arXiv:2404.08913v1 [math.ST] 13 Apr 2024

On the best approximation by finite Gaussian mixtures

Yun Ma, Yihong Wu, Pengkun Yang^∗

April 16, 2024

Abstract We consider the problem of approximating a general Gaussian location mixture by finite mixtures. The minimum order of finite mixtures that achieve a prescribed accuracy (measured by various f-divergences) is determined within constant factors for the family of mixing distributions with compactly support or appropriate assumptions on the tail probability including subgaussian and subexponential. While the upper bound is achieved using the technique of local moment matching, the lower bound is established by relating the best approximation error to the low-rank approximation of certain trigonometric moment matrices, followed by a refined spectral analysis of their minimum eigenvalue. In the case of Gaussian mixing distributions, this result corrects a previous lower bound in [WV10b].

Keywords— Gaussian mixture, approximation error, channel capacity, moment matrix, orthogonal polynomials.

Contents

1 Introduction 2 1.1 Main results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 1.2 Comparison with previous results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 1.3 Related work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 1.4 Organization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 1.5 Notations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

2 Preliminaries 7 2.1 Trigonometric moment matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.2 Orthogonal polynomials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

3 Achievability via moment matching 8 3.1 Compactly supported distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 3.2 Distribution families under tail conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

4 Converse via spectrum of moment matrices 12 4.1 General framework . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 4.1.1 Lower bound via trigonometric moments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 4.1.2 Spectral analysis of trigonometric moment matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 4.2 Distribution families under tail conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 4.3 Compactly supported distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 4.4 Inconsistency regime . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

∗Y. Ma and P. Yang are with Center for Statistical Science, Department of Industrial Engineering, Tsinghua University. Y. Wu is with Department of Statistics and Data Science, Yale University. Y. Wu is supported in part by the NSF Grant CCF-1900507. P. Yang is supported in part by the NSFC Grant 12101353 and Tsinghua University Initiative Scientific Research Program. This paper was presented in part at the 2023 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory [MWY23].

5 Applications and extensions 19 5.1 Convergence rates of nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator . . . . . . . . 19 5.2 Mixing distributions under moment constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 5.3 Generalization to other mixture models . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

A Preliminaries 22 A.1 Distances between probability measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 A.2 Gauss quadrature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 A.3 Orthogonal polynomials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

B Alternative proofs of lower bounds via orthogonal expansion 23 B.1 Lower bound for Gaussian distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 B.2 Lower bound for uniform distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

C Proof of the approximation rates 27 C.1 Proofs of main theorems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 C.2 Proofs for Section 5.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 C.3 Proofs for Section 5.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

D Proof of the convergence rates of NPMLE 33

1 Introduction

Gaussian mixtures are widely applied in statistical modeling of heterogeneous populations. Let ϕ denote the standard Gaussian density. For a probability distribution P on the real line, denote by f_P the marginal density of the Gaussian convolution P ∗ ϕ, that is

f_P (x) = ∫ ϕ(x − θ)dP (θ). We refer to P and P ∗ϕ as the mixing distribution and the mixture, respectively. Given a general mixture P ∗ ϕ, the problem of interest is how to best approximate it by a finite mixture P_m ∗ ϕ, where the support size of P_m is at most m (i.e., m-atomic).

Let d(f, g) denote a loss function that measures the approximation error of g by f. Concrete examples include L_p distances or f-divergences [Csi75], the latter of which, including the total variation TV(f, g), squared Hellinger distance H^2(f, g), the Kullback-Leibler divergence KL(f‖g), and the χ^2-divergence χ^2(f‖g), are the focus of the present paper^1 (see Appendix A.1 for a quick review). The best approximation error of f_P by an m-component mixture is defined as E^⋆(m, P, d) ≜ inf_{Pm∈Pm} d (f_{Pm} , f_P ) , (1) where P_m denotes the collection of all distributions that are at most m-atomic. Considering the worst instance of this pointwise quantity, we define E^⋆(m, P, d) ≜ sup_{P ∈P} E^⋆(m, P, d) (2) as the worst-case approximation error over a family P of mixing distributions by m-component mixtures. It is well-known that the optimization problem (1) is nonconvex (in the location parameters) and is generally hard to solve. This shares the essential difficulty of approximation by neural nets with one hidden layer [Bar93].

1If f and g are densities for distribution P and Q, respectively, we also write d(P, Q) = d(f, g).

In information theory, the Gaussian convolution structure arises in the context of Gaussian channels [CT06], where the input and output distributions correspond to P and P ∗ ϕ, respectively. The channel capacity determines the maximal rate at which information can be reliably transmitted, which, under the second moment constraint, is achieved by a Gaussian input distribution. In practice, the input may be constrained to be finitely valued due to modulation. To address this issue, [WV10b] studied the Gaussian channel capacity under input cardinality constraints (finite-constellation capacity), in particular, the rate of convergence to the Gaussian channel capacity when the cardinality grows. It turns out that this capacity gap is precisely characterized by E^⋆ under the KL divergence for the unconstrained capacity-achieving input distribution (Gaussian) – see (8).

The problem of approximation by finite mixtures also naturally arises in nonparametric statistics and empirical process theory. Classical results show that the complexity of a class of distributions, as manifested by their metric entropy, plays a crucial role in determining the rate of convergence of nonparametric density estimation [YB99, vdVW96]. If the distribution family is parametric, its entropy is often determined by the dimension of the parameter space. However, nonparametric families are infinite-dimensional and determining its entropy entails more delicate analysis including finite-dimensional approximation, which, for the Gaussian mixture family, requires approximation by finite mixtures. To describe the most economical approximation by finite mixtures, let us define m^⋆(ϵ, P, d) ≜ min{m ∈ N : ∃P_m ∈ P_m, d(f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≤ ϵ}, i.e., the smallest order of a finite mixture that approximates a given mixture f_P within a prescribed accuracy ϵ. For uniform approximation over P, define m^⋆(ϵ, P, d) ≜ sup_{P ∈P} m^⋆(ϵ, P, d), which offers a meaningful complexity measure for the class {f_P : P ∈ P} and is closely related to more classical complexity notions such as the metric entropy. In fact, most of the existing constructive bounds on the metric or bracketing entropy for general Gaussian mixtures are obtained by first finding a discrete approximation then quantizing the weights and atoms, and the resulting upper bounds increase with m^⋆ [GvdV07a,GvdV01,Zha09,SG20]. Hence, tightened upper bounds for metric entropy immediately follow. See Section 5.1 for a detailed discussion.

Clearly, determining m^⋆ and that of E^⋆ are equivalent by the formula m^⋆(ϵ, P, d) = inf {m : E^⋆(m, P, d) ≤ ϵ} . Next, we state our main results in terms of m^⋆, which follow from E^⋆ in Sections 3 and 4.

1.1 Main results

Our main results give non-asymptotic rates of m^⋆. First, we explore the family of compactly supported distributions and provide a tight convergence rate in Theorem 1, which improves upon previous results [GvdV01, Zha09]. Next, we turn our attention to distribution families with exponential tail decay (e.g., subgaussian and subexponential families) in Theorem 2. In both regimes, we give tight lower and upper bounds. An overview of the proof strategy is shown at the end of this subsection.

To begin with, consider the distributions supported on [−M, M] for M > 0: P^{Bdd}_M ≜ {P : P [−M, M] = 1}. The following optimal rate of complexity level is established:

Theorem 1. Suppose M ≤ ϵ^{−c1} for some universal constant 0 < c_1 < 1. Then, for ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and d ∈ {TV, H, KL, χ^2},

m^⋆(ϵ, P^{Bdd}_M , d) ≍ log^1_ϵ log ( 1 +^1_M √ log^1_ϵ

) ∨ 1.^2 (3)

We provide some interpretations of Theorem 1. By definition, m^⋆ increases with M and decreases with ϵ. In fact, (3) captures an “elbow-effect” depending on the relationship between M and ϵ. If the support of mixing distributions is not too wide, e.g., M ≲ ( log^1_ϵ ) 1_{2 −δ} for a constant δ > 0, the complexity m^⋆ has a slower growth with respect to ϵ as^{log ϵ−1}_{log log ϵ−1} . When √ log^1_ϵ ≲ M ≲ ϵ^{−c1} , the finite mixture needs to cover a wider range, and consequently, m^⋆

grows faster as M √ log^1_ϵ . Finally, when M ≳ ϵ^{−c1} for any c_1 ∈ (0, 1), our Theorem 7 shows that we need at least Ω(M) components to encompass an extensive range.

Next, we turn to the families of distributions supported on the whole real line. The following notions are introduced to characterize the tail conditions. Given a function ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) that is non-decreasing and satisfies that ψ(0) = 0 and lim_{x→∞} ϕ(x) = ∞, define ‖X‖_ψ ≜ inf { t > 0 : E ψ ( |X| t ) ≤ 1 } . This concept is commonly referred to as the ψ-Orlicz norm, originally introduced in [KR61]. It also implies the following tail bound [KC22]: P[|X| ≥ t] ≤ 2 ψ (t/‖X‖_ψ ) + 1 , ∀t ≥ 0. (4) We focus on ψ(x) = e^{xα} − 1 for α > 0. Define P_α(β) ≜ { P : X ∼ P, ‖X‖_ψ ≤ β, ψ(x) = e^{xα} − 1 } , (5)

which is also referred to as sub-Weibull family (see [VGNA20,ZW22,KC22] for various equivalent definitions). For instance, the special cases of α = 2 and α = 1 correspond to the β^2-subgaussian and β-subexponential families, respectively [Ver18]. The tail probability bound (4) becomes [KC22, Eq. (2.3)] P [|X| ≥ t] ≤ 2 exp [ − ( t β )_α] , P ∈ P_α(β). (6) We assume that ψ (and thus α therein) is fixed, while β could vary with m.

Theorem 2. Suppose that β ≤ ϵ^{−c1} for some universal constant 0 < c_1 < 1. Then, for ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and d ∈ {TV, H, KL, χ^2}, β ( log 1 ϵ ) 2+α_{2α} ≲_α m^⋆(ϵ, P_α(β), d) ≲_α log^1_ϵ log ( 1 +^1_β ( log^1_ϵ ) α−2_{2α} ) ∨ 1.

In particular, when ( log^1_ϵ ) α−2_{2α} ≲ β ≤ ϵ^{−c1} , we have m^⋆(ϵ, P_α(β), d) ≍_α β ( log 1 ϵ ) 2+α_{2α} . 2For x, y ∈ R, x ∨ y ≜ max{x, y} and x ∧ y ≜ min{x, y}. For two positive sequences an and bn, write an ≲ bn or an = O(bn) when an ≤ Cbn for some absolute constant C > 0, an ≳ bn or an = Ω(bn) if bn ≲ an, and an ≍ bn or an = Θ(bn) if both bn ≳ an and an ≳ bn hold. We write an = Oα(bn) and an ≲α bn if C may depend on parameter α.

Theorem 2 shows that the complexity level grows in a logarithm rate, which equivalently implies an exponential convergence rate of the approximation error E^⋆. The tight result is applicable when α ∈ (0, 2] and β is a fixed constant, such as in the case of the subgaussian and subexponential family. Specifically, for the σ^2-subgaussian family P(2, σ) with c_0 ≤ σ ≤ ϵ^{−c1} , we have m^⋆(ϵ, P(2, σ), d) ≍ σ log 1 ϵ . (7)

One way to reconcile Theorems 1 and 2 is to notice that each distribution P ∈ P_α(β) is effectively supported (except for a total mass that is polynomially small in ϵ) on the interval [−Cβ ( log^1_ϵ ) 1_α , Cβ ( log^1_ϵ ) 1_α ] for some large constant C, so that the approximation complexity of the class P_α(β) coincides with that of P^{Bdd}_M with M ≍ β ( log^1_ϵ ) 1_α . As will be shown next, our upper bound essentially pursues this idea, while the lower bound is based on a different approach.

We now briefly discuss the proof strategies for the main results. We prove the upper bound under the χ^2-divergence and the lower bound under the TV distance. The results for d ∈ {TV, H, KL, χ^2} quickly follow by the inequalities between f-divergences in Appendix A.1. For the upper bound, we extend the local moment matching argument in previous work [Zha09], which constructs a discrete approximation by matching the moments for the mixing distribution conditioned on each subinterval in a partition of the effective support of the mixture. This approach can be further generalized to distribution families characterized by various tail conditions. The matching lower bound is the major contribution of this paper, where we relate the best approximation error to the low-rank approximation of trigonometric moment matrices, and then conduct a refined analysis based on the classical spectrum theory. The application of orthogonal polynomials also plays a crucial role in our analysis.

Remark 1 (Gaussian location mixture with non-unitary variance). Consider the problem of approximating P ∗ ϕ_σ by an m-component mixture P_m ∗ ϕ_σ, where ϕ_σ denotes the density of N(0, σ^2). This problem appears in heteroscedastic settings of nonparametric density estimation [Jia20, SGS21]. By the scale invariance of the f-divergences, we have d(P_σ ∗ ϕ, Q_σ ∗ ϕ) = d(P ∗ ϕ_σ, Q ∗ ϕ_σ) for d ∈ {TV, H, KL, χ^2}, where P_σ denotes the distribution of X/σ for X ∼ P . Consequently, the minimum number of components is equal to m^⋆(ϵ, P_σ , d).

1.2 Comparison with previous results

Below we give an overview of previous results. The upper bound for the compact support case is discussed in [GvdV01, GvdV07a, Zha09]. Among them, the strongest result [Zha09, Lemma 1] gives an upper bound of m^⋆(ϵ, P^{Bdd}_M , TV) ≲ M √ log ϵ^{−1} ∨ log ϵ^{−1}. Theorem 1 strengthens this result by bounding the χ^2-divergence and establishing the optimal rate. Correspondingly, for general σ, it follows from Remark 1 that the^M_σ √ log ϵ^{−1} ∨ log ϵ^{−1} upper bound from [Jia20, Lemma 3] can be improved to^{log ϵ−1} log ( 1+σ √_{log ϵ−1/M}) ∨ 1. In addition, for Hellinger distance, [PW20]

conjectures that m^⋆(ϵ, P^{Bdd}_1 , H) ≍^{log 1ϵ}_{log log 1ϵ} , which is proved by our Theorem 1.

For the subgaussian case, [PW20, Lemma 7] gives a log ϵ^{−1} upper bound for 1–subgaussian family, which is further extended to sub-Weibull families by Theorem 2. The specific problem of approximating P = N(0, σ^2) is studied in [WV10a, WV10b] in the context of the finiteconstellation capacity. In fact,

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2), KL) = C − C_m (8)

where C = max

P_X :E[X^2 ]≤σ^2

I(X; X + Z) = 1 2 log(1 + σ^2) is the Gaussian channel capacity with input X and additive noise Z ∼ N(0, 1), and

C_m = max

P_X ∈P_m:E[X^2 ]≤σ^2 I(X; X + Z) is the capacity under the additional input cardinality constraint. While quantized Gaussian only achieves an error that is polynomial in m, an exponential upper bound is E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2), KL) ≲ σ^2(^{σ2}_{1+σ2} )^{2m} is shown in [WV10b, Theorem 8] using the Gauss quadrature. As a corollary of our main result, (7) generalizes this result to subgaussian family with an improved exponent for large σ.

Compared with these constructive upper bounds, the lower bound is far less understood. For the Gaussian distributions, [WV10b, Eq. 66] claims that E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2), KL) ≥ (^{σ2}_{2+σ2} + o(1))^{2m}; however, the sketched proof turns out to be flawed, which results in a wrong dependency of the exponent on large σ. This is now corrected in Theorem 2 (see also Theorems 4 and 5), which shows that the exponential convergence is indeed tight but the optimal exponent (for fixed σ) is Θ(^1_σ ) as opposed to Θ(^1_{σ2} ). The exact optimal exponent, as a function of σ, however, remains open.

