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Abstract

We consider a novel multivariate nonparametric two-sample testing problem where, under the
alternative, distributions P and @ are separated in an integral probability metric over functions of
bounded total variation (TV IPM). We propose a new test, the graph TV test, which uses a graph-
based approximation to the TV IPM as its test statistic. We show that this test, computed with an e-
neighborhood graph and calibrated by permutation, is minimax rate-optimal for detecting alternatives
separated in the TV IPM. As an important special case, we show that this implies the graph TV test
is optimal for detecting spatially localized alternatives, whereas the x? test is provably suboptimal.
Our theory is supported with numerical experiments on simulated and real data.

1 Introduction

In nonparametric two-sample testing, one observes independent samples Xi,...,X,,, ~ Pand Y7,...,Y,, ~
@, all belonging to R?, and uses these as evidence to determine whether or not to reject the null hypoth-
esis that P = ). This is a classical statistical problem with many applications, and the problem has also
received renewed interest in the machine learning community.

In this last context, a good deal of recent attention has been paid to test statistics involving integral proba-
bility metrics (IPMs), also sometimes referred to as maximum mean discrepancies (MMDs) (Gretton et al.,
2012). Originally introduced in the probability theory community (Miiller, 1997), an IPM is a distance
between probability measures P and @) of the form

dr(P,Q) = sup Ep[f(X)] = Eq[f(Y)],

i.e. it measures the maximum difference of means over all functions f in a function class F.

The statistical properties of an IPM-based test statistic are (obviously) determined by F. For univariate
distributions, different choices of F recover a number of fundamental probability metrics such as the total
variation, Cramer-von-Mises (Cramér, 1928; von Mises, 1933), Wasserstein 1- (Kantorovich, 1942; Vaser-
stein, 1969), and Kolmogorov-Smirnov (Kolmogorov, 1933; Smirnov, 1948) distances. For multivariate
data, a popular IPM takes F to be a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (Gretton et al., 2012). Consider-
ation of each of these distances leads to tests with minimax-optimal power against different classes of
alternatives. Indeed, a principal advantage of IPMs is that it is possible to design tests with high power
against specific kinds of alternatives, simply by changing the collection of functions F.

In this paper we introduce a new multivariate nonparametric two-sample test based on an IPM. Specifi-
cally, we consider the distance obtained by taking F to be the space of functions with finite total variation.
The total variation of an integrable function f € L'(R?) is

TV(f) := sup {/f divg s ¢ = (¢1,...,0q) € CHRERY), |o(x)]]2 <1 forall z € Rd}, (1)



where div(¢) := Z?:l 0¢;/0x; is the divergence of a smooth vector field ¢, and C!(R%; R?) is the set of
compactly supported smooth vector fields ¢ : R* — R?. The total variation IPM we consider is

dpv(P,Q) == sup Ep[f(X)] - Eqlf(Y)]. (2)
FTV(H<1

The subscript BV refers to the fact that functions with TV(f) < oo are commonly referred to as func-
tions of bounded variation, denoted BV(R?). The notation is also intended to make clear that the IPM
defined in (2) is distinct from the total variation distance between two probability measures, which is

drv (P, Q) := sup |P(A) — Q(A)].

Models based on TV smoothness are widely used in fields like image processing (Rudin et al., 1992; Vogel
and Oman, 1996; Chambolle and Lions, 1997; Chan et al., 2000), and nonparametric regression (Koenker
et al., 1994; Mammen and Van De Geer, 1997; Tibshirani, 2014). In part, this is because TV is a hetero-
geneous notion of smoothness: speaking loosely, it allows functions to be wiggly or even discontinuous in
certain parts of their input space as long as they are sufficiently smooth over the rest of the domain. Ad-
ditionally, TV gives a reasonable notion of regularity in many instances. For example, in one dimension
the total variation of a step function is simply the sum of the heights of the steps. In fact, one can use this
property, along with the relationship between a CDF and the expectation of a step function, to show that
when d =1 the TV IPM (1) is equal to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance (Miiller, 1997). This means the
univariate TV IPM is equivalent to a fundamental nonparametric distance. However, we are not aware of
any work investigating the TV IPM for d > 2.

