation of the score function where the partition is given by the clustering algorithm we designed
in Section 6.

In this section, we show that given the “rough” clustering function of Section 6 we can simplify the
score function inside each cell of the partition given by the clustering so that it is possible to prove the
existence of a low-degree approximation inside each cell. More precisely, we require that the clustering
function c(x) assigns each x € R? to one of n, subsets Uy, ..., Uy, of [k] that form a partition of the
original k components such that if V;, N; belong in different subsets U, and U, have to be at least

30



poly(f/a) - log(k/¢) far in parameter distance. In other words, we require that components in different
subsets of the partition have to be sufficiently separated. Moreover, for every i ¢ U,, we require that the
clustering function c incorrectly classifies a sample x ~ N as belonging to U, with probability at most ¢.
Under those assumptions, we show that for any given c(x) = t, we can “simplify” the score function by
removing the contribution of all components \/; that do not belong in U,.

In what follows, given a subset U, of indices of [k] we denote by M(U,) the submixture containing
the components N for i € U, and by s(x; M(U,)) the score function containing only the contribution of
components from Uy, i.e., N

s(x; M(U,)) = A;gi(x AL -
(x5 M(U) ZU e
The main result of this section is the following proposition showing that, inside each cell t of the partition
given by c(-), we can replace the original score function s(x; M) by the score function of the sub-mixture
s(x; M(U,)).

Proposition 7.1 (Score Simplification). Fix € > 0 and let M be a mixture of k Gaussian distributions
MNi, ..., Ni with mean and covariances ;, Q; such that for every pair i, j D,(N;, N;) = |l —‘U,j”% +11Q; —
Q,lI2 < R. Moreover; assume that for some a <1 < 3 it holds that ald < Q; < BId for all i € [k].

1. Let n. € [k] and let Uy, ..., U,_be a partition of [k] such that for every i € U, and j ¢ U, it holds
that D, (N;, N;) is larger than a sufficiently large absolute constant multiple of B4/ a?log(kpB/(as)).

2. Assume that ¢ : RY — [n,] is a e-approximate clustering function, i.e., Pyn;[c(x) = t] < & for all
tenJandi ¢ U,.

Define the following piecewise approximation to the score function

nC
s(x;¢()) = D s(x M(U) L{c(x) =t}
t=1
It holds that
B LlsGs M) —s(x; c()IE] < 0(k>*(B*/a)R) Ve.
Proof. We first observe that since Z';"Zl 1{c(x) =t} =1 for all x (i.e., each point x is only assigned to a
single set U,), we can write s(X) = Z'tlczl s(x)1{c(x) = t} and therefore, we have that

ne

B Llis() —s(x; CONHE ZXNEM[HS(X) — s MUDIIZ T{c(x) = t}].

t=1

We break down the total Lg error into the case where x was actually generated by a mixture component
that belongs to the set U, (as predicted by the clustering function c(x)) and the case where x was
generated by some mixture component that is not in U,. Recall that we denote by M” the joint density
of the indexed pair (i, x) where i corresponds to the index of the mixture component that generates x.
We have

E [lIs() =506 MU T{e(x) = t}] (39)
= B LSO M) =506 MIUDIP THe() = 6,1 € U] (40)
F B oSO M) =G MU 1{e() = £, ¢ U} (41)
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We first focus on the first part of the error, i.e., when the example x is generated by some component N;
that belongs to the set U,. We have

)EMJ[HS(X;M)_S(X;M(Ut))”z Hcx)=t,ieU}] < Z Ai XlEN[IIS(X;M)—S(X;M(Ut))llz]

i,X :
(%)~ €U,

< D iy B TG M) =65 MU

ieu,

where the last inequality follows by Jensen’s.
We show that as long as a component N; that we remove is far from the component i € U, in
parameter distance, their removal induces an exponentially small error in the score function.

Lemma 7.2. Let NVy,..., N, be Normal distributions with means W, ..., W and covariances Qq,...,Qy
such that for all i, ald < Q; < B1d. For any i € U,, it holds that

kB ( a? )
. _ . 41 < v . .
XA]?M[”S(X,M) s MUD)ILT S o ﬁZU:teXp T D,(N, N |

for some universal constant ¢ > 0. Moreover if i ¢ U, it holds that

k

/5 kﬂé a2
E [lls(M)—sGs MUDNZIS = >0 DN+ . exp| —c = D,(\,, ) | -
x~Ni o b VA b
Using Lemma 7.2 we obtain that
CE o [lsCs M) — s MU))PI{cx) =t} | i € U,]
(i,x)~ M/
1
<———— > 2./ E [lls0xM)—s(x; MU
\/ZieUt A iet, \/XNNf
5 . 13/4 o2 3/4p5 o2
<\/E[3’ Zleut i maxe—cFDp(Ni,Nj)<k B maxe—CFDp(M,/vj)’

6 ; ~ 6 ;
a ‘/ZiEUt A’i j¢U, a j¢U,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that ZieUt A?M <|U;, |1/4(Zi€Ut 2,34 < k1/4(2i€Ut A,)34,
Therefore, using this estimate we obtain that in the case where the sample is generated by some component
in U,, the error is

ne 1:3/435

2 7/4p35 2
maxe FE0e0N)  KTB” —ctan,,
~ a® jgy, ab

We next bound the error in the difference of the score functions when the clustering function makes
a mistake, i.e., c(x) = t but x is generated by N; for i & U,.
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)EMJ[”S(X;M)_S(X;M(Ut))”z He(x)=t,i ¢ U}]

(%)~

=22 _E [lstx M) =56 MU L{e() = t}]

i¢U, '
< Z A \/XEEM[HS(X;M)—S(X;M(Uf))ll‘ﬂ\/XFM[C(X) = t]
i¢U, i i
k
vkp® D NN
<2¢ Z?Li % Z D, (o, N2 + 1/4/5 Z oS FADNIAY)
igo, \ %\ e=texi i\ jeu, i

k 5/4@5
Sﬁ(ﬁmax Z Dp(Ni,Ner p )

2 6
a“ i¢U, (STiA a

where for the third step we used the fact that by our assumption it holds that Py, [c(x) = t] < ¢
when i ¢ U, and for the last inequality we used the fact that there are at most k elements that do not
belong in U, and, similarly to the previous derivation, the fact that ZieUt 7Ll.3/ t< IUtll/ 4(Zi€U[ Ai)?’/ <

k1/4(ZiGUt Ai)3/4' ]

7.1 Proof of Lemma 7.2

We first show the following lemma capturing the effect of removing a single component from the score
function. We show that the induced error is exponentially small in the distance of the removed component
j and the component i.