1.3 Related work

The problem of approximation by location mixtures is first addressed by the celebrated Tauberian theorem of Wiener [Wie32], which gives a general characterization of whether the translation family of a given function is dense in L_1(R^d ) or L_2(R^d ) in terms of its Fourier transform. Convergence rates have been studied over the past few decades, with a wide range of applications in approximation theory, machine learning, and information theory [Bar93,Fer97,CABR02,WV10b, WV10a]. For example, for the location and scale m-mixture class of sigmoidal functions, Barron [Bar93] obtained dimension-free convergence rate for approximating functions whose gradient has integrable Fourier transform, a fundamental result in the theory of neural networks. For Gaussian models, Wu and Verdú [WV10b] linked this problem to the Gaussian channel capacity under input cardinality constraint (cf. (8)). More recently, [NM19, NNCM20, NCNM22] showed the consistent approximation over various families with general location-scale mixtures. Another related problem is the Gaussian mixture reduction, which requires approximating a high-order Gaussian mixture with a low-order one. This problem broadly arises in applications including belief propagation and Bayesian filtering. Although there are many numerical algorithms by means of clustering, optimization, or the greedy algorithm, convergence rates and optimal approximators are still left to be discovered. See [ZZC23, SLP23, DMIO23] for some recent works and [CWPS11] for a review.

In the statistics literature, understanding the complexity of a distribution class plays an important role in nonparametric density and functional estimation [vdVW96]. Informationtheoretic risk bounds are obtained on the basis of metric entropy for a variety of loss functions (see [PW24, Chapter 32] for an overview). In addition, metric entropy of the Gaussian mixture family is crucial in the statistical analysis of the sieve and nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) in mixture models as well as posterior concentration [SW94, WS95, GW00, GvdV01, GvdV07a, Zha09, SG20, Jia20, SGS21]. These results all rely on metric entropy of the Gaussian mixture class obtained via approximation by finite mixtures. In this vein, the quantity m^⋆(n^{−1/2}, P, d) is referred to as the statistical degree of P [PW20], which represents the smallest m so that any density in P can be made statistically indistinguishable (on the basis of n observations) from some density in P_m.

A related quantity to finite mixture approximation, known as smoothed empirical empirical distribution, has been studied in recent literature [GGNWP20,CNW22,BJPR22]. Given a sample (X_1, . . . , X_m)^{i.i.d.}∼ P , we approximate P ∗ ϕ by P_m ∗ ϕ, where P_m =^1_m ∑_m i=1 δ_{Xi} is the empirical measure. For mixing distributions with bounded support or subgaussian tails, the convergence rate of this approximation is shown to be dimension-free and polynomial in m, measured by different Wasserstein distances and f-divergences (e.g., O(m^{−1/2}) under TV and O(m^{−1}) under χ^2). Note that P_m is a special m-atomic distribution. As noted in [WV10b, Sec. VII], the achieved approximation error is consistent with CLT-type of rates which are markedly slower than the optimal rates that are typically exponentially.

1.4 Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the background on trigonometric moment matrices and orthogonal polynomials on the real line and on the unit circle. Section 3 and 4 contain upper and lower bounds on the best approximation error E^⋆ and present the main proof ideas. Section 5 discusses applications to the convergence rate of nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator and the extensions to other classes of mixing distributions and mixture models. Additional backgrounds and proof details are presented in the Appendices.

1.5 Notations

Let [k] = {1, . . . , k} for k ∈ N. Denote by δ_{jk} = 1{j = k} the Kronecker’s delta notation. We use bold symbols to represent vectors and matrices. For a vector x, denote x^⊤ and x^⋆ as the transpose and the Hermitian transpose, respectively, and Diag(x) as the corresponding diagonal matrix. Denote ‖ · ‖ as the Euclidean norm for vectors or spectral norm for matrices, and let ‖ · ‖_F be the Frobenius norm. Write λ_{min}(A) as the smallest eigenvalue of a Hermitian matrix A. 2 Preliminaries

2.1 Trigonometric moment matrices

The theory of moments is fundamental in many areas of probability, statistics, and approximation theory [Usp37]. Given a distribution P and X ∼ P , denote its k^{th} moment by m_k = m_k(P ) = m_k(X) = E_P [X^k]. The moment matrix associated with P of order n + 1 is the following Hankel matrix:

M_n(X) = m_0 m_1 · · · m_n m_1 m_2 · · · m_{n+1} . . . . .. . . . m_n m_{n+1} · · · m_{2n} (n+1)×(n+1)

. (9)

Denote the vector of monomials as X_n = (1, X, . . . , X^n)^⊤. The moment matrix of P can be equivalently represented as M_n(X) = E_P [X_nX^⊤_n ]. Consequently, if P is discrete with no more than m atoms, the moment matrix of any order is of rank at most m, and P can be uniquely determined by its first 2m − 1 moments [Usp37].

The above formulation can also be adapted to the trigonometric moments. For k ∈ Z, denote t_k = t_k(P ) = t_k(X) = E_P [e^{ikX} ] as the k^{th} order Fourier coefficients (or characteristic functions) of P . Define the Toeplitz matrix

T_n(X) = t_0 t_1 · · · t_n t_{−1} t_0 · · · t_{n−1} . . . . ... . . t_{−n} t_{−(n−1)} · · · t_0 (n+1)×(n+1)

(10) as the trigonometric moment matrix associated with P of order n + 1. T_n(X) is equivalently the ordinary moment matrix of Z = e^{iX} in the sense that T_n(X) = E_P [Z_nZ^⋆_n] for Z_n = (1, Z, . . . , Z^n)^⊤. Note that both M_n and T_n are positive semidefinite matrices.

Our proof of the converse results relies on classical theory of moment matrices. For Hankel moment matrices, the seminal work [Sze36] studied the asymptotic behavior of the eigenvalues for Gaussian and exponential weights. Systematical treatments for general distribution classes are given by a series of work [WW66, CL99, BCI99, CL04]. [ŠŠ19] proposes a generalized result for certain forms of weighted Hankel matrices. [KMS53] gives characterization for eigenvalues of Toeplitz forms, which applies in particular to the trigonometric moment matrices.

The moment matrices are Hermitian and positive definite, provided that the corresponding distribution has infinite support [Sze36]. It turns out that the smallest eigenvalue of the moment matrix plays an important role in the derivation of the lower bound. [PD92] gives bounds on eigenvalues for Gaussian Toeplitz matrices, but the lower bound is suboptimal. [CL99] introduces a framework of bounding the smallest eigenvalue, extending the method of [Sze36]. Specifically, the ordinary moment matrix (9) is related to the orthogonal polynomials on the real line, and the trigonometric moment matrix (10) is related to the orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle (see Section 4 for further discussions).

2.2 Orthogonal polynomials

Orthogonal polynomials on the real line and on the unit circle serve as useful tools in our proofs. Given a weight function w : R → [0, ∞), denote by {p_n(x)} the set of monic (leading coefficient equal to one) orthogonal polynomials on the real line associated with the weight w(x), such that the degree of p_n(x) is n and ∫ p_j(x)p_k(x)w(x)dx = h_j δ_{jk}, ∀j, k ≥ 0. (11) When w(x) is the density of a probability distribution P , {p_n(x)} is said to be the set of orthogonal polynomials associated with P .

For a density function f(θ) supported on a subset of R, let {Φ_n(z)} be the associated set of monic orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle, that is, Φ_n is of degree n, and ∫ Φ_j(e^{iθ})Φ_k(e^{iθ})f(θ)dθ = κ^{−2}_j δ_{jk}, ∀j, k ≥ 0. (12) The formula of Szegö [Sze75, Theorem 11.5] shows the relation between orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle and on the real line, provided that the weight functions of the two orthogonal systems are related. This result is further developed in the follow-up work [Zhe98, Kra03]. See Section 4.3 for a detailed exposition and applications.

In Appendix A.3, we describe several concrete examples of orthogonal polynomials associated with certain distributions that will be used in our proof. We refer the readers to [Sze75] for a comprehensive review of orthogonal polynomials and [Sim05] for a special treatment of orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle.

3 Achievability via moment matching

In this section, we give upper bounds of finite mixture approximation of the distribution family P. For any P ∈ P, we need to construct an m-atomic distribution P_m achieving a small approximation error measured by d(f_{Pm} , f_P ). Previous results have shown that comparing moments is useful in determining the approximation accuracy. The Gauss quadrature, which is briefly explained in Appendix A.2, serves as a classical and effective approach to the global discrete approximation in the sense of matching moments. For example, [WV10b, Theorem 8] considers the m-point Gaussian quadrature with a scale parameter σ that matches the first 2m − 1 moments of N(0, σ^2). For compactly supported distributions, [Zha09, Lemma 1] provides another moment matching approximation.

In our non-asymptotic analysis framework, when the relative scale of the parameter of the distribution family compared with m changes, different treatments are needed. Consider the family of compactly supported distributions as an example. The previous result [Zha09] becomes suboptimal unless M grows with m at a certain rate, as shown in (13). This problem also arises for distribution families with tail conditions.

Aiming at tight upper bounds, we carry out a refined analysis based on the technique of moment matching. The following is a road map for this section. We start from the compactly supported case in Section 3.1, where we bound the χ^2-divergence by moment differences and construct moment matching approximations both globally and locally depending on the relationship between parameters. Then, in Section 3.2, convergence rates for distribution families with tail conditions are obtained via an extra truncation argument. We derive rate upper bounds for the P_α(β) family, and the proof idea also works for general choices of ψ by plugging in the tail conditions (see Section 5.2 for an extension).

3.1 Compactly supported distributions

The following lemma is useful for upper bounding the approximation error in χ^2-divergence by comparing moments.

Lemma 1. Suppose that P, Q ∈ P^{Bdd}_M . For any J > 4M^2, if m_j(P ) = m_j(Q) for j ∈ [J − 1],

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) ≤ 4 exp ( M^2 2 ) ( 4eM^2 J )_J . Proof. Denote μ = E [Q] and σ^2 = var[Q]. Let U ∼ P , V ∼ Q, U − μ ∼ P^′_μ, and V − μ ∼ Q^′_μ. Since m_j (P ) = m_j (Q) for j ∈ [J − 1], it holds that m_j(P^′_μ) = m_j(Q^′_μ) for j ∈ [J − 1]. Applying [WY20, Lemma 9] with E_Q′_μ [X] = 0, we have

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) = χ^2 ( f_P ′_μ ‖f_Q′_μ ) ≤ e^{σ22} ∑ j≥J ( m_j(P^′_μ) − m_j(Q^′_μ)

)_2 j! .

Since P^′_μ, Q^′_μ ∈ P^{Bdd}_{2M} , we have |m_j(P^′_μ)|, |m_j (Q^′_μ)| ≤ (2M)^j . Since σ^2 ≤ M^2, it follows that

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) ≤ exp ( M^2 2 ) ∑ j≥J [2 (2M)^j ]^2 j! ≤ 4 exp ( M^2 2 ) ( 4eM^2 J )_J ,

where the last inequality follows from the Poisson tail bound P[X ≥ J] ≤ e^{−4M 2} (_{4eM 2} J )_J for X ∼ Poisson(4M^2) and J > 4M^2 [Ver18, Exercise 2.3.3].

Now we are ready to show the χ^2 approximation error bound for compactly supported mixing distributions. When M is small, we construct a discrete distribution that matches the first few moments. However, this approach is loose for large M and can be remedied using the idea of local approximation. Specifically, we partition the support into subintervals and approximate each conditional distribution via moment matching; similar construction of local moment matching has appeared in the statistics literature [Zha09, SW23] by applying Caratheódory’s theorem to the truncated moments. The overall approximation error can be bounded combining that in each subinterval.

Theorem 3. There exists a universal constant κ > 0 such that for any m ∈ N and M > 0:

E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_M , χ^2) ≤ { exp ( −m log^m_{M 2} ) , m ≥ κM^2; exp ( −^{log κ}_{4κ}^{m2}_{M 2} ) , 3 √ κM ≤ m ≤ κM^2. (13)

Proof. Suppose that m ≥ κM^2 for some universal constant κ ≥ 16e^3. For P ∈ P^{Bdd}_M , by the Gauss quadrature rule (see Appendix A.2), there exists P_m ∈ P^{Bdd}_M ∩ P_m that matches the first 2m − 1 moments of P . By Lemma 1, we have

χ^2 (f_{Pm} ‖f_P ) ≤ 4 exp ( −2m log m M^2 + M^2 2 + log(4e^2)m )

≤ exp ( −m log m M^2 ) . (14)

Suppose that 3 √ κM ≤ m ≤ κM^2 holds. Set K = ⌊_{3κM 2} m ⌋ ≥ 3. We partition the interval [−M, M] into K subintervals I_j = [−M + (j − 1)^{2M}_K , −M + j^{2M}_K ] for j ∈ [K]. Let P_{(j)} be the conditional distribution of P on I_j, that is, for any Borel set A, P_{(j)}(A) = P (A|I_j ). Denote m̃ = ⌊m/K⌋. Note that the condition m̃ ≥ κ (_M K )_2

holds by

K^2 ⌊ m K ⌋ ≥ ⌊ 3κM^2 m ⌋_2⌊ m^2 3κM^2 ⌋ ≥ ( 3 4 3κM^2 m )_2 ( 3 4 m^2 3κM^2 ) ≥ κM^2, where the second inequality follows from the facts that ⌊x⌋ ≥^c_{c+1} x for all x ≥ c, c ∈ N, and min {_{m2} 3κM^2 ,

3κM^2 m } ≥ 3. Applying (14) to each P_{(j)} with a translation, there exists P̃_j supported on at most m̃ atoms such that

χ^2(f_{P̃j} ‖f_{P(j)} ) ≤ exp ( − ⌊ m K ⌋ log ⌊_m K ⌋ (_M K )_2 ) ≤ exp ( − 3 4 m^2 3κM^2 log κ ) = exp ( − log κ 4κ m^2 M^2 ) .

Define P_m = ∑_K j=1 P (I_j )P̃_j supported on at most m atoms. Since P = ∑_K j=1 P (I_j )P_{(j)}, by Jensen’s inequality and the convexity of f-divergences,

χ^2 (f_{Pm} ‖f_P ) ≤ K∑ j=1 P (I_j )χ^2(f_{P̃j} ‖f_{P(j)} ) ≤ exp ( − log κ 4κ m^2 M^2 ) .

3.2 Distribution families under tail conditions In this subsection, we extend our analysis to the sub-Weibull family P_α(β) using a truncation argument. For each P ∈ P_α(β), we reduce the problem to approximating the conditional distribution P_t of P on [−t, t], where the approximate error is bounded by Theorem 3 below. The final result follows by optimizing t. Moreover, this approach is applicable for general distribution families by incorporating the corresponding tail probability bounds.

The following lemma upper bounds the χ^2-divergence between two (general) mixtures by truncating one of the mixing distributions:

Lemma 2. Let A be a Borel set such that P (A), P (A^c) > 0. Denote by P_A the conditional distribution of P on A, i.e., P_A(·) = P (· ∩ A)/P (A). For any distribution Q, we have

χ^2(f_Q‖f_P ) ≤ 2 P (A) ( χ^2(f_Q‖f_{PA} ) + P (A^c) ) .

