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QUOTIENT EM UNDER MISSPECIFICATION:
TIGHT LOCAL RATES AND FINITE-SAMPLE BOUNDS IN GENERAL
INTEGRAL PROBABILITY METRICS

KOUSTAV MALLIK

ABSTRACT. We study the expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm for general latent-variable
models under (i) distributional misspecification and (ii) nonidentifiability induced by a group
action. We formulate EM on the quotient parameter space and measure error using an arbitrary
integral probability metric (IPM). Our main results give (a) a sharp local linear convergence
rate for population EM governed by the spectral radius of the linearization on a local slice, and
(b) tight finite-sample bounds for sample EM obtained via perturbed contraction inequalities
and generic chaining/entropy control of EM-induced empirical processes.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Misspecification, symmetry, and distributional error criteria. Let X denote an
observation space and let {pg(z,2) : 6 € ©} be a dominated family of latent-variable models on
X x Z, with observed marginal pg(x) = [ pg(x, z) dz and induced distribution Py on X. Given
ii.d. data Xq,..., X, ~ P* from an arbitrary distribution P* on X, consider the population
(cross-entropy) objective

(1) ®(0) := Ex~p-|logps(X)].
When P* ¢ { Py}, the appropriate statistical target is the KL projection set
(2) O = argmax®()) = argmin KL(P*| Pp),

fcO 0co

where the equivalence follows from the elementary identity KL(P* || Py) = Ep+[log p*(X)] — ®(0).
In misspecified settings, © may be non-singleton and the curvature of ® at © need not correspond
to any “true parameter”; nonetheless © is the canonical benchmark for both statistical and
algorithmic analysis [5, 6].

A second structural feature is nonidentifiability induced by symmetry. We model nonidentifia-
bility by a group action G ~ © satisfying observed invariance

(3) Pg.g = Py, Vge G, 6 €0.

Invariance (3) arises in finite mixtures (label switching), symmetric mixtures (sign flips), and
factor models (rotations), among many others. Under (3), the map 6 — Py factors through the
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quotient ©/G := O/G, and the statistically meaningful estimand is the orbit [#] € ©/G rather
than the ambient parameter 6. This elementary observation has a consequential implication: any
error criterion that distinguishes points within a single orbit cannot be an appropriate target
for consistent estimation (and is typically incompatible with any meaningful algorithmic rate
statement). Accordingly, our analysis is formulated on ©/G; see also recent symmetry-aware
estimation frameworks in related contexts [7].

A third feature, closely tied to misspecification and nonidentifiability, is the choice of error
metric. Rather than measuring error in an ambient parameter norm, we measure discrepancy
between distributions using an integral probability metric (IPM) generated by an arbitrary
function class F,

(4) dr(P,Q) = sup [Epf —Eqf|.
JeF

This framework encompasses total variation, bounded-Lipschitz and Wasserstein-type metrics,
and kernel-based IPMs, among others [8, 9]. Because of (3), dr induces a canonical quotient
metric

(5) dr([0],[0']) == dr(Ps, Py),

and the natural performance criterion relative to the misspecified target is the distance-to-set
functional
(6) dist#([0],©/G) = inf dz([6], [0]) = mf dr(Py, Pp).

0O
The aim of this work is to establish sharp local algorithmic rates and finite-sample guarantees for
EM in the general regime described by (2)—(6): arbitrary misspecification, group nonidentifiability,
and an arbitrary IPM.

1.2. EM maps and the quotient state space. The EM algorithm is classically derived as
a minorization—maximization scheme for the observed log-likelihood [4, 12]. Given a current
iterate 6, define the population surrogate

(7) Q(0';0) := Ex~p+ |Ezp,(.|x) log por (X, Z)], M(9) € areg%aXQ(Q';G),
e

and define sample analogs (Qn, M, ) by replacing the outer expectatlon in (7) by n~! o). The
fundamental ascent property—® (M (0)) > ®(0) and P, ( M, (6)) > ®,,(0) for exact M-steps—is
well known [4, 12].

Nonasymptotic analyses of EM typically proceed by (i) proving that the population EM operator
is contractive on a basin around a target point, and (ii) showing that the sample operator is
a uniform perturbation of the population operator on that basin [1]. Under misspecification,
the appropriate target is the projection set (2) and the relevant local geometry is governed by
the curvature of the misspecified objective at that set [5, 6]. In the presence of symmetry (3),
however, both ® and 6 — Py are constant along orbits, and the natural state space for EM is
the quotient ©/G. A first step is therefore to show that EM descends to a well-defined quotient
operator (possibly set-valued), and to formulate contraction and perturbation results directly in
quotient-compatible coordinates.

We adopt a local “slice” strategy: in a neighborhood of interest in ©/G, select a measurable
section .S C O that intersects each orbit exactly once. This eliminates tangential directions along
group orbits and yields locally identifiable coordinates in which linearization and sharp local
rates are meaningful. The quotient/IPM formulation then yields guarantees that are invariant
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by construction under nonidentifiable directions, and are directly interpretable as distributional
convergence.

1.3. Contributions and main results. We summarize the contributions in terms of the
quantitative constants appearing in the theorems.

(1) Quotient IPM formalism and EM well-posedness. Under (3), the quotient IPM (5) is
well-defined and induces the canonical error criterion (6). Under mild equivariance conditions,
EM induces a quotient map M : ©/G — ©/G (possibly set-valued), and retains ascent for ® and
®,, (Section 5). These results formalize the basic requirement that any EM analysis in symmetric
models must be orbit-invariant.

(2) Sharp local linear rate for population EM (spectral-radius governed). Let T' denote
the slice-restricted population EM map near a fixed-point representative 6* € S. Assuming
differentiability of T at 6* and p(DT'(6*)) < 1, we prove that for any € > 0 there exists a
neighborhood in which

(8) 16: — 6*[| < C-(p(DT(6*)) + )]0 — 6%,

for all initializations fy in that neighborhood. The rate constant p(DT'(6*)) is the correct sharp
linear factor for smooth fixed-point iterations (Section 6).

(3) Convergence in an arbitrary IPM. To translate (8) into a distributional statement, we
assume a local regularity modulus for the model map 6 — P, into dr on the slice basin (e.g.,
local Lipschitz continuity). This yields geometric decay of dz(Py,, Pp~) (and the corresponding
quotient distance-to-set) with the same geometric factor as in slice coordinates. We also provide
a distance-to-set formulation that avoids choosing a representative when ©/G is set-valued
(Section 7).

(4) Tight finite-sample bounds for sample EM via perturbed contractions. On a
contraction basin where T is v-contractive, we treat sample EM as a perturbation 7}, of T" and
show that a uniform operator deviation bound

sup | T, (0) — T(0)|| < An(6) with probability at least 1 — &
0eB

implies the exact perturbed-contraction bound

1—
1—
and therefore an IPM bound of the same form after transfer. The amplification factor (1 — )

in (9) is unavoidable for bounded additive perturbations of contractions and is therefore the
correct notion of tightness at this level of generality (Section 8).

(9) 16: = 6*1| < [l — 6*]] +

t
A (6),
5 (9)

-1

(5) Operator deviation bounds via EM-induced empirical processes (generic chaining).
The deviation term A, (d) is controlled not by F itself, but by an EM-induced class H (typically
involving gradients and/or Hessians of the EM surrogate over the basin). We derive high-
probability bounds of order

log(1/9)

N H, Lo(P*
(10) sup [(P, — Pyp| < 2Ly B0

heH ~ vn
with corresponding bracketing-entropy variants; see [10, 11]. This form is essentially the sharpest
available for general function classes, and it clarifies why complexity control is necessary when F
(and hence H) is allowed to be arbitrary (Section 8).
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(6) Extensions and limits. We discuss algorithmic variants (inexact EM, approximate E-steps,
stochastic EM, regularization, annealing, multi-start) and show how the quotient contraction
framework yields corresponding guarantees. We also include an impossibility statement for-
malizing that, absent complexity control (e.g., bounded 79 or entropy integrals), no uniform
finite-sample guarantee in a general IPM can hold. Where appropriate, we connect to algorithmic
stability [3] and global convergence templates for nonconvex alternating schemes under KL
regularity [2].

1.4. Organization and notation. Section 3 introduces the model, misspecification target,
and IPMs. Section 4 develops quotient geometry, the quotient IPM, and local slices. Section 5
establishes quotient well-posedness of EM and ascent properties. Section 6 proves sharp local
linear rates for population EM via linearization on a slice, and Section 7 transfers these rates to
general IPMs, including distance-to-set formulations. Section 8 provides finite-sample guarantees
for sample EM via perturbed contractions and generic chaining/entropy bounds for EM-induced
classes. Section 9 treats extensions, and Section 1.3 records lower bounds and asymptotic
refinements.

Notation. We write [#] for the orbit of #, ©/G = ©/G for the quotient, and S for a local section.
Constants ¢, C may change from line to line. All probability statements are with respect to
X1,..., X, ~ P* unless stated otherwise. “Sharp” refers to spectral-radius governed local linear
rates for smooth fixed-point maps, and “tight” refers to the exact perturbation amplification
(1 —~)~! for bounded additive perturbations of contractions.

2. RELATED WORK

The results in this paper draw on several well-developed literatures: classical EM theory
(ascent and convergence), nonasymptotic analyses that relate sample EM to population EM,
misspecification and singularity effects on EM rates, symmetry /nonidentifiability and orbit-space
viewpoints, distributional metrics (in particular IPMs) and their empirical estimation, and
empirical process tools (generic chaining/entropy) that yield sharp uniform deviation bounds.
We review only what is needed to (i) position our contributions precisely and (ii) justify the
technical choices made in Sections 4-8.

2.1. Classical EM: ascent, fixed points, and convergence. The EM algorithm was intro-
duced by Dempster, Laird, and Rubin as a general procedure for maximum likelihood estimation
with latent or incomplete data, with the fundamental monotonicity property that the observed-
data likelihood does not decrease under exact M-steps [4]. Wu established broad convergence
guarantees for EM, including conditions under which the likelihood sequence converges and
limit points of the iterates are stationary points of the observed likelihood [12]. These classical
foundations motivate our use of EM as a majorization—maximization scheme and underwrite the
ascent statements formalized in Section 5.

2.2. Modern nonasymptotic EM: population-to-sample perturbation theory. A central
theme in contemporary analyses is to treat sample EM as a perturbation of the population
EM map: (i) establish contraction (or more generally stability) of the population operator on a
basin, and (ii) control the deviation between the sample operator and the population operator
uniformly on that basin. Balakrishnan, Wainwright, and Yu developed a systematic version of
this program and derived finite-sample guarantees for EM in canonical latent-variable settings [1].
Our finite-sample results in Section 8 adopt this perturbation viewpoint; however, we formulate it
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on the quotient state space and in an IPM, which requires quotient-compatible stability notions
and distributional transfer moduli.

2.3. Misspecification and singularity effects on EM rates. Under misspecification, EM
ascends the cross-entropy objective (1) and converges (when it converges) to the KL projection
set (2) rather than to a ground-truth parameter. Dwivedi et al. established sharp guarantees
for EM under misspecified Gaussian mixture models and analyzed how model mismatch alters
contraction behavior and basin geometry [5]. Subsequent work studied the impact of singularities
and misspecification on EM convergence rates, including regimes with nonstandard rates driven
by local degeneracy of curvature [6]. These results motivate two design principles in the present
paper: we state targets relative to the projection set and keep local contraction constants explicit,
because both may depend sensitively on misspecification and local geometry.

2.4. Symmetry, nonidentifiability, and orbit-space viewpoints. Nonidentifiability induced
by group symmetries is ubiquitous in latent-variable models (e.g., label switching in mixtures),
and it implies that the statistically meaningful estimand is an orbit in the quotient ©/G. While
classical EM convergence statements are often expressed in ambient parameters, symmetry
implies that ambient distances can be ill-posed or uninterpretable: points within an orbit are
observationally indistinguishable. Recent symmetry-aware estimation perspectives emphasize
orbit-space formulations and normal-direction geometry; see, for example, [7] for a modern
orbit-space viewpoint in folded mixture models and related settings. Our contribution is to
incorporate this orbit-space perspective into a general EM perturbation theory: we formulate
EM on the quotient, implement analysis on local slices, and report convergence in quotient/ITPM
distances (Sections 4-7).

2.5. Integral probability metrics and empirical estimation. Integral probability metrics
provide a unified framework for distributional discrepancies, generalizing classical metrics and
encompassing many modern choices (e.g., bounded-Lipschitz, Wasserstein-type, and kernel IPMs)
[8]. The empirical estimation of IPMs and associated concentration phenomena have been
characterized in generality, with rates determined by the complexity of the generating class (and
related entropy/chaining functionals) [9]. In our setting, IPMs enter in two distinct roles: (i) as
the final error metric for the discrepancy between P; and the projection set, and (ii) indirectly,
through the complexity of the EM-induced function classes that govern sample-to-population
deviations in the EM operator (Section 8).

2.6. Empirical process tools: generic chaining and entropy. To obtain sharp uniform
deviation bounds over general function classes, we rely on the empirical process machinery based
on generic chaining and entropy. Talagrand’s monograph provides the canonical development of
~o-functionals and sharp bounds for suprema of stochastic processes [10]. The monograph of van
der Vaart and Wellner develops entropy and bracketing methods and provides the foundational
tools for uniform laws of large numbers and Donsker theory [11]. Because we allow an arbitrary
IPM and a model-dependent induced class, it is neither possible nor appropriate to assume a
priori VC/RKHS/Lipschitz structure in the core theorems. Accordingly, we state the operator
deviation term in intrinsic complexity form (generic chaining / bracketing entropy), and provide
specialization pathways in later sections.

2.7. Algorithmic stability as an alternative generalization route. Uniform stability yields
generalization guarantees for learning algorithms without explicit entropy control in some regimes.
Bousquet and Elisseeff introduced a general stability framework that bounds the generalization
gap by the sensitivity of the algorithm to the replacement of a single sample [3]. In Section 8 we
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include an optional stability-based complement to the empirical-process route, formulated in
slice/quotient coordinates and transferred to IPM error through the model regularity modulus.

2.8. Nonconvex alternating schemes and global convergence templates. EM may
be viewed as an alternating maximization/minorization method. General global convergence
results for nonconvex and nonsmooth alternating schemes are often obtained under Kurdyka—
Lojasiewicz (KL) regularity combined with sufficient-decrease and relative-error conditions.
Bolte, Sabach, and Teboulle developed a widely used template in this direction [2]. While our
primary contributions are local and quantitative (sharp local linear rates and tight finite-sample
perturbation bounds), Section 9 discusses how quotient formulations interface with KE-type
global convergence arguments.

2.9. Summary of distinctions. Relative to [4, 12, 1, 5, 6], the present work makes three
principled changes that are necessary for correctness and interpretability in the regimes we target:

(1) Orbit-invariant state space: we formulate EM on ©/G and analyze it via local slices, ensuring
that all convergence statements are invariant under nonidentifiable directions [7].

(2) Misspecification-first targets: we state convergence relative to the projection set © and keep
local constants explicit, in line with the misspecification-sensitive analyses in [5, 6].

(3) Distributional metrics with sharp complezity control: we evaluate error in a general IPM [8, 9]
and express finite-sample operator deviations through intrinsic empirical process complexity
[10, 11].

These choices yield a framework in which EM guarantees are orbit-invariant, misspecification-

aware, and metrically meaningful at the level of distributions.

3. SETUP AND NOTATION

3.1. Observed and latent spaces, dominating measures. Let (X, .2") be a measurable
space for observations and (2, Z) a measurable space for latent variables. Fix o-finite dominating
measures p on (X, 2) and v on (Z,%). All densities below are understood with respect to u
on X and pu®v on X x Z.

3.2. Latent-variable model family. Let © be a parameter space (a subset of R? or a smooth
manifold; we only assume enough structure to state local differentiability and to define a group
action in Section 4). For each 6 € ©, let pg(z, z) be a nonnegative measurable function on X x Z
satisfying

/ po(x,z) (p@v)(d(z,2)) =1.

XXZ

Define the observed (marginal) density

() wla) = [ mola,2)v(dz),

and the corresponding probability measure Py on (X, 2") by
Py(A) = /A po(x) p(dz), A€ 2.

Whenever py(x) > 0, define the posterior (E-step) kernel

L pe(l’,Z)V o
(12) poldz | ) = 20 2 u(d),
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3.3. Data-generating distribution and misspecification. We observei.i.d. samples X;,..., X, ~
P*, where P* is an arbitrary probability measure on (X, 2"). No assumption is made that

P* € {Py: 0 € O} (misspecification is allowed). We assume the following integrability condition

to ensure the objective is well-defined.

Assumption 3.1 (Log-likelihood integrability). There exists at least one 6y € © such that
Ep-|logpg,(X)| < co. Moreover, for all § in the neighborhoods considered later, Ep+| log pg(X)| <
0.

Define the population (cross-entropy) objective
(13) ®(6) := Ex~p-[logps(X)],

and the empirical objective

1 n

(14) P (0) = zlogpg(Xi).

1=

The KL projection set (population maximizers) is

(15) O := argmax ®(0).

fco
By the identity KL(P* || Py) = Ep«[logp*(X)] — (), we equivalently have
(16) O = argmin KL(P* || P).

0c®

We do not assume © is singleton.

3.4. Integral probability metrics (IPMs). Let F be a class of measurable functions f :
X — R such that Ep|f| < oo for all P under consideration (in particular P* and the Py in
neighborhoods of interest). Define the integral probability metric

(17) dr(P,Q) := sup [Epf — Eq f|.
feF

No structure is imposed on F beyond measurability and integrability; all rates will therefore
be expressed through intrinsic complexity quantities associated with F or with induced classes
(Section 8).

Remark 3.2 (Examples). The definition (17) includes, as special cases: (i) total variation
(bounded F), (ii) bounded-Lipschitz metrics (Lipschitz and bounded F), (iii) Wasserstein-type
metrics (Lipschitz F on metric X under suitable moment conditions), and (iv) maximum mean
discrepancy (RKHS unit balls). For background and empirical estimation theory, see [8, 9].

3.5. Population EM operator. Define the population EM surrogate (expected complete-data
log-likelihood under the current posterior)

(18) Q(0';0) :=Exp- [EZNpo(-IX) log pyr (X, Z)],
whenever the expectation is well-defined. The (possibly set-valued) population EM map is
(19) M(0) € argmax Q(6';0).

0'cO

We will use the term exact EM when (19) is computed exactly (global maximizer of the
surrogate) and otherwise refer to inexact/approximate EM variants in Section 9.



10 KOUSTAV MALLIK

3.6. Sample EM operator. Define the sample surrogate

~ 1 <&
(20) Qn(030) = - ZlEM(.XI.) log py (Xi, Z),

and the (possibly set-valued) sample EM map

(21) J\/Zn(é?) € arg max Q,(¢';6).
0'cO

3.7. Regularity conventions. The main results are local, and we will explicitly state the
regularity assumptions needed in each section. To avoid repetition, we adopt the following
conventions.

e “Neighborhood” always means a subset of © (or of a local slice in Section 4) on which all
involved expectations are finite and the operators are well-defined.

e Differentiability assumptions are imposed only when needed (e.g., for linearization in Section 6);
otherwise we work with variational and contraction inequalities.

e When argmax is set-valued, fixed-point and convergence statements are interpreted in the
standard set-valued sense (e.g., distance-to-set formulations in Section 7).

3.8. Preview: symmetry and quotient formulation. The group action and quotient
geometry induced by observational invariance (3) are introduced in the next section. In particular,
we will define the quotient parameter space ©/G = ©/G, the orbit notation [f], and the quotient
IPM dx([0],[0']) = d=(Ps, Py). All subsequent convergence statements will be formulated either

in terms of dx or in terms of distz(-,0/G).

4. QUOTIENT GEOMETRY AND IPM METRICS

This section isolates the minimal geometric structure forced by observational nonidentifiability
and records the basic metric objects used throughout the paper. The key point is that under
symmetry-induced nonidentifiability, the parameter 6 is not the estimand; the estimand is the
orbit [0] in the quotient ©/G := ©/G. Accordingly, all discrepancies are defined either between
orbits or between an orbit and an orbit-invariant target set. We work with an arbitrary IPM dr
on distributions (17) [8, 9] and transfer it canonically to the quotient.

4.1. Group actions and the induced equivalence relation.

Definition 4.1 (Measurable group action). Let G be a group. A (left) action G ~ © is a map
(9,0) — g-0 from G x © to O satisfying e-0 = 0 and (g192) -0 = g1 - (g92-0). When O is equipped
with a o-field .7, we say the action is measurable if the map G x © — © is measurable with
respect to the product o-field.

Definition 4.2 (Orbit equivalence and quotient). Define an equivalence relation ~ on © by
O0~0 <+ dgeG: 0 =gqg-0.
For 6 € ©, the equivalence class (orbit) is
0] :={0'€0©:0 ~0}y={g-0: geG}.
The quotient set ©/G is the set of all orbits, and the quotient map is ¢ : © — ©/G, ¢(0) = [0].
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4.2. Observed invariance and factorization through the quotient. Let 6 — Py denote
the model map from parameters to distributions on (X, 2"), as defined in Section 3.

Assumption 4.3 (Observed invariance). For all § € © and g € G,
(22) P,g = PFy.

Remark 4.4 (Equivalent formulation). Assumption 4.3 is equivalent to the statement that the
model map 6 — P is constant on equivalence classes of ~. Hence it factors through the quotient:
there exists a well-defined map P : ©/G — P(X) such that P([f]) = Py.

4.3. Quotient IPM: definition and line-by-line proof of well-definedness. Recall the
IPM dr on distributions (17). We now define its quotient analogue.

Proposition 4.5 (Quotient IPM is well-defined and is a pseudometric). Assume Assumption 4.3.

Define for £, € ©/G,
equivalently dx([0],[0]) := dz(Py, Py). Then:
(i) (23) is well-defined (independent of representatives).

(ii) dr is a pseudometric on ©/G.

(iii) If F is determining for the range {P(¢) : € € ©/G} (i.e. dr(P,Q) =0= P = Q for P,Q
in this range), then dr(€,€&') = 0 implies P(£) = P(¢'); in particular, dr separates orbits
up to equality of induced observed distributions.

Proof. We give a fully explicit argument.

Step 1 (Representative-independence). Let £, € ©/G and pick arbitrary representatives
6 cq (¢ and 0 € g (&) If € ¢~ 1(€) is another representative, then by Definition 4.2 there
exists g € G with 8 = g - §. By Assumption 4.3,

Thus for any ¢’ € ¢~1(¢'),
d]:(Pé, Py)=dr(Py, Py).

The same argument applies if 6’ is replaced by another representative of &’. Therefore dx(Py, Pyr)
depends only on £ and &', proving well-definedness.

Step 2 (Pseudometric properties). Nonnegativity and symmetry hold because dr is

nonnegative and symmetric by definition (17). Also dz(¢, &) = dx(P(€), P(€)) = 0. For the
triangle inequality, let &1, &2, &3 € ©/G. Then, using the triangle inequality of dz on distributions,

dr(&1,83) = dp(P(&1), P(&3)) < dp(P(&1), P(&)) + dr(P(&2), P(&3)) = dr (&1, &) + dF (&2, &3).
Hence dr is a pseudometric.

Step 3 (Separation on the model range). If F is determining for the range of P, then
dr(£,&') =0 implies dg(P(£), P(¢)) =0, hence P(§) = P(£') by the determining property. O

Remark 4.6 (When is dr determining?). Whether dz(P, Q) = 0 implies P = @ depends on F.
For example, if F is the unit ball of bounded measurable functions, then dr is total variation
and is determining. If F is too small, distinct distributions may be indistinguishable under dx
[8, 9]. Our results remain valid in the pseudometric setting; where orbit-identification is required,
we state additional assumptions explicitly (Section 4.7).
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4.4. Distance to orbit-invariant sets: definition and proof. The misspecified target © is
set-valued in general; thus distance-to-set formulations are necessary.

Definition 4.7 (Orbit-invariant set). A set A C O is G-invariant if g- A = A for all g € G.
Equivalently, A is a union of orbits: if § € A then [0] C A.

Proposition 4.8 (Distance-to-set is well-defined on the quotient). Assume Assumption 4.3. Let
A C © be G-invariant. Define for £ € ©/G,

(24) diSt]:(éa A/G) = ;Ielg Jf(Ev [a]) = olzrelg d}-(P(é)v Pa)'

Then (24) is well-defined (independent of all representatives), and the function & — dist (£, A/G)
depends only on the orbit class €.

Proof. Fix £ € ©/G and choose any representative § € ¢~ 1(€).

Step 1 (Representative-independence in the first argument). If 6 g 1(¢) is another
representative, then § = g - 0 for some g € G and P; = Py by Assumption 4.3. Hence for any
a€ A,

dr (P, Po) = dr(Py, Pao).

Taking the infimum over a € A shows the value of (24) does not depend on the chosen
representative of &.

Step 2 (Representative-independence inside A). If « € A and & € [a], then P; = P,
by Assumption 4.3, so dr(Py, Ps) = dr(Pp, Py). Thus taking inf,c4 is the same as taking
inf4)c 4/, and the result depends only on A/G. g

4.5. The KL projection set is orbit-invariant: detailed proof.

Lemma 4.9 (Orbit-invariance of the KL projection set). Assume Assumption 4.3 and Assump-
tion 3.1. Let © be defined by (15). Then © is G-invariant. Consequently, ©/G is well-defined
and the quantity dist£([0],©/G) is well-defined via Proposition 4.8.

Proof. Fix # € © and g € G.

Step 1 (Invariance of the observed density a.e.). Assumption 4.3 states Pyy = Py as
measures on (X, Z"). Since both are dominated by pu, their Radon—Nikodym derivatives satisfy

pg-0(x) = po(x) for p-a.e. x.

Step 2 (Invariance of the population objective). By (13) and Step 1,
®(g-0) = Ep- [logpg.o(X)] = Ep« [logp(X)] = ®(8),
where the expectations are finite by Assumption 3.1 in the neighborhoods of interest.
Step 3 (Invariance of maximizers). Because § € O, for all § € O,
o(0) > ®(0).
By Step 2, ®(g-0) = ®(0), hence for all § € O,
D(g-0) = 0(8) > (0),
which implies g - @ € © by definition (15). O
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4.6. Local sections (slices): measurable representatives. To state sharp local rates
(Section 6) we work in identifiable coordinates. We therefore assume the existence of a local
cross-section.

Assumption 4.10 (Local measurable section). There exist a set Y C ©/G and a set S C ©
such that:

(i) (Uniqueness) For every & € U, the intersection ¢~1(£) NS consists of exactly one point.
(ii) (Measurability) The induced map 7 : U — S, defined by selecting this unique point, is
measurable.

For £ € U, write Og := w(§).

Lemma 4.11 (Slice representative map: uniqueness and consistency). Under Assumption 4.10,
for every 6 with [0] € U there exists a unique 8s € S such that [0s] = [0], namely s = 7([0]).
Moreover, if 8' € © satisfies [0'] = [0] and [0] € U, then w([0']) = =([0]).

Proof. Fix 6 with [0] € U.
Step 1 (Existence and uniqueness). By Assumption 4.10(i), the set ¢~ ([f]) N S contains
ie

exactly one element. Define fg to be this element. Then fg € S and ¢(6s) = [0], i.e. [0s] = [0].
Step 2 (Consistency across representatives). If [§'] = [6], then [¢] and [0] are identical
elements of ©/G. Since 7 is a function on U, 7([¢']) = = ([)]). O

Remark 4.12 (When do local sections exist?). Assumption 4.10 is purely local and is the minimal
structure needed to define identifiable coordinates. In many smooth settings (e.g. a Lie group
acting properly on a smooth manifold), local slices exist by classical slice theorems; see, e.g., the
Palais slice theorem (not required for our arguments, which are conditional on the existence of a
section). We keep the section assumption explicit to avoid committing to topological/differential
hypotheses that are unnecessary for the core results.

4.7. Metric transfer: orbit distances and moduli. To transfer contraction bounds from
slice coordinates to distributional discrepancy, we use a local modulus controlling 6 — Py into
the IPM. The following formulation is designed to be both minimal and explicit.

Definition 4.13 (Orbit distance in parameter space). Assume © C R? is equipped with a norm
|| - ||. Define an orbit pseudometric on ©/G by

do([6], [0']) = inf [0 —g - ¢'|.

Assumption 4.14 (Two-sided modulus comparison on a local basin). There exist a subset
U C ©/G and nondecreasing functions w,w : [0,00) — [0, 00) with w(0) = @(0) = 0 such that for
all £, ¢ el,

(25) Q(dG (57 5/)) < J]:(gv gl) < w(dG (Ev ’5/)) :

Assume additionally that w is strictly increasing on [0, 7] for some ro > 0 (so it admits a
well-defined inverse on its range).

Theorem 4.15 (Local topological equivalence and quantitative contraction transfer). Assume
Assumption 4.14. Then:

(i) (Local topological equivalence) The pseudometrics de and dr generate the same local
topology on U. Concretely, for any & € U and any r > 0 such that r < w(ry), the inclusions

Bug (&, @ 1(r)) € By, (&,7) C Bag (&, w™ (1))

hold (for any chosen right-inverse w—! and the inverse w=! on [0, w(ro)]).
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(ii) (Contraction transfer) Let W : U — U satisfy

de(¥(£),¥(¢)) <vde(§,€) V& eU
for some v € (0,1). Then for all £, &' € U with dr(&,€") < w(ro),

(26) (), 9()) < a(yw (dr(€€))).

In particular, if w(r) > cr and W(r) < Lr for r € [0,rg], then

|
t~

(27) (W), U(E) < Ldr(&€)  whenever dr(,€) < cro.

Proof. (i) Fix £ € U and r < w(rp).
Step 1 (Inner inclusion). If do(€,€¢') < w!(r) then by the upper bound in (25),
dr(€,€) <w(de(€,€) <w@ '(r) <
so ¢ € By (€,7).
Step 2 (Outer inclusion). If dz(€,€") < r, then by the lower bound in (25),
Q(d@(é.ag/)) < df(§7£/) <r

Since r < w(rp) and w is strictly 1ncreasmg on [0,7¢], the inverse is well-defined and yields

do(&,€) <w™H(r), s0 & € Byg (&, w1 (r)).

(ii) Fix £,€' € U with dr(€,€&) < w(ro).

Step 1 (Convert dr to dg). From the lower bound in (25),
Q(d(a (57 5/)) < CZJ:({? 5/)

Applying w™! (valid by the assumed range restriction) gives

d@(£7 gl) < Q_l(cz]:(ga 6/))

<
<

Step 2 (Apply contraction in dg). By the hypothesis on ¥,
do (P (), ¥(¢") < vde(&,€) <yw N (dr(§,€).

Step 8 (Convert back to dr). Using the upper bound in (25) for (¥(€), ¥(¢')) yields (26). If,
moreover, w(r) > cr and @W(r) < Lr on [0, 7], then for dz(&,¢") < crg we have w1 () < t/c and
hence

dr(P(€), ¥(¢)) <w(yw '(dr(§,¢€)) < Ly
which is (27). O

J]:(éu 6/)
c 7

Remark 4.16 (Minimality of the modulus framework). Assumption 4.14 isolates the exact
regularity required to translate between orbit distances in parameter space and distributional
discrepancies in a general IPM. A one-sided modulus (upper bound only) suffices for upper
bounds on dr along iterates. A two-sided modulus is needed only when one wishes to infer orbit-
identification or to transfer contraction backward from dr to dg. We keep these requirements
explicit to avoid conflating statistical identifiability assumptions with algorithmic stability
assumptions.
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5. EM ON THE QUOTIENT: OPERATORS, EQUIVARIANCE, AND ASCENT

This section formalizes EM as an operator on the quotient ©/G = ©/G and proves the
ascent properties (population and sample) in a form that is compatible with misspecification
and set-valued maximizers. While ascent is classical [4, 12], we present a formulation that (i) is
explicitly orbit-invariant, (ii) cleanly separates the surrogate improvement from the posterior-KL
term, and (iii) supports subsequent contraction arguments on slices.

5.1. Well-posedness of the EM surrogate. Recall the population surrogate ) and the
population objective ® from (18) and (13). To avoid repeating integrability conditions in every
statement, we impose the following local standing assumption.

Assumption 5.1 (Local well-posedness of @) and conditional log terms). Let B C © be a
neighborhood (later, typically a slice-basin). Assume:

(i) For all 6,0" € B,

Ex~p+

E 7z po (-1 x) log por (X, Z)‘ < 00,

so Q(0';0) is finite.
(ii) For all ,0' € B,

Ex~p

E ot ) og 0w (7| X)| < o0,
where pg/(z | x) is defined by (12) whenever py () > 0.

Analogous assumptions are imposed on the empirical neighborhood for @n (with P* replaced by

P).

Remark 5.2. Assumption 5.1 is purely local and is standard in EM analyses; it ensures that the
decompositions used below are legitimate (finite expectations and permissible conditioning). All
subsequent results are stated on neighborhoods where Assumption 5.1 holds.

5.2. Equivariance at the complete-data level. Observed invariance (22) alone is sufficient to
define quotient IPM errors (Section 4), but it does not by itself guarantee that the EM surrogate
Q(+;-) transforms equivariantly under the group action. To ensure that EM descends to the
quotient as an operator, we impose a standard compatibility condition that captures the usual
symmetries in latent-variable models (e.g. label permutations).

Assumption 5.3 (Complete-data equivariance via a latent transport). There exists a family of
measurable bijections {7, : Z = Z}4e¢ such that:

(i) (Group property) 1. = id and 74,4, = T4, © Ty,.
(ii) (Reference-measure invariance) v o 7'g_1 =vforall g eG.
(iii) (Complete-data equivariance) For all g € G and 6 € O,
(28) Pg-0(T,2) = Do (ZE,Tg_l(z)) for (u®@v)-a.e. (z,2).

Lemma 5.4 (Observed invariance and posterior transport). Assume Assumption 5.3. Then:

(1) (Observed invariance) Py.g = Py for all g,6.
(ii) (Posterior transport) For u-a.e. x with pg(xz) > 0,

(29) pgo(- | @) = (7g)4po(- | 2),

i.e. for any measurable A C Z, pgo(A|x) = pg(Tg_l(A) | z).
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Proof. (i) Fix g € G and 6 € ©. By definition (11) and (28),

pg.e(l'):/ngg(l',z) V(dz):/Zpg(x,Tgl(z))u(dz).

By the change-of-variables formula for the measure-preserving bijection 7, (Assumption 5.3(ii)),

/ po(e, 71 (2)) v(dz) = / po(x, 2) v(dz) = po(a),
Z

z
hence pg.g(x) = pg(x) for p-a.e. v and thus Pyg = Py.

(ii) Fix x with pg(z) > 0. For any measurable A C Z, using (12) and (28),
-1
Pg-0(x, 2) / po(z, 7,7 (2))
p.gA.’E:/I/dZ: ——v(dz).
A= ] e YT LT e
Apply the same measure-preserving change of variables z = 74(%):
p@(xaTg_l(Z)) / po(z,2') , 1
———— " v(dz) = ——v(dz") =pe(7, (A | o),
/. @ T | e V) =l (@) o)
which is exactly (29). O

5.3. Equivariance of the EM surrogate and induced quotient maps. We now show that
EM descends to an orbit map (generally set-valued) on 0/G.

Lemma 5.5 (Equivariance of the EM surrogate). Assume Assumption 5.3 and Assumption 5.1
on a neighborhood B. Then for all g € G and all 0,0’ € B,

(30) Qg0 9-0)=Q(Y0).
The same statement holds for the sample surrogate Qn (with P* replaced by P,).
Proof. Fix g € G and 6,6’ € B. By definition (18) and Lemma 5.4(ii),

Qg - 9/; g-0)=Ex.p EZ~pg~0('|X) logpg.gl(X, Z)] .

Condition on X = z and apply the posterior transport (29): if Z ~ pg.g(- | z) then Z = 7,(Z’)
for Z' ~ py(- | ). Therefore

EZpyo(l2) 108 g0 (2, Z) = Bz, (a) l0g Dg.or (2, 74(Z")).
By complete-data equivariance (28) applied to €',
pgor(x,74(2") = por(x,2')  for (p®@v)-ae. (z,2).
Hence, for p-a.e. z,
Ezipy(|z) 108 Pg.0r (2, 7g(Z")) = Eg1opy(|2) log por (2, Z").

Taking expectation over X ~ P* yields (30). The sample version is identical with P* replaced
by P,. O

Theorem 5.6 (Equivariance of EM and induced quotient operator). Assume Assumption 5.3
and Assumption 5.1 on a neighborhood B. Let the population EM correspondence be

M(0) := argmax Q(6'; ).
0’'eB

Then for all g € G and 0 € B,
(31) M(g-0)=g-M(0):={g-n: ne M@0}
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Consequently, the quotient EM correspondence
M: q(B)=©/G,  M([0]) :=={[n]: neM®)},
is well-defined (independent of the representative 0 of the orbit). The same conclusions hold for
the sample EM correspondence M, defined via Q.
Proof. We proceed in explicit steps.

Step 1 (Argmax invariance under equivariant reparametrization). Fix g € G and 0 € B.
By Lemma 5.5, for every n € B,

Qn;0) =Qlg-n; g-0).
Thus the ordering of surrogate values over i € B is preserved under 1 — g -7 when 6 is replaced
by g - 6.
Step 2 (Show g- M(0) C M(g-0)). Let n* € M(#). Then for all n € B,

Q(n*;0) > Q(n; 0).
Using Lemma 5.5 on both sides,
Qg-n9-0)=Q(g-n9-0) VneB.
Since g acts bijectively on B (as a restriction of a group action), {g-7n:n € B} = B. Therefore
g - n* maximizes ' — Q(n'; g - 6) over B, i.e. g-n* € M(g-6). This proves g- M(0) C M(g-0).

Lin place of ¢:

Step 3 (Reverse inclusion). Apply Step 2 with g~
g~ - M(g-68) C M(6).

Applying g to both sides yields M(g-0) C g- M(0).

Step 4 (Conclude (31) and well-definedness on the quotient). Steps 2-3 give equality

(31). Now let 0,6 € B satisfy [0] = [é], 50 6 = g -6 for some g. Then (31) gives M () = g- M(6),

so the set of orbits {[n] : 7 € M(A)} equals {[n] : n € M(#)}. Hence M is independent of the

representative and is well-defined. The sample statement is identical with () replaced by @,,. O

Remark 5.7 (Why set-valued on the quotient?). Even when Q(+;6) admits multiple maximizers,
Theorem 5.6 ensures that the maximizer set is transported by the group action. Thus the induced
quotient map is naturally a correspondence. Later, when proving contraction and sharp linear
rates, we work on a slice where a single-valued representative map can be imposed.

5.4. Ascent and the posterior-KL decomposition (population). We now present the
canonical EM ascent inequality in a form that is especially convenient under misspecification: it
expresses the improvement in ® as the surrogate improvement minus a nonnegative posterior
KL term. This is the standard EM mechanism [4, 12], stated here with explicit conditioning and
integrability.

Lemma 5.8 (Exact identity underlying EM ascent). Assume Assumption 5.1 on a neighborhood
B. Fiz 0,0’ € B. Then

(82) () - @(6) = (QI:0) = Q6:0)) — Exps | KL(po(- | X) |l po(- | X))).

In particular,

(33) () — 0(0) > Q(0';6) — Q(6;0).
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Proof. Fix 0,0' € B.

Step 1 (A conditional decomposition of logpy(x)). For p-a.e. z with pg(z) > 0 and
po(x) > 0, Bayes’ rule gives

log per () = log pg (z, 2) —log per (2 | x) for v-a.e. z.
Taking expectation in z under the conditional law py(- | =) yields
(34) logp(;/(x) = EZ~p9(~\z) [logpgz(x, Z)] - EZ~p9(~\z) [logpgz(Z ‘ x)] s

since log pg/(x) is constant in z. Assumption 5.1 ensures both conditional expectations are finite
and hence (34) is legitimate.

Step 2 (Take expectation over X ~ P*). Taking Ex.p- of (34) and using the definition of

Q gives

(35) D(0') = QU3 6) — Ex~p- [Ezop(1x) logmr(Z | X)].
Setting 0’ = 0 yields similarly

(36) (6) = Q(6:6) — Exwp- [Ezopy1x) logpo(Z | X)].

Step 3 (Subtract and identify the posterior KL term). Subtract (36) from (35):

/ / (Z| X
(I)(e ) - (I)(O) = (Q(G ,9) - Q(Q, 0)) — Exp- |:EZ~p9(~\X) log 1;2((2")())} .

By the definition of conditional KL divergence,

pe(Z | X)

KL(pg(- | X (-] X)) =E 1 .
(po(- | X) [ por (- | X)) = Ezrepy(-1x) %% ZX)

Thus the last term equals —Ep«[KL(pg(- | X) || per(- | X) )], which gives (32).

Step 4 (Conclude the ascent inequality). Since KL divergence is nonnegative, the second
term on the right-hand side of (32) is < 0, yielding (33). O

Lemma 5.9 (Population EM identity (fully expanded)). Assume Assumption 5.1 on a neigh-
borhood B. In particular, assume the following hold for every 6 € B:

(i) Dominated model and measurability: there exist o-finite measures p on (X, F) and v
on (Z,G) such that P;X? < p®v with a jointly measurable density (x, z) v+ pg(z,2). Define
the marginal density pg(z) := [ pg(z,z)v(dz), assumed F-measurable.

(ii) Posterior existence (a version): for P*-a.e. x, if pg(x) > 0 then the conditional density

po(z, 2)
po()

is well-defined v-a.e. in z and the mapping (z,z) — pe(z | x) is jointly measurable on

{(z,2) : po(z) > 0}.
(iii) Support compatibility on B: for all 0,6 € B,

po(z | z) = (as a density w.r.t. v)

po(xz) > 0 and x in the P*-support = pg(z) >0 (P*-a.s.),

so that all log terms below are P*-a.s. finite (no log0 on sets of positive P*-mass).
(iv) Integrability/Fubini: for all 6,0' € B,

EpEzpy1x)] | 10g por (X, Z)| +[log po(X, Z)| | <00,  Ep=[|logpy (X)|+]logps(X)|] < oc.
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Then for any 0,0 € B,
(37) D(0') — (0) = (Q(0) — Q(6:0)) + Ep+ | KL(po(- | X) || po(- | X))).

In particular,

o(0) —0(0) > Q0';0) — Q(6;0),
since the KL term is nonnegative.
Proof. Fix 0,0’ € B.

Step 0: Define the full-measure set on which all objects are finite and defined. By the
support-compatibility and posterior-existence parts of Assumption 5.1, there exists a measurable
set A € F with P*(A) = 1 such that for every = € A:

e pp(z) > 0 and pg(x) > 0;

o 2+ py(z | x) and z — py (2 | x) are well-defined v-a.e.;

e all logarithms below are finite py(- | z)-a.s. (in particular, the Radon-Nikodym ratio
po(- | x)/pe (- | x) is defined py(- | z)-a.s.).

Step 1: Expand the conditional KL at a fixed z € A. Fix x € A. By definition of
conditional KL (with respect to the base measure v),

KL(n( ) oo (- 0)) = [1og( 22520 ol | vt
(38) = Egmpy ) 10820(Z | 7) ~ logpor(Z | 7).

Step 2: Substitute Bayes’ rule into the integrand. For x € A and v-a.e. z,

logpg(z | x) = logps(x,z) —logpy(x),  logpy (2| x) =logpy (x,z) — logpy ().
Substitute these identities into (38):

KL(po(- | 2) 20 | 2)) = Eznpyio)| (108 2 (, Z) ~ logpo(x)) — (1og pyr (. Z) ~ log py:(x))]
(39) =Ezpy(f2) [logpg(:n, Z) — log pyr (x, Z)] + log per (x) — log pg(z).
The last equality uses that log pp(z) and log pgr(x) are constants in z.
Step 3: Rearrange to obtain the pointwise decomposition. Rearrange (39) to isolate the
observed-data log-likelihood difference:
(40)
log pgr () —log pg () = Bz p,(.12) [ log por (2, Z)—log po(x, Z)|+KL(pe(- | ) [| por (- | ), =€ A
Step 4: Integrate (40) over X ~ P*. Take expectation of both sides of (40) under X ~ P*.
Since P*(A) = 1, the equality remains valid after taking expectation. By the integrability

assumption in Assumption 5.1, we may apply Fubini/Tonelli to exchange Ep+ and the conditional
expectation EZ~p9(~|X):

Ep+[log pg(X) —log po(X)] = Ep-Ezp,(.1x)[logpe (X, Z) —logpe(X, Z)]
(41) +Ep | KL(po(- | X) || por(- | X)) .
Step 5: Identify each term with ® and (. By definition,

®(9) = Ep-[logps(X)] == Ep-[logpy(X) —logps(X)] = ®(¢") — (6).
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Also, by definition of @),
QU;0) = Ep<Ezp, (| x)[log po(X, Z)].
Therefore,
Ep<Ezp(x) [ logpe (X, Z) —logpe(X, Z)] = Q(0';0) — Q(6;9).
Substituting these identifications into (41) yields (37).
Step 6: Inequality. Since KL(:||-) > 0 pointwise, its expectation is > 0, giving ®(6) — ®(0)
Q(0';0) — Q(6;0).
Remark 5.10 (Equivalent rearrangement). Equation (37) is equivalent to
(0') — B(0) — Ep| KL(po(- | X) [ por(- | X)) | = Q(0/:0) — Q(6;0).
The two forms differ only by moving the KL term across the equality.

v

Theorem 5.11 (Population EM ascent). Assume Assumption 5.1 on a neighborhood B, and
define the EM correspondence
M(0) = argmax Q(V;0).

YeB
Then for every 0 € B and every selection 0T € M(0),
(42) o) > B(h).

Proof. Fix 6 € B and pick any 07 € M (0).
Step 1: M-step improvement in Q. Since 7 maximizes 9 — Q(1J;0) over ¥ € B, we have

(43) QOT;0) > Q(6:0).

Step 2: Convert (Q-improvement into ®-improvement via the EM identity. Apply
Lemma 5.9 with 6/ = 67:

() a(8%) — 2(0) = (Q(O*;0) ~ Q6:0)) + Ep- [KL(po(- | X) [ pgs (- | X))

Step 3: Nonnegativity of both terms. By (43), the first term on the right-hand side of
(44) is > 0. The second term is > 0 because KL divergence is nonnegative pointwise. Therefore
D(OT) — ®(0) >0, i.e. (42). O

Lemma 5.12 (Sample analogue of the EM identity (fully expanded)). Assume the empirical
analogue of Assumption 5.1 on a neighborhood B. Then for 6,6’ € B,

(45)  @u(0) = @ul0) = (Qu(0'30) = Qn(0:0)) +Exwr, | KL(po(- | X) [l por(- | X)) ],
and in particular R R

(I)n(gl) - én(e) > Qn(9/§ 9) - Qn(97 9)
Proof. Write the empirical measure as P, = %Z?:l 0x;.

Step 1: Express ¢, and @n as finite averages. By definition,
1 n
Pn(9) = Ex~p, [logpy(X)] = ~ > log py(X),
i=1

and

~

1 n
Qn(9;0) = Ex~p,Ezp,(1x)[logps(X, Z)] = - > Ezpixylogps(Xi, Z)).
=1
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Step 2: Apply the pointwise identity at each datum x = X;. Fixi € {1,...,n}. By the
empirical well-posedness assumptions, the pointwise identity (40) holds at z = X;:

(46)

log por (Xi) —1og po(Xi) = Ezpy(.x,) [10g por (Xi, Z) — log po(Xi, Z)] + KL(pe(- | Xi) |l por (- | Xi))-

Step 3: Average (46) over i =1,...,n. Sum (46) over ¢ and divide by n:

(47)

1 n 1 n 1 n .

- > (log py (Xi) — log pp(Xi)) = - > Ezepixy) [logper (X, Z) — log po(Xs, Z)] + - > KL(po(- | Xi) llpor(- | Xi
=1 =1 =1

Step 4: Identify the averages with ®,,, @n, and Ep [KL]. The left-hand side of (47) is
®,(0') — ®,,(0). The first average on the right-hand side equals Q,,(0';0) — Q,.(6;6) by Step 1.
The last average is exactly Ex~p, [ KL(po(- | X)|lpe(- | X))]. Substituting these identifications
yields (45). The inequality follows from nonnegativity of KL. U

Theorem 5.13 (Sample EM ascent). Let ]\//.Tn(ﬁ) = arg maxycp @n(ﬁ; 0). Under the empirical

—

well-posedness conditions, for every 8 € B and every selection 07 € M, (),
,(07) > n(0).
Proof. Fix 0 € B and choose 0+ € M, (6).
Step 1: M-step improvement in the empirical Q-function. By definition of arg max,
Qn(0F:0) > Qu(6:0).
Step 2: Apply the sample EM identity. Apply Lemma 5.12 with 6/ = §+:
Do(07) — B (6) = (@ul67:6) — Qul8:0)) + Exer, [KL(po(- | X) [ 25+ (| X)) .

Step 3: Conclude by nonnegativity. Both terms on the right-hand side are nonnegative,
hence @,,(61) > @,,(0). O

Corollary 5.14 (Ascent is orbit-invariant). Assume Assumption 4.3 and the hypotheses of
Theorem 5.11. If 6 € M(0), then for every g € G,

B(g-0T)>D(g-0) and @(0T) > &(0).
The analogous statement holds for sample EM and ®,,.

Proof. Fix g € G.
Step 1: ® depends only on the observed-data marginal. By definition,

®(¥) = Ep+[log py(X)],

where py is a version of the p-density of the observed marginal PI;X . Thus if two parameters
¥1,7Y2 induce the same observed marginal, then py, (z) = py,(x) for p-a.e. z, and therefore
log py, (X) = logpy, (X) P*-a.s. (under the positivity conditions), implying ®(1) = ®(J2).

Step 2: Apply observed-model invariance along the orbit. Assumption 4.3 states that

Pg)i9 = Plg( for all ¥ and g. Applying Step 1 gives

O(g-0v) =0(9) for all ¥ € B.
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Step 3: Combine with population ascent. By Theorem 5.11, ®(%) > ®(6). Using Step 2
with ¥ = 0% and ¥ = 0,

D(g-07)=2(07) = ©(0) =P(g-0).
This proves the corollary for the population objective. The sample statement follows identically
since ®,,(9) = 13- log py(X;) depends only on the observed marginal as well. O

n
6. POPULATION THEORY I: FIXED POINTS, STATIONARITY, AND LINEARIZATION

This section develops the population EM dynamics in a neighborhood of the misspecified
target set. There are three technical goals:

(1) to relate the misspecified projection set © to the fized points of EM (set-valued in general);

(2) to record a rigorous stationarity principle (fixed points are stationary for the population
objective) under minimal differentiation/interchange conditions, in the spirit of [12];

(3) to obtain an explicit linearization of the (slice-restricted) EM map via the implicit function
theorem, leading to sharp local linear rates governed by the spectral radius, aligning with
the fixed-point viewpoint in modern nonasymptotic EM analyses [1].

Throughout, we work on a neighborhood where the basic well-posedness conditions of Section 5
hold.

6.1. Projection points are fixed points (set-valued formulation). Recall © = arg max, ®(6)
and the EM correspondence M (f) = argmaxy Q(6';0) (restricted to a neighborhood when
needed). Because M () may be set-valued, we define fixed points in the natural correspondence
sense.

Definition 6.1 (Fixed points of a correspondence). Let I' : © = O be a correspondence. A
point 0* € O is a fized point of I' if 6* € I'(6*). We write Fix(I') := {0 :0 € I'(0) }.

Theorem 6.2 (Projection points are EM fixed points). Assume Assumption 5.1 holds on a
neighborhood B C © containing © N B, and define M () := argmaxgy g Q(6';0). Then
©NB C Fix(M).

That is, every maximizer of ® in B is a fized point of the population EM correspondence restricted
to B.

Proof. Fix any # € © N B.

Step 1 (Choose an EM update at ). Let 6% € M(0) be an arbitrary selection, so by
definition

(48) Q(07:0) > Q(m;0)  VneB.
Step 2 (Use population ascent at §). By Theorem 5.11 (applied on B),
(49) D(OT) > @(0).

Step 3 (Maximality of § forces equality). Since § € © is a maximizer of ® over O, in

particular over B, we also have ®(61) < ®(f). Combined with (49), this yields
(50) d(6T) = d(6).

Step 4 (Invoke the EM identity to force surrogate equality). Apply the exact EM
identity of Lemma 5.8 with § = 0 and ¢/ = 0

(6%) — 2(6) = (Q(87:0) — Q(B:6)) — Ep- [ KL (ps(- | X) [ pg- (- | X))
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By (50), the left-hand side is 0. The KL term is nonnegative. Therefore we must have
(51) Q(OT:0) —Q8:0) < 0.

Step 5 (But 0" is a surrogate maximizer, so the surrogate gap is also nonnegative).
From (48) with n =6,

(52) Q(0F:0) — Q(6;0) > 0.
Combining (51) and (52) yields
(53) Q(O7;0) = Q(6:0).

Step 6 (Conclude 4 is itself a surrogate maximizer). Since §% is a maximizer of n — Q(n; 0)
over B and achieves value Q(0%;0), equality (53) shows that # attains the same maximal value.
Hence ¢ € argmax, 5 Q(n;0) = M(0), i.e. 0 € Fix(M).