The focus of our article is a multivariate hypothesis testing problem where, under the alternative P # Q,
the distance dpy (P, Q) between P and @ in the TV IPM is sufficiently large. To come up with a test
statistic for this problem, we need a way of estimating the TV IPM from samples X,...,X,, ~ P,
Y1,..., Y, ~ @, and this turns out to be somewhat subtle. A seemingly natural statistic is the plug-in

estimate
n1

1 1 &
(P Q) = swp {0300 - - ;ﬂm}.
Indeed these kinds of empirical IPMs are commonly used as estimates and test statistics, for instance
when F is an RKHS, or F is the collection of univariate functions of bounded variation. For our problem,
however, the plug-in estimate is not suitable, since when d > 2 the TV IPM between two empirical mea-
sures is infinite: dgv(Py,, Qn,) = 00.! This is fundamentally because BV(R?) is a quite rich function class
— compared to (say) an RKHS — for which point evaluation is not continuous.

Instead we propose a new test, the graph TV test, involving a test statistic that uses a graph-based ap-
proximation to the TV IPM. In more detail, let G = (V,E) be an undirected, unweighted graph with
n = mnj + ng vertices at the combined samples V. = X, U Y,,, where X,,, = {X1,...,X,,,} and Y,,, =
{Y1,...,Y,,}. Then the graph TV IPM is the solution to the finite-dimensional optimization problem

max{;:ilﬂxn - ;iﬂm}

subject to | f(Z:) — f(Z;)| - 1({Z:, Z;} € E) <11,

1,j=1

where Z,, = {Z1,...,Z,} = X,, U Vp, is the combined set of samples, and E C Z,, x Z,. Defining
the optimization domain in terms of a functional defined over a graph G leads to a test statistic that is
practically reasonable to compute, and that is finite when G is connected.

Theoretically, we study our hypothesis testing problem from the perspective of the detection boundary: in-
formally, this is the minimum distance dgy (P, Q) between P and @ required for some level-« test to have

1To see this explicitly, consider a suitable sequence of bump functions f-(z) = r~(@=D1(z € B(X;,r)), centered around
some X; that is distinct from any Yj;. Each f has unit TV and so is feasible for the optimization problem in (2), but by
driving r — 0 we can blow the criterion up to oco.



non-trivial power, meaning power of at least (say) % Our main results characterize the minimax-optimal
rate of convergence of the detection boundary under suitable regularity conditions, and show that the
graph TV test, suitably tuned and calibrated by permutation, achieves this optimal rate. A more detailed
summary of these theoretical results is given in Section 1.2. First, we demonstrate several properties of the
graph TV test in a simple but revealing empirical example.

1.1 Illustrative example

For our illustrative example, we sample n; = ne = 1000 observations from the two-dimensional mixture
distributions

(1 —-m)Py+ 7wUnif(B(xzp,n))
(1 — )Py + nUnif(B(zq,n)),
15, 2g=061T,7=057r=0.02.

P
Q
Tp

Here P, is the product distribution of two independent Laplace random variables, and Unif(B(z,7n)) is the
uniform distribution over a ball centered at z € R?, with radius 1. The important thing to note about
these distributions is that the level sets of P — Q have sparse support compared to the level sets of P or Q).
We will see later that these kinds of spatially localized departures from the null (or just spatially localized
alternatives, for short) play an important role in understanding the hypothesis testing problem where P, Q
are separated in TV IPM.

Figure 1 measures the power of the graph TV test using a 10-nearest neighbors graph. The number of
neighbors is chosen to make the graph sparse while still being connected with high probability; theoretical
support for this choice is given in Section 4. As a benchmark, we compare to the popular kernel MMD
test, computed using a Gaussian kernel with various bandwidths. The receiver-operator characteristic
curve of each test is plotted, to examine power at many different levels of empirical type I error. We can
see that the graph TV test has better power than the kernel test, across various levels of type I error,
regardless of the choice of bandwidth.

To better understand why the graph TV test effectively solves this problem, we can look at its witness
function. A witness of an IPM is a function f* € F that achieves the maximum difference in means. Quali-
tatively speaking, examining regions where the witness of an IPM is “large” can thus be an effective way
of interpreting why an IPM-based test has rejected, or failed to reject, the null. This can be particularly
useful when the witness is just the indicator function of a set, as is the case for the total variation distance
or univariate Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance. Later, we show that the witness function of the graph TV
IPM is also always an indicator function of a set, and so can be interpreted in the same way.