Proof. Define P_Ac as P conditioned on the complement A^c. By linearity, the mixture can be decomposed as f_P = P (A)f_{PA} + P (A^c)f_{PAc} . Then

χ^2(f_Q‖f_P ) = ∫ (f_Q − P (A)f_{PA} − P (A^c)f_{PAc} )^2 f_P ≤ 2 ∫ (f_Q − f_{PA} )^2 + [P (A^c)(f_{PA} − f_{PAc} )]^2 f_P ≤ 2χ^2(f_Q‖f_{PA} ) P (A) + 2P (A^c)^2 ∫ (f_{PA} − f_{PAc} )^2 f_P . Since f_P ≥ P (A)f_{PA} and f_P ≥ P (A^c)f_{PAc} , it follows that ∫ (f_{PA} − f_{PAc} )^2 f_P ≤ ∫ f_{2PA} + f_{2PAc} f_P ≤ 1 P (A) + 1 P (A^c) = 1 P (A)P (A^c) . Consequently,

χ^2(f_Q‖f_P ) ≤ 2 P (A) ( χ^2(f_Q‖f_{PA} ) + P (A^c) ) . The next proposition directly follows from Lemma 2 with A = I_t ≜ [−t, t] and the definition of E^⋆.

Proposition 1. For any distribution family P, with the same notation as in Lemma 2, we have

E^⋆(m, P, χ^2) ≤ inf_{t>0} sup_{P ∈P} 2 P (I_t) ( E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_t , χ^2) + P (I^c_t ) ) . Now we can derive upper bounds for distribution classes under tail conditions. In the following, we state the universal approximation rate for the family P_α(β). Extensions to other families are discussed in Section 5.2.

Theorem 4. There are constants c_α, C_α, such that for all m ≥ C_αβ,

E^⋆(m, P_α(β), χ^2) ≤ exp { −c_αm log ( 1 + m^{α−2α+2} β^{2αα+2} )} . (15)

Proof. Denote P = P_α(β). By Theorem 3, when m ≥ 3 √ κt, we have that

E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_t , χ^2) ≤ exp [ −Θ_α ( m log ( 1 + m t^2 ))] . (16)

Set t = c_αβ [ m log ( 1 +^m α−2 α+2 β^{2αα+2} )] 1_α for some c_α only depending on α. From the assumption m ≥ C_αβ for sufficiently large C_α, it can be verified that there exists c_α such that m ≥ 3 √ κt and t ≥ Ω_α(β) hold. By the tail condition (6), we have sup_{P ∈P} P (I^c_t ) ≤ 2 exp(−(^t_β )^α), and hence P (I_t) = Ω_α(1). The desired result follows from applying Proposition 1 with our choice of t and the upper bounds (16) and (6).

As a special case, consider the family P_2(σ) of all σ^2-subgaussian distributions. Then for some universal constant C,

E^⋆(m, P_2(σ), χ^2) ≤ exp ( −Cm log ( 1 + 1 σ )) . In Theorems 3 and 4, we assume that the order of m is at least proportional to the scaling parameter (i.e., M and β, respectively). Otherwise, if the scaling parameter of the mixing distribution gets larger, the distribution becomes too heavy-tailed to be well approximated by any m-order finite mixture. This intuition is made precise by the lower bound in Theorem 7, which implies that consistent approximation is impossible unless m grows proportionally to the scale parameters.

4 Converse via spectrum of moment matrices

In this section, we give lower bounds of the best approximation error by finite mixtures. In Section 4.1, we first propose a general framework applicable to any finite mixture in terms of trigonometric moment matrices. This strategy is then applied to the class of sub-Weibull distributions P_α(β) and compactly supported distributions P^{Bdd}_M in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, respectively. For each distribution family P of interest, we exhibit a test distribution P ∈ P and obtain lower bound of E^⋆(ϵ, P, d) and hence also E^⋆(m, P, d). These test distributions are essentially the hardest to approximate in their respective distribution classes, and are amenable to analysis. Finally, in Section 4.4 we focus on the regime of large β and M and prove lower bound on m such that consistent approximation is possible.

4.1 General framework

We state a general procedure to lower bound the approximation error E^⋆(m, P, d), where P is not finitely supported. At the high level, we relate the approximation error in TV to that of the trigonometric moments. As mentioned in Section 2.1, the trigonometric moment matrix of P of any degree is full-rank, while that of any m-atomic distribution has rank at most m. Thus, the question boils down to the smallest eigenvalue of the trigonometric moment matrix of P , which can be lower bounded using classical results in spectral analysis. For this step, we provide two different methods, both of which are needed for proving the main results.

4.1.1 Lower bound via trigonometric moments

The following lemma states a classical result of the best low-rank approximation, known as the Eckart-Young-Mirsky theorem (see, e.g., [Mir60]).

Lemma 3. Let A ∈ C^{n×n} be a Hermitian matrix with eigenvalues σ_1 ≥ . . . ≥ σ_n ≥ 0. Then for any k ∈ [n], min B∈C^{n×n} , rank(B)=k ‖A − B‖_F = √ σ^2_{k+1} + · · · + σ^2_n.

Recall that T_m(X) = (t_{k−j}(X))^m_{j,k=0} denotes the trigonometric moment matrix for a random variable X of order m + 1 as in (10). The following proposition relates the approximation error in TV to the smallest eigenvalue of trigonometric moment matrices.

Proposition 2. For any random variable X ∈ R with distribution P ,

E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ sup_{δ>0} λ_{min}(T_m(δX)) 2(m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2) . Proof. Denote Z ∼ N(0, 1) and X_m ∼ P_m, where P_m ∈ P_m is an arbitrary m-atomic distribution. Set the test function as f_ω(x) = exp(iωx). By the variational representation formula in Lemma 7, we obtain that

TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ 1 2 sup_ω |E[f_ω (X + Z)] − E[f_ω (X_m + Z)]| = 1 2 sup_ω e^{− ω22} |E [f_ω (X)] − E[f_ω (X_m)]| .

Set ω ∈ δZ ≜ {kδ : k ∈ Z}, where δ > 0 is a frequency parameter to be determined. Then TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ max_{k∈Z,|k|≤m} |E [exp(ikδX_m)] − E [exp(ikδX)]| 2 exp(k^2δ^2/2) = max_{|k|≤m} |t_k(δX_m) − t_k(δX)| 2 exp(k^2δ^2/2) .

Note that t_k(δX_m) and t_k(δX) are entries of (m + 1) × (m + 1) Toeplitz matrices T_m(δX_m) and T_m(δX), respectively. Since rank(T_m(δX_m)) ≤ m, applying Lemma 3 yields

TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ ‖T_m(δX_m) − T_m(δX)‖_F 2(m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2) ≥ λ_{min}(T_m(δX)) 2(m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2) . 4.1.2 Spectral analysis of trigonometric moment matrices

To lower bound the smallest eigenvalue of T_m(δX), we propose two parallel approaches, by applying the techniques of wrapped density and orthogonal expansion, respectively.

Wrapped density. Given a density function g on R, define the corresponding wrapped density g^{wrap} on [0, 2π] as

g^{wrap}(θ) ≜ {∑_∞ j=−∞ g(θ − 2πj), θ ∈ [0, 2π]; 0, otherwise.

Thus, if Y has density g, then Y^{wrap} ≜ Y mod 2πZ has density g^{wrap}. By definition, we have that t_k(Y ) = t_k(Y^{wrap}) for any k ∈ N, and then T_m(Y^{wrap}) = T_m(Y ). Furthermore, the classical theory for the spectrum of Toeplitz matrices shows that the eigenvalues of T_m(Y^{wrap}) are bounded by the minimum and maximum of the wrapped density (cf. e.g. [KMS53, Eq. (1.11)]), that is,

λ_{min}(T_m(Y )) = λ_{min}(T_m(Y^{wrap})) ≥ inf{2πg^{wrap}(θ) : θ ∈ [0, 2π]}. (17)

To see this, writing T ≡ T_m(Y^{wrap}), the smallest eigenvalue is expressed as the minimum Rayleigh quotient λ_{min}(T) = min x∈C^{m+1} \{0} x^⋆Tx ‖x‖^2 , (18)

For any x = (x_0, . . . , x_m)^⊤ ∈ C^{m+1} , let π_m(w) = ∑_m j=0 x_jw^j . Let κ ≜ inf_{θ∈[0,2π]} g^{wrap}(θ). Then

x^⋆Tx = E [|π_m (e^{iY wrap} )|^2] = ∫_{2π} 0 g^{wrap}(θ)|π_m(e^{iθ})|^2dθ ≥ κ ∫_{2π} 0 |π_m(e^{iθ})|^2dθ = 2πκ · x^⋆x, (19)

where the last step applies the orthogonality of the monomials on the unit circle ∫_{2π} 0 dθe^{i(j−k)θ} = 2πδ_{jk}. Orthogonal expansion. Orthogonal expansion serves as an alternative approach to lower bound the smallest eigenvalue of T_m(δX). Let {φ_n} be the orthonormal polynomials on the unit circle associated with Y = δX, that is, E [ φ_j (e^{iY} )φ_k(e^{iY} ) ] = δ_{jk}, j, k ≥ 0. Let R_{m,δ} = (R_{nj} )^m_{n,j=0} be the (m + 1) × (m + 1) lower triangular matrix that encodes the coefficients of {φ_k}^m_{k=0}, namely, φ_n(t) = ∑_n j=0 R_{nj}t^j and R_{nj} = 0 if j > n. We call R_{m,δ} the associated coefficient matrix of {φ_k} of order m + 1.

The next proposition gives a lower bound of the minimum eigenvalue based on the method in [CL99]. In a nutshell, we expand the quadratic form in the Rayleigh quotient under the basis of orthogonal polynomials, and bound the norm of the coefficient matrix.

Proposition 3. For any X ∼ P and δ > 0, with the above notations,

λ_{min}(T_m(δX)) ≥ 1 ‖R_{m,δ} ‖^2_F .

Proof. For any x = (x_0, . . . , x_m)^⊤ ∈ C^{m+1} \{0}, let π_m(w) = ∑_m j=0 x_jw^j with w = w(z) = e^{iδz} . Expand π_m under the orthogonal basis {φ_n} as π_m(w) = ∑_m k=0 c_kφ_k(w). Letting c = (c_0, . . . , c_m)^⊤ and T ≡ T_m(δX), the orthogonality of {φ_k} implies that

‖c‖^2 = E [ |π_m(e^{iδX} )|^2 ] = x^⋆Tx.

Denote R ≡ R_{m,δ} as the coefficient matrix of {φ_k} of order m+1. By comparing the coefficients, we have that x^⊤ = c^⊤R, which implies that ‖x‖ ≤ ‖c‖‖R‖ ≤ ‖c‖‖R‖_F . Finally, applying (18), we have λ_{min}(T) ≥ ‖c‖^2 ‖c‖^2‖R‖^2_F = 1 ‖R‖^2_F . Proposition 3 reduces the task of lower bounding the smallest eigenvalue to upper bounding ‖R‖^2_F , which is feasible if the orthogonal polynomial under the test distribution P has an explicit representation. Alternatively, as will be shown in Section 4.3, we can control ‖R‖^2_F by the Szegö recurrence formula [Sim05, Sec.1.5]. Finally, the error lower bound is obtained by optimizing the frequency parameter δ.

In the next two subsections, we sketch the application of this approach to uniform and Gaussian distributions, the associated orthogonal polynomials of which are the standard monomials and the Rogers-Szegö polynomials (see Appendix A.3), respectively. The wrapped density approach only uses the density lower bound, while the orthogonal expansion approach requires understanding the coefficients of the orthogonal polynomials; nevertheless, as we will see in the case of compactly supported distributions, the latter approach yields optimal results while the former yields a trivial lower bound.

4.2 Distribution families under tail conditions

In this subsection, we establish the lower bound for the class P_α(β) of sub-Weibull distributions (recall (5)) by applying the wrapped density approach in Section 4.1.2. We focus on the case where α is fixed and the scale parameter β may vary with m. Let X_{α,β} ∼ P_{α,β} with the density function f_{α,β}(x) = C_α β exp [ − | | | x β | | | α] , (20)

where C_α = (∫_∞ −∞ exp (−|x|^α) dx )_{−1} is the normalization constant. We establish the following lower bound of the approximation error measured by total variation distance.

Theorem 5. For any m ∈ N and α, β > 0,

E^⋆(m, P_{α,β} , TV) ≥ β^{− 22+α} m^{− α2+α} exp [ −Θ_α (( m β ) 2α_{2+α} )] . Proof. Denote X ∼ P_{α,β} and Y = δX ∼ g, where g(θ) =^1_δ f_{α,β}(^θ_δ ). By Proposition 2 and (17), we have E^⋆(m, P_{α,β} , TV) ≥ sup_{δ>0} λ_{min}(T_m(Y )) 2(m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2)

≥ sup_{δ>0} π min_{0≤θ≤2π} g^{wrap}(θ) (m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2)

. (21)

Note that g^{wrap}(θ) ≥ inf_{θ∈[0,2π)} g(θ) =^1_δ f_{α,β} (_{2π} δ ) . Choosing δ =

(_1 m ) 2_{2+α} (_{2π} β ) α_{2+α} , we have

E^⋆(m, P_{α,β} , TV) ≥ πf_{α,β} (_{2π} δ ) 2mδ exp(m^2δ^2/2)

≥ C_1β^{− 22+α} m^{− α2+α} exp [ −C_2 ( m β ) 2α_{2+α} ] , for some constants C_1, C_2 depending only on α.

As concrete examples, we consider the case where P is the Laplace or Gaussian distribution. Consider the Laplace(λ) distribution with density f(x) = (2λ)^{−1}e^{−|x|/λ}. Applying Theorem 5 with (α, β) = (1, λ), it follows that

E^⋆(m, Laplace(λ), TV) ≥ π 4^3 √ 2πmλ^2 exp [ − ( 2πm λ ) 2_3 ] ,

where the explicit constants are obtained from (21) with g(θ) =^1_δ f(^θ_δ ).^3 Similarly, for the N(0, σ^2) distribution with (α, β) = (2, √ 2σ),

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2), TV) ≥ 1 2 √ 2mσ exp ( − πm σ ) . (22)

We finally remark that Theorem 5 also applies to lower bound E^⋆(m, P_α(β), TV) by noting that P_{α,β} ∈ P_α(k_αβ) for k_α = (1 − 2^{−α})^{− 1}α , α > 0.

Remark 2. Alternatively, (22) can be shown using Proposition 3 and orthogonal polynomials for the wrapped Gaussian distribution. This second proof is given in Appendix B.1.

4.3 Compactly supported distributions

We focus on the class P^{Bdd}_M of all distributions supported on [−M, M]. For M ≲ m ≲ M^2, the desired lower bound can be directly obtained by applying Proposition 2 to the trigonometric moment matrix of the uniform distribution. However, the case of m ≳ M^2 is more challenging, which requires a small frequency parameter δ. For X supported on [−M, M], δX mod 2πZ is the same as as δX for small δ. As such, the minimum value of the wrapped density function is zero, which only yields a trivial lower bound. Instead, we apply the second approach based on orthogonal expansion to distributions supported on an arc of the unit circle.

Given a distribution P with density f, let {Φ_n} be the associated set of monic orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle introduced in (12). Then the orthonormal version is given by φ_n(z) = κ_nΦ_n(z) ≜ ∑_n j=0 R_{nj}z^j with R_{nn} = κ_n. Then, R_m ≜ (R_{nj} )^m_{n,j=0} is the coefficient matrix of {φ_n} of order m + 1. The Frobenius norm of R_m is upper bounded by the following lemma:

Lemma 4. For any distribution P on R, under the notations above,

‖R_m‖^2_F ≤ m∑ n=0 2^{2n}κ^2_n.

Proof. Let a_n = −Φ_{n+1}(0), n ≥ 0. [Sim05, Eq. (1.5.22)] shows that κ_n = ∏_{n−1} j=0 (1 − |a_j |^2)^{− 1}2 .

Then, by [Sim05, Eq. (1.5.30)], it holds for all |z| = 1 that |φ_n(z)| ≤ n−1∏ j=0 2 √ 1 − |a_j|^2 |φ_0(z)| = 2^nκ_n, n ∈ N.

It follows that_n ∑ j=0 |R_{nj}|^2 = 1 2π ∮ |z|=1 |φ_n(z)|^2dz ≤ 2^{2n}κ^2_n.