Lemma 7.3. Let NVq,..., N, be Normal distributions with means W, ..., W and covariances Qq,...,Qx
such that for all i ald < Q; <X B1d. Let M be the mixture of N1,..., N with weights A{,...,A;. Let c >0
be some universal constant. For all i # j, it holds that

i ()14 kp'° a?
B IsCs M) s T S e (_cﬁ D, NG Nj)) ,

where s/ (x) = s(x; M([k]\ j)) is the score function of the mixture after we drop the contribution of
component j. Moreover, it holds EXNN}[HS(X) - s_j(x)||g] < B2/ad Zif:l’#j Dp(/\/j,./\/()z.

By iteratively applying Lemma 7.3, and the (almost) triangle inequality ||a + bllg < 8||a||;r + 8||b||‘2l
we can remove all the components that do not belong in the set U, and obtain the error guarantee of
Lemma 7.2.

Proof Lemma 7.3. We first show the following claim bounding the gap between the original score function
and the version where we drop the contribution of a component. We remark that the following claim is
a pointwise fact about the score function and holds for every x € RY.

Claim 7.4 (Softmax Simplification). Moreover let Dy, ..., D, be non-negative weight functions on R¢ and
. . k k
g1, -, 8k be functions g; : RY — R%. Define s(x) =>.,_, g8;(x)D;(x)/(2;_, D;i(x)) and

k k

s (x)= Z gi(X)Di(x)/( Z Di(x))'

i=1,i#j i=1,i#j
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For everyi=1,...,k, it holds that

k
Is0—s 700l <8 > (2 )(D‘(")))ngl() ge(x)||4+s(i(()))ngj(x)—gi(x)n“,
£=1,0#]

where we denote by A(x) = Z D;(x) and B(x) = Zl Lizj DiX).

Proof. By a direct computation, we observe that

. D; £
s(x)—s_](x):%( Z 8(x )Df(x))
L=1,0#]

Adding and subtracting g;, we obtain that the above expression is equal to

k

D;(x) Dy(x)
A (gj(x)—gi(x)+€ 12# 300 &0~ gl(x»)

We observe that the normalized weights D,(x)/B(x) form a distribution over £ € [k] \ j and therefore,
using Jensen’s inequality, we obtain that

k k
Dé(x) _ _ 4 Dg(x) | ~ \
H EZlZ#j s (80— 00, < ZZIZ’Z# w0~ I

Combining the above we obtain the following upper bound for the ¢, error induced in the score function
when we remove the contribution of the j-th component. We use the fact that ||a+b||? < 8||a||‘21r + 8||b||‘2‘
to obtain:

||s(x)—s-f(x)||4_ )68 > l; (%) — gg(x))H +8llg;(x) — g:(II2)
L=1,0#]
k
<s 3 (D(x))( g0 ge(x)||4+8(A(( )))ng](x) gl

where for the last inequality we used the fact that D;(x)/A(x) < 1 for all x and Jensen’s inequality, since
Dy(x)/B(x) is a distribution over £ # j and || - ||;r is convex. O

Using Claim 7.4, with D corresponding to the component A in the statement of Lemma 7.3, we obtain
that we have to control the terms

2000 = [ A 0 - o1 “2

where S(x) = Zle AN, (x) and S/ (x) = S(x)— A #Nj(x). Moreover, we have to control the term

. AN (x)
(i.7) — J7 ) _ 4
8= E [( ) Jllg; 0 — g7 43)
Using the above notation, and Claim 7.4, we obtain that
. P k P
E [[ls(x)—s7@l2] <880 +8 > AGIO. (44)
XN (=10#]
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We first bound the term B®7). By Cauchy-Schwarz we have

AiN;(x)
[( JS(;)X

N 2 \1/2
< (xiEM[(AJSA(/;()X)) ]) (XE\G[”gj(X) - gi(x)“g])l/z
AT 1/2 /
s(ggﬁgﬁ?ﬂ) (J%pro—&umﬂfz
1/2

1 N;(x) 1/2
=k (XEEM[M(x)J+M(x)D (XEEM[llgj(x)—gi(x)||§]) ,

where the third inequality follows because the ratio of weighted densities is pointwise smaller than 1,
and the last inequality follows by the fact that A;V;(x)/(A;NV;(x) + A;N;(x)) < %i./\/j(x) [(N;(x) + N;(x))
for all x. NGO

We now need to control the following correlation between N; and V;, Ey. NJ[/\C(TNJ(X)] We show

B <
ST

Jlg; (0 — g:)lI3]

that as long as the parameters of \/; are far in £, from those of \j this correlation is exponentially small.
We prove the following claim.

Claim 7.5. Let N (u,, Q1) and N (u,, Q) be normal distributions with al < Q; < I, al <Q, < f3I. For
¢ =16(1+ B/a)?pB?, it holds that
g [ N0 1
XN (. QDN (X5 g, Q1) + N (X5 Uy, Q) B
Proof. We first observe that we can bound by above the correlation between the two normals by their
Hellinger distance. For brevity, we will denote A'(u,, Q) as A7 and N (uy,, Q5) as N,. Using the inequality
2tz/(t +2) < +/tz we obtain that Eypy [N2(3)/ (V1 (x) + No(x)] < %(1 —H?(N;,N;)), where H? is the
squared Hellinger distance between N; and N,. For two normal distributions, we have that

|Qy1/41Q, 14
1Q1/2 +Q,/2/1/2

where u = u; — u,. Assuming that Al.l and 7&1.2 are the eigenvalues of N, N,, we observe that we can
write

] < exp(—5 s — a3 ¢ 101~ Qul2).

1—HA (N, AG) = exp(—(1/8)u’ (Q,/2+ Q,/2) 'u),

1Qu"/41Qq "4 Sl Ay 11 A
= —logl = )| — = log| = + .
1Q1/2 +Qq /2|12 eXp(; 4 Og(xf) 21083 211.2))
We can now use the following inequality showing that as long as the ratio Ail / /ll.z is not very large the
above difference of logarithms behaves roughly as (1 — Ail / Aiz)z.

Fact 7.6. Let x > 0. It holds %rlogx —log(1/2+x/2) < —%%.

Proof. We first use the following integral representation of the logarithm difference

1 1 1 1 1 1 t=1
—Zlogx +=log(1/2+x/2)== | — ——dt== dt.
4087 8(1/2+x/2) 2 ), 1+t 2t 4 ), (I+0)t

We observe that if 0 < x < 1 we have that (1 + t)t < 2 when t € [1,x]. In that case, by using the
integral identity above, we obtain that —% log x + %10g(1/2 +x/2) < —(1/16)(1 —x)?. When x > 1 we
similarly obtain the upper bound —(1/8)(1 — x)?/((1 + x)x). Combining the two cases, we obtain the
inequality. O
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. . 1/4 1/4 —1/2 ~1/2
Using Fact 7.6 we obtain that % < exp( 16C2||Id Q, / Q,Q, / ||2), where C = 1+

max?z1 Al.l / Al.z <1+ f/a. Moreover, since Q;l > (1/)1d we obtain that

|Qy1/41Q, 1/ exp(
1Q1/2+Qy/2[1/2 ~ 1662/52

———— Qi —Q.l2).