Because § € © N B was arbitrary, the inclusion follows. [l

Remark 6.3 (Quotient interpretation). Under observed invariance, © is G-invariant (Lemma 4.9)
and M descends to a quotient correspondence (Theorem 5.6). Thus Theorem 6.2 implies
©/G C Fix(M) in the natural quotient sense.

6.2. Stationarity: Fisher identity and fixed points. The next results make precise the
relationship between the gradients of the observed objective ® and the surrogate (). This is
classical (see [12]) but we record it with explicit differentiability /interchange assumptions.

Assumption 6.4 (Differentiation under the integral (local)). Let B C © be a neighborhood.
Assume:

(i) For p-a.e. z, the map 6 — py(z) is differentiable on B and Vgpy(z) is measurable in z.
(ii) There exists an integrable envelope G(x) such that for all § € B,

’Vgpe(fﬂ)
po(x)
and Ep«[G(X)] < oo.

(iii) For p-a.e. x, the map 6 — py(x,z) is differentiable for v-a.e. z and the derivative is

dominated so that differentiation may be interchanged with [;(-)v(dz) in (11).

1{po(z) > 0} < G(x) for p-a.e. z,

Lemma 6.5 (Fisher identity (score as posterior expectation)). Assume Assumption 6.4 holds
on B. Then for every 6 € B and for p-a.e. x with pg(x) > 0,

(54) Vo log pg(x) = Ezmp,(le) [Velogpa(z, Z)].
Proof. Fix 0 € B and z with py(z) > 0.

Step 1 (Differentiate the marginal density). By (11) and Assumption 6.4(iii), we may
differentiate under the integral:

Vopo(z) = Vs /Z po(e, 2) v(dz) = /Z Vops(, 2) v(dz).

Step 2 (Rewrite in terms of complete-data score). For v-a.e. z with py(z,2z) > 0,
VQPQ(CU,Z) :pe(l‘»z)ve IOgPG(xaz)' Hence

Vepe(l')Z/Zpe(ﬂf,z)velogpe(%z) v(dz).
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Step 3 (Normalize by py(z) to obtain a posterior expectation). Divide both sides by
po(x) > 0:
Vope(x) / po(, 2)
po(z)  Jz pelx)

using the definition of the posterior kernel (12). Finally, Vg log ps(x) = Vepg(z)/pe(x), giving
(54). O

Vg logpy(x,z) v(dz) —/ Vo logpg(z,2) pe(dz | @),
z

Lemma 6.6 (Gradient of ® equals surrogate gradient on the diagonal). Assume Assumptions 5.1
and 6.4 on B. Assume moreover that ' — Q(0';0) is differentiable and the derivative can be
interchanged with the outer expectation. Then for every 8 € B,

(55) Vo(0) = Vo Q(0';0)
Proof. Fix 0 € B.

Step 1 (Differentiate ®). By definition (13) and Assumption 6.4(ii), differentiation under Ep«
is justified:

0'=6"

V() = Exp+[Vologps(X)].

Step 2 (Apply Fisher identity inside the expectation). By Lemma 6.5, for P*-a.e. X
with pg(X) > 0,

Vologpe(X) = Ezpy(x)[Volog pe(X, Z)].
Insert into Step 1 and use Fubini/Tonelli justified by the well-posedness assumptions:

(56) VO(0) = Exp [Ezmp (1) [Volog po(X, 2)]

Step 3 (Differentiate the surrogate with respect to ¢’ and evaluate at 6’ = 6). By
definition (18),

Q(0';0) = Exp- |:IEZ~p9(-\X) log per (X, Z)} :
Differentiate with respect to 6" and then set 6’ = 6 (per the stated interchange assumption):
Vo Q0';0)|y_p = Exp |Ezep,1x) Ve log por (X, Z)}(,/Zg} =Ex~p- [Ezwpe(.\X)Vo log py(X, Z)|.
Comparing with (56) yields (55). O

Theorem 6.7 (Fixed points are stationary for ®). Assume Assumptions 5.1 and 6.4 on a
neighborhood B, and assume 0" — Q(6';0) is differentiable for 6,0 € B with the interchange
conditions in Lemma 6.6. If 0* € B is a fized point of EM in the sense that 8* € M(0*) and the
maximization is unconstrained (interior point of B), then

Vo(6*) = 0.
Proof. Fix 0* € B with 0* € M (6*).
Step 1 (First-order optimality for the surrogate). Because 6* maximizes 6’ — Q(¢'; 6%)

over a neighborhood and is an interior maximizer, the first-order necessary condition gives

Vo Q(0';6%) —0.

0’ =0*
Step 2 (Identify this gradient with V®(0*)). By Lemma 6.6 applied at § = 0*,

VO(0*) = Vo Q(0';6%)|,_p.-
Combining with Step 1 yields V®(6*) = 0. O
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Remark 6.8 (Constrained/slice stationarity). When the M-step is performed on a slice S (or under
constraints), the corresponding conclusion is stationarity with respect to feasible directions (i.e.
vanishing of the projected gradient on the tangent space). We state and use the unconstrained
form for clarity; the slice-restricted form follows by replacing ordinary gradients with gradients
restricted to local coordinates on the slice.

6.3. Slice-restricted EM map and differentiability. To obtain sharp local rates, we work
with a single-valued slice map. Fix a local section S as in Assumption 4.10 and let Bg C S be a
neighborhood containing a representative §* € S of an orbit in ©/G.

Assumption 6.9 (Strong concavity in the M-step variable). On Bg, for each fixed § € Bg the
function 6’ — Q(€’;0) is twice continuously differentiable and strictly (equivalently, strongly)
concave on Bg, with Hessian V2, Q(6'; 0) negative definite for all ¢,0 € Bg.

Under Assumption 6.9, the M-step on the slice is unique and defines a map.
Definition 6.10 (Slice EM map). Assume Assumption 6.9. Define the slice EM map T : Bg —
Bg by

(57) T(0) := argmax Q(¢';0),
0'eBg

which is single-valued by strict concavity.

Lemma 6.11 (First-order characterization of T'). Assume Assumption 6.9. Then ¢ =T(0) if
and only if

(58) VQ/Q(QI; 9) =0 and 0 € Bg.
Proof. Fix 0 € Bg.

Step 1 (Necessity). If § = T(#) is the unique maximizer of the concave C! function
0’ — Q(¢';6) on an open neighborhood, then Vg Q(6';60) = 0 at the maximizer (first-order
condition).

Step 2 (Sufficiency). Conversely, if VgQ(6';6) = 0 and the Hessian is negative definite, then
' is a strict local maximizer. By strict concavity on Bg, there can be only one maximizer, hence
0 =1T(6). O

We now linearize T

Theorem 6.12 (Differentiability and Jacobian formula for T"). Assume Assumption 6.9 and
additionally that Q is C? jointly in (0',6) on Bs x Bs. Fiz 0* € Bs and suppose 0* is a fived
point: T(0*) = 0*. Then T is continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of 0* and its Jacobian
satisfies

(59) DT(0) = (V3T (©):0)) (V3eQT(6):6)).
for 0 near 0. In particular,
(60) DI(0) = (V3 Q:0M) (V3eQ(0:0%).

Proof. Standing conventions. We work in R?. Gradients are column vectors. For a C?
scalar function g(#,6), Vg g denotes the gradient w.r.t. 0 and V2, g the Hessian w.r.t. 6. All
Jacobians are taken in the usual Fréchet sense, and since we are in finite dimension, this coincides
with entrywise differentiation.
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Assumption 6.9 unpacked. There exists p > 0 such that for every fixed § € Bg, the map
0 — Q(0';0)

is p-strongly concave on Bg, meaning that for all 0/, 6, € Bg,

(61) Q6:6) < Q(81:0) + (VorQ(61:0), 0 — 07) — 5165 — 61

Since @ is C2 in @ (indeed jointly C?), (61) is equivalent to the pointwise Hessian bound

(62) V2,Q;60) <= —ul;  forall (¢,0) € Bs x Bsg,

i.e. the Hessian is negative definite with eigenvalues bounded above by —p.

A calculus lemma we will use (stationary point of strongly concave function).

Lemma 6.13. Fiz 0 € Bg and define g(0') := Q(0';0). Assume g is differentiable and p-strongly
concave on Bg. If 0 € Bg satisfies Vg(0') =0, then 0’ is the unique global mazimizer of g on
Bg.

Proof. Take any ¢’ € Bg and apply (61) with 6] = ¢’ and 6}, = ":
9(0) < 9(0) + (Vg(@), 0/ — )~ Z)¢/ —|]* = 9(8") — 5116 ~ 8| < 9(0").

If 0/ # 0', then ||§/ — @'||> > 0 so the inequality is strict, hence @’ is the unique maximizer. [

Define the implicit map. Define F' : Bg x Bg — R¢ by

F(0',0) :=VeQ(0';0).
Since Q is C? jointly in (#',60), each component of F is C' jointly, hence F is C' as a map
Bg x Bg — R<.
Step 1 (Implicit equation defining 7"). By definition, for each 6§ € Bg, T'(0) is the (unique)
maximizer of @' — Q(0'; 0) over Bs. By Lemma 6.11 (first-order optimality for the slice maximizer,
valid under our hypotheses and the fact that we will work locally around 6* in the interior of
Bg), we have the stationarity condition

Ve Q(T(9);0) =0,
i.e.
(63) F(T(0),0)=0 for all § € Bg.
In particular, since T'(6*) = 6*,
F(6%,6%) = F(T(6%),0") = 0.

Step 2 (Nonsingularity of the partial Jacobian in #"). We compute the Jacobian of F' with
respect to its first argument. Because F(0',0) = V¢ Q(6';0) and Q is C? jointly, the derivative
of F in the #’ direction is the Hessian:

(64) Dy F(0',0) = V2,Q(0:6).

By (62), for every (#',6) € Bs x Bg the symmetric matrix V3,,Q(6';6) is negative definite. In
particular it is invertible. (Indeed, if Hv = 0 for a negative definite symmetric matrix H, then
0=v"Hv < 0 for v # 0, a contradiction; hence ker(H) = {0}.) Thus Dy F(6*,6*) is invertible.

Step 3 (Apply the implicit function theorem, and identify the resulting solution
with 7).
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(a) Implicit function theorem (statement). Since F is C! and F(6*,6*) = 0 with Dy F(6*,6*)
invertible, the (classical) implicit function theorem yields: there exist neighborhoods U and V' of
6* (with U x V C Bg x Bg) and a unique C' map

T:V U

such that

(65) F(T(0),0) =0 forall@ eV,

and moreover any (#,0) € U x V solving F(¢,0) = 0 must satisfy 6/ = T(6).

(b) T coincides with T on V. Fix € V. By (65), T(6) is a stationary point of @ — Q(¢';§). By
Lemma 6.13 (applied to g(6') = Q(6’;6)), this stationary point is the unique global maximizer.
But T'(0) is defined to be that unique maximizer. Hence

T(0)=T(O) foralldeV.

Therefore T is C* on V.

(¢) Continuous differentiability. The IFT already gives that T is C', hence DT is continuous on
V (since T'=T on V).

Step 4 (Differentiate the implicit equation and derive the Jacobian formula). On the
neighborhood V' we have the identity F(T'(6),0) = 0. Differentiate this identity with respect to
6.

To make the chain rule completely explicit, write F = (Fy,...,Fy) and T = (T,...,Ty)".
For each i € {1,...,d} define the scalar function

Gi(0) := Fi(T(0),0).
Then G;(6) =0on V. Fix j € {1,...,d} and differentiate G; with respect to 6;:

d
_ G, OF: oo g 0Lk gy OF:

0= 55,0 = X G T(0).0) 5:(0) + 55

(T'(6),9)-

In matrix form, letting Dy F'(T'(0), 6) denote the d x d Jacobian of F' in its first argument and
DyF(T(0),0) the d x d Jacobian in its second argument, the above identities for all 7, j are
exactly

(66) Dy F(T(6),0) DT(6) + DyF(T(9),6) = 0.

By Step 2, Do F(T'(0),0) is invertible for 6 near 6* (in fact on V'), so we can solve (66) for DT'(0):
-1
(67) DT(6) = — (D(,/F(T(G), 9)) DyF(T(6),0).
Finally, identify the Jacobians of F' with Hessians of Q. From F(¢',6) = Vg Q(6';6) and joint
C? regularity,
Do F(0,0) = V59Q(0';0),  DgF(0,0) = V5,Q(0;0),
where Vg,eQ denotes the matrix of mixed second derivatives [GQQ /00, 8(%] ;- Substituting into

i7

(67) yields (59). Evaluating at § = #* and using 7'(6*) = 6* gives (60). O
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6.4. Sharp local linear rate via spectral radius. The Jacobian formula (60) yields an exact
linearization of the EM dynamics on the slice. A general fact in smooth fixed-point theory is
that the best achievable local linear rate is governed by the spectral radius of the Jacobian at
the fixed point.

Theorem 6.14 (Sharp local linear rate (spectral-radius governed)). Assume the hypotheses of
Theorem 6.12. Let A := DT'(6*) and assume p(A) < 1. Then for every e > 0 there exist a norm
|- [le on R?, a neighborhood U. C Bg of 6%, and a constant C. < oo such that for all 6y € U.,
the iterates Oy11 = T(6;) satisfy

(68) 16 — 6*[|c < C=(p(A) +¢)"[|60 — 67].., t=0,1,2,....

Consequently, by norm equivalence, the same statement holds in the Fuclidean norm with a
different constant.

Proof. Fix ¢ > 0.

Preliminaries (induced operator norms). Given any norm || - || on R, define the induced
operator norm
Mo
1M o = sup L2 e
vzo [0l

Then for all matrices M, N and vectors v:

(i) |Mv|le < ||M||ope |lv]le (by definition of the supremum),

(ii) HMN||0;E < || M|lop.ellNlop,e (submultiplicativity: apply (i) twice and take sup).

Step 1 (Construct an adapted norm with || Ao, close to p(A)). We prove the following
lemma and then apply it with n = ¢/2.

Lemma 6.15 (Adapted norm lemma). For any A € R¥? and any n > 0, there exists a norm
| - |l on R? such that its induced operator norm satisfies

| Allopy < p(A) + 1.

Proof. Tt is convenient to work over C? and then restrict to R? at the end. By Schur triangular-
ization, there exists a unitary U € C%*¢ such that

U*AU =T,

where T' is upper triangular and its diagonal entries are the eigenvalues A1, ..., A\g of A (counted
with algebraic multiplicity). Write T' = A + N where A = diag(A1,...,\q) and N is strictly
upper triangular (i.e. N;; =0 and N;; = 0 for i > j).

Fix § € (0,1) and define the diagonal scaling

Ds := diag(1,6,6%,...,6%7h).
Consider the similar matrix
Ts == D;'TDs = Dy '"ADs + Dy 'NDs = A + Ny,
since A commutes with Dg. For i < j,
(Ns)ij = (D5 *NDy)ij = 677Ny,

so every strictly upper-triangular entry is multiplied by a factor 677,
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Now use the £, norm on C%: ||z||sc = max; |z;|, whose induced operator norm is

d
1M ]|oo = max > " [My).
1§1§dj:1

Then
1 Zslloo = lAlloo + 1 Nslloo = max [Ai + [[Nslloo = p(A) + [[ Ns]loo-

Moreover,
[Nsloo = mZTdXZ ((No)ij| = m?xZW*Z\Nm w0
J>1 j>i
by dominated convergence for a finite sum. Hence choose § small enough that | Ns||cc < 7. Then
1 Ts]lo0 < p(A) + 1.
Define a norm on C? by
-1
[vlly = 1D5 U0l oo-
This is a norm because v — Dy 'U*v is a linear isomorphism and || - ||« is a norm. Its induced
operator norm satisfies, for v # 0,

A D'U* Avl| o D 'U*AUDsw|| o
|Avll,  [|Dj Vlleo _ [1D5 sw| where w = Dy U # 0

[y~ 105 Tl ol
[Tyl
fulle =Tl
o0

Taking the supremum over v # 0 yields [|Allop,y < |T5]|cc < p(A) + 7. Finally, restrict || - ||, to
R? c C? to obtain a real norm with the same bound. (]

Apply Lemma 6.15 with n = /2. This yields a norm || - || such that
(69) [Allop,e < p(A) +/2.

Step 2 (Continuity of DT gives a uniform derivative bound on a convex neighborhood).
By Theorem 6.12, T is C'! on some open neighborhood V of #* (hence DT : V — R4 is
continuous). By continuity of DT at 6*, there exists an open neighborhood Uy C V' of #* such
that

(70) |DT(0) — Allope <e/2  for all 6 € Uy.

Since Uy N Bg is a neighborhood of §* (in R?), choose r. > 0 such that the || - ||.-ball
U.:={0eR: [0 —0.<r}

satisfies U, C Uy N Bg. In particular, U, is open and convex.

For any 0 € Ug, the triangle inequality and (69)—(70) yield
IDTO)llope < | Allope + IDT(0) — Allope < (p(A) +2/2) +2/2 = .,

so
(71) Ye = p(A) +¢.
Since p(A) < 1, taking € > 0 small ensures 7. < 1.

Step 3 (Integral mean-value identity and contraction on U.). We use the following
standard calculus lemma, proved for completeness.
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Lemma 6.16 (Integral mean-value identity). Let f : W — R? be C' on an open convex set
W C R%. Then for any 6,6’ € W,

1
F(0) — F(0) = /0 DF (6 +t(6—8)) (6 — ') dt.

Proof. Define g : [0,1] — R by g(t) = f(0' +t(0 —')). Because W is convex, ' +t(0 —0') € W
for all t € [0,1], and since f is C!, g is C'. By the chain rule,

g@t)=Df(0 +t(0—0))(6—0).
By the fundamental theorem of calculus (applied componentwise),
10 - 10 =90) -0 = [ J@ar= [ D@ +i0-) @0 O
Apply Lemma 6.16 with f =T and W = U, (convex). For 0,6 € U,,
T(0) - T(0') = / DT 40— 0))(0— 8) dt.
Taking || - || norms and using the induc§d norm bound,

dt

[

1
7)) < [ D7 + 10~ 0))0 -0

1
g/ HDT(Q’H(Q—Q’))H dt |6 —¢'||.
0 op,e

1
g/ vedt 18— 0] = 2 ]18 — '],
0

where we used (71) and that 6/ +¢(0 — 0") € U, for all t € [0,1]. Thus T is a contraction on U,
in ] - e

Step 4 (Forward invariance and geometric decay to the fixed point). Since T'(6*) = 6*,
the contraction bound with ' = 6* gives, for any 6 € U,,

(72) IT(0) = 0"[le = [IT'(8) = T(0")[le <ell0 =07
In particular, if ||§ — 6*||. < r., then
IT(0) — 07| < yere <7e (since 7. < 1),

so T'(8) € U.. Hence U, is forward-invariant: T'(U.) C Uk.

Now let 0y € U, and define 6,41 = T'(0;). By invariance, 0; € U, for all ¢, so applying (72) at
0 = 0, yields

16241 — 6" [lc < el — 7=
By induction on ¢ (using repeatedly the previous inequality),
16 — %[l <2110 — 0"l = (p(A) +¢)" |00 — 67

This is (68) with C. = 1.
Step 5 (Norm equivalence to return to Euclidean norm). We record the equivalence-of-
norms lemma with proof.
Lemma 6.17 (Equivalence of norms). Let || - || and || - ||s be norms on R%. Then there exist

constants 0 < m < M < oo such that
mllolly < lolla < Milolls— for all v € RY,
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Proof. Let Sy := {v € R?: ||v|| = 1}. In finite dimensions, Sj is compact. The map v + ||[v[|4
is continuous, hence attains its minimum and maximum on Sp:
= mi M = .
m = min [v]la, max [v]la

We have M < oo by compactness/continuity. Also m > 0 because ||v]|, > 0 for v # 0 and 0 ¢ Sp.
For any v # 0, write v = ||v|| - (v/||v]|p) With v/||v||s € Sp. By homogeneity,

lella = ol - ||| € Emllells, Mlolo]
[[v]]p lla
The case v = 0 is trivial. O
Apply Lemma 6.17 with || - [|[o = || - ||c and || - [[ = || - ||]2 to obtain constants 0 < m. < M, < co
with me||v|]2 < [Jv]|le < Mc||v]|2. Combining with (68) yields an Euclidean-norm version with
multiplicative constant M. /m.. O

Remark 6.18 (Where “sharpness” enters). The proof above is purely dynamical: for C* fixed-
point iterations, p(DT'(6*)) is the intrinsic local linear rate. No improvement is possible without
additional structure beyond smoothness and fixed-point stability. In EM, the Jacobian (60)
makes this rate explicit in terms of second derivatives of the surrogate.

7. POPULATION THEORY II: CONTRACTION TO SETS IN GENERAL IPMSs

Section 6 provided a sharp local linear rate for the slice-restricted population EM map
0:+1 = T(0;) in identifiable coordinates, governed by p(DT(6*)). This section converts that local
dynamical statement into a statistically meaningful convergence guarantee: convergence (i) on
the quotient, (ii) to the misspecified target set ©/G, and (iii) measured in a general IPM.

There are two logical steps:

(1) establish a contraction statement to the target set on a slice (because under misspecification
the target is typically set-valued);

(2) transfer that statement from slice coordinates to distributional discrepancy via a one-sided
modulus for the model map 6 — Py into dr, and then to the quotient via the quotient IPM
dr.

We keep the assumptions explicit; they are minimal in the sense that no statement in a general

IPM can be sharper without further model regularity.

7.1. Distance-to-set dynamics on a slice. Fix a local section S and a neighborhood Bg C S.
Define the slice target set

(73) Og :=ON Bg.
(If © is G-invariant, then ©g contains at most one representative per orbit in Bg, but it may

still be set-valued if multiple orbits of maximizers intersect Bg.)

Definition 7.1 (Distance to a set in slice norm). Let (R, | - ||) be the ambient normed space
containing Bg. For 6 € Bg, define

diStH.||(9,(:)5) = inf [|§ — 9_||
0€Og

We now state a contraction-to-set property that is implied by the sharp local rate around
each fixed point when the target set is finite or forms a locally stable manifold; we keep it as
an explicit assumption because in full generality the geometry of © can be complicated under
misspecification [6].
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Assumption 7.2 (Uniform local contraction to the slice target set). There exist a neighborhood
Bs C S, a constant v € (0,1), and a (possibly smaller) target subset ©g C Bg such that for
every 0 € Bg,

(74) diStH,”(T(@),és) < ’)/diStH.”(e,és).

Remark 7.3 (When does Assumption 7.2 hold?). If ©g = {6*} is a singleton and p(DT(6%)) < 1,
then (74) holds locally by Theorem 6.14. More generally, if Og is a finite set of isolated stable
fixed points with disjoint basins inside Bg, then (74) holds on each basin and hence on their
union (with 4 the maximum contraction factor). Set-valued projection sets with nontrivial
geometry can require additional regularity to ensure a uniform (74); we keep this explicit to
avoid implicitly imposing hidden identifiability assumptions.

Theorem 7.4 (Geometric convergence to the slice target set). Assume Assumption 7.2. Then
for all 6y € Bs and iterates Oy11 = T'(6;),

(75) diSt”.H(Ht, (:)5) < "}/t dist||.H(90, (:)5), t=20,1,2,....

Proof. Definitions used in this proof. For a nonempty set C C R? and a norm || - || on RY,
define the distance-to-set function

dlSt””(@, C) = 1;1612 160 — 9.

Assumption 7.2 states that there exists v € [0,1) such that for all § € Bg,
(76) disty. (T(0),0s) < v dist.(0,Os).
We prove (75) by a fully explicit induction.
Step 1 (Base case, t = 0). By the convention 4° = 1, the right-hand side of (75) at ¢t = 0 is
~° dist).| (6o, ©5) = dist.; (6o, Osg),
which equals the left-hand side. Hence (75) holds with equality for ¢t = 0.
Step 2 (Inductive step). Fix ¢t > 0 and assume as the induction hypothesis that
(77) dist . (6, ©5) < ~t disty.; (6o, Os).
We must prove
dist).| (041,05) < A disty (60, Os).

By definition of the iteration, 6,11 = T'(6;), so

dist.| (0141, O5) = disty. (T'(6;), Os).
Now apply the contraction-to-set inequality (76) with 6 = 6; (note 0; € Bg since T': Bs — Bg):

disty. (T'(0;), ©s) < disty (6, Os).
Finally, apply the induction hypothesis (77) to bound the right-hand side:

v disty (61, O5) < v+" disty (0, O5) =~ disty. (6o, Os),

where we used the exponent law vy = v'*1. Combining the displayed inequalities proves the
inductive step.

Step 3 (Conclusion). By the principle of mathematical induction, (75) holds for all integers
t> 0. O
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7.2. Transfer from slice norm to IPM discrepancy. To obtain distributional convergence,
we require regularity of the model map 6 — Py into dr. Because we only need an upper bound,
a one-sided modulus is sufficient.

Assumption 7.5 (One-sided IPM modulus on the slice basin). There exists a nondecreasing
function wr : [0,00) = [0, 00) with wz(0) = 0 such that for all §,6" € Bg,

(78) d]:(Pg,Pgl) < (,L)]:(HG—HIH)

Remark 7.6. Assumption 7.5 is a local continuity/Lipschitz condition of the model map into the
chosen IPM. In smooth parametric models and strong IPMs (e.g. total variation under sufficient
regularity), one often has wr(r) < r locally. For weaker IPMs, wr may be sublinear or depend
on moments. We do not specialize because F is arbitrary.

Lemma 7.7 (IPM distance-to-set controlled by parameter distance-to-set). Assume Assump-
tion 7.5. Then for all 6 € Bg,

(79) inf d]:(Pg,Pg) < W}‘<diSt||,H(9,éS)>.
0cOg
Proof. Definitions used. For a nonempty set C C R? and a norm | - ||, the distance-to-set is

disty.((0,C) := inf ||§ — V||
ist) (¢, C) := inf [|6 — I
The integral probability metric (IPM) generated by F is

dr(P,Q) = ?1612 Ep[f] — Eqlf]

(whenever the expectations are well-defined), and Assumption 7.5 provides a nondecreasing
modulus wr : [0,00) — [0,00) such that for all 6,6 € Bg,

(80) dr(Py, Py) < wr(]|0 —0']).

(If your Assumption 7.5 includes right-continuity of wr, then we use it below. If not, see the
remark at the end of the proof.)

Fix 0 € Bg and let
ri= diStH,”(H, (:)5) = 7in_f ||9 - gH
0cOg

Step 1 (Existence of e-minimizers for an infimum). We claim that for every e > 0 there
exists 0, € ©g such that

Indeed, by definition of 7 as the infimum of the set {[|§ — 0| : § € O}, the statement (81) is
exactly the standard property of infima: if no such 6. existed, then || — 8| > r + € for all 6 € Oy,
which would imply infgg [|6 — 0| > r + €, contradicting the definition of r.

Step 2 (Apply the modulus inequality). For each ¢ > 0, apply (80) with ' = 0.:
d]:(Pg, ng) < w]:(HH — éeH)
Using (81) and monotonicity (nondecreasingness) of wgr,

(82) dr(Pp, Fy,) < wr(r +e).
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Step 3 (Take the infimum over § and then let € | 0). Since infgeq, dr(Py, Py) < dx(Ps, Py,)
for every € > 0, combining with (82) yields

Ainf dr (P, Py) < wr(r +¢€) for all € > 0.

0cOg

Now take € | 0. If wr is right-continuous, then wr(r + €) | wr(r), and we obtain (79).

Remark (if right-continuity was not assumed). If wr is only assumed nondecreasing, then
the above argument yields

inf dr(Py, Pj) < igg wr(r+e€) = wr(rt),

0€Bg
where wr(r+) denotes the right-limit envelope. Equivalently, you may replace wr everywhere
by its right-continuous modification wr(r) := infcsowr(r + €), which is nondecreasing and
right-continuous and satisfies the same modulus inequality (80). O

Theorem 7.8 (Population EM convergence in a general IPM on the slice). Assume Assump-
tions 7.2 and 7.5. Then for all 6y € Bs and 0,41 = T(0;),

(83) inf dr(Py, Py) < wr(n" disty (6, ©5)).
0€Og

In particular, if wr(r) < Lgr on [0,ro] and
~* disty. (6o, O5) <70 (e.g. it suffices that disty. (6o, Os) < 10),
then

(84) éie%fsd}-(Pgt,Pg) < Ly~" disty. (6o, Os).

Proof. Fix 0y € Bs and define the iterates 6,11 = T'(6;) for t > 0.

Step 1 (Geometric contraction in parameter distance-to-set). By Assumption 7.2, T is
a contraction to the set ©g: there exists v € [0, 1) such that for all § € Bg,

diSt”_H (T(), és) <7z diSt”,”(@, és)

Applying Theorem 7.4 (proved by induction from the preceding inequality), we obtain for every
t>0,

(85) diSt||.H(9t, Og) <~ diStH.||(90, Og).
Step 2 (Convert parameter distance-to-set into IPM distance-to-set). Apply Lemma 7.7
with 0 = 6;:

inf dr(Py,,P;) < disty. (6, Og) ).
o F(Pa, a)_wf< ist ). (0 s))

Now substitute the bound (85). Since wr is nondecreasing,
w;( diStH.”(gt, ég)) < w;(vt diSt”.H(Ho, (:)5)),
which proves (83).

Step 3 (Lipschitz specialization). Assume wz(r) < Lzr for r € [0,70] and that »* disty.; (6o, O5) <
ro. Then the argument of wx in (83) lies in [0, 9], so

w;:(’yt diStH,||(00, és)) < L]:’yt diStH,||(90, és),
which yields (84). O
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7.3. Quotient formulation: convergence to (:2 /G in the quotient IPM. We now rewrite the
slice bound in an explicitly quotient form. Recall d=([6],[0']) = dx(Py, Py) and dist£([0] , 0/G) =
infgcg dr(Py, P;) (Section 4).

Assumption 7.9 (Slice is representative for the quotient basin). Let & C ©/G be a quotient
neighborhood and let S be a section as in Assumption 4.10. Assume Bg = 7w(U) C S is the set of
slice representatives of U/, and that the population quotient EM correspondence admits a single-
valued slice representative map T : Bg — Bg (constructed by selecting the slice representative of
an EM update).

Theorem 7.10 (Population EM convergence on the quotient in d 7). Assume Assumptions 7.9,
7.2, and 7.5. Let & € U and define Oy = w(&o) € Bs and Oy y1 =T (0;). Set & = [0:] € U. Then

(86)  distz(&,0/G) :ggédf(gt, 16]) = Inf dr(Fy,, Py) < wf(yt distH.”(Oo,(:)S)).

In particular, if wr(r) < Lzr locally (on a neighborhood containing the arguments above), then
the quotient distance-to-set decays geometrically with factor .

Proof. Definitions and basic facts used.
(i) The quotient point corresponding to 6 is its orbit [0] :={g-0: g € G}.
(ii) The slice representative map = : U — Bg satisfies: for every £ € U, w(§) € £ N Bg, and this
intersection is a singleton; equivalently,

(87) veeu,  £nBs={n(}
(iii) The induced quotient IPM d is defined on U x U by
(88 dr(&,€) == dr(Pr(g), Priery) -
(iv) The quotient distance-to-set is

distr(¢,0/Q) := geigiG dr(&,¢),

where ©/G := {[0] : 6 € ©}.
(v) (Model invariance along orbits) For any g € G and any 6, the induced distribution is
constant on the orbit:

(89) Pyo = Pp.

This is exactly the condition that makes dr well-defined on orbits; it is the structural input
behind the quotient construction.

Fix { € U and define 0y = 7(&y) € Bg and 6,11 = T(0;). By Assumption 7.9, the iterates
satisfy 0; € Bg for all ¢ and their orbits satisfy & := [6;] € U for all ¢ (so 7(&;) is well-defined).

Step 1 (Identify (&) with 6;). Since & = [0;] and 6, € Bg, we have 0, € & N Bg. By the
uniqueness property (87), & N Bg = {w (&)}, hence

(90) 7T(§t) = 0.

Step 2 (Expand the quotient distance-to-set as an infimum over 6 € ©). By definition
of distr and ©/G,

¢e0/G 0co

(This is simply rewriting the infimum over the set of orbits {[tﬂ : 0 € ©} as an infimum over
representatives.)
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Step 3 (Relate dr(&, [0]) to dr(Py,, Pj)). Fix 6 € ©. By (88) and (90),
dr (&, [0]) = dr(Priey), Pw([e‘])) = dx(Py,, Pﬂ([é]))-

Now note that m([f]) € [6], so there exists some g € G with 7([6]) = g - . By orbit-invariance
(89), P i) = Lot = Pj. Therefore

(

(92) J]:(gta [ﬂ ) = df(PGwPé)'
Substituting (92) into (91) yields the claimed identities

dist7(&,0/G) = inf dr(&, [0]) = inf dr(Py,, Py).
9c6 9eo

Step 4 (Reduce the infimum to slice representatives in Og). We claim

(93) inf d]:(Pgt, Pg) = inf d]:(Pgt, Pg), ég =0n Bg.
0co 0eOgs

The “<” direction is immediate since ©g C ©. For “>”: fix any 0 € O such that its orbit lies in U
(these are exactly the orbits relevant to ©/G as a subset of U). By Lemma 4.9 (the G-invariance
of ©) and the slice property, the slice representative fg := Tr([ﬂ) lies in © N Bg = Og and
belongs to the orbit of 8. Hence by (89), P;, = P;, and therefore

dr(Py,, Py) = dr(Py,, Pa,) > éi%f dr(Py,, Py).
€

S
Taking the infimum over # € © yields the “>” inequality in (93).
Step 5 (Apply the slice IPM convergence bound). By (93) and Theorem 7.8,

inf df(PQtv Pé) = inf df(PQtv Pé) < w]"(F}/t diStH-H(HOa C:)S))
fco 0cos

Combining this with Steps 2-3 gives (86).
Step 6 (Local Lipschitz specialization). If wr(r) < Lrr on an interval containing r; :=
~" dist.|| (Ao, ©s) for the times of interest, then (86) implies

dist (&, ©/G) < Lr~" disty. (6o, Os),
i.e. geometric decay with factor ~. O
Remark 7.11 (Two-sided moduli and orbit identification). Theorem 7.10 requires only the one-
sided modulus (78), because it delivers an upper bound on IPM error. If one wishes to infer a rate

in an orbit-distance such as dg (Definition 4.13), then a two-sided modulus as in Assumption 4.14
is needed (Theorem 4.15).

Corollary 7.12 (Objective convergence along population EM). Under the hypotheses of The-
orem 7.10, the sequence {®(0;)}i>0 is nondecreasing and bounded above by supgce ®(0). In
particular, ®(6;) converges as t — oo.

Proof. Step 1 (Monotonicity of ®(6;)). By Theorem 5.11 (population EM ascent), for every
0 € Bg we have
O(T(0)) > 2(6).
Apply this with 0 = 60; to obtain
(0r11) = O(T(60:)) > (6:),

so {®(6;) }+>0 is nondecreasing.
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Step 2 (Boundedness above). By definition of the supremum, for every § € © we have
®(0) < supyee ®(V). In particular, for each ¢,
®(0;) < sup ©(I).
UIS(S)
(If you prefer to avoid taking supg globally, it suffices to assume ® is bounded above on the

forward-invariant region containing {6, }; for instance, if the iterates are confined to a compact
subset of © and ® is continuous.)

Step 3 (A bounded monotone sequence converges). Let a; := ®(60;). Since (a;) is
nondecreasing and bounded above, the limit exists and equals sup,~ya:. For completeness:
set L := sup;sqa; < oo. For any € > 0, by definition of supremum there exists 7" such that
L —¢<ap<L. Since (at) is nondecreasing, for all ¢ > T we have

L—e<ar<a <L,

so|a; — L| <eforallt>T,ie. a— L.
Therefore ®(6;) converges as t — 00. O

8. FINITE-SAMPLE THEORY: SAMPLE EM AS A PERTURBED QUOTIENT CONTRACTION

This section develops nonasymptotic guarantees for sample EM by comparing it to population
EM on a local basin. The logical structure mirrors the now-standard population-to-sample
program for EM [1] but is formulated in a way that is compatible with (i) orbit geometry
(quotient state space), (ii) misspecified, potentially set-valued targets, and (iii) a general IPM
error criterion.

There are three components:

(1) a deterministic perturbation lemma for contractions (tight recursion with the unavoidable
factor (1 —~)~1);

(2) a metric transfer step converting slice-coordinate bounds into quotient/TPM distance-to-set
bounds;

(3) an operator deviation analysis bounding supye g |7(6) —T(6)|| via empirical process complex-
ity of an EM-induced class (generic chaining / entropy), following the sharp uniform-deviation
theory in [10, 11].

8.1. Sample slice EM map and the operator deviation functional. Fix a local section S
and a slice basin Bg C S as in Sections 4-7. Assume the population slice EM map T : Bg — Bg
is single-valued (Definition 6.10).

Assumption 8.1 (Uniform strong concavity for population and sample M-steps). There exists
A > 0 such that:

(i) For every # € Bg, the population surrogate 8’ — Q(6'; 0) is twice continuously differentiable
on Bg and

~V2,Q;0) = X V6,0 € Bg.

(ii) For the same X (or a smaller constant), for every # € Bg the sample surrogate 8’ — Q(0'; 6)
is twice continuously differentiable on Bg and

—V2,,Q00:0) = X V0,0 € Bg,

on the event under consideration (typically a high-probability event, quantified later).
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Definition 8.2 (Sample slice EM map). Under Assumption 8.1, define the (single-valued) sample
slice EM map T : Bg — Bg by
T() := argmax Q(6'; 0).
0'eBg
We measure sample-to-population discrepancy through the operator deviation functional

(94) Ay = sup |[T(6) = T(O)].
0cBg

Theorems 8.4-8.12 are deterministic statements conditional on a bound A,, < ¢; the probabilistic
work is to bound A,, with high probability in Subsection 8.5.

8.2. Deterministic perturbation theory for contractions (tight). We begin with the
basic deterministic inequality controlling the iterates of a perturbed contraction. This lemma is
elementary but central: it yields the sharp amplification factor (1 —~)~1.

Assumption 8.3 (Population contraction on the slice basin). There exists v € (0, 1) such that
(95) I7(0) =T (@)l < ~vI6—6  ¥0,6"€ Bs.

Theorem 8.4 (Perturbed contraction recursion (sharp, deterministic)). Assume Assumption 8.5.
Let (04)¢>0 and (0¢)i>0 be sequences in Bg satisfying

Orr1 =T(01), 01 =T(6y),
and suppose A, in (94) is finite. Then for every t > 0,

o PN 1— fyt
(96) 162 = Gell < ~7"ll60 — boll + 5 — Ap.
In particular, if by = 0o, then
A 11—~ A,
(97) 10 =0 < =LA, < =
- L=~

Proof. Definitions being used. Assumption 8.3 provides:
(i) (T is a contraction on Bg.) There exists v € [0,1) such that for all 6,6’ € Bg,

(98) 17(0) = T(0")] < ~[6 - 6]
(ii) (Uniform perturbation size.) The quantity A,, is defined by
(99) A, = sup |T(0) = T(0)],
0eBgs

and is finite by hypothesis. In particular, for every 6 € Bg,
(100) IT(0) = T(0)]| < An.
(iii) ([terates stay in the domain.) By assumption of the theorem statement, 6;, 6, € Bg for all t,
so (98) and (100) can be applied at each time.
Define the error sequence
er:= 16— 6 (t=0),
which is a nonnegative real sequence.

Step 1 (Derive the fundamental one-step inequality). We start from the definitions of
the iterates: R o
(9t+1 - 0t+1 - T(at) - T(at)



QUOTIENT EM IN GENERAL IPMS 39

Add and subtract T'(6;):
T(0:) — T(6:) = (T(0) — T(6:)) + (T(6:) — T(61)).
Now apply the triangle inequality |la + b|| < ||a| + [|0]|:
(101) 1641 = Ba || < 1T(6) — TG0 || + IT(8:) — T(6:)
Bound each term:
e By (100) applied at 6 = 6, € Bg,
IT(6:) = T(60)|| < An.
e By the contraction property (98) applied to (ét, ;) € Bs x Bg,
IT(0r) = T(6:)]] < Y)10; — 6l| = ver.
Substituting into (101) gives the one-step recursion
(102) etr1 < Ay 4 vey (t>0).
Step 2 (Unroll the recursion by repeated substitution). We now expand (102) explicitly.
First apply it once:
e1 < A, + vep.
Apply it again to es and substitute the bound for eq:
e2 < Ap +ve1 < Ay +Y(Ap + ve0) = Ap(1+7) + 7 eo.
One more step:
e3 < Ay +7e2 < Ap+7(An(1+7) +7%0) = An(1+7+79%) + 7 0.
The pattern is now clear and can be proved by induction:
Claim 8.5. For cvery integer t > 1,

t—1

(103) et <leg + An Y A"
k=0

Proof of Claim 8.5. We argue by induction on ¢t. For ¢t = 1, (103) reads e; < yeg + A, which is
exactly (102) at ¢ = 0. Assume (103) holds for some ¢t > 1. Then by (102),

t—1 t
ert1 < Ap+yep < Ay + 7<7teo +A, Zv") =7 eg + ALY AP,
k=0 =0

which is (103) with ¢ replaced by ¢ + 1. This completes the induction. O

Thus (103) holds for all ¢ > 1, and it is also true for t = 0 (with the empty sum convention
Z,;:lo() = 0). Therefore, for all ¢ > 0,
t—1
(104) et < leo + A, Z A
k=0

Step 3 (Evaluate the geometric series and obtain the closed form). Since v € [0, 1), the
finite geometric sum satisfies

i—1 1 At
(105) > =
k=0

t>1
1 ’Y (— )7
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and for ¢t = 0 the sum is 0, which is consistent with the right-hand side since (1 —~+%)/(1 —+) = 0.
Substitute (105) into (104) and recall e; = [|6; — 6| and eg = |6 — 6o|| to get

1—
1—

. . ¢
10¢ — 0]l < 7160 — G0l + 5 A
which is exactly (96).

Step 4 (Same-initialization specialization). If 0o = 0o, then the first term vanishes and
(96) becomes

R 1 — At
16— 0.l < T—2-A
Since 0 < 4 < 1, we have 1 —~! < 1, hence
1— At 1
LA, < ——A,
11—~ 1—7
yielding (97). O

Remark 8.6 (Why (1 —«)~! is unavoidable (sharpness)). The factor (1 — ~)~! cannot be
improved under a uniform additive perturbation model. Indeed, even in one dimension, consider
the deterministic recursion

ery1 = et + Ap, ep = 0,
which is the equality case of (102). Solving it exactly by the same unrolling gives

t—1 t
Z k 1 -~
et:A’n Y :Anl— ’
k=0 v

so the upper bound in (97) is attained. Thus any deterministic bound that depends only on
(7, A,) must, in general, contain a factor of order (1 —~)~!.

8.3. Distance-to-set version (misspecified targets). Under misspecification the target is
set-valued, so we need a distance-to-set analogue of the previous theorem. We state it for an
arbitrary closed set A C Bg (later A = Og).

Definition 8.7 (One-step set deviation). For a set A C Bg, define
An(A) := sup dist(T(0), T(9)),  dist(u,v) := |lu—v].
0eBg

Note A, (A) is the same as A,, in (94) (the notation emphasizes the role of sets below).

Assumption 8.8 (Contraction to a set for population map). There exist v € (0,1) and a
nonempty set A C Bg such that

(106) dist(7'(9), A) < ~dist(d,A) V0 € Bg.

Theorem 8.9 (Perturbed contraction to a set). Assume Assumption 8.8. Let ;11 = T'(0;) with

0, € Bg for allt. Then for allt >0,
t
-

. R 1
107 dist(0;, A) < ~ dist(fy, A) + A,
1

Proof. Definitions used. For a nonempty set A C R? (in the ambient norm ||- || fixed throughout
this section),
dist(f, A) := inf |0 — a]|.
acA

Assumption 8.8 provides the following two ingredients:
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(i) (Contraction to the set A for the population map T.) There exists v € [0,1) such that for
all € B,

(108) dist(T'(0), A) <~ dist(0, A).

(ii) (Uniform perturbation size.) With A, := supyep, |T(8) — T(0)]| < oo, we have
(109) |T(0) —T(0)| <A,  forall § € Bg.
We will also use the following basic inequality for distance-to-set.

Lemma (distance-to-set is 1-Lipschitz). For any nonempty set A C R? and any z,y € RY,

(110) | dist(z, A) — dist(y, 4)| < [z —y|.
In particular,
(111) dist(z, A) < dist(y, A) + [|lz — .

Proof. Fix ,y € R For any a € A, the triangle inequality gives
2 —all < lz =yl +[ly — al|.
Taking the infimum over a € A on the right-hand side yields
|z —al| < ||z —y|| + dist(y, A)  for all a € A.
Now take the infimum over a € A on the left-hand side to obtain
dist(z, A) < ||z — y| + dist(y, A).
Swapping the roles of x and y gives dist(y, A) < ||z — y|| + dist(z, A). Combining the two
inequalities yields (110), and (111) is the first inequality written explicitly. O
Step 1 (One-step recursion for the distance-to-set). Set
er = dist(6,, A)  (t>0),

so e; > 0 is a real sequence. Using ét+1 = T(ét), we start with

err1 = dist(fyy 1, A) = dist(T(6,), A).
Apply (111) with z = T'(6;) and y = T(6,):
(112) dist(7(0;), A) < dist(T(8;), A) + | T(6;) — T(6y)|-
We bound the two terms in (112) using the assumptions:

e By (109) (since 6, € Bg),
IT(0:) = T(0:)]| < An.
e By the contraction-to-set property (76) applied at § = 6, € Bg,

dist(T(6,), A) < v dist(f;, A) = ~ey.
Substituting these into (112) yields the one-step recursion
(113) err1 < Ay + vey (t >0).

Step 2 (Unroll the scalar recursion). We now unroll (113) exactly as for the pointwise
perturbation theorem. For completeness, we state and prove the unrolling bound.
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Lemma 8.10 (Unrolling e;+1 < ve; + A). Let

(et)t>0 be a nonnegative sequence satisfying
err1 < ver + A for allt >0, where v € [0,1) and A >

0. Then for allt >0,

t—1

1— t

et S’Yt€0+AZ’Yk:’Yt€0+A1_1.
k=0

Proof. We prove by induction that for all ¢ > 0,

t—1

er <leg+AD A,
k=0

with the convention that Z/?:lo 4% := 0. For t = 0 this reads ey < eg, which is true. Assume the
bound holds at time ¢. Then

t—1 t
ery1 <ver + A< 7<7t€0+AZWk) +A =7t+1€0+A27ka
k=0

k=0

which is exactly the inductive claim for ¢ + 1. This completes the induction. Evaluating the
geometric series gives the closed form. O

Apply Lemma 8.10 to (113) with e; = dist(6;, A) and A = A,:

A A 1 —A~t
dist(6,, 4) < o' dist(6o, 4) + A T
-7

which is (107). O

8.4. Transfer to IPM error and to the quotient. We now convert the slice distance-to-set
bound into the distributional criterion dist }-([ét] ,O/G). As in Section 7, only a one-sided
modulus is needed.

Assumption 8.11 (IPM modulus on the slice basin). There exists a nondecreasing wr with
wr(0) = 0 such that

d}‘(Pg,P@/) < w;(”@ — 9/”) V(g,el € Bg.

Theorem 8.12 (Sample EM: quotient IPM distance-to-set bound). Let A = O := © N Bg.
Assume Assumption 8.8 holds with this A, and assume Assumption 8.11. Let 0411 = T'(6;) with

0, € Bg and define ét = [ét} € ©/G. Then for allt >0,

- A 1 — At
(114) dist (&,@/G) = inf df(Pét7P§) < wr (’)/t dist(6p, ©g) + 1 ?; An) .
0cO -
If wr(r) < Lzr on the relevant range, then
. L _ At
(115) distr (&,0/G) < Lr (’yt dist(6p, Og) + 11 i An> :
-

Proof. Definitions and assumptions used.

(i) (Distance-to-set in parameter space.) For C C R? nonempty,

dist(¢,C) := inf |6 — ¢||.
ceC
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(ii) (Quotient distance-to-set in IPM.) For £ € ©/G,
distz(¢,0/G) := Glgg dr(&,[0]),  dr([0],[0]) :== dx(Py, Py).

In particular, for ft = [9}},
(116) dist (&, ©/G) = inf dz(F;,, Py),
€

using the orbit-invariance property Py.9 = P that makes dr well-defined.

(iii) (G-invariance of ©.) Lemma 4.9 states g-© = O for all g € G. Combined with orbit-
invariance of the model, this implies that replacing by any orbit-equivalent representative
does not change Fj.

(iv) (Finite-sample IPM modulus.) Assumption 8.11 provides a nondecreasing wr : [0,00) —
[0, 00) such that for all 6,6’ € Bg,

(117) dr(Py, Py) < wr([0 - 0')).

(As in Lemma 7.7, if right-continuity is not assumed, one can replace wr by its right-
continuous envelope without changing (117).)

(v) (Perturbed contraction to the set A = Og.) Assumption 8.8 and the definition A, :=
SUPpe |T(8) — T(0)| < oo imply (Theorem 8.9) that for all ¢ > 0,

t
T A,

- - 1
(118) dist(6;, ©5) < +" dist(6y, Og) + .

Fix ¢t > 0.
Step 1 (Reduce the quotient infimum to slice representatives in Og). We claim that
(119) inf dp(Py,P;) = inf dr(P;,P;),  ©s:=6nNBs.
0€o ¢ 0eOg ¢
rFhe “<” direction holds because ©g C @ For “>”: fix any 0eco6 ngose Qrbit is relevant for
©/G inside the local quotient chart. Let fg := m([f]). By Lemma 4.9, g € ©, and by definition

of m, fs € Bg, hence 5 € ©g. Moreover g lies in the orbit of @, so by orbit-invariance of the
model we have Py, = F;. Therefore

d]:(Pét, PQ—) = d]:(Pét, Pés) > 6716Ig d]:(Pét, Pé).
S

Taking the infimum over 0 € © yields the “>" inequality in (119), establishing (119). Combining
with (116) gives

(120) distz(&,0/G) = inf dr(P;, Fp).
0cbs t

Step 2 (Control IPM distance-to-set by parameter distance-to-set). We now prove the
analogue of Lemma 7.7 for the present 0;. Let r; := dist(0y, Og). By definition of infimum, for
every € > 0 there exists 0 € ©g such that

(121) 16 — Br || < e + €.
Apply the modulus inequality (117) with 6 = 6, and ¢’ = Or.c:
dr(Py,, By, ) < wr ([10: — Or.ell) < wrlre +e),
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using (121) and monotonicity of wr. Since infgeq, d]:(Pét, P;) < d]:(Pét7 Py, ), we obtain

inf dr(Fy , Py) < wr(ry +e) for all € > 0.
fcOg ¢

Letting € | 0 and using right-continuity (or the right-continuous envelope) yields

(122) inf dr (P, Py) < wr(dist(f;, Og)).
6cOs t

Combining (120) and (122) gives
(123) dist (£, 0/G) < wr(dist(6s, Os)).
Step 3 (Insert the perturbed set-contraction bound and conclude). Apply (118) to
bound dist(6;, ©5), and then apply monotonicity of wz:
dist 7 (&, 0/G) < wr(dist(fs, Os))

t Tt (D @ 1—+f
< wr| " dist(by, ©g) + . Ayl
-
This is exactly (114).
Step 4 (Lipschitz specialization). If wr(r) < Lzr on an interval containing the argument
1-— 'yt
L=y
then applying this bound to (114) yields (115). O

re =t dist(éo, Os) +

An,

8.5. Bounding A, via EM-induced empirical processes. The deterministic bounds above
reduce the finite-sample problem to controlling A,,. We now relate A,, to uniform deviations of
(population vs. empirical) gradients of the surrogate.

8.5.1. Gradient characterization and a stability inequality. Define the surrogate gradients (in the
M-step variable):

(124) G(0,6) == VoQ850),  G(0.0) == VaQ(O':0).

Under Assumption 8.1, the first-order conditions characterize the updates:

(125) G(T(9),0)=0, G(T(),0)=0 (€ Bg).

Lemma 8.13 (Strong concavity yields a Lipschitz inverse-gradient bound). Assume Assump-
tion 8.1(i) for Q. Then for each fized 6 € Bg, the map 0’ — G(¢',0) is A-strongly monotone: for
all 0,0, € Bg,

(126) (G(03.,6) = G0, 0). 0, — ) > |6} — o).
Consequently,

/ / 1 / /
(127) 167 = 65l < 5 1G(61,6) — G (63, 0)ll.

The same statements hold for G under Assumption 8.1(ii).
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Proof. Fix 0 € Bg.

Step 1 (From strong concavity to strong monotonicity). Assumption 8.1(i) states
—V2,,Q(0;0) = \I. Equivalently, V2,,Q(0';60) < —AI. For a C! map G(-,0) = VpQ(+;0), this
implies strong monotonicity with constant A: integrate the Hessian along the segment between
0] and 6} to obtain (126) (the standard characterization of strong concavity /monotonicity).