Finally, the result follows from ‖R_m‖^2_F = ∑_m n=0 ∑_n j=0 |R_{nj}|^2.

3Slightly different from the proof of Theorem 5, here we lower bound the wrapped density with g^{wrap}(θ) ≥ inf_{θ∈[0,π]} g(θ) for symmetric distributions, which improves the multiplicative constants by a factor of 2.

It remains to construct a distribution supported on an arc of the unit circle and control the coefficients κ_n in Lemma 4. To this end, we apply the following lemma [Kra03, Lemma 2.1] connecting the orthogonal system on an arc of the unit circle to the orthogonal system on an interval of the real line. Let w be a positive, even weight function on [−1, 1] normalized to ∫ w(x)dx = 1, and {p_n} be the set of monic orthogonal polynomials associated with w with ∫ p_j(x)p_k(x)w(x)dx = h_j1{j = k}. Let f(θ) =^1_{2γ} w ( γ^{−1} cos^θ_2 ) sin^θ_2 if α ≤ θ ≤ 2π − α, and f(θ) = 0 otherwise, where γ = cos^α_2 and α ∈ [0, π]. Since f ≥ 0 and ∫ f(x)dx = ∫ w(x)dx = 1, f is a density. Let {Φ_n} be the set of monic orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle associated with f. The following statement holds:

Lemma 5. Set x = γ^{−1} cos^θ_2 = (2γ)^{−1}(z^{1/2} + z^{−1/2}) with z = e^{iθ}. Then,

Φ_n(z) =

(2γ)^{n+1}z^{n/2} z − 1 ( z^{1/2}p_{n+1}(x) − p_{n+1} ( γ^{−1} ) p_n (γ^{−1}) p_n(x) ) ,

κ^{−2}_n = 2^{2n}γ^{2n+1} p_{n+1} ( γ^{−1} ) p_n (γ^{−1}) h_n. Now, with Lemmas 4 and 5, we are ready to show the lower bound for P^{Bdd}_M :

Theorem 6. For any M > 0 and m ∈ N, E^⋆(m, Unif[−M, M], TV) ≥ 1 4m exp ( − π^2m^2 2M^2 ) . (23)

Furthermore, there exists a universal constant C_1 and C^′ such that when m ≥ C^′M^2,

E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_M , TV) ≥ exp ( −C_1m log ( m M^2 )) . (24)

Proof. First, we prove (23). Let X ∼ P = Unif[−M, M] and δ =^π_M . Then δX ∼ Unif[−π, π], and t_k(δX) = E[e^{ikδX} ] = 1{k = 0} for k ∈ Z. Consequently, T = T_m(δX) = I_{m+1} is the identity matrix and so λ_{min}(T) = 1. By Proposition 2, E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ 1 2(m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2) ≥ 1 4m exp ( − π^2m^2 2M^2 ) . Next, we prove (24) by constructing a distribution supported on [−M, M]. Let b ∈ (0, π) and γ = sin^b_2 . Let P̃ be the distribution supported on [−b, b] with a density function

f̃(θ) =

√_{γ2−sin2(θ/2) cos(θ/2)} πγ^2 , θ ∈ [−b, b], 0, otherwise.

Let δ = b/M and P ∈ P^{Bdd}_M be the distribution of X/δ for X ∼ P̃ . To apply Proposition 3, it remains to evaluate the coefficients of the orthonormal polynomials associated with P̃ , which can be related to Chebyshev polynomials using Lemma 5. To this end, let w(x) =^2_π √ 1 − x^2 for x ∈ [−1, 1], and define the translated distribution Q(θ) ≜ P̃ (θ − π) for θ ∈ [π − b, π + b], with density f̃(θ − π) =^1_{2γ} w ( γ^{−1} cos^θ_2 ) sin^θ_2 . Let U_n denote the degree-n Chebyshev polynomial of the second kind [Sze75, Eq. (1.12.3)] and p_n(x) =^1_{2n} U_n(x). Then, p_n is monic with ∫_1 −1 p_n(x)p_m(x)w(x)dx = h_nδ_{mn}, h_n = 1 2^{2n} .

Let {Ψ_n} and {Φ̃_n} be the sets of monic orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle associated with Q and P̃ as defined in (12), and ψ_n = κ_nΨ_n, φ̃_n = κ̃_nΦ̃_n be the orthonormal polynomials, respectively. By definition, Φ̃_n(z) = (−1)^nΨ_n(−z) and κ̃_n = κ_n. Let R̃_m be the coefficient matrix of {Φ̃_n} of order m + 1. By Lemmas 4 and 5, we obtain that

‖R̃_m‖^2_F ≤ m∑ n=0 2^{2n}κ̃^2_n = m∑ n=0 2^{2n}κ^2_n = m∑ n=0 1 γ^{2n+1}h_n p_n ( γ^{−1} ) p_{n+1} (γ^{−1}) .

Consider r_n(x) ≜ p_{n+1}(x)/p_n(x). By definition, r_0(x) = x. It follows from the recurrence relation U_{n+1}(x) = 2xU_n(x) − U_{n−1}(x) [Sze75, Sec.4.5.] that r_n(x) = x − 1 4r_{n−1}(x) , n ∈ N. Note that r_0(x) ≥ x/2 for x ≥ 0, and if r_{n−1}(x) ≥ x/2, then r_n(x) ≥ x −^1_{2x} ≥^x_2 for x ≥ 1. By induction, r_n(x) ≥^x_2 for all x ≥ 1 and n ∈ N. Since γ^{−1} > 1, we have

‖R̃_m‖^2_F ≤ m∑ n=0 2^{2n+1}γ^{−2n} = 2

(2/γ)^{2m+2} − 1 (2/γ)^2 − 1 .

Assuming m ≥^{eM 2}_2 , choose b =

√_{M 2}

m log^{2m}_{eM 2} , which satisfies b ≤ √ 2 e . Then γ = sin^b_2 ∈ [_b 4 ,^b_2 ] . Applying Propositions 2 and 3, we obtain that E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ 1 2(m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2)‖R̃_m‖^2_F ≥ (2/γ)^2 − 1 8m[(2/γ)^2 − (2/γ)^{−2m}] exp ( − m^2b^2 2M^2

− 2m log 2 γ )

≥ 1 − (b/4)^2 8m exp ( − m^2b^2 2M^2

− 2m log 8 b ) . We conclude the proof of (24) by plugging in the choice of b.

Remark 3. Although (24) is proved by choosing a non-uniform distribution on [−M, M], we can show that this lower bound also holds for Unif[−M, M]. For this result, we first lower bound the approximation error in χ^2, which can be related to, via the variational representation of the χ^2-divergence, to the smallest eigenvalue of a certain weighted moment matrix. Then, we convert the χ^2-divergence lower bound to a TV lower bound using a truncation argument for Gaussian mixtures. This result in presented in Appendix B.2 – see Theorem 11 therein.

4.4 Inconsistency regime

In this subsection, we consider the regime when the scale parameter M or β diverges. In this case, more components are needed to achieve a prescribed approximation accuracy. Hence, it is natural to conjecture that consistent approximation is impossible unless m is at least proportional to the scale parameter. This however is not captured by Theorems 5 and 6 where the lower bound still converges to zero when m ≍ M (or m ≍ β) due to the polynomial term in m. The next result makes the intuition precise in a strong sense for the test distributions used in the previous subsections. Instead of applying Proposition 2 and bounding the minimum eigenvalue, we execute a different but more straightforward proof strategy: If the mixing distribution P is smooth enough with a large M or β, then f_P can be flat over a large region. In comparison, when m is too small, f_{Pm} inevitably has many modes and thus cannot approximate f_P consistently.

Theorem 7. The following statements hold:

1. Let P_{α,β} and C_α be defined in (20). Denote C̃_α = √ 2πC_α. For any β ≥ 2C̃_αm, E^⋆(m, P_{α,β} , TV) ≥ 1 − 5 C̃_αm β √ log β C̃_αm. (25)

2. For C = √_π 2 and any M ≥ √ 2πm, E^⋆(m, Unif[−M, M], TV) ≥ 1 − 5 Cm M √ log M Cm . (26)

Proof. For P = P_{α,β} , note that

f_P (x) = ∫ ϕ(x − θ)f_{α,β}(θ)dθ ≤ C_α β ∫ ϕ(x − θ)dθ = C_α β . Fix any m-atomic distribution P_m = ∑_m i=1 w_iδ_{θi} . Define R_i ≜ { x : w_iϕ(x − θ_i) ≥ C_α β }

as the peak region of the i^{th} mixture component. Denote η_i = η(w_i) ≜ √ 2 log^{βwi}_{C̃α} if w_i ≥^{C̃α}_β .

Then, R_i = [θ_i − η_i, θ_i + η_i] if w_i ≥^{C̃α}_β , and R_i = ∅ otherwise. Let F_m, F , and G_θ be the probability measures corresponding to densities f_{Pm} , f_P , and ϕ(· − θ), respectively. Define R ≜ ∪^m_{i=1}R_i. By the union bound,

TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ F_m(R) − F (R) ≥ m∑ i=1 w_iG_{θi} (R_i) − m∑ i=1 F (R_i). Since f_P ≤^{Cα}_β , we have R_i ⊆ {x : w_iϕ(x − θ_i) ≥ f_P (x)}. Consequently, w_iG_{θi} (R_i) − F (R_i) ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [m]. Consider the following set of indices of mixture components with large weights I ≜ { i ∈ [m] : w_i ≥ 2C̃_α β } . Note that our assumption β ≥ 2C̃_αm implies that {i ∈ [m] : mw_i ≥ 1} ⊆ I. Hence, by the pigeonhole principle, I is nonempty. For each i ∈ I, we have R_i = [θ_i − η_i, θ_i + η_i] and η_i ≥ √ 2 log 2. It follows that

w_iG_{θi} (R_i)−F (R_i)≥w_i (1−2Φ_c (η_i))− 2η_iC_α β ≥w_i [ 1− 2C_α βw_i ( 1 η_i +η_i )] , (27)

where the second inequality used Φ_c(η_i) ≜ ∫_∞ η_i ϕ(u)du ≤ 1 η_i ϕ(ηi). Then,

TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ ∑ i∈I w_iG_{θi} (R_i) − F (R_i) (a) ≥ 1 − ∑ i∉I w_i − ∑ i∈I 4C_α β η(w_i) (b) ≥ 1 − m 2C̃_α β − 4C_α β |I|η(|I|^{−1}) = 1 − 2C̃_αm β − 4 √ π C̃_α|I| β √ log β C̃_α|I| (c) ≥ 1 − 2C̃_αm β − 4 √ π C̃_αm β √ log β C̃_αm, where (a) follows from (27), (b) uses the definition of I and the concavity of x → √ log x on x ≥ 1, and (c) holds since^β_{C̃α|I|} ≥^β_{C̃αm} ≥ 2 and √ log x

x is decreasing in x ≥ √ e. Consequently,

TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ 1 − ( 2 √ log 2 + 4 √ π )~ C_αm β √ log β C̃_αm ≥ 1 − 5 C̃_αm β √ log β C̃_αm. The lower bound holds uniformly for all P_m ∈ P_m, and hence the result (25) follows.

For P = Unif[−M, M], the derivation is essentially the same as above. Note that f_P (x) = 1 2M ∫_M −M ϕ(x − θ)dθ ≤^1_{2M} . For any P_m = ∑_m i=1 w_iδ_{θi} ∈ P_m, define R_i = {x : w_iϕ(x − θ_i) ≥ (2M)^{−1}} and I ≜ {i ∈ [m] : w_i ≥ √ 2πM^{−1}} correspondingly. Finally, (26) is proved via a similar argument.

5 Applications and extensions

In this section, we discuss a few applications and extensions of the paper.

5.1 Convergence rates of nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator

Given a sample of n independent observations X = (X_1, . . . , X_n), where X_i^{i.i.d.}∼ f_P ⋆ , the nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator (NPMLE) is defined as [KW56]

P̂ ∈ arg max Q∈Q 1 n n∑ i=1 log f_Q(X_i), (28)

where the optimization is over a class Q of priors. The finite-order approximation of a family of distributions naturally yields upper bounds of the metric entropy of that family, which further determines the convergence rate of the NPMLE [WS95, vdVW96, GvdV01, JZ09]. Following the analysis in [Zha09], the Hellinger distance H(f_{P̂} , f_P ⋆ ) can be upper bounded in terms of m^⋆(ϵ, Q, L_∞[−M, M]), where M is a parameter depending on the tail of P^⋆. Hence, our analysis can recover the convergence rates derived in [Zha09].

Moreover, suppose P^⋆ belongs to a given family of distributions P, Theorem 8 below in fact establishes a faster rate for the constrained NPMLE with Q = P, which is characterized by m^⋆(H, P, n^{−1/2})^{log n}_n with respect to the Hellinger distance.^4 The improvement arises from our tight approximation rates. In contrast to [Zha09, Theorem 1] which yield the same convergence rates for the families P^{Bdd}_M and P_α(β), our result gives a strictly faster rate for the former. In addition, another technical contribution is a a simplified proof: Compared with that of [Zha09, Theorem 1], we simplify the argument by first proving a L_∞-entropy estimate then directly bounding the square root of the mixture density. The proofs are deferred to Appendix D.

Theorem 8. 1. Let P^⋆ ∈ P^{Bdd}_M , where M ≤ n^c for some constant c > 0. Let P̂ be a solution of (28) with Q = P^{Bdd}_M . There exist constants s^⋆, c^′ > 0 such that for any s ≥ s^⋆, P[H(f_{P̂} , f_P ⋆ ) ≥ sϵ_n] ≤ n^{−c′s2} , (29) where ϵ_n = log n √ n log ( 1 + √ log n/M ). (30)

4We note that existing minimax lower bounds in [PW21, Theorem 20] agree with m^⋆(H, P, n^{−1/2})/n. However, bridging this gap remains an open problem.

2. Let P^⋆ ∈ P_α(β), where α > 0 is fixed and β ≤ n^c for some constant c > 0. Let P̂ be a solution of (28) with Q = P_α(β). There exist s^⋆, c^′ > 0 which depend on α such that for any s ≥ s^⋆, (29) holds with

ϵ_n = log n √ n log ( 1 + (log n)^{α−22α} /β

) . (31)

5.2 Mixing distributions under moment constraints

So far, our results deal with mixing distributions that exhibit exponential decay in their tails. In fact, our analysis framework also allows for extension to distributions with heavier tails. Let us consider mixing distributions under moment conditions, which were well-studied in mixture models [GvdV07b, Zha09, SG20, SW23] Let ψ(x) = x^α for α > 0. Then the corresponding ψ-Orlicz norm is simply the usual L_α-norm ‖X‖_ψ = ‖X‖_α ≜ E [|X|^α ]^1α . Define M_α(β) ≜ {P : X ∼ P, ‖X‖_α ≤ β}, that is, the family of distributions whose α^{th} moment is no larger than β^α. For P ∈ M_α(β), (4) implies the polynomial-type tail bounds P [|X| ≥ t] ≤ 2 (_β t )_α . Theorem 9. There exists c_1, c_2 (which may depend on α) such that the following holds. When m ≥ c_1β and β ≥ c_2, 1 m log^m_β ( β m )_α ≲_α E^⋆(m, M_α(β), TV) ≲_α ( β m √ log m β )_α . In contrast to the sub-Weibull family, distributions in M_α(β) have much heavier tails and thus require more components to approximate. As such, the best approximation error is no longer exponential but polynomial in m for light-tailed, as shown in Theorem 9. The derivation of the upper and lower bounds essentially follows the same steps for Theorems 4 and 5, respectively, and the proofs are deferred to Appendix C.2.