In this specific example, Figure 1d show that the witness of the graph TV IPM puts all of its mass on a
small region around zp. This is exactly where the density of P is much larger than the density of Q). Put
simply, the IPM correctly identifies a region where P and @ are significantly different.

Intuitively, a hypothesis test designed to detect spatially localized alternatives should “hone in” on the
area where “the action is happening”, and then test for the presence or absence of signal in this area.
The results of the simulation indicate that the graph TV IPM is doing something along these lines. The
theory developed in this paper will show that the graph TV test is essentially optimal for a broad class of
problems that include spatially localized alternatives as an important special case.

1.2 Outline and summary
Here is an outline of our paper, with a brief description of some our main results.

Section 2 describes our proposed test statistic and test in more detail, including discussion of the choice of
graph G, and calibration of the test.

Section 3 is about representation. A series of equivalences establish that the graph TV IPM is always wit-
nessed by a binary-valued function. We use this fact to develop a strategy for computing the test statistic
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Figure 1: Hlustrative example.

by solving a series of max-flow problems, as well as provide several interpretations of the graph TV IPM in
terms of classification and clustering.

Section 4 contains our main theoretical results, characterizing the detection boundary of the hypothesis
testing problem where, under the alternative, P # Q) are separated in the TV IPM. For simplicity, suppose
that d > 3 and that n; = no = . (The formal theorem statements make no assumption regarding
balanced class sizes.) Then these results can be summarized as follows:

o Theorem 1 shows that when P, @ have densities bounded away from 0 and oo and dgy(P, Q) =
(logn/ n)l/ 4 then a graph TV test, using an e-neighborhood graph and calibrated via permutation,
has high power.

o Theorem 2 shows that under the same conditions, no test can have high power if dgv (P, Q) <
(logn/n)'/¢. The upper and lower bounds match up to constant factors, establishing the rate of
convergence for the detection boundary in this problem, and showing that the graph TV test is rate-
optimal for detecting differences in dgv (P, Q).

We also examine the implications of this theory for detecting a class of spatially localized alternatives P,
where 7 is the diameter of the support of P — @), and thus determines the degree of spatial localization.

e Corollaries 1 and 2 show that the graph TV test is rate-optimal for this class, in the sense that it
has non-trivial power so long as 7 > (logn/n)/?, while no test can be have non-trivial power if
n < (logn/n)'/9.

e We also consider a chi-squared test based on binning the domain, and show in Theorem 3 that this
test is suboptimal for the same problem: no matter how well the number of bins is chosen, the chi-
squared test will have trivial power if 7 < n=2/3¢,

All of our theory extends to the bivariate setting d = 2, but in this case our upper and lower bounds differ
by a y/logn factor. We do not consider the univariate setting d = 1, since in that case the TV IPM is



simply the usual Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance, and the minimax optimal rates for detecting alternatives
separated in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance are well-understood (Ingster and Suslina, 2003).

Section 5 describes the exact asymptotic behavior of the graph TV IPM in the continuum limit, showing
that it converges to a “density-weighted” TV IPM rather than the unweighted TV IPM of (2). We discuss
situations in which this density-weighting might be useful, and on the other hand, ways of eliminating the
density-weighting when it is not desired.

Section 6 contains some numerical experiments with synthetic data and a real data application. Exten-
sions of the graph TV test to goodness-of-fit and specification testing are described in Section 7.

1.3 Related work

As we have already mentioned, this paper proposes a novel multivariate nonparametric distance and hy-
pothesis test based on an IPM. The majority of work on statistical inference in multiple dimensions with
IPMs concerns the kernel MMD — an early reference is Gretton et al. (2012) — but the class of functions
of bounded variation is not an RKHS and thus the TV IPM is not a kernel MMD. There has also been
some recent interest in using Wasserstein p-distances for multivariate statistical inference (Chernozhukov
et al., 2017; Hallin et al., 2021a,b). Wasserstein p-distances for p > 1 are not IPMs, but the special case of
the Wasserstein 1-distance between two distributions P, Q with bounded support corresponds to the IPM
where F contains all continuous functions with Lipschitz constant of at most 1.