Step 2 (Derive the inverse-Lipschitz bound). Apply Cauchy—Schwarz to (126):
|67 — 03] < (G(61.6) — G(65,6),01 — 63) < ||G(61,6) — G(63,0)]| |61 — 5]
If 61 # 6), divide by ||6] — 05||; otherwise the inequality is trivial. This yields (127). O

Theorem 8.14 (Operator deviation controlled by gradient deviations). Assume Assumption 8.1

~

and that T'(8),T(0) € Bgs for all 8 € Bg. Then
2 .
(128) A, < < sup sup ||G(#,0)—-G(,0)|.
0eBs 0'€Bg
Proof. Fix 0 € Bg.
Step 1 (Add and subtract G(7'(6),6)). Using (125) and the triangle inequality,
IG(T(8),6) — G(T(6),0)|| = |G(T(6),6) — 0| < |G(T(6),8) — G(T(8),6)]| + |G(T(6), ).
But G(T'(8),6) = 0 by (125), so
IG(T(6),8) — G(T(6),0)|| < |G(T(6),6) — G(T(6),0)].
Similarly, adding and subtracting G(T(6), 8) yields
IG(T(68),6) — G(T(6),0)|| = |G(T(6),6) — G(T(6), ).
Combining the two displays and taking the maximum,

IG(T(6),8) — G(T(6).0)|| < Sup IG(8',6) — G, 0)].

Step 2 (Invert the strong monotonicity). By Lemma 8.13 applied to G(-,0),

I17(6) - TO)] < IGEO).0) - GTO).0)] < § sup [GE,6) ~ G(E'.6)]|

0'eBg

Step 3 (Symmetrize to obtain the factor 2/)\). The previous bound is already sufficient. A
slightly more conservative but uniform form is obtained by noting that

sup ||G(6',0) — G(0',0)|| < sup sup ||G(#,0) — G(#,0)|,

G’EBS GGBS H’EBS
and then taking supycp, of the left-hand side. Writing the right-hand side with a prefactor
2/X accommodates the common situation where one bounds separately sup |G — G| and an

additional event ensuring T'(#) € Bg uniformly. (Keeping 2/X is harmless and matches standard
perturbation statements in the EM literature.) Thus (128) holds. O
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8.5.2. EM-induced function class and empirical process bounds. We now express G — G as an
empirical process indexed by an EM-induced class.

Under the standing differentiability conditions (as in Assumptions 5.1 and 6.4), the gradient
takes the form

G(0.,0) = Exp [gg,ﬂo()}, G(0.,0) = Exp, [ggl,g(xﬂ,

where the index function gg g : X — R? is

(129) 960(2) =Bz po(|a) [Ver log py (, Z)].
Define the EM-induced vector-valued class
(130) H = {ggl,g : ((9/,9) € Bg X Bg }

To apply scalar empirical process results, we use the standard reduction: for v € S%~1, consider
the scalar class H, := {(u,g) : g € H} and take a union bound over a net on the sphere. We
state the cleanest form in terms of a generic complexity functional; see [10, 11].

Theorem 8.15 (Generic chaining bound for the EM-induced class). Assume the functions in
H are square-integrable under P* and that H is P*-centered (or replace each h by h — Ep«h).
Write the Lo(P*) semimetric as

d(h, 1) = b = W 1y pe)-

(Standard additional concentration hypothesis.) Assume moreover that the class has Lo(P*)-
subgaussian increments in the following sense: there ewists K < oo such that for all h,h' € H,
the centered random variable

Zp(X) = (h = I')(X) = Ep+[(h — h')(X)]
satisfies the 1o bound
(131) 1Zha (X)|ly, < K d(h,1).

(For example, (131) holds if every h(X) is subgaussian with ||h(X) — Eh(X)|ly, < K||h|1,p+)-)
Then there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that for every ¢ € (0,1), with probability at
least 1 — 0,

2L | a3, dyy /2200 5)> :

NG n
where yo(H,d) is Talagrand’s 2 functional of (H,d) and diam(H, d) := supy, pieqq d(h, 1').

(132) sup [(P, — P*)h| < CK (
heH

Remark (on the assumptions). Without some concentration control like (131), one generally
cannot expect an exponential tail \/log(1/0)/n from only Lo integrability; the high-probability
form (132) is the standard subgaussian-increment regime in generic chaining references.

Proof. Step 0 (Notation and 7, definition). Let X;,..., X, " Pt and P, = LS 0x,
For each h € ‘H define the centered empirical-process coordinate
1 n
Xy = (P, — P )h = — h(X;) — Eh(X)).
ni= Jh=— ; (h(X:) — ER(X))

We will control supj,cq; |Xn|.
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Recall the (one of several equivalent) definitions of Talagrand’s 2 functional. A sequence

of subsets (T})x>0 of H is called admissible if |Ty| = 1 and |T}| < 22" for all k > 1. Given an
admissible (7)) define, for each h € H,

T:) := inf .
Ah, 1) = inf dlh 1)

Then
[o@)

133 H,d) = inf su 2k/2 q(h, T},).
( ) 72( ) (Ty,) admissible heql-)[ k;o ( k)

(We may assume separability w.r.t. d or otherwise interpret the supremum over a countable
dense subclass; this is standard and does not affect the bound.)

Step 1 (Subgaussian increments for the empirical process). We first show that the
process {Xp, trew has subgaussian increments w.r.t. the metric d/\/n.

Lemma 8.16 (Averaging subgaussian variables). If Y1,...,Y,, are independent, centered, and
1Yilly, < o, then

000'

Vn

<

1 n

P2
for a universal constant Cy.

Proof. A standard characterization of the 19 norm is: there exists a universal ¢ > 0 such that
1Yy, < o implies Eexp()\Y) < exp(cA?0?) for all A € R. Applying this to each Y; and using
independence,

1 - A . A2 A2
Eexp <)\n ;Yl) = gEexp<nYi> < HeXp <Cn202> = exp (anQ) .

This shows %Z?:l Y; is subgaussian with variance proxy =< o?/n, which is equivalent to the
stated 9 bound with some universal Cjy. O

Now fix h,h’ € H and consider the increment

KX =3 (Zuw(X0), Zule) o= (b W) ()~ E(h — W)(X).

=1

By the increment assumption (131), ||Zpp (X)|ly, < Kd(h,k'). Applying Lemma 8.16 with
o= Kd(h,h') yields
C1K

(134) HXh - Xh’”d& < W d(h, h,) for all h, n e H,
for a universal C. Equivalently, the process has subgaussian increments with respect to the
metric

~ K

d(h,h) = —

(1) =

Step 2 (A self-contained chaining tail bound for subgaussian-increment processes).
We now prove the high-probability generic chaining inequality in the form needed here.

d(h, 1)
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Lemma 8.17 (Chaining tail bound for subgaussian increments). Let {X;}icr be a centered
real-valued process indexed by (T, p), and assume
| Xt — Xl < p(t,5) forall s,t € T.
Then there exists a universal constant Co > 0 such that for every u > 1,
(135) Pr <sup | X¢| > Co (’yg(T, p) +udiam(T, p))) < 27V,
tel
Proof. We prove an explicit chaining inequality by constructing nets and taking a union bound
over scales.
(a) Fiz an admissible sequence and associated projections. Let (Ty)r>0 be an admissible sequence
of subsets of T' (with |Ty| = 1, |Tx| < 22k). For each t € T choose a measurable selector mx(t) € T},
satisfying
p(t,mk(t)) < p(t, Ty) + 2~ *diam(T, p),

which is always possible by definition of the infimum and a standard 2~*-approximation. (Any
summable slack would do; this choice is convenient.)

Fix a basepoint ¢y € Tp (the unique element). Since Xy, is centered and does not affect the
supremum up to additive constants, we will bound X; — Xy, and then use | X;| < | X — Xy, |+ X4, |;
the latter contributes only a universal constant absorbed into Cj.

(b) Telescoping decomposition. For any t € T' and any integer m > 1, write

X, — X;y = zm: (Xr = X ) + (X = Xe):
k=1

Letting m — oo and using separability (or working on a countable dense subset) we may assume
p(t, mm(t)) — 0 and hence X; — X ;) — 0in Lo (and almost surely along a subsequence), so it
suffices to control the series of increments.

(c) Control increments uniformly over the net pairs at each scale. Fix k > 1. For any t € T', the
increment X, ;) — X #) 1s a difference of two net points. Define the set of all such pairs:

The—1(
Py = {(CL, b) €Ty X kal}-

Then [Py| < |Tp|[Thq| < 227227 < 22877,
By the subgaussian increment hypothesis,

| Xa — Xy, < pla,b) for all (a,b) € Py.
Hence there is a universal ¢ > 0 such that for every (a,b) € Py, and every v > 0,
(136) Pr (| Xo — Xp| > vp(a,b)) < 2"
Now set v, := 1 2"/2 with u > 1. By a union bound over all pairs in P}, and (136),
Pr (El(a, b) € Pr: | Xy — Xp| > vk p(a, b)) < | Pl - 2k < 2exp<(log 2) 2k +1 cu22k>.

Choose u > 1 and absorb constants so that cu?2* dominates (log 2)2¢T!; explicitly, for a universal

choice of constants in front of © we obtain a bound of the form
Pr (El(a, b) € Pr: |Xa— Xy > C5u2/2p(a, b)) < 90wt
for a universal C3 and all £ > 1. Summing over k > 1 gives

Pr (Elk >13(a,b) € Pr: | Xa — X3 > C3u2?p(a, b)) < 2267“22%1 <2,
k>1
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using that u > 1 makes the series dominated by its first term.

Therefore, on an event €, with Pr(,) > 1— 2¢7%*, we have simultaneously for all k > 1 and
all (a,b) € Py,

(137) 1 X, — X3 < C3u2¥?p(a,b).

(d) Sum the scale bounds. Fix t € T and work on €,,. Apply (137) to a = mi(t) and b = m_1(%):
Xty — Xy ()] < C3u2? p(mp(t), me—a (1))

Using the triangle inequality for p,
p(mi(t), me—1 (1)) < p(t, mi(t)) + p(t, 71 (1))

Thus

|Xt - Xt()‘ S Z |X7Tk(t) - Xﬂk,1(t)|
k>1

< Cyu Y 22 (p(t, mi(0) + plt mia (1))

k>1
< Cyuy 252 p(t, mi(t)),
k>0
for a universal Cy. By construction of 7y (),
p(t, (1)) < p(t, Ty) + 27 *diam(T, p).
Therefore,

Xy = Xyl < Cau ) 282p(t,T) + Caudiam(T, p)y_ 2F/227F,
k>0 k>0

The last series > ;. 27k/2 converges to a universal constant, so
| Xt — Xl < Csuy_2¥2p(t, Ty) + Csudiam(T, p),
k>0

for universal Cs. Taking the supremum over ¢t € T' gives, on {2,

sup | X¢ — X¢,| < Csu | sup Z 22p(t,T1.) | + Csudiam(T, p).
teT teT 135

Finally, take the infimum over admissible (%) and use the definition (133) to obtain

sup | Xy — Xy | < Csua(T, p) + Csudiam(T, p).
teT

Absorbing | Xy,| into constants (or taking ¢y such that X;, = 0 if available) yields (135) with a
universal constant Cs. U

Step 3 (Apply Lemma 8.17 to the empirical process). Apply Lemma 8.17 to the process
X}, indexed by T' = H with the metric

C1K
h,h) =
p(h, h') NG
which is valid by (134). Then for every u > 1, with probability at least 1 — 26*"2,
sup [Xp| < C2 (v2(H, p) + udiam(H, p)) .
heH

d(h,h),




50 KOUSTAV MALLIK

Using the scaling properties v2(H, cp) = c¢y2(H, p) and diam(H, cp) = cdiam(#H, p), we have
Ci1K

. ChK .
2 p) = = nd),  diam(H,p) = ;ﬁdlamm,d).

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 26_“2,

. v2(H,d) udiam(H,d) >
sup |[(P, — P )h| < CK ( + ,
heH‘( A vn Vvn

for a universal C' (absorbing constants Cj, C2).
Set u := /log(2/6) =< y/log(1/8) so that 2¢~v* < §. This yields (132). O

Corollary 8.18 (Bracketing/entropy specialization). Under the hypotheses of Theorem 8.15,
one may upper bound vyo(H,d) by entropy integrals. If N (e, H,d) denotes covering numbers, then

diam(#H,d)
vo(H,d) < / V1og N (e, H,d) de,
0

yielding a Dudley-type bound.

Proof. We give a direct construction from covers.
For k > 0 define the scale

€ := inf {e >0: logN(e,H,d) < 2’“}.

Then there exists an eg-net Ty, C H with |T)| < N(eg, H,d) < 2" <92 (up to a harmless change
of constants in the definition of €;), so (T} )r>0 is admissible after ensuring |Tp| = 1 (replace Tp
by a singleton).

By definition of ¢, we have d(h,T}) < ¢ for all h € H. Therefore,

I2(H.d) < sup 3~ 2%d(h Ti) < - 2.
hel (5o =

Now relate the discrete sum to the entropy integral by a standard layer-cake argument: since
log N(¢,H,d) is nonincreasing in €, the definition of € implies that € € (egxy1,€r] entails
log N (e, H,d) > 2¥/2. Hence

diam(H,d)
/ Viog N(e,H,d) de = Z2k/2(ek—ek+1) = ZQk/Qek,
0

k>0 k>0

where the last equivalence uses summation by parts and ¢ | 0. Combining the displays yields
the claimed bound (absorbing universal constants into <). 0

8.5.3. Putting the pieces together. Combining Theorem 8.14 with Theorem 8.15 yields a high-
probability bound on A,,, and inserting that bound into Theorem 8.12 yields an explicit finite-
sample rate.

Theorem 8.19 (Sample EM in a general IPM: high-probability bound). Assume:

(i) population contraction-to-set (106) on Bg for A = Og with constant v € (0,1);
(ii) strong concavity Assumption 8.1 with constant X;
(11i) IPM modulus Assumption 8.11 on Bg;
(iv) the EM-induced class H in (130) satisfies the conditions of Theorem 8.15.
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Then there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for every § € (0,1), with probability at
least 1 — 0, the sample EM iterates satisfy for allt > 0,
(138)

diSt]: ( [ét} 7(:)/G) < wr <"}/t diSt(éo, és) + 10g(1/5)

Proof. Roadmap. We prove (138) by chaining together three deterministic implications:

(empirical-process control of G — G) = (control of the EM update perturbation A,) = (perturbed contraction
Each implication is made explicit below.

Step 0 (Recall the objects and where randomness enters). The only randomness is
through the sample X3,..., X, LLd- P*, hence through P,, and the sample EM operator T. The
population objects (T, G, ©g, v, A\, wr) are deterministic.

Recall that, by definition of the EM-induced class H in (130),
(139) sup  [|G(#',0) — G(6/,6)|| = sup [|(P. — P*)hl|,

(¢/,0)eBsxBg heH

where G (#',0) is the sample analogue of the population gradient map G(#’, 6), and each coordinate
of G—G is an empirical-process average over a corresponding h € H. Identity (139) is a definition-
level rewriting: it is precisely why H was introduced.

Step 1 (Apply the generic chaining bound to control sup |G — G|). By assumption
(iv), H satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem 8.15. Therefore, for every ¢ € (0,1), there exists a
universal constant C' > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — 9,

(140)  sup|(P,— P*)h| < C(Wmmm(%,h(pm log(l/é))
heH n n

On this event, combine (140) with the identity (139) to obtain

VQ(H’\I/%(P*)) + diam(H, Lo (P*)) 10g(§/5)> .

Step 2 (Convert gradient-approximation error into a uniform EM-map perturbation
bound). Define the uniform perturbation size

A, = sup [|T(0) = T(9)]-
0€Bg

(141) sup Héwlﬁ) - G(6/79)H <C (
(9/,9)€BS><BS

By Theorem 8.14 (a deterministic stability result for strongly concave maximization), Assump-
tion 8.1 with constant A implies

(142) A< 2 s GW.0) - G(0.0)].
A (0,0)eBsxBs
(Here is where strong concavity enters: it converts a gradient perturbation into a parameter
perturbation with factor 2/\.)
Now work on the high-probability event where (141) holds. Substituting (141) into (142)
yields the explicit bound

(143) A < i-C'(rm(%’\Lﬁi(P*))—irdiam(H,Lg(P*)) log(i/‘s))
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Step 3 (Apply the sample-EM quotient IPM bound with this A,). Under assumption
(i) (population contraction-to-set on Bg with target set A = Og) and assumption (iii) (the IPM
modulus on Bg), Theorem 8.12 gives, deterministically for every ¢ > 0,

R _ o At
(144) dist 7 ( [et] ,0/G) < wr <’yt dist(fo, ©5) + 11_'; An) .

(Here the factor (1 —~)~! comes from unrolling the perturbed contraction recursion.)
Finally, substitute the bound (143) on A,, into (144). This yields
log(1/9)

1—4t 2 C [’M + diam(H, La(P")) ]) |

distr ( [ét] ,0/G) < wr (’yt dist(fo, O5) + e NG -

which is exactly (138).

Step 4 (Probability statement). The bound is valid on the event (140), which holds with
probability at least 1 — & by Theorem 8.15. All subsequent steps were deterministic conditional
on this event. Therefore (138) holds with probability at least 1 — §. O

Remark 8.20 (Interpretation of (138)). Equation (138) exhibits the standard “optimization +
statistics” decomposition: a geometric optimization term ~! dist(fg, ©s) and a statistical floor of

order ﬁ %+ (92(H)/+/n). The factor (1 — )~ is algorithmically unavoidable for perturbed

contractions, while A~! reflects curvature of the M-step surrogate. The statistical complexity is
driven by the EM-induced class H, not by F directly.

9. EXTENSIONS AND REFINEMENTS: INEXACT EM, BASIN INVARIANCE, AND
SAMPLE-SPLITTING

Section 8 reduced finite-sample EM to a perturbed contraction analysis controlled by the
operator deviation A, = supye g, |7(8) — T(0)||. This section strengthens that theory in three
directions that are frequently indispensable in rigorous applications: (i) explicit basin invariance
conditions ensuring sample EM remains inside the local basin, (ii) inezact (approximate) E/M
steps with time-varying errors, and (iii) sample-splitting (fresh-batch) EM yielding sharper
high-probability bounds over long horizons.

Throughout, we retain the maximally general evaluation metric: an arbitrary IPM dr and its
quotient form dz([d], [0']) = dr(Py, Py) (Section 4).

9.1. Basin invariance: when does sample EM stay in Bg? The deterministic results in
Section 8 implicitly assume ét € Bg for all t. This is not automatic: even a small perturbation
can eject an iterate from the basin unless one imposes a margin-to-boundary condition. We
now state and prove the sharp basin-invariance lemma used in most local EM analyses (cf. the
basin-based program in [1]).

Assumption 9.1 (Absorbing basin for the population map). Bg C S is nonempty and satisfies
T(Bs) € Bs.

Assumption 9.2 (Margin to the boundary). There exists » > 0 such that the closed 7-
neighborhood of T'(Bg) is contained in Bg, i.e.

(145) {uecR?: dist(u,T(Bs)) <7} C Bs.

Lemma 9.3 (Uniform operator perturbation implies basin invariance). Assume Assumption 9.1
and Assumption 9.2. If A, <r, then T(Bg) C Bg. Consequently, if 0y € Bs and 0,41 = T(60;),
then 0, € Bg for allt > 0.
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Proof. Definitions and assumptions used. Recall A, := supycp, I7(0) — T(0)]|. Assump-
tion 9.1 states that

(146) T(Bs) C Bs.
Assumption 9.2 states that there exists a radius r > 0 such that
(147) {x eR?: dist (z,T(Bs)) < r} C Bs.

In words: the r-neighborhood (Minkowski enlargement) of the image set T'(Bg) is contained in
the basin Bg.

Assume A,, <r. We show T(BS) C Bg by proving T(@) € Bg for an arbitrary 6 € Bg.

Step 1 (Pointwise proximity of 7(#) to the image set T(Bg)). Fix any # € Bg. Since
T(0) € T(Bg) by definition of the image set, we can upper bound the distance from 7'(0) to
T(Bg) by a specific candidate point T'(f) € T'(Bg):

(148) dist (T(6). T(Bs)) = _int |7(6) ~yi| < |7(8) = T(6)]|.

By definition of A,, as a supremum over Bg, and since 6 € Bg,

(149) IT'(8) = T()|| < An.

Combining (148) and (149) and using the assumed bound A,, < r gives
(150) dist (7(0), T(Bs)) <

Step 2 (Apply the margin assumption to conclude 7(6) € Bg). Inequality (150) says
precisely that T'(6) belongs to the r-neighborhood of T'(Bg):

() e {x eR?: dist (z,T(Bg)) < 7"}.

By Assumption 9.2, the right-hand set is contained in Bg, hence T'(#) € Bg.
Since # € Bg was arbitrary, we have shown T'() € Bg for all § € Bg, i.e.

T(Bs) C Bg.

Step 3 (Forward invariance for the iterates). Assume 0y € Bg and define 6,1 = T'(6,).
We prove by induction that Ht € Bg for all t > 0. The base case t = 0 holds by hypothesis. If
Gt € Bg, then 0,41 = T'(0,) € T(Bg) C Bg by the first part of the lemma. Thus, by induction,
6, € Bg for all t > 0. O

Remark 9.4 (Sharpness of the margin condition). Assumption 9.2 is essentially tight: if T'(Bg)
approaches the bogndary of Bg with no positive margin, then arbitrarily small uniform pertur-
bations can force T'(f) ¢ Bg for some 6.

9.2. A sharper bound for A, (removing the unnecessary factor 2). Theorem 8.14 in
Section 8 stated a conservative prefactor 2/A. Under the same hypotheses one can obtain the
optimal prefactor 1/\ without any additional assumptions.

Recall G(6/,60) = Vo Q(0';60) and G(0',0) = Vo Q(#';0) as in (124).
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Theorem 9.5 (Optimal strong-concavity control of A,). Assume Assumption 8.1 with constant

~

A > 0 and that T(0),T(0) € Bs for all € Bg. Assume moreover that Bg is an open subset of
R (or, more generally, that the mazimizers T(0) and T() are interior points of the feasible set
so that first-order conditions take the form of vanishing gradients). Then

(151) A, := sup |[T(0) —T()| < : sup sup [|G(0',0) — G(¢,0)]|.

0eBg )\ 0cBs 60'€Bg

Proof. Step 0 (Set up notation; reduce to a pointwise bound). Fix an arbitrary 6 € Bg.
Define the population and sample slice objectives

Qo(0') = Q0" |0),  Qo(0) := QI | 0),
and their gradients (with respect to ")
VQo(0) = G(0'.0),  VQu(t) = G(0,0).

Write
v:=T(0) € Bs, u:=1T(0) € Bs.

Our goal for this fixed 6 is to prove
1 R
(152) lu—vll < < sup [|G(¢',0) — G(¢',0)].
A geBg
Once (152) is established, taking supyep, on both sides yields (151) (because the left-hand side

becomes A,, by definition).

Step 1 (Strong concavity = sharp inverse-Lipschitz property of the gradient). We
isolate and prove the quantitative inequality that converts a gradient difference into a parameter
difference. This is the sharp step where the constant 1/ is obtained.

Lemma 9.6 (Strong concavity implies inverse-Lipschitz gradient). Let f : Bg — R be differen-
tiable and \-strongly concave on an open convex set Bg C R®. Then for all z,y € Bg,

1
(153) lz =yl = L IVF@) =Vl
Equivalently, V f is injective and its inverse (on its range) is 1/A-Lipschitz.

Proof. We proceed in two substeps.

(a) Strong concavity = strong monotonicity of the gradient. A standard characterization of
A-strong concavity is: for all x,y € Bg,

(154) F(w) < 1)+ (T ()y — ) = Sy~
Swap z and y in (154) to get
(155) F(@) < Fo) + (V)2 — )~ Glle — I

Add (154) and (155). The left-hand side becomes f(x) + f(y), and the f(z), f(y) terms cancel,
yielding

0 < (Vf(2),y — ) +(VI(y),z —y) = Mz —y|>
Since (Vf(2),y - 2) = ~(Vf(z),z -

(156) (VI(y) = Vf(z), z—y) = Nz —yl

y) and (Vf(y),x — y) is unchanged, this becomes
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Equivalently,

(157) (VI(@) = V@), z—y) < =Alle—yl*
This is the strong monotonicity (with negative sign, since f is concave) of Vf.
(b) Strong monotonicity = inverse-Lipschitz. Apply Cauchy—Schwarz to the inner product:

[(Vf(x) = Vi), 2 —y)| < [VFx) = Vi)l lz -yl

From (157), the quantity (Vf(z) — Vf(y),x — y) is nonpositive, hence

—(Vf(z) = VI(y), = —y) = Az —yl>.
Also,

—(Vf(@) = Vi), z—y) =(VI(y) = V@), z—y) < [Vf(2) = V@) [l -yl

Combining the two displayed inequalities gives

Ma =yl < [VF(@) = V@)l lz - yll.
If x =y, the desired inequality (153) is trivial. If x # y, divide by ||z — y|| > 0 to obtain

1
lz =yl < SIVf(z) = V),
which is (153). O

Apply Lemma 9.6 to f = Qp (which is A-strongly concave by Assumption 8.1) and the points
r=u=T(f) and y =v =T(0):

(158) Ju ol < {19 Qo) ~ YQu)] = {16 (w,6) ~ G(v, )|

Step 2 (Justify the first-order conditions at 7'(9) and 7'(A)). We now show that the
maximizer of a differentiable function over an open set must have vanishing gradient. This is the

point where the assumption “T'(6),T(0) € Bg” is interpreted as “interior maximizers”.

Lemma 9.7 (Interior maximizer implies zero gradient). Let U C RY be open and let f : U — R
be differentiable. If x* € U is a (local, hence also global) maximizer of f over U, then V f(x*) = 0.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that V f(z*) # 0. Let v := V f(z*)/||V f(z*)| so that ||v] = 1.

Consider the one-dimensional function ¢(t) := f(2* 4 tv). Since U is open and z* € U, there
exists € > 0 such that 2* +tv € U for all |[t| < e. By the chain rule,

¢'(0) = (Vf(a"),v) = [V f(")] > 0.
Hence for sufficiently small ¢ € (0, €) we have p(t) > ¢(0), i.e. f(z* +tv) > f(x*), contradicting

that z* is a maximizer. Therefore V f(z*) = 0. O
Apply Lemma 9.7 to f = @y and z* = v = T(0) € Bg (with Bg open):

(159) G(v,0) = VQp(v) = 0.

Similarly, apply it to f = Qp and z* = u = T(H) € Bg:

(160) G(u,0) = VQg(u) = 0.

Step 3 (Rewrite ||G(u,0) — G(v,0)| using the FOCs and bound by a uniform gradient
perturbation). Using (159) in (158), we have

1 1
lu =]l < {116 (u, ) = G(v,0)| = 1[G (u, )]
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Now use (160) to express G(u, 0) as a difference between population and sample gradients:

~

G(u,0) = G(u,0) — G(u,0)  (since G(u,8) = 0).
Therefore

(161) lu—ofl < 21|G(u.0) — Clu.B)]| < ~ sup [C(E.0) — C(#'.0)].
A A 0’cBgs

This is exactly the pointwise bound (152).

Step 4 (Take suprema over ¢ to obtain the bound on A,). Since (161) holds for every
fixed 6 € Bg, taking supycp, yields

. 1 .

up [7(6) ~ T(0)] < + sup sup [G(0'.6) ~ G(0.0)].
6eBg 6cBg 0'€Bg

By definition, the left-hand side is A,,, giving (151). O

Remark 9.8 (If Bg is closed: variational-inequality version). If Bg is a closed convex set, the
exact-gradient equalities G(1'(6),0) = 0 and G(7'(#),6) = 0 need not hold when the maximizers
lie on the boundary. In that case the correct first-order condition is the variational inequality

(G(T(0),0),0' —T() <0 V& € Bg,

(and similarly for G), or equivalently 0 € G(T'(0),6) + Np.(T(6)) with the normal cone Np,.
One can still obtain perturbation bounds, but the clean 1/)\ constant may require additional
interiority /margin assumptions ensuring the maximizers are not on the boundary (which is
exactly what the present theorem assumes implicitly via interiority).

Remark 9.9 (Tightness and the factor-of-2 improvement). The constant 1/ is best possible from
strong concavity alone. For instance, for any map m(€) consider the quadratic surrogate

A A A
QW' 10)= =310 = mO), Q' |0) =511’ —n(O)]*

Then T'(0) = m(6), T(#) = m(0), and
GO',0) = =XO —m(0),  G(O,0)=—-\O —m(0)).
Hence supy [|G(6',0) — G(6',0)[| = Allrin(8) — m(6)|| and equality holds in (151).

9.3. Inexact EM: deterministic and stochastic per-iteration errors. In practice, exact E-
and M-steps are often replaced by approximate computations: truncated posterior computations,
approximate maximization, or inner-loop optimization. We model this by allowing an inezact
update map Ttjj at each iteration ¢, with a controlled error.

Definition 9.10 (Inexact slice EM update with additive error). Let T : B¢ — Bg be the
population slice EM map. An inexact update sequence is any sequence {Hfti t>0 C Bg satisfying

(162) Ot =T(6) + <0
where &; € R? is an error term (deterministic or random).

Theorem 9.11 (Inexact contraction recursion (time-varying errors; sharp)). Assume T : Bg —
Bg is a contraction on Bg in the sense that there exists v € (0,1) such that

(163) 17(0) =T @)l <0 6| for all 6,0 € Bs.
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Let {6:}1>0 be the exact iterates 011 = T'(6;) and let {Htﬁ}tzo satisfy the inexact recursion
(164) O =T +e, >0,

for some error sequence {e;}1>0 C R? such that the iterates remain in Bg (e.g. because Bg is
forward-invariant and the errors are small enough). Then for everyt >0,

t—1
(165) 16 — 0]l < A'1165 — Ooll + > 7'~ [le-
k=0
In particular, if supy, ||ex|| < &, then
t —
t t 1-7_ £
(166) 167 = 61ll < 71165 — boll + 7= < 1165 — boll + T

Moreover, the bound (165) is sharp in the sense that equality can occur for suitable one-
dimensional examples.

Proof. Step 0 (Define the error process and record what must be shown). Define the
tracking error

e = (9,&i — 0, € RY, E; := |let]| € [0, 00).
We will derive a scalar inequality for F; and then solve it explicitly.

Step 1 (Exact identity for the one-step error; then a one-step inequality). Start from
the two recursions:

9,54,_1 = T(Qt), 95_,’_1 = T(Gg) + &¢.
Subtract the first from the second:

vt = Oy — 1 = (T(6) + =) = T(0)

(167) - (T(@f) - T(Ht)> tep
Now take norms and apply the triangle inequality ||la + b|| < ||a|| + ||b]|:
(168) Er1 = levsall < IT(0) = T@O) + lletll

Finally apply the contraction property (163) to the pair (0&i ,0¢) (both in Bg):
I7(6)) = T(0)]) < 716} — 61ll = VEr.

Substitute into (168) to obtain the fundamental one-step inequality

(169) B S vE + [ledl], t=>0.

Step 2 (Solve the scalar inhomogeneous recursion explicitly). We now unroll (169)
carefully, keeping track of indices.
For t =0, (169) gives
Fy < vyFEy+ He’;‘o”
Fort =1,
By < vE1 + |lell £ v(vEo + lleoll) + llerll = 7v* Eo +~lleoll + lleall.
For t = 2,

By < By + |leall < v(v*Eo +lleoll + llexll) + lle2ll = v*Eo + v*lleoll + vllex]l + [le2ll-
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The pattern suggests the general bound
t—1

(170) Ey <y'Eo+ Y A7 Flexll.
k=0

We now prove (170) by induction on ¢.
Claim 9.12. For every integer t > 0, inequality (170) holds.

Proof of Claim 9.12. For t = 0, the sum is empty and interpreted as 0, so (170) reads Ey < Ej,
which is true.
Assume (170) holds for some ¢ > 0. Apply the one-step recursion (169):

Erp1 S B+ (e
Substitute the induction hypothesis for E;:

t—1 t—1
B < (m + th‘l"“\lsu!) lledll = 1By + 3 A E sl + el
k=0 k=0

Now observe that ||| = v 7!||;|| and that

t—1 t (t+1)—1
- - 1k

Yo lerll + lleel =D A Fllewll = - AT e

k=0 k=0 k=0
Therefore .

Ep1 <A Ey + Z’Yt_k”EkH,
k=0

which is exactly (170) with ¢ replaced by t 4+ 1. This completes the induction. O

Since E; = ||} — 6,]| and Eo = |65 — 60|, Claim 9.12 is precisely (165).

Step 3 (Uniform error specialization). Assume supys x| < & Then each term in the

sum in (165) is bounded by 4'~!~*&, hence
t—1 t—1 t—1 1At
t—1—k - t—1-k _ = j_ =t
(171) kz_ov HakHSEkZ_Ov 8;7 =

where we used the change of variables j = ¢t — 1 — k and the finite geometric-series identity.
Substituting (171) into (165) yields the first inequality in (166). The second inequality in (166)
follows because 0 < 4% < 1 implies
t
V65— ool <o~ ol =L <

Step 4 (Sharpness). The inequality chain used only (i) triangle inequality and (ii) the
contraction inequality. Both can be tight. For instance, in one dimension with 7'(z) = vz (which
is a contraction with factor v on any interval containing 0), choose 6y = 93 = 0 and take ¢; > 0
for all . Then the exact iterates satisfy 8; = 0 and the inexact iterates satisfy 95 1= 'yﬁtﬁ + &,

SO e = 05 and

which matches (165) with equality. O
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Corollary 9.13 (Inexact EM to a set and IPM transfer). Assume the population contraction-to-
set property (106) holds on Bg for A = ©g with factor v € (0,1), and assume the IPM modulus

(78) holds on Bg with modulus wr. Let {9§}t20 C Bg be any sequence such that
(172) dist(6F,,, T(69)) <m  for all t >0,

for some nonnegative sequence {n:}ti>0. Then for all t > 0,

t—1
(173) dist (6], ©5) < ' dist(65,05) + > _ ',
k=0
and consequently
t—1
(174) dist 7 ( [eﬂ 0/G) < wr <¢ dist(6,05) + 3 ,yt—l—knk) .
k=0

Proof. Part I: derive the perturbed contraction-to-set recursion. Define e; := dist(@f, Os).
We first show

(175) err1 < yer + n.
Fix ¢t > 0. Start from the definition:
€i+1 = diSt(9§+1, (:)S)
Apply the 1-Lipschitz property of distance-to-set (Lemma 8.3 from your earlier proof): for any
x,y, dist(x, Og) < dist(y, Og) + ||z — y||. With z = HEH and y = T(Gg),
(176) dist(6?, ,,05) < dist(T(6}), Os) + |67, — T(6))].
By the inexactness assumption (172),
165, — T(O})| > dist(6},,, T(6f)) and hence |16, — T(6F)| < m

(the last implication holds if (172) is strengthened to the norm bound ||9£Jrl — T(Gtﬁ)” <y if
you only assume distance-to-a-point, these are identical because dist(z,{y}) = || — y||). Thus
the second term in (176) is at most 7;.

For the first term, apply contraction-to-set (106) with A = Og:

dist(T(6%), O5) < v dist(6¢, Og) = ver.
Substituting into (176) yields (175).
Now unroll (175) exactly as in Theorem 9.11 (with ||e|| replaced by 7)), to obtain (173).

Part II: transfer distance-to-set in parameters to quotient IPM distance-to-set. Apply
the analogue of Lemma 7.7 (as previously proved) at 6 = 0?:

inf dr(Py, Pp) < wr(dist(6],0s)) = wr(er).
0€Og t

As in your quotient arguments, by G-invariance and orbit-invariance,
dist [911} 0/G) = inf dr(Py,P;),
}'( t / ) 56 f( 95 9)
SO
dist » ( [9?} ,(:)/G) < wr(er).
Finally substitute the bound (173) on e; and use monotonicity of wr to obtain (174). O
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9.4. Sample-splitting EM: independent operator errors and sharper probability
control. The analysis in Section 8 treats the fized-sample map T' and controls A,, uniformly on
Bg. A complementary regime is sample-splitting EM: at iteration ¢ one uses a fresh batch of
data to form an independent map T;. While this can be statistically wasteful, it yields cleaner
high-probability statements over long horizons because the operator errors are independent across
t. This device is standard in nonasymptotic EM analyses as a proof technique [1].

Definition 9.14 (Sample-splitting EM). Let the data be partitioned into m disjoint blocks of
equal size b (so n = mb). For each ¢t € {0,...,m — 1}, define the empirical surrogate Q(-;-)
using only block ¢, and the associated slice update map

T,(0) := arg max Q,(¢'; 0).
0’'ceBg

The sample-splitting EM iterates are
ét+1:Tt(ét), t:(],,m—l
For each t, define the per-iteration operator deviation

Ay = sup [[Ti(0) - T(O)]).
0€Bg

Because block ¢ is independent of 6, (which depends only on earlier blocks), one can apply
conditional concentration at each step and then take a union bound over t.

Theorem 9.15 (Sample-splitting perturbed contraction bound). Assume the contraction-to-set
property (106) holds on Bg for A = ©g with factor v € (0,1), i.e.

(177) dist(7'(9), A) < v dist(f, A)  for all 6 € Bg.
Let 0,4 = Tt(ét) fort = 0,...,m — 1, where each T, : Bs — Bg is a (possibly random)
approzimation of T and define the per-step operator deviations

(178) A; = sup | Ty(0) — T(6)| € [0, 00].
#cBg

Assume Ay < 0o and 0; € Bg for allt <m (e.g. by a basin invariance lemma). Then for every
te{0,1,...,m},

t—1
(179) dist(0;, A) <+ dist(fo, A) + > "1 F A

k=0

Proof. Step 0 (A basic tool: distance-to-set is 1-Lipschitz). We use the inequality (proved
carlier as Lemma 8.3): for any nonempty set A C R? and any z,y € RY,

(180) dist(z, A) < dist(y, A) + ||z — .
Step 1 (Derive the one-step scalar recursion). Fix ¢ € {0,...,m — 1} and set ¢; :=
dist(0y, A). Using the iteration 0;11 = T;(6),
Ct+1 = diSt(étJrl, A) = diSt(Tt(ét), A)
Apply (180) with « = T;(6;) and y = T(6;):
(181) dist(T3(6y), A) < dist(T(0;), A) + | T3(0:) — T(61)])-
We bound the two terms on the right-hand side separately.
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(a) Contraction-to-set term. Since 0; € Bg, the contraction-to-set property (177) gives

(182) dist(T(0), A) < v dist(6y, A) = vey.

(b) Approzimation term. By definition (178) of A; as a supremum over § € Bg and since f; € Bg,
(183) ITe(6e) — TG0 < sup IT:(8) = T(O)]| = Ay

Substitute (182) and (183) into (181) to obtain the one-step recursion
(184) err1 < yer + Ay, t=0,...,m—1.

Step 2 (Unroll the time-varying recursion). We now solve (184) explicitly. We claim that
for every t € {0,1,...,m},
t—1
(185) er < ")/teo + Z’yt_l_kAk.
k=0
Claim 9.16. Inequality (185) holds for all t € {0,1,...,m}.

Proof of Claim 9.16. For t = 0, the sum is empty (interpreted as 0), and (185) reads ey < ep.
Assume (185) holds at time ¢ with ¢ < m — 1. Then by (184),

t—1 t—1
et <ver+ Ay <y ('yteo + Z’YtlkAk> + A =4"Tleg+ > ATFAL+ A
k=0 k=0

Since Ay = A7tA, the last two terms combine as

t—1 t (t4+1)-1

Z,yt—kAk A = Zryt—kAk — Z ’Y(H_l)_l_kAk.

k=0 k=0 k=0
Thus

¢
€t+1 S 7t+1eo + Z ’Yt_kAky
k=0
which is exactly (185) with ¢ replaced by ¢ + 1. This completes the induction. ([
Finally, recalling that e, = dist(f;, A) and A = Og, we obtain (179). O

Theorem 9.17 (Sample-splitting EM in a general IPM: uniform high-probability bound).
Assume:

(i) (IPM modulus on the slice.) For all 0,0 € Bg,

(186) dr(Py, Pyr) < wr([160 —0'])),
where wr : [0,00) — [0,00) is nondecreasing and (without loss) right-continuous.
(ii) (Per-step uniform operator deviation control.) For each t € {0,...,m — 1} and each
d€(0,1),
(187) Pr(A; < ap(d)) > 1-4,

where Ay := supgep, 173(0) — T(0)|| (cf. (178)) and ay(8) depends on the block size b.

(11i) (Forward invariance on the horizon.) With probability one (or on the same event we work
on below), the iterates ét remain in Bg for all t < m. (For instance, this holds whenever a
basin invariance lemma applies, e.g. Lemma 9.3 under Ay < r.)
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(iv) (Population contraction-to-set.) The population map T satisfies, for A = Og and all
0 € Bg,
(188) dist(7'(9), A) <~ dist(6, A)
with a factor v € (0,1).
Consider the sample-splitting iterates ét+1 = Tt(ét) fort=0,....,m —1 and define ét = [9}}
Then for any ¢ € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — ¢, simultaneously for all ¢ € {0,1,...,m},

(189) dist 7 (ét, @/G) <wr <7t dist(éo, Og) + 11__7; ab(5/m)> .

Proof. Step 0 (Two reusable facts: a Lipschitz property and the quotient reduction).
Fact A (distance-to-set is 1-Lipschitz). For any nonempty A C R? and any z,y € R?,

(190) dist(z, A) < dist(y, A) + ||z — y].

Fact B (quotient IPM distance-to-set equals a slice infimum). By G-invariance of © and orbit-
invariance of the model (as in Theorem 8.12), for every 6 € Bg,

(191) distr ([0],0/G) = 1n§ dr(Py, Pp) = _inj dr(Py, Py).

The second equality uses that every orbit in ©/G that meets the local chart has a unique
representative in ©g and that replacing by an orbit-equivalent representative does not change
PG

Fix 0 € (0,1) for the remainder of the proof.

Step 1 (Construct a single high-probability event controlling all steps). For each
t€{0,...,m— 1} define
Et = {At < ab(é/m)}
y (187) with 6/m in place of 6,
Pr(E) >1—-6/m for each t.

By the union bound,

(192) ( ﬂEt>>1—ZPrEt > 1 % 1-4.

t

3

[e=]

Hence, on the event E (which occurs with probability at least 1 — d), we have the simultaneous
uniform bound

(193) Ay < ap(d/m) forallt=0,...,m— 1.

Step 2 (Derive the time-varying perturbed contraction-to-set recursion on E). Work
on the event E and fix any t € {0,...,m — 1}. We first establish the one-step inequality

(194) dist(f41, A) < v dist(d;, A) + Ay, A= 0g.
Indeed,
dist(Byy1, A) = dist(T3(0;), A) < dist(T(6:), A) + | T3(6:) — T(6y)]|

by (190) with z = T}(6;) and y = T(#;). Now, since §, € Bg by forward invariance (assumption
(iii)), the contraction-to-set property (188) yields

dist(T(6,), A) < ~ dist(6y, A),
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and by definition of A; as a supremum over Bg,
IT2(0:) = T(0:)| < A
Substituting these bounds proves (194).
Step 3 (Unroll the recursion with explicit index bookkeeping). Define ¢; := dist(6;, 4) >
0. Then (194) becomes
(195) err1 < yer + Ay, t=0,...,m—1.
We claim that for every t € {0,1,...,m},

t—1

(196) er < vleg + Z’ytflkak.
k=0

Claim 9.18. Inequality (196) holds for all t € {0,1,...,m}.

Proof of Claim 9.18. For t = 0, the sum is empty and (196) reads eg < ep. Assume (196) holds
for some t < m — 1. Then by (195),

t—1 t—1
e <ver+ A <y <7teo + Z’Yt_l_kAk> + A =2"Tleg+ Y AL+ AL
k=0 k=0
Since A; = «*7tA;, the last two terms combine into Zi;:o VRAL = Z,(fiol)fl A==k AL g0

t

1 _
v <7 Meg + > ATFA,
k=0

which is (196) with ¢ replaced by ¢ + 1. O
Thus (196) holds. Now invoke the uniform bound (193) on E: for each ¢ € {0,...,m},

-1 -1
e <7'eo+ Y A TITRAL <qleo +ap(/m) Yy AT
7=0 k=0
t—1

. 1 —~t
(197) =9'eq + ap(6/m) Z v = ~teg + 7 ap(0/m),
=0 1=

where we used the change of variables j = ¢ —1—k and the finite geometric-series identity.
Recalling e; = dist(0, A) and A = ©g gives, on E,

PO PO 1 —A~t
(198) dist(6,, ) < 7 dist (6o, Os) + 5 _'; ap(8/m).

Step 4 (Convert parameter distance-to-set into quotient IPM distance-to-set). Fix
t € {0,...,m} and work on the event E. By Fact B (191),

(199) dist 7 ( [9}} 6/G) = inf dr(F;,. Fy).
S

Let 1y := dist(ét, Og). By the definition of infimum, for each ¢ > 0 there exists ;. € ©g such
that

(200) 10 — Or.ell < e+ e.
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Apply the modulus (186) and monotonicity of wr:
dr(Py,. by, ) < w]-'(”ét —Orell) < wr(re+e).
Since the left-hand side is an upper bound on the infimum over § € ©g, we obtain

inf dr(P, Py) < wr(re +e) for all € > 0.
065 t

Let € | 0 and use right-continuity of wr to conclude

(201) inf dr(Py, Py) < wr(ry) = wr(dist(fs, Og)).
0€Os t

Combining (199) and (201) yields, on F,
dist 7 ( [ét] ,6/G) < wx(dist(d,, Os)).

Finally substitute (198) into the right-hand side and use monotonicity of wr to obtain (189) on
E.

Step 5 (Conclude the probability statement and uniformity in ¢). By (192), Pr(E) > 1-6.
All inequalities in Steps 2—4 hold simultaneously for all ¢ € {0,...,m} on the same event E
(because (193) is uniform in ¢ and the recursion is deterministic given the A;’s). Hence, with
probability at least 1 — 0, the bound (189) holds simultaneously for all ¢t < m. O

Remark 9.19 (Comparison with fixed-sample EM). Fixed-sample EM reuses the same n ob-
servations across all iterations and can yield smaller per-iteration statistical error, but the
induced dependence between (ét) and the empirical fluctuations typically forces either (i) uni-
form empirical-process control that is stable over a data-dependent trajectory, or (ii) stabil-
ity /algorithmic arguments. Sample-splitting EM avoids these issues: conditional on the past, each
update uses fresh data, so per-step bounds such as (187) follow from a one-shot empirical-process
inequality at block size b. The cost is explicit in (189): a §/m union-bound penalty and statistical
scaling 1/v/b (with b &~ n/m if the sample is split evenly). Which regime is preferable depends
on the horizon m and whether one can obtain fixed-sample bounds that hold uniformly over .

APPENDIX A. MEASURE-THEORETIC AND CONDITIONAL-EXPECTATION PRELIMINARIES

Throughout, let (X, F) and (Z,G) be measurable spaces for the observed and latent variables,
respectively, and let © C R? be a parameter set. Write P Z for the joint law of (X, Z) under
parameter 6, and PGX for the marginal law of X. The data-generating law of X is denoted by
P* (not assumed to lie in the model).

For any 0,60 € ©, we use the standard EM functionals

®(0) = Ep-[logps(X)],  QO10) == Eps[E,,,(x,)[logpe(X, 2)],

whenever the expectations are well-defined as extended real numbers (possibly equal to —o0).
Here k¢ (z,-) denotes a regular conditional law of Z given X = x under parameter 6’ (constructed
below), and py denotes a chosen density under domination (Assumption A.1).

Extended-real integration conventions. For a measurable function h : Q@ — [—o00,00] and a
measure M on (€2, A), the integral [ hdM is defined iff at least one of [hy dM and [h_dM is
finite; in that case [hdM := [hydM — [h_dM € [—o0, o00|. We also use 0log 0 := 0 and, when
needed, 0log(0/q) := 0 for ¢ > 0.
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A.1. Dominating measures and versions of conditional laws. We impose a standing
domination/regularity condition ensuring densities and conditional laws can be manipulated via
kernels.

Assumption A.1 (Joint domination and standard Borel latent space). There exist o-finite
measures p on (X, F) and v on (Z,G) such that, for every 6 € ©,

XZ df eXZ
P, <L 1R, with densit T,z) = ——(x,2).

Moreover, (Z,G) is a standard Borel space.
A basic measurability fact (used repeatedly).

Lemma A.2 (Measurability of section integrals). Let h: X x Z — [0, 00| be (F & G)-measurable
and let v be o-finite on (Z,G). Then the map

r — /Zh(:n,z) v(dz) € [0, o0

is F-measurable (as an extended real-valued function).

Proof. Let H be the class of all nonnegative measurable functions h such that x — [ h(z, z)v(dz)
is F-measurable. We show H contains all nonnegative (F ® G)-measurable functions.
Step 1 (rectangles). If h = 144 p with A € F, B € G, then

/ZleB(x,z)V(dz) = 14(x)v(B),

which is F-measurable. Hence indicators of measurable rectangles lie in H.

Step 2 (simple functions). By linearity, all finite linear combinations of rectangle indicators
(i.e. nonnegative simple functions on X x Z) lie in #.

Step 3 (monotone limits). Suppose hy, € H and h, 1 h pointwise. Then for every z,

/hn(a:,z)y(dz) T/h(m,z)u(dz)

by monotone convergence in z. The pointwise supremum of measurable functions is measurable,
so h € H.

Step 4 (conclusion). Every nonnegative (F ® G)-measurable h is the pointwise limit of an
increasing sequence of nonnegative simple functions. By Steps 2-3, h € H. O

Marginal densities. Under Assumption A.1, the X-marginal is also dominated: PQX < p, with
density
dp;*
Y@ = [ maaud), e s,
dp z

where the integral is well-defined in [0, oo].

(202) po(z) =

Proof of (202). Fix 6 € © and define pg(z) := [, pg(z, 2)v(dz) € [0,00]. By Lemma A.2, py is
F-measurable.

Let A € F. Using the definition of the marginal and the Radon—Nikodym representation of
PYZ,

P (A) = P?(Ax Z) = /szpg(l‘,z) (n @ v)(de,dz).
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Since pg > 0, Tonelli’s theorem applies:

| mie 2 e e = [ (oot va)utdn) = [ o) pid)

Thus P;*(A) = [, P dp for all A € F, which implies P;* < p with Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP;* /du = py p-a.e., i.e. (202). O

Regular conditional laws. We next construct a regular conditional probability of Z given X under
PéX Z. The construction is completely explicit (via a Borel isomorphism to a Borel subset of 0,1]
and conditional distribution functions), and yields the full disintegration identity.

Proposition A.3 (Existence of a regular conditional law). Assume (Z,G) is standard Borel.
Fiz 6 € © and let (X,Z) ~ PGXZ on some probability space. Then there exists a Markov kernel

kg : XxG—[0,1]
such that for all A€ F and B € G,

(203) Pf?(Ax B) = /@(x,B) P;X(dx).
A

Moreover, if kg is another kernel satisfying (203), then for every B € G,
ko(x, B) = kg(z, B) for P;X-a.e. x.

Proof. We proceed in five steps.

Step 1 (reduce to a Borel subset of [0,1]). Since (Z,G) is standard Borel, there exists a Borel
subset E C [0, 1] and a bimeasurable bijection (Borel isomorphism) b: Z — E such that both b
and b~! are measurable. Define Y := b(Z) taking values in E C [0,1]. Let £ be the trace o-field
on E: E={ENB:BebB([0,1])}. Then Y is (G, E)-measurable and o(Y) = o(Z).

It suffices to construct a regular conditional distribution of Y given X, say ﬁg/(x, ) on (E,E),
and then define for B € G

ko(x, B) == K} (z,b(B)).
Measurability and the disintegration identity then transfer by the bimeasurability of b.

Step 2 (conditional distribution functions on rational cutpoints). For each rational ¢ € QNI0, 1],
define the random variable 11y<, and take its conditional expectation given o(X):

94(X) = E[liy<gy [ o(X)].
By definition, g4(X) is o(X)-measurable and satisfies, for all A € o(X),

(204) E[1agy(X)] = E[lalyy<q].

Since g4(X) is o(X)-measurable, there exists an F-measurable function F, : X — [0, 1] such
that
Fo(X) = g4(X)  aus.

(Indeed, o(X)-measurability of g,(X) means g,(X) = F,(X) for some F, measurable on X;
choose one such version and call it Fy.)

Because QN [0, 1] is countable, we can (and do) choose the versions Fj, simultaneously for all
rationals.

Step 3 (enforce monotonicity and right-continuity in q pointwise in x). For rationals ¢; < go,
we have 1ry<q1 < lyy<g,), hence by monotonicity of conditional expectation

Elly<q | o(X)] < Ellyycy |o(X)] as.
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Thus Fy, (X) < F,(X) a.s. For each pair (g1, ¢2) this inequality may fail on a null set; by
countability of pairs of rationals, there exists a single PéX -null set N C X such that for all x ¢ N
and all rationals ¢1 < g9,

(205) Fy () < Fip ()
For each = ¢ N, define a function F; : [0,1] — [0, 1] by
(206) Fo(t) = inf{F,(z):q € QnNI0,1], ¢ > t},

with the convention that the infimum over an empty set is 1 (which occurs only at ¢ = 1). For
x € N, define Fy(t) := 1>y (any distribution function will do; this set will be null under P).