O

In the following claim, we give a bound for the E, .\, [ll g (x)—g, (x)l|§] term that appears in the
bound of term B®7) of Equation (43).

Claim 7.7. Let N7 = N(uy, Q1), Ny = N(w,, Q,) and define g;(x) = QIl(x— W), 82(x) = le(x— u,).
Assuming that al < Qq,Q, < B1I, it holds

E 8100 - g:00013] 5 67/a*(101 — Qalf + 1y — i3
Moreover, for t > 2 we have
E 1510020015 5 08/ (101~ Qa7 + Iy — pilly)"
Proof. We first observe that

E [ls0-8005]= £ [10,"" - 0,0/ x+ Q) o —m)lis] = B [Ixl3],

where b = Qzl(u2 u,) and A = SST with S = Q, 1/2 Q;lQl/2 By Lemma 5.8 we have that

E A)[||x||;*] = tr(A)? + 2[|AlI + 2||AY?b|1? + |[b|2(1 + 2tr(A)) + 2b7 Ab + tr(b” bA)
X~

< 3[ISIl + IIblI3(1 + ISl + 51Sl13) < OISz + [IblI(1 + [ISI1Z).

We observe that [|S]|; = [|Q7"(Q2—Q1)Q;'Q12[lr < (8/a)? 1Q,—Q,|lr, where the inequality follows by
the fact that ||AB||z < ||Al|,||B||r and the spectral bounds on Q;, Q. Moreover, ||b|l, < (1/a) |, — Uy ll2,
since ||Q;1 ll, < 1/a. Therfore, we obtain that

E [ 118160~ 8:0118] £ (B*/e®)IQ1 — Qal} + lly — pall3(1/a? +(8/e)°l1Q1 — Qs })

S (B2/a®)(1Q1 — QallF + 2/l — 1 11311Q7 — Q212)
S (B%/a®)(1Q1 — QallF + llug — o l13)
Where for the last bound, we used the inequality x2 + 2xy < (x + y)?.

To obtain the second bound of the claim, we will use the standard hypercontractivity inequality for
polynomials (Fact 7.8).

Fact 7.8 (Gaussian hypercontractivity). Let p : R? — R be a polynomial of degree at most £. It holds
1/t 1/2
(BxenIp'®]) " < (6 =12 (Egun[p*)])

We have that p(x) = ||g;(x) — gz(x)||§ is a degree 2 polynomial and therefore the claimed bound
follows from the previous bound on ||g;(x) — g2(x)||‘2l = |p(x)|? and the hypercontractivity inequality of
Fact 7.8. O
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We can now apply Claim 7.5 and Claim 7.7 to the bound of Equation (43) and obtain the following
bound for some universal constant ¢ > 0O:

B> ¢ (1Q—Q; I2+u—u12)
BED 5 I (11Q; — Q112 + ll — |2 & i (1@ lerlimisl

\/_a

<

aZ
D (M N)Z e—C/j»_4Dp(N’i,N’j)
’_a j
< B e—(c/4)g—iDp(M,M)’

¥ Vhar

where for the last inequality, we used the fact that for all ¢ > 0, it holds that t2e™t < e™/4.

We now bound the cross-error term A0 of Equation Equation (42). We first observe that A0 (in
contrast with term B®) that we bounded previously) does not vanish when i = j. We first focus on the
case where i # j. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we obtain

N ANG(X) N\ ANy (%)
Al J,@:XPM[( JS(;) )( Sz—jix);

AN (X) 1/4 1/4 1/2
<(2[55N) (BLCEYN) T (& [1s0-se])

1 N(X) 1/4 N, (X) 1/4 1/2
Sﬁ(xlEM[M(X)JJr/\G(X)]) (XEEM[M(X){FM(X)D EACORICTH)

where the third inequality follows because the ratio of weighted densities is pointwise smaller than 1.
We remark that the last inequality holds true because in the case where i # j it holds that S™/(x) >

AiN;(x) + Ay Ny (x). We can now use Claim 7.5 and Claim 7.7 to bound each of the three terms of the
above expression for A%/ separately:

Jlgix) — gl

2 ; a 6 /OL2
A < P~ G0N D (NN VLA S D P Em)

aS+/A alo /A
where ¢’ is some universal constant and for the last inequality we used the fact that for all t,s > 0 it
holds that e 5t < 1/(se).
Putting together the bounds for A®7*) and B(®-) we obtain that

014 Zk: wi0) 4 gon) < KB ?
E [IsG)—sTli s S aiD 4 gl S——exp(—c—

We now work out the case where i = j (see the second estimate in Lemma 7.3). Using Claim 7.4, for
i = j, we obtain the following estimate

Dpovi,/vj)) .

E, [IIS(X)—s Tx)41<8 Z A(j,j,e).

In this case, we cannot guarantee that the weight terms A;N;(x)/S(x) and ANy (x)/S77 (x) will be
exponentially small and therefore we simply use the fact that they are at most 1:

0= 1 [ e - wo] < [ 050

~Nj
B> 2
p EDP(N’]’,/V@) ,
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where for the last inequality we used Claim 7.7. Substituting the estimate for A®/0) yields the claimed
bound. A

8 Existence and learning of a piecewise polynomial

8.1 Existence of a piecewise polynomial

In this section, we will show the existence of a piecewise polynomial approximation for the score
function. To show the desired polynomial existence result, we start by showing the polynomial existence
result for the score function of each subset U; and combine the results with the clustering guarantee
(Proposition 6.2) and the score simplification guarantee (Proposition 7.1) to obtain the result for the
complete mixture.

8.1.1 Polynomial approximation of a sub-mixture with small parameter distance

We will first obtain the result for a mixture M(U) where the mixture has |[U| = m < k components and
the parameter distance between any two components ||u; —w;l| + [|Q; — Q;[l < Ay, for all i, j € [m]. Our
main result of this section is the following proposition.