There is a gap between the lower and upper bound polynomial in m. Following our derivation, the gap appears due to the extra m^{−1} term in the Proposition 2. In Theorems 1 and 2, the extra polynomial term does not affect the tightness of the results since the exponential term dominates the rate. On the other hand, Theorem 9 is limited to the TV distance, since other divergences (e.g., the KL and χ^2 divergence) may vary within an exponent from the TV distance and thus widen the gap of the polynomial rate. A potential remedy is to characterize the information geometry of the Gaussian mixture families, as carried out in [JPW23] for compactly supported and subgaussian mixing distributions. The tight rate is still left to be discovered.

5.3 Generalization to other mixture models

So far we have focused on approximating general one-dimensional Gaussian location mixture by finite mixtures. Our techniques of finite-order approximation can also adapt to other models, including the Gaussian location-scale mixtures and multi-dimensional mixtures. In these contexts, most of the existing approximation results [SG20, Jia20, SGS21, SW23] in the empirical Bayes literature rely on Taylor expansion and local moment matching.

Location-scale Gaussian mixtures Consider the location-scale Gaussian mixture with density

f_H (x) = ∫ 1 σ ϕ ( x − θ σ ) dH(θ, σ), where H is the joint mixing distribution of location and scale parameters. In other words, if (X, S) ∼ H and Z ∼ N(0, 1) are independent, then X + SZ ∼ f_H . Let H_m denote an m-atomic approximation with X_m + S_mZ ∼ f_{Hm} .

Previous works applied moment-based approach to construct approximators. For instance, when H is supported in [−1, 1]^2, by applying Taylor expansion and Carathéodory’s theorem, [GvdV01, Lemma 3.4] constructs an H_m with m ≤ O(log^{2 1}_ϵ ) such that ‖f_H − f_{Hm} ‖_∞ ≤ ϵ. In addition, if X and S are independent, both X_m and S_m are supported on O(log^1_ϵ ) points.

For the lower bound, applying Lemma 7 yields that

TV (f_{Hm} , f_H ) ≥ 1 2 sup_ω | |E [ exp ( iωX − 1 2 ω^2S^2 )] − E [ exp ( iωX_m − 1 2 ω^2S^2_m )]| | . (32) It is unclear how to lower bound this uniformly over (X_m, H_m) that is m-atomic. However, for the special case of scale mixtures with X ≡ 0 and S bounded away from zero and infinity, we can further lower bound (32) as follows. First, by choosing ω ∈ { √ k : k ∈ {0, . . . , 2m}}, using the same argument as in Proposition 2, (32) can be related to the minimum eigenvalue λ_{min} of the Hankel matrix ( E exp ( −^{(j+k)S2}_2 ))_m j,k=0 . Applying the method based on orthogonal expansion in Proposition 3 (cf. Appendix B.2), one can show that λ_{min} ≥ e^{−Ω(m)}, leading to the lower bound that at least Ω(log^1_ϵ ) components are needed to achieve an approximation error ϵ in the scale mixture model. Establishing lower bounds for general location-scale mixtures remains an outstanding challenging.

Multiple dimensions Consider the Gaussian location mixture on R^d :

f_P (x) = ∫ ϕ_{(d)}(x − θ)dP (θ),

where ϕ_{(d)}(z) ≜ (2π)^{−d/2} exp(−‖z‖^2/2) denotes the d-dimensional standard Gaussian density.

Let P^{Bdd}_{M,d} denote the family of distributions supported on the d-dimensional Euclidean ball B_d(M) ≜ {x ∈ R^d : ‖x‖ ≤ M}. When P ∈ P^{Bdd}_{M,d} is a product measure, our one-dimensional results can be applied to approximate each coordinate separately. For general P ∈ P^{Bdd}_{M,d}, we need to extend Lemma 1 to the multidimensional case by comparing moment tensors [DWYZ23]. Then, we establish the following upper bound, which improves the previous result [SG20, Lemma D.3] by bounding the χ^2-divergence and deriving a tighter bound than the exp(−Θ_d(m^1d )) result in [SG20, Lemma D.3] under the case m^1d ≳_d M^2.

Proposition 4. There exists κ_d > 0 which only depends on d such that for any m ∈ N and M > 0:

E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_{M,d}, χ^2) ≤ exp ( −^{m 1d}_2 log^{m 1d}_{M 2} ) , m^1d ≥ κ_dM^2; exp ( −^{log κd}_{42κd}^{m 2d}_{M 2} ) , 6 √ 3κ_dM ≤ m^1d ≤ κ_dM^2.

(33)

The lower bound is derived following the roadmap in Section 4.1. For the multidimensional regime, the trigonometric moment matrices are replaced by multilevel Toeplitz matrices [TZ98, Pes19], and the wrapped density approach is then applied to yield the following result. Proposition 5. For any m ∈ N, E^⋆(m, Unif([−M/ √ d, M/ √ d]^d), TV) ≥ 1 2^{d+1}m exp ( − d^2π^2m^2d 2M^2 ) , The approximation rates for the distribution classes under tail conditions can be similarly extended. The additional results and proofs are presented in Appendix C.3.

A Preliminaries

A.1 Distances between probability measures The loss function d(·, ·) for measuring the approximation error is chosen among f-divergences, including

• χ^2-divergence χ^2(P ‖Q) = ∫ (^{(p−q)2}_q dμ;

• Total variation distance TV(P, Q) =^1_2 ∫ |p − q|dμ; • Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence KL(P, Q) = ∫ p log^p_q dμ;

• Squared Hellinger distance H^2(P, Q) = ∫ ( √ p − √ q)^2dμ,

where p =^{dP}_{dμ} and q =^{dQ}_{dμ} for some measure μ dominating P and Q. We refer the reader to [PW24, Chapter 7] for a comprehensive over of f-divergences, including the following inequalities [PW24, Sec. 7.6]:

Lemma 6. 1 2 H^2(P, Q) ≤ TV(P, Q) ≤ √ 1 2 D(P, Q) ≤ √ 1 2 χ^2(P, Q), TV(P, Q) ≤ H(P, Q) ≤ √ D(P, Q). We also need the following variational representation of f-divergences (see, e.g, [PW24, Sec. 7.13]):

Lemma 7. For two probability measures P and Q supported on a space X ,

χ^2(P ‖Q) = sup_{g:X →R}

(E_P g − E_Q g)^2 var_Q[g]

, (34)

TV(P, Q) = 1 2 sup ‖g‖_∞≤1 |E_P g − E_Q g| , (35)

where g : X → C in (35) and ‖g‖_∞ ≜ sup_{x∈X} |g(x)| denotes the L_∞-norm.

A.2 Gauss quadrature Gauss quadrature is the best discrete approximation of a given distribution in the sense of moments; cf. [SB02, Section 3.6]. Given a distribution P supported on an interval [a, b] ∈ R, an m-point Gauss quadrature is an m-atomic distribution P_m ∈ P_m, also supported on [a, b], such that, for any polynomial g of degree no more than 2m − 1,

E_P [g(X)] = E_{Pm} [g(X)] . (36)

For a basic algorithm to compute the Gauss quadrature, see [GW69]. Note that the generic result of Caratheódory’s theorem [GvdV01, Lemma 1] provides a distribution that match the first m orders of moments, which is improved by the Gauss quadrature by a factor of two.

A.3 Orthogonal polynomials In this section, we give a brief introduction to certain classes of orthogonal polynomials that will be applied to prove the results in Appendix B.

• (Probabilists’) Hermite polynomials

H_n(x) = r! ⌊n/2⌋∑

j=0 (−1/2)^j j!(n − 2j)! x^{n−2j} . (37)

For Z ∼ N(0, 1), it holds that E [H_j (Z)H_k(Z)] = k!δ_{jk} and E [H_k (x + Z)] = x^k.

• Scaled Legendre polynomials

L_n(x) = √ 2n + 1 2^n

⌊^n_2 ⌋∑ k=0 (−1)^k ( n k )( 2n − 2k n ) x^{n−2k} (38)

with E [L_j (U)L_k(U)] = δ_{jk} for U ∼ Unif[−1, 1].

• Rogers-Szegö polynomials [Sim05, Example 1.6.5 and Eq. (1.6.51)]

R_n(x) = 1 √ (q)_n n∑ j=0 (−1)^{n−j} [^n_j ]_q q^{(n−j)/2}x^j (39)

which are orthogonal with respect to the “wrapped Gaussian” weight on the unit circle, namely E [ R_k(e^{iaZ} )R_j (e^{iaZ} ) ] = δ_{jk}, where a^2 = − log q and Z ∼ N(0, 1). Here in (39), (q)_n ≜ (1 − q) ( 1 − q^2 ) . . . (1 − q^n) , (0)_n ≜ 1, and [^n_j ]_q ≜^{(q)n}_{(q)j (q)n−j} is known as the qbinomial coefficient. By definition, (q)_n is decreasing and converges to (q)_∞ ≜ ∏_∞ n=1(1−q^n) as n → ∞. (q)_∞ is referred to as the Euler function.

B Alternative proofs of lower bounds via orthogonal expansion

B.1 Lower bound for Gaussian distributions As mentioned in Remark 2, the orthogonal expansion approach is applicable if the explicit expressions of the orthogonal polynomials are available. Specially, for the case where the mixing distribution is Gaussian, we state the result in Theorem 10. Compared with the lower bound (22), it recovers the order Θ(m/σ) in the exponent with a larger multiplicative constant.

The following lemma upper bounds the Euler function (q)_∞, which is helpful to control the norm of the polynomial coefficient matrix.

Lemma 8. Let q ∈ (0, 1) and exp(−t) = q. For any t_0 > 0 and t ∈ (0, t_0], there exists a constant C which depends on t_0 such that 1 (q)_∞ ≤ C exp ( π^2 6t ) . Proof. Applying the asymptotic result in [Wat36, p. 57], as q → 1_−, 1 (q)_∞ = √ t 2π exp ( π^2 6t − t 24 ) + o(1).

Then, there exists a small δ_0 > 0 such that^1_{(q)∞} ≤ exp (_{π2} 6t ) for t ∈ (0, δ_0), and the ratio 1 (q)_∞ exp (_{π2} 6t ) is uniformly bounded in [δ_0, t_0]. Hence, the desired result follows.

Theorem 10. Suppose that m ≥ 2σ. There exists some universal constant c such that

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2), TV) ≥ cm^{−3} exp ( − ( 4 + π^2 24 ) m σ ) .

Proof. Let {R_n} be the orthonormal Rogers-Szegö polynomial (39) with a = δσ satisfying that E [ R_k(e^{iδσZ} )R_j (e^{iδσZ} ) ] = δ_{jk}. Let R = (R_{nj} )^m_{n,j=0} be the associated coefficient matrix of {φ_n} as defined in Section 4.1. To upper bound ‖R‖_F , we apply the explicit form of R_n in (39), i.e.,

R_n(w) = 1 √ (q)_n n∑ j=0 (−1)^{n−j} [^n_j ]_q q^{(n−j)/2}w^j (40)

where q = exp(−δ^2σ^2).

Set δ =

√_4 mσ , with q = exp(−^{4σ}_m ) and t ≜ − log(q) =^{4σ}_m . By our assumption, t ∈ (0, 2], q ∈ [e^{−2}, 1). In this region, applying Lemma 8, there exists a universal constant C such that 1 (q)_∞ ≤ C exp ( π^2 6t ) = C exp ( π^2m 24σ ) . By the q-binomial theorem [DLM, 17.2.35, 17.2.39], for any q ∈ [0, 1], we have n∑ j=0 q^j [^n_j ]_{q2} = n∏ k=1 (1 + q^k) ≤ exp (_∞ ∑ k=0 q^k ) = exp ( 1 1 − q ) . It follows from (40) that ‖R‖_F ≤ m∑ n=0 n∑ j=0 |R_{nj}| ≤ m∑ n=0 1 √ (q)_n n∑ j=0 [^n_j ]_q q^{j/2} ≤ m∑ n=0 1 √ (q)_n exp ( 1 1 − √ q ) . Set s = σ/m in 1 − s − exp(−2s) > 0 for s ∈ [0, 1/2], we have^1_{1−}√_q =^1_{1−exp(−2s)} ≤^1_s =^m_σ . Then ‖R‖^2_F ≤ m^2 exp(2m/σ) (q)_∞ ≤ Cm^2 exp (( 2 + π^2 24 ) m σ ) . (41)

Consequently, applying Propositions 2 and 3 with (41), we obtain

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2), TV) ≥ cm^{−3} exp ( − ( 4 + π^2 24 ) m σ )

for some universal constant c.

B.2 Lower bound for uniform distributions We give an alternative proof of the lower bound (24) for approximating uniform mixing distribution. The framework resembles the approach in Section 4.1, while we consider the χ^2 divergence instead of working with the TV distance directly. First, we show that it suffices to derive the same lower bound (within a constant in the exponent) under the χ^2-divergence. Next, we relate the χ^2 variational lower bound to the spectrum of some weighted moment matrix, and then apply orthogonal expansion to bound the corresponding coefficient matrix as carried out in Proposition 3.

The following lemma shows a converse f-divergence inequality between two Gaussian mixtures, with respect to Lemma 6.

Lemma 9 ([JPW23, Theorem 21]). For any P, Q ∈ P^{Bdd}_a with a ≥ 2,

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) ≤ 2 exp ( 50a^2 ) H^2 (f_P , f_Q) .

Proposition 6. There exist universal positive constants ζ, η, and C^′ such that the following holds. If m ≥ C^′(M ∨ 1)^2, then for any P ∈ P^{Bdd}_M ,

E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ ηE^⋆(m, P, χ^2)^ζ . (42)

Proof. Suppose that Q ∈ P_m satisfying TV(f_P , f_Q) = E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≜ ϵ. Let Q_a be the conditional version of Q on I_a = [−a, a]. Suppose that a ≥ 2(M ∨ 1), and denote U ∼ Q, V ∼ P . Then TV (f_{Qa} , f_P ) ≤ TV (f_P , f_Q) + TV (f_Q, f_{Qa} ) ≤ ϵ + P [|U| ≥ a] . (43) Since P, Q_a ∈ P^{Bdd}_a , by Lemmas 6 and 9,

TV (f_{Qa} , f_P ) ≥ 1 2 H^2 (f_{Qa} , f_P ) ≥ e^{−50a2} 4 χ^2 (f_{Qa} ‖f_P ) . (44)

Also, we have ϵ ≥ TV(f_P , f_Q) ≥ sup_t P [U + Z ≥ t] − P [V + Z ≥ t] = sup_t E [Φ_c(t − U)] − E [Φ_c(t − V )] ≥ sup_{t≥a} P [U ≥ a] Φ_c(t − a) − Φ_c(t − M), where the last inequality follows from Markov inequality and |V | ≤ M. Then, P [U ≥ a] ≤ inf_{t≥a} ϵ + Φ_c(t − M) Φ_c(t − a)

. (45)

Likewise, the same upper bound holds for P [U ≤ −a]. It follows from (43), (44) and (45) that, for c_0 = 50 and any a ≥ 2(M ∨ 1),

χ^2 (f_{Qa} ‖f_P ) ≤ 4e^{c0a2} TV (f_{Qa} , f_P ) ≤ 4e^{c0a2} (ϵ + P [|U| ≥ a]) ≤ 4e^{c0a2} ( ϵ + 2 inf_{t≥a} ϵ + Φ_c(t − M) Φ_c(t − a) ) . By applying the Gaussian tail bound^{tϕ(t)}_{1+t2} ≤ Φ_c(t) ≤^{ϕ(t)}_t and setting t = (2c_0 + 1)a for a ≥ 2(M ∨ 1), we have ϵ + Φ_c(t − M) Φ_c(t − a) ≤ 1 + (t − a)^2 t − a ϵ ϕ(t − a) + 1 + (t − a)^2 (t − a)(t − M) ϕ(t − M) ϕ(t − a) ≤ 4c_0a ϵ ϕ(2c_0a) + 2 ϕ((2c_0 + 0.5)a) ϕ(2c_0a) ≤ 4 √ 2πc_0ϵe^{(2c20+1)a2} + 2e^{−(c0+1/8)a2} .