For each fixed x ¢ N, the function t — F,(t) is nondecreasing and right-continuous on [0, 1]:
- nondecreasing: if t; < tg, then {¢ > t2} C {q > t1}, hence inf,~y, Fy(x) < inf~y, Fy(z); -
right-continuity: for ¢, | ¢, the sets {q > t,} increase to {q > t}, so the infima decrease to the
infimum over {q > t}, which equals F,(¢) by definition.

Also, for t < 0 define F,(t) := 0 and for ¢t > 1 define F,(t) := 1; then F, is a distribution
function on R.

Step 4 (define a measure from F, and verify measurability in x). For each x ¢ N, define a
probability measure x} (,-) on ([0,1], B([0,1])) by the standard Lebesgue-Stieltjes construction:

Ky (z,(a,b]) = Fu(b) — Fy(a), 0<a<b<l,

and extend uniquely to B([0, 1]) (Carathéodory extension theorem). Since F) is right-continuous
and nondecreasing with F;;(07) = 0 and F,(1) = 1, the resulting measure is a probability measure.
For x € N, set } (z,-) equal to any fixed probability measure on [0,1] (e.g. o).

Now restrict to £ C [0, 1] by defining for C' € &,

Ky (2,0) = kg (2,0),

where C' € B([0,1]) is any Borel set with C'N E = C; this is well-defined because &} (z,-) can be
replaced by its restriction to E (equivalently, consider the pushforward measure on FE).

We now verify the kernel measurability: for each C' € &, the map = +— &} (z, C) is F-measurable.
It suffices to check this on a m-system generating £ and then extend by the monotone class
theorem.

Let Z be the collection of half-intervals in £ of the form

(—o0,t|NE, teQnio,1].
This is a w-system generating &£ (since E is a Borel subset of [0, 1] and such intervals generate
B(]0,1])). For t € QN 0,1] and = ¢ N, we claim
(207) Ky (z,(—00,t] N E) = Fy(x).
Indeed, by definition of F} and right-continuity regularization, for rational ¢t we have
F.(t) = q>}nfe(@ Fy(z) = Fy(z)

because monotonicity (205) implies Fy(x) | Fi(z) as ¢ | t along rationals, hence the infimum
equals the limit Fi(x). For a distribution function Fj, the associated Stieltjes measure satisfies
Ky (z,(—00,t]) = Fy(t), so (207) holds.
Since each F; is F-measurable, the map x — ﬁg(a:, I) is measurable for each I € Z. Let
M:={Ce&: zw k) (z,C) is F-measurable}.

Then M is a monotone class: if Cy, T C with C,, € M, then s} (z,Cy) 1 K} (z,C) (continuity
from below), so measurability passes to the limit; similarly for C),, | C' using continuity from
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above and boundedness by 1. Since Z C M and o(Z) = £, the monotone class theorem yields
M =E. Thus x + k) (z,C) is measurable for all C € £, proving that x} is a kernel.
Step 5 (verify the defining disintegration identity). We show that for all A € F and all C € &,

(208) P(X€A YeO) = / kg (z,C) P;X(dx).
A

It suffices to verify (208) on the generating m-system Z and then extend by a A-system argument.
Fix t € QN [0,1] and let Cy := (—o0,t]N E € Z. By (207),
Ky (z,Ct) = Fy(xz) for P; -a.e. x.

Therefore, for any A € F,

/ﬁg(x,ct)PGX(d:E):/Ft(x) Py (dz) = E[1{xea Fi(X)].
A A

By construction Fy(X) = E[1{y < | 0(X)] a.s., hence by the defining property of conditional
expectation (204),

E[l{XeA}Ft(X)] = E[l{XeA}l{Ygt}] = IP(X € A, Y € Ct)
Thus (208) holds for all Cy € 7.
Now define
A:={C € &: (208) holds for all A € F}.
We show A is a A-system: clearly E € A since both sides equal P (A); if C; C Cy with
Cy,Cy € A, then by additivity of probability measures and of z — r} (z, -),

PXeA YelC,\C)=P(XeA Ye(y)—-P(XecA YeC)

and similarly for the integral, so Co \ C1 € A; and if C), 1 C, then both sides of (208) converge
to the corresponding limit by monotone convergence (bounded by 1), hence C € A. Since Z C A
and o(Z) = &, the -\ theorem yields A = &, establishing (208) for all C' € £.

Finally, return to Z via b. For B € G, set rg(x, B) := k} (v,b(B)). Then measurability in z
and the disintegration identity transfer immediately:

P(X € A, Z € B) = P(X € A, Yeb(B)):/

5 (2,b(B)) Pi¥ (dx) = / (i, B) P (dx),
A

A
which is (203).

Uniqueness. Let kg and &g satisfy (203). Fix B € G and define h(x) := kg(z, B) — kg(z, B),
which is F-measurable. For every A € F,
/ h(z) PX (dz) — / oz, B) PX (dz) —/ Fo(z, B) PX (dx) = PXZ(Ax B)— PXZ(Ax B) = 0.

A A A

Taking A = {h > 0} gives f{h>0}théX =0, but h > 0 on {h > 0}, hence P;(h > 0) = 0.
Similarly P;¥(h < 0) = 0. Therefore P;*(h # 0) = 0, i.e. kg(-, B) = Fg(-, B) P;*-a.s. O
Density-based version. When pg(z) € (0, 00), a canonical kernel is obtained by normalizing the
joint density.

Lemma A.4 (Conditional density representation). Assume Assumption A.1. Fiz 0 € © and
define pgp(x) by (202). For x such that pg(x) € (0,00) define

po(z,2)
209 po(z | x) = —————.
(209) Gl = P

Then for u-a.e. x with pg(z) € (0,00):
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(1) z— po(z | ) is G-measurable, nonnegative, and [ pg(z | z)v(dz) = 1;
(2) ko(x, B) := [zpo(z | x)v(dz) defines a kernel on {py > 0};
(3) extending ko(x,-) arbitrarily on {ps = 0} yields a kernel satisfying (203).

Proof. (1) Joint measurability of (z,z) — pg(z,z) and measurability of = — py(x) imply

measurability of (z,z) — pe(z,2)/pe(z) on {pp(x) > 0}; in particular for each fixed x with
po(x) > 0, z — pg(z | x) is measurable and nonnegative. Moreover,

= L T, z)viaz) = pH(J/') =
[tz 1w = — [ e () = 245 <

by (202).

(2) For each B € G, the map = — [gpo(z | x)v(dz) is F-measurable on {py > 0} by
Lemma A.2 applied to h(z,z) = 1p(2)pg(z | ) (extend by 0 on {pg = 0} if desired). For each
such x, B + kg(x, B) is a probability measure since it is given by integrating a density.

(3) On {pg = 0} define ky(z,-) as any fixed probability measure; this preserves the kernel
property. Since PQX < with density pg, we have PGX ({pp = 0}) = 0. Finally, for A€ F, Be€ g,

/A/ig(m,B) PiX (dx) :A<qu(d2))p9(m)u(dx) :/ po(x, 2) (u@v)(de, dz) = PX%(AxB),

Do (x) AxB
where Tonelli applies (nonnegative integrand). This is (203). O

Kernel-density equivalence. Conversely, specifying a marginal density and a conditional density
kernel reconstructs a dominated joint law.

Lemma A.5 (Reconstruction from marginal and conditional). Fiz 6 and suppose we are
given: (i) a nonnegative measurable pg : X — [0,00) with [pgdp = 1; and (i) a measurable
function pg(- | -) : X x Z — [0,00) such that for each x, z — pg(z | =) is G-measurable and
[ po(z | z)v(dz) = 1. Define

(210) po(z,z) = po(z)po(z | 2).

Then po(z,z) is a (u ® v)-density, hence defines a probability law P;X? < p® v. Moreover:
(a) its X-marginal has density pg(x); and (b) a regular conditional law of Z given X = x is
ko(z,dz) = po(2 | ©)v(dz).

Proof. Measurability and nonnegativity of pg(z, z) are immediate. Its total mass is

a2 e videdn) = [ po@)( [ oz 12)wtde))ntda) = [ pofapn(aa) =1,

by Tonelli. Thus py is a probability density on X x Z.
For the marginal, for any A € F,

Pf () = ¥ ax2) = [

po(@)po(z | 2) (1 ® v)(da, dz) = / po(@)u(de),
AxZ A

since the inner integral over Z is 1. Hence the marginal density is pg(x).
For the conditional law, define kg(z, B) := [5pg(z | ®)v(dz). Then for all A€ F, B g,

[t By P o) = [ ([ mole | owtd) ) molalntdo) = [ palapo(z | @) (usw)(d,dz) = (A B),
A A B AxB
which is exactly the disintegration identity (203). O

A.2. Interchange of integrals, limits, and differentiation. This subsection records the
routine interchange steps used repeatedly for ® and Q.
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Kernel integrals and joint measures.

Definition A.6 (Kernel). A map x: X x G — [0,1] is a (Markov) kernel from (X, F) to (Z,G) if
(i) for each x € X, k(z, -) is a probability measure on (Z,G), and (ii) for each B € G, z — k(z, B)
is F-measurable.

Lemma A.7 (Measurability of kernel integrals). Let k be a kernel and h : X x Z — [0, 00| be
(F ® G)-measurable. Then the map

r — /Zh(:v,z) k(z,dz) € [0, 00]

1s F-measurable.

Proof. Let H be the set of all nonnegative measurable h for which z — [ h(z,z)s(z,dz) is
measurable. We verify H contains a generating class and is closed under monotone limits.
If h=144p with A€ F, B € G, then

/leg(x, 2)k(x,dz) = 1x(x)k(x, B),

which is measurable by Definition A.6. Hence rectangle indicators lie in H, and by linearity, all
nonnegative simple functions lie in H. If h,, 1 h with h,, € H, then by monotone convergence (in

z),
/hn(az,z)m(m,dz)T/h(:r,z);@(m,dz)

pointwise in x, and the limit of measurable functions is measurable. Thus H is a monotone class
containing all rectangle indicators, hence contains all nonnegative measurable functions. O

Definition A.8 (Joint measure induced by a marginal and a kernel). Let P be a probability
measure on (X, F) and k a kernel from X to Z. Define a set function on rectangles by

(P®k)(Ax B) = /AH($,B) P(dz), AeF, Beg.

Then P ® k extends uniquely to a probability measure on (X x Z, F ® G).

Proof. We must verify that the rectangle set function is a pre-measure on the algebra generated
by rectangles. Fix B € G. The map A — [, k(x, B)P(dx) is a (finite) measure on F, because
it is integration of the nonnegative measurable function x(-, B). Linearity in B is inherited
pointwise from the measure property of k(z,-). Standard arguments (check countable additivity
on disjoint unions of rectangles and extend by Carathéodory) yield a unique measure on F ® G.
Total mass is
(PRK)(XxZ)= / k(x,Z) P(dz) = / 1P(dz) =1,
X X

so the extension is a probability measure. O

Lemma A.9 (Tonelli/Fubini for nested expectations). Let h : X x Z — [—00,00] be (F ® G)-
measurable, let P be a probability measure on (X,F), and let k be a kernel from X to Z.

(1) If h > 0, then

/X><Z h(z,z) (P ® k)(dz,dz) = /X/Zh(x,z) k(z,dz) P(dx) € [0, 00].
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(2) If [y, |h|d(P ® k) < oo, then

/szhd(P®H) - /x/zh(x’ z) k(z, dz) P(dx)

and the integral is finite. In particular, iterated integration is unambiguous and standard
Fubini manipulations are valid.

Proof. (1) Let H be the set of all nonnegative measurable h for which the identity holds. For
h=1axn,

/XXZ Laxpd(P & r) = (P® r)(A x B) = An(w, B)P(dx) = /X/Z a5 (2, 2)i(, d2) P(da),

so rectangle indicators are in H. By linearity, nonnegative simple functions are in .
If hy, T h pointwise with h,, € H, then by monotone convergence applied to the measure P ® k,

/hnd(P®n)T/hd(P®n),

and by monotone convergence applied inside the iterated integral (nonnegative integrand),

/X/Zh”(x’z)“(x’dz)P(dx)T/X/Zh(:B,Z)/i(x,dz)P(dx).

Thus the identity passes to the limit, so H is closed under monotone limits. Since every
nonnegative measurable function is an increasing limit of nonnegative simple functions, H
contains all h > 0.

(2) Write h = hy —h_ with hy > 0 measurable. If [ |h|d(P®k) < oo, then both [ hy d(P®k)
and [ h_ d(P ® k) are finite. By part (1) applied to h4 and h_,

/hi d(P & k) :/X/Zhi(x,z)/i(x,dz)P(d:z).

Subtracting yields the desired identity for h, and finiteness follows. (|

Lemma A.10 (Dominated convergence under nested expectations). Let h,,h: X X Z — R be
measurable with hy(x,z) — h(z,z) pointwise. Let P be a probability on (X,F) and k a kernel
from X to Z. Assume there exists an envelope H : X x Z — [0, 00) such that |h,| < H for alln
and

H(z,z) (P ® k)(dz,dz) < oc.
XxZ

/ / ha(z, 2) 6(z, dz) P(dz) — /X /Z h(z, z) k(z, dz) P(dz).

Proof. By Lemma A.9(2), since H is integrable under P ® k, each h, and h is integrable and

//h dr dP = /hnd(P®m), /X/ZhdndP:/hd(P@m).

Apply the standard dominated convergence theorem to the probability space (XX Z, F®G, P® k)
with dominating function H to obtain [ h,d(P ® k) — [ hd(P ® k). Translating back yields
the claimed convergence of iterated integrals. O

Then
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Differentiation under marginalization. We state a vector-valued Leibniz rule sufficient for differ-
entiating pg(z) = [ po(z, 2)v(dz).

Assumption A.11 (Differentiability and domination of the joint density gradient). For (u ® v)-
a.e. (z,z), the map 0 — py(z, z) is differentiable on ©. Moreover, for every compact K C ©
there exists a measurable envelope Gk : X x Z — [0, 00) such that

sup [|[Vops(z, )| < Gr(z,2) for (n@v)-ae. (z,2),
0eK
and such that for p-a.e. z,
/GK(af,z) v(dz) < oo.
z

Lemma A.12 (Differentiation of the marginal density). Under Assumption A.11, for every
compact K C © and p-a.e. z, the map 0 — py(x) is differentiable on K, and

Vopg(z) = /ZVng(:U,z) v(dz), e K.

Proof. Fix a compact K C ©, a point § € K, and a coordinate j € {1,...,d}. Let e; be the jth
standard basis vector. For ¢ # 0 such that 0 + te; € K, define

Po-+te; () — po()
; .

Dy j(x) =

Using (202) and linearity of the integral,

L p9+tej($,z)—p9(l‘,2’)y 3
Dy () _/Z ; (dz).

For (u ® v)-a.e. (z, z), differentiability of 6 — py(z, z) implies

Po+te; (':Ua Z) - pg(x, Z)
t
We now produce an integrable dominating function in z for p-a.e. x. For such (z,z) and

sufficiently small ¢ (so that the segment between 6 and 6 + te; lies in K), the one-dimensional
mean value theorem gives

— Og,pe(7, 2) ast — 0.

p9+t6j (1’, Z) - p@(xv Z)
t

= aejpe-‘r-ste]‘ ('T7 Z)
for some s; between 0 and ¢t. Hence

Po+te; (.’E, Z) — Do (JJ, z
t

)
| < sup [0, po (e, )| < sup [Vopo(a, 2)]| < G, 2),
JeK veK

for (u ® v)-a.e. (z,2z). By assumption, for p-a.e. z, [Gg(z,2)r(dz) < oo, so dominated
convergence (in z) yields, for such z,

lim D, j(x) —/Z(?gjpg(x,z)y(dz).

t—0

Thus 9y, pe(x) exists and equals the integral of 9y, ps(7, 2), for p-a.e. z. Doing this for each j
yields the vector identity for Vgpy(x). O
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Differentiating ® and Q. To differentiate log-likelihood terms under P* and under the joint
measure P* ® kg, we impose local score envelopes.

Assumption A.13 (Positivity and score domination). Fix a compact set K C O.
(1) (Positivity) For each 6 € K, pgp(x) € (0,00) for P*-a.e. x; and for each 0 € K, py(z,z) €
(0,00) for (P* ® kg)(dx,dz)-a.e. (z,z) whenever Q(0 | 0') is evaluated.
(2) (Differentiability) For P*-a.e. x, § — logpg(x) is differentiable on K; and for (P* ®
kg)(dx,dz)-a.e. (z,2), 0 — logpg(x, z) is differentiable on K.
(3) (Integrable envelopes) There exist measurable Sk : X — [0,00) and Tk : X X Z — [0, 00)
such that
sup ||Vologpe(z)|| < Sk(z) for P*-a.e. z,
PeK

sup [|[Vglogpy(x,2)|| < Tk(x,z) for (P*® ke )-a.e. (x,2),
PeK

and Ep«[Sk(X)] < oo and [ Tk d(P* ® kgr) < 0.

Lemma A.14 (Differentiation of ®). Fiz a compact K C © and assume Assumption A.13 holds
for this K. Then ® is differentiable on K and, for each 6 € K,

Vo®(0) = Ep- [V@ logpg(X)] .
Proof. Fix 6 € K and coordinate j. For t # 0 small enough so that ¢ + te; € K, define

log po-tte; () — log py()
A j(z) = s ; .

By Assumption A.13(2), Ay j(x) — g, log pg(z) for P*-a.e. .

We now dominate A ; by an integrable envelope. For P*-a.e. z, the map s — log pg se; (x) is
differentiable for s in a neighborhood of 0 (since K is compact and 6 is an interior point of the
segment for small £). By the mean value theorem applied to s +— log pgyse; () on [0,¢] (or [, 0]
if t < 0), there exists s;(x) between 0 and ¢ such that

At,j (x) = 69]' 10gp0+st(:c)ej (.’,U)
Therefore
[Arj(2)] < [[Volog poys, (a)e; (@) < sup Vo logpy(z)|| < Sk(x)
€

for P*-a.e. z. Since Ep«[Sk(X)] < oo, dominated convergence yields
lim Ep+[Ay,;(X)] = Ep-[5, log po(X)].
Finally, by definition of ®,
1 ®(0 + tej) — (0
Ep [0y (X)] = 1 (Ep-logppsre, (X)] - Ep-[ogpy(X)]) = 010 = 20)

Thus 0y, ®(0) exists and equals Ep«[Jp; log pg(X)]. Since this holds for all j, ® is differentiable
at f with the stated gradient. As 6§ € K was arbitrary, ® is differentiable on K. ]

Lemma A.15 (Differentiation of Q). Fizx a compact K C © and assume Assumption A.13 holds
for this K. Then for each 0 € K,

VeQ(010') = Ep- [Emg,(x,v) [V logpa(X, Z)H,

provided the right-hand side exists in R (equivalently, J IV logpg|| d(P* ® ker) < o0).
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Proof. Fix § € K and coordinate j. For small ¢ # 0 with 6 +te; € K, define

lo (xz,z) —lo T,z
Ay j(x, 2) = BPo-ic; i 8o )

By Assumption A.13(2), Ay ;(x,2) — Oy, logpg(z, 2) for (P* ® Ke)-a.e. (z,2).
By the mean value theorem applied pointwise in (z,2) to s — logpgyse; (2, 2), there exists
st(z, z) between 0 and t such that

At,j (.T, Z) = 89j 10gp9+st(x,z)ej (:177 2)7
and hence
|A¢ (2, 2)| < SHEHW log py(z,2)|| < Tk (z, 2)
S

for (P* ® kg/)-a.e. (x,z). The envelope Tk is integrable under P* ® kg by Assumption A.13(3).
Therefore dominated convergence (Lemma A.10 applied under the joint measure P* ® kg/) yields
%i_I}I(l) / A¢j(z, 2) (P* @ Ky )(dx,dz) = /69]. logpg(z, 2) (P* ® kg )(dx, dz).

Using Lemma A.9(2), the left-hand side equals
HQerie10)-ae1e)),

since Q(- | 0') is defined as an integral of log pg(z, 2) under P* @ rgr. Thus Jp,Q(0 | 0') exists
and equals

/89]. log py(, 2) (P* @ ke)(dz,dz) = Ep<E,, (x,) (06, log pg(X, Z)].
Collecting coordinates gives the claimed gradient formula. O

Fisher identity.

Lemma A.16 (Fisher identity). Assume Assumption A.1. Fiz 0 € © and suppose:
(1) po(x) € (0,00) for P;*-a.e. x;
(2) Assumption A.11 holds on some compact neighborhood K > 6;
(3) [ Vologpe(z,2)| ke(x,dz) < oo for Py-a.e. x, where ro(x,dz) = pp(z | )v(dz) as in
Lemma A.4.
Then for PGX—a.e. x,

Vologpo(z) = By, [Vologpe(z, Z)).

Proof. By Lemma A.12, for u-a.e. = (hence for Péx—a.e. x since P(;X < ),

Vope(x) —/ZV(;pg(a:,z) v(dz).

Fix such an x with pg(z) > 0. Divide by pg(z):

_ Vopo(z) _ [ Vepe(z,2) »
Vologps(z) = po(z)  Jz  pox) (d2).

Multiply and divide inside the integral by pg(z, z) (which is positive v-a.e. under the conditional
law by construction of kg):

Vope(fﬂ,z) _ VQPQ(QT, Z) .pg(m,z)

P@ - pe(wz)  pela) o v8pe(®2) pelz ] o).
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Hence

Vo logpg(x /Vg log pg(x, z) pe(z | x) v(dz) /Vg log po(w, 2) ke(x,dz) = B,y [ Ve log pa(, Z)],
where the final expression is well-defined by the assumed integrability of the complete-data score

under kg(z, ). O

A.3. Auxiliary inequalities. We collect inequalities used repeatedly, with full proofs.

Lemma A.17 (Jensen’s inequality). Let (2, A,P) be a probability space, let U : Q — R be
integrable, and let ¢ : R — (—o00, 00| be convex. Then
e(E[U]) < E[p(U)]
whenever Elp(U)] is well-defined in (—oo,00]|. In particular, since log is concave, for any
nonnegative W with E[W] € (0, 00),
Eflog W] < logE[IV],

allowing Ellog W] to equal —
Proof. If p(E[U]) = +00, the inequality is trivial. Assume ¢(E[U]) < co and set m := E[U] € R.

A real-valued convex function on R has finite left and right derivatives at every point in the
interior of its effective domain, and admits at least one subgradient at such points. Concretely,
define the left and right slopes

o p(m+t) —p(m)

o #i(m)=1lim ; ,

which exist in [—o0, 00] with ¢’ (m) < ¢/, (m). Choose any s € [¢’_(m), ¢! (m)]NR (such an s
exists whenever ¢(m) < co). Then the supporting line inequality holds:

(211) o(u) > @(m)+ s(u—m) for all v € R.
(To verify (211): for u > m, convexity implies (p(u) — p(m))/(u —m) > ¢ (m) > s; for u < m,
convexity implies (¢(u) —¢@(m))/(u—m) < ¢/, (m) < s, which rearranges to the same inequality. )
Apply (211) to u = U(w) and take expectations:
Elp(U)] = Elp(m) +s(U —m)] = p(m) + s(E[U] —m) = o(E[U]).

This proves Jensen.
For the log specialization, apply Jensen to the convex function —log on (0, 00) (or equivalently,
use concavity of log) with U = W. O

Lemma A.18 (Elementary log bounds). For all t > 0,
logt < t—1, equivalently —logt > 1—+t.
More generally, for any to > 0,

t—1
logt < logty + 9.

Proof. Define f(t) :=t—1—logt for t > 0. Then f'(t) =1— ¢ and f”(t) = % > 0, so f is
strictly convex. Its unique minimizer satisfies f/(t) =0, i.e. t =1, and f(1) = 0. Hence f(¢) >0
for all ¢ > 0, which is logt <t —1.

For the supporting-hyperplane inequality, concavity of log implies that for any tg > 0,

—t
log < log o + log'(to) (£ — to) = log to + ——2.
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Lemma A.19 (KL nonnegativity). Let P,Q be probability measures on a measurable space
(Q, A) with P < Q. Define
dP
KL(P||Q) := /log (7) dP € [0, 00).
0 dQ

Then KL(P||Q) > 0, with equality if and only if P = Q.
Proof. Let r := %, sor>0and [rdQ =1. Then

KL(P|Q) = [ rlogrdq.
with the convention 0log0 := 0.
Apply Lemma A.18 to ¢t = r to obtain logr > 1 — % for r > 0, equivalently
rlogr>r—1 for all > 0,

where the r = 0 case holds by continuity (lim,orlogr =0 and r — 1 = —1). Integrate both
sides with respect to Q:

KL(PHQ)—/rlogrsz/(r—l)dQ—/rdQ—l—O.

If KL(P||Q) = 0, then [(rlogr — (r — 1)) dQ = 0 with a nonnegative integrand. Thus
rlogr—(r—1)=0 Q-a.e.
But the function g(r) := rlogr — (r — 1) is strictly convex on (0, c0), satisfies g(r) > 0, and
g(r) =0 iff r = 1. Hence r = 1 Q-a.e., which implies P = Q. O

Lemma A.20 (Integral log-sum inequality). Let (2, A, \) be a o-finite measure space and let
a,b:Q —[0,00) be measurable with

A::/ad)\E (0,00), B::/bd)\e (0, 00).

Then 1
a

— > —

/alogbd)\ > AlogB,

with the conventions 01og(0/b) := 0 and the inequality interpreted as valid if the left-hand side is
+00.

Proof. Define probability measures P and @ on (£2,.A) by
b
a(;;) Adw),  Qdw) = (g) A(dw).
Then P,Q are probability measures (since [ad\ = A and [bd\ = B). If P £ @, then
KL(P||@) = +o0 by definition, and the desired inequality is immediate. Assume P < Q.
Compute the Radon—Nikodym derivative:

dP, . a(w)/A B a(w)

Q"™ = bw)/B " A bw)

P(dw) =

Q-a.e.

Therefore,

KL(P||Q) = /log (ZS) dP = /log (% : %) dP = /log (%) dP + log (%) /1 dP.
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Since [1dP =1 and dP = (a/A)d), this becomes

KL(P||Q) = jl/alog (5) ar+1og <§>~

By Lemma A.19, KL(P||@) > 0, hence

L fos(3)or s ()

which is the claimed inequality after multiplying by A. O

Lemma A.21 (KL chain rule and measurability of conditional KL). Assume (Z,G) is standard
Borel. Let P,Q be probability measures on (X x Z,F @ G) with P < Q. Let PX, QX be the
X-marginals, and let P(- | ), Q(- | x) be regular conditional laws of Z given X = x under P,Q,
respectively. Then:

(1) The map = — KL(P(- | 2)||Q(- | x)) is F-measurable as an extended real-valued function.
(2) The chain rule holds:

KL(P|Q) = KL(P¥[|QY) + Epx[KL(P(-| X)|Q( | X))],
with both sides possibly equal to 4o0.

Proof. Step 1 (disintegrations and marginal absolute continuity). Since Z is standard Borel,
regular conditional laws exist, so we can write the disintegrations

P(dz,dz) = PX(dz) P(dz | z),  Q(dx,dz) = Q% (dx) Q(dz | z).

From P < @ it follows that P* < QX: if Q% (A) =0, then Q(A x Z) = 0, hence P(A x Z) =0,
ie. PX(A)=0.

Let rx := dPX /dQX be the marginal Radon-Nikodym derivative.

Step 2 (conditional absolute continuity for PX-a.e. x). We show that for PX-a.e. 2, P(- |
) < Q| z). Let

I‘::{mGX: p<-\x)¢<Q(-ym)}.

For each = € T, there exists a measurable set B, € G such that Q(B; | z) = 0 but P(B, | ) > 0.
To avoid measurability issues from the choice x — B,, use the following countable reduction:
since Z is standard Borel, G is countably generated, so there exists a countable m-system C C G
generating G. If P(- | z) € Q(- | x), then there exists some B € C with Q(B | ) = 0 and
P(B | z) > 0 (because otherwise P would be absolutely continuous on the generating class and
hence on all of G by a monotone class argument). Therefore

I'=|JTs Tp:={x: QB|z)=0, P(B|z)>0}.
BeC

Each I'g € F because x — P(B | ) and = — Q(B | x) are measurable (kernel property). Now
compute

Qs xB) = [ QB 12)Q () = [ 0Q¥(dx) =0,
I'p I'p
Since P < @, we also have P(I'g x B) =0, i.e.

0=PTpxB)= [ P(B|z)P*(dx).
I'p
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But P(B | z) > 0 on I'g by definition, hence PX(I'g) = 0. Since C is countable,

Iy <) PY(Tp) =0
BeC
Thus P(- | z) < Q(- | x) for PX-a.e. x.
Step 3 (factorization of the joint Radon—Nikodym derivative). For PX-a.e. x, define rz1x () =
ggg}g (a version), which is G-measurable in z and satisfies [ 77 x(z,2) Q(dz | z) = 1.
Define

r(x, z) = rx () rzx (2, 2),

interpreting 7 x (z,2) = 0 when rx(x) = 0 (which can only occur on a PX_null set anyway).
We claim r = dP/dQ Q-a.e.

To verify, it suffices (by uniqueness of Radon—Nikodym derivatives) to check that for all
rectangles A x B,

(212) P(Ax B) = /AXBT(J?,Z) Q(dx,dz).

Compute the right-hand side using disintegration of ) and then the definition of conditional
Radon—Nikodym derivatives:

| s = [ ([ x@raxien s 0)Q @) = [ @) [ raxes) Qe 0)ed

:/rX(x)P(B|x)QX(da:):/P(B|x)PX(dx):P(AxB),
A A

where we used PX (dz) = rx(x)Q~ (dz). This proves (212), hence r = dP/dQ Q-a.e.
Step 4 (chain rule identity). Using dP = r d(Q and logr = logrx +logryx,

KL(P||Q) = /logrdP:/logr rdQ.

A more transparent decomposition is obtained by integrating with respect to P directly:

KL(P||Q) = /log (dQ> dP = / (logrx(x) +logry x(z,2)) P(dx,dz)

= /long(x) PX(da:)—l—/(/longX(a:,z) P(dz | :c))PX(dx).
The first term equals KL(PX[|QX) because rx = dPX /dQX and PX = rxQX:

dPX
X X X X
/longdP :/log(d X)dp = KL(P¥[QY).

For the second term, the inner integral is exactly KL(P(- | z)||Q(- | x)) for PX-a.e. z, by
definition of rz x (=, ) Thus

KL(P|Q) = KL(P* Q™) + Epx [KL(P(- | X)|Q(- | X))],

with the understanding that if any term is +00 then the equality holds in [0, o] (all quantities
are nonnegative by Lemma A.19).

Step 5 (measurability of conditional KL). We prove that = — KL(P(- | z)||Q(- | z)) is
F-measurable.
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Since Z is standard Borel, G is countably generated. Let Ay C G be a countable algebra that
generates G, and let II be the countable set of all finite measurable partitions m = {A1,..., An}
with each A; € Ajp.

For probability measures R, S on (Z,G), define the partition divergence

L.(R||S) : ZR A;,

with the conventions 0log(0/s) := 0 and r log(r/O) := o0 for r > 0. A standard characterization
of KL (proved below) is

(213) KL(R[S) = sup KL (R]|S5),

where the supremum is over all finite measurable partitions. Moreover, because Ay generates G,
it suffices to take the supremum over II:

(214) KL(R||S) = sup KL (R|S).
mell

Measurability from (214). For each fixed m = {A4,..., Ay} € II, the map
P(Ai | x)
Q(Ai | x)

is F-measurable because x — P(A4; | ) and = — Q(Ai | ) are measurable (kernel property) and
the map (u,v) — ulog(u/v) is Borel on [0, 1] with the stated conventions. Since II is countable,
the pointwise supremum

x— KLz (P(- | 2)||Q(- ZPA\xlog

= sup KL (P(- | 2)]Q( [ 7))

is measurable. By (214), this supremum equals KL(P(- | z)||Q(- | z)), proving measurability.

Proof of (213) and (214). Let R <« S with density r = dR/dS (else KL is +oo and the
partition supremum also yields 400 by choosing a cell where S is zero and R positive). For any
finite partition m = {4;}, define the conditional expectation of r on each cell:

1
T 1= rdS if S(A;) >0, 7 :=01if S(4;) =0.
s /. (4) (4)
Then R(A fA rdS = 7;S(A;). Hence

L.(R||S) = Zn i) log 7;.

On the other hand,
KL(R|S) = /rlogrdS = Z/ rlogrdS.
i JAi

By Jensen’s inequality (Lemma A.17) applied to the convex function u — wulogu under the
probability measure S(- | A;) = S(-N A;)/S(A;) (for cells with S(A;) > 0),

1 1 1
logrdS > ds)1 ds) = 7 log 7,
5(4) /A oxrds 2 (o) /A ) s (5 /A ) =rileer
thus fAi rlogrdS > 7;S(A;)log7;. Summing over i yields

KL(R|S) > KL(R|S) for every finite partition m,
so KL(R||S) > sup, KL (R]|S).
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For the reverse inequality, approximate r by simple functions measurable with respect to a
refining sequence of finite partitions: since G is countably generated, there exists an increasing
sequence of finite sub-o-fields G,, with o(U,G,) = G. Let 1, := Eg[r | G,,] be the conditional
expectation under S. Then r,, — 7 in L'(S) and 7, — r S-a.e. (martingale convergence theorem).
Moreover, by convexity of u — ulogu and Jensen applied conditionally,

/rnlogrndS T /rlogrdS,

because (r;,) is the S-martingale of conditional expectations and u — ulogwu is convex with
appropriate integrability handled by truncation (standard; one may first prove for bounded r,
then pass by monotone truncation » A M and let M 1 o0).

For each n, 7, is constant on atoms of G, i.e.r, =), Tnila,, for a finite partition m, = {A,;}
with A, ; € G,. Then

/ ralogradS = 3 7 iS(Ani) log 7n; = KLy, (R||S).

Taking n — oo gives

KL(R|S) = lim KL, (R|S) < supKLx(R]S).

hence equality (213).

Finally, because the generating algebra Ay generates G, every finite partition can be approx-
imated (refined) by partitions from IT without decreasing the supremum; more precisely, for
any finite partition 7 and any € > 0 one can find 7 € II such that KLz (R|S) > KL (R||S) — ¢
(using approximation of sets in G by sets in the generating algebra and continuity of the partition
functional). Therefore the supremum over all finite partitions equals the supremum over II,
proving (214). O

How these inequalities are used in EM arguments. Lemma A.17 yields the standard EM lower
bound (Jensen in the conditional expectation defining @)); Lemmas A.19 and A.21 convert
log-likelihood gaps into KL divergences and split them into marginal and conditional terms;
Lemma A.18 provides first-order (supporting-hyperplane) controls for log terms in stability and
perturbation bounds.

APPENDIX B. QUOTIENT CONSTRUCTIONS AND ORBIT-LEVEL MEASURABILITY

This appendix collects measure-theoretic and geometric facts about orbit spaces and local
slices. The goal is to make precise (i) how to put a canonical o-field on the orbit space ©/G, (ii)
when ©/G is standard Borel (globally or locally), and (iii) how orbit-level distances relate to
distances between chosen representatives.

Standing notation. Let G be a group acting on © by a left action

a:Gx0O—0, a(g,0) =g - 6.
Write [(]0) = {g-0: g € G}, let ©/G denote the orbit set, and let
:0—-0/G, ) =1(0)

be the quotient map.
Unless stated otherwise, (0, B(©)) is a measurable space, typically standard Borel. When ©
is Polish, B(©) denotes its Borel o-field.
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B.1. Standard Borel preliminaries used repeatedly. We record a few elementary facts
used throughout.

Lemma B.1 (Diagonals are Borel). If Y is a standard Borel space, then the diagonal
Diagy :={(y,y) 1y €Y} CY xY
is Borel inY x Y.

Proof. Choose a Polish topology on a set Y’ and a Borel isomorphism ¢ : Y — Y (existence is
part of the definition of standard Borel). Then Diagy- is closed in the Polish space Y’ x Y’ and
hence Borel. Since ¢ x ¢ is a Borel isomorphism, Diagy = (¢ x ¢)~!(Diagy) is Borel. O

Lemma B.2 (Graphs of Borel maps are Borel). Let X, Y be standard Borel spaces and let
f: X =Y be Borel. Then

Graph(f) == {(z,y) € X xY : y = f(2)}
is Borel in X x Y.

Proof. Themap F : X XY — Y XY, F(x,y) = (y, f(z)), is Borel because f is Borel and products
preserve measurability. Then Graph(f) = F~!(Diagy ), which is Borel by Lemma B.1. O

Lemma B.3 (Analyticity via projection). Let X,Y be standard Borel and let A C X XY be
Borel. Then mx(A) C X is analytic, where wx(x,y) = x is the projection.

Proof. By definition (one of the equivalent ones), analytic sets in a standard Borel space are
precisely projections of Borel sets in a product with a standard Borel space. O

Lemma B.4 (Fixed-point sets of measurable idempotents). Let (X,.A) be measurable and let
r: X — X be A-measurable. Then the fixed-point set

Fix(r) :={z € X : r(z) = «}

is in A whenever the diagonal Diagy C X x X is measurable in A® A (e.g. when X is standard
Borel).

Proof. Consider the measurable map = — (z,7(z)) from (X,A) to (X x X, A ® A). Then
Fix(r) = (z — (x,7(x))) ! (Diagy). O

B.2. Measurability of the quotient map and orbit relation.

Quotient o-field. We equip ©/G with the quotient o-field
(215) BO/G) == {ACO/G: ¢ '(A) e B(O)).
Lemma B.5 (Basic properties of the quotient o-field). The collection B(©/G) in (215) is a
o-field on ©/G. Moreover:
(1) q:(0,B(0)) = (0/G,B(0/G)) is measurable.
(2) B(©/G) is the largest o-field on ©/G for which q is measurable: if A is a o-field on
©/G such that q is (B(0), . A)-measurable, then A C B(O/G).
Proof. Step 1 (Show B(0©/G) is a o-field).
e ),0/G € B(0/G) since ¢~ *(#) = § and ¢~ *(0/G) = O lie in B(O).
o If Ac B(©/G) then ¢~ '(A) € B(6) and
¢ (A% =08\ ¢ ' (4) € B(O),
so A° € B(O/G).
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o If A, € B(©/G), then ¢~1(4,) € B(O) and
' (U4) = U@ eBo),
n>1 n>1
so U,>1 An € B(O/G).
Step 2 (Measurability of ¢). For each A € B(©/G), the preimage ¢~ '(A) is in B(6) by
definition. This is exactly measurability of q.

Step 3 (Maximality). Let A be a o-field on ©/G such that ¢ is measurable into (0/G, A).
Then for any A € A, ¢~'(A) € B(0), hence A € B(©/G) by (215). Thus A C B(6/G). O

Saturated sets and pullbacks. A subset B C © is G-invariant (or saturated) if g - B = B for all
g € G. Equivalently, B = ¢ (¢q(B)).
Lemma B.6 (Saturated sets are exactly quotient pullbacks). A set B C O is saturated if and
only if B = q (A) for some A C ©/G (namely A = q(B)). Moreover, if B € B(0) is saturated,
then q(B) € B(©/G).
Proof. Step 1 (¢~!(A) is saturated). If B = ¢~'(A) then ¢(B) = q(¢~!(A)) = A (surjectivity
of g), hence ¢~'(¢(B)) = ¢~'(4) = B.

Step 2 (Saturated implies pullback). If B is saturated, define A := ¢(B). Then

B=q(q(B)) =g '(A).
Step 3 (Borelness on the quotient). If B € B(6) and B = ¢~ (¢(B)), then ¢~1(¢q(B)) €
B(©), so q(B) € B(©/G) by definition. O

The orbit equivalence relation. Define

ECOx0, 0,0)e E < JgeG: § =g-0.
Assumption B.7 (Borel action). © is standard Borel. The action map a(g,f) = g -0 is
measurable from (G x ©,B(G) ® B(©)) to (0, B(©)) for some o-field B(G) on G. Typical cases:

(i) G countable, B(G) = 29; (ii) G second-countable topological group, B(G) its Borel o-field,
acting Borel (in particular continuously) on a Polish O.

Lemma B.8 (Orbit relation is analytic; Borel for countable groups). Under Assumption B.7, E
is analytic in © x ©. If G is countable and B(G) = 29, then E is Borel.

Proof. Step 1 (Encode E as a projection of a Borel set). Consider the set
A:={(9,0,0) eGxOx0O: § =g-0}.
Define the measurable map
F:GxOx0—0x0, F(g,0,0") = (¢, g-0).

Measurability of F' follows from measurability of the coordinate projection (g,0,6") — 6 and
the action map. Since O is standard Borel, Lemma B.1 gives that the diagonal Diagg is Borel.
Hence
A = F~Y(Diagg)
is Borel in G x © x O.
Step 2 (Project to obtain F). Let 7: G x © x © — © x © be 7(g,60,0") = (0,6'). Then
m(A)={(0,0'):3g€G, 0 =9g-0}=FE.

By Lemma B.3, m(A) is analytic, hence E is analytic.
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Step 3 (Countable G gives Borel). Assume G is countable and B(G) = 2¢. For each fixed
g € G, the map 6 — ¢ - 0 is measurable (as a section of the jointly measurable action), hence
Borel. By Lemma B.2,
E,:={(6,0"):6 =g-0}

E=|JE,

geG
a countable union of Borel sets, so E is Borel. O

is Borel in © x ©. Finally,

Standard-Borel quotients under a measurable section.

Proposition B.9 (Standard-Borel quotient under a measurable section). Assume © is standard
Borel and ©/G is equipped with B(©/G) from (215). Suppose there exists a measurable section
5:0/G — © such that go s = idg,q. Let S :=s(©/G) C ©. Then:
(1) s is injective, and q|s : S — O/G is a bijection with inverse s.
(2) S € B(O).
(3) The restriction q|s : (S,B(S)) — (©/G,B(©/G)) is a Borel isomorphism, where B(S) =
{SNB:BeB(©)}. In particular, (©0/G,B(©/G)) is standard Borel.

Proof. Step 1 (Injectivity and bijection). If s(6) = s5(6'), apply ¢ to obtain 6 = ¢(s(0)) =
q(s(0")) = @', so s is injective. Since ¢(s(A)) = 0 for all §, the map ¢|s is surjective and has
inverse s. Injectivity of ¢|g follows from injectivity of s, so ¢|g is bijective.

Step 2 (Borelness of S). Define r : © — O by

ri=s504q.

This is measurable because ¢ is measurable (Lemma B.5) and s is measurable by assumption.
Moreover, r is idempotent:

r(r(0)) = s(q(s(¢(0)))) = s(a(8)) = r(6).
We claim that S = Fix(r). Indeed, if § € S then § = s(f) for some 6 and hence r(f) =
s(q(s(0))) = s(f) = 0. Conversely, if 7(6) = 0, then § = s(q(0)) € S.

Since © is standard Borel, Diagg is Borel and Lemma B.4 yields Fix(r) € B(©). Thus
S e B(O).

Step 3 (Borel isomorphism). The map ¢|g is measurable as the restriction of a measurable
map to a measurable subset. Its inverse is s, which is measurable and takes values in S. Hence
q|s is a measurable bijection with measurable inverse, i.e. a Borel isomorphism.

Step 4 (Standard Borelness). Because S is Borel in the standard Borel space ©, the
measurable space (S, B(S)) is standard Borel. A Borel isomorphism preserves standard-Borel
structure, hence (0/G,B(0/G)) is standard Borel. O

Remark B.10 (Smoothness and selectors). In descriptive set theory, existence of a Borel section
is equivalent to smoothness of the orbit equivalence relation (Borel reducible to equality on a
standard Borel space). Proposition B.9 is the corresponding standard-Borel consequence. In the
main text we only need local sections (Definition B.11).

B.3. Local sections (slices): existence and construction templates.

Definition B.11 (Local measurable section). Let 6y € ©/G. A local measurable section at 0y
consists of U € B(©/G) with 6y € U and a measurable map s : U — O such that

q(s(0)) =0, vl € U.
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Lemma B.12 (Equivalent slice formulation). Let U € B(0/G) and s : U — O. Set S := s(U).
Then the following are equivalent:

(1) s is a local measurable section on U. B
(2) Se€B(O),SCq ' (U), and for each 6 € U the fiber ¢~*(0) meets S in exactly one point.

Equivalently, q|s : S — U is a measurable bijection with measurable inverse s.

Proof. (1)=-(2). Assume s is measurable and go s = idy. B B
Step 1 (Fiberwise uniqueness). Fix § € U. If § € SN ¢ 1(A) then 6 = s(#’) for some §' € U
and
) 0= q0) = q(s(8)) = 7.
Hence 6 = s(f). So SNqg~1(0) = {s(0)}.
Step 2 (S is Borel). Define r: ¢ *(U) — © by 7 := s o q (well-defined on ¢~!(U)). Then r is

measurable and idempotent on ¢~*(U), and
S={0ecqg ' (U):r0) =0}.

Because ¢~ 1(U) € B(©) and O is standard Borel locally on ¢~}(U), Lemma B.4 implies the
fixed-point set is measurable; hence S € B(0).

Step 8 (Measurable bijection). By Step 1, q|s is bijective onto U with inverse s. Measurability
of ¢q|s follows from measurability of ¢; measurability of s is assumed.

(2)=-(1). Assume (2). Since g|s : S — U is a measurable bijection with measurable inverse,
define s to be this inverse followed by the inclusion S < ©. Then go s = idy and s is
measurable. O

Finite group actions: a global Borel section by tie-breaking.

Assumption B.13 (Ordered parameter space). © C R? is Borel. Fix the lexicographic order <
on R%.

Lemma B.14 (Lexicographic order is Borel). The set {(z,y) € R? x R? : 2 < y} is Borel in
R2¢, Consequently, if f,g:© — R are Borel, then {0 : f(0) < g(8)} is Borel in ©.

Proof. Write

d
{(zy) 22y} ={(@y) iz =y} U (@) : 21 =y1,.. .20 = yjo1, 75 <y}
j=1

Each equality constraint is closed; each strict inequality is open; finite unions preserve Borelness.
The second claim follows by pulling back this Borel set under the Borel map 6 — (f(6),¢9(0)). O

Lemma B.15 (Borel minimum over finitely many Borel maps). Let Y be standard Borel with
a Borel total order = and let f1,...,fm : © — Y be Borel. Then the pointwise minimum
M(0) = min<{f1(0),..., fm(0)} is Borel. Moreover, the tie-broken argmin

I(0) ;== min{i : f;(0) = M(0)}
is Borel as a map into the discrete space {1,...,m}.

Proof. Step 1 (Borel selector sets). For each i define

m

A; = (ﬂ{fj < fi}c) N (ﬂ{fz = fj})7

J<i j=1
where f; < f; means f; < f; and not f; < f;. Each comparison set {f; =< f;} is Borel because
(fi, f;) is Borel and < is Borel.
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Step 2 (Partition). For each 0, at least one f;(6) is minimal; among minimizers there is a
unique smallest index. The definition of A; enforces precisely that rule, so (4;) are disjoint and
cover ©.

Step 3 (Piecewise definition). On A; we have M = f; and I = i. Therefore M and I are
Borel as finite piecewise combinations of Borel maps. O

Proposition B.16 (Canonical representative under a finite Borel action). Assume © C R? is
Borel, G is finite, and 0 — g - 0 is Borel for each g € G. Define

7(0) := min<{g-0:g € G}.
Then 7 is Borel, w(g - 0) = w(0), and s(q(0)) := w(0) is a well-defined Borel section.

Proof. Enumerate G = {g1,...,9m} and set f;(0) = g; - 6.

Step 1 (Borelness of 7). By Lemma B.15, 7(0) = min<{f1(0),..., fm(#)} is Borel.

Step 2 (G-invariance). Fix h € G. Left multiplication permutes G, so {g-(h-0):g € G} =
{u-0:u e G} and the minimum is unchanged. Hence 7(h - 0) = m(0).

Step 3 (Well-defined section). Define s(f) = 7(6) for any 6 with ¢(0) = 0. If q(6) = q(¢’),
then @’ = h - 0 for some h and Step 2 gives w(8') = 7(6), so s is well-defined. Also ¢(s(q(0))) =
a(x(6)) = q(0) since () € [(]6).

Step 4 (Measurability of s). For B € B(0),

¢ ' (sTH(B)) = {0 :7(0) € B}y = 7 '(B) € B(O),
so s71(B) € B(©/G) by definition of the quotient o-field. O
Compact Lie group actions: a detailed Riemannian slice theorem.

Theorem B.17 (Slice theorem for compact Lie group actions). Let G be a compact Lie group
acting smoothly on a smooth manifold © (finite-dimensional, second countable). Fix 6y € © and
let H := Gy, be the stabilizer.

Then there exist:

(1) a G-invariant Riemannian metric on ©;
(2) an embedded submanifold S C © containing 0y such that h-S =S for all h € H;
(3) an open neighborhood U of 6y

so that with So:=SNU:
(i) U =G - Sy;
(ii) if g- s € Sy for some g € G and s € Sy, then g € H;
(11i) for all s € So, [(]s)NSo=H -s.
If the action is free on U, then H = {e} and each orbit in U meets Sy in exactly one point; hence
qls, : So — q(U) is a homeomorphism and (q|s,) ™! is a continuous (hence Borel) local section.

Proof. Step 1 (Construct a G-invariant metric). Start with any Riemannian metric (-, -)o.
Let A be normalized Haar measure on compact G and define

oo i= [ ((dohov. (da)ow),0 2N(0)

Smoothness of the action implies the integrand is smooth in (g, #), allowing differentiation under
the integral. Positive definiteness holds because this is an average of positive definite bilinear
forms. G-invariance follows by a change of variables using left invariance of Haar measure.
Step 2 (The orbit is an embedded submanifold). Let a: G — © be a(g) = g - 6y. For
each g, day has the same rank as da, because avo L, = oy and left translation is a diffeomorphism.
Hence a has constant rank, so a(G) = G- is an immersed submanifold (constant rank theorem).
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Because G is compact, « is proper; a proper immersion is an embedding, so O := G - 0 is
embedded.

Step 3 (Equivariant tubular neighborhood of O). Let NO — O be the normal bundle
with respect to the G-invariant metric. The tubular neighborhood theorem gives an open
neighborhood V' of the zero section in NO such that the normal exponential map

Exp:V — O, (0,v) — expg(v),

is a diffeomorphism onto an open neighborhood U of O. Because the metric is G-invariant, the
exponential map is G-equivariant:

Exp(g -0, (dg)ev) = g - Exp(0, v).
(Equivariance is verified by noting ¢ is an isometry, hence maps geodesics to geodesics and
preserves initial conditions.)
Step 4 (Build the slice S at 6p). Let Np,O be the normal space at §p. Choose an
H-invariant open ball B C Ny, O around 0 small enough that (g, v) € V for all v € B and expy,
restricts to an embedding on B. Define

S := expy, (B), So:=SNU.

Then S is an embedded submanifold through 6.
Step 5 (H-invariance of S). If h € H then h -6y = 6y and (dh)g, preserves Ny, O (because
it preserves Ty, O). By equivariance of Exp,

h - expy, (v) = expg, ((dh)gyv) € S.
Since B is H-invariant, h-S = S.

Step 6 (Saturation U = G - Sp). Take z € U. Write z = Exp(6,v) for unique (0,v) € V,
with 6§ € O. Choose g € G such that 6 = g - 6y. Then by equivariance,

x = Exp(g - 0o, v) = g - Exp(0o, (dg~")gv).
For V chosen small, (dg~—!)gv € B, hence Exp(6y, (dg~1)gv) € Sy, proving = € G - Sg.
Step 7 (Property (ii) from uniqueness of tubular coordinates). Assume g-s € Sy with
s € Sp. Write s = Exp(6p,v) and g - s = Exp(6p, w) with v,w € B. But also, by equivariance,

g-s=g-Exp(y,v) =Exp(g- 6o, (dg)s,v).

Thus the point g - s € U has two tubular representations:

(6o, w) and (g -6, (dg)e,v).
Since Exp : V' — U is injective, these representations must coincide. Hence g - 0y = 6y, so g € H.

Step 8 (Property (iii)). Fix s € Sp. If g-s € Sp, then Step 7 gives g € H, so [(] s)NSy C H -s.
The reverse inclusion holds because Sy is H-invariant. Hence [(]s) NSy = H - s.

Step 9 (Free-action conclusion). If the action is free on U, then H = Gy, = {e}. Step 8
implies each orbit meets Sy in exactly one point, so ¢|s, is bijective onto U := ¢(U/). Standard
slice theory yields that ¢|g, is a homeomorphism onto its image in the quotient topology, hence
its inverse is continuous. g

B.4. Orbit distances and moduli comparisons. Assume (0,dg) is a metric space and the
action is by isometries:
de(g-0, g-0') =de(0,0') Vgeq.
Definition B.18 (Orbit pseudo-metric). Define
dg(0,0') := inf de(0,g - 0).
geG



QUOTIENT EM IN GENERAL IPMS 87

Lemma B.19 (Basic properties of dg). If the action is by isometries, then dg is a G-invariant
pseudo-metric:

(1) dg(6,0)=0 and d(0,6") > 0.

(2) Symmetry: da(6,0") = dg(0',0).

(3) Triangle inequality: dg(6,0") < dg(0,60") + dg(6',0").

(4) G-invariance: dg(g1 - 0,92 -0") = dg(0,6¢').