Proposition 8.1. Let M(U) be a mixture of m well-conditioned Gaussians wAithAaId < Q; X BId and
parameters satisfying |lu; — wll +11Q; — Qjllp < Ay for all i,j € [m]. Let {;, Q;, K}, be the estimates
of the parameters {w;, Q;, Ql._1 i | within parameter distance || — || + ||6i — Qi_1 |z + ||K~ — Qi_1 |lp <wv
and with the operator norm satisfying ||K; llop < é foralli € U. Then, there exists a polynomial p(x; M(U))

~ BZm2veAS ~  B2m2v A°
of degree O(——g—=) and coefficients bounded in magnitude by dR exp(O(—_5,—=)) such that for all X,
the following holds
[IIS(X;M(U))—§(X;M(U))||2] <e,

where the approx1matmgfunctlon is S(x; ./\/l(U)) = (X MUNL{B(x; U)} +K; J(x— ,u,l)]l{B (x;U)} for
some i € U where B(x; U) denotes the region B(x; 91, 02) of the polynomlal approximation for cluster U.
where B(x) : R — {0, 1} function that only depends on the estimates {l;, Ql,K HL

Observe that the score function for the mixture can be written as a product between linear functions
(i.e., Qi_1 (x—u;)) and the softmax function. We define the softmax function w : R™ — [0, 1]™ as follows:

CYl+0
wi(y;0)= 4 (45)
Y Z]—l € j+0 .
for some fixed parameters {6;}",. We start by showing that in this special case, the score can be
pointwise approximated by a low-degree polynomial over a bounded domain (Lemma 8.4 below).
For this, we will need the following classical polynomial approximation result for functions with
bounded gradients:

Lemma 8.2 (Multivariate Jackson’s Approximation, [NS64, DKN10]). For F : R" — R, define the modulus
of continuity
w(F,6)= sup |F(x)—F(y)l.

lIxll2,lIyll.<1
lx—yll<é

For any £ > 1, there exists a polynomial p, of degree { such that

sup |F(x)—p(x)| S e(F,n/l).

lIxll2<1
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To prove an upper bound on the coefficients of the polynomial, we will use the following result.

Lemma 8.3 (Coefficients of bounded polynomials, [BDBGK18]). Let p be a polynomial with real coefficients
on d variables with degree { such that for all x € [0, L]%, |p(x)| < R. Then, the sum of the magnitude of all
coefficients of p is at most R(2L(d + €))** for any L > 1.

We now show the polynomial approximation result for the softmax function and, as a consequence, for
the product of a linear function with the softmax function:

Lemma 8.4 (Polynomial Approximation). Let X be a subset of R and w;(y; @) be the softmax function
defined in (45). Let G(x) = (g;(x),...,&,(X)): R? — RY*™ pe such that |g:(x)||, < M for all x € X and
g;(x) is linear in x. Let r : RY — R™ with r = (r,(%),...,r,,(x)) be such that |r;(x)| < L for all x € X.
There exists a polynomial transformation q : R™ — R™ of degree at most O(LMm?/¢) such that for all
X € X it holds that ||G(X)w(r(x); 0) — G(x)q(r(x))||, < &. The sum of the magnitudes of the coefficients of
q is at most m exp(a(LMmz/e)).

Proof. The gradient of the softmax function is given by
owi(y;0) _ Jwi(y; 0)(1—wi(y;0)) if i=]
ay; —w;(y; 0)w;(y; 0) otherwise.

We conclude that ||[Vw;(y; 8)|| < /m for all i € [m] and any y € R™. Using multivariate Jackson’s
theorem (Lemma 8.2) for w;(y; ), we obtain that there exists a polynomial q(y) of degree £ such that

Nl

Lm
sup |w;(y;0)—q(y) S .

liyll<Lm

This implies that we have a set of polynomials {q;(y)}[~, of degree O LmTB/Z) such that for all y in
L,—ball of radius |ly|| < Lm, we have ||w(y; 8) — q(y)|| < ¢. Additionally, ||g;(x)||, < M implies that

IG(x)|| < M y/m. Therefore, we have
IGEIW(r(x)) — G(x)q(r(xX))ll; < [IG)I[[[W(r(x)) —q(r())ll, < M Vme.

We obtain the result by rescaling . To obtain the bounds on the sum of the magnitude of coefficients, we
use the fact that |q;(y)| < 2 for all ||y|| < Lm. Therefore, using Lemma 8.3, we obtain that the bounds on

m2 ~
the sum of the magnitude of coefficients is at most O((2Lm(m + LMm? )LME ) = exp(O(LMm?/¢)). O

&

Lemma 8.5. Let N(u;,Q;) be a Gaussian distribution with ald < Q; < PId. Let (HQ,QZ,RZ) and
(U3, Q3,K3) be any triplets of the same shape as (M,Ql,QIl) with condition that [[Ky||op, [Ksllop < é
Then, with probability at least 1 — & over x ~ N(u,, Q;), we have

= ~ = = = = 1
|||X—H2||% —||X—.U3||12A< —<Q1,(K2—K3)>| S BlIKy —Ks|plog —
2 3 5

1 ~ ~ 1 = = ~ 1.
+ (Il =Bl + lly = a1?) + v/ B log = (1K = Ks lopllty = Bl + — s — i)

Proof. For x ~ N(uy,Q;), we rewrite ||x—f12||% - ||x—ﬁ3||% by writing x = Q}/Zz+,u,1 for z ~ N(0,1d),
2 3
obtaining:

S 2 e 12 — 102,02 _n10l/2,2 2 2
I =FollZ —lIx—Bsllz =1Q, 72l ~11Q) I3+l —Foll? —lln — B2

1/2

- °. (46)
+2(Q1"%2) Ky (uy — i) — 2(Q1*2) R (g — )
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We would like to bound the first two terms in the above equation using Hanson-Wright (Proposition 3.2).
Using [|Qy]| < B, we have IIQl/ (K, —K3)Q,"”|
form zTQl/ (Kz K3)Q1 z, we have for any 6 > 0 that

| < BIIK, —K;||. Using Hanson-Wright on the quadratic

1/2_ 12 1212 = 5 = o 1
ZN(OM)[IIIQ ZII —lQ, ZIIR3 (Q1,(Ky —K3))| % BIIK, KsIIFlogE]S&

We simplify the sum of the last two terms in (46) to obtain

(Q1*2) "Ry (1 — Fip) — (Qy%2) Ky (y — is) = (Q1*2) T (K, — Ka) (i — i) + (Q1*2) "R (s — ).
47)
Using the bounds ||Q,||,, < 8 and ||K3||0p < 1/a, we can upper bound ||Q1/ (K2 K:;)(u,l )l S

VIR, —Rslop i — Biyll and 11Q2/*Rs (B — Bl S +/Bllfis — Byl /a. So with probability at least 15,
we have

||u3—u2||)
——).

A R . ~ 1. = .
10Q1*2) Rty — i) = (Q1*2) K (111 — )| < /B log IRy = Ryllop lits = Bl +
Putting everything together in (46) and assuming a < 1 and 3 > 1 to simplify, we obtain the result. [J

Lemma 8.6. Let M(U) be a mixture of m Gaussians with well-conditioned covariances ald < Q; < SId
foralli € [m]. Let A;, be an upper bound on the parameter distance between any two components, i.e.,
lw; — w1l +11Q; — Qjllp < Ay, for all i, j € [m]. Then, for x ~ M(U) and for any j € [m], with probability
at least 1 — &, we have

2

BA; m

1 -1 s

I[|x— .Ug||Q_1 llx— .Uq||Q_1 (Q1,(Q;" —Qy IS¢y where £ = azmlogg
_ _ R \/EA?H m

and [|(Q;' —QNx—u)ll S, where {p= 2 logg.