In recent work two of us (the authors) and collaborators have proposed another class of multivariate IPMs
which we called the Radon KS distances (Paik et al., 2023), based on a different notion of multivariate
variation called Radon (total) variation. Both TV and (degree-0) Radon variation are multivariate gener-
alizations of univariate total variation, and thus both IPMs reduce to the same metric — the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov distance — when d = 1; however, they are not the same when d > 2. For instance, (a special case
of) the Radon KS distance is always witnessed by an indicator of a halfspace, 1(w "z < b), while the TV
IPM can be witnessed by indicator functions of a much richer class of sets.

There are also several multivariate nonparametric two-sample tests involving graphs. Friedman and Rafsky
(1979) use minimum spanning trees to generalize the Wald-Wolfowitz runs test and Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test to higher dimensions. Schilling (1986); Henze (1988) propose tests involving k-nearest neighbors
graphs. Tests based on data-depth (Liu and Singh, 1993) can be formulated as graph-based tests (Bhat-
tacharya, 2019). More recent graph-based testing proposals include Rosenbaum (2005); Chen and Fried-
man (2017). Graph-based tests have been studied theoretically by Henze and Penrose (1999); Bhattacharya
(2020), among others. In general, these tests are designed to be distribution-free under the null, and do
not involve graph-based IPMs; thus the motivation and formulation of these tests is different than our
own.

The graph TV IPM is an example of a graph-based learning method (see Belkin and Niyogi (2003); Zhu
et al. (2003) for some early and fundamental references). In graph-based learning the idea is to use a
graph built over observed samples as a tool for organizing and analyzing data. Over time it has been
shown (Koltchinskii and Gine, 2000; Belkin and Niyogi, 2007; von Luxburg et al., 2008; Garcia Trillos and
Slepcev, 2016; Garcia Trillos et al., 2016) that many graph-based functionals approximate a continuum
notion of regularity, with more recent attention focusing on rates of convergence (Garcia Trillos et al.,
2020a,b; Madrid Padilla et al., 2020) and minimax optimality (Green et al., 2021a,b; Hu et al., 2022). Part
of our work can be viewed as establishing some of the same kinds of guarantees for the graph TV test.

Our main theoretical results concern the minimax optimality of our nonparametric test. The minimax
perspective on nonparametric testing was developed by Ingster in a series of pioneering papers (Ingster,
1987; Ingster and Suslina, 2003), with more recent work extending these results (Arias-Castro et al., 2018;
Balakrishnan and Wasserman, 2019; Balasubramanian et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2022). However, the as-
sumptions made in these works are different than our own. Typically, the distributions P and Q are as-
sumed to have smooth densities, for example, densities which belong to Holder or Sobolev spaces, whereas
we will not assume that densities of P and () are smooth or even continuous. On the other hand, these pa-
pers typically study the detection boundary when distributions are separated in an LP-norm, whereas we



assume the distributions are separated in the TV IPM. For these testing problems, x2-type tests are typi-
cally optimal, whereas we will show that a x2-type test is suboptimal for the testing problem considered in
this work. Our theory thus complements these works.

1.4 Notation

We will use B to refer to an upper bound on the densities of P, Q. (See Section 4.1.) We use C1,Cy, ...
(c1,¢2,...) to refer to large (small) constants that may depend only on B and d, and let C,c and N denote
constants that may depend only on B and d and may change from line to line. For sequences (a,,), (b,) we
use the asymptotic notation a,, < b, to mean that there exists C' such that a, < Cb, for all n € N, the
notation a, < b, to mean that for every ¢ > 0, a,, < cb,, for all sufficiently large n € N, and a,, < b,, to
mean a, < b, and b, < a,

We write Pp g and Ep g for probability and expectation when X, "L’ P and Vns Ko Q. The notation
P, (f) = n% S f(X;) will be used for the sample mean of a function f : R — R and P, () :=

LS 6, for a vector § € R™; likewise for Qp, (f) and Qn, (6).

niy

2 Graph Total Variation Test

We begin this section by introducing some relevant notation involving graphs, before moving on to for-
mally define the graph TV test.