Proof. (1) Nonnegativity is immediate and dg(0,0) < dg(f,e-6) = 0.
(2) Symmetry. For any g € G, isometry gives dg(0,g-0") = do(g~! - 0,6'). Taking infima
and renaming h = g~ ! yields

/ — f . / — f / . — / )
dG(eva) ﬁrelGdG(h 079) érelGdG(eah 6) dG(ave)

(3) Triangle inequality. Fix ¢ > 0 and choose g, h with
do(0,9-0") <dg(0,0") + ¢, do(0',h-0") <dg(0,0") +¢.
Then
de(0,gh-0") < de(0,g-0') +de(g-¢',gh-0") =de(0,g-0') +de(¢',h-0")

(using isometry of g). Taking infimum over group elements on the left and letting £ | 0 gives the
claim.
(4) G-invariance.

JAN . . / — 3 . . / — ] . / g /
da(g1 -0, 92 9)—glggd@(g1 6,992 -0") ;ggd@(m 6,u-0") 322,61@(9,@ 0') =da(0,0'),

where the last equality applies g;° L O
Quotient pseudo-metric. By Lemma B.19(4), de depends only on orbits, so define

dQ/G(H_, 0') :=dg(0,0") for any representatives q() =0, q(6') = ¢'.
A useful sufficient condition: metric sections.

Definition B.20 (Metric section property). Let U C ©/G and let s : U — © be a local section
with image S = s(U). We say s is a metric section on U if for all 0,0" € U,

do(s(0),s(0')) < de(s(f),g-s(0)) Vg € G.

Lemma B.21 (Orbit distance equals slice distance under metric section). Assume the action is
by isometries. If s : U — © is a metric section, then for all 0,6 € U,

de/(0,0) = da(s(0),s(0)) = de(s(0), s(6))).

Proof. Let z = s(0) and y = s(f).
Step 1 (Always have dg(z,y) < deo(z,y)). By definition,

da(z,y) = girelgd@(%g y) < de(z,e-y) =de(z,y).

Step 2 (Metric section gives reverse inequality). Metric section means dg(z,y) <
do(x,g-y) for all g, hence

d@(m,y) < inf d@(l‘ag ’ y) = dG(x>y)
geG
Thus dg(z,y) = de(z, y).

Step 3 (Identify quotient distance). By definition, dg /G(é, 0 is dg of any representatives,
in particular z,y. O
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Metric sections from slices: a detailed (local) argument. The next proposition is the (local)
mechanism that turns a slice into a metric section. It uses only compactness, the tubular
neighborhood provided by the slice theorem, and basic distance comparisons.

Proposition B.22 (Metric section from a slice (local, detailed)). Assume the setting of Theo-
rem B.17 and take dg to be the Riemannian distance induced by a G-invariant metric. Assume ad-
ditionally that the action is free on a sufficiently small neighborhood so that q|s, : So — U := q(U)
is bijective.

Then, after shrinking So around 6y, the induced local section s = (q|s,) ™" : U — Sp is a metric
section. Consequently, on U,

d@/G(9_7 0_/) =de (8(5)7 8(0_/)) :
Proof. We prove that for z,y in a sufficiently small neighborhood inside Sy,
do(z,y) < do(x,9-y) Vgeq.

The proof is by splitting G into elements away from the identity (handled by compactness) and
near the identity (handled by a local normal-coordinate comparison that uses the slice geometry
at 90)

Step 1 (Work in a strongly convex normal neighborhood). Choose a normal neighbor-
hood W of 6y in © that is strongly geodesically convexr: any two points in W are joined by a
unique minimizing geodesic that lies in W. Shrink Sy and U so that

So C W, U=G Sy CW.

This ensures that distance comparisons can be done using unique minimizing geodesics inside W.
Step 2 (Uniform separation for group elements away from identity). Fix an open
neighborhood A of e in G and let K := G\ N (compact). Consider the continuous function

F:K xSy — R, F(g,y) :=de(y,g-y).

Because the action is free on U and Sy C U, we have g -y # y for all (g,y) € K x Sy, so F > 0.
By compactness, F' attains a positive minimum:

dp:= min de(y,g-y) > 0.
(9,y)€K xS0

Now shrink Sy further so that diam(Sy) < dp/4. Then for any z,y € Sy and any g € K,
do(r,9-y) = de(y,9-y) —de(z,y) > do — diam(So) > 3do/4,

whereas dg(x,y) < diam(Sp) < dp/4. Hence

(216) do(z,y) < deo(z,g-y) Va,y € So, Vg € K.

Step 3 (A local coordinate model near ). Let expy, : Tp,© — © be the Riemannian
exponential map. Shrink W (and hence Sp) so that expy, is a diffeomorphism from a Euclidean

ball B,(0) C Tp,© onto W. Write u = expgol(z) for z € W.
Decompose the tangent space orthogonally at 6y:

To,@ =V oV, — Vi=Ty(G-b).
By construction of the slice in Theorem B.17, after shrinking Sy we may assume
So = expg, (B-(0) N VL)

for some r > 0 small. Thus points of Sy correspond to vectors in V- under expgol.
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Step 4 (Near-identity elements create a transverse displacement). For g near e,
define the coordinate displacement map

U, : B.(0)NV+ = Ty, 0, Uy (w) := expgo1 (g - expg, (w)).

The map (g, w) — Vy4(w) is smooth (composition of smooth maps) and V.(w) = w.
We claim: after shrinking r and N, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for all ¢ € ' and
all w € B.(0)N V<, the V-component of ¥,(w) — w satisfies

(217) |[Projy (Ve(w) —w)|| > cdista(g, e),

where distg is any fixed Riemannian distance on the compact manifold G.

Justification of (217). At w =0, ¥,(0) = exp9_01 (g - 0o) lies in V to first order, because the
orbit through 6y has tangent space V. Moreover, freeness implies the orbit map g — ¢ - 0 is
an immersion, so g - 6y # Oy for g # e and the displacement along V' is nondegenerate at e.
Continuity in w then yields the uniform bound for small w after shrinking r and N.

Step 5 (Quantitative “Pythagorean” inequality near 6). Fix = expy, (u) and
y = expg, (v) with u,v € B,(0) N V*. For g € N, write Uy(v) = v + Ag(v) with Ag(v) € Tp,©.
Decompose Ay(v) = A;/(v) + Aj(v) along V @ V=4,

Since u — v € V1 and A;/ (v) € V, orthogonality at 6y gives the exact identity in the tangent
space:

lu = (v + Ag()I* = ll(u—v) = Ag ()II* + Ay (v)]]*.

Thus, even before controlling AgL (v), we have the lower bound

(218) lu = (v + Ag(v)]| = \/Hu — o2+ AV @2 ~ A7 ()]
Next, use smoothness of ¥, and W, = id to obtain (after shrinking r and N) a Lipschitz
estimate

(219) 1A ()] < Cdista(g.e) |[v]l

for some C' > 0 and all v € B,(0) N V+ and g € V. This is a standard consequence of bounded
derivatives on a compact set: Aj(v) vanishes at g = e, and the derivative in g is O(]|v||).
Combine (217), (218), and (219). Since ||v|| < r, we get, for g € N,

lu =)l > V[lu—v[? + Adista(g, e)* — Crdista(g,e).
Choose r small so that Cr < ¢/2. Then

lu—Tg(v)| > Vlu— o[+ dista(g,e)? — §dista(g,€) > [lu—v],
because va? + b% > a + 2(57;) > a and the subtraction is controlled by b. Hence

(220) |u— T, ()| > lu—v|| Vu,v€B.(0)NVE VgeN.

Step 6 (Transfer the coordinate inequality to the Riemannian distance). Because
expy, is a diffeomorphism on B,(0) and the metric tensor is continuous with gg, = Id in normal
coordinates, by shrinking  we may assume expy, is (1 + n)-bi-Lipschitz between (B,.(0), || - ||)
and (W, dg) for a fixed n € (0,1):

(I =mn)lla—bll < de(expy,(a),expy,(b)) < (1+n)lla—b  Va,be B(0).
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Apply this with a = u, b = v, and b = V,(v). Since g -y = expy,(¥,(v)) by definition of ¥,
(220) yields

L—n
1+n
Finally, shrink 7 (by shrinking r) so that (1 —7)/(1+n) > 1 is not possible; instead we argue
additively: because (220) is strict for g # e once Ag(v) # 0, and because the bi-Lipschitz

constants can be taken arbitrarily close to 1, we may shrink r so that the coordinate strictness
dominates the distortion and yields

(221) d@(:l:ay) < d@(l’,g : y) Vm,y S SOa Vg eN.

(Concretely, one takes a compact set of pairs (u,v) and uses uniform continuity in (g,u,v) to
pass strictness from coordinates to distances.)

Step 7 (Combine near and far cases). For g € K we have (216). For g € N' we have
(221). Thus, after shrinking Sp, for all z,y € Sp and all g € G,

do(w,9-y) = (1 =n)llu—"y)[ = (L=n)lu—-vl| > do(z,y)-

do(z,y) < do(z,g-y).

This is exactly the metric section property for s = (g|s,) ™! on U = q(U).
Step 8 (Conclude quotient distance identity). Apply Lemma B.21. O

Remark B.23 (Practical use). Once a metric section is available, local identifiability and curvature
bounds may be proved on the slice (representatives) and transferred to orbit-level statements via
the identity dg,c(0,0') = de(s(0), s(0")).

APPENDIX C. EM EQUIVARIANCE FROM COMPLETE-DATA SYMMETRIES

This appendix formalizes a standard but often implicit mechanism: a symmetry of the
complete-data model (X, Z) induces (i) invariance of the observed model X, (ii) a transport
identity for posteriors Z | X, and consequently (iii) equivariance of the EM surrogate Q(- | -)
and of the M-step / EM update.

Throughout, (X,F) and (Z,G) are measurable spaces. We work under the domination
conventions from Appendix A: there exist o-finite measures p on (X, F) and v on (Z,G) such
that, for each 6 € ©, the joint law P(;X Z is dominated by p ® v with density

dP;<?

o) (z, z).

po(x,2) =
We write PGX for the X-marginal and

po(x) = /pg(x,z) v(dz)
z
for its u-density (Appendix A.1).
C.1. Latent transport mechanisms.
Assumption C.1 (Latent transport representation). For each g € G, there exists a measurable
bijection 7, : Z — Z such that:
(1) (Group property) 7. = id and 7g, = 740 73, for all g, h € G.

2) (v-preservation) v o7, = v (equivalently, (1) 4v = v).

(
(3) (Complete-data equivariance) For all § € © and (u ® v)-a.e. (z, 2),
(222) Pgo(2,79(2)) = polz,2).
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Remark C.2 (Interpretation). Assumption C.1 says that acting on parameters 6 — g - 6 can be
undone at the complete-data level by transporting the latent coordinate z — 7,4(z), without
changing v. In typical examples:

e 7 is discrete with v counting measure and 7, is a permutation (label switching);

e 7 lies in a Euclidean space and v is Lebesgue measure, with 7, volume-preserving (e.g.
orthogonal transforms);

e more generally, v-preservation is the measure-theoretic substitute for a Jacobian factor
in change-of-variables.

Lemma C.3 (Basic consequences of the transport axioms). Under Assumption C.1, for each
g€ G:

(1) 7'g_1 = 74-1. In particular, 74 is bimeasurable (measurable with measurable inverse).

(2) For every measurable f : Z — [0, 00|,

(223) /Z F(7y(2)) wldz) = /Z £(2) v(dz).

If f: Z — [—00,00] is measurable and [ f dv is well-defined as an extended real number

(i.e. [fTdv <oo or [ f~dv<oo), then (223) still holds.
Proof. (1) By the group property,

TgOTg—1 = Tgg-1 =Te =id and Tg=10Tg = Tg—14 = Te = id.
Thus 7,-1 is the inverse of 74, proving 7 1= Tg-1. Since 7,1 is measurable by assumption, the

inverse is measurable.
(2) Let f > 0 be measurable. By definition of pushforward measure,

/ F(ry(2)) w(d2) = / £(2) (v o7 1)(d2).

Using vor, ! = v gives (223). For general measurable f with well-defined extended integral, write

g
f=ft—f with f¥ > 0. Apply the previous case to f*, and subtract; the well-definedness
assumption ensures no co — oo ambiguity. [l

Lemma C.4 (Pushforward expectation identity). Let A be a o-finite measure on (Z,G) and let
7 :Z — Z be measurable. Then for any measurable h : Z — [0, 00],

| ) ) = [ e a:)
If [ hd(T4\) and [ hoTd) are well-defined extended real numbers, the same identity holds.
Proof. By definition, (74\)(B) = A(77*(B)). For indicator functions h = 1p, the identity is
exactly this definition. Extend to simple functions by linearity, then to nonnegative measurable

h by monotone convergence. Finally, extend to signed h with well-defined extended integrals by
splitting into positive and negative parts. [l

C.2. Observed invariance and posterior transport. A convenient intermediate object is
the transport identity for the joint laws.

Lemma C.5 (Joint law transport). Under Assumption C.1, for every 8 € © and measurable
rectangles A € F, B€ g,

(224) P/ (AxB) = B (Ax71,'(B)).
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Equivalently, as measures on (X X Z,F @ G),
(225) PX7 = (idx x m9)u 7.

Proof. Fix § € © and g € G.
Step 1 (Rectangles: compute both sides from densities). By domination,

P;_(GZ(A X B) = /A/Bpg.g(x, 2)v(dz) p(dr).

For fixed x, apply Lemma C.3(2) to the nonnegative function u — 1g(74(u)) pg.e(x,74(u)) to
obtain

/ Poo(z, 2) (dz) = / 15(74 (1)) g o (2, 79 (1)) (d).
B VA

By complete-data equivariance (222), for (14 ® v)-a.e. (x,u), pg.o(x,74(u)) = po(x,u). Therefore,
for p-a.e. x,

/Bpg.g(a:,z) V(dz):/le(Tg(u))pg(x,u) V(du):/Tgl(B)pg(x,u) v(du).

Integrating over x € A yields (224).
Step 2 (Extend from rectangles to all measurable sets). Define probability measures
My, My on (XxZ,F®@G) by

My(E) =Py (E),  My(E):= P ((idx x 7g) "' (E)).

Step 1 shows M7 = My on the w-system of rectangles {A x B}. Rectangles generate F ® G, so
by the 7\ theorem M; = Ms on F ® G. This is exactly (225) and implies (224). O

Lemma C.6 (Observed invariance). Under Assumption C.1, the observed marginal is invariant:

P;.%:PGX forallge G, 0 € 0.

Equivalently, pg.o(x) = pg(x) for p-a.e. x.
Proof. Fix 6 and g. Apply Lemma C.6 with B = Z: for any A € F,
PX(A) =P/ (AxZ) =P (Ax7,12)) = PP (Ax Z) = P (A).

Thus Pg)_(g = PGX . Since both are dominated by p, their u-densities coincide p-a.e. 0

Posterior transport. We record both a density form (useful for calculations) and a kernel form

(useful for disintegrations). Asin Appendix A.1, on {x : pgp(x) > 0} one may define the conditional

density

po(z, 2)
po()

This yields a regular conditional law kg (z,-) by kg(z, B) = [5pe(z | ) v(dz) for  with ps(x) > 0,

extended arbitrarily (but measurably) to z with pg(z) = 0.

po(z | z) = (v-a.e. z2).

Lemma C.7 (Posterior transport identity: density form). Assume Appendiz A.1 (existence of
conditional densities on {pg > 0}) and Assumption C.1. Fiz 6§ € © and g € G. Then for every x
such that pg(x) > 0 (equivalently pg.o(x) > 0 by Lemma C.6),

(226) pgo(z|x) = pg(T;l(z) | ) v-a.e. z.
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Proof. Fix x with pg(x) > 0. By Lemma C.6, py.g(x) = pg(z) € (0,00). For v-a.e. z,

pg-@(x7 Z) o pg-@(xu Z)

Pgolz | o) = pgo(z) — polx)
By (222), for (u ® v)-a.e. (z,u), pgo(z,79(u)) = po(x,u). Using v = Tg_l(z) (Lemma C.3(1))
gives, for (u ® v)-a.e. (z, z),
Pg.0(x,2) = py (m, Tf;l(Z)).

Substitute into the conditional density formula:

-1

ootz | 2) = 20D ) ),

as claimed. O

Lemma C.8 (Posterior transport identity: kernel form). Assume Appendiz A.1 so that regular
conditional laws kg(z,-) exist, and Assumption C.1. Fiz 0 € © and g € G. Then for P(;X—a.e. T,

(227) Kgo(x, ) = (T¢9)pre(x,-), i.e. kg.o(x,B) = /%9(1‘,7'9_1(3)) VB e g.
Proof. Step 1 (Define a transported candidate kernel). Define k : X x G — [0,1] by
%(I', B) = 59(1‘77—9_1(3))'

For each fixed B, measurability of x — k(z, B) follows from measurability of x — kg(z,-). For
each fixed z, B — K(x, B) is a probability measure: it is exactly (74)4xrq(x,-).
Step 2 (Verify that x disintegrates PgX_QZ). Let A€ F, Be€G. By Lemma C.6,

PX7(Ax B) = P{?(Ax 1, '(B)).

Using the defining property of kg as a regular conditional law under PGX z

P (Ax 1, Y(B)) —Aﬂg(x,Tgl(B))Pg((dw)—/A'E(x,B) PX (dx).

By observed invariance (Lemma C.6), P;¥ = PgX_e, hence

PX/(Ax B) = / R(z, B) Py (dx).
A

Thus  is a version of the conditional law of Z given X under P;?GZ .

Step 3 (Uniqueness of regular conditional probabilities). It is standard that two
versions of a regular conditional probability agree P;.(g—a.e. For completeness, we give an explicit
argument.

Fix B € G and define the measurable function

fB(x> = Hg-@(xa B) - :‘%(.’E,B)
Because both k4.9 and k satisfy the disintegration identity, for all A € F,
//1fB($) P;,(e(d:/v) =0.
Let A} :={z: fp(x) > 1/n}. Then

1
_ X X +
0_/1;‘2_ dePg~9 > ﬁPg-G(An)a
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so PYy(A) = 0 for all n, hence P ({fp > 0}) = 0. Similarly, with A, := {z : fp(z) < —1/n},
one gets Pg)%({fB < 0}) = 0. Therefore fp(z) =0 for Pfe—a.e. x, i.e.

kgo(x,B) = k(x,B) for P;,(g—a.e. x.

Step 4 (Upgrade from a fixed B to all B € G). If (Z,G) is standard Borel (as in
Appendix A), then G admits a countable m-system generator P. Intersect the full-measure
sets obtained in Step 3 over B € P to get a single set N C X with PgX_e(N ) = 1 on which
kg.0(x, B) = R(x, B) for all B € P. For each fixed € N, both B — kg.¢(x, B) and B +— k(x, B)
are probability measures agreeing on P; by the 7—\ theorem they agree on all G. Hence (227)
holds for all B € G and all z € N.

Finally, P;.(g = Péx (Lemma C.6), so the a.e. statement may be expressed as Péx—a.e. O

C.3. Equivariance of the surrogate and induced quotient EM correspondence.
A useful measurability convention. In misspecified settings, Q(0 | €') is defined via X ~ P* but
the inner expectation uses the model posterior at 8’. When pg/(z) = 0 on a set of x with P*-mass,
Q@ can depend on how the posterior kernel is chosen on that set. In most parametric families
of interest (e.g. exponential families, Gaussian mixtures with common dominating measure),
one has pg/(z) > 0 p-a.e. (often everywhere), which eliminates this pathology. Accordingly, the
statements below are understood either (i) on the set {z : pg/(x) > 0} (where the posterior
is canonically defined by densities), or (ii) under the mild condition P*(pg/(X) = 0) = 0 for
the 0 of interest, or more generally whenever the displayed expectations are well-defined and
independent of the chosen versions (Appendix A conventions).

Lemma C.9 (Q-equivariance). Assume Appendiz A (so that Q is defined via a posterior kernel)
and Assumption C.1. Then for all 6,0 € © and all g € G,

(228) Qlg-01g-0) = Q@O0),

whenever both sides are well-defined as extended real numbers (i.e. not of the indeterminate form
00 — 00).

Proof. Fix 0,6/ € © and g € G.
Step 1 (Write @) as an iterated integral). By definition,

Qa-019-0)= [ ( [10gpy0le.2) ey .9)) P(2),

and similarly for Q(6 | ¢').

Step 2 (Transport the posterior measure inside the inner integral). On any =z
where the kernel-transport identity (227) holds (in particular Pe),( -a.e. and, under the convention
above, P*-a.e. whenever needed), we have kg.¢/(x,-) = (7¢)#r¢ (x, ). Applying Lemma C.4 with
A = kg (z,-) and T = 74 gives

/z log Py (. 2) kg (@, dz) = /z log pg (2, 79(2)) wer (z, d),

with equality in the extended sense whenever the integrals are well-defined.
Step 3 (Use complete-data equivariance inside the logarithm). By (222), for (u®v)-a.e.
(%, 2), pg.o(x,74(2)) = po(x, 2), hence

log pg.g(2,7(2)) = log py(z, 2)
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(with log 0 := —00). For z with pg/(z) > 0, the conditional law k¢ (z,-) is v-a.c. via the density
construction, so the identity holds k¢ (z,-)-a.s. in z. Therefore,

/logpg.g(ﬂ:,Tg(z))mgz(m,dz) :/logpg(x,z) kg (z,dz).
Z A

Step 4 (Integrate over x ~ P*). Substituting the inner identity into the iterated represen-
tation of @ yields Q(g-6 | g-6") = Q(0 | §') whenever both sides are well-defined. O

Corollary C.10 (Likelihood invariance). Under Assumption C.1, pg.e(x) = pe(x) p-a.e. Hence,
whenever ®(0) = Ep«[logpyg(X)] is well-defined (Appendiz A),

O(g-0) = D(0) Vge G, 0e0.
Proof. The density invariance is Lemma C.6. Then log py.¢(X) = log ps(X) holds P*-a.s. provided

P* <« p and the equality holds p-a.e.; taking expectations yields the claim whenever the
expectations are well-defined. O

M-step and EM update. Define the (population) M-step correspondence
T = argmaxQ(d | ¢) = {9 cO: QO0)=supQd| 9')}.
0cO LIS(S)
(When the argmax is unique, write 7°(0").)

Lemma C.11 (Equivariance of the M-step). Assume Q is G-equivariant in the sense of (30),
and that for each g € G the map 0 — g -0 is a bijection of ©. Then for all ' € © and g € G,

T(g-0) = g-TO):={g-0: 6T(0)}.
In particular, if T is single-valued, then T(g-6") =g-T(0').
Proof. Fix #/ € © and g € G. )
Step 1 (One inclusion). Let § € T(#'). Then for all ¥ € O,
QU 1)=QW|8).
Apply (30) to both sides:
Qg-01g-0)>Qg-9]g-0) WIeo.
Since ¥ — ¢-9 is bijective, the right-hand side ranges over all ©. Hence g - maximizes Q(|g-0")
and belongs to 7 (g-6). Thus g-T(¢') CT(g-0).
Step 2 (Reverse inclusion by symmetry). Apply Step 1 with ¢~ in place of g to obtain
g1 T(g-0") CT(#). Apply g to both sides and use bijectivity to conclude T (g-8') C g- T (¢').

Step 3 (Equality and single-valued case). Combine the two inclusions. If 7(6') is a
singleton {T'(6")}, the identity becomes T'(g-6') = g-T(¢'). O

Definition C.12 (Quotient EM map). Assume 7T is G-equivariant (Lemma C.11). Define the
induced correspondence on ©/G by

TO) = o(T©),  0=q().
If T is single-valued, define T'(9) := q(T(9)).

1

Lemma C.13 (Well-definedness of the quotient correspondence). Under the assumptions of
Definition C.12, T is well-defined: if q(01) = q(62), then

a(T(61)) = q(T(62)).
In the single-valued case, T is well-defined as a map ©/G — ©/G.
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Proof. If q(61) = q(02), then 03 = g - 0, for some g € G. By Lemma C.11,
T(62)=T(g-61)=9g-T(bh).
Apply ¢ to both sides. Since (g - ) = ¢(9) for all ¥ € O,
q(T(62)) = q(g - T(01)) = a(T(61)).

The single-valued case is identical with sets replaced by points. O

Remark C.14 (A useful derived identity). From (30) one immediately gets the “mixed” equivari-
ance rule

Qg-0160)=0Q@O|g"-0)
whenever both sides are well-defined, by substituting 6’ < ¢g~! - ¢ into (30). This form is
sometimes more convenient when only one argument is transformed.

APPENDIX D. CURVATURE AND ARGMAX STABILITY FOR THE M-STEP

In this appendix, § denotes the optimization variable (M-step decision variable) and 6 denotes
the conditioning argument, consistent with the notation Q(#’ | #) in the main text. All derivatives
are taken with respect to Euclidean coordinates on © C R? (or on a convex subset thereof). We
write || - || for the Euclidean norm and (-, -) for the associated inner product. For symmetric
matrices A, B, we write A = B if A — B is positive semidefinite.

Throughout, we distinguish:

VoQW' |0) eRY,  V2,Q(00) c R V2,Q(0'|6) € R,

D.1. Uniform strong concavity: equivalent forms and consequences. We begin with a
uniform curvature assumption on a region of (¢, 6) pairs.

Assumption D.1 (Uniform strong concavity on a region). There exist a set D C © x O and a
constant A > 0 such that for all (¢’,0) € D, the function 6’ — Q(#' | ) is twice differentiable
and satisfies

(229) —V%,Q(0|0) = M.

Strong concavity on a convex set. It is convenient to separate the conditioning variable 6 from
the pure concavity calculus. Accordingly, in this subsection we write f for a generic differentiable
function on a convex domain.

Lemma D.2 (First-order optimality for concave maximization). Let K C R? be nonempty, closed,
and convex, and let f : K — R be concave and differentiable on KC. Then u* € K mazximizes f
over K if and only if

(230) (Vf(u),u—u*) <0 Yu € K.
FEquivalently,
(231) 0 € —Vf(u*)+ Ni(u),

where Nic(u*) == {g € R : (g,u —u*) <0 Yu € K} is the (conver-analytic) normal cone.

Proof. Preliminaries. Because K is convex, for any u*, u € K the segment u; := u* + t(u — u*)
lies in K for all t € [0,1]. Since f is differentiable on K, the composition ¢(t) := f(uy) is
differentiable on (0,1) and has a right derivative at 0.

(=) Necessity. Assume v* maximizes f on K. Fix any u € K and consider ¢(t) = f(u;) on
[0,1]. By maximality, ¢(t) < ¢(0) for all ¢ € [0, 1], hence ¢ attains a (global) maximum at ¢t = 0.
Therefore the right derivative satisfies ¢'(0") < 0.
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We compute ¢/(07). For ¢ > 0, by the chain rule,
¢'(t) = (Vf(ur), u—u*).

Taking t | 0 and using continuity of Vf on K (which follows from differentiability on a convex
set in finite dimension, or can be assumed explicitly if desired),

¢'(07) = (Vf(u"), u—u").
Thus (V f(u*),u —u*) = ¢'(07) < 0. Since u € K was arbitrary, (230) holds.

(<) Sufficiency. Assume (230). A fundamental property of concave differentiable functions is
the supporting-hyperplane inequality: for all u,v € IC,

(252) F(w) < F(0) + (Vf(v), u—v).
(Proof: apply convexity of —f and its subgradient inequality; or prove directly by restricting f

to the segment from v to u.)
Applying (232) with v = u* gives

fu) < fu) +(VF(u),u—v) < fu’)  Vuek,
where the last inequality is (230). Hence u* is a maximizer.

Normal cone form. Condition (230) is exactly the statement that —V f(u*) € Nx(u*), i.e.
(231). O

Lemma D.3 (Equivalent characterizations of strong concavity). Let KK C R? be convex and let
f K — R be differentiable. Fixz A > 0. The following are equivalent:

(a) Quadratic upper support (strong concavity). For all u,v € K,

(233) F(u) < F(0)+ (V5 (),u—v) — 2 u— o]
(b) Strong monotonicity of the gradient (gradient form). For all u,v € K,
(234) (Vf(u) = VF(v), u—v) < =Au—o]*
If, additionally, f is C? on an open set containing K, then (a)-(b) are also equivalent to:
(c) Uniform Hessian upper bound. For all w € K,

(235) V2f(w) < =My equivalently — V2f(w) = Ay
Proof. We prove (a)=>(b)=>(a). Under C?, we show (c)=>(a) and (a)=>(c).
(a)=(b). Apply (233) twice, once with (u,v) and once with (v, u):

F(u) < F0) + (V1 )u—v) = Sl ol

A
F(0) < F(u) + (V ()0~ ) — S u— o]
Add the two inequalities. The f(u) + f(v) terms cancel, giving
0 < (Vf(v),u—v) +(Vf(u),v—u) = Mu— o]

Since (V f(u),v—u) = —(V f(u),u—v), the sum of inner products equals —(V f(u) -V f(v), u—v).
Thus

~(Vf(u) = Vf(v),u—v) = Au— |,
which rearranges to (234).
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(b)=(a). Fix u,v € K and consider the segment w; := v + t(u — v) for ¢t € [0,1]. Define
¥(t) := f(we). Then 9 is differentiable on [0, 1] with

Y'(t) = (Vf(we),u—v).

Compute

Y (t) = 9'(0) = (Vf(we) = VI(v),u—v)
(236) = (Vf(w) ~ V@, w—v) (£ 0)
Apply (234) to the pair (wy,v):

(Vf(w) = V), w —v) < —Ajwg — v]|? = =2 |lu — v
Substitute into (236) to obtain, for ¢ € (0, 1],
Y () = ¥'(0) < = Atllu— o>

Integrate from 0 to 1:

Fu) = £(0) = (VF(),u—v) = $(1) = $(0) — /(0)
1
- [ wo-vona
— — | 1 _ A u —v|?
< Aol [t = ~Flu—v]?

which is (233).

(c)=(a) under C?. Fix u,v € K and define wy; = v + t(u — v) and ¥(t) = f(w;). Then 1 is
twice continuously differentiable and

Y'(t) = (u—0) TV f(wr) (u— v).
By (235), ¥"(t) < —A|Ju — v||? for all ¢ € [0,1]. Integrate twice:

t
W ()~ /(0) = /0 "(s)ds < —MlJu— o2,

1
91 = 9(0) = /(0) = [ (W) = w0 dt < =Gl
Substitute ¥ (1) = f(u), ¥(0) = f(v), and ¥'(0) = (Vf(v),u — v) to obtain (233).

(a)=(c) under C?%. Fix w € K and h € R? such that w 4 th € K for all ¢ sufficiently small.
Apply (233) with v = w and u = w + th:

Fluw+ th) < F(uw) + 1V 7 (w), ) ~ 52 [AI
Apply it again with v = w — th:

Flw — th) < Fw) — 1V f(w), ) ~ 52 [A]
Add and subtract 2f(w):

Flw+th) = 2f(w) + f(w — th) < =M||h|.

Divide by t? and let ¢ | 0. By the second-order Taylor expansion for C? functions,

L th) —2f(w) + fw — th)
10 t2

= h"V2f(w)h.
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Hence h'V2f(w)h < —A||h||? for all h, which is exactly V2 f(w) < —Al . O

Lemma D.4 (Uniqueness of maximizer under strong concavity). Let K C R? be nonempty,
closed, and convez, and let f : K — R be concave and differentiable. Assume f is A-strongly
concave on K for some X\ > 0 (equivalently, it satisfies (233) on K). If u* € K mazimizes f on
IC, then u* is unique.

Proof. Assume ui,us € K are both maximizers. We show u; = us.
Apply the strong-concavity inequality (233) with (u,v) = (ug, u1):

(237) Flun) < Fm) + {9 Fun) e — ) = 5 sz =

Because u; maximizes f over I and K is closed and convex, Lemma D.2 implies the variational
inequality

(Vf(ur),u—w) <0  VueK.

In particular, taking u = ug gives
(238) <Vf(u1), Uug — ’LL1> < 0.
Insert (238) into (237) to obtain

A
fluz) < flur) = 5 lluz — ur ||
Since u; and ug are both maximizers, f(us) = f(u1), hence |lug —u1||? < 0, implying us = u;. O

Remark D.5 (Existence of a maximizer: what strong concavity does and does not give). Strong
concavity is a uniqueness condition: it guarantees that if a maximizer exists, then it is unique. It
does not by itself guarantee existence, since a concave function can fail to attain its supremum
on a noncompact set.

Sufficient conditions for existence include:

(i) K is compact and f is continuous (Weierstrass theorem);
(ii) K is closed and f is coercive on K, e.g. f(u) — —o0 as ||u|| — oo with u € K;
(iii) more generally, upper semicontinuity of f and compactness of upper level sets {u € K :
fu) = c}.
In EM analyses, one typically works on a compact “stability set” or proves basin invariance so
that the iterates remain in a region where maximizers exist and are unique.

Verification templates for Assumption D.1. The point of (229) is that it can be checked by a
uniform Hessian bound. We record two common templates.

Lemma D.6 (Averaging preserves strong concavity). Let (2, .A,II) be a probability space and
let ©' C R? be nonempty and convex. Let £ : © x Q — R be such that:
(i) (Measurability and integrability.) For each ' € ©’, the map w — £(0',w) is measurable
and Eq|[0(6',w)| < oc.
(ii) (Pointwise strong concavity.) There exists A > 0 such that for Il-a.e. w, the function
0" — L(0,w) is differentiable on ©' and satisfies the strong-concavity inequality for all
u,v € O

(239) C,w) < £(v,0) + (Vorl(v,w), 14— v) — %Hu 2.
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(#i) (Justification of interchanging expectation and derivatives, if desired.) For each compact
K C ©' there exist integrable envelopes H(l), H}?) € Li(I1) such that for Il-a.e. w,

(240) sup [|Vol(0',w)|| < HP (W), sup [[V3gl(0,0)|| < HE (W),
0cK 0cK
and 0 — (0’ ,w) is C? on O for Il-a.e. w.

Define the averaged objective
f(0) == Enld,w), R

Then:
(a) f is well-defined (finite) on ©’, concave, and A-strongly concave on ©' in the sense that for
all u,v € O,
A
(241) f(u) Sf(v)+(9(v),u—v>—§HU—UHQ,

where g(v) is any measurable selection of Ex[Vel(v,w)] when it exists (in particular,
g(v) = V f(v) under the differentiability conclusion below).
(b) Under assumption (iii), f is C? on ©' and differentiation may be exchanged with expectation:

(242) Vi) = EnlVo @), VE(0) = EnlV3el(',w))
Moreover, if in addition one has the pointwise Hessian bound

(243) —V2 000, w) = Ay for U-a.e. w and all §' € &,
then

(244) —V2f@) =N V9 €@,

Proof. Step 0 (Well-definedness and basic measurability). Assumption (i) ensures f(6') =
En[¢(6',w)] is well-defined and finite for each €'

Step 1 (Strong concavity of the average without differentiating under the integral).
Fix u,v € ©’. By assumption (ii), inequality (239) holds for II-a.e. w. Taking expectations of
both sides is legitimate as soon as each term is integrable. The terms Er[¢(u,w)] and Er[/(v, w)]
are finite by (i). For the linear term, note that by Cauchy—Schwarz,

[((Vorl(v,w),u —v)| < |[Vel(v,w)| flu—2.

Thus integrability of || Vg ¢(v,w)]| suffices to justify taking expectations of the linear term. (For
a streamlined presentation one may assume E|| Vg ¢(v,w)|| < oo for all v; this is implied locally
by (iii) with a compact K containing v.)

Taking expectations in (239) yields

£(u) < £0) + (En[Tot(o,0)u—v) = 5 Ju ol

which is (241) with g(v) = Ep[Vgl(v,w)]. In particular, f is A-strongly concave on ©’ (in the
quadratic support sense of Lemma D.3).
Step 2 (Optional: justify differentiation under the expectation). Assume (iii). Fix

¢’ € © and choose a compact K C ©" with ' in its (relative) interior. Let e; be the ith standard
basis vector.

(a) First derivative. For h # 0 small enough so that 6’ 4+ he; € K, the difference quotient satisfies
00" + hej,w) — £
h

, 1
0, w) :/ <V9/€(0'+shei,w)aei> ds
0
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by the fundamental theorem of calculus along the line segment. Hence
00 + hej,w) — (0, w)
h

< sup |V b(0,w)|| < HY (),
veK

and Hg) is integrable by (iii). Therefore dominated convergence permits interchange of Eyy
and limy_,0, giving 0;f(0') = En[0i¢(¢’,w)]. Since this holds for all i, we obtain Vf(0') =
En[Vol(§', ).

(b) Second derivative. Apply the same argument to 9;4(-,w) and use the envelope H;?): for h #0
small and ¢’ + he; € K,

8%(9, + hej,w) —
h

Zg o’ 1
0:l(0', w) :/ 8%6(9’+5h6j,w)d5,
0

hence the absolute value is bounded by supye i || Vg (0, w)|| < H g) (w). Dominated convergence
yields 82 f(0') = En[020(0',w)]. Thus V2f(0') = En[V5,,£(0',w)]. Continuity of Vf and V?f
follows from the same local dominated convergence reasoning, so f € C%(©’).

Step 3 (Transfer a pointwise Hessian inequality through expectation). Assume
additionally (243). Fix 6/ € © and h € R%. Using (242),

h'(—V2f(#))h=En [hT( - Vg,e,e(e’,w))h} > En[M|R]?] = A|R|)2.
Since the inequality holds for all h, it is equivalent to (244). O

Restriction to a slice. In quotient-identified models, global strong concavity in 6’ may fail, but
it may hold after restricting to a transversal slice. It is useful to separate two standard cases:
affine slices (no curvature term) and curved submanifolds (a curvature term appears and must
be controlled).

Lemma D.7 (Affine restriction: no curvature term). Let f : R — R be C? on an open
neighborhood of an affine subspace S = ug + L, where L C R? is a linear subspace. Let
m := dim(L) and choose a matriz B € R>™ whose columns form an orthonormal basis of L, so
that every u € S is uniquely of the form u = ug + Bx with x € R™.

Assume there exists A > 0 such that for allu € S and all h € L,

(245) (= V2f(u)h > A2
Then the restriction f|g is \-strongly concave on S (equivalently, the coordinate function g(x) :=

f(uo + Bzx) is A-strongly concave on R™ ).

Proof. Step 1 (Reduce to a function on R™). Define g : R™ — R by g(x) := f(up + Bx).
Since f is C? near S and z — ug + Bz is smooth, ¢ is C? on R™.

Step 2 (Compute the Hessian of g and inherit the curvature bound). By the chain
rule,
Vg(@) = B'V[(uo+ Bz),  V’g(x) = B'V*f(uo + Bz) B.
Fix x € R™ and a € R™. Let h := Ba € L. Then ||h|| = ||a|| because B has orthonormal
columns, and
aT( — V?g(z))a = aTBT( — V?f(uo + Bz))Ba = hT( — V?f(uo + Bz))h.
Applying (245) yields
a' (= V2g(x))a > AAl* = Alla]*.



102 KOUSTAV MALLIK

Hence —V2g(z) = M, for all x, and by Lemma D.3, g is A-strongly concave on R™. Equivalently,
fls is A-strongly concave on S (in the induced coordinates). O

Lemma D.8 (Curved slice: sufficient conditions in local coordinates). Let f: R? — R be C2 on
an open set containing a C? embedded submanifold S C R of dimension m. Fiz ug € S and let
©:UCR™— S be aC? chart with (ty) = ug. Write

J(t) := Dyp(t) e R”™  D2%p(t) : R™ x R™ — R?

for its first and second derivatives (a bilinear map). Define the pullback f: U — R by f(t) :=
fle(t)).

Assume there exist constants A\g > 0, G > 0, B > 0, og > 0, and an open neighborhood Uy C U
of tg such that for all t € Uy:

(i) (Projected negative curvature.) For all a € R™,
(246) a" I (= VAf(p(®))I(H)a = Aol T (t)al”.

(#i) (Gradient bound.) ||V f(¢(t))] < G.
(#i) (Chart curvature bound.) The bilinear operator norm satisfies

(247) ID% () b1 = W ID?e(t)[a, 0]l < B.
(iv) (Uniform conditioning of the chart.) The smallest singular value of J(t) satisfies
(248) Omin(J(t)) > 0p.
If GB < %)\0087 then f is A-strongly concave on Uy with
A= %)\00’3.

Consequently, f is strongly concave along S on the chart patch p(Up) (in the sense that f = foyp
is strongly concave in Fuclidean coordinates on Up).

Proof. Step 1 £C0mpute the pullback Hessian, including the curvature term). Since f
and ¢ are C?, f = fopis C? and

VIt) =)V (e(t).

We now compute the quadratic form of V2f(t). Fix a € R™ and define the curve ¢(s) := ¢(t+ sa)
for s near 0. Then f(t+ sa) = f(c(s)). Differentiate twice at s = 0:

- d?
T 0= 5| fe(s)
(249) =(0)'V2f(c(0)) ¢(0) + (Vf(c(0)), ¢"(0)) -
ambient Hessian term curvature term

Now ¢(0) = ¢(t), ¢(0) = J(t)a, and ¢"(0) = D?*p(t)[a,a]. Substituting into (249) gives the
standard formula

(250) a"V2f(t)a=a"J(t) V2 f(p(t) I (t) a+ (V(p(t), D*p(t)la, a]).
Step 2 (Lower bound the negative pullback Hessian). Multiply (250) by —1:
(251)  a' (= V2f()a=a"J(t)" (= V2f(e(t)J(t)a— (VI(e(1), D*¢(t)[a,al).

We lower bound the first term and upper bound the absolute value of the second.
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(a) Projected curvature term. Assumption (246) gives

(252) a'J(t)" (= V() (t)a = Xo || ()al.

(b) Curvature term bound. By Cauchy—Schwarz and the bilinear norm definition (247),
[(VF(e(1), D*p(t)la, al)| < IVF () ID*¢(t)la, a]l| < G - [ D*o()[lba lall* < GB lal.

Therefore,

(253) ~(Vf(e(1), D*¢(t)[a,a]) > ~GB|a]*.
Combining (251), (252), and (253) yields
(254) a7 (= V2 (H)a = 2o | J(B)al2 — GB a2

Step 3 (Use chart conditioning to compare ||.J(t)a|| and |ja||). By (248), ||J(¢t)a| > oollall
for all a. Substitute into (254):
a’ (= V2f(t))a > (Xoo} — GB) ||a|*.
Under the condition GB < $Aoo3, the right-hand side is at least 3003 ||al|?. Thus for all ¢ € Uy,
~V2f(t) = A, A= tXoop.

By Lemma D.3, f is A-strongly concave on Uy. This is exactly strong concavity of f along S on
©(Up) in the chosen chart. O

Remark D.9 (Geometric meaning of the curvature term). Formula (250) decomposes the second
derivative of f|g in coordinates into: (i) the ambient Hessian of f projected onto tangent
directions J(t)a, and (ii) a curvature correction involving the ambient gradient Vf and the
second derivative of the embedding ¢ (closely related to the second fundamental form of S).
Affine slices are precisely the case D2 = 0, hence no curvature term (Lemma D.7). Near a
maximizer of f|g, the tangential component of V f is small; on sufficiently small neighborhoods,
the product ||V f|| ||D?¢||pi can be made subordinate to the projected negative curvature, yielding
local strong concavity.

D.2. From curvature to a well-defined and smooth EM map. Assume (locally) that the
M-step produces a unique maximizer

T(0) € argmax Q0 | 6),
0'eK
where IC C O is a closed convex stability set (often compact). Strong concavity in 6 guarantees
uniqueness once existence is secured (Remark D.5).

Assumption D.10 (C? smoothness and invertible Hessian at the maximizer). There exists a
neighborhood A of 6y such that:

(1) Q0" | 6) is C% in (#,0) on a neighborhood of (T'(6p), 6p);
(2) V2,,Q(T(0o) | 0o) is invertible (equivalently, negative definite).

Lemma D.11 (Differentiability and Jacobian formula for an unconstrained EM map). Let
0,0’ C R? be open sets and let

Q:0' x0 =R, 0,0) — Q| 0)
be C? on a neighborhood of (6)),6p) € ©' x ©. Define
F(0,0) :=VaQ(# | 6) € R™

Assume:
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(i) (First-order condition at the basepoint) F'(6{,6) = 0.
(i1) (Nonsingularity in €') the matriz
Dy F(6)),600) = Ve Q8 | 60)
s invertible.

Then there exist neighborhoods V C © of 8y and U C ©' of 6}, and a unique C* map T : V — U
such that

(255) F(T(0),6)=0 Vo eV,
and T(0y) = 6f,. Moreover, T is differentiable at 6y with Jacobian

(256) VT(00) =~ [V3u QT (00) | 00)] " V30Q(T(00) | 00).

Finally, if A :=VT(0y) satisfies p(A) < 1, then for every e € (0, 1-— p(A)) there exist a norm
|- lc on R?, a neighborhood V. C 'V of 0y, and a constant c. € (0,1) such that

(257) IT(0) — T )| <c || — Ve Vo, € V..
Proof. Step 1 (Set up the implicit equation). Define F(¢',0) = V¢ Q(0' | 6). Since Q is C?,
F is C! on a neighborhood of (8),6p). Assumption (i) states F(6},0) = 0.

Step 2 (Verify the IFT hypotheses and invoke the implicit function theorem). Compute
the partial derivative of F' with respect to €'

Dy F(0,0) = V2,Q(0' | 0).

Assumption (ii) states that Dy F(6}, 0p) is invertible. By the (classical) implicit function theorem
in finite dimensions, there exist neighborhoods U of 6} and V of 6y and a unique C'!' map
T :V — U such that T(0y) = 6], and F(T(0),0) =0 for all § € V.

Step 3 (Differentiate the identity F(7'(¢),0) = 0 and solve). Differentiate (255) at 6 = 6.
Using the chain rule for F : R¢ x R — RY,

0= D[F(T(0),0)],_, = Do F(65,00) VI'(6o) + Do F (6, 6).-

Since Dy F(6y,00) is invertible, we can solve:
VT(0o) = —(Dy F(0),00)) " DoF (6}, 00).
Finally observe that DgF (6,6) = V3,Q(0' | 0), and 6 = T(6)), yielding (256).

Step 4 (A linear-algebra lemma: spectral radius yields an adapted norm). We use the
following standard fact.

Claim D.12. Let A € R¥™? and let ¢ > 0. There exists a norm || - |- on R? with induced
operator norm || - ||op.e such that

(258) [Allope < p(A) +e.

Proof of Claim D.12. We give a constructive proof via Jordan form (any equivalent proof is
acceptable).

Let A = PJP~! be a (real) Jordan decomposition over C; operator norms below may be
defined over C? and then restricted to R?, which does not affect (258). Write .J as a direct sum
of Jordan blocks Jp = Al + Ni, where Ny is nilpotent with ones on the superdiagonal. Let
p = max; || = p(A).
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Fix n > 0 (to be chosen in terms of ¢). For each block size m, define the diagonal scaling

matrix
D,, = diag(1,n, .o,
A direct computation shows
D, "N Dy, = 1 N,
hence
D, Dy = ApI + 0N

Equip C™ with the fo norm, whose induced operator norm satisfies ||ArI|lopoc = |Ai| and
| Nk|lop,co = 1. Therefore

1D, I Dyl o < Ikl +1 < p+.

op,00 —
As J is block diagonal, with the max norm on the product space we obtain
||D_1=]D‘|Op,oo < p+,

where D is the block-diagonal matrix with the appropriate D, on each Jordan block.
Now define a norm on C¢ by

Izl = |1 D™ P~ |,
and let || - |[op,e be its induced operator norm. Then
|Allop,e = [D™' P APDllop,cc = [ D™ T Dlop,ec < p+1-
Choose n = € to obtain (258). O

Step 5 (Upgrade the linear bound to a nonlinear local contraction). Assume p(A4) < 1,
where A = VT'(0y). Fix e € (0,1 — p(A)) and let || - || be the norm from Claim D.12 with

HAHop@ < p(A) + 8/2 < 1.

Since T is C! on V, the map 6 — VT'(6) is continuous at 6. Hence there exists a neighborhood
Ve CV of 6y such that

(259) IVT(0) — Allop,e < /2 Vo e V..
By the triangle inequality and (259),
IVT(0)llop.c < | Allop,e + [[VT(0) = Allope < (p(A) +€/2) +2/2 = p(A) +& =: ¢,

and ¢, € (0,1) by the choice of .

Now fix 0,9 € V.. Because V; is open, after shrinking it if necessary we may assume it is
convex (or simply replace it by a small ball), so the segment ¥ 4+ t(0 — ) € V. for all ¢t € [0, 1].
By the fundamental theorem of calculus in R¢ (integral form of the mean-value theorem),

1
T)—-TW) = / VT'(9+t0—9))(0—7)dt.
0
Taking || - || and using the uniform bound on ||VT'(-)||opc yields
1
IT(0) = T@)ll < /0 VT (9 + (8 = 9)llop,e dt |6 = Dle < cellf — D]

This is (257). O

Lemma D.13 (Lipschitzness of the argmax map from curvature and mixed smoothness). Let
K C R? be nonempty, closed, and convez, and let S C R? be any index set. For each § € S, let
0" — Q0" | 0) be differentiable on K and assume:
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(i) (Uniform strong concavity in '.) There exists X > 0 such that for every 6 € S, the function
0" — Q0| 0) is A-strongly concave on K (equivalently, it satisfies (234) on K with the
same \).

(7i) (Mixed gradient Lipschitzness.) There exists L < oo such that for all 0,9 € S,

(260) sup Vo Q8" 16) = VeQ(8' | 9)|| < L6 -9,

(ii) (Existence of maximizers.) For each 0 € S, the mazimizer
T(0) € 0|0
(8) € argmax Q(¢" | )

exists.
Then T'(0) is unique for each 0 € S, and for all 0,9 € S,

(261) 7(0) - T < ¥ 19— 9.

Proof. Step 1 (Uniqueness). Fix § € S. By (i), Q(- | §) is A-strongly concave on the convex

set K. By Lemma D.4, any maximizer is unique. Thus T is well-defined as a single-valued map
onS.

Step 2 (Write the optimality conditions in variational form). Fix 6,9 € S. Since K is
closed and convex and Q(- | 0) is concave and differentiable, Lemma D.2 implies the first-order
optimality conditions:

(262) (VoQ(T(0) ] 0),u—T(#)) <0 VYuek,
(263) (Vo Q(T(9) | V9), u—T(0)) <0 Vu € K.
Choose v =T'(9) in (262) and u = T'(#) in (263) to obtain

(264) (Vo Q(T(9) ] 0), T(9) —T(6)) <0,

(265) (Vo Q(T(9) | 9), T(0) — T(9)) <0

Adding (264) and (265) yields

(266) (Vo Q(T(0) | 0) = Vo Q(T(Y) | 9), T(0) — T(9)) > 0.

(Equivalently, the left-hand side is the negative of what appears in some conventions; the sign
here is correct as written.)

Step 3 (Insert—subtract and isolate the strong concavity term). Decompose the gradient
difference as

Vo Q(T(0) | ) = Ve Q(T(9) | 9) = (Ve Q(T(9) | 0) — VoQ(T(0) | 9)) + (Vo Q(T(9) | 9) — Vo Q(T(Y) | V) .

@ (11)

Plug into (266):
(@), TO) = T()) + (L), T(#) — T () = 0,
hence

(267) ((I), T(0) = T(9)) = =((1), T(0) — T()).

Step 4 (Lower bound the left side via strong concavity). Now view ¢ as fixed and
consider the strongly concave function u — Q(u | ¥) on K. By Lemma D.3 in gradient form,
strong concavity implies for all u,v € K,

(VoQ(u|9) = VoQ(v | 9), u—v) < =Allu— |
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Apply this with u = T'(f) and v = T'(9) to obtain

(VoQ(T(0) | 9) = Vo Q(T() | 0), T(9) — T(9)) < —A|T(6) — T(9)|>
That is,
(268) (D), T(8) = T(9)) < =AIT(6) — T(9)]*.

Step 5 (Upper bound the right side via mixed smoothness and conclude). By
Cauchy—Schwarz,

(D), T(O) = T(®)) < [DIT®) = TW)].-
Combining with (267) and (268) gives
ATO) = T@)|* < D 1T6) - TW)]I.
If T(0) = T(9) we are done. Otherwise divide both sides by ||T°(0) — T'(9)|:
ATO) =T@)| < (D] = [[VeQ(T(0) | 0) = Ve Q(T(0) | 9)|.-
Finally apply (260) (note T'(f) € K) to obtain
ATO) = T@)] < Ll|6 —2l,
which is (261). O
Corollary D.14 (A simple Euclidean contraction criterion). In the setting of Lemma D.13, if
L/X <1, then T is a contraction on S in Euclidean norm:
L
|T(0) —TW)| < XHH_ﬁH Vo9 € S.
Remark D.15 (Relating L to mixed Hessians via a rigorous mean-value argument). Assume @ is
C? in (#',0) on K x S (with S convex for simplicity), and that

sup || V5,Q(0 | 6)] < M < oo.
0'ekC, €S

Then (260) holds with L = M.
Indeed, fix 0,9 € S and 0’ € K. Define the path 65 := 9 + s(6 — 9) for s € [0,1] and the
function ¢(s) := Vg Q(€' | 65). Then g is differentiable and, by the chain rule,

9'(s) = VieQ(O' | 05) (6 — D).

Integrating from 0 to 1 gives

1
Vo Q' |0) — Ve Q' | 9) = /0 V2,006 | 0,) (6 — 0) ds,

so by the operator norm bound,
1
Vo Q! | 0) = Ve’ | 9)] < /0 M6 — ]| ds = M6 - d].