Combining it with Lemma 8.4, we obtain that there exists a polynomial p(x; M(U)) of degree O(@)
and coefficients bounded in magnitude by dR exp(5(%2mz)) such that

PYU)[HS(X;M(U))—p(X;M(U))II <g]>1-5.

Proof. Recall that the score function for the mixture is

hoder(Q) /2 Mo
s(x; M(U)) = Zwi(x)Qi_l(x—u,i) where  w;(x) = - L

i€ ZjGU A’i det(Qj)_1/2 e

We can rewrite the score function as s(x; M(U)) = s;(x; M(U)) + so(x; M(U)) + le(x— ;) where
$1(x; M(U)) and s5(x; M(U)) are defined as

- )
Ll
Q;

5106 MUY = D wi(x)(Q; ! — Q1 )(x— ) and 5,3 M(U)) = — > wi(x)Q7 (1 — ua)

ieUu ieU
=B gy =l [y +log ) +Hog 74
and w;(x)= ¢ : ) .
mo ROl +Hog( ) +Hog 7
1+ ¢ <
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We show the polynomial approximation result for s;(x; M(U)) and s,(x; M(U)) using Lemma 8.4. To
prove an upper bound on ||g;(x)|| in Lemma 8.4, we apply Lemma 8.5 for all j,{ € [m] and have that
with probability at least 1 — & over x ~ N(uy, Q) (and hence over x ~ M(U)), we have
_ _ _ _ m
|||X ‘ug”Q—l ||X nu’IHQ—l (Ql’le_Q11>| SﬁHle_Qll“Flogg
1 m _ _ 1
=ty =12 + Ity = 1)+ /B log ZUIQ; = Q1 opllbty = 1 + Iy = a1

Using [|Q; " [lop < 1/a for all i € [k], we have [|Q;" — Q7 !lr = [1Q7(Q; —Q1)Q7 'lIr < Ajp/a?, we have

AllQ; ' — Q7! ||F10g5 +— (IIMe il + g — 1)
m _ _ 1 BA; m
+v/Blog =(1Q;" = QM lopllity — il + —llpty — ) < —* log =
We add and subtract (Q, (Qj_1 — QIl ) on the left side and rearranging the terms and
2 -1 -1 B 12n m -1 —1
[llx— MJIIQ_l =l = (Qu (@ — QN S —5~ log = +11Qr = QullllQ; " — QI

ﬁAizn m
< ) 1083

_ _ A2
We have [I(Q;" — Q;)Q, I < “o

at

1(Q;" — Q1 )(x— )|l by expressing x = Q;/Zz + y for z ~ N(0,1d) to get:

. For a fixed ¢ € [m], when x ~ N(w,Q,), we can rewrite

Q7" — QN — )l < 1(Q; ! — Q7 HQ, 2!l + 1@ — Q7 M) (1 — )l (48)
Using Hanson-Wright (Proposition 3.2), with at least 1 — & probability over z ~ N(0,1d), ||(Q_1 —
Ql_l)Ql/zzH < ||(Q—1 Ql—l)Ql/2||F(1 +log%) < ‘/_A“‘ log 5. Using this bound in (48), with probability

at least 1 — 6 over x ~ M(U), we have

Bl Af
Q7" — QT HNx— Il S = " f gS@—ZIOg%.

We apply Lemma 8.4 to s;(x; M(U)) with the softmax function taking input r;(x) = —% ||x — ,u,j||2

_ _ Aj _ _
3=l +5(Q1. (Q' ~Q™) and 6, = log 3~ 1(Qu. (Q5* ~Q7 ) + 3 log @G- W take L and M

2 2
therein to be of order ﬁaA;“ log = and ‘/EZA = Jog ¥ respectively. We conclude that there exists a polynomial
transformation p; (x; M(U)) with degree O(LMm?/¢) = O({;{,m?/¢) such that with probability at least
1—6 over x ~ M(U), we have

lls1 G M(U)) = p1(x; M(U))I| < .

Note that the multiplication of (Qi_1 — QII)(X — ;) to the polynomial approximation of the softmax can
increase the sum of absolute values of coefficients at most by a factor of dRTm. The sum of absolute values
of coefficients of the polynomial transformation p;(x; M(U)) is dRTm exp(a(%zmz)).

We also have ||QIl(,U,j — )|l < Ay /a. We apply Lemma 8.4 for s,(x; M(U)) with the same choice
of r;j(x) and L but we take g;(x) and M as Qfl (uj — y) and Ay, /a. Therefore, we obtain that there
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pm2A3

exists a polynomial p,(x; M(U)) with degree 2 Jog & such that with at least 1 — & probability, we

1]
cad

have
llso(x; M(U)) — po(x; M(U))I| < €.
Combining the polynomials p,(x; M(U)) and p,(x; M(U)), we obtain the result. O

We define Vl(j )(X) to measure relative distance of j™ input of the softmax to its mean and Vz(j )(x) to
measure norm of (Q]._1 — Q;l)(x— ;) as follows:

VP00 2 k=l = Ix—palf = (Qu. (Q57 Q1)
V00 2 11Q5" =@ x— )l

We similarly define Vl(j ) and \72(j ) using estimates {, Qi, K-}i.‘:l instead of {u;, Q;, Qi—1 {.‘:1. Define B(-)

to be the indicator function for whether the input to the softmax is close to its mean and (Q]._1 —Ql_1 )(x—,u,]-)
is sufficiently small in norm:

k
B(x,0,,0,) = /\ BO(x,6,,0,) where BO(x,6,,60,) = 1{(|[v®)| < 0,) A (V%) < 6, )}
j=1

Observe that the polynomial approximation result of Lemma 8.6 holds when B (x,6;,6,) =1. We also
define B and BY) by replacing Vl(J ) and VZU ) with \710 ) and \710 ) in the definition of B and BY.
Following the parameters used in the proof of Lemma 8.6, we will take

1
a? o8 o)

A2
P log E)

Qlée( a? 6

0,20 (49)

Lemma 8.7. Let M(U) be a mixture of m Gaussians with ald X Q; < BId and parameters satisfying
s — wll +11Q; — Qjllp < Ay, for all i,j € [m]. Let {1, Q;, K;}L, be the estimates of the parameters
{M‘,Qi,Qi_l | within parameter distance ||t — ;| + 1Q; — Qi_lllF +|IK; — Qi_lllp < v and with the

operator norm satisfying IIKHOP < % foralli € U. Then, for any x ~ M(U), with probability at least 1 — 5,
the error in estimating Vl(J )(x) by \71(] )(x) (similarly Vz(] )(x) by \72(] )(x)) is upper bounded by

. BAZY?