Throughout, G = (V,E) will be an unweighted, undirected graph with vertices V = Z,, at the combined set
of samples. Arbitrarily orient and enumerate the edges ey, ..., e, where m = |E|. We define the incidence
matrix Dg € R™*?™ to have rows (Dg)¢ = (0,...,1,0,...,0,—1,0,...,0) for 1 < ¢ < m — where if

e¢ = (i,7) then there is a 1 in position ¢ and a —1 in position j — and (Dg)e+m = —(Dg)e. The graph TV
of § e R" is

||D(;9||1 = Z |9z — (9]‘ . 1({Zi,Zj} S E)
i,j=1
Let Z; =X, fori=1,...,nand Z,,4, =Y; for j =1,...,n9, and set a = (1/n1,...,1/n1,—1/ng,...,—1/ng)
to be the assignment vector denoting whether each Z; belongs to X, or V,,. Then the graph TV IPM (3)
can be written in terms of Dy and a:

dprv(c)(Xny s Vny) = sup a'f. (4)
0:| D61 <1

If G is a connected graph then the graph TV IPM will be finite, since in this case the null space of D¢ is
spanned by 1 = (1,...,1) and by construction a1 = 0.

The optimization problem in (4) can be reformulated as a linear program:

0Ta, subjectto u'l<1, Dgh—u<0, —Dgb—u<0O0.
peiDox, . 6'a, subjectto w'l<1, qf —u <0, Gl —u< (5)

This means we can take advantage of highly-optimized LP solvers to compute the graph TV IPM. Later,

in Section 3.1, we discuss an alternative approach to computing the statistic which takes more advantage
of the graph structure.

2.1 e-neighborhood graph

We have now described a way to compute the graph TV IPM that is valid for any connected graph G.
However, the behavior of the statistic and test will strongly depend on the choice of graph G. While

the appropriate choice of graph depends on the particular application, for our theoretical results we will
mostly focus on the e-neighborhood graph G, ., which puts an edge between Z;, Z; € 2, if || Z; — Z;||]2 < e.



The resulting e-neighborhood graph TV is defined for a function f : R? — R as

DTV,e(f) = Y 1f(z0) = f(z)] - Lz = zll2 < e}. (6)

ij=1

The test statistic we will analyze is the e-graph TV IPM dprv(a, ) (Xn,; Vn,). When the graph is clear
from context (and it almost always will be) we will abbreviate this to dprv (X, , Vn,)-

Let us give some insight into the connection between DTV, .(f) and the continuum TV defined in (1).
Suppose Z,, is uniformly spread over an open domain ) with compact closure, and f is a smooth function
compactly supported in 2. In this case, it is known that in the continuum limit as n — co,e — 0,

(on%e™ ) IDTV, .(f) 5 TV(f).

(Here o = fB(oAl) |z1| dzx is a constant pre-factor; see for instance Garcia Trillos and Slepcev (2016).) One
might expect that under similar conditions, the graph TV IPM, suitably rescaled, will converge to the
continuum TV IPM (2), and we present a result of this kind in Section 5. This is one reason why it might
make sense to use the graph TV IPM to detect alternatives which differ, at the level of the population,
according to the continuum TV IPM.

Remark 1. One reason to define a test statistic using a graph is that it can be computed by solving a
finite-dimensional optimization problem, i.e. the linear program in (5). As we have already pointed out,
another reason to use a graph-based statistic is that the naive approach of plugging in empirical distribu-
tions Py, Qn, to dgy cannot be used since dpv(Py,, Qn,) = 00. It seems likely that there are other ways
of fixing this degeneracy. One idea is to smooth the empirical distributions F,,, and @, prior to applying
the TV IPM. We suspect this would result in a test with similar theoretical properties to the graph TV
IPM, but which would be hard to compute. In contrast, the graph TV IPM is a computationally tractable
procedure.

2.2 Calibration by permutation

Since the graph TV IPM measures distances between two sets of samples, a two-sample test should reject
the null hypothesis if the IPM is sufficiently large. We will calibrate such a test by permutation. Let S,
be the set of permutations over [n] = {1,...,n}, and for each 7 € S,, define X7 = (Z,q1),..., Zr(n,)) and
Vi, = (Zrtmi41)s - Zr(ny)- For alevel a € (0,1), the permutation critical value is the (1 — a) quantile of
the permutation distribution:

1
tDTv(an,yn2) = inf{t : E Z 1(dDTV(X[[1,y;{2) § t) Z 1-— Oé}.