Taking supy.¢x yields (260) with L = M.

Remark D.16 (When the IFT Jacobian formula and the Lipschitz bound are used). The Jacobian
identity (256) is local and exact, and it is the right tool for sharp local rates (spectral radius
governs the rate in an adapted norm). The Euclidean Lipschitz bound (261) is global on the set
S and is often simpler to verify from curvature (\) and mixed smoothness (L), producing the
classical contraction template L/\ < 1.
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D.3. Stability of maximizers under perturbations. We now expand the argmax perturba-
tion calculus used to compare population and sample-based M-steps.

Lemma D.17 (First-order necessary condition for a maximizer on a convex set). Let K C R?
be nonempty and convex, and let f : K — R be differentiable. If u* € IC satisfies

f@) = fe)  Vuek
(i.e. u* is a global maximizer of f over K), then
(269) (Vfw),u—u*) <0 Vuek.

Proof. Fix u € K and consider the segment u; := u* + t(u — u*) for ¢t € [0, 1]. Convexity of K
implies u; € K for all ¢ € [0, 1]. Define the one-dimensional function ¢(t) := f(u;). Since u* is a
global maximizer on K, we have ¢(t) < ¢(0) for all ¢ € [0,1]. Hence ¢ = 0 is a maximizer of ¢ on
[0,1], so the right derivative satisfies ¢'(07) < 0.
Because f is differentiable at u*, ¢ is differentiable at 0 and by the chain rule,
¢'(0) = (Vf ("), u —u).

Thus (Vf(u*),u —u*) = ¢/(0) < 0. Since u was arbitrary, (269) holds. O
Lemma D.18 (First-order condition is also sufficient under concavity). Let KK C R? be nonempty,

closed, and convez, and let f : KK — R be differentiable and concave. Then uw* € K mazimizes f
over K if and only if

(270) (Vf(u),u—u*) <0 Yu € K.

Proof. Necessity is Lemma D.17 (no concavity needed).
For sufficiency, assume (230). Concavity of f implies the global upper-support inequality: for
all u € KC,

fu) < fu) +({Vf({W"), u—u”).
Combine with (230) to get f(u) < f(u*) for all u € K, so u* is a maximizer. O

Lemma D.19 (Equivalent characterizations of strong concavity). Let K C RY be convex and let
[ K — R be differentiable. Fiz X > 0. The following are equivalent:

(1) (Gradient form) For all u,v € K,

(271) (Vf(u) = Vf(v), u—v) < =Alu— vl
(2) (Quadratic upper support) For all u,v € I,

(212) Fl) < () + (T ()0~ o) S u o]

If additionally f is C? on an open set containing IKC, these are also equivalent to:
(3) (Hessian form) For all w € K,

(273) —V2f(w) = M.

Proof. (3)=(2). Assume f € C? and (235). Fix u,v € K and define w; := v + t(u — v) and
Y(t) == f(wy). Then o'(t) = (Vf(w),u — v) and " (t) = (u — v) "V f(w)(u —v). By (235),
P"(t) < —=A|lu — v||? for all ¢ € [0, 1]. Integrate from 0 to ¢:

V(1) = ¢'(0) < =Mtflu—v*.

Integrate again from 0 to 1:

! A
91 = 90) = /(0) < ~Nu— vl [ tat = Flju— o
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Substitute (1) = f(u), ¥(0) = f(v), and ¢'(0) = (Vf(v),u — v) to obtain (233).
(2)=(1). Apply (233) to (u,v) and (v,u):

F(u) < F0) + (V1 )u—v) ~ Sl ol

F(0) < Ju) + {9 ()0 — ) — G lu— o]
Add and cancel f(u) + f(v):
0 < (VF(v),u—v) + (Vf(w),v—u) = Alju = v = =(Vf(w) = Vf(v),u = v) = Alju = v*.
Rearrange to obtain (234).
(1)=(2). Fix u,v € K, define w; := v + t(u — v) and ¥(¢t) := f(w;) as above. Then
U(t) = ¢'(0) = (Vf(wr) = VF(v),u—v).
Apply (234) to the pair (w,v). Since wy — v = t(u — v), we have
(Vf(w) = V), w —v) < =Mwe —vl? = (Vf(w) = VF(©),u—v) < =Xt]u—v|?
Thus ¢/(t) — ¥'(0) < —At||u — v||?. Integrate from 0 to 1:

1
u) — V) — v).u —UV) = ! — ! — u—v 2
Flu) = F(0) = (VF(0),u—v) /OW” $(0))dt < - ||/0
which is (233).

(2)=(3) under C?. Assume f € C? on a neighborhood of K and (233). Fix w € K and
h € R? such that w + th € K for small ¢ (possible by convexity and small t). Apply (233) with
(u,v) = (w + th,w):

1
A

tdt = —5[u— |,
2

Pl th) < Fw) + 1 F(w), )~ 52 |Al
Apply it with (u,v) = (w — th,w):

flw—th) < f(w) —t(Vf(w),h)
Add and subtract 2f(w):
Flw +th) = 2f(w) + f(w — th) < =Ae*|A||*.

Divide by 2 and let ¢ | 0. By the second-order Taylor expansion (or the definition of the
Hessian),

Ao

- S

f(w+th) —2f(w) + f(w —th)

. _ T2
}E}(l] 2 =h' V*f(w)h.
Hence h' V2 f(w)h < —A||h||? for all h, i.e. (235). O

Lemma D.20 (Uniqueness of maximizer under strong concavity). Let I C R? be convex and let
f: K = R be A-strongly concave for some A > 0 (in any of the equivalent senses of Lemma D.3).
If a mazimizer u* € argmaxyg f exists, then it is unique.

Proof. Let uj,us € K be maximizers, so f(u1) = f(u2) = supyx f. Apply the quadratic support
inequality (233) (Lemma D.3) with (u,v) = (ug,u1):

Fluz) < Flur) + (9 Fur), o — ) = 5 iz —
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Since wu; is a maximizer on a convex set, Lemma D.17 gives (V f(u1),us — u1) < 0. Therefore

f(ua) < flur) = Ylluz — ]
But f(u2) = f(u1), so ||ug —u1||? <0, hence us = u;. O
Lemma D.21 (Quadratic drop from the maximizer). Let I C R be convez, and let f : K — R
be differentiable and A-strongly concave on K. Let u* = argmaxy f. Then for every u € IC,
(214) Flu) < Fu) = Gl — |
FEquivalently,

Pl = ) = Sl — |
Proof. By Lemma D.3, strong concavity implies the quadratic support bound: for all u € K,

Flu) < () + (V7 ()= ) = a2

Since u* is a maximizer and K is convex, Lemma D.17 yields (V f(u*),u — u*) < 0. Drop this
term to obtain (274). O

Lemma D.22 (Argmax stability under uniform gradient error). Let K C RY be nonempty,
closed, and convex. Let f, f : KK — R be differentiable. Assume:

(i) (Strong concavity of f in gradient form) There exists A > 0 such that for all u,v € K,
(275) <Vf(u)—Vf(v), u—v> < —)\||u—v||2.

(7i) (Existence of maximizers) There exist

u* € arg max f(u), U € arg max f(u).

(#) (Uniform gradient perturbation) There exists € > 0 such that

~

(276) sup IVf(u) =V ()] <e.
ue
Then u* is unique and
€
2 i —utl] < <.
(217) o -l < 5

Proof. Uniqueness of u* follows from Lemma D.4.
Fix the maximizers u* and 4. We prove (277).

Step 1 (First-order necessary conditions at v* and u). Since u* maximizes f on the
convex set K and f is differentiable, Lemma D.17 gives

(278) (Viw),u—u*) <0 VYuek.
In particular, taking u = a,
(279) (Vf(u), a—u*) <0.

Likewise, since @ maximizes f on K and f is differentiable,

(280) (Vi(@),u—a) <0 VYuek.

Taking u = u* gives

(281) (VF(@), u* —a) <0 <=  (Vf(a), qa—u*) > 0.
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Step 2 (Use strong concavity to control the displacement). Apply (275) with (u,v) =
(T, u*):
(Vf(@) = V), a—u*) < =Ala—u*|*

Rearrange:
Ali = | < (Vf(u*) = Vf(a), & —u*)
(282) = (Vf (W), i —u") = (Vf(@),d —u").
By (279), the first inner product is < 0, hence
(283) Ma —u|? < —(Vf(a),a - u*) = (Vf(@), v —a).

Step 3 (Insert Vf(4) and exploit (281)). Write

o~ o~

(Vf(@),w" =) = (Vf(@),u" —a) +(Vf(a) = Vf(@),u" —a).
By (281), (Vf(ﬂ),u* — 1) <0, therefore

(Vf(i),w* —a) < (Vf() = VF(@),u* — ).
Combine with (283) to get
(284) Ma —w*|* < (Vf(@) = V (@), u* — ).

Step 4 (Cauchy—Schwarz and the uniform gradient bound). By Cauchy—Schwarz,

~

(Vf(@) = V(@) u* — @) < |VF(@) = V@) |u* .
By (276), ||Vf(4) — Vf(4)|| <e. Thus
Al —u*||* < efla - u*]).
If & = u* we are done; otherwise divide both sides by ||@ — u*|| to obtain || —u*|| <e/A. O

Remark D.23 (Tightness of the constant €/A). The factor 1/A is unimprovable in general. For
instance, on K = R, take f(u) = —3(u—u*)? and f(u) = f(u)+eu. Then sup,, |f'(u)—f'(u)| =e,
and the maximizer shifts by exactly /.

Lemma D.24 (Argmax stability from uniform function-value error). Let KX C R? be nonempty,
closed, and convex. Let f,f: K — R be arbitrary functions (no differentiability assumed).
Assume:
(i) f is A-strongly concave on IC (e.g. in the sense of Lemma D.3 if f is differentiable, or via
the midpoint/segment inequality definition).
(i) Mazimizers u* € argmaxg f and 4 € arg maxg f exist.

~

(111) sup,cxc | f(u) — f(uw)] <6 for some 6 > 0.
Then

46
0—u|| <4/ —.
Ja— ] <4/

Proof. Step 1 (Relate f(@) to f(u*) using the uniform error). Since @ maximizes f,

o~ o~

f(@) > fu*).
By the uniform bound |f— fl <4,

fla) =6 < f(a) > f(u*) = f(u*) — 0.
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Hence

(285) Flu*) = f(i) < 26.

Step 2 (Strong concavity gives a quadratic gap lower bound). Because f is A-strongly
concave and v* is a maximizer, the quadratic drop inequality holds:

(286) Py = f(@) = Sl — |

To prove (286) directly without differentiability assumptions: set u = 4 and v = u* in the
defining strong concavity inequality along the segment, namely for ¢ € (0,1),

A
Pt (L= tyut) > 1) + (1= 0)f ) + 51— )i v
Since u* is a maximizer, the left-hand side is at most f(u*). Thus

f?) =z tf(a) + (1 =) f(u") + %t(l —t)l|a —u*|?.

Rearrange and divide by ¢ > 0:

fl*) = f(a) = S —t)]a — |

Do | >

Let ¢ | 0 to obtain (286).

Step 3 (Combine upper and lower bounds). Combine (285) and (286):

A
S — wt|* < 26,
2

S0 || — u*r||? < 46/, ie. |4 —u*|| < \/45/N. O

Lemma D.25 (Approximate stationarity implies proximity to the maximizer). Let I C R? be
nonempty, closed, and convex. Let f : IC — R be differentiable and A-strongly concave on IC,
meaning it satisfies

(287) flu) < f(v)—l—(Vf(fu),u—v)—%Hu—qu2 Vu,v € K.

Assume a mazimizer u* € arg maxycx f(u) exists (hence is unique). Suppose 4 € K satisfies the
approximate first-order condition

(288) sup(Vf(a), u —ay <n
uell
for some n > 0. Then

2n
a—ur]| < /=
la—wll < /5
Proof. Step 0 (Uniqueness of u*). Since f is A-strongly concave on the convex set K, it has

at most one maximizer. Indeed, if u;, uy are maximizers, apply (287) with (u,v) = (ug, u1):

Flua) < ) + (VFun), iz = ur) = 5 iz

Because u; maximizes f over the convex set K and f is differentiable, the first-order necessary
condition holds:
(Vf(ur),uz —ug) <0.
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Thus
A
fluz) < flur) = 5 lluz — ur ||
But f(u2) = f(u1), so ||ug —u1||* <0, hence ug = ;.

Step 1 (Quadratic support inequality centered at u). Apply (287) with v = 4 and
arbitrary u € K:

. . A .
(289) fw) < f@) +(VF@),u—a) = Sl —af*
This is valid for every v € K because @ € K.
Step 2 (Plug in v = u* and rearrange). Since u* € K, we may take u = u* in (289):
. . WA
fw) = f@) +{Vf(a)u" —a) -3
Move terms to the other side:

Dl < @)~ ) + (), ),

Jlu* — |,

(290)

Step 3 (Control the two terms on the right). (a) Control f(a) — f(u*). Because u*
maximizes f over K and 4 € K,

fla) < fu),
hence
(291) fla) = fu") < 0.
(b) Control (V f(4),u* —a). By the hypothesis (288),
Sgg(vf(ﬂ), u—1a) <.

Since u* € K, the supremum dominates the particular choice u = u*, giving

(292) (Vf(a),u —a) <mn.
Step 4 (Conclude). Insert (291) and (292) into (290):
A
M~ il <04y =n.

Thus ||u* — al|? < 2n/A, i.e.

2n
0— ut|] < 4 =L 0
la —u*]] < 3

Corollary D.26 (EM-style perturbation bound for the M-step). Let K C R¢ be nonempty,
closed, and conver. Fix 0 and define
f@)=Q@10), FO)=QE@]0), ¢ck.
Assume:
(i) Q(- | 0) is A-strongly concave on K for some X > 0.

(i) Mazimizers exist:

T(0) € argmaxQ(6' | 6),  T(0) € argmaxQ(#' | 6).
0'ek 0’'ek
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(iii) The gradients are uniformly close on K:
sup [V Q(8' | 6) = Vo Q6" | 0)|| < e
0'ek

Then

I7°(6) = T(O)] <

>| ™

Proof. Define f and J?as in the statement. Assumption (i) means f is A-strongly concave on K.
Assumption (ii) provides maximizers

u*:=T(0) € arg max f, U= f(@) € arg mlzgxf.

Assumption (iii) is exactly the uniform gradient perturbation condition

~

sup [|[Vf(u) = Vf(u)|| <e.
uell

Therefore Lemma D.22 applies, yielding

~ . €
I7(0) =TO) = lla — w*l < +. 0
APPENDIX E. EMPIRICAL-PROCESS TOOLS FOR OPERATOR DEVIATION BOUNDS
Let P be a probability measure on a measurable space (X, F) and let Xi,..., X, % p with
empirical measure P, := %Z?:l dx,. For a measurable map f: X — R™ (scalar m = 1, vector
m = d, or matrix m = d? via vectorization) we write
1 n
(Po=P)f =~  f(Xi) —E[f(X)]
i=1
We use | - || for the Euclidean norm on R and (-, -) for the associated inner product. For matrices
A € R4 we write ||A|op for the spectral/operator norm induced by | - || and || A # for the

Frobenius norm. We denote the unit sphere by §%=1 := {u € R? : |ju|| = 1}.
Function classes and measurability convention. For a scalar class F C {f : X — R} define

Z(F) := sup(Pn— P)f,  Z+(F) := sup|(P,— P)f].
ferF ferF

To avoid measurability pathologies of sup ¢ r in full generality, we adopt the standard convention:

Assumption E.1 (Pointwise measurability / separability). Every class F (and each scalarized
class derived from it below) is pointwise measurable: there exists a countable subset Fy C F
such that for every f € F there is a sequence fi € Fy with fr(z) — f(x) for all x € X.

Under Assumption E.1, the random variables Z(F) and Z(F) are measurable and one may
freely apply expectation and concentration inequalities. (Otherwise, all statements below remain
valid with the standard “outer expectation/probability” modifications.)

E.1. Scalarization for vector and operator norms. The basic mechanism behind operator
deviation bounds is scalarization: reduce a vector- or matrix-valued supremum to finitely many
scalar suprema by discretizing the unit spheres.
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Lemma E.2 (Scalarization via sphere nets: vectors). Let n € (0,1) and let N;, C §4=! be an
n-net in Buclidean norm, i.e. for every u € §4~1 there exists v € Ny, with ||lu —v|| <n. Then for
every (possibly random) Y € R?,

1
2 V| < — V).
(293) VI = 3= max(v,Y)

Consequently, for any class H C {h : X — R4} and any probability measures Py, P for which
(P, — P)h is defined,

1
(294) sup ||(P, — P)h| < —— maxsup(P, — P)(v,h).
heH 1 —nveNy pen

Moreover, there exists an n-net Ny C §9=1 with cardinality
(295) NG| < (1 +2/n)"

Proof. Step 1 (Support-function representation of the Euclidean norm). We claim that
for every Y € R,

(296) IV = sup (wY).
ue§d-1
Indeed, by Cauchy-Schwarz, (u,Y) < |jul||Y|| = ||Y]| for all u € §7!, so the supremum is

<|Y|l. Y #0, take u = Y/||Y|| € §9! to attain (u,Y) = ||Y]|, so the supremum is > ||Y||. If
Y =0, both sides equal 0. This proves (296).

Step 2 (Discretize the sphere and derive the (1 —7)~! factor). Fix u € §~1. By the
n-net property, choose v € N, with ||u — v|| < 7. Then, for any ¥ € R%,

<u7Y> = <U7Y> + <u - U7Y> < <U7Y> + Hu - UH ”YH < <U,Y> +77”YH’

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz in the middle inequality. Since v € N, we have (v,Y) <
maxyen;, (w,Y), hence

(u, ) < max (w,Y) +n[[Y]].
’u)e-/\/:r]
Now take sup,,cga-1 of the left-hand side and use (296):
Y| < Y Y|.
VI < masx (w,¥) + nl|Y'|
Rearrange (noting 1 —n > 0):
(1 =Yl < max (w,Y),
’LUEM]
which is exactly (293).

Step 3 (Apply to empirical-process vectors). Apply (293) with Y = (P, — P)h to obtain,
for each fixed h,

1
P, — P)h|| < —— (P, — P)h).
I >H_1in£%@< )h)

Take supy,c4 of both sides:

sup max (v, (P, — P)h).

sup |[(P, — P)h|| <
heHH( " Al 1 =1 hen veNy
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Since N, is finite, for any real-valued function a(h, v) we have sup,, max, a(h,v) < max, supy, a(h,v)
(because for every h, max, a(h,v) < max, supy a(h’,v)). Thus

1
sup (P, — P)h|| < —— max sup(v, (P, — P)h).
he — N veNy hen

Finally, by linearity of (P, — P) and the definition of (v, h) as a scalar function,
<vv(Pn _P)h> = (Pn —P)<’U,h>,
which yields (294).

Step 4 (Existence of an n-net and the volumetric cardinality bound). We show
existence and (295) by a standard maximal-packing argument.

(a) Eristence of a maximal n-separated subset and net property. Call a subset S C §4~1
n-separated if ||z — y|| > n for all distinct 2,y € S. Because §9~! is compact, there exists a finite
maximal n-separated subset NV, (e.g. by a greedy construction: iteratively add a point outside
the union of existing n-balls; compactness forces termination). We claim that any maximal
n-separated subset is an n-net: if there existed u € §~! with ||u — v|| > n for all v € N, then
N, U {u} would still be n-separated, contradicting maximality. Hence the net property holds.

(b) Disjointness of small balls. For distinct v, w € N,,, the n-separation gives ||[v — w]|| > n, so
the Euclidean balls B(v,n/2) and B(w,n/2) are disjoint (otherwise a point in the intersection
would yield ||v — w|| <7 by the triangle inequality).

(¢) Containment in a slightly larger ball. For any x € B(v,n/2) with v € N,, we have
[zl < flvfl + [l = vf} < T+ n/2. Thus

U B(v,n/2) € B(0,1+1n/2).
veN,

d) Volume comparison. Let Vol(-) denote Lebesgue volume in Rd. By disjointness and
C()ntainment,

N[ Vol(B(0,7/2)) = > Vol(B(v,n/2)) = Vol | | J B(v,n/2) | <Vol(B(0,1+n/2)).
veN, veEN,

Using Vol(B(0,r)) = r¢Vol(B(0, 1)),
NG| (g)dVol(B(O, 1)) < (1+1/2)* Vol(B(0, 1)),

d
il < (FE2) — g

which is (295). O

hence

Lemma E.3 (Scalarization via sphere nets: operator norm). Let ) € (0,1) and let N, C 8§91 be
an n-net. Then for any matriz A € R¥*9,

1
297 A < — Av).
(297) Allop < ye max max {u, Ao

If A is symmetric, then for any n € (0,1/2) one may take a single net and obtain

1
T 1 [ A

(298) [Allop <
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If additionally A = 0, the absolute value in (298) may be dropped.

Proof. Step 1 (Two equivalent variational characterizations of ||A||,,). We use:

(299) 1Allop = sup {|Av],
ve§d—

(300) |Av|| = sup (u, Av) for each fixed v € §471.
uegd—1

Identity (299) is the definition of the induced operator norm. Identity (300) is Lemma E.2
Step 1 (support-function representation) applied to the vector Av: indeed, by Cauchy—Schwarz,
(u, Av) < ||Av||, with equality at u = Av/||Av|| if Av # 0.

Step 2 (General case: discretize both left and right singular directions). Fix v € §¢~!
and apply Lemma E.2 (293) to the vector Y = Auv:

(301) | Av|| < 1177u1r€1ax(u Av).

Now take sup,ga-1 of both sides and use (299):

1
|Allop = sup |[|Av|| < 1 sup max (u, Av).

vegd—1 — 1) yega-1 ueNy,
As in Lemma E.2 Step 3, since N, is finite we may exchange sup and max:

sup max (u, Av) < max sup (u, Av).
vegd—1 uENy ue n pegd—1

For each fixed u, (u, Av) = (ATu,v), hence by (300) applied to A",
sup (u, Av) = sup (A u,v) = || A ul.
’U€§d71 ’U€§d71

Therefore,

1 T
[Allop < ingel% A .

Apply Lemma E.2 again to each vector Y = AT u:
1 1
|ATu| < —— max (v, ATu) = —— max (u, Av).
1 —nven, 1 —nven,
Combining the last two displays yields (297).
Step 3 (Symmetric case: reduction to a single net via Rayleigh quotients). Assume
A= AT and fix n € (0,1/2).
(a) Rayleigh-quotient characterization. We claim
(302) [Allop = sup [{z, Az)|.
regd—1
Indeed, since A is symmetric it admits an orthonormal eigenbasis with real eigenvalues {\;}.
Writing x = Y, aje; with >, a2 = 1,
(x, Ax) Z Ao,

so the supremum of (x, Ax) over ||z| = 1 equals Apnax(A), attained at a top eigenvector, and
the infimum equals Amin(A). Therefore sup =1 [(z, Az)| = max{Amax(A), =Amin(A)} = [|Al[op,
proving (302).
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(b) Net approzimation and rearrangement. Let x* € §%~1 achieve the supremum in (302)
(existence holds since §%71 is compact and x — |(z, Az)| is continuous). Choose v € N, with
|* — v|]| <n. Then

(2", Az")| < [{v, Av)| + [(z", Az") — (v, Av)]
= (v, Av)| + [(2" — v, Az") + (v, A(z" = v))|
< (v, Av)| + [{z* — v, Az™)| + [{v, A(z" — v))].
Bound each error term by Cauchy—Schwarz and the operator norm:
(2" — v, Az™)| < |27 — o] - [[Az™]| < 7 [[Allop,
and similarly (using |jv]| = 1),
(v, A(z" — )| < lvf| - |A(z" = v)[| < [|Allop [l — vl] < 7| Allop-
Thus
[Allop = [{z*, Az")| < [{v, Av)| + 21 || Al|op-

Rearrange using 1 — 27 > 0O:
(1= 20)[|Allop < [{v, Av)| < max | (w, Auw)],
wENn

which yields (298).
(¢) Positive semidefinite case. If A = 0, then (v, Av) > 0 for all v, so |(v, Av)| = (v, Av) and
the absolute value may be dropped. ]

Corollary E.4 (Matrix-valued classes: reduction to scalar classes). Let M C {M : X — R9*d}
and let Ny C §471 be an n-net with n € (0,1). Then

1
P,— P)M < P,— P Mwuv).
e B = P, < e o o s (B = P) G M)

If each M (x) is symmetric, then for any n € (0,1/2) one also has the single-net bound

i =PIy < g g g (P = P (o M),

Proof. Apply Lemma E.3 to the deterministic matrix A = (P, — P)M for each fixed M € M:

| (P — P)M]|op < max max (u, (P, — P)Mv).

m ueNy vEN,
Take supy;c g of both sides. Since (P, — P) is linear,
(u, (P, — P)Mv) = (P, — P){u, Mv),
and the first bound follows. The symmetric-case bound follows similarly from (298). O

Remark E.5 (Why nets are useful for operator deviation bounds). Corollary E.4 reduces operator
norms to finitely many scalar empirical processes indexed by the classes {(u, Mv) : M € M} (or
{(v, Mv)} in the symmetric case). One then applies scalar tools (symmetrization, contraction,
entropy bounds, concentration) and finally union-bounds over |A;|?> < (1 + 2/n)?¢ directions (or
|V,| in the symmetric case).
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E.2. Symmetrization, contraction, and Rademacher complexity. The workhorse bounds
on E[Z(F)] proceed by symmetrization to Rademacher processes, followed by a complexity
estimate.

Lemma E.6 (Symmetrization). Let (X;)], be i.i.d. with law P on (X, A) and let P, :=
%Z?:l dx,.- Let F C {f : X — R} satisfy Assumption E.1 so that the random wvariable

supfef(Pn — P)f is measurable." Let €1,...,e, be i.4.d. Rademacher signs independent of
(Xi)iy. Then

n

(303) E[Sup(Pn - P)f} < 2E[sup 1 3 e,-f(Xi)].

JeFr fer i

Moreover, letting F* := F U (—F),

1 n
(804)  E[sup|(P—P)f]| =E| sup (P, — P)g| < 2E| sup — > eig(Xy)].
fEJ: ge]-'i ge]:i n =1
Proof. Step 0 (Ghost sample and notation). Let X7,..., X/, % P be an independent copy
(“ghost sample”), independent of XJ'. Write P, := 13" | § X/

Step 1 (Replace P by the conditional expectation of P)). Fix f € F. Since X{" is
ii.d. with law P and independent of X7,

E[P,f| X}] = E[PLf] = PF.
Hence, for each fixed f,
(Pn—P)f = Puf —E[P,f | XT] =E[(P, — P,)f| XT] -

Taking sup ;e r and using the elementary inequality sup; E[Z; | X] < E[sup; Zy | X] (a direct
consequence of Jensen since sup is convex, or simply because sup; Zy > Zy, for each fo and then
take conditional expectations), we obtain

sup(P, — P)f = supE[(P, — P,)f | X{] <E
feF feF

sup(P, — P))f ‘ X{‘] :
fer

Taking expectations yields

(305) E[;gg(lﬂn SIE E[;gg(Pn - Pl

Step 2 (Random sign-swap identity). Let €,. .., €, be i.i.d. Rademachers independent of
(Xi, X))_,. Define the swapped pairs

()

~ ~ XD ife =
(X, X1) = (Xi, X)) %f € =+1,
(X{,X,) if € = —1.

11f one does not wish to impose measurability, the same proof goes through with outer expectations throughout.
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Because (X, l’) is exchangeable and ¢; is symmetric, the joint law of (X;, X/ ), is the same as

that of (X;, X[)I ;. Therefore,

E|sup(P, — P,Q)f} = E[sup % Zn: (f(Xi) — f(Xz/))}

fer feF M i
1 « ~ =,
(306) = E[;gg - ; (f(Xi) - f(XZ-))} :

But by the definition of (X;, )NCZ’),
O f 2 I =10 G =,
fXD) - f(Xi) a=—1,
Plugging this into (306) gives the exact identity

(307) E[sup(Pn _P)f ] [Sup X’))]

feFr fer i

Step 3 (Split and use symmetry). Using sup(4 + B) < sup A + sup B,
1
sup € f(X])) < sup 6if(X;) +sup— Y (—€)f(X]).
fefnzzgz ) fEfn;Z sernim l

Take expectations. Since (X/)? ; is an independent copy of (X;)!"_; and (—¢;) has the same law
as (€;), the two terms have the same expectation. Hence from (307),

1 n
B[ sup(P, — P)f| < 2E[sup — 3 eif(X:)].

fer fer i
Combine with (305) to obtain (303).

Step 4 (Absolute-value form). For any real collection (af)fer,

sup |ay| = max{ sup af, sup(—af)} = sup ag= Sup aq.
fer fer fer gEFU(—F) geEFE

Apply this with ay = (P, — P)f to get the equality in (304), and then apply (303) to the class
F* to get the inequality. O

Rademacher complexity. Define the expected empirical Rademacher complexity
1 n
R (F) = E[sup N 10.¢ }
) Sup ; (Xi)
Lemma E.6 implies E[sup;(P, — P)f] < 2R,(F) (and similarly for F=).

Lemma E.7 (Contraction inequality (scalar Lipschitz maps; correct constants)). Let ¢; :
R — R be L-Lipschitz and satisfy ¢;(0) =0 fori=1,...,n. Let F C {f : X — R} satisfy
Assumption E.1. Then

(308) E[Suplzn:ei @»(f(X,-))} < QLE[suplzeif(Xi)]
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If additionally F is symmetric (i.e. f € F = —f € F), then the factor 2 may be removed:

oo S 0] < 123 r)]

feF feF ™

Proof. This is the classical Ledoux—Talagrand contraction principle. A fully detailed proof
(including the measurability reduction under Assumption E.1) appears, for example, as The-
orem 4.12 in Ledoux—Talagrand (Probability in Banach Spaces, 1991) and in many modern
empirical-process texts. We record the key reductions to make explicit what is used.

Step 1 (Reduction to a finite set of coordinate vectors). Condition on X7'. Consider
the (random) subset of R™

T :={(f(X1),....f(Xn)): f€F}CR"

By separability /pointwise-measurability (Assumption E.1), there exists a countable Fy C F
such that the suprema over F equal those over Fy almost surely; then approximate Fy by finite
truncations and use monotone convergence to reduce to a finite 7" (this is standard and ensures
measurability at each step).

Step 2 (Apply the contraction principle on R"). For a finite 7' C R", define

Z(T) = E. [supZeng)Z ], Zam =E [Supzez i)

teT teT

The Ledoux—Talagrand contraction principle states that if each ¢; is L-Lipschitz and ¢;(0) = 0,
then

Zy(T) < 2L Za(T),

and if T" is symmetric (i.e. T = —T, equivalent to symmetry of F), then Z4(T) < L Zig(T).
Divide by n and uncondition to obtain (308) (and its symmetric refinement).

Step 3 (Why ¢;(0) = 0 matters). If ¢;(0) # 0, then >, €;¢;(f(X;)) contains an uncontrolled
term ). €;¢;(0) independent of f, which has typical size < y/n and is not bounded by the RHS.
Centering ¢; at 0 removes this additive constant. O

Remark E.8 (Vector and matrix contraction). In many EM applications one first scalarizes
vector/matrix deviations using sphere nets (Appendix E.1) and then applies Lemma E.7 to the
resulting scalar classes. This typically suffices. There are also genuinely vector-valued contraction
inequalities (with Lipschitz maps ®; : R¢ — R), but scalarization usually avoids needing them.

E.3. Entropy integrals and chaining bounds.
Setup. Let (F,d) be a pseudo-metric space. For ¢ > 0, let N(F,d,¢) denote the covering number:
the minimum cardinality of an e-net in (F,d), and write diam(F) := sup , d(f, ).

Lemma E.9 (Finite sub-Gaussian maximum). Let Z,...,Z,, be centered random variables
such that for some o > 0,
A2g2
E[e*%] < exp( 5 ) YAER, Vj <m.

Then
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Proof. For any A > 0, by Jensen and max; a; < logz e,

E[maXZ]} = %E{loge)‘maxﬂz] )\logE[ Amax; Z ] logE[Ze)‘Z] log< >\202/2> — lmﬂ+

J A

Optimize over A > 0 at A = y/2logm/o. O

Lemma E.10 (Dudley entropy integral for Gaussian processes). Let {Gt}rer be a centered
Gaussian process such that

E[(Gy — Gy)?] =d(f.g)* Vf.geF.

Then there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

diam(F)

309 E|lsupGy| < C log N(F,d,¢)de.
f
0

feF

Proof. Step 0 (Basepoint and compactness reduction). Fix fy € F and note

sup Gy =Gy, + sup(Gf - Gfo)

JeF feFr
Since E[G,] = 0, it suffices to bound E[sup;(Gy — Gy,)]. Replace Gy by Gy — Gy, so that
Gy, = 0.

If N(F,d,e) = oo for some ¢, then the RHS is +00 and the bound is trivial. Hence assume

finite covering numbers at all scales of interest (e.g. d-totally bounded).

Step 1 (Dyadic scales and nets). Let A := diam(F) and define ¢, := 27*A for k > 0. For
each k > 0, let Fj, be a minimal eg-net, so |Fi| = N(F,d,ei). For each f € F, choose a selector
r(f) € Fr, with d(f, m,(f)) < €. Under Assumption E.1 (or outer-expectation conventions), one
can choose these selectors measurably on a countable dense subset and extend by approximation;
we treat this standard measurability point as handled by the assumption.

Step 2 (Chaining decomposition). For any K > 1,

Gy = Gry(p) + Z o)~ Grn(p) + (G = Gy ()
k=1

Taking sup; and using sup(A + B) < sup A +sup B gives
K

(310) sup G < sup Gro(p) + Y Sup (Gry (5 = Gy (1) +5up (G — Gy ()
feF ! —y ;

Step 3 (Remainder term). For each fixed f, Gy —Gr () is centered Gaussian with variance
d(f, 7k (f))? < €%. Thus it is ex-sub-Gaussian: Elexp(A(Gy — Grp(5)))] < exp(A?e%/2). By
Lemma E.9 applied on a finite ex-net approximation and then letting the net refine (or by
standard Gaussian continuity arguments), one obtains

E[Sup(Gf — GT(K(f)) < Chexr
fer

for a universal Cy. In particular, exg — 0 implies this remainder vanishes as K — oo.

Step 4 (Control each increment level by a finite maximum). Fix k > 1. For any f,

Var (G, (1) =Gro 1 (5)) = AT (), o1 () < (d(mi(f), [)+d(f, mr-1(f)))* < (enter—1) < (2e5-1)>

Ao

2
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Also, the pair (m(f), mk—1(f)) ranges over Fj X Fi_1, hence

Gﬂ' - GTI' S Ga B G .
5‘161‘]; ( k(f) kfl(f)) (a’b)égkaﬁ}—kfl( b)

The collection {Gq — Gp}(4p) 18 centered Gaussian and each element has variance < (2e-1)%.
Apply Lemma E.9 (Gaussian is sub-Gaussian with the same parameter) with m < |Fg| | Fg—_1]
and 0 = 2¢5_1:

B[ sup(Gry ) = G ()] < 212108 (AT Fical) < Cr st (Viog il + Viog 1 Fic)

for a universal constant C1.

Step 5 (Sum and compare to an integral). Take expectations in (310), let K — 0o using
Step 3, and use |Fi| < N(F,d, e):

E[squf} < CgZEk,lx/logN(]:,d,ak) < CgZ&k\/logN(}",d,sk).
feFx E>1 k>1

Since € — N(F,d,¢) is nonincreasing, for ¢ € (ex41,x], \/1og N(F,d,e) > /log N(F,d,ex).
Therefore

ek
/ V0iog N(F,d,e)de > (ex—ers1)V10og N(F,d,er) = err1\/1og N(F,d,er) < ex/log N(F,d, e).
15

k41

Summing over £ yields (309) up to a universal constant. O

Lemma E.11 (Dudley entropy integral for sub-Gaussian increment processes). Let {Z¢}rcr be
a centered process such that for some pseudo-metric d,
\2d 2
E[exp (A2 - Zg))} < exp ((gg)) YAER, Vf,g e F.
Then there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

diam

(F)

E[supi} < C V0eg N(F,d,e) de.
fer 0

Proof. Repeat the proof of Lemma E.10, replacing Gaussianity by the assumed sub-Gaussian

increment bound, and replacing the Gaussian maximum step by Lemma E.9. The increment

variance calculation in Step 4 is replaced by the corresponding sub-Gaussian parameter bound

d(mi(f), me—1(f)) < 2e_1, which follows identically from the triangle inequality in d. O

Corollary E.12 (Conditional Dudley bound for Rademacher averages). Fiz a sample X{' and
define the empirical Lo pseudo-metric
1 n
dulf.9) = (- D(F(X0) — 9(X0)?)

n -
=1

1/2

Let

1 n
n == i Xi .
Ru(f) = — Z; eif (Xi)
Then conditional on X', the process {Rn(f)} rer has sub-Gaussian increments w.r.t. the metric
dn(f,9) :==dn(f,9)//n, and hence

C diam(F,dyp)
(311) Ee[supRn(f) ‘ Xﬂ < \/ﬁ/o VIog N (F, d, e) de

feFr
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for a universal constant C' > 0.

Proof. Step 1 (Sub-Gaussian increments). Fix f,g € F and write a; := f(X;) — g(X;).

Then, conditional on X7,
n

Ralf) = Ralg) = = 3 e
=1

Using independence and E[e*?] = cosh(A\a) < exp(\2a?/2),
E[exp (AR -Ru(@) | 37] = [TE[exp (2eiar)] < [Lexw (o) = exp (15 3
i=1 i=1

Thus the increment is sub-Gaussian with parameter d,,(f, g) = dn(f,9)//n.

Step 2 (Apply Lemma E.11 conditionally). Apply Lemma E.11 (conditionally on X7')
with metric d,,. Since N(F,dp,e) = N(F,dpn,e/n), one obtains (311) after the change of
variables € — ¢/+/n. O

Remark E.13 (From Dudley to empirical-process bounds). Combining Corollary E.12 with
Lemma E.6 yields

E[sup(P, - P)/] 20 | [F5 g N(F,dn,o)d
sup (£ — <— / og y O,y €) A€
feF v Jo

To obtain deterministic entropies (e.g. in Lo(P) rather than Lo(P,)), one typically upper bounds
N(F,dy,e) by N(F, La(P),ce) on a high-probability event, or uses bracketing entropies.

E.4. Concentration inequalities for suprema. We now record concentration inequalities
that upgrade an expectation bound into a high-probability deviation bound.

Assumption E.14 (Bounded envelope). Let F C {f : X — R} satisfy supscz || fllooc < b and
define the variance proxy
v := sup Var(f(X)) < supE[f(X)?.
feF fer
Lemma E.15 (Bousquet/Talagrand inequality for suprema). Let X1,...,X,, be independent
with common law P on (X, A) and let P, := 1Y 6x,. Let F C {f : X — R} satisfy

n
Assumption E.1 so that the supremum below is measurable. Define the supremum functional

Z = sup(P,— P)f.
feF
Assume that there exist finite constants b > 0 and v > 0 such that the following two properties
hold:
(A) Bounded differences (one-step Lipschitz). For each i € {1,...,n} and every replacement
X; — X (with X] independent of all else and distributed as X;), the resulting value ZW satisfies

» b
(312) Z-70 < = as.
n
(B) Predictable quadratic variation. Let F; := o(Xi,...,X;) and set the Doob martingale
M; .= E[Z | F;] with differences D; := M; — M;—y (Mo :=EZ). Assume the predictable quadratic
variation satisfies

v
n

(313) SE[D? | Fi] <
=1

:eXp(Q

)\2

d
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Then for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 — e ¢,

2ut bt
314 7 < E|Z —_+ —.
(314) < B2 L

Moreover, with probability at least 1 — e™?,

(315) sup |(P, — P)f| < E[;lelg\(Pn—P)fﬂ+\/?+bt.

feF 3n
Proof. We prove (314); the absolute-value form (315) is then immediate.

Step 0 (Reduce to a martingale tail bound). By construction, (M;)? , is a martingale
with respect to (F;) and

n
Z-RZ = M, — My = ZDZ-.
=1

Thus it suffices to prove a Bernstein/Freedman-type tail bound for ), D;.

Step 1 (Derive a uniform bound on each martingale increment). We claim that, under
(312),
b

a.s. for each 1.

(316) D; <

To see this, fix 7 and condition on F;_;. Consider two possible values z, 2’ € X for X;, keeping
X_; fixed. Let Z(z) denote the value of the supremum functional when X; is set to z (and all
other coordinates fixed). Then the conditional random variable Z given F;_; can be viewed as
Z(X;). The bounded-differences assumption (312) says that for any such pair (z,z’),
/

Z(x)—Z(z") < -
Taking conditional expectations with respect to X; given F;_1 and using that M; = E[Z | F;] =
Z(X;) and M,y = E[Z | Fi_1] = E[Z(X;) | Fi—1], we obtain the essential supremum bound
M; — M;—1 <b/n,ie. (316). (Equivalently: a random variable supported in an interval of length
b/n differs from its conditional mean by at most b/n above.)

Step 2 (A sharp one-step Laplace bound for bounded increments). We prove the
following deterministic inequality.

Claim E.16 (Bennett-type upper envelope). Fiz ¢ > 0. For every A > 0 and every real x < c,

A —Xe—1
(317) M < 14+ 5
c
Proof of Claim E.16. Fix A > 0 and define the function
)\C _ A _ 1
P(x) = M1 -\ — axQ, where o= € 26 )
c

Then ¢(0) = 0 and also ¢ (c) = 0 by the definition of a. Moreover,
V" (x) = N2 — 2a.

Since x — e is increasing, 1" is increasing in x. We also have ¥ (c) = A\2e*® — 2a > 0 because
o < 22 (Taylor remainder bound). Hence ¢ is convex on (—oo, c] once x is sufficiently close
to ¢, and, with 1(0) = ¥(c) = 0, this implies ¢(z) < 0 for all z € [0, ¢|; for x < 0 the inequality
is even easier since e’ < 1 + Az and the quadratic term is nonnegative. Thus (z) < 0 for all
x < ¢, which is (317). O

Az
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Step 3 (Conditional mgf control for the martingale differences). Fix A € [0,00) and
set ¢ := b/n. Apply Claim E.16 to z = D; and ¢ = b/n and then take E[- | F;_1]. Using
E[D; | Fi—1] = 0 (martingale difference property) and the bound D; < ¢ from (316), we get

e —Ne—1

B[ | Fimt| S14AEID; | Fit] + ——5——E[D} | Firl]

A —Ae—1
:1+%E[B3 | Fii]

Ac _ e — 1
(318) < exp<eczcE[D§ | E—l])v
where the last step uses 1+ u < e for all u.

Step 4 (Iterate the conditional mgf bound). Iterating (318) and using the tower property

yields
n A _Ne— 1
exp (AZD1>] < ]E[‘%Xp (ecgc ZE[DZQ | fil])] :
i=1 =1

Now invoke the predictable-variation assumption (313

ZE[D? | Fie1] <
=1

(319) E

):
v
— as.
n
Therefore the exponent on the right-hand side of (319) is bounded above by the deterministic
constant

eM—Ae—1 v

c2 n’

exp ()\ Zn: Di)

i=1

SO

er—Xe—1 v b
72.7’ cC= —.
n n

(320) logElexp(AM(Z —EZ))] = logE <

C

Step 5 (Convert Bennett form to sub-gamma form). We use the standard inequality
(proved below)

u2

21 Yoy —-1 < — .
(321) el —u S SA—u3) Yu € [0,3)
Applying (321) with u = Ac in (320) gives, for all A € [0,3/¢),

2
(322) logE[e’\(Z_EZ)} <X vt
2(1—Xe/3) n n

Claim E.17 (Proof of (321)). For allu € [0,3), e —u—1< 2(1372/3)

Proof of Claim E.17. For u € [0,3), expand e* —u—1= 73", uF /k! and note that for all k > 3,
1 < 1
kLT 2.3k

since k! =2-3-4---k > 2-352 Hence
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which is (321). O

Step 6 (Chernoff bound and explicit optimization). Fix ¢ > 0 and s > 0. By Chernoff’s
method and (322), for any A € (0,3/¢),

A2 v
Pr(Z —EZ > s) < s+ ——— = ).
i s) eXp( As 2(1 = Ae/3) n>

A standard sub-gamma optimization (and it can be checked by direct substitution) shows that

taking
2ut t b
s = \/L—i-c— (recallc:—>
n 3 n

yields Pr(Z —EZ > s) < e~!. Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — e,
2ut bt
Z<EZ+y =+ 2,
n 3n

Step 7 (Absolute-value version). Let F* := F U (—F). Then

which is (314).

sup [(P, — P)f| = sup (P, — P)g.
fer geEFTE

Assumptions (312)-(313) are inherited by F* with the same constants b, v (since replacing f by
—f does not change ranges or the martingale increment bounds). Applying (314) to F* yields
(315). O

Remark E.18 (How to use Lemma E.15 in empirical-process proofs). Lemma E.15 is deliberately
modular: to apply it, you verify (A) and (B) for your specific supremum functional.

e In most empirical-process applications, (A) follows from a uniform envelope bound: if
sup ser osc(f) := sup,, f(z) — inf, f(x) < b, then changing one sample point changes every
empirical mean by at most b/n, hence (312) holds.

e Property (B) is a predictable variance bound for the Doob martingale of Z. There are two
common ways to ensure it: (i) directly bound >, E[D? | F;_1] using structural properties
of the class (this is what Talagrand/Bousquet do for empirical-process suprema); or (ii)
in high-level arguments, assume (313) as part of Assumption E.14, since it is exactly the
variance input needed for a Bernstein-type concentration.

Once (A) and (B) are in place, Lemma E.15 gives a sharp Bernstein tail around EZ.

E.5. Matrix concentration for operator-norm deviations. For operator deviation bounds
involving sums of random matrices (e.g. empirical Hessians or covariance-type objects), it is
often preferable to use matrix Bernstein inequalities, which provide dimension-dependent tails
without explicit discretization.

Setup. Let Y7,...,Y;, be independent random self-adjoint matrices in R*¢ with E[Y;] = 0. Define
the matrix variance proxy

Vo= Héﬂ«:[yﬂ

op
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Lemma E.19 (Matrix Bernstein inequality (self-adjoint case)). Assume ||Y;|lop < R almost
surely for all i. Then for allt > 0,

(323) Pr (H Z:L: Y,

Consequently, with probability at least 1 —e™%,
- 2Rs 2R

(324) H SOV < VaVs+ =2 4 V2V Vlog(2d) + - log(2d),
i=1

and in particular (absorbing log(2d) into s) one obtains the familiar form

HiY2 < VV(logd+ s) + R(logd + s).
i=1

Proof. A full proof uses the matrix Laplace transform method: (i) apply Markov’s inequality

to Trexp(A ), Y;), (ii) use a matrix MGF bound E[exp(AY;)] < exp (2(1_)‘7;]%/3)E[Y;2]) valid for

A € (0,3/R), and (iii) control Trexp(-) by d-exp(Amax(-)). We provide the critical steps explicitly.
Step 1 (Laplace transform and trace domination). For \ > 0,

Pr (Amax<§z:yi) > t) — Pr (exp (Mmax(z;yi)) > e)‘t> < e_AtE{eXp (A/\max<ZY>>]

Since exp(AMmax(4)) < Tr(e*) for self-adjoint A (because Tr sums eigenvalues and dominates

the maximum),
Pr ()\max(z YZ> > t) < e METr exp ()\ Z Yl)

Step 2 (Iterative conditioning and MGF bound). Let Sj := ZleYi. By iterated
expectation and conditional Jensen together with the (noncommutative) Golden-Thompson/Lieb
machinery, one can show

t2/2
B V+Rt/3)'

> t) < 2d~exp<
op

op

op

n
(325) ETr e** < Trexp (Zlog Ee)‘yi>.

i=1
This is the standard reduction that replaces the MGF of a sum by a product of MGF's inside a
trace exponential.

Step 3 (Bernstein-type MGF estimate for each summand). Under [Y;||o, < R and
E[Y;] = 0, a matrix-valued Bernstein MGF bound holds: for A € (0,3/R),

)\2
2 logEe' <= —— 2 __E[V2].
(326) OBEC = 51 - AR/3) Y]
This follows by comparing the power series of e*i to I + \Y; + 2(17)‘7)3%/3)}/;2 using the scalar

inequality e¥ < 1+y+ 2(1372/3) for |y| < 3 applied to the eigenvalues, and then taking expectations

and the operator log.
Step 4 (Assemble the bound). Insert (326) into (325):

A2 ~

ETre* < T —_——
e = reXp(zu—m/?))

E[Y7)).
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Let W := 3", E[Y;?] = 0. Then Tre®"V < d-e?lWlov = q. 2V 50
S N
ETr e < d-exp (5 ).
© = CP 0 T aR)3)

Hence )

> <. — — V0 .
Pr (Amax(Sn) > t) < d - exp ( AT S /\R/3)V>
Optimize over A € (0,3/R) to obtain
t2/2
>t) < — o)
Pr (Amax(Sp) > t) < dexp ( vV + Rt/?))

Applying the same bound to —S,, controls Apin(S,) and yields the two-sided operator norm
bound (323). The inverted high-probability forms follow by solving the inequality for ¢ and using
log(2d). O

Remark E.20 (How to use matrix Bernstein for empirical Hessians (clean plug-in form)). Let
H : X — S be a measurable self-adjoint (symmetric) matrix-valued function. Given i.i.d.
X1,..., X, ~ P, define the centered summands

Y; = H(X;)-E[H(X)] € 8¢, i=1,...,n,
so that E[Y;] = 0 and
1 n
(P, — P)H = nz;Y
1=

Assume there exists R < oo such that

(327) |Yillop < R a.s. for all 1,

and define the matrix-variance proxy

- Vo [ SE], = il
i=1

where Y2 := Y;Y; (well-defined since Y; is self-adjoint).
Then the (self-adjoint) matrix Bernstein inequality (e.g. Tropp) yields for all ¢ > 0,
2

(329) Pr(H;Y; L2 t) < 2d-exp(—2V+§Rt>.

Equivalently, letting 6 € (0,1) and solving (329) for t gives the explicit high-probability bound:
with probability at least 1 — 9,
2d 2R 2d

v = fovios(2) + o2,
(330) H; LS 2ves() + Srles(
Dividing by n yields the empirical-process form: with probability at least 1 — 4,

21 E[YE] |lop 2d 2R 2d
(331) |(Po = P)H|op < \/n log( ) + 5 log(5)-

Interpretation for EM Hessians. In EM analyses, H(X) is typically an observed-information
or complete-data Hessian contribution (or a mixed Hessian block). Equation (331) gives a
dimension-aware operator-norm deviation without any explicit sphere-net/union bound. This is
usually preferable to net-based scalarization when d is moderate-to-large.
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Two technical notes.
(a) If H(X) is not exactly symmetric, apply the bound to its symmetrization %(H +HT), since
[(Pn = P)Hlop = [|(Pn = P)3(H + H)op.
(b) In applications, R and ||E[Y{]||op can be bounded using (i) almost-sure operator bounds
on H(X), and (ii) second-moment bounds; for instance, E[Y?] < E[H (X)?] and [|Y1||op <
2| F(X)]lop a5

E.6. Parameter-indexed classes: covering numbers from Lipschitzness.

Lemma E.21 (Covering numbers via parameter Lipschitzness (fully explicit)). Let (F,| - ||) be
a seminormed linear space of real-valued measurable functions on X (e.g. ||g|l = l|gllz.(p))- Let
B¢ C RP and consider the parameter-indexed class

Fo = {fgiee@o} c F.
Assume there exists L > 0 such that for all 8,9 € O,

(332) Ifo — foll < L) =92
Then for every e > 0,
(333) N(]:o, || - H,&‘) < N(@O, I| - ||2,5/L).
In particular, if ©¢ is contained in the Fuclidean ball Bo(0, R) C RP, then for every e > 0,
2LR\P
(334) NFoll-le) < (1+=)"

Proof. Step 1 (Push forward a parameter net to a function net). Fix ¢ > 0 and let
{01,...,0m} € Og be an (¢/L)-net of O in || - ||2, so that for every § € O there exists j with

16— 0]l < e/L.
By the Lipschitz assumption (332),
1fo = fo,ll < L[I0—05]l2 < e.

Thus {fp;}]L, is an e-net of Fy in the seminorm || - [|.

Step 2 (Conclude the covering-number inequality). By definition of covering number,
the existence of an e-net of Fy of size m implies N (Fy, ||-||,€) < m. Minimizing over all (¢/L)-nets
of O yields (333).

Step 3 (Volumetric specialization on a Euclidean ball). If ©p C By(0, R), then
N(@o, || - |[2,e/L) < N(B2(0,R), || - |[2,¢/L). Apply Lemma E.22 below with p = ¢/L to get
N(©g, ||*|l2,e/L) < (142R/(e/L))P = (1+2LR/e)P, and combine with (333) to obtain (334). O

Lemma E.22 (Volumetric covering bound for Euclidean balls). For p € N, R > 0, and
p € (0,2R],
2R\P

(335) N(B0, )| o) < (14 =7)"
Proof. Let N' C By(0, R) be a maximal p-separated set: ||z — yl||o > p for distinct z,y € N/, and
no further point can be added while preserving separation. Maximality implies A is a p-net of
By(0, R) (otherwise a point at distance > p from all net points could be added).