VP00 -700| S0 where @ = —"—log,
_ L . ﬁAf¥ v3
|V2(J)(x) — VZ(J)(X){ S Wy where w2 = (;2 log%

Proof. The expression of Vl(j )(x) — \71(j )(x) can be rewritten as

VP00 =700 = (Ix—wll? = lIx—Byllg, — Qi Q5" —K;))
= (= 1§ — llx—Pll, = (Qr, Q1" —Ky)) (50)
+(Qy _QI’Q;l _Rj +K;— Q) +(Q,—Q.K, —IA(]‘>-

Using Lemma 8.5 by choosing N (u;,Q;) as N(uy, Q) and (fiy, Q,, Ky), (Ui, Q3,K;) as (;,Lj,Qj,Q]._l)
and (ﬁ,j,ﬁj,f{j) and applying the union bound over j,¢ € U, for ({,x) ~ M’(U), with at least 1 — &
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probability, we have

2 = -1_¢ m. 1.2 o m v
“|X_.u’j||Q;1_||X_.’~Lj”ﬁ]._<Q€,Qj —K;)| Sﬂvlog3+a(Ain+v )+ \/ﬁlogg(UAin“‘a)
_BARVE m
S . Ogg

For j =1 in the above equation, we also have

[l — puligs =X —Bullg, = (Qe, Q7" —Ky)| 5
Note that (Q; Ql,Kl K; i) Sv(v + =1) therefore, the last term in (50) can be upper bounded as

UzAin
a2

(Q Q1,Q_1—K +K;— Q") +(Q; — Q1K —K))| 3

When z ~ N(0,1d), using Hanson-Wright (Proposition 3.2), we have ||(Qj_1 QIl)Ql/Zzll2 S == ﬁ log 5
with probability at least 1 — . Additionally, we have ||(u, — ,u,j)(Q_1 -Q7 l)T(Q_1 Ql_l)Ql/2|| S
VB Af’n/ a*. Therefore, with at least 1—6 probability, we obtain |(uy ,U,J)(Q Qll)T(Q_1 Qfl)Ql/ 7] <

% log = Moreover, ||(Q171 - QIl)(u,,Z - udj)ll2 < ﬂA?n/a . Therefore, for x ~ M(U), with probability

at least 1 — &, we have

At

— — ﬂ in
1Q7 ' — QT Hx—w)II* S — log = 6D

Similarly, for any ¢ € [m], we have ||(K; —K))Q,*II2 § BUIK; — Q711 + IRy — Q|2 + 1Q;* —
Q1_1||2) S (v + AZ -/ a*). Using Hanson-Wright inequality (Proposition 3.2) for z ~ A/(0,Id), with
probability at least 1 — §, we have II(K K1)Q1/22||2 S(B vaizn log(m/5))/a*. We also have ||(u, —
[.L])(K Kl)T(K Kl)Ql/2 VB + AW+ A, a?)? S \/—U3Af’n/a4 This implies that with
probability at least 1 — &, we have |(w ,u])(K Kl) (K —-K )Q1/2| < ‘/_U Vbva log =. We also have

2

||(K —K; )y — ,uj)llz < A2 (v + ) S ‘“ . Combining all the bounds, for x ~ M(U), with probability
at least 1 — &, we have

3 A4
~ ~ VA m
—~ mn
I(K; —K)x—u)ll < o log -
Combining this bound with (51), we obtain the result. O

We now prove our main proposition of this section.

3
Proof of Proposition 8.1. We set 91 = ﬁA log 5 and 92 = czﬂ Y i log 5 for some large constant c;

and c,.
o E 56 MU = p s MU B, B, 62) = 1} =Ry (x— ) 1B (x, 81, 62) = O3]

= E_[lls(xMU))—p(x; MU)IPI{B(x, 0, 6,) = 1}]
x~M(U)

+ B TIses M)~y (= B)IPL (B, 61, 6,) = 0)]
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Lemma 8.7 gives us that |\7(j )(x)| < 51 implies that V) (x) < §1 + wl forall x and forall j € U and hence,

2 3
B(x, 01 + w, 92 + w,). We apply Lemma 8.6 with {; as clﬁA log s and {, as czﬁ in log% and

obtain that there exist a polynomlal p(x; M(U)) of degree O( Prmy B log? =) and coefficients bounded
in magnitude by dR exp(O(—m log? =) such that the followmg holds:

E 1506 M(U)) = pOs MUNIP{B(x, 61, 02) = 1} 5

We can upper bound the error when B(x, 51, @2) = 0 using Cauchy-schwarz inequality as follows:

E 4 llsG6 MU = Ry (x = B)IP14B(x, 61, 02)}]

1/2

(B [lIs0s MUY —Ryx—)I*1)  (PriBx, By, 8) = 01)
x~M(U) ) 1 U s Y15 V2

We know that Pr,, M(U)[E(x, 51, 52) = 0] < 6. We upper bound the other term as follows:

E(U)[IIS(X;M(U))—E(X I 42 E [IIQ_I(X ) — Ky (x—1)II1*]. (52)

Writing x in terms of standard Gaussian z ~ N(0,Id) for any i,{ € [m], we have
[||Q—1(Q”2z+ by — 1) — Ky (Q %z + py — )||]

E [lIQ;" - K;)Q, %2lI*T + 1Q7 (g — )II* + 11Ky (g — 1)1

2 4 4 2 2,474
/3 in 2 4 A Ain < [3 v Ain
~ ﬁ v + 4 ~ 8 1)
a8 a a

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 5.8 and [|(Q;! —K; )Q1/2||4 SB2UQ —Q I+ 117 —

K, ||4) S ‘“ + B2v*. Putting together the above bounds, we obtain that there exists a polynomial p(x)
such that

E U)[IIS(X;M(U))—p(X;M(U))ﬂ{B(X;M(U)) =1} K (x— 0 ) L{BEM(U) = 0}I”]  (53)

B2utAd
$ £+ \/ETIH (54)
Choosing 6 = /54;%, we obtain the result. O

8.1.2 Piecewise polynomial approximation of the complete mixture

The goal of this section is to prove that there exists a piecewise polynomial that can approximate the
s(x; M). More precisely, there exists s(x; M(U,)) when used with the c(-), s is e-approximate to the true
score function s, i.e.,

E_[llsts M) =8, c(DI] <,

where s(x, c(+)) is defined as

M

8(x, () = > 80 M(U) L{c(x) = t}

t=1
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We will bound the error for every subset U,. The error for the subset corresponding to U, can be
decomposed into an error due to the score simplification of M to M(U,) and an error due to the
approximation M(U,) to the piecewise polynomial score function.