Then, with constants c_1 = 4 + 32 √ 2πc_0, c_2 = 2c^2_0 + c_0 + 1, and c_3 = 1/8,

χ^2 (f_{Qa} ‖f_P ) ≤ inf_{a≥2(M∨1)} c_1(ϵe^{c2a2} + e^{−c3a2} ). (46)

By Theorem 3, there exists a universal constant C^′ such that, for any m ≥ C^′(M ∨ 1)^2, ϵ ≤ exp(−(c_2 + c_3)[2(M ∨ 1)]^2).

Choose a such that ϵ = e^{−(c2+c3)a2} hold, and it follows that a ≥ 2(M ∨ 1). Then, (46) implies

χ^2 (f_{Qa} ‖f_P ) ≤ 2c_1ϵ^{c3c}2^{+c}3 = 2c_1E^⋆(m, P, TV)^{c3c}2^{+c}3 .

Since Q_a ∈ P_m by definition, we obtain the desired result (42) with ζ =^{c2+c3}_{c3} and η =^1_{(2c1)ζ} .

Theorem 11. There exists universal constants C_1 and C^′ such that the following holds. When m ≥ C^′(M ∨ 1)^2,

E^⋆(m, Unif[−M, M], TV) ≥ exp ( −C_1m log ( m M^2 )) . Proof. We first prove a χ^2 lower bound by applying the variational representation (34), and finally upgrade it to the total variation via Proposition 6. We choose the Hermite polynomials H_k in (37) as the test functions. Denote X ∼ P = Unif[−M, M], Y = X +Z, and Y_m = X_m +Z for some X_m ∼ P_m ∈ P_m. Then,

E [H_k(Y )] = E [E[H_k (X + Z)|X]] = E X^k .

Likewise, E [H_k(Y_m)] = E X^k_m . For m ≥ M^2 and k ∈ [2m], by [GR07, 7.374.7], we have

var[H_k(Y )] ≤ E [H^2_k (Y )] = k! k∑ l=0 ( k k − l ) E[X^{2l} ] l! ≤ k! k∑ l=0 2^k M^{2l} l! ≤ k!(4e)^m. Applying (34) yields

χ^2 (f_{Pm} ‖f_P ) ≥ sup_{k∈N} ( E [X^k ] − E[X^k_m ]

)_2

var[H_k(Y )]

(47)

≥ 1 2m 2m∑ k=1 ( E [X^k ] − E[X^k_m ]

)_2 k!(4e)^m (48)

= 1 2m(4e)^m 2m∑ k=1 M^{2k} ( E [U^k ] − E [U^k_m ]

)_2 k! (49)

where U ∼ Unif[−1, 1] and U_m =^{Xm}_M .

We lower bound (49) by analyzing weighted moment matrix. Specifically, for i, j ∈ N satisfying i + j = k, M^{2k} ( E [U^k ] − E[U^k_m ]

)_2 k! ≥ M^{2(i+j)} 2^{i+j} i!j! ( E [U^k ] − E[U^k_m ]

)_2

= (V_{ij} (U) − V_{ij}(U_m))^2 ,

where C_i ≜^{M i√}_{2ii!} and V_{ij}(U) ≜ E [(C_i U^i)(C_j U^j )]. The weighted moment matrix V_m(U) of order m + 1 consists of V_{ij} (U) in its (i, j)^{th} entry for i, j = 0, . . . , m. Let C_m = Diag(C_0, C_1, . . . , C_m). Then V_m(U) = C_mM_m(U)C_m. Notably, since U_m is m-atomic, we also have rank(V_m(U_m)) ≤ m. By Lemma 3, we have 2m∑ k=1 M^{2k} ( E [U^k ] − E[U^k_m ]

)_2 k! ≥ ‖V_m(U) − V_m(U_m)‖^2_F m + 1 ≥ λ^2_{min}(V_m(U)) m + 1

. (50)

It remains to bound the smallest eigenvalue of V = V_m(U), given by

λ_{min}(V) = min x∈R^{m+1} \{0} x^⊤Vx ‖x‖^2 . (51)

Let L_k be the orthonormal Legendre polynomial defined in (38), and π_m(t) = ∑_m j=0 C_jx_j t^j, with an expansion π_m(t) = ∑_m k=0 c_kL_k(t). Denote c = (c_0, . . . , c_m)^⊤ and t = (1, t, . . . , t^m)^⊤. Then, by a similar derivation of Proposition 3, we have

‖c‖^2 = E [ π^2_m(U) ] = x^⊤Vx.

Let L_m = (L_{nj} )^m_{n,j=0} be the associated coefficient matrix of {L_k} of order m+1. By definition,

x^⊤C^⊤_mt = π_m(t) = m∑ k=0 c_kL_k(t) = c^⊤L_mt, ∀t,

which implies that x = C^{−1}_m L^⊤_mc. Hence

λ_{min}(V) = min_{c≠0}

‖c‖^2 c^⊤L_mC^{−2}_m L^⊤_mc ≥ 1 ‖L_mC^{−1}_m ‖^2_F

. (52)

Applying the explicit formula of L_m in (38), we have

‖L_mC^{−1}_m ‖^2_F ≤ m∑ n=0 ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑ k=0 2n + 1 2^{2n}

[(2n − 2k)!]^2 (k!)^2(n − 2k)![(n − k)!]^2 ( 2 M^2 )_{n−2k}

≤(2m + 1) m∑ n=0 ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑ k=0 1 2^{2n} 2^{4(n−k)} n! (k!)^2 ( 2 M^2 )_{n−2k}

=(2m + 1) m∑ n=0 n! ( 8 M^2

)_n ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑ k=0 ( (M^2/8)^k k! )_2

≤3m^2m! ( 8 M^2 )_m (_∞∑ k=0 (m/8)^k k! )_2

≤Cm^{2.5} ( 8m eM^2 )_m exp ( m 4 ) (53)

for some constant C when m ≥ M^2. Combining (49), (50), (52), and (53), we obtain that E^⋆(m, P, χ^2) ≥ 1 2m(4e)^m sup P_m∈P_m 2m∑ k=1 M^{2k} ( E[U^k ] − E[U^k_m ]

)_2 k! ≥ 1 Cm^7 ( e 256 )_m exp [ −2m log ( m M^2 ) − m 2 ]

≥ c exp [ −2m log ( m M^2 ) − 6m ]

for some small constant c.

Finally, by Proposition 6, there exists universal constants C_1 and C^′ such that

E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ exp ( −C_1m log ( m M^2 )) , m ≥ C^′M^2. C Proof of the approximation rates

C.1 Proofs of main theorems For convenience, we restate the dual formula of m^⋆ and E^⋆ in the following: m^⋆(ϵ, P, d) = inf {m : E^⋆(m, P, d) ≤ ϵ} , (54) E^⋆(m, P, d) = inf {ϵ : m^⋆(ϵ, P, d) ≤ m} . (55)

Proof of Theorem 1. Pick any d ∈ {TV, H, KL, χ^2} and denote m = m^⋆(ϵ, P^{Bdd}_M , d). Combining the result in Theorems 3 and 6, we have that log^1_ϵ ≍ m log^m_{M 2} when m ≥ CM^2 for some constant C, and log^1_{Mϵ} ≲^{m2}_{M 2} ≲ log^1_ϵ when 3 √ κM ≤ m ≤ CM^2. Also, the condition M ≤ ϵ^{−c1} , c_1 ∈ (0, 1) implies that log^1_{Mϵ} ≍ log^1_ϵ . Following (54), we can rewrite the result as m ≍ {_{log ϵ−1}

log log ϵ^{−1}−log M^2 , M ≤ c √ log ϵ^{−1}; M √ log ϵ^{−1}, c √ log ϵ^{−1} < M ≤ ϵ^{−c1} ,

for some small constant c, which is equivalent to the desired result (3).

Proof of Theorem 2. Consider any d ∈ {TV, H, KL, χ^2}. Denote m = m^⋆(ϵ, P_α(β), d).

First we prove the lower bound. By Theorem 5, 1 ϵ^2β^{42+α} m^{2α2+α} log 1 ϵ^2β^{42+α} m^{2α2+α} = O_α ( 1 β^2ϵ^2 ) ,

which implies that m = Ω_α [ β ( log^1_{β2ϵ2}

) 2+α_{2α} ]

. By the relation β ≤ ϵ^{−c1} for c_1 < 1, we have

m = Ω_α [ β ( log^1_{ϵ2}

) 2+α_{2α} ] . Next, we show the upper bound by applying Theorem 4, where the condition m ≥ Ω_α(β) is satisfied by our lower bound. We have that

log 1 ϵ ≳_α m log^{mα−2}_{β2α} , m^{α−2} ≳_α β^{2α}; (_m β ) 2α_{2+α} , m^{α−2} ≲_α β^{2α}, which by (54) implies that m ≲_α log^1_ϵ log ( 1 +^1_β ( log^1_ϵ ) α−2_{2α} ) .

Particularly, if m^{α−2}β^{−2α} = O_α(1) holds, we have m = Θ_α ( β ( log^1_ϵ

) 2+α_{2α} ) . C.2 Proofs for Section 5.2 The following two lemmas give upper and lower bounds for the approximation error, respectively:

Proposition 7. Suppose that m ≥ (16e^3)^98α β and β ≥^{8α}_{e log 16e3} hold. Then, it holds for d ∈ {TV, H^2, KL, χ^2} that E^⋆(m, M_α(β), d) ≤ O_α [( β m √ log m β )_α] . (56)

Proof. Let κ = 16e^3 and t = m

√_{log κ} 4κ 1 2α log(m/β) , that satisfies 3 √ κt = m √ 9 log κ 8α 1 log(m/β) ≤ m; κt^2 = κmβ log κ 8ακ m/β log(m/β) ≥ mβ e log κ 8α ≥ m. By Theorem 3, we have

E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_t , χ^2) ≤ exp ( − log κ 4κ m^2 t^2 ) = ( β m )_{2α} .

On the other hand, It follows from the tail bound (4) that sup P ∈M_α(β) P (I^c_t ) ≤ 2 ( β t )_α = 2 ( β m √ 4κ log κ

2α log m β )_α ≍_α ( β m √ log m β )_α . By Proposition 1, (56) holds for d = χ^2. For the total variation, we have

TV (f_Q, f_P )^{(a)}≤ P (I_t)TV (f_Q, f_{Pt} ) + P (I^c_t )TV ( f_Q, f_P c_t ) (b) ≤ √ 1 2 χ^2 (f_Q‖f_{Pt} ) + P (I^c_t ),

where (a) applies Jensen’s inequality, and (b) follows from Lemma 6. Hence,

E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≤ inf_{t>0} (√ 1 2 E^⋆(m, P^{Bdd}_t , χ^2) + sup_{P ∈P} P (I^c_t ) ) , and thus (56) holds for d = TV. Finally, (56) holds for d ∈ {TV, H^2, KL, χ^2} by Lemma 6.

Proposition 8. There exist C_α and D_α that only depend on α such that the following holds. If m ≥ D_αβ, then, there exists P ∈ M_α(β) such that E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ C_α m log^m_β ( β m )_α .

Proof. Set D_α = min { x ≥ e :^1_x

(_1

α log x ) 1_α ≤^1_3

(_{1−log−1 x} 1+α ) 1_α } , which is a finite value since 1 x (_1

α log x ) 1_α → 0 and

(_{1−log−1 x} 1+α ) 1_α → (1 + α)^{− 1α} > 0 as x → ∞. Suppose that r =^m_β ≥ D_α.

Consider the truncated Pareto random variable X ∼ P with the density function

h_α(x) = a x^{α+1} 1{b ≤ x ≤ kb}, (57) where the parameters are set as k = r(log r)^1α , a =^{βα}_{log k} , and b = [α^{−1}a(1 − k^{−α})]^1α . Direct calculation shows that h_α is a well-defined density with ‖X‖_α = β, i.e., P ∈ M_α(β). Note that a ∈ [ α 1 + α β^α log r , β^α log r ] ; b ∈ [( 1 − log^{−1} D_α 1 + α

)^1_α β (log r)^{1/α} , ( 1 α ) 1_α β (log r)^{1/α} ] . Choose δ =^{πDα(α log Dα)1/α} m . Then, we have b ≤ ( 1 α ) 1_α β (log r)^{1/α} ≤ m D_α ( 1 α log D_α )_{1/α} = π δ ;

kb ≥ ( 1 − log^{−1} D_α

1 + α

)^1_α

βr(log r)^1α (log r)^{1/α} = m ( 1 − log^{−1} D_α 1 + α

)^1_α ≥ 3m D_α ( 1 α log D_α )_{1/α} = 3π δ . With Y ≜ δX ∼ g, we have

E^⋆(m, P, TV)^{(a)}≥ sup_{δ>0} π min_{0≤θ≤2π} g^{wrap}(θ) (m + 1) exp(m^2δ^2/2) (b) ≥ πh_α (_{3π} δ ) 2mδ exp(m^2δ^2/2) , where (a) follows from Proposition 2 and (17), and (b) holds by the inequality

g^{wrap}(θ) ≥ inf θ∈[δb,δb+2π) g(θ) = 1 δ h_α ( b + 2π δ ) ≥ 1 δ h_α ( 3π δ ) , θ ∈ [0, 2π]. Since^{3π}_δ ∈ [b, kb], we have h_α (_{3π} δ ) ≳_α^1_{log r}^{βα}_{mα+1} , and the desired result follows.

C.3 Proofs for Section 5.3 To begin with, we introduce some basic concepts of moment tensors. For a random variable U ∈ R^d , define its order-ℓ moment tensor in (R^d )^{⊗ℓ} as M_ℓ(U) ≜ E[U ⊗ · · · ⊗ U ℓ times ].

For example, M_1(U) = E[U], and M_2(U − E[U]) is the covariance matrix of U. Then, for a multi-index j = (j_1, . . . , j_ℓ) ∈ [d]^ℓ, the j^{th} entry of M_ℓ(U) is m_j(U) ≜ E [U_{j1} · · · U_{jℓ} ]. Also, with U ∼ P , we write M_ℓ(P ) = M_ℓ(U). The Frobenius norm of a tensor T ∈ (R^d )^{⊗ℓ} is defined as ‖T ‖_F ≜ √ ⟨T, T ⟩ , where the tensor inner product is ⟨S, T ⟩ = ∑ j∈[d]^ℓ Sj1,...,jℓ Tj1,...,jℓ . The following result is an extension of Lemma 1 to multivariate distributions.

Lemma 10. Suppose that P, Q are supported on the d-dimensional ℓ_2-ball of radius R. If L > 4(dR)^2 and M_ℓ(P ) = M_ℓ(Q) for ℓ ∈ [L − 1], then

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) ≤ 4 exp ( R^2 2 ) ( 4ed^2R^2 L )_L . Proof. Denote μ = E [Q] and let U ∼ P , V ∼ Q, U − μ ∼ P^′_μ, and V − μ ∼ Q^′_μ. Following the proof argument of [DWYZ23, Theorem 4.2], we have that

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) = χ^2 ( f_P ′_μ ‖f_Q′_μ ) ≤ e^{R22} ∑ ℓ≥1 ‖ ‖M_ℓ(P ′_μ) − M_ℓ (Q′_μ) ‖ ‖^2_F ℓ! d^ℓ. (58)

Note that M_ℓ(P ) = M_ℓ(Q) for all ℓ ∈ [L − 1] implies that M_ℓ(P^′_μ) = M_ℓ(Q^′_μ) for all ℓ ∈ [L − 1]. Since P^′_μ, Q^′_μ ∈ P^{Bdd}_{2R,d}, we have ‖M_ℓ(P^′_μ)‖^2_F , ‖M_ℓ(Q^′_μ)‖^2_F ≤ d^ℓ(2R)^{2ℓ}. It follows from (58) that

χ^2 (f_P ‖f_Q) ≤ e^{R22} ∑ ℓ≥L d^{2ℓ}[2 (2R)^ℓ]^2 ℓ! ≤ 4e^{R22} ( 4ed^2R^2 L )_L ,

where the last inequality follows from the Poisson tail bound P[X ≥ L] ≤ e^{−4d2 R2} (_{4ed2R2} L )_L for X ∼ Poisson(4d^2R^2) and L > 4d^2R^2 [Ver18, Exercise 2.3.3].