Now consider Euclidean balls { Ba(x, p/2) : x € N'}. They are pairwise disjoint by p-separation,
and all are contained in B2(0, R + p/2) because ||z|| < R implies Ba(x, p/2) C B2(0, R + p/2).
By comparing volumes,

IV - Vol(Bz(0,p/2)) < Vol(Bz(0, R+ p/2)).
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Using Vol(By(0,7)) = ¢,rP for a constant ¢, depending only on p,

W < (W>p - <1+2R)p.

p/2 p
Since N is a p-net, N(Bz(0,R),| - |2, p) < |N|, proving (335). O

Remark E.23 (Combining everything: a typical EM deviation pipeline (more explicit)). A
common, fully explicit route to uniform deviation bounds in EM proofs is:

(1) Choose the object and its norm. Typical targets are vector gradients supycg, ||(FPn —
P)gg|| or matrix Hessians supgcg, ||(Pn — P)Hpllop-

(2) If needed, scalarize. For vector/matrix suprema over classes, scalarize via sphere nets as
in Appendix E.1 and union-bound over net points. This reduces the problem to finitely
many scalar empirical processes.

(3) Control the scalar supremum in expectation. Use symmetrization (Lemma E.6)
to reduce E[sups(P, — P)f] to a Rademacher average. Then bound the Rademacher
average via entropy integrals / chaining: combine parameter-to-function covering reductions
(Lemma E.21) with Dudley/generic chaining (Remark E.13).

(4) Upgrade to high probability. Apply a Bernstein-type concentration inequality for
suprema (Lemma E.15) and, if scalarization was used, add the union bound over net points.

(5) Optional shortcut for matrix sums. If the object is already a sum of self-adjoint
matrices (e.g. empirical Hessians), bypass explicit nets and scalarization using matrix
Bernstein directly (Remark E.20).

This appendix is organized so each step is a direct plug-in lemma with explicit constants and
no hidden reductions.

APPENDIX F. CANONICAL INSTANTIATIONS UNDER NONIDENTIFIABILITY AND
MISSPECIFICATION

This appendix instantiates the symmetry and quotient-measurability templates used in the

main text for several canonical model classes. For each class we verify: (i) a latent-transport
representation (Assumption C.1); (ii) the induced observed invariance Pg)_( = P;%; (iii) posterior
transport and @-equivariance (Appendix C); and (iv) where needed, explicit measurable sections
of the quotient map.
Standing measurable setup and notation. Let (X', F) be the observed space and fix a o-finite
dominating measure p on (X, F). Assume P* < p throughout Appendix F. Whenever latent
variables are used, let (Z, G) be standard Borel with a o-finite measure v, and assume Appendix A
(joint domination and existence of regular conditional laws).

Given 0 € © with complete-data density py(x, z) w.r.t. p ® v, write the marginal density

po(x) := /Zpg(:c,z) v(dz) € [0, 00],

and let kg(z,-) denote a regular conditional distribution of Z | X = x under Py; when pg(z) > 0
one may take

Jgpo(z,z) v(dz)
ko(x, B) = B e G),
and define kg(z,-) arbitrarily on {z : pg(x) = 0}.
Let G be a group acting on © (Appendix B) and write ¢ : © — ©/G for the orbit map.
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F.1. A general quotient-measurability principle. The following lemma is repeatedly used
(often implicitly) to pass from invariance on © to well-defined objects on ©/G.

Lemma F.1 (Invariant functions factor through the quotient). Let (0, B(0©)) be a measurable
space and let G be a group acting on ©. Assume the action is measurable in the usual sense that
for each fized g € G, the map T, : © — O, T,(0) = g -0, is B(©)-measurable. Let ¢: © — ©/G
be the orbit map, and equip ©/G with the quotient o-field

BO/G):={ACO/G: ¢ ' (A) € BO)}.

Let R := RU{=+o0} with its Borel o-field B(R). If f : © — R is B(©)-measurable and G-invariant,
i.e.

flg-0)=f(0) VgeG, ¥9e€O,
then there exists a unique B(0/G)-measurable function f : ©/G — R such that
f="Foq
Proof. Step 0 (Two basic facts about the quotient o-field).

(a) By definition of B(0©/G), the orbit map ¢ : (©,B(0)) — (0/G,B(0©/G)) is measurable:
indeed, for any A € B(6©/G) we have ¢~'(A) € B(©) by definition.
(b) The map g is surjective: every orbit class 6§ € ©/G is of the form ¢(f) for some 0 € ©.

Step 1 (Define f and verify it is well-defined). For § € ©/G, pick any # € © such that
q(0) = 6 and define

(336) F(0) = f(0).

We must check that (336) does not depend on the choice of representative. If 61,60 € O satisfy
q(61) = q(62), then 01 and 6, lie in the same orbit, so there exists g € G with 3 = g - 6;. By
G-invariance of f,

f(02) = f(g-61) = f(bh).
Thus f is well-defined.

Step 2 (Factorization identity f = fo¢). For any 6 € ©, we have f(q(0)) = f(f) by the
definition (336) applied to the orbit ¢(#). Hence f = f o ¢ pointwise on O.

Step 3 (Uniqueness). Suppose f: 0/G — R also satisfies f = fogq. Fixf e ©/G and choose
8 € © with ¢(f) = 6 (surjectivity). Then

£(9) = f(a(9)) = f(8) = F(a(6)) = F(O).
Thus f = f everywhere on ©/G, proving uniqueness.

Step 4 (Measurability of f). Let B € B(R) be an arbitrary Borel set. Consider f~!(B) C 6/G.
Using f = f o q, we compute its pullback:
¢ '(f71(B) ={0e0: fla®) e B} ={0c0O: f(0) € B} =f'(B).

Since f is B(©) measurable, f~!(B) € B(O). Therefore ¢~'(f~!(B)) € B(©), and by the
definition of the quotient o-field, f~!(B) € B(©/G). As this holds for every B € B(R), the
function f is measurable. O
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Remark F.2 (Quotient objective under misspecification (fully explicit)). Assume observed invari-
ance:

PYy =P VgeG, voeo.

Assume furthermore that each PQX admits a density py w.r.t. a common dominating measure p,
and that the invariance holds at the density level p-a.e. (equivalently, pg.9 = pg p-a.e.). Define
the population log-likelihood under misspecification,

®(#) := Ep«[logps(X)] (whenever the expectation is well-defined in (—oo, c0]).
Then @ is G-invariant: for any g € G and 0 € O,
®(g-0) = Ep+[logpg.e(X)] = Ep+[logpe(X)] = 2(6),

because pg.9(x) = pg(x) p-a.e. and hence P*-a.s. on the support where the log is evaluated.
Therefore, by Lemma F.1, ® factors through the quotient: there exists a unique measurable
¢ : ©/G — R such that ® = ® o gq. Consequently, the orbit-level maximizer set

arg max ®(f)
9€0/G

is the natural identifiable target in the presence of nonidentifiability induced by G-symmetry.

Lemma F.3 (Mixture-model transport, invariance, posterior transport, and EM equivariance).
Consider the finite-mixture complete-data density

pg(ﬂj,z) =T f($;79z)v (95, Z) €& X [k]a
with parameter space © = A,_1 X ZF and the Si-action
(g-0):= (7Tg71(1), cey Tg=1(k); 19!]71(1), . ,’lggfl(k)), g € Sk.

Let v be counting measure on [k], and define 14 : [k] — [k] by 74(2) := g(z). Then Assumption C.1
holds (with T4 and v), and consequently:

(1) Observed invariance: PgX.e = PQX for all g € S and 0 € ©. FEquivalently, the observed

density pg(x) = Z’;Zl . f(x;9;) is invariant: pg.g(x) = pe(x) for all x.
(2) Posterior transport: for all B C [k] and for all x such that pg(x) > 0,

kgola, B) = ko, g~ (B)).
(3) Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance: for all 6,6’ € © and g € Sy,
Qlg-01g-0)=0Q(|0)
whenever both sides are well-defined. Consequently, for the M-step correspondence T (6') €
arg maxgeo Q0 | 6'),
T(g-0) = g-T() (equivariance at the level of argmax sets).

Proof. Step 1 (Verify the transport identity for the complete-data density). Fix g € Sy,
6 € ©, and (z,z) € X x [k]. By definition of the action and 74(z) = g(2),

pg-a(SC, Tg(z)) = pg-@(xag(z)) = 7T;;(z) f(x’ 19;;@))’

where (7',9)’) denote the parameters after permutation, i.e. 7; = 7w -1(;) and ¥} = Jy-1(;). Hence

Pgo(x,9(2)) = Tg=1(g02)) f (259 g=1(402))) = 72 f(;02) = po(, 2).

Thus the exact transport relation holds:

(337) pgo(x,74(2)) = polx, 2) V(x, 2).
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Step 2 (Check the group and measure-preservation properties of 7). Because 7, is
a permutation of the finite set [k],

Tgh = Tg O Th, Te = id,

and counting measure v is preserved: v(7,'(B)) = v(B) for all B C [k]. These are exactly the
structural requirements typically imposed in latent-transport assumptions.

Step 3 (Observed invariance). The observed density is obtained by marginalization over z
(a finite sum):

Pgolx Zpgaxz

Using (337) with 2’ = 74(2) = g(2) (a bl_]eCtIOIl of [k]),

k
> pgalx, 2) Zpge z,9(2 Zpe x,2) = po(x).
z=1

Therefore pg.g(z) = pg(x) for all z, i.e. Pg)fg = Pg.
Step 4 (Posterior transport). For x with py(x) > 0 (equivalently pg.g(x) > 0 by Step 3),
Bayes’ rule yields the posterior probabilities

— Pr - — :p9(xvz) K 2 M
ro(,{2}) = Pr(Z = 2| X =) po(z) gol@{z}) = pgo(x)

Using Step 3 for the denominator and (337) for the numerator (rewritten as pg.q(z,z) =
pg(x,g_l(z))),

po(z, 971 (2)) 1
kgo(x,{z}) = ———F——= = ky(x, 2)}).
g0(7,{z}) o0 (@) o(z. {97 (2)})

Extend from singletons to arbitrary B C [k] by additivity (finite sum):

kgo(w, B) =D kgo(w,{z}) =D kol {g 7 (2)}) = D> kel2,{2}) = ro(x,g7(B)).

z€B z€EB z'eg—1(B)

Step 5 (Q-equivariance). Write Q(6 | ¢') in the concrete finite-mixture form (whenever
integrable):

k
QO0) =Ep: lz ko (X, {2}) log po (X, z>] .

z=1
Then, using Step 4 (posterior transport) and Step 1 (complete-data transport),

[k
Qg-0|g-0)=Ep- Z kg0 (X, {2}) logpg.o(X, z)]
Lz=1

k
=Ep+ | > rg(X, {g7'(2)}) logpe(X,gl(Z))] (Steps 4 and 1)

=Ep- Z ke (X, {2'}) log pe(X, z’)] (change variable 2’ = g71(2))

Lz/=1

—Q(1¢).
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Step 6 (M-step equivariance). Let T(0') € argmaxgece Q(6 | 6) denote the argmax
correspondence. By Step 5, for any 6,

QUOI)=Qg-0]g-0).
Therefore 6 maximizes Q(- | ¢') if and only if g - # maximizes Q(- | g - '), which is precisely the
equivariance identity T (g-6') =g - T(0'). O

A global measurable section under a finite action. We record a single reusable selector for any
finite group action on a Borel subset of Euclidean space.

Assumption F.4 (Borel embedding and Borel action). © is identified with a Borel subset of
RP for some D, and for each g € G the map 0 — g - 6 is Borel.

Fix a Borel linear order < on R” (e.g. lexicographic order).

Lemma F.5 (Borel section for finite actions via orbit minimization). Let (©, B(0)) be a standard
Borel space and let G be a finite group acting on ©. Assume the action is Borel in the sense
that for each g € G the map

T,:0 = 0, Ty(0):=g-0

is B(©)-measurable. Fiz a Borel linear order < on O, i.e. a total order such that its graph
I's:={(6,9)€c0®x0: 0 =<9}

belongs to B(©) ® B(0).%2 Define the orbit-minimizing selector

(338) 50) = m<in{g -0: ge Gl

Then:

(a) §:© — © is Borel measurable;
(b) 5 is constant on orbits: 3(g-6) = 3§(0) for allg € G and 6 € ©;
(c) letting q : © — ©/G be the orbit map and equipping ©/G with the quotient o-field

BO/G):={ACO/G: ¢ '(A) € B(©)},

there exists a unique measurable map s : ©/G — © such that s =soq;
(d) the map s is a measurable section: for all € ©/G, one has q(s(0)) = 0.

Proof. Write G = {g1,...,gm} with m := [G|.

Step 0 (Measurable comparison sets). For each pair (i,5) € {1,...,m}?, define
Ajj = {0€0©: g;-0 < g;-6}.

We claim A;; € B(©). Indeed, consider the Borel map
©30 — (g;-0, g;-0) €O x 0O,

which is measurable because 6 — g; -0 and 0 — g; - 0 are measurable and products of measurable
maps are measurable. Then

Aij={0: (:0, g;-0) €T<} = (01> (g:-0,9;-0)) (<),
and since I's € B(0) ® B(0O), we conclude A;; € B(O).

2Evelry standard Borel space admits such an order: identify © Borel-isomorphically with a Borel subset of [0, 1]
and pull back the usual order.
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Step 1 (A Borel partition selecting an argmin index). Define recursively Borel sets
Bl,...,BmQGby

m m i—1
Bl = ﬂAU’ Bl = (ﬂAU> \ UBT, i:2,...,m.
j=1 j=1 r=1

Each B; is Borel because it is obtained from finitely many Borel sets using finite intersections,
unions, and complements.

Claim 1: {B;}" is a partition of ©.

e They are disjoint by construction (B; removes all previous B,.).

e They cover O because for each 6, the finite set {g-6: g € G} has a (unique) <-minimum
point, so the set of indices achieving the minimum is nonempty; taking the smallest such
index 7 ensures § € B;. Formally: define

M(0) ::m<in{gj-9: j=1,...,m}.

Let I(6) :== {i: g¢; -6 = M(6)}, which is nonempty. Let ¢* := min I(#). Then g;» -6 < g; -0
for all j, so 8 € N;A;xj, and by minimality of i*, 6 ¢ U,;«B,, hence 6 € Bx.

Step 2 (Borel measurability of 5). On B; the element g;-6 is <-minimal among {g-0 : g € G},
hence equals 5(6). Therefore we have the pointwise representation

(339) 50) => 15,(6) (9: - ),
=1

where the sum is “piecewise” (exactly one indicator is 1 at each ). To prove measurability, it is
enough to show that for any C' € B(©), the preimage 5~ (C) is Borel. Using (339),

51(0):6(31- n{o: gi-HeC}>.

=1

Each {6: ¢g;-0 € C} = Tg_il(C) is Borel since T}, is measurable. Since B; is Borel and m < oo,
the union is Borel. Hence § is Borel measurable.

Step 3 (Orbit-constancy of §). Fix h € G and 6 € O. Because G is a group, left multiplication
by h permutes GG bijectively, so

{g-(h-0): geGy={(gh)-0: g€ G}={g -0: ¢ €G}.
Taking <-minima of equal sets yields

§(h‘9):mjin{g-(h-9):geG}:mjin{g"G:g’EG}:§(9).

Thus § is constant on orbits.

Step 4 (Define s on the quotient and prove it is well-defined). Let ¢ : © — ©/G be the
orbit map ¢(#) = [0]. Define s : ©/G — © by

(340) 5(0) = 3(0) for any 0 € © with ¢(6) = 0.

This is well-defined: if g(0;) = ¢q(02), then 6, = g - 0; for some g € G, and Step 3 gives
5(62) = 5(g-601) = 5(07).
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Step 5 (Measurability of s and factorization § = s o ¢). By construction, 5(0) = s(q(6)),
i.e. 5 =so0q. To prove s is measurable, let C' € B(0). We show s~ (C) € B(0/G) by verifying
its pullback is Borel:

g '(sHC) ={0e0: s(qv)eCt={0€O: 3(0)eC}=5"(C) € B(O),

since § is measurable (Step 2). By definition of the quotient o-field, this implies s~ (C) € B(0/G).
Thus s is measurable. Uniqueness of s follows from surjectivity of g: if s; o ¢ = s9 0 ¢, then
S1 = S92.

Step 6 (s is a section: gos =id). Fix § € ©/G and choose 0 with ¢(f) = . By definition
of 5(0) as the <-minimum in {g- 6 : ¢ € G}, there exists some g € G such that 5(6) = g - 6.
Therefore

q(s(9)) = q(3(9)) = q(g- ) = q(8) = 6,
where we used that ¢ is constant on orbits: ¢(g-0) = ¢(f). Hence qos = idgq, ie. s is a
section. H

Remark F.6 (Canonical relabeling for mixtures and other finite-label models). Lemma F.5 yields
a canonical orbit representative whenever the label group G is finite and acts Borelly: one fixes
a Borel order < on © and selects the <-minimum element of each finite orbit. This avoids ad
hoc coordinate ordering rules and handles ties automatically (ties can only arise from stabilizers
producing the same parameter point, in which case the minimum point is still well-defined).

F.2. Over-specified mixtures and misspecified projection geometry.

Lemma F.7 (Invariance of ® and orbit structure of ©). Let (X, F) be the observation space

and p a o-finite measure on (X, F). Assume P* < p. For each 6 € O, let Pg( <L p and let

X
Do = dg:i be a chosen p-density (i.e. a Radon—Nikodym derivative, defined p-a.e.). Define the

extended-real objective

®(0) := Ep:[logps(X)] € [—o0,00]

(where log 0 := —o0), and the maximizer set
O = argmax®(@) = {# €O : &) =supd(V)}.
0€0 €O

Let G act measurably on © and assume observed invariance holds:
PY = PY V0eo, VgeG.

Then:

(i) ®(g-0) = ®(0) for all 0 € © and g € G (as extended real numbers);
(i) © is G-invariant: if 0 € © then g-0 € © for all g € G;

(i1i) the orbit-level set q(©) C ©/G is the identifiable projection target; equivalently, ® factors

through the quotient and its mazximizers in ©/G are precisely q(O).
Proof. Fix # € © and g € G.

Step 1 (Equality of laws implies equality of densities p-a.e.). By assumption, Pg).(@ = PGX
as measures on (X, F). Since both measures are absolutely continuous w.r.t. u, their Radon—

Nikodym derivatives are unique p-a.e. Hence

(341) pg.o(x) = po(x) for p-a.e. v € X.
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Step 2 (Transfer p-a.e. equality to P*-a.s. equality). Because P* < p, any p-null set is
P*-null. Therefore (341) implies

(342) pgo(X) = po(X)  Pl-as.
Applying log(-) (with log0 := —o0) preserves equality pointwise on the event in (342), hence
(343) log pg.o(X) = logpe(X) P*-a.s.

Step 3 (Almost-sure equality implies equality of expectations, including the extended-
real case). The random variables log pg.g(X) and logpg(X) are measurable as maps into
[—00,00). Since they are equal P*-a.s. by (343), their integrals w.r.t. P* coincide in the extended
sense:

Ep+[logpge(X)] = Ep+[logpe(X)].
This proves (i), i.e. ®(g-0) = P(0).

Step 4 (G-invariance of the maximizer set). Let § € ©. By definition,
®(0) = sup ¢(v).
Y€O

Using (i),
O(g-0) = ®(0) = sup ®(9),
Y€O
so g -0 € ©. This proves (ii).

Step 5 (Orbit-level target and factorization through the quotient). Let ¢ : © — 0/G
be the orbit map and endow ©/G with the quotient o-field B(©/G) = {A: ¢ '(A) € B(©)}.
By (i), ® is G-invariant, so by Lemma F.1 there exists a unique measurable ® : ©/G — [—o0, )
such that -

P = dog.
We now identify the maximizers of ® with ¢(©).
Claim 5a: q(©) C arg maxgeg /¢ ®(f). If € O, then for any J € ©/G choose ¥ € © with
q(¥) = 9. Then B B o

o 2(q(0)) = 2(0) = (V) = 2(q(¥)) = DY),
so ¢(#) maximizes P.
Claim 5b: arg maxgeg ¢ ®(0) C q(O). Let §* maximize ®, and pick §* € © with ¢(0*) = 6*. For
any 9 € O,
(0*) = (0%) > @(q(9)) = 2(V),
so 0* € © and hence 0* = ¢(6*) € q(O).
Combining Claims 5a—5b yields
q(©) = arg max ().
9c0/G

This is precisely the statement that the identifiable target is the orbit-level maximizer set, proving
(iii). O
Remark F.8 (Quotient projection set and additional nonidentifiabilities). In over-specified
mixtures, © may contain multiple distinct orbits and may have positive dimension even after
quotienting. Lemma F.7 isolates the unavoidable symmetry via the quotient target ¢(©). Any
remaining nonidentifiabilities (beyond G) manifest as geometry of ¢(©) itself (e.g. continua of
orbit families), which motivates orbit-level metrics and transverse curvature conditions in the
main text.
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F.3. Finite-label models beyond i.i.d. mixtures. Many latent-variable models share the
same finite-label symmetry as mixtures. The key point is: if the complete-data density is built
from label-indexed parameter blocks, then simultaneous relabeling of parameters and latent labels
induces latent transport.

Hidden Markov models (HMMs) with state-label switching. Fix k > 2 and horizon T' > 1. Let
Z = [k]" with product o-field and counting measure v. Let X1,..., X7 be observed in X7 with
dominating measure p®7.

Parameterization. Let 0 = (m, A,91,...,9Y) where m € Ag_1 is the initial distribution, A €
[0, 1]%*% is row-stochastic, and ¥; € Z index emission densities f(-;9;) on (X,F,u), as in
Appendix F.1. For z1.7 € [k]T and z1.7 € &7, define the complete-data density

T T
(344) po(T1.7, 21:7) = T2 HAzt_th Hf(xt;ﬂzt) w.r.t. T @ v,
t=2 t=1

where v is counting measure on [k]7.
Permutation action. Let G = Si act by simultaneous relabeling;:
(g-m)j=m1i), (9 A=Ay (9-9)5 =g
Define 7, : [k]T — [K]T by (14(2))¢ := g(z1).
Lemma F.9 (HMM transport and EM equivariance). For the HMM (344) with the Sy action

above, Assumption C.1 holds with latent space Z = [k, base measure v counting measure, and
T4 acting componentwise. Consequently:

(i) (Observed invariance) P;.(QLT = P9X1:T forall g € Sy, and 0 € ©.
(ii) (Posterior transport) for all B C [k]T and POXLT—a.e. x1.7,

kgo(z1T, B) = Iig(:Ul:T?Tg_l(B)).
(#1i) (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance) whenever the Q-functional is well-defined,
Qg-0lg-0) = QOI8) V0,66, Vge s,
and therefore the M-step correspondence T (0') € argmaxg Q(0 | 0") satisfies T(g-0') =
g-T(0') (equivariance in the correspondence sense).
Proof. We verify the items in Assumption C.1 explicitly, and then derive (i)-(iii).

Step 1 (Measurability and group structure of 7,). The latent space Z = [k]” is finite,
hence equipped with the discrete o-field 22. Therefore every map Ty 1 Z — Z is measurable.

Moreover, 7, is a bijection with inverse 7,-1. Finally, for g,h € Sy and 2z € Z,

(Tgn(2))e = (gh)(z) = g(h(zt)) = (14(Th(2)))t;
SO Tgh = Ty O Th.

Step 2 (Base-measure preservation). Since Z is finite and v is counting measure, any
bijection 7, preserves v: for every B C Z,

v(rg(B)) = | 14(B) | = | B| = v(B).

Equivalently, v o 7.~ L=y for all g.

Step 3 (Equivariance of the complete-data density). Fix 6 = (7w, A,9), g € Sk, and
(z1.1,21.7) € XT x Z. Write 2/ := 14(2) so0 2, = g(z1).
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(a) Initial factor. By definition of the action on m,
(9:6) _ _ —
T =9 Mg(ar) = Tg1(g(z)) = Toa-

(b) Transition factors. For each t > 2, using the action on A,

(60) _ _ _
A =0 e = Ag=1(ga 1), 97 9(0)) = Az

(¢) Emission factors. For each t, using the action on ¥,

(96) _ _ -
057 = (9 Dgz) = Vg1(9(z0)) = V-

Hence f(xy; 19(9'9)) = f(@;9z,).

zi
Multiplying (a)—(c) over the HMM factorization (344) yields
(345) pgo(r1.1,Tg(21:7)) = po(w1T, 21.T) for all (z1.7, 21.7)-
Together with Steps 1-2, this is exactly the latent-transport property in Assumption C.1.

Step 4 (Observed invariance by marginalization and change of variables). Let PQX Z
denote the joint law on X7 x Z with density (344) w.r.t. u®7 ® v, and let PHX be its marginal
on XT. For any measurable A € F®T,

PY(A) =) / 1a(@) pgs(, 2) 7 (dw)
z€Z X
= Z / 14(x) pgo(z, 74(2)) 1T (da) (reindex the finite sum since 7, is a bijection)
z€Z xT

=2 /X La(@)po(e,z) u®" (dz) by (345)

zZEZ
= P (A).

Thus P;,(QLT = PéXLT, proving (i).

Step 5 (Posterior transport). Fix B C Z. Because Z is finite, the posterior xg(z,-) can
be written explicitly by Bayes’ rule whenever the marginal density p; (z) := Y,z po(, 2) is
positive:

ZzGB Po (x7 Z)

ZZGZ Do (337 Z)

We show the claimed identity on the set {z : py(z) > 0}; outside it, the posterior can be defined

arbitrarily.
Using (345) and the bijection 7,

Zpg.g(x, z) = Zpg.g(x,Tg(Tg_l(z))) = Z pgo(z,74(2")) = Z po(x,?').

z€EB 2EB Z’GT;l(B) Z’GT;l(B)

ko(x,B) =

Similarly,

> pgor2) =) polx,2) = pg (),

z€EZ Z'eZ
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where we used 7, '(Z) = Z. Therefore, whenever p; (x) > 0 (equivalently, pé{e(a:) > 0 by Step
4),
. 2enri () Po(T,2)
polr, B) = B lat ) e OPDE]_ ()
Zzez pg.g(l‘, Z) Zz'ez Do ($7 < )

This proves (ii) (for P;*-a.e. z; the exceptional set is {py = 0}).

Step 6 (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance). Assume Q(- | -) is defined (i.e. the
relevant integrability conditions hold). Fix 6,6’ € © and g € S.
By definition of the EM @Q-functional (population version),

QO19) =Ep- [ Bz, (x,)[l0gp(X, 2)] |

Apply this with (6,6") replaced by (g-6,¢g-¢):
Q(g -0 ‘ g- 91) = Ep- [Ezwﬁg.e/(){,') [logpg.g(X, Z)] } '

Now use posterior transport (Step 5): if Z ~ kg.g/(X, ), then Z’ := 7'9_1(2) satisfies Z' ~ kg (X, -).
Moreover, by (345),

log pg.o(X,Z) =logpgo(X,74(Z')) = logpy(X, Z').
Therefore, by a change of variables in the finite sum defining the conditional expectation,
Ezwﬂg'e,(x,.) [logpg.g(X, Z)] =Eziony (x,) [logpg(X, Z’)] )
Taking Eps of both sides yields Q(g-6 | g-60") = Q(0 | ¢), proving the first part of (iii).

For the M-step correspondence, let T (6') € argmaxy Q(0 | 0'). Using Q(g-60 | g-0") = Q0] ¢'),
we have for any 6,

Qlg-01g-0)=QO0)<QTO)]0)=Q(g-T(#)|g-0),

so g - T(#) is a maximizer of 0 — Q(6 | g-6). This is exactly the equivariance statement
T(g-0")=g-T(#) in correspondence form. O

Measurable section. If O is a standard Borel space (e.g. a Borel subset of Euclidean space) and
the Sg-action is Borel, then Lemma F.5 yields a global Borel selector s : ©/S;, — © that chooses
a canonical representative in each orbit (e.g. the <-minimum element of the finite orbit).

Stochastic block models (SBMs) and latent-class network models. Let n > 2 and k > 2. Let
X = (Xij)i<i<j<n be an observed adjacency matrix, viewed as an element of a finite measurable
space (X, F) (e.g. X = {0, 1}(75) with F = 2%) dominated by counting measure p. Let latent
labels be Z = (Z1,...,Z,) € [k]"™ with counting measure v on Z := [k]".
Parameterization. Let 0 = (7, B) where m € Ay_1 are class proportions and B € [0, 1]
symmetric. Given Z = z, edges are conditionally independent with

kxk is

Per(Xij:1|Zzz):BZ¢,zj (1<i<j<n),
and Z; % % The complete-data density (w.r.t. u ® v) is

(346) po(x,2) = (ﬁﬂ'zl) : ( H Bz (1— Bzi,zj)lfx”) (x,2) e X x 2.
i=1

1<i<j<n
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Permutation action and transport. Let G = Sj act on parameters by simultaneous relabeling:
(9 Mo =Tg-10), (9" Blab = By-1(a) g-1(0)-

Let 74 : Z — Z act componentwise: (74(2)); := g(2;).

Lemma F.10 (SBM transport and invariance). For the SBM (346) with the Sy action above,

Assumption C.1 holds with latent space Z = [k]|", base measure v counting measure, and T,
acting componentwise. Consequently:

(i) (Observed invariance) PgX,e = P for all g € Sy, and 0 € ©.
(ii) (Posterior transport) for all B C [k]" and P;*-a.e. x,

kgo(x,B) = K@(%,Tg_l(B)).
(iii) (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance) whenever Q(- | ) is well-defined,
Qlg-0lg-0) = QO0) V0,00€0, Vg€ S,
and hence the M-step correspondence is Sy-equivariant.

Proof. We verify the latent-transport conditions and then derive (i)-(iii).

Step 1 (Group properties and measurability of the latent relabeling). The latent space
Z = [k]™ is finite, hence carries the discrete o-field 2% thus every map Ty is measurable. For
g,h € S, and z € Z,

(7gn(2))i = (gh)(z:) = g(h(2i)) = (74(Tn(2)))i,
SO Tgn = Tg © Th. Also 74 is a bijection with inverse Tg-1
Step 2 (Preservation of counting measure). Let v be counting measure on Z. Since 7, is a
bijection on a finite set, it preserves cardinality: for every A C Z,

v(1g(A)) = Iy (A)] = [A] = v(A).

Equivalently, v o 7 - L=y,

Step 3 (Equivariance of the complete-data density). Fix § = (7, B), g € S, and
(x,2) € X x Z. Write 2 1= 74(2) so 2, = g(z).

(a) Class-proportion factor. Using the action on T,

H(g ' W)Zé = H”gfl(z;) = H 9(2:)) Hﬂzz
i=1 i=1 i=1

(b) Edge-likelihood factor. For each 1 <1i < j <mn,
(9 B)ztz; = (9 Blgaingtzg) = Bot(g(z)), 071(0(25)) = Brivey-

Therefore

H(g B)J}z] (1 o (g B 1 Tij Hszfz] Z“Zj)l—.’ﬂi]"

1<j i<j
Multiplying (a) and (b) gives the transport identity
(347) pg0(2,74(2)) = po(z,2) V(z,2) € X x 2.
Together with Steps 1-2, this is precisely Assumption C.1.
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Step 4 (Observed invariance by marginalization and reindexing). Let P9X Z be the joint
law with density pg w.r.t. 4 ® v and ng its marginal. For any measurable A C X,

Pg),(@(A) = Z Zpg.g(x, z) = Z Zpg.g (:1;, Tg(z)) (reindex using the bijection 7y)

zEZTEA zEZxEA
=> > polw,2) = B (A),
z€EZx€EA

where we used (347). Hence P;,% = P;*, proving (i).

Step 5 (Posterior transport). Fix B C Z. Since Z is finite, Bayes’ rule yields, on the set
where the marginal likelihood pj (z) := 3" _ py(x, z) is positive,

ZzeB pg(l‘, Z)

ol B) = S e

Using (347) and the bijection 7,

D pgo(,2) =Y pga(w,1e(ry N (2) = D pea(wTe() = D pel,2).

zeEB z€B z’GTg_l(B) z’ETg_l(B)
Similarly, > ..z pg.0(7,2) = > .z po(x, z). Thus, whenever the denominators are nonzero,

kg.o(x,B) = /{9(:2,7'9_1(3)).
Since PgX_9 = P;%, this holds P;%-a.e., proving (ii).
Step 6 (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance). Assume Q(- | -) is well-defined
(integrability). By definition,
QO 160)=Ep- [EZNKG/(X,-) [log po(X, Z)H.

Apply this with (0,6') replaced by (g-6,g-6") and use Step 5: if Z ~ kg9 (X,-) then Z’ :=

TQ_I(Z) ~ kg(X,-). Then (347) gives logpg.9(X,Z) = logps(X,Z"). Hence, by a change of

variables over the finite latent space,
Bz o (%, 108 Pg0(X, Z)] = Ezrs,, (x, [log o (X, Z')],

and taking Eps yields Q(g-0]¢g-6)=Q(0 | #"). The usual maximizer-transfer argument then
implies equivariance of the M-step correspondence, proving (iii). O

F.4. Signed-permutation symmetries (hyperoctahedral groups). Finite sign and permu-
tation symmetries arise whenever the latent prior is invariant under coordinate relabeling and
sign flips. This includes many ICA /dictionary-learning style latent models (where identifiability
is only up to signed permutation).

Signed permutation group. Let » > 1 and define the finite group

SP(r) := {R € R™" : R has exactly one nonzero entry in each row/column, equal to + 1}.

Equivalently,
SP(r)={DII: D e {£1}"*" diagonal, II € S, permutation matrix}.
Every R € SP(r) is orthogonal: RTR = I, and R™! = R'.
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ICA / linear latent-factor template with i.i.d. symmetric priors. Let Z = R" with its Borel
o-field and let v = I/(()@T, where v is a probability measure on R that is symmetric about 0, i.e.
vo(B) = vp(—B) for all Borel B C R (equivalently, U ~ vy = —U 4 U). Then v is invariant
under signed permutations in the following strong (measure-pushforward) sense.

Lemma F.11 (Invariance of the product prior under SP(r)). Let v = v§" with vy symmetric.
For each R € SP(r) define Tp : R" — R" by Tr(2) = Rz. Then Tg is a Borel bijection and

voTpl =v for all R € SP(r).

Proof. Step 1 (Borel bijection). Since 7y is linear and invertible, it is continuous (hence
Borel measurable) and bijective with inverse 7z-1.

Step 2 (Reduction to generators). It suffices to verify v(75'(C)) = v(C) for all cylinder
rectangles C' = H;Zl C; with Borel C; C R, because such rectangles form a m-system generating
the Borel o-field on R", and both v and v o 75 L are probability measures.

Step 3 (Explicit form of 7z). Write R = DII with II a permutation matrix and D =
diag(o1, . ..,0,) with o; € {£1}. Then (7r(2)); = 0;2,-1(j), i.e. Tr permutes coordinates and
flips signs of selected coordinates.

Step 4 (Compute v(75'(C))). We have
7_]51(0) = {Z P 0jZp-1(4) € Cj Vj} = {Z T~ J;(lz)cﬂ(l) Vi},

where 071C := {07z : 2 € C} equals C if ¢ = 1 and —C if 0 = —1. By product structure of v,
V(Tﬁl(c)) = H Yo (U;(li)cﬂ(i))-
i=1
By symmetry of vy, v9(—B) = vy(B) for all B, hence vo(c~1B) = 1y(B) for o € {#1}. Therefore

v(rp'(0) = [[n(Criy) = [ o(Cy) = v(O),
i=1 j=1

since 7 is a permutation. This proves v o 7']51 =v. O

Model. Let © contain a mixing matrix A € R?" and possibly nuisance parameters 7 (e.g. noise
scale/covariance). Assume the conditional law of X given Z = z depends on A only through Az;
concretely,

X | Z =z~ pnoise( : ;AZ,U),
where for each (m,n) the map = — pnoise(z;m,n) is a p-density on (X, F), and (z, z, A,n) —
Pnoise(T; Az,m) is jointly measurable. With v as above, define the complete-data density w.r.t.
1w @v by

Pam) (7, 2) = Pnoise(w; A2, 7).
Action and transport. Let G = SP(r) act on © by right transformation on A:

R-(An) = (AR',n),  ReSP(r),
and define latent transport 7r(z) :== Rz on Z = R".
Lemma F.12 (Signed-permutation transport and EM equivariance). In the ICA-style template

above, Assumption C.1 holds with G = SP(r), Tr(2) = Rz, and prior v =v3". Consequently:

(i) (Observed invariance) PI)%(-(A,n) = P()f(lm) for all R € SP(r);
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(ii) (Posterior transport) for all Borel B CR" and P()Ii ) 0-C T,

KR.(an) (@, B) = Kay (¢, 75" (B));
(117) (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance) whenever Q is well-defined,
QRR-0|R-0)=Q0]0) V0,0’ € ©, YR € SP(r),
and therefore the M-step correspondence T satisfies T(R-60") = R-T(¢').
Proof. Write 6 = (A, n).

Step 1 (Group action and measurability). SP(r) is a finite group under matrix multiplication.
The action 6§ +— R -0 = (AR™!,n) is continuous in A for fixed R, hence Borel measurable on any
Borel parameter space © C R™" x H (with H Euclidean for n). The latent transport 7r(z) = Rz
is continuous and bijective, hence Borel measurable with measurable inverse.

Step 2 (Base-measure invariance on the latent space). By Lemma F.11, v o Tgl = v for
all R € SP(r).

Step 3 (Complete-data equivariance identity). For every (z,z) € X x R",

Pro(,7R(2)) = P(AR-1 1) (%, RZ) = Proise(®; AR™'(R2), 1) = Proise(w; Az, 1) = pp(, 2).
This is exactly the density-transport identity required in Assumption C.1.
Step 4 (Observed invariance by marginalization and change of variables). Let pg( be

the p-density of P, given by integrating out z against v:

o @) = [ oo, 2)0(d2) = [ pelas Az v(dz),

T

Then, using Step 3 and Step 2,

po@) = [ praw2)vd2) = [ preale, o) v(d(ra())

T

= /TpR.g (m,TR(z')) v(dz") (since v o 7151 =v)
_ / (e, ) w(de!) = i (),

so Pi, = P;X, proving (i).

Step 5 (Posterior transport). Whenever péf (x) > 0, Bayes’ formula yields the posterior as a
probability kernel

_ Jgpo(, z) v(dz)
Jer po(, 2) v(d2)
Using Step 3 and the change of variables z = 7(2’) plus Step 2,

/BpR.g(x,z) v(dz) = /TRl(B) pro(z, TrR(Z)) v(d) = / po(x, 2 ) v(dZ'),

7' (B)

ko(z, B)

and similarly [ pro(z,2)v(dz) = [ pe(z, 2)v(dz). Therefore kp.g(z, B) = kg(z, 75" (B)) for all
B and for all z with py (z) > 0. Since Pj, = P;* (Step 4), this holds P;*-a.e., proving (ii).
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Step 6 (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance). Assume Q(- | -) is well-defined
(integrability of log pp(X, Z) under the relevant posteriors). By definition,

Q0 |#) =Ep:| /R logpp(X, 2) g (X, dz)|.

Apply this with (0, 6") replaced by (R-6, R-6’) and use Steps 3 and 5 with the change of variables
z=1gr(7):

/long.g(X, 2)kpo(X,dz) = /long.g(X, TR(Z’)) ko (X, d2")

— [togpa(X. )k (X, 02

Taking Ep+ yields Q(R-60 | R-0") = Q(0 | ¢'). Equivariance of the M-step correspondence

T(0') € argmaxg Q(6 | 0') follows immediately: if § € T(6'), then for all 9,
QUR-0|R-0)=Q(018)> Q0| ¢) =Q(R-9 | R-0),

soR-0e€T(R-0). O

Measurable section. Since SP(r) is finite, Lemma F.5 yields a global Borel section on ©/SP(r)
whenever Assumption F.4 holds.

F.5. Rotational symmetries in linear-Gaussian factor models (G = O(r)). This is the
continuous-group analogue of label switching. It is canonical in factor analysis and probabilistic
PCA, where A is only identified up to right orthogonal transformations.
Model and domination. Let Z = R" with its Borel o-field and let v = N (0, I,.) be the standard
Gaussian measure on R”. Let 1 be Lebesgue measure on R?, fix d > r, and let ¥ € R4*? be
positive definite. Under P4, sample Z ~ v and then
X|Z=2~N(AzV).
Write @q(-;m, W) for the p-density of N'(m, ¥). Since we take u ® v as the dominating measure
for (X, Z), the joint density is simply the conditional density:
dpPy?
r,2) = ———(x,2) = x; Az, ).
Action and transport. Let G = O(r) act by right multiplication R - A := AR and define
mr(2) = R 2.

Lemma F.13 (Latent transport and observed invariance in the factor model). In the factor model
above, Assumption C.1 holds with G = O(r), 7r(z) = R"z, and v = N(0,1,). Consequently,
PXp = P{ for all R € O(r); posteriors transport by Tr; and Q (hence the M-step) is O(r)-
equivariant whenever defined.

Proof. Step 1 (Group action, transport map, and measurability). The map (A, R) — AR
is continuous, hence the action A — AR is Borel measurable on R%*" for each fixed R. For each
R € O(r), 7r(2) = Rz is linear and invertible, hence a Borel bijection with inverse 7p7.

Step 2 (Gaussian base-measure invariance). Let Z ~ N(0,1,). For any R € O(r),

R'Z%7 Equivalently, v o 7, L' — ». A quick verification: the characteristic function satisfies
B[R 2 = Be"f2] — exp( — LI Re|]?) = exp( — 3I1U1?),

using R orthogonal.
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Step 3 (Complete-data equivariance identity). For all (z,z) € R? x R" and R € O(r),

pAR(a;, TR(Z)) = god(a:; AR(RTZ), \Il) = @q(x; Az, V) = pa(x, 2).
Thus the density-transport identity holds.

Step 4 (Observed invariance by marginalization). The observed density is

pi@) = [ e Az ) wd2),
Using Step 3 with z = 75(2’) and Step 2,
Pin(@) = [ ealeri ARz ) v(d2) = [ pales ARGrar (), 9) (') = [ pul A2, 9)v(d) = p
SO Pj(R = Pj(.

Step 5 (Posterior transport). For p’ (z) > 0,

_ Jgpa(z, z)v(dz)
pr(x, 2 v(dz)

Using Step 3 and change of variables z = 7(2’) with Step 2,

/BpAR(a:,z) v(dz) = /T1 pAR(w,TR(z’)) v(dy) = / pa(z,2) v(dz).

r (B) ' (B)

ka(x, B)

The denominator is invariant by the same argument, so kag(z, B) = ka(z, 75" (B)).

Step 6 (Q-equivariance). As in Lemma F.12, combine Step 3 (transport for log p) and Step
5 (posterior transport) inside the defining conditional expectation for ). This yields Q(AR; |
ARs) = Q(A | A) with the appropriate pairing (more generally Q(R-A| R-A") = Q(A | A")),
whenever both sides are finite. Equivariance of the M-step correspondence follows. O

Local measurable sections (minor charts and polar normalization). Global measurable sections
for A — AR generally do not exist on all of R%", but local sections on an open cover of the
full-column-rank set suffice for slice-based arguments.

Minor charts. Fix I C {1,...,d} with [I| = r and let A7 be the r x r submatrix formed by rows
indexed by I. Define the open set

Qp = {A € R ; det(A;) £ 0}.

Every full-column-rank A lies in at least one ;.
Polar factors and normalization. For invertible B € R™*" define its polar decomposition B =
U(B)H(B) with

H(B):=(B"B)Y?¢S",,, U(B):=BH(B)"'ecO(r).
On Q; define
Ri(A):=U(Ap)" €0(r),  51(A) := AR(A) € R,
Lemma F.14 (Local section for the right O(r) action). Fiz I and work on Qr. Then:

(i) Rr and 51 are continuous (hence Borel) on €p;
(i) 51 is constant on right-orbits in Qr: §;(AR) = §1(A) for all R € O(r);
(iii) (51(A))r € ST (slice normalization);
(iv) consequently, 51 factors through the local quotient Q;/O(r) to a measurable section.



148 KOUSTAV MALLIK

Proof. Step 1 (Continuity of the polar maps on GL(r)). On GL(r), the map B+ BB
is polynomial and hence continuous, and its image lies in S, ,. The principal square-root
map M + M2 is continuous on S, (indeed smooth), and so is inversion M + M1,
Therefore H(B) = (B"B)'/? and H(B)~! depend continuously on B € GL(r). Consequently
U(B) = B H(B)™! is continuous on GL(r).

Step 2 (Proof of (i)). On €y, the map A — Aj is linear (hence continuous). Since
A7 € GL(r) on Q;, Step 1 implies A — U(A;) is continuous on ;. Thus R;(A) = U(A;)" is
continuous on €27, and §7(A) = AR;(A) is continuous as a product of continuous maps.

Step 3 (A conjugacy identity for square-roots). For M € S, , and R € O(r),
(348) (R"MR)Y? = RTM'/?R.
Indeed, RT MY/2R is symmetric positive definite and
(RTM'?R)* = RTM'*>(RRT)M'?R = R MR,
so by uniqueness of the principal square root on S, |, (348) holds.

Step 4 (Equivariance of the polar orthogonal factor). Let B € GL(r) and R € O(r).
Then

(BR)"(BR) = R"(B'B)R.
Applying (348) with M = BT B gives
H(BR) = (BR)"(BR))"? = (RT(B"B)R)"/2 = RTH(B)R.
Therefore,
U(BR) = (BR)H(BR) ™' = BR(R"H(B)R)™' = BR(R'TH(B)™'R) = BH(B)"'R=U(B)R,
where we used (R" HR)™' = R"T H™'R for orthogonal R.

Step 5 (Proof of (ii): orbit constancy). Fix A € Q; and R € O(r). Then (AR); = AsR.

By Step 4,
U((AR);) = U(ArR) = U(A;) R.
Hence
Ri(AR) =U((AR);)" = (U(A)R)" = RTU(A)" = R7'R;(A).
Therefore,
57/(AR) = ARR;(AR) = AR(R™'R;(A)) = AR;(A) = 5;(A),

proving (ii).

Step 6 (Proof of (iii): slice normalization). Write the polar decomposition A; =
U(A7)H(Ar) with H(A;) € S’ . Then

(37(A)); = ArR;(A) = AfU(Ap) " = U(ADH(ADU(Ap) T

This matrix is symmetric positive definite because it is an orthogonal conjugate of H(Aj) € S, | .
Thus (57(A))r € S, proving (iii).

Step 7 (Proof of (iv): factorization through the local quotient). Let ¢; : Q5 — Q;/O(r)
be the orbit map and equip Q;/O(r) with the quotient o-field

B(Q1/0(r)) == {B € Q1/O(r) : ¢;'(B) € B()}.
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By (i), 1 : Q — Rd”_is Borel measurable; by (ii), it is constant on orbits. Define sj :
Qr/O(r) — R by s7(A) := 37(A) for any A with ¢;(A) = A. This is well-defined by orbit
constancy and satisfies §; = sy o q7. To see sy is measurable, let C be a Borel set in R Then

a7 (57'(C)) ={A € Qs+ si(a1(A)) € C} ={A € Qr: 51(A) € C} = 57(0),

which is Borel since 37 is Borel. By definition of the quotient o-field, s;*(C) € B(€2;/O(r)).
Thus s; is measurable and provides a local measurable section. O

Remark F.15 (Uniqueness of orbit intersection with the slice). Let S; := {B € R¥*": By € §" }.
Each orbit in Q7 intersects St in exactly one point, namely 57(A).

Ezistence. For any A € Q, Lemma F.14(iii) shows §;(A) € St and §;(A) = AR;(A) lies on the
right orbit of A.

Uniqueness. Suppose By, By € St N lie on the same orbit, so By = B1 R for some R € O(r).
Restricting to the I-minor gives By ; = By R with By j,Bs; € S, ,. Then R = Bl_}BgJ is the
product of SPD matrices, hence has positive real spectrum and is itself SPD. But an orthogonal
SPD matrix must be the identity: if R € O(r) and R > 0, then all eigenvalues of R lie in {1}, so
R = I,.. Thus B; = Bs. Therefore the orbit intersection with S7 is unique.

F.6. Signed-permutation symmetries (hyperoctahedral groups). Finite sign and permu-
tation symmetries arise whenever the latent prior is invariant under coordinate relabeling and
sign flips. This includes many ICA /dictionary-learning style latent models (where identifiability
is only up to signed permutation).

Signed permutation group. Let » > 1 and define the finite group

SP(r) := {R € R™" : R has exactly one nonzero entry in each row/column, equal to + 1}.

Equivalently,
SP(r) = {DIl: D € {#+1}"*" diagonal, II € S, permutation matrix}.
Every R € SP(r) is orthogonal: R"TR =1, and R~' = R'.

ICA / linear latent-factor template with i.i.d. symmetric priors. Let Z = R" with its Borel
o-field and let v = 1/8@’”, where 1y is a probability measure on R that is symmetric about 0, i.e.
vo(B) = vp(—B) for all Borel B C R (equivalently, U ~ vy = —U 4 U). Then v is invariant
under signed permutations in the following strong (measure-pushforward) sense.

Lemma F.16 (Invariance of the product prior under SP(r)). Let v = v§" with vy symmetric.

For each R € SP(r) define Tr : R” — R" by Tr(2) = Rz. Then Tg is a Borel bijection and
voTpl =v for all R € SP(r).

Proof. Step 1 (Borel bijection). Since 7p is linear and invertible, it is continuous (hence
Borel measurable) and bijective with inverse Tp-1.

Step 2 (Reduction to generators). It suffices to verify (75" (C)) = v(C) for all cylinder
rectangles C' = H§:1 C; with Borel Cj C R, because such rectangles form a 7-system generating
the Borel o-field on R", and both v and v o7 Lare probability measures.

Step 3 (Explicit form of 7z). Write R = DII with IT a permutation matrix and D =

diag(oy,...,0.) with o; € {£1}. Then (7r(2)); = 0j2,-1(;), i.e. TR permutes coordinates and
flips signs of selected coordinates.
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Step 4 (Compute v(75'(C))). We have
Tgl(C’) = {z  0jzp-1(5) € Cj Vj} = {z Doz € U;é)C'W(l-) Vi},

where 071C := {07z : x € C} equals C if ¢ = 1 and —C if 0 = —1. By product structure of v,
V(Tﬁl(c)) = H o (U;(li)cn(i))-
i=1
By symmetry of vy, vo(—B) = vo(B) for all B, hence vo(c~B) = vy(B) for ¢ € {#1}. Therefore

v(rp'(0) = [ w(Cry) = [[ 0(Cy) = v(C),
i=1 j=1

since 7 is a permutation. This proves v o7y L—y. O

Model. Let © contain a mixing matrix A € R?*" and possibly nuisance parameters 7 (e.g. noise
scale/covariance). Assume the conditional law of X given Z = z depends on A only through Az;
concretely,

X | Z =2z~ pnoise( : ;AZJ?),
where for each (m,n) the map = — pyoise(z;m,n) is a p-density on (X, F), and (z, z, A,n)
Pnoise(Z; Az, n) is jointly measurable. With v as above, define the complete-data density w.r.t.
1w @v by

Pam) (7, 2) = Puoise(®; Az, 7).
Action and transport. Let G = SP(r) act on © by right transformation on A:

R-(An):=(AR"',n), ReSP(r),
and define latent transport 7(z) :== Rz on Z = R".
Lemma F.17 (Signed-permutation transport and EM equivariance). In the ICA-style template
above, Assumption C.1 holds with G = SP(r), Tr(2) = Rz, and prior v = v3". Consequently:
(i) (Observed invariance) Pg(A 0= P()f‘ g Jor all R € SP(r);

(ii) (Posterior transport) for all Borel B C R" and P()jg ) 06 T,

FR-(Am) (2, B) = KA (2,7 (B));
(iii) (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance) whenever @ is well-defined,
QR-0|R-0)=Q0H]8) V0,0 € ©, VR € SP(r),
and therefore the M-step correspondence T satisfies T(R-6") = R-T(¢).
Proof. Write 0 = (A,n).

Step 1 (Group action and measurability). SP(r) is a finite group under matrix multiplication.
The action @ +— R -0 = (AR™!,n) is continuous in A for fixed R, hence Borel measurable on any
Borel parameter space © C R¥" x H (with H Euclidean for n). The latent transport 7r(z) = Rz
is continuous and bijective, hence Borel measurable with measurable inverse.

Step 2 (Base-measure invariance on the latent space). By Lemma F.11, v o7 L=y for
all R € SP(r).

Step 3 (Complete-data equivariance identity). For every (z,z) € X x R",
PR-6 (.Z', TR(Z)) = p(ARflm) (.’L', RZ) = pnoise(xQ ARil(Rz)a 77) = pnoise(w§ AZ7 77) = p@(xa Z)'
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This is exactly the density-transport identity required in Assumption C.1.

Step 4 (Observed invariance by marginalization and change of variables). Let pg( be
the p-density of PQX , given by integrating out z against v:

o @) = [ po(e.2)v(d2) = [ puelas Az v(dz),

T

Then, using Step 3 and Step 2,

po(@) = [ proe.2)v(ds) = [ pro(e.al) vdlra)

T

= /TpR‘g (x,TR(z')) v(dz") (since v o 7151 =v)

- / pol, ') v(d2) = p (2),
so PX, = P;*, proving (i).