: TESy

We adopt the convention of taking a hypothesis test to be a measurable function ¢ : R® — {0,1}. The
graph TV test (calibrated by permutation) is thus

0, dprv (X, Yno) < torv (X, Vo)

2 anvyn ==
prv( ) {1, dotv(Xny, Yno) > torv(Xny s Yo )-

This is a level-a test for equality of distributions P = @, i.e. Pp p(¢prv(Xny, Yn,) = 1) < a. By ran-
domizing the decision at the critical value dprv(Xn,, Vn,) = torv(Xn,, Yn, ), it can be made to be a size-«
test (Lehmann and Romano, 2005), i.e Pp p(¢prv(Xn,, Yn,) = 1) would be exactly a. For computational
reasons, one typically approximates the permutation critical value by Monte Carlo, i.e. by uniformly sam-
pling my,...,mp from S,; so long as the identity permutation is included, the resulting test is still level-c.

3 Representation of the TV IPM Witness

It is often possible to show that the witness of an IPM must belong to a subset of the original optimiza-
tion domain F. Such representations, when they exist, are useful both for computational reasons and



because they help us understand “how” the IPM is measuring differences between distributions. We now
derive a representation result for the witness of the graph TV IPM in terms of binary-valued vectors.

As written in (3) the graph TV IPM is the solution to a constrained optimization problem, but it is equiv-
alent to the unconstrained ratio optimization problem

ang IDGO|1 > 0
max Ra(0), Ra(9):= Dol e (7)
—00, |Dg6ll1 = 0.

The equivalence between (3) and (7) is immediate: if 6* achieves the maximum in (7), then dprv(g)(Xn,, Yn,) =
R (6%) - || Dg0*||1- A less obvious result — though one that will be familiar to readers versed in the theory
of linear programming — is that while the domain in (7) is all of R™, in fact the maximum is achieved by a
binary vector:

max R (0) = g 0% Re (). (8)

This equivalence follows from known facts about submodular optimization (Hein and Setzer, 2011; Bach
et al., 2013), but for completeness we give a proof of (8) in Appendix D. We now discuss some computa-
tional and conceptual implications that follow from this relationship.

Remark 2. A representation analogous to (8) also exists for the continuum TV IPM (2), showing that it
too has a binary-valued witness function. See Proposition 1 in the Appendix. This fact plays an important
technical role in the proof of Theorem 1.

3.1 Computation via parametric max flow

Equation (8) says that the graph TV IPM is an exact convex relaxation of the non-convex problem on the
right hand side of (8). Interestingly, this is a case where there are attractive computational approaches to
directly solving the non-convex problem. We review one such approach based on parametric maz flow, a
combinatorial approach to solving discrete ratio optimization problems such as the right hand side of (8).
Accepted wisdom in fields such as computer vision is that, although the algorithm has poor worst-case
complexity, it often works well in practice (Kolmogorov et al., 2007; Wang et al., 2016).

To see how parametric max flow can be used to compute the graph TV IPM, consider

M()) := , Jnax 0"a — N|Dgb||1, for X € (0,00). (9)
e{0,1}n

The function M () is non-negative, continuous and piecewise linear, and is strictly positive if and only if
A < A* where \* = maxgeqo,13» Ra(0). In other words, we have (yet) another representation of the graph
TV IPM, as the smallest value of A for which the solution to (9) is equal to 0:

dprv(e) (Xnys Vny) = inf {/\ >0: max 0Ta— \|Dcb|, = o}.

This suggests an iterative strategy for (approximately) computing the graph TV IPM by binary search,
suggested (in a broader context) by Kolmogorov et al. (2007):

1. Initialize lower and upper bounds \; = 0, A, = [|D'al|o, which satisfy \; < \* < A,,.
2. Compute M(\) at A = (A, + N\;)/2.

3. If M(\) =0, set A, = A\. Otherwise, set \; = A.

4. Repeat Steps 2 and 3 until convergence. OQutput .

This is appealing because in Step 2 M (\) can be computed by solving a (standard) max-flow min-cut
problem, for which there exist fast algorithms both in theory and practice (Boykov and Kolmogorov,
2004).



3.2 Interpretations

We now discuss two ways to interpret the graph TV IPM, leveraging the equivalences between (3), (7)
and (8). One interpretation has to do with binary classification, while the other is more graph-theoretic in
nature.