Proof of Proposition 4. Note that there are (_{d+ℓ−1} ℓ ) distinct entries in M_ℓ(P ). Hence, the total number of distinct entries in M_1(P ), . . . , M_{L−1}(P ) is C_{L,d} ≜ ∑_{L−1} i=1 (_{d+ℓ−1} ℓ ) = (_{d+L−1} L−1 ) . Denote T_L(P ) ∈ R^{CL,d} as the tuple consisting of these distinct entries. Consider the following convex set of tuples { T_L(P ) : P ∈ P^{Bdd}_{M,d} } ⊆ R^{CL,d} . By Carathéodory’s theorem, there exists a distribution P^′ supported on no more than C_{L,d} ≤ L^d atoms such that m_j(P ) = m_j(P^′) for all j ∈ [d]^ℓ, ℓ ∈ [L − 1]. By Lemma 10, we have

χ^2 (f_P ′ ‖f_P ) ≤ 4 exp ( −L log L M^2 + M^2 2 + log(4ed^2)L ) . Consequently, when L ≥ κ_dM^2 for κ_d = 64e^3d^4,

E^⋆(L^d, P^{Bdd}_{M,d}, χ^2) ≤ exp ( − L 2 log L M^2 ) . (59)

Suppose that 6 √ 3κ_dM ≤ L ≤ κ_dM^2 holds. Set K = ⌊_{6κdM 2} L ⌋ ≥ 6. Denote r =^M_K . Let B = {B_i = B(u_i, r) : i ∈ [N]} be a r-covering of B_d(M) under the Euclidean distance, where N ≤ (3K)^d by [Ver18, Corollary 4.2.13]. Define B̃_i = {u ∈ B_d(M) : i = min{j : j ∈ arg min_{k∈[N]} ‖u_k − u‖}}. Since ‖u_i − u‖ = min_{j∈[N]} ‖u_j − u‖ ≤ r for any u_i ∈ B̃_i, we have B̃_i ⊂ B(u_i, r). By definition, {B̃_i}N_{i=1} consists of a partition of B_d(M) (that is, each B̃_i is disjoint and B_d(M) = ∪^N_{i=1}B̃_i). Let P_k denote the conditional distribution of P on B̃_k. Let m = L^d, m̃ = ⌊_m (3K)^d ⌋ = ⌊(_L 3K )_d⌋ , and L̃ = ⌊ m̃^{1/d} ⌋ . Note that the condition L̃ ≥ κ_d (_M K )_2 holds by

K^2L̃^{(a)}≥ K^2 ⌊ L 3K ⌋ ≥ ⌊ 6κ_dM^2 L ⌋_2⌊

L^2 18κ_dM^2

⌋_{(b)} ≥ ( 6 7 6κ_dM^2 L )_2 ( 6 7 L^2 18κ_dM^2 ) ≥ κ_dM^2,

where (a) follows from ⌊ x^d ⌋ ≥ ⌊x⌋^d for d ∈ N and x ≥ 0, and (b) applies ⌊x⌋ ≥^c_{c+1} x for all x ≥ c ∈ N and min {_{L2} 18κ_dM^2 ,

6κ_dM^2 L } ≥ 6. Then (59) implies that, for each P_k, there exists P̃_k supported on at most m̃ atoms such that

χ^2(f_{P̃k} ‖f_{Pk} ) ≤ exp ( − L̃ 2 log L̃ (_M K )_2 ) ≤ exp ( − L^2 42κ_dM^2 log κ_d ) . Finally, define P_m ≜ ∑_N k=1 P (B̃_k)P̃_k supported on at most m̃N ≤ m atoms. Note that P = ∑_N k=1 P (B̃_k)P_k since {B̃_k}^N_{k=1} is a partition of B_d(M). By Jensen’s inequality,

χ^2 (f_{Pm} ‖f_P ) ≤ N∑ k=1 P (B̃_k)χ^2(f_{P̃k} ‖f_{Pk} ) ≤ exp ( − log κ_d 42κ_d L^2 M^2 ) . To prove the lower bound, we first introduce the multilevel Toeplitz matrices, which are generalizations of Toeplitz matrices that naturally arise in multidimensional Fourier analysis [Pes19, TZ98]. Let u_L : R^d → C^{Ld} denote the multivariate trigonometric functions ordered by the L-base representation

(u_L(θ))_k = exp ( i d−1∑ n=0 j_nθ_n ) , if k = d−1∑ n=0 j_nL^n, j_n ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L − 1}. For a random variable X (or the probability distribution P thereof) supported on R^d , define

A_L(X) = A_L(P ) = E[u_L (X)u^⋆_L(X)].

By definition, A_L(P ) has a nested block structure with L × L blocks, and each block contains L × L smaller blocks. For example, when d = 2 and L = 2,

A_L(P ) = a_{(0,0)} a_{(0,−1)} a_{(−1,0)} a_{(−1,−1)} a_{(0,1)} a_{(0,0)} a_{(−1,1)} a_{(−1,0)} a_{(1,0)} a_{(1,−1)} a_{(0,0)} a_{(0,−1)} a_{(1,1)} a_{(1,0)} a_{(0,1)} a_{(0,0)} ,

where a_j = E exp(iX^⊤j) denotes the trigonometric moment.

Let X ∼ P and X_m ∼ P_m for any P_m ∈ P_m. Note that the rank of A_L(P_m) is at most m. Applying (35) yields that, for any δ > 0,

TV (f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≥ 1 2 sup_{ω∈Rd} exp ( − ‖ω‖^2 2 ) |E [exp (i⟨ω, X⟩)] − E [exp (i⟨ω, X_m⟩)]| ≥ 1 2 exp ( − dδ^2(L − 1)^2 2 ) max j∈{−L+1,...,L−1}^d |E [exp (i⟨j, δX⟩)] − E [exp (i⟨j, δX_m⟩)]| ≥ 1 2L^d exp ( − dδ^2(L − 1)^2 2 ) ‖A_L(δX) − A_L(δX_m)‖_F .

By Lemma 3, if L^d ≥ m + 1,

E^⋆(m, P, TV) ≥ sup_{δ>0} 1 2L^d exp ( − dδ^2(L − 1)^2 2 ) λ_{min}(A_L(δX)). (60)

Then, we extend the wrapped density approach to multi-dimensional case. Given a density function g supported on a subset of R^d , define the corresponding wrapped density g^{wrap} on [−π, π]^d as g^{wrap}(θ) = {∑ j∈Z^d g(θ − 2πj), θ ∈ [−π, π] d; 0, otherwise.

Denote Y = δX ∼ g and Y^{wrap} ∼ g^{wrap}. Be definition, A_L(Y ) = A_L(Y^{wrap}). The following result is a straightforward corollary of [Pes19, Lemma 4.1], which can be viewed as a multidimensional version of (17) and follows from the same argument as (19).

Lemma 11. Let g be a density function on R^d that is symmetric about 0. Then, for Y ∼ g,

λ_{min}(A_L(Y )) = λ_{min}(A_L(Y^{wrap})) ≥ min{(2π)^dg^{wrap}(θ) : θ ∈ [−π, π]^d}.

Proof of Proposition 5. Let L = ⌈ (m + 1)^{1/d} ⌉ satisfying m + 1 ≤ L^d ≤ 2^d(L − 1)^d ≤ 2^dm. Let X ∼ P = Unif([−M/ √ d, M/ √ d]^d) and δ =^π √ d M . Then, A_L(δX) = I_Ld and thus the conclusion follows from (60).

Next, by applying similar analyses for the upper and lower bounds, we present the extension for approximating multivariate Gaussian distributions.

Proposition 9. Suppose that σ ≥ σ_0 > 0. There exist C_0, C_1 which depend on d and σ_0 such that, when m^{1/d} ≥ C_0σ,

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2I_d), χ^2) ≤ exp ( −C_1 m^1d σ ) . Furthermore, for any m ∈ N and σ > 0,

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2I_d), TV) ≥ 1 2^d2^{+1}m^12 σ^d2 exp ( − dπm^1d σ ) . Proof. Let X ∼ P = N(0, σ^2I_d). There exist sufficiently large C_0 and C^′ depending on d and σ_0 such that, if m̃ ≜ m^{1/d} ≥ C_0σ and t = C^′ √ m̃σ, then 6 √ 3κ_dt ≤ m̃ ≤ κ_dt^2 and t ≥ 2σ √ d hold.

Let A = B_d(t) and P_A denote the conditional distribution of P on A. Applying Lemma 2, we have E^⋆(m, P, χ^2) ≤ 2 P (A) ( E^⋆(m, P_A, χ^2) + P (A^c) ) (a) ≤ 2 P (A) [ exp ( − log κ_d 42κ_d m̃^2 t^2 ) + exp ( − 1 2 ( t σ − √ d )_2)]

≤ 2 P (A) [ exp ( − log κ_d 42κ_d m̃^2 t^2 ) + exp ( − t^2 8σ^2 )]

≤ exp ( −C_1 m̃ σ ) , where (a) applies the tail bound of the χ^2 distribution P [‖X/σ‖_2 ≥ √ d + √ 2x] ≤ exp(−x) [LM00, Lemma 1], and C_1 depends on d and σ.

For the lower bound, applying (60) and Lemma 11 with L = ⌈ (m + 1)^{1/d} ⌉ and δ = √_π σ(L−1) , we obtain

E^⋆(m, N(0, σ^2I_d), TV) ≥

(2π)^d 2L^d exp ( − dδ^2(L − 1)^2 2 ) min θ∈[−π,π]^d 1 (2π)^{d/2}(δσ)^d e^{− ‖θ‖} 2 2δ2σ2

= (2π)^d2 2(Lδσ)^d exp ( − dδ^2(L − 1)^2 2 − dπ^2 2δ^2σ^2 )

≥ 1 2(Lσ)^d2 exp ( − dπ(L − 1) σ )

≥ 1 2^d2^{+1}m^12 σ^d2 exp ( − dπm^{1/d} σ ) . D Proof of the convergence rates of NPMLE

We introduce some notations for the metric entropy. For ϵ > 0, an ϵ-net of a set F with respect to a metric d is a set N such that for all f ∈ F, there exists g ∈ N such that d(g, f) ≤ ϵ. The minimum cardinality of ϵ-nets is denoted by N(ϵ, F, d). Given a family P of distributions, define F_P ≜ {f_P : P ∈ P}.

The following lemma bounds the L_∞-metric entropy of the Gaussian mixture densities with compactly supported and sub-Weibull mixing distributions. Note that this is an improvement of the previous result [Zha09, Lemma 2] which deals with truncated L_∞-norm on a compact interval. Combined with our main result in Theorem 1, this also improves the untruncated L_∞- entropy estimate in [GvdV07b, Lemma 2] which gives log N(ϵ, F_P Bdd_M , L_∞) ≲ M log^1_ϵ log^M_ϵ . The key idea is to use the smoothness of the Gaussian mixtures to relate L_∞-error (pointwise) to L_1-error (TV), the latter of which can be further bounded by moment matching.

Lemma 12. Let 0 < ϵ < 1. There exists a universal constant C such that

log N(ϵ, F_P Bdd_M , L_∞) ≤ Cm^⋆(ϵ, P^{Bdd}_M , TV) log 1 ϵ . Additionally, there exists a constant C_α depending only on α such that

log N(ϵ, F_{Pα(β)}, L_∞) ≤ C_αm^⋆(ϵ, P_α(β), TV) log 1 ϵ . Proof. First, we prove the result for P = P^{Bdd}_M . Let m = m^⋆(ϵ, P, TV) and t = M. Let S_m ≜ {(p_1, . . . , p_m)| ∑_m i=1 p_i = 1, p_i ≥ 0} and N_m ⊆ S_m be the smallest ϵ-net of S_m under the L_1-distance. Let L ≜ {0, ±ϵ, . . . , ± ⌊_t ϵ ⌋ ϵ}. Define the following set of finite mixture densities

C ≜ m∑ j=1 w_j N(θ_j, 1) : (w_1, . . . , w_m) ∈ N_m, θ_1 ≤ · · · ≤ θ_m, {θ_j }^m_{j=1} ⊆ L .

The cardinality of C is upper bounded by |C| ≤ ( m + |L| − 1 m ) |N_m|^{(a)}≤ (_{2t} ϵ + m )_m m! 2m ( 1 + 1 ϵ )_{m−1} ≤ 2m ( 2t ϵ + m )_m ( 2e ϵm )_m , where (a) holds by (_n m ) ≤^{nm}_{m!} and the fact that |N_m| ≤ 2m ( 1 +^1_ϵ )_{m−1} [PW24, Corollary 27.4].

Then, we prove the covering property of C. By definition, for any P ∈ P, there exists P_m = ∑_m i=1 w_jδ_{θj} with θ_1 ≤ · · · ≤ θ_m and |θ_j | ≤ t for all j such that TV(f_{Pm} , f_P ) ≤ ϵ.

Let θ^′_j = θ_j^{⌊|θj |/ϵ⌋}_{|θj |/ϵ} ∈ L and consider P^′_m = ∑_m i=1 w_jδ_θ′_j . By Jensen’s inequality and the fact that TV(N(0, 1), N(ϵ, 1)) ≤

√_1 2π ϵ, we have TV(f_{Pm} , f_P ′_m ) ≤

√_1

2π ϵ. Finally, we construct P^{′′}_m = ∑_m j=1 w^′_jδ_θ′_j ∈ C by choosing w^′ ∈ N so such L_1(w, w^′) ≤ ϵ. By triangle inequality, TV(f_P ′_m , f_P ′′_m ) ≤^1_2 L_1(w, w^′) ≤^1_2 ϵ. Hence, C is a 2ϵ-net of F_P under TV, and thus

log N(2ϵ, F_P , TV) ≤ m log ( 4et ϵ^2m + 2e ϵ ) + log 2m^{(a)}≤ O ( m log 1 ϵ ) , (61)

where (a) holds since m ≳ M = t by Theorem 7.