E _[lIsC M) =306 MUDIPL{c(x) = t}]
= E [lIsGs M) =5t MUDIPL{) = t}] (55)
+ E_[lIsC MU)) =8, MUDIPI{e(x) = t}]. (56)

Recall that the score simplification (Proposition 7.1) bounds the term in (55). We rewrite (56) in two
parts, when samples are coming from M(U,) and M(Uy) as follows

EEM [lIs(x; M(U,)) —S(x, M(U))I*1{c(x) = t}]
=PrjeU,]- E, )[lls(x;M(Ut))—’s\(x;M(Ut))llzn{c(x) = t}] (57)

X~

+Pfjet] E L [lsts MU =806 MUDIPL{) = ] (58)

The term in (57) is upper bounded by ¢ using Proposition 8.1. In the following Lemma, we upper bound
the term in (58).

Lemma 8.8. Let M be a (a, 3, R)-well-conditioned mixture and let U, C [k] be a subset of components.
Assume that the clustering function ¢ : R? — [n,] satisfies Pry oy [c(x)=t] <6 foralli¢ U, and t € [n].
Then, we have

/52

[llsCx M(UD) =80 MU IPIH{cx) = t}] 5 EkS(UAmR)“\/E-

X~ M(Uc

Proof. The term in (58) can be upper bounded by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality as follows:

E(Uc)[lls(x;M(Ut)) — 3% MU)IPL{c(x) = t}]

X~

<

[llsC MU =305 MEUDI*1{e00) = 03])"” [ = e]"2.

(x ~M(Ug
Using the definition of s(x; M(U,)), we can simplify the first term as

L [IIS(X M(U)) ~ 505 MUD)II?]

x~M(U7)
= B [||s(x M(U)) = p(x; MU L{B(x; U,)} ] (59)
+ [lIsG6 M(UD) =K (x = B)II*1{B* (x; U,)}]
X"-'M(Ut)

The first term in (59) is upper bounded by £*. The second term in (59) can be upper bounded by

[llsGs MU ~Rix =B <k >

jeU

[1Q; " (x— ) —Ki(x— g)I*].

x/\/t(t M( )
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We can upper bound x ~ N (uy, Q,) by writing it in terms of the standard normal z ~ N(0, Id):

E “x—w)—K(x— o)l
x~N(,ue,Q,3)[||QJ (x— ) —Ki(x—wp)l*]

S E 1_K)QMV 2t L — w4 + IR (e — T4

~z~N(o,1d)[”(QJ JQ, 2 :|+||Q] (g — )™ + 11K (g — )l
1 5 \11/2)4 R* a4 4

S QT —K)Q T+ 2 + BTRT+ A7)

R* ([R*+vH
@ a

A

ﬂz(A—?“ + v4) +

a8

2
S (AR
a
Additionally, we have

Pr c(x)=t|< max Pr [c(x)=t]<6.
x~M(U§)[ () ] jelkl:j¢u, X~N;[ () =t]

Combining Equation (59) with the above bound, we obtain the result. O

Proposition 8.9. Let M be (a, 3, R)-well-conditioned mixture and then, there exists a piecewise polynomial
S(x; c(+)) such that it satisfies
E[ls6s M) =305 cOMIP < e,

where S(x, c(+)) is defined as

ne

8(x,c(-)) = Y 80 M(U,)) L{c(x) = t}

t=1
and $(x; M(U,)) = p(x; M(U))L{B(x; M(U,)) = 1}
+ IA(j(x—ﬁ,j)]l {B(x; M(U,)) =0} forsome je U, and B defined in Equation (49)

Moreover; every polynomial p(x; M(U,)) has the degree at most poly( af k logR) and coefficients of the

€

polynomials are bounded in magnitude by poly(d) exp(poly(3 fnﬁns logR)).
Proof. Combining Equation (57), Equation (58) and Lemma 8.8, for a fixed t € [n.], we have
E [Ils(x‘M(U )) =s(x, M(U))|I*1{c(x) = t}] Se+ ﬂ—sz(vA- R)4\/g. (60)
x~M ’ ‘ ’ ‘ a8 .
We now combine the bound of the above equation with the score simplification guarantee. The score

simplification guarantee (Proposition 7.1) assumes that the clustering function c : R? — [n.] satisfies
Pry oy [c(x)=t] <6 foralli ¢ U, and t € [n.]. and obtains that

_E [5G M) = s(x cIE) < Ok¥4(B*/aIR) V5,

Combining the above bound with Equation (60), we have

/53

E, [ls06 M) =80, cONIP] S ke + 5k (0ARR)'6. (61)
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Using clustering guarantee from Proposition 6.2 for any t € [n.],i € U, and t’ € [n.] and t’ # t, we have

(A(M))Z a6(A(Q))2 aZA(Q) ))

out out out

P =t]< P t] < k3 exp(—©
P [ =1 Pric6o # ] <k exp( (=22 A —pe = A=
Recall that Vpean S B/ Amin and Vegy S k32 /A i + k*alogR. Therefore, we choose Afflﬁ and Aggg for
some large constants ¢; and c, as follows which satisfies the conditions in Proposition 6.2.
vk kR *k?logR . kR
Agﬁﬂ =0 p log P and Aggt) =c, P o8 log p .
Amin Amina‘g aBkmin Amina‘g

We also choose Al(r‘f Y IN 1 and AEI?) = kAW Using the chosen values of A and A9, we have

ou out* out out»

Pr{c(x)=t|j ¢ U] < ¢ P"ly(%) ‘

Using this bound in Equation (59), we have

E [l1s(¢; M) =5(x, (DI ] S ke

Rescaling € as €/k and using A;, = Af# )+ Ai(l?) and U = Upean + Veoy iR Proposition 8.1, we obtain the
result. A

8.2 Learning polynomials using denoising objective

The goal of this section is to provide details about our learning algorithm using denoising objective.
Recall that to sample from the data distribution, the diffusion reverse process uses an approximation to
the score function V,logq,(x). To learn the score function, we minimize the following DDPM objective
in which one wants to predict the noise z, from the noisy observation x,, i.e.

min L(g) = E [||s:x)+ 62)
geg X0,Z¢

=il
1 —exp(—2t) .