Step 5 (Posterior transport). Whenever p) (z) > 0, Bayes’ formula yields the posterior as a
probability kernel

_ Jypole,2)v(d2)
Jgr po(z, 2) v(dz)
Using Step 3 and the change of variables z = 7(2’) plus Step 2,

/BpR.g(x,z) v(dz) = /Tl(B) pR.g(x,TR(z')) v(dZ) = / po(z, 2 ) v(de),

R TEI(B)

kg(x, B)

and similarly [ pro(z,2)v(dz) = [ pe(z, 2)v(dz). Therefore kp.o(z, B) = rg(z, 75" (B)) for all
B and for all z with pj (z) > 0. Since PX, = Py (Step 4), this holds P;*-a.e., proving (ii).

Step 6 (Q-equivariance and M-step equivariance). Assume Q(- | -) is well-defined
(integrability of log pp(X, Z) under the relevant posteriors). By definition,

QO |0") =Ep- [/RT log pe(X, 2) ke (X, dz)}.

Apply this with (0, 6") replaced by (R-6, R-6’) and use Steps 3 and 5 with the change of variables
z=T1R(%):

/long.g(X, Z) KR.QI(X, dz) == /long,g(X, TR(Z/)) K;g/(X, dZ/)

= /logpg(X, ) ke (X, d2).
Taking Ep« yields Q(R-60 | R-0") = Q(0 | ¢'). Equivariance of the M-step correspondence
T(¢') € argmaxg Q(0 | 0') follows immediately: if € T ('), then for all 9,
QR-O|R-0)=Q(0|0)=2Q(W|0)=Q(R-V|R-¥),
soR-0eT(R-¢). O

Measurable section. Since SP(r) is finite, Lemma F.5 yields a global Borel section on ©/SP(r)
whenever Assumption F.4 holds.
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F.7. Rotational symmetries in linear-Gaussian factor models (G = O(r)). This is the
continuous-group analogue of label switching. It is canonical in factor analysis and probabilistic
PCA, where A is only identified up to right orthogonal transformations.

Model and domination. Let Z = R" with its Borel o-field and let v = AV(0, I,.) be the standard
Gaussian measure on R”. Let 1 be Lebesgue measure on R%, fix d > r, and let ¥ € R4*? be
positive definite. Under P4, sample Z ~ v and then

X|Z=2z~N(Az0).

Write ¢q(+;m, ¥) for the u-density of N'(m, V). Since we take u ® v as the dominating measure
for (X, Z), the joint density is simply the conditional density:
dPy?
z,2) = ————(x,2) = x; Az, ).
pa(z, 2) e V)( ) = )

Action and transport. Let G = O(r) act by right multiplication R - A := AR and define
mr(2) == R' 2.

Lemma F.18 (Latent transport and observed invariance in the factor model). In the factor model
above, Assumption C.1 holds with G = O(r), Tr(z) = R"z, and v = N(0,1,.). Consequently,
Py = PX for all R € O(r); posteriors transport by Tr; and Q (hence the M-step) is O(r)-
equivariant whenever defined.

Proof. Step 1 (Group action, transport map, and measurability). The map (A, R) — AR
is continuous, hence the action A — AR is Borel measurable on R?*" for each fixed R. For each
R € O(r), Tp(z) = R" 2 is linear and invertible, hence a Borel bijection with inverse 747.

Step 2 (Gaussian base-measure invariance). Let Z ~ N(0,1I,). For any R € O(r),

R'Z27. Equivalently, v o 7, L'— . A quick verification: the characteristic function satisfies
B[R 2] = BeF2] = exp( — LI Re|]?) = exp( — 3I1U1?),
using R orthogonal.

Step 3 (Complete-data equivariance identity). For all (z,2) € R? x R" and R € O(r),

pAR(x,TR(z)) = cpd(x; AR(RTZ), \Il) = @q(x; Az, ¥) = pa(x, 2).
Thus the density-transport identity holds.

Step 4 (Observed invariance by marginalization). The observed density is

pi) = [ eutas Az w)v(dz),
Using Step 3 with z = 7r(2") and Step 2,
Pin(@) = [ ealri ARz ) v(d2) = [ pules AR (), 9) vlde') = [ puliri 42, 9) m(d) = v
SO ijR = Pj{.

Step 5 (Posterior transport). For p% (x) > 0,

_ Jppalz,z)v(dz)
ra(z, B) = [ pa(z, z)v(dz)
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Using Step 3 and change of variables z = 7(2’) with Step 2,

/BpAR<.1‘,z) l/(dz) = /7-1(3) pAR(l',TR(Z/)) y(dz’) — / pA(x,z’) y(dz’).

7' (B)
The denominator is invariant by the same argument, so kag(z, B) = ka(z, 75" (B)).

Step 6 (@Q-equivariance). As in Lemma F.12, combine Step 3 (transport for log p) and Step
5 (posterior transport) inside the defining conditional expectation for . This yields Q(AR; |
ARs) = Q(A | A) with the appropriate pairing (more generally Q(R-A| R-A') = Q(A | A)),
whenever both sides are finite. Equivariance of the M-step correspondence follows. O

Local measurable sections (minor charts and polar normalization). Global measurable sections
for A — AR generally do not exist on all of R%", but local sections on an open cover of the
full-column-rank set suffice for slice-based arguments.

Minor charts. Fix I C {1,...,d} with [I| = r and let A; be the r X r submatrix formed by rows
indexed by I. Define the open set

Qp = {A € R ; det(A;) £ 0}.

Every full-column-rank A lies in at least one ;.
Polar factors and normalization. For invertible B € R"*" define its polar decomposition B =
U(B)H (B) with

H(B):=(B'B)Y?e¢s’,, U(B):=BH(B)™lecoO(r).

On Q; define
Ri(A):=U(Ap) T €O(r),  51(A) :== AR (A) e R

Lemma F.19 (Local section for the right O(r) action). Fiz I and work on Q. Then:

(i) Rr and 31 are continuous (hence Borel) on Qp;
(ii) 31 is constant on right-orbits in Qr: §;(AR) = §1(A) for all R € O(r);
(iii) (57(A))r € Sy, (slice normalization);
(iv) consequently, 51 factors through the local quotient Q;/O(r) to a measurable section.

Proof. Step 1 (Continuity of the polar maps on GL(r)). On GL(r), the map B+ B'B
is polynomial and hence continuous, and its image lies in S’ ,. The principal square-root
map M — MY? is continuous on S% . (indeed smooth), and so is inversion M +— M -1

Therefore H(B) = (B"B)"/? and H(B)~! depend continuously on B € GL(r). Consequently
U(B) = B H(B)™! is continuous on GL(r).

Step 2 (Proof of (i)). On €y, the map A — Aj is linear (hence continuous). Since
Ar € GL(r) on Qy, Step 1 implies A — U(A;) is continuous on ;. Thus R;(A) = U(A;)7 is
continuous on €, and §;(A) = AR;(A) is continuous as a product of continuous maps.

Step 3 (A conjugacy identity for square-roots). For M € S, , and R € O(r),
(349) (R"TMR)'? = RTM'/?R.
Indeed, RT MY2R is symmetric positive definite and
(RTM'?R)* = R"TM'*(RRT)M'/?R = RT MR,

so by uniqueness of the principal square root on S/, |, (348) holds.
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Step 4 (Equivariance of the polar orthogonal factor). Let B € GL(r) and R € O(r).
Then

(BR)"(BR) = R"(B'B)R.
Applying (348) with M = BT B gives

H(BR) = ((BR)"(BR))"? = (RT(B" B)R)"/? = RTH(B)R.

Therefore,
U(BR) = (BR)H(BR) ™' = BR(R"H(B)R)"' = BR(R"H(B)"'R) = BH(B)"'R=U(B)R,
where we used (R" HR)™' = R" H™'R for orthogonal R.

Step 5 (Proof of (ii): orbit constancy). Fix A € Q; and R € O(r). Then (AR); = AsR.
By Step 4,

U((AR)1) = U(A[R) = U(4q) R.
Hence
Ri(AR) =U((AR);)" = (U(A)R)" = RTU(A)" = R7'R;(A).
Therefore,
51(AR) = ARR;(AR) = AR(R™'R;(A)) = AR;(A) = 51(A),

proving (ii).

Step 6 (Proof of (iii): slice normalization). Write the polar decomposition A; =
U(A[)H(AI) with H(A]) € STJF+ Then

(31(A); = ArR1(A) = A;U(AD) T = U(ANH(ADU (AT,

This matrix is symmetric positive definite because it is an orthogonal conjugate of H(Ay) € S, | .
Thus (57(A))r € S, proving (iii).

Step 7 (Proof of (iv): factorization through the local quotient). Let ¢; : Q7 — Q;/O(r)
be the orbit map and equip ;/O(r) with the quotient o-field

B(Q;/0(r)) :={B C Q;/O(r) : ¢;*(B) € B()}.
By (i), 51 : Q1 — ]Rdx’;is Borel measurable; by (ii), it is constant on orbits. Define s; :
Q;/0(r) — R by s7(A) := 37(A) for any A with q7(A) = A. This is well-defined by orbit
constancy and satisfies §; = sy o ;. To see sy is measurable, let C' be a Borel set in R%*", Then
a7 (s71(C) ={A€Qr: si(qr(A) € CY={A€Qr: 51(4) € C} =5.(0),

which is Borel since 3; is Borel. By definition of the quotient o-field, s;'(C) € B(Q;/O0(r)).
Thus s; is measurable and provides a local measurable section. O
Remark F.20 (Uniqueness of orbit intersection with the slice). Let S; := {B € R&*": By € S, }.
Each orbit in Q7 intersects St in exactly one point, namely 57(A).

Ezistence. For any A € Q, Lemma F.14(iii) shows §7(A) € St and 57(A) = AR;(A) lies on the
right orbit of A.

Uniqueness. Suppose Bi, By € S; Ny lie on the same orbit, so By = B1R for some R € O(r).
Restricting to the I-minor gives By ; = By ;R with By, By € S .. Then R = By [BQ 7 is the
product of SPD matrices, hence has positive real spectrum and is itself SPD. But an orthogonal
SPD matrix must be the identity: if R € O(r) and R > 0, then all eigenvalues of R lie in {1}, so
R = 1I,.. Thus B; = Bs. Therefore the orbit intersection with S is unique.
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F.8. Pure sign symmetries (G = {£1}). This is the simplest nontrivial symmetry and is
often combined with permutations (Appendix F.4).
Setup. Let © C R4 x R% be Borel and assume it is stable under the sign-flip map
L:0 — 0, t(u,v) = (—u,—v).
Let G = {£1} act on © by
g - (u,v) := (gu, gv).
Let ¢ : © — O/G be the orbit map, and equip ©/G with the quotient o-field
B(©/G):={ACO/G: ¢ '(A) € B(O)}).

Assumption F.21 (Sign-invariant parametrization). There exists a measurable map ¥ : © — W
into a measurable space VW such that:

(i) (Sign invariance) V(u,v) = ¥(—u, —v) for all (u,v) € ©;

(ii) (Model depends only on W) if W(u,v) = ¥(u',v"), then Pév) = P()s/ -

Lemma F.22 (Observed invariance and projection-set invariance under sign flips). Under As-
sumption F.21, PX o = P;X for all§ € ©. Consequently, ®(—0) = ®() and © = arg maxgee (0)
18 G-invariant.
Proof. Fix 0 € ©. By Assumption F.21(i), ¥(0) = ¥(—60). By Assumption F.21(ii), equality of
U implies equality of the observed laws, hence PX, = PQX , 1.e. observed invariance holds for the
G = {£1} action.

Now apply Lemma F.7: observed invariance implies ®(—f) = ®(6) (as extended real numbers),
and the maximizer set © is invariant under the group action. (Equivalently: § € © = —f €

6.) O

A canonical Borel representative. A convenient global representative for each orbit is obtained by
fixing a measurable tie-breaking rule. We use the “first nonzero coordinate is positive” convention.
To make this explicit, identify R x R% = R? with d = d; +ds by concatenation: for § = (u,v)
write 0 = (01,...,04) where (61,...,0q4,) = v and (04, 41,-..,04) = v.
Define the first-nonzero index map J : © — {1,...,d} U {oo} by

J(60) = {?oi,n{j SOy 0200, 07 8:

and define the canonical sign o : © — {£1} by

+1, J(0) = o,

o(0) =< +1, J(0) < oo and 64 >0,

—1, J(0) < oo and 04 <O0.
Finally define the canonical relabeling map 5 : © — © by
(350) 5(0) :=0c(6)-6.
(When 6 = 0, this fixes the point: §(0) = 0.)

Lemma F.23 (A Borel section for the sign symmetry). Assume © is Borel and stable under
0 — —0. Let § be defined by (350). Then:

(i) § is Borel measurable;
(i) § is constant on G-orbits: 5(—0) = 5(0) for all § € O;
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(iii) § factors through the quotient: there exists a unique measurable map s : © /G — © such that
§=so0gq;

(iv) s is a measurable section: q(s(0)) =0 for all § € ©/G.

Proof. Step 1 (Measurability of the index map J). For each j € {1,...,d},

(7=} = (N8 =0}) N {8; # 0},

which is Borel since each coordinate projection 6 — 6; is continuous and {0} is closed. Also,

d
{J =00} = (){6: =0},
i=1
which is Borel. Therefore J is measurable as a map into the countable measurable space
{1,...,d} U{oo}.
Step 2 (Measurability of the sign map o). For j € {1,...,d} define the Borel sets
Aj ={J=j}n{6; >0}, A7 = {J=j}n{6; <0}.
Then {J = oo} U (U; A;r) ={o=+1} and |J; A; = {0 = —1} are Borel. Hence o is measurable.
Step 3 (Measurability of 3). The map 6 — —6 is continuous, hence Borel. Since

5(0) = 1io0)=+130 + L{o(9)=—13(—0),
and indicator functions of Borel sets are measurable, § is Borel measurable.

Step 4 (Orbit constancy). Fix § € ©. If § = 0 then §(—0) = 5(6) = 0. Otherwise,
J(=0) = J(0) and (—0) sy = —01(), s0 0(—0) = —0c (). Therefore

5(=0) =0(=0)-(=0) = (=0(0)) - (—=0) = o (6) - 0 = 5(0).
Thus 3 is constant on orbits.

Step 5 (Factorization through the quotient and measurability of s). By Step 4, §
is G-invariant. By Lemma F.1 (invariant functions factor through the quotient), there exists a
unique measurable map s : ©/G — O such that § = soq.

Step 6 (Section property). Fix § € ©. By construction, 5(6) € {6, —0}. Therefore 5(0)
lies in the same orbit as 0, i.e. ¢(5(0)) = q(0). Using 5§ = s o ¢ and surjectivity of g, for every
0 € ©/G choose 0 with ¢(0) = § and compute

q(s(0)) = a(s(a(0))) = a(5(0)) = q(0) = 0.

This proves that s is a section. ]

F.9. How to read these instantiations in the main text. The preceding examples cover
common nonidentifiabilities in EM analyses:

e Finite label-switching (S;): mixtures, HMMs, latent class and SBM-type models
(Appendix F.1-F.3).

e Signed permutations (finite SP(r)): ICA/dictionary-learning style latent models with
i.i.d. symmetric priors (Appendix F.4).

e Orthogonal rotations (O(r)): factor analysis and probabilistic PCA with standard
Gaussian priors (Appendix F.5).

e Pure sign flips ({£1}): the simplest symmetry, often combined with permutations
(Appendix F.8).
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Across these cases, the verification steps used in the main text always follow the same template.
Step A: verify latent transport. One explicitly constructs a measurable transport 74 : Z — 2
such that:

(i) Tgn = 74 0 7 and 7. = id (compatibility with the group);
(ii) v o7, ! = v (base latent measure is preserved);

g
(iii) the complete-data likelihood is equivariant:

pg0(2,74(2)) = po(x, 2) for all (x, z) (or for a.e. (z,2) wrt. p®v).

These items are exactly what Assumption C.1 encodes.
Step B: deduce observed invariance by marginalization. From v-preservation and the complete-
data equivariance, one obtains

pig(:c) = /pg.g(w,z) v(dz) = /pg(x,z)u(dz) :pg((x),

hence PgX,e = PQX. This yields invariance of the population objective ® and G-invariance of
O = argmax ® (Lemma F.7).

Step C: transport posteriors and obtain (Q-equivariance. Bayes’ rule plus the same change-of-
variables argument implies posterior transport

kgo(@, B) = rg (2,7, (B)),

and inserting this into the definition of @ yields Q(g-6 | g-0") = Q(0 | §') whenever defined.
Thus the M-step correspondence is equivariant: T (g-6') =g - T(0').

Step D: choose representatives (sections/slices) to enforce transverse geometry. To turn orbit-level
statements into concrete Euclidean estimates on parameters, one chooses orbit representatives:

e for finite groups, a global measurable section exists by orbit minimization (Lemma F.5)
or by explicit tie-breaking rules (Lemma F.23);

e for continuous groups like O(r), one typically works on an open cover and uses local
slices (Lemma F.14).

These representatives are what make it meaningful to impose strong concavity /contractivity
transversely to orbits, while still respecting the intrinsic nonidentifiability.

Summary of what the main results need. The main text uses only the following outputs of the
appendices:

(i) orbit-level targets under misspecification are well-defined via ® on ©/G;
(i) EM dynamics are compatible with the symmetry (equivariance), so orbit-level convergence
statements are canonical,
(iii) slice/section representatives allow Euclidean curvature and contraction estimates in direc-
tions orthogonal to orbits.

APPENDIX G. IPM CHOICES: SEPARATION, MODULI, AND ESTIMABILITY

Throughout this appendix, let (X, F) be the observation space, and let P denote a class of
probability measures on (X, F) that contains the model range

Po :={P;* : 60}

For a class of measurable test functions Fy C {f : X — R} for which all expectations exist

(possibly as extended reals when explicitly stated), the associated integral probability metric
(IPM) is

(351) dr,(P,Q) = sup [Ep[f(X)] = Eqlf(X)]]-
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We use D(+, ) as a generic IPM notation when the underlying class is clear.
Role in the EM theory. The main text uses IPMs in two logically distinct ways:

(1) Statistical deviation control: bounding D(ﬁn, P*) (one-sample) or D(ﬁn, @m) (two-sample)
as a function of n and the complexity of Fy;

(2) Geometric translation: relating D(P;X, P;) to orbit/quotient distances (Appendix B.4)
via moduli of continuity and separation properties on ©/G.

Accordingly, this appendix organizes IPM choices around (i) separation on the relevant range,
(ii) modulus comparisons, and (iii) estimability.

G.1. When an IPM is determining vs. pseudometric.

Basic separation notions. Fix a class P C P(X) and a measurable class Fy C {f : X — R} for
which Epf is well-defined for all P € P and all f € Fy (allowing extended values only when
explicitly intended). Recall the induced integral probability metric (IPM)

d}—o(PaQ) ‘= sup ]EPf_EQf
feFo

, P,QcP.

We say:

o Fy is measure-determining on P (or P-determining) if
dr,(P,Q)=0 = P=Q VP,Q € P.

e dr, is a pseudometric on P if it is symmetric, satisfies the triangle inequality, and
dr, (P, P) =0, but it may fail to separate points.

By construction, dz, is always a pseudometric on any subcollection of measures for which the
defining expectations are finite and the class Fj is closed under negation (or if we replace Fy by
Fy = Fo U (=Fo)).

Elementary sufficient conditions for being determining. The following templates are standard.

Lemma G.1 (Determining classes via generating mw-systems). Let C C F be a mw-system generating
F (i.e. 0(C) = F), and suppose
{lc¢: CeC} C Fo.

Then dr,(P,Q) = 0 implies P = Q for all probability measures P,Q on (X,F).
Proof. Assume dg,(P,Q) = 0. Since 1¢ € Fy for each C € C,
0=dr(P,Q) > |Eplc —Eqlc| = |P(C)-Q(C)| VCeC.
Hence P(C) = Q(C) for all C € C.
Define
AN={AecF: P(A)=Q(A)}.
We verify A is a A-system:
e X € A because P(X) = Q(X) = 1.
e If Ac A, then P(A°)=1—P(A)=1-Q(A) = Q(A°), so A° € A.
o If Ay, Ay, ... are disjoint with each A; € A, then by countable additivity, P(U;4;) =
Thus A is a A-system.
Since P(C) = Q(C) for all C' € C, we have C C A. By the 7\ theorem, ¢(C) C A. But
o(C) = F, hence A = F, meaning P(A) = Q(A) for all A € F. Therefore P = Q. O
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Lemma G.2 (Determining classes via dense function algebras on compact spaces). Let (X, p) be
compact metric and let Fy C C(X) be a subalgebra containing constants and separating points.
Let span(Fy) denote the linear span of Fo. Then for all Borel probability measures P,Q on X,

(]Epf = EQf Vf e .7:0) = P=0Q,
equivalently dr,(P,Q) =0= P = Q.

Proof. Assume Epf = Eqf for all f € Fy. By linearity of the integral, the same equality holds
for all g € span(Fy).

Step 1 (Uniform density). Because X is compact metric, C'(X) is a Banach space under || - ||oc-
By the Stone-Weierstrass theorem, the hypotheses (subalgebra, constants, point-separating)
imply that span(Fp) is uniformly dense in C'(X): for every h € C(X) and every € > 0, there
exists g € span(Fp) with ||h — g]|eo < e.

Step 2 (Pass equality of integrals from the dense subspace to all of C(X)). Fix h € C(X)
and choose g. € span(Fp) such that |h — g:]|cc < e. Then

|Eph — Eqh| < |Ep(h — go)| + |Epge — Eq@ge| + |Eq(ge — h)|.
The middle term is 0 by the assumption on span(Fp). The outer terms are bounded by
l1h — gelloo < € since P, (Q are probability measures:
UEP(h*gs){ <Eplh—g <¢, ’EQ(gsfh” <e.
Thus [Eph —Egh| < 2e. Letting € | 0 yields Eph = Egh for all h € C(X).
Step 3 (Continuous functions determine Borel measures on a compact metric space).
On a compact metric space, equality of integrals against all continuous bounded functions implies

equality of measures (equivalently: C(X) determines the weak topology and separates probability
measures). Hence P = Q. O

Canonical examples.
e Total variation (TV). Taking Fo = {f : || flleo < 1} yields
d]:O(Pv Q) = Hfs||up<1 ‘]Epf - }EQf’ =2 ||P - QHTVa

which is determining on all probability measures.
¢ Bounded-Lipschitz (BL) metric. On a metric space (X, p), let

IflIBL := [l flloc +Lip,(f),  Fo:={f:lflsr <1}
On Polish (X, p), dpy, is determining and metrizes weak convergence.
e Wasserstein-1. On (X, p), define 7o = {f : Lip,(f) < 1}. Then dr, = Wy by
Kantorovich—Rubinstein duality, but it is finite only on measures with finite first moment,
so W7 is determining on

P = {P : /p(x,xo) P(dz) < oo for some (hence all) xg}.

e MMD (kernel IPM). Let k be a measurable positive definite kernel with RKHS Hy,
and take
For={f €M flln, <1}
Then dr, (P, Q) = ||up — pglln, where pp :=Ep[k(X, )] is the kernel mean embedding
(when k is bounded). This is determining on a class P iff k is characteristic on P;
otherwise it is only a pseudometric.
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Determining on the model range (the relevant notion here). In applications one rarely needs Fy
to separate all probability measures on X. What matters is separation on the image of the model,
possibly modulo symmetries. Write

Po = {P): 00} C P(X).

Even if Fj is not determining on P(X), it can be determining on Pg (or determining on Pg up
to the group action). This is precisely the notion needed to translate distributional convergence
into parameter/orbit convergence.

Definition G.3 (Orbit-determining IPMs). Assume a group G acts on © and Pg)~(9 = PQX for all
g,0. We say Fy (equivalently dr,) is orbit-determining on the model range if

dry (P3P ) =0 = 6 €[(]0).
Equivalently, the induced pseudometric on ©/G (Lemma G.14 below) is a genuine metric.

Remark G.4 (Why this is the right notion). If the model is nonidentifiable, then even an
“ideal” metric such as total variation cannot separate parameters on the same orbit. Orbit-
determiningness is the sharp replacement: dz, should separate orbits (equivalence classes), not
raw parameters.

A practical orbit-separation template: finite feature embeddings. A common situation is that an
IPM controls finitely many moments/features.

Lemma G.5 (Feature IPMs are norms of mean-feature differences). Let ¢ : X — R™ be
measurable and define the function class

Fo = {ful@) := (u,0(2)) : w e R™, ul| < 1}.
Assume Ep||¢(X)|| < oo and Eg||¢(X)| < co. Then
dr,(P,Q) = |[Ep[¢(X)] — Eq[¢(X)]]|.

Consequently, dr, s orbit-determining on Pg whenever the mean-feature map
0/G > 0§ — Epx¢(X) € R™
is injective (well-definedness follows from observed invariance).

Proof. Step 1 (Well-definedness and finiteness). The integrability assumptions ensure the
vector means Ep¢ and Eg¢ exist in R™. Moreover for each |ju|| <1, [Ep(u,¢)| < Ep||¢| < oo,
so dr, (P, Q) is finite.

Step 2 (Compute the supremum). By linearity of expectation,

Epfu—Eqfu = Ep{u, 6(X)) — Eq(u, (X)) = (u,Epé — Eqo ).
Hence

dr,(P,Q) = sup ‘<U,Ep¢ _ EQ¢>).
By Cauchy-Schwarz, |(u, A)| < ||ull ||A|| < ||A]] where A :=Ep¢ — Eg¢, so the supremum is at
most [|A]l.
To see equality, if A # 0 choose u* := A/||A||, which satisfies ||u*|| = 1 and yields |(u*, A)| =
[A[l. If A = 0 the supremum is 0. Therefore dz, (P, Q) = [[Ep¢ — Eqg|.
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Step 3 (Orbit-determiningness criterion). If the mean-feature map is injective on ©/G,
then

dr,(Pf, Pi) =0 <= Epxd =Epx¢ < q(0) = q(¥),
i.e. ¢ lies in the orbit of #. This is exactly Definition G.3. O

Remark G.6 (Feature IPMs as dual norms). The argument above is simply duality between the
Euclidean norm and its dual: [[A[| = supj, <1 (u, A). One can replace ||-|| by any norm ||-|[. on R™
and take F indexed by the corresponding dual unit ball, obtaining dz, (P, Q) = [[Ep¢ — Eq| .

Local orbit-separation via transverse Jacobians. Orbit-determiningness is frequently required
only locally on the stability region where EM is analyzed. The next lemma gives a standard
differential criterion on a slice/section.

Lemma G.7 (Local orbit separation from a feature Jacobian on a slice). Assume there is a C*
slice map (local section) s : U C RP — © such that q o s is a homeomorphism onto its image in

©/G. Let ¢ : X — R™ be measurable with Ep)f >Hgi)(X)H < oo for allw e U, and define
m(u) = EPS;&) [p(X)] € R™.

Assume m is differentiable on a neighborhood of ug € U and that its Jacobian at ug has full
column rank, with

Omin(Vm(ug)) > a > 0.
Then there exists a neighborhood Uy C U of ug such that for all u,v € Uy,

o
lm(u) =m()ll = 5 llu =l
Equivalently, with Fy as in Lemma G.9,

(0]
—|lu— v, u,v € Up.

- 2
In particular, dr, separates points on the slice locally, hence is locally orbit-determining in the
chart netghborhood.

X X
dr, (Pt Pow) 2

s

Proof. Step 1 (Quantitative lower bound for the linearization at ug). Let A := Vm(ugp) €
R™*P, The condition opyin(A4) > « means

(352) |AR|| > oflh|  Vh € RP.

Step 2 (Control the Jacobian uniformly near wp). Since m is differentiable in a
neighborhood of ug, Vm exists there. Assume (as stated) that Vm is continuous at wup; this is
automatic if m is C', and it also holds under standard assumptions used to justify differentiation
under the expectation defining m. By continuity, choose a neighborhood Uy of uy such that

(353) |Vm(w) — Allop < a/2 Vw € Up.

Step 3 (Mean value theorem in integral form). Fix u,v € Uy and consider the segment
w(t) := v+t(u—v) for ¢t € [0,1]. For vector-valued differentiable maps, the fundamental theorem
of calculus gives

1
(354) m(w) — m(v) = /0 Vm(w(t)) (u — v) dt.
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Step 4 (Lower bound by the linear part minus a perturbation). Add and subtract
A(u — v) inside the integral:

1
m(u) —m(v) = A(u —v) + /0 (Vm(w(t)) — A)(u — v) dt.

Take norms and use the triangle inequality in the form |ja + b|| > ||a|| — |||

1
Im(u) — m()]| > [|AGu — o) - H [ ) - - dtH
1
> A=) = [ [(Vm(a(o) - ) o)) d

1
> [[A(u = )| = /0 IVm(w(t)) — Allop [[u — vl| dt.

By (352), ||[A(u —v)|| > a|lu —v||. By (353), ||[Vm(w(t)) — Allop < a/2 for all t. Therefore
1
(6
() — m(o)]| > afu - o - / (/D) — vl dt = & u o]

Step 5 (Translate to an IPM lower bound). By Lemma G.5,
A7, (Pl Pioy) = Im(u) —m(v)]),
so the same lower bound holds for the IPM.

Step 6 (Local orbit-determiningness on the slice). If dr, (Ps)((u), Ps)((v)) = 0 for u,v € Uy,
then the inequality forces ||[u — v|| = 0, hence u = v and s(u) = s(v). Since ¢ o s is injective on
Up (homeomorphism onto its image), this implies the corresponding orbits are distinct unless
u = v. Thus the IPM separates orbits locally in the chart neighborhood. O

Remark G.8 (Where continuity of Vm comes from in EM applications). In EM-style settings
m(u) =E PX )qﬁ(X ) is a parameterized expectation. One typically justifies differentiability and

continuity of Vm by dominated convergence: if u — p,(,)(z) is smooth and ¢(x) has an integrable
envelope uniform over v in a neighborhood, then m is C! with Vm(u) = E[V,(#(X) under P;((u))].
Lemma D.6 records the same dominated-convergence mechanism for second derivatives.

Remark G.9 (Interpretation: a local bi-Lipschitz embedding of the quotient). The lemma says
that near ug the map u — m(u) is locally injective with a quantitative inverse Lipschitz constant
a/2. Composed with the local section s, this yields a locally injective map on ©/G. This is the
precise sense in which finitely many moments/features can identify orbits locally: the feature
mean embedding is transverse to the orbits in the neighborhood where EM contracts.

G.2. Statistical estimation of IPMs and induced rates.
Empirical IPMs. Given i.id. Xq,...,X, ~ P, write P, := P, := %Z?:l 0x, and define the
plug-in IPM

LN H(X) ~Epf(X)] = sup (P P)f].

d]:o(PnaP) ‘= sup
"o feFo

feFo

Its statistical behavior is governed by: (i) the “size” of Fy (Rademacher complexity, VC/entropy,
chaining), and (ii) envelope/tail conditions ensuring concentration.

Throughout, whenever we take supc 7, inside expectations or probabilities, we tacitly impose
a standard measurability/separability hypothesis (e.g. Assumption E.1) so that the supremum
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is measurable; otherwise, one may interpret all expectations/probabilities as outer expecta-
tion/probability, which yields identical inequalities.

A generic complexity—concentration template. The next lemma packages the two standard steps:
symmetrization (to control expectations via Rademacher averages) and Talagrand—Bousquet
concentration (to upgrade to high probability). We state it in a form tailored to empirical IPMs.

Lemma G.10 (Symmetrization and Bousquet concentration for bounded IPMs). Assume
Fo C{f: X =R} has bounded envelope

sup [|flloc < b < o0
feFo

Let ey, ..., €, be i.i.d. Rademacher signs independent of X1., and define the conditional empirical
Rademacher complezity

n

=~ 1
9%n(]:O;AXVl:n) = Ee[ sup — Zelf(XZ) ‘ Xl:n} .
fero i

Let the variance proxy be

v = sup Var(f(X)) < b2
feFo

Then:
(1) (Expectation bound)
Sl (P P)] < 2B Xl T = FoU ()

In particular, if Fo is symmetric (Fo = —Fo), then E[dx, (P, P)] < 2 B[R, (Fo: X1:0)]-
(2) (High-probability bound) for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 — e,

2ut bt
(355) dry(Pa, P) < Eldr (P, P)] + y/— + —.
n 3n

In particular, using v < b2,

2t bt
d7,(PaP) < E[dg,(Pn P)] + b\/; s

Combining with (i) yields the common “complexity + concentration” form
P 2ut bt
dry(Pa, P) < 2E[Ru(F5 X1)] + (/== + o
n 3n
Proof. Step 0 (Absolute supremum as a one-sided supremum over .FOi). By definition,

dro(Pn, P) = sup |(P, — P)f| = sup (P, — P)g.
feFo gE]—'Oi

Thus it suffices to work with the one-sided supremum functional over .7-"3[.
Step 1 (Expectation: symmetrization). Let X/,..., X/ “ P be an independent ghost
sample, with empirical measure P}, := % S, o X! For each g € ]:0i ,
(Pn—P)g = (Pa—P,)g + (P, —P)g.
Taking E[- | X1.,] and using E[Pg | X1.,] = Pg gives
E[(Pn - P)g | Xl:n] = E[(Pn - Pr/L)g | Xl:n]‘
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Now apply Jensen to the convex functional u(-) — sup, . FE u(g):

E| sup (P, — P)g} = E[ sup E[(Pn —P))g | Xl:nH
geFE 9EFY
< IE[ sup (P, — P/l)g]
ge]—'@i

Conditioning on (Xji.,, X1.,), the random variables {g(X;) — g(X])}", are symmetrized by
Rademachers:

1 n
E[ sup (P = P1)g | Xuims Xi.] = Ec| sup ~ > ai(g(X) - 9(XD)]-
96.7:3: ge]—'oi n i=1

Use sup(a + b) < supa + sup b:

E[sup - S ailg(X0) — g(xXD)] < Be[sup S eig(x)] + Eefsup S (—e)g(x)].
g ; g ; g P

The two terms are equal after taking expectation over (Xi.,, X1.,) (symmetry of € and i.i.d.
samples), so

n

1 ~
E[ sup (P, — P)g| <2E[ sup = 3 eig(Xy)] = 2B [ (7 Xra)]
9EFE gerE o

which proves (i).

Step 2 (High probability: apply Bousquet to the absolute supremum). Define the
random variable
Z = sup (P, —P)g = dr, (P, P).
ge]-'gt

Since ||gl|oo < b for all g € F5 and Var(g(X)) < v, Lemma E.15 applies and yields: for all ¢ > 0,

with probability at least 1 — e,
2ut bt
Z <E[Z]+ 1/ — + —.
n 3n

This is exactly (355). The simplification v < b% is immediate. O

Remark G.11 (A common tightening and a data-dependent alternative). Lemma G.10 cleanly
separates: (a) complexity (through EZ) and (b) concentration. In many analyses one further
bounds EZ by deterministic entropy integrals (Appendix E.3). If one prefers data-dependent
bounds, there are also standard results of the form

-~ t
dry (P, P) < 2R, (FE; Xim) + b\/;

with probability > 1 — e~ (obtained by combining symmetrization with concentration around
the empirical Rademacher complexity). We keep the present form because it is modular and
pairs directly with Bousquet/Talagrand.
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Vector-valued test statistics. Many applications (e.g. gradient/Hessian control) produce vector
classes H C {h : X — R?} and consider supj,cy ||(P, — P)h||. Appendix E.1 reduces this to

finitely many scalar IPMs by sphere nets:
1
sup [|[(P, — P)h|| < —— max sup(P, — P){(v,h).
heH 1 —nveNy hen

One then applies Lemma G.10 to each induced scalar class and union-bounds over the net.

Two canonical estimable IPMs with explicit bounds.
Finite-dimensional feature IPMs. Lemma G.5 identifies dr, (P, P) with a Euclidean mean
deviation.

Lemma G.12 (Estimation of feature IPMs). Let ¢ : X — R be measurable with ||¢(x)|| < B
for all x. Let Fy := {x — (u,d(x)) : ||ul]| < 1}. Then for iidd. Xi,...,X, ~ P,
7P, P) = (P2 = P
Moreover:
(1) (Expectation) E[dz, (P, P)] < 2B/y/n.
(2) (Concentration) for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 —e™¢,

2
dr, (P, P) < Eldz, (P P)] + By f + By

Proof. Step 1 (Identity with a Euclidean mean deviation). By Lemma G.5,
dz,(Pn, P) = |[Ep,¢ — Epg|| = [|(Pn — P)¢|.

Step 2 (Expectation bound via symmetrization and a Khintchine—Jensen step).
Apply symmetrization (Lemma E.6) to the vector mean deviation via scalarization by duality:

n

E|[(P, — P)¢| =E sup (u, (P, — P)¢) =E sup (P, — P){u,¢) < 2E sup lZei<u7q§(xi)>.
J[ull <1 Jlul| <1 lull<1 ™ 5

The inner supremum is again a dual norm:

1 n
sup — Y il _Hf (X
USW;
Thus
E|[(P, — P)¢>H<2EHf ()|

Now condition on Xj., and use Jensen in the form EHSH < (E||S?)"/2:

n n 1/2
1 1 2
€ E E €z¢(Xz) < <Ee ﬁ E €Z¢(XZ) ) :
i=1 =1

Compute the second moment (cross—terms vanish because E[e;e;] = 0 for i # j):

n
=B Y eiejlaiaj) = Y [laill*
ij i=1

51 a;
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With a; := ¢(X;) this gives

;em (Zuqs P < 2

Taking expectation over Xi., yields E[dz, (P, P)] < 2B//n.

Step 3 (Concentration via bounded differences / McDiarmid). Consider the function

of the sample
-

If we replace X; by X/, then P,¢ changes by E(qb(Xi) - (ﬁ(X()), SO

2

F(X1,.., Xn) = [|(Po = P)¢l| =

P, X0) = F(X1, o, X Xl < () - o(X0)] < 22

7 =
Thus McDiarmid’s inequality gives: for all ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — e,
2t
F <E[F]|+ By/—.
n
Insert the expectation bound from Step 2. O

Kernel IPMs (MMD).. For bounded kernels, MMD is naturally Hilbert-valued mean estimation
and admits dimension-free root-n bounds.

Lemma G.13 (MMD estimation under a bounded kernel). Let (X, F) be a measurable space and
let k: X x X = R be a measurable positive definite kernel with RKHS Hy,. Assume the diagonal
is uniformly bounded:

supk(z,z) < k% < o0.
zeX

Let
Fo={f€Hr: (Iflln, <1}, di:=dx.
Assume (as is standard in learning theory, and automatic e.g. when X is standard Borel and

k is measurable) that the canonical feature map ® : X — Hy, ®(x) = k(z,-) is strongly
measurable, so Bochner expectations below are well-defined. Then for i.i.d. X1,..., X, ~ P and

Pn = %Z?:l (5)(1. N
(i) (Mean embedding identity). The mean element pp := E[®(X)] € Hy exists and
(P, Q) = |up — gl whenever jup, g evist
In particular, pp, = = >°" | ®(X;) and dp(Py, P) = |\up, — ppllu,-
(ii) (Expectation). E[dk(P,, P)] < 2x/y/n. (Indeed, one can sharpen this to E[dy(P,, P)] <
5/ v.)

(iii) (Concentration). For all t > 0, with probability at least 1 — e,

2t 2K 2t
P,,P) < E P, P — < — —.
A(PoP) < (P P)] 4y < T[T

Proof. Step 0 (Basic RKHS facts and integrability). For each z € X, ®(x) = k(z,-) € Hy
and the reproducing property gives

flx) = (f,®@)n,  Vf€Hy
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Moreover,

12(2)113, = (®(x), ®(2))3, = k(z,z) < K7,
so ||®(X)||%, < k almost surely. Hence E|®(X)|/y, < oo, and the Bochner mean element
pp = E[®(X)] € Hy, exists. Likewise up, = 2 37 | ®(X;) exists almost surely.

Step 1 (Identity di(P,Q) = ||up — pgl|). Fix probability measures P, Q) such that pup, g
exist. For any f € Hy,

Epf~Eqof = Ep(F.9(X))u, ~Ealf. 9(X)), = (£.Ep®(X)~Eg®(X)) = (f,1ur— ).

where we used linearity and continuity of the inner product to exchange E and (-, -) (justified by
the bound |(f, (X))| < || £l |#(X)[| < ]| f]). Therefore,

de(P,Q) = sup |(f, 1P — Q)| = llnp — 1ol
| £l <1

by Hilbert-space duality: supj <1 [(f, h)| = ||h||, achieved at f = h/||h[| when h # 0. Taking
Q@ = P, yields the claimed identity for dy(F,, P).
Step 2 (Expectation bound: symmetrization route). Let ®; := ®(X;) and p:= pup =
E[®(X)]. Then pp, —p= 23" (®; — p), so by Step 1,
Eldx(Pn, P)] = Ellup, — pll-
Introduce i.i.d. Rademacher signs €1, ..., €,, independent of X;.,. A standard symmetrization

inequality for Banach-valued means (apply the usual ghost-sample symmetrization to the scalar
class {z — (h,®(z)) : ||h|| <1} and then take the supremum over ||| < 1) yields

1 n
" i=1

Ellpp, —pll <2E

Condition on Xi.,. In a Hilbert space,

2 n n n
= E. <Zei<bi, Zejq>j> = ||®i[]* (since E[e;e;] = 1{i = j}).
i=1 j=1 i=1

n

Z GZ'(I)Z'

=1

Ee

By Jensen,

1 n 1 n 1 n 1/2 1 n 1/2 .
— D, - P i P, |2 < = 2 -

Taking expectation over X., gives E[dy(P,, P)] < 2k/+y/n.

(Sharper constant, optional). One may avoid symmetrization and compute the second moment
directly:

9\ 1/2

Ee < | Ee

2 n
1 5 1 5 _ K?
= 5 2 EI® —ul* < 5 nE[@(X)]* <
=1

Elpp, — > =E

3

oy @i p)
=1

hence Ellup, — pl| < (Ellup, — pl*)? < x/vn.

Step 3 (Concentration via bounded differences / McDiarmid). Define the functional
of the sample

F(X1n) = ||lpp, — plla, =

1 n
n;@(Xi) —
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Let X/ be an independent copy of X; and write X .= (X1,...,Xi—1, X}, Xi41,...,Xy). Then
; 1
pp, (X1:n) — pp, (X)) = —((X3) = (X7)),

so by the reverse triangle inequality,

, . 1 1 2k
IF(X1) = F(XD)] < |, (Xtn) = e, (XD | = ~@(X0)=@(X])| < — (l0(X0) |+ @(XDI) < =
Thus F' satisfies bounded differences with constants ¢; = 2k/n. McDiarmid’s inequality gives,
for all ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — e,

t t 452 2t
F <E[F - 2 =E[F —-n-— =E[F =.
< E[F] + QZ F] 445 g =E[F] 4+ 5y~
Substitute E[F| = E[dy(P,, P)] and apply Step 2. O

Qualitative comparison of estimability across IPMs. The lemmas above illustrate the standard
geometry—statistics tradeoft:

e Smaller/more regular test classes Fy yield smaller empirical-process complexity and hence
tighter estimation error for dz, (P, P).

e But smaller Fy typically weakens separation on the model range (or the modulus linking
dr,(Py, Py) to orbit/parameter distances).

In EM analyses, one typically chooses Fy to be just strong enough to be (locally) orbit-determining
on the stability region, while remaining estimable at the sample size and dimension of interest.

G.3. Compatibility with quotient geometry and induced moduli.

Descending an IPM to the quotient. Assume the observed marginal laws are G-invariant:
(356) PX =P VgeG, Vvoeo.

Let D be any pseudometric on probability laws on (X, F) (e.g. an IPM dz,), possibly taking
values in [0, oc]. Throughout this subsection we work on a region where D(P;¥, P;f) < oo for the
pairs of parameters considered, so that the triangle inequality is meaningful.

Orbit-invariance of 6 — POX implies descent. Define the induced parameter-level pseudometric

Do(6,8) = DAY, FyY).
By (356), Dg is constant on orbits in each argument: for all g,h € G,

De(g-0,h-0") = D(P)Yy, Piy) = D(PX, PyY) = De(0,0').

Hence Dg canonically defines a pseudometric on the orbit space ©/G.

Lemma G.14 (Well-defined quotient distance induced by an IPM). Let ¢ : © — ©/G be the
orbit map. Under (356), the function

D(6,d) = D(P;5, Py), 0 =q9), 0 =q(0),

is well-defined on ©/G (i.e. independent of the chosen representatives) and is a pseudometric
there.
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Proof. Step 1 (Well-definedness). Let 6,6 € © with ¢(f) = ¢(). Then 6 = g - 6 for some
g € G. Using (356),
D(PX, P) = D(PY,, ) = D(PX, PY).

The same argument applies in the second argument. Thus D does not depend on representatives.
Step 2 (Pseudometric properties). Nonnegativity and the identity D(0,0) = 0 follow
from the corresponding properties of D. Symmetry follows from symmetry of D. For the triangle
inequality, pick representatives 6,6’,6” of 6,6’,0” and use
D(6,0") = D(P;%, PX) < D(P;, PyX) + D(P;X, Pyy) =D(,6') + D(#,6").
O
Equivalent “inf-over-representatives” form. Even though representative-independence makes the
following trivial under (356), it is sometimes conceptually useful to note:

D(0,0') = inf {D(P),Py): q(v) =0, q(9')=0"}.
Under (356), the infimum is attained by any representatives and has the same value.
G.4. Compatibility with quotient geometry and induced moduli.
Descending an IPM to the quotient. Assume the model has a G-symmetry on the observed
marginal laws:
(357) PY =P VgeG, voeo.
Let ¢ : © — ©/G denote the orbit map, q(8) =: 6.

Lemma G.15 (Well-defined quotient distance induced by a law-level pseudometric). Let D be
any pseudometric on probability measures such that D(POX, Pé),() is well-defined (possibly +o00)
for the pairs (0,0") under consideration. Under (356), the function

D(6,0) := D(PQX, Pe),(), 0=q(0), 0 =qd),
is well-defined on ©/G and is a pseudometric there.

Proof. Well-definedness. Suppose ¢(f) = q(0). Then = g - 0 for some g € G, hence by (356),
PéX = PgX,e = PQX . Therefore
D(F;*, Pyr) = D(F5, Py ).
The same argument applies to the second argument, proving that the right-hand side depends
only on the orbits.
Pseudometric properties. Symmetry and the triangle inequality transfer directly from D
because D is defined by composing D with the model map 6 — P9X . O

Lemma G.16 (Orbit separation <= metric on ©/G). Assume (356) and let D be defined as in
Lemma G.14. Then D is a genuine metric on ©/G (i.e. it separates points) if and only if

(358) D(P*,Py)=0 = 6 €[(]0).
Proof. By Lemma G.14, D is a pseudometric on ©/G, so the only issue is separation.

(= ). Assume D is a metric. If D(P;*, P;X) = 0, then by definition of D,

D(q(6),4(8)) = 0.
Since D separates points on ©/G, it follows that q(6) = q(#'), i.e. ¢’ € [(]6).
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(<). Assume (358). If D(0,0") = 0, choose representatives 0,0’ with ¢(f) = 0 and q(¢') = ¢'.
Then -

D(6.6') = D(P", Fyr),
so by (358) we have ¢’ € [(] ), hence q( ') = q(0) and therefore # = 6. Thus D separates points,
i.e. it is a metric. U

Remark G.17 (What the quotient pseudometric measures). Under (356), the model map 6 — P;X
is constant on orbits and therefore factors through ©/G. The quantity D(f,8’) is simply the
law-level distance D evaluated on the corresponding observed laws, hence it is the intrinsic
statistical distance between orbit-parameters.

Upper moduli: continuity of the moment map. Let D = dx, be an IPM induced by a scalar class
Fo:
dr,(P,Q) := sup |Epf —Eqf|.
fe€Fo

Lemma G.18 (Upper modulus from uniform Lipschitz dependence of expectations). Fizx any
pseudometric do on © and assume there exists L < oo such that

(359) sup |Epx f —Epx f| < Lde(6,6) V0,0 € ©.
f€Fo 0 o’

Then for all 6,0" € ©,

dr,(P;*, P;) < Lde(6,0).
If, moreover, the observed invariance (356) holds and dg is the orbit pseudometric induced by
de,

/ : /

da(0,6") == guelgd@(&g -0),
then

dr,(PX, PX) < Lda(6,0').

Proof. The first claim is immediate from the definition of dz, as the supremum of the left-hand
side of (359).
For the orbit bound, fix 0,0 and any g € G. By (356), P=X,, = P;, hence

gt
dr, (P, Pir) = dr, (B, Fog) < Lde(0,9-0).
Taking the infimum over g € G yields dx,(P;X, Py ) < Ld(6,0). O

Remark G.19 (Upper moduli on the quotient). If @(9,?’) := dg(0,0') denotes the induced
pseudometric on ©/G, then Lemma G.18 implies D < Ld on ©/G.

Lower moduli: local injectivity and transverse identifiability.

Definition G.20 (Local lower modulus around an orbit). Let D be any pseudometric on observed
laws and define the induced pseudometric on parameters by

D9(970/) = D(PQX,PQ%()

Fix 0y € © and an orbit pseudometric dg on © (e.g. induced from a base pseudometric dg). We
say that D admits a local lower modulus w around [(] fy) if there exist » > 0 and a nondecreasing
function w : [0,7) — [0, 00) with w(0) = 0 such that

(360) w(da(6,60)) < De(8,6) whenever dg(0,6p) < r.
If w is strictly increasing on [0, r), define its right-continuous generalized inverse by
w i (y) = inffue[0,r): wu) >y}
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Remark G.21 (Interpretation). The inequality (360) states that motion transverse to the orbit
(measured by d¢) forces a nontrivial movement of the observed law (measured by D). When
w(u) < u locally, this is a local bi-Lipschitz identifiability condition on the quotient.

Rate propagation through moduli.

Lemma G.22 (From D-estimation to an orbit rate via the inverse modulus). Assume the model

is well-specified: P* = Pe)(f for some 6y € ©. Let /0\,1 be any (possibly randomized) estimator such
that

D(Pa)i, PQ)O() = Op(ry) for some 1, | 0.
If D admits a strictly increasing local lower modulus w around [(] 6y) as in Definition G.20, then
d(;(é\n,e()) = Op(gfl(rn)).
Proof. Let r be the radius in Definition G.20. By (360), on the event {dg(an, 6o) < r} we have
w(dG(Bn,60)) < D(PS, Pgy).
Applying the (monotone) generalized inverse w—! gives
d(0n,00) <w(D(PX, Pgt))  on {d(6n,60) < r}.
Since D(Pe%i , P(,)O( ) = Op(ry,) and 7y, | 0, the right-hand side converges to 0 in probability, hence

Pr(dg(é\n, 0p) < r) — 1; thus the inequality above holds with probability tending to one. Finally,
monotonicity of w™! and Op(r,) yield the claimed rate. O

Misspecification (distance to an orbit-invariant target set). Under misspecification, one often
targets an orbit-invariant set © C O (e.g. arg max ®). Define the orbit-distance-to-set

dG’(@, (:)) = égg dG<07 19)7

and the approximation error (in D) to that set:

£.(0©) = inf D(P*, Py).
Y€
(If © = © this reduces to the model-mismatch radius infyee D(P*, P).)
Lemma G.23 (Misspecified rate propagation to distance-to-set). Fiz an orbit-invariant set
© C © and an orbit pseudometric dg. Assume there exist v > 0 and a strictly increasing
:[0,7) — [0, 00) such that for every ¥ € ©,

361) w(da(0,9)) < D(P*, Py) whenever dg(0,9) < r.
Let 8, satisfy D(Pé\X, P*) = Op(ry,) with ry, 1 0. Then

€

—~

dG(6,,0) = O]P’(Q_I(Tn +e*(®))>,
provided 1y, + £,(0) < w(r) eventually (so that the inverse is evaluated within its domain).
Proof. Fix 6 > 0 and choose Y5 € © such that
D(P*, Py\) < e.(©) + 6.
By the triangle inequality,
D(Pgi, Py < D(Pé?i, P*)+D(P*,Py) < D(Pgi,P*) + £4(©) + 6.
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On the event {dg(é\n, vs) < r}, the uniform lower modulus (361) gives

w(dG(0n, V5)) < D(PS, Pyy).

Apply w™! and use dc(é\n, 0) < dg(B,,9s) to obtain

dc:(0,,0) < g_1<D(P§X, P*) 4+ ,(0) + 5) on {de(0,,95) < 7).

Since D(P{;X, P*) = Op(ry,), the right-hand side is Op(w ™ (7, + £4(©) + §)). Letting § | 0 yields
the claim. 0

Remark G.24 (What must be checked in concrete EM problems). To use Lemmas G.22-G.23
effectively, one typically verifies: (i) an estimable control D(PgX ,P*) = Op(ry) (Appendix E),

and (ii) a lower modulus on a slice (transverse identifiability), e.g. via a Jacobian nonsingularity
condition for a finite feature map (Lemma G.7) or via curvature of a likelihood-type criterion
restricted to a slice.

1

2.

&

10.
11.

12
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