Finally, since ‖f^′_P ‖_∞ ≤ ‖ϕ^′‖_∞ = (2πe)^{−1/2}, L_∞(f_P , f_Q) ≥ (^8_{πe} )^{1/4} √ ϵ implies TV(f_P , f_Q) ≥ 2ϵ. Then,

log N((8/(πe))^{1/4} √ ϵ, F_P , L_∞) ≤ log N(2ϵ, F_P , TV) ≤ O ( m log 1 ϵ ) , (62)

and equivalently, log N (ϵ, F_P , L_∞) ≤ O ( m log^1_ϵ ) . The proof for P = P_α(β) is analogous, where we need to choose t depending on m and β as in the proof of Theorem 4. Specifically, let t = t(m, β) ≍_α m^{22+α} β^{α2+α} if m^{α−2} ≲_α β^{2α}, and t ≍_α β ( m log^{mα−2}_{β2α} ) 1_α otherwise. Plugging t = t(m, β) into (61) and noting that m ≳_α β by Theorem 7, we likewise obtain that log N (ϵ, F_P , L_∞) ≲_α ( m log^1_ϵ ) . Proof of Theorem 8. We first prove the result for P^⋆ ∈ P^{Bdd}_M . Let ϵ = n^{−2(c∨1)}, δ = sϵ_n. Theorem 1 implies that ϵ^2_n ≍^{m⋆}_n log^1_ϵ , where m^⋆ ≜ m^⋆(ϵ, P, TV). Consider the smallest ϵ-net denoted by N of F ≜ {f_P : P ∈ P, H(f_P , f_P ⋆ ) ≥ δ} ⊆ F_P under the L_∞-distance. Without loss of generality, assume N ⊆ F [Ver18, Exercise 4.2.9]. By Lemma 12, we have H_ϵ = log |N | ≲ m^⋆ log^1_ϵ . It follows from the definition of the ϵ-net that, if H(f_{P̂} , f_P ⋆ ) ≥ δ, then there exists g ∈ N such that f_{P̂} (x) ≤ g(x) + ϵ for all x ∈ R. By the optimality of P̂ , 0 ≤ n∑ i=1 log f_{P̂} (X_i) f_P ⋆ (X_i) ≤ max_{g∈N} n∑ i=1 log g + ϵ f_P ⋆ (X_i). (63)

For a fixed function g ∈ N , applying Chernoff bound yields that P [_n ∑ i=1 log g + ϵ f_P ⋆ (X_i) ≥ 0 ] ≤ exp ( n log E √ g + ϵ f_P ⋆ ) , where E √ g + ϵ f_P ⋆ ≤ E √ g f_P ⋆ + √ ϵE √ 1 f_P ⋆ = 1 − 1 2 H^2(g, f_P ⋆ ) + √ ϵ ∫ R √ f_P ⋆ (x)dx. (64)

Since g ∈ N , we have H(g, f_P ⋆ ) ≥ δ. Additionally, applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields E √ 1/f_P ⋆ = ( ∫ |x|≤2M + ∫ |x|>2M ) √ f_P ⋆ (x)dx ≤ c_0( √ M ∨1) for some universal constant c_0. Then, we have E √ (g + ϵ)/f_P ⋆ ≤ 1 −^{δ2}_2 + c_0 √ ϵ( √ M ∨ 1). Also note that nϵ^2_n ≍ m^⋆ log^1_ϵ ≳ M ∨ 1 ≥ √ M ∨ 1 according to Theorem 7. Hence, by the union bound, there exist absolute constants c_1, s^⋆ > 0 such that for any s > s^⋆, P [ max_{g∈N} n∑ i=1 log g + ϵ f_P ⋆ (X_i) ≥ 0 ] ≤ exp ( −n ( δ^2 2 − c_0 √ ϵ( √ M ∨ 1) ) + H_ϵ )

≤ exp ( −c_1s^2m^⋆ log n ) . (65)

Consequently, we conclude (29).

The proof for P^⋆ ∈ P_α(β) follows from a similar argument. By using ϵ_n specified in (31), the condition ϵ^2_n ≳^{m⋆}_n log^1_ϵ is satisfied by Theorem 2. To bound the integral ∫ R √ f_P (x)dx, note that ∫ |x|≤β √ f_P (x)dx ≤ √ 2β and ∫ |x|>β √ f_P (x)dx ≤ ∫ |x|>β √ E ϕ(x − θ) (1{|x − θ| ≤ |x|/2} + 1{|x − θ| > |x|/2})dx ≤ ∫ |x|>β √ ϕ(0)P[|θ| ≥ |x|/2] + √ ϕ(x/2)dx ≤ c_α(β ∨ 1), where the last inequality holds by the tail probability bound (6) for some c_α > 0 that depends on α. Then, Theorem 7 implies that m^⋆ log^1_ϵ ≳ β ∨ 1 ≳_α ∫ √ f_P (x)dx. Following the similar derivation, (65) holds for some c_1 > 0 and s > s^⋆, where c_1, s^⋆ may depend on α.

Remark 4. The preceding proof is simpler than existing arguments (e.g., the proofs of [Zha09, Theorem 1] and its multivariate extension [SG20, Theorem 2.1]), which rely on truncated L_∞([−M, M]) metric entropy of the mixture density. As such, in (63) one needs to take into account the contribution from those |X_i| ≥ M. In comparison, we directly apply the global L_∞- entropy in Lemma 12, which avoids truncating the sample, and directly bound the contribution of ∫ √ f_P ⋆ in (64) which can be afforded since the mixing distributions here are light-tailed.

References

[Bar93] A.R. Barron. Universal approximation bounds for superpositions of a sigmoidal function. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 39(3):930–945, 1993.

[BCI99] Christian Berg, Yang Chen, and Mourad E. H. Ismail. Small eigenvalues of large Hankel matrices: the indeterminate case. Mathematica Scandinavica, 91:67–81, 1999.

[BJPR22] Adam Block, Zeyu Jia, Yury Polyanskiy, and Alexander Rakhlin. Rate of convergence of the smoothed empirical Wasserstein distance. arXiv:2205.02128, 2022.

[CABR02] Juan A Cuesta-Albertos, Carlos Matrán Bea, and Jesús M Rodríguez Rodríguez. Shape of a distribution through the l_2-Wasserstein distance. Distributions with Given Marginals and Statistical Modelling, pages 51–61, 2002.

[CL99] Yang Chen and Nigel Lawrence. Small eigenvalues of large Hankel matrices. Journal of Physics A, 32:7305–7315, 1999.

[CL04] Y. Chen and D.S. Lubinsky. Smallest eigenvalues of Hankel matrices for exponential weights. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications, 293(2):476–495, 2004.

[CNW22] Hong-Bin Chen and Jonathan Niles-Weed. Asymptotics of smoothed Wasserstein distances. Potential Analysis, 56(4):571–595, 2022.

[Csi75] Imre Csiszár. I-divergence geometry of probability distributions and minimization problems. The Annals of Probability, pages 146–158, 1975.

[CT06] Thomas M. Cover and Joy A. Thomas. Elements of information theory. John Wiley & Sons, 2 edition, 2006.

[CWPS11] David F. Crouse, Peter Willett, Krishna Pattipati, and Lennart Svensson. A look at Gaussian mixture reduction algorithms. In 14th International Conference on Information Fusion, pages 1–8, 2011.

[DLM] Nist digital library of mathematical functions. http://dlmf.nist.gov/, Release 1.1.8 of 2022-12-15. F. W. J. Olver, eds.

[DMIO23] Alessandro D’Ortenzio, Costanzo Manes, Vittorio De Iuliis, and Umut Orguner. Adaptive mixture model reduction based on the composite transportation dissimilarity. In 2023 26th International Conference on Information Fusion (FUSION), pages 1–8, 2023.

[DWYZ23] Natalie Doss, Yihong Wu, Pengkun Yang, and Harrison H. Zhou. Optimal estimation of high-dimensional Gaussian location mixtures. The Annals of Statistics, 51(1):62 – 95, 2023.

[Fer97] Paulo Jorge SG Ferreira. Neural networks and approximation by superposition of Gaussians. In 1997 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech, and Signal Processing, volume 4, pages 3197–3200. IEEE, 1997.

[GGNWP20] Ziv Goldfeld, Kristjan Greenewald, Jonathan Niles-Weed, and Yury Polyanskiy. Convergence of smoothed empirical measures with applications to entropy estimation. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 66(7):4368–4391, 2020.

[GR07] I. S. Gradshteyn and I. M. Ryzhik. Table of integrals series and products. Academic, New York, 2007.

[GvdV01] Subhashis Ghosal and Aad W. van der Vaart. Entropies and rates of convergence for maximum likelihood and Bayes estimation for mixtures of normal densities. The Annals of Statistics, 29(5):1233 – 1263, 2001.

[GvdV07a] Subhashis Ghosal and Aad van der Vaart. Posterior convergence rates of Dirichlet mixtures at smooth densities. The Annals of Statistics, 35(2):697 – 723, 2007.

[GvdV07b] Subhashis Ghosal and Aad van der Vaart. Posterior convergence rates of dirichlet mixtures at smooth densities. The Annals of Statistics, pages 697–723, 2007.

[GW69] Gene H. Golub and John H. Welsch. Calculation of Gauss quadrature rules. Mathematics of Computation, 23(106):221–230, 1969.

[GW00] Christopher R. Genovese and Larry Wasserman. Rates of convergence for the Gaussian mixture sieve. The Annals of Statistics, 28(4):1105 – 1127, 2000.

[Jia20] Wenhua Jiang. On general maximum likelihood empirical Bayes estimation of heteroscedastic IID normal means. Electronic Journal of Statistics, 14:2272–2297, 01 2020.

[JPW23] Zeyu Jia, Yury Polyanskiy, and Yihong Wu. Entropic characterization of optimal rates for learning Gaussian mixtures. In Proceedings of Thirty Sixth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 195 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 4296–4335. PMLR, 12–15 Jul 2023.

[JZ09] Wenhua Jiang and Cun-Hui Zhang. General maximum likelihood empirical Bayes estimation of normal means. The Annals of Statistics, 37(4):1647 – 1684, 2009.

[KC22] Arun Kuchibhotla and Abhishek Chakrabortty. Moving beyond sub-gaussianity in high-dimensional statistics: applications in covariance estimation and linear regression. Information and Inference A Journal of the IMA, 11:1389–1456, 06 2022.

[KMS53] M. Kac, W. L. Murdock, and G. Szegö. On the eigen-values of certain Hermitian forms. Journal of Rational Mechanics and Analysis, 2:767–800, 1953.

[KR61] M.A. Krasnosel’skii and Y.B. Rutickii. Convex Functions and Orlicz Spaces. Noordhoff, Groningen, 1961.

[Kra03] I. V. Krasovsky. Some computable Wiener-Hopf determinants and polynomials orthogonal on an arc of the unit circle. arXiv:0310172, 2003.

[KW56] J. Kiefer and J. Wolfowitz. Consistency of the maximum likelihood estimator in the presence of infinitely many incidental parameters. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 27(4):887–906, 12 1956.

[LM00] B. Laurent and P. Massart. Adaptive estimation of a quadratic functional by model selection. The Annals of Statistics, 28(5):1302 – 1338, 2000.

[Mir60] L. Mirsky. Symmetric gauge functions and unitarily invariant norms. The Quarterly Journal of Mathematics, 11(1):50–59, 01 1960.

[MWY23] Yun Ma, Yihong Wu, and Pengkun Yang. On the best approximation by finite gaussian mixtures. In 2023 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 2619–2624, 2023.

[NCNM22] TrungTin Nguyen, Faicel Chamroukhi, Hien D. Nguyen, and Geoffrey J. McLachlan. Approximation of probability density functions via location-scale finite mixtures in Lebesgue spaces. Communications in Statistics - Theory and Methods, pages 1–12, May 2022.

[NM19] Hien D. Nguyen and Geoffrey McLachlan. On approximations via convolutiondefined mixture models. Communications in Statistics - Theory and Methods, 48(16):3945–3955, 2019.

[NNCM20] T. Tin Nguyen, Hien D. Nguyen, Faicel Chamroukhi, and Geoffrey J. McLachlan. Approximation by finite mixtures of continuous density functions that vanish at infinity. Cogent Mathematics & Statistics, 7(1):1750861, 2020.

[PD92] J. Pasupathy and R.A. Damodar. The Gaussian Toeplitz matrix. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 171:133–147, 1992.

[Pes19] J. Pestana. Preconditioners for symmetrized Toeplitz and multilevel Toeplitz matrices. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 40(3):870–887, 2019.

[PW20] Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu. Self-regularizing property of nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator in mixture models. arXiv:2008.08244, 2020.

[PW21] Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu. Sharp regret bounds for empirical bayes and compound decision problems. arXiv:2211.12692, 2021.

[PW24] Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu. Information theory: from coding to statistical learning. Cambridge University Press, 2024. Available at http://www.stat.yale.edu/~yw562/teaching/itbook-export.pdf.

[SB02] J. Stoer and R. Bulirsch. Introduction to numerical analysis. Springer-Verlag, New York, 3 edition, 2002.

[SG20] Sujayam Saha and Adityanand Guntuboyina. On the nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator for Gaussian location mixture densities with application to Gaussian denoising. The Annals of Statistics, 48(2):738 – 762, 2020.

[SGS21] Jake A. Soloff, Adityanand Guntuboyina, and Bodhisattva Sen. Multivariate, heteroscedastic empirical Bayes via nonparametric maximum likelihood. arXiv:2109.03466, 2021.

[Sim05] Barry Simon. Orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle. Part 1: classical theory, volume 54. AMS Colloquium Publications, 01 2005.

[SLP23] Ahmad Sajedi, Yuri A. Lawryshyn, and Konstantinos N. Plataniotis. A new probabilistic distance metric with application in Gaussian mixture reduction. arXiv:2306.07309, 2023.

[ŠŠ19] František Štampach and Pavel Šťovíček. Spectral representation of some weighted Hankel matrices and orthogonal polynomials from the Askey scheme. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications, 472(1):483–509, 2019.

[SW94] Xiaotong Shen and Wing Hung Wong. Convergence rate of sieve estimates. The Annals of Statistics, 22(2):580 – 615, 1994.

[SW23] Yandi Shen and Yihong Wu. Empirical Bayes estimation: when does g-modeling beat f-modeling in theory (and in practice)? arXiv:2211.12692, 2023.

[Sze36] G. Szegö. On some Hermitian forms associated with two given curves of the complex plane. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 40:450–461, 1936.

[Sze75] G. Szegö. Orthogonal polynomials. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 4 edition, 1975.

[TZ98] E.E. Tyrtyshnikov and N.L. Zamarashkin. Spectra of multilevel Toeplitz matrices: advanced theory via simple matrix relationships. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 270(1):15–27, 1998.

[Usp37] James Victor Uspensky. Introduction to mathematical probability. McGraw-Hill, 1937.

[vdVW96] Aad van der Vaart and Jon A. Wellner. Weak convergence and empirical processes: with applications to statistics. Springer Series in Statistics. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1996.

[Ver18] Roman Vershynin. High-dimensional probability: an introduction with applications in data science. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2018.

[VGNA20] Mariia Vladimirova, Stéphane Girard, Hien Nguyen, and Julyan Arbel. Subweibull distributions: generalizing sub-gaussian and sub-exponential properties to heavier tailed distributions. Stat, 9(1):e318, 2020.

[Wat36] G. N. Watson. The final problem: an account of the mock theta functions. Journal of the London Mathematical Society, s1-11(1):55–80, 1936.

[Wie32] Norbert Wiener. Tauberian theorems. Annals of mathematics, 33(1):1–100, 1932.

[WS95] Wing Hung Wong and Xiaotong Shen. Probability inequalities for likelihood ratios and convergence rates of sieve MLEs. The Annals of Statistics, 23(2):339 – 362, 1995.

[WV10a] Yihong Wu and Sergio Verdú. Functional properties of MMSE. 2010 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, pages 1453–1457, 2010.

[WV10b] Yihong Wu and Sergio Verdú. The impact of constellation cardinality on Gaussian channel capacity. In 2010 48th Annual Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton), pages 620–628, 2010.

[WW66] Harold Widom and Herbert Wilf. Small eigenvalues of large Hankel matrices. Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 17(2):338–344, 1966.

[WY20] Yihong Wu and Pengkun Yang. Optimal estimation of Gaussian mixtures via denoised method of moments. The Annals of Statistics, 48(4):1981 – 2007, 2020.

[YB99] Yuhong Yang and Andrew Barron. Information-theoretic determination of minimax rates of convergence. The Annals of Statistics, 27(5):1564 – 1599, 1999.

[Zha09] Cun-Hui Zhang. Generalized maximum likelihood estimation of normal mixture densities. Statistica Sinica, 19(3):1297–1318, 2009.

[Zhe98] Alexei Zhedanov. On some classes of polynomials orthogonal on arcs of the unit circle connected with symmetric orthogonal polynomials on an interval. Journal of Approximation Theory, 94(1):73–106, 1998.

[ZW22] Huiming Zhang and Haoyu Wei. Sharper sub-Weibull concentrations. Mathematics, 10(13), 2022.

[ZZC23] Qiong Zhang, Archer Gong Zhang, and Jiahua Chen. Gaussian mixture reduction with composite transportation divergence. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 2023.