Given parameter candidates {(ﬁi,(/ii)}f:l and a clustering function c(-), our learning algorithm
minimizes the following empirical loss

1, (ip) e () (D)
min - » L PG,,x7,2)
PO MU)) n; ©obTen
Vie[k] (63)

o~ Z 2
806 6()) + — e [ W] < Ry 2]l < R,
v 1—exp(—2t)

for some large choices of R, R, = poly(dR7/¢)¢. Clipping the loss for large values of ||x,|| and ||z, || is
for analysis purposes and in fact, we show that the choice of the value of R, and R, are sufficiently large
such that the unclipped loss will be at most O(¢) in expectation.

where =

Proposition 8.10. Let M be a (a, 3, R)-well-conditioned mixture. Then, for any €,5 > 0 and noise scale

. : . ly( LklosR PN
t > ¢, there exists an algorithm that runs in O(d"° ¥(aeTmin )poly(log %)) and returns a score function's, such

that with probability 1 — 6 over samples generated from the mixture M, we have

E L) = Vylogq ()] < & (64)
The algorithm to learn the score function takes input as noise scale t, target error € and confidence 6 and it
is given by
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* Obtain a candidate list of parameters YV < CRUDEESTIMATE
* Brute force over the parameter candidate list (U, 61) v (s Qk) ew

— Brute force over number of mean-based partition (m), number of covariance-based partition (n),
mean-based partition S = {S1,S,,...,Sy} and covariance-based partition T ={T,,..., T, }

% Brute force over possible thresholds {tl-j}i.‘j:1 in range [—c %, c%] for some large constant
c.

- Clustering function ¢ « CLUSTERING(S, T, {(U;, Qi)}i.‘zl, {ti,j}i'(jzl)
- 'S, « minimizer of empirical loss Equation (63).

- Compute the validation loss on the fresh samples for's,.

In the end, the algorithm returns the s, which has minimum validation loss across all brute force
candidates.

8.3 Generalization error analysis

As we can decompose the learning problem into learning a polynomial in the piece given by the clustering
function c(-), we can start the generalization error argument by considering the loss function restricted
to a fixed piece of the polynomial.

Observe that the DDPM objective can be unbounded in general however, the loss becomes bounded
assuming that ||x,|| < R, and ||z,|| < R,. Therefore, we first derive the generalization error bound when
we restrict the loss function to points ||X,|| < R, and ||z,|| < R, and then argue that the points outside of
this region follow with a small probability because of the sub-Gaussian tail of the mixture model outside
an appropriate radius.

To simplify the notation, we define the clipped loss and clipped loss restricted to a particular piece as

. 2
lip) 5
L5 x,,2,) = Hs(xt,c('))Jr H L{lIx [l < Ry, llzll <R}

Z¢

v 1—exp(—2t)
Zt

v 1—exp(—2t)

Similarly define LECHP)(’S\, X,,Z,U;, B) by replacing B with B¢. Recall that for the region where 1{c(x,) =
i,B(x,, Uj)} =1, 8(x, c(+)) is simplified to p;(x,).

. 2
1 ~ S5 ~, Lo
LG %, 20, U, B) = 505, () + | 1et0) = 1, Bxe, U, Il < Rz < Ry},

Lemma 8.11 (Sample complexity). Assume that the sum of absolute values of the coefficient of the
polynomial is M. Then, choosing Ry,R, = ©((fRd/a)log(1/5")) for some 6’ > 0 and taking number of
samples n > poly( dMRP log %)poly(# log %)2, with probability at least 1 — & over samples, we have

A€tnin

n

RN 1 S0) . .
E [LECIIP)(S,XUZt)] S ;ZLEChP)(S’X(l) ZEI))+€'

t
X¢,Zt :
i=1

Proof. Denote 0 as coefficients of the polynomials and ¢ (x) denote the monomials up to degree £. Then,
we know that ||0]|, < ||@]]; < M. Additionally, the bound on ||x|| implies that ||¢(X)|lco S Rf(. This
implies that ||¢ (%)|l, S (dR,)¢. The Lipschitz constant LEChp ) for each coordinate can be upper bounded
by

dMR,(dR,)" - dMR,(dR,)"

V1—exp(—=2t) VTmin

IVLEP(E,x,,2,, U, B)I| S
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Additionally, we have ||L
/3Rd

(Chp)H < M for any ||x,|| < R, and ||z,|| £ R,. We choose R,,R, <

log(1/8") for some &6’ > 0 and apply standard generalization error analysis result using Rademacher
complex1ty for linear function class (e.g., see [SSBD14]). If we choose the total number of samples n to

4 40
satisfy n > % log %,then with at least 1 — ¢ probability, we have

(clip) = = 1 (clip) g (@) (D
E L6 x,2,,5,B)] < nzle & xD,20,5,B)+ ¢
1

for all j € [n.]. Using a similar argument to prove the boundedness of LECHP)(E, X, Z¢,S j,ﬁc), we also
obtain .

(clip) o B 1S (eip) g B
E [L; 1 (s,x,, Zt,Sj,BC)] < - Z L; 1 (s, %, Zt,Sj,BC) + €.

X¢,Z
t &t .
i=1

Because 1{c(x,) = j} for any single j for all x,, combining these bounds for all j € [n.] for n >, we have

. . 1 .
B [P x,20) < 2 D TLE A0, 20 46
n

Xt,Zt i=1
O

Proposition 8.12. Let M be an (a, 3, R)-well-conditioned mixture. Then, for any € > 0 and any noise scale

d POIY( ae lmm )

t > tpnin = a€/R, there exist an algorithm that takes number of samples n > (log ) and runs in

sample-polynomial time and returns a score function s, such that

g[||vxlogqt(xt)_/S\t(xt)”z] <e

Proof. We define the loss function outside the radius ||x.|| = ﬁ Rd log = 5 or ||z = /5 Rdy, Si
(out) p~ —~, Z; ﬁRd 1 ﬂ Rd 1
100G x2) = [0 )+ e 10l 2 B tom 5 v 2 B o8 1)
t t> 4t t 1—exp(—20) t 5 Z 5
The L") can be simplified as
Rd
E (1@ x,2)]| < E 180, I 1{lx ]l = ’5—1 0z~ }] (65)
Xt Z; 19)
1 5 BRd, 1
o E Izl 1{llzell = =~ log 7 } ] (66)

The second term in the above equation can be upper bounded by (Pr{||z|| > R,})Y2(E[ ||z, ||*])}/? < V&d.
To upper-bound the first term, we first upper-bound E, [||p(x,, M(S j))||4]:

d

E[Ipee MESDI*] < ME[Il¢ Gl < mta’ ( max B[] Tix])

: < ;
vivi<ae -3

d
<M*d* max H(E[lxgi”“d])l/d

: <
v:||v]|; <4¢ im1

Using Gaussian hypercontractivity (Fact 7.8), we can simplify E [lx(l)l"l ] S Zle A;(v;d)id(BR)VIY <
(4¢dBR)*4. Using this bound in (65), we have

E LG %, 20| $ V6 tind + Md (4dBRI VG

Choosing &’ = poly(et i,/ (dM(4d BR)"), we obtain the result. O
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