Classification. We first show that the criterion of the graph TV IPM can be interpreted as measuring
the accuracy of a binary classifier divided by a measure of the complexity of its decision boundary. Let

A R? — {0,1} be a binary classifier used to distinguish samples from X,,, and samples from },,. The
classifier outputs 1 if it thinks a given sample belongs to X, and 0 if it thinks the sample belongs to V,,.
Then the classification accuracy (above baseline) of A is

ace(A) = (S UAX) = 1)+ = 1AV =0)) — 5.

n
L) j=1

Subtraction by 1/2 means that expected classification accuracy of a randomized base classifier Apase —
which assigns a 1 to each point with probability n;/n, and a 0 otherwise — is 0. On the other hand, one
way to measure the “complexity” of A is through some data-dependent measure of its decision boundary.
For example, one could count the number of pairs (Z;, Z;) within € of one another for which A(Z;) #
A(Z])
1 n
plex(A) := 5 > HAZ) # AZ) 12 = Zgll2 < e}

ij=1
With classification accuracy and complexity thus defined, we have R, _(1.4) = acc(A)/plex(A), where

14 = (A(Zy),...,A(Z,)); in other words the ratio is simply the classification accuracy of A, normalized
by its complexity. Therefore,?

B _ acc(A)
Aoy (g, Vny) = max R, .(0) =max 22

: (10)

Various authors (e.g. Friedman (2003); Lopez-Paz and Oquab (2017); Kim et al. (2021) and others) sug-
gest using classification accuracy of specific classifiers as a two-sample test statistic. The equivalences

in (10) show that the graph TV test is different: it (implicitly) considers all classifiers A, rejecting the
null when there is an A that achieves sufficiently high classification accuracy, relative to the complexity of
its decision boundary. In this sense, it is similar to the classical learning-theoretic idea of structural risk
minimization. We note that there exists a somewhat analogous representation of kernel MMDs (Fukumizu
et al., 2009).

Graph clustering. One can equivalently write the representation in (8) in terms of finding a particular
kind of graph cluster. For a subset S C Z,,, define the graph cut and balance functionals

cute(S) = > 1(Z €85,Z; € 8°,{Z,Z;} €E), and balg(S) := %] > a;il(Z; € S)
i=1

4,j=1

; (11)

The graph TV IPM can be viewed as solving a particular kind of balanced cut problem:

B B min{balg(95), balg(S°)}
dDTV(G)(Xnuyﬂu) - eer?(%i{}n RG(Q) - Snéaz}i Cutg(S) . (12)

This resembles (one over) the Cheeger cut of S (Cheeger, 1970), where we recall that the Cheeger cut is
the solution to

cutg(S)

msinq)(S), ®(9) = min[S], (S}

(13)

2In (10) the maximum is over all A with plex(.A) > 0.



The crucial difference between the balanced cut problems (12) and (13) is that in the former, the balance
term depends on the assignment vector a, and encourages picking a set S that mostly belongs to X,,, or
Yn,. Minimizing the Cheeger cut — or equivalently, maximizing one over the Cheeger cut — is a popular
technique for graph clustering (Kannan et al., 2004; Garcia Trillos et al., 2016). At a high level, then, we
can view the optimization underlying the graph TV IPM as searching for a cluster of points that primarily
belong either to X, or V,,.

4 Minimax TV IPM Testing

Like any nonparametric test the graph TV test can only have non-trivial power against alternatives in a
few “directions” (Janssen, 2000), so to get meaningful theoretical results we must place some conditions on
the alternative hypotheses. In Section 4.1 we state these conditions and formalize the hypothesis testing
problem under consideration. Our upper and lower bounds on power are given in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, and
implications for spatially localized alternatives are explored in Sections 4.4 and 4.5.

4.1 Problem setup and background

Regularity conditions. For all of our theoretical results, we will assume that P and @ satisfy the
following regularity conditions.

(A1) Both P and @ are supported on = (0, 1)

(A2) Both P and @ are absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, with densities p and ¢
respectively.

(A3) The difference in densities p — ¢ is bounded from above, and the mixture of densities p := "p + "2q is
bounded from below: there exists B € [2, 00) such that

1
|p(a:) — q(x)‘ < B, and B <u(r) < B, forallze. (14)

Hereafter we let P°°(d, B) be the collection of all (P, Q) that satisfy (A1)-(A3). We will treat B as a po-
tentially large but fixed (in ny,n2) constant, and allow constants ¢, c1,¢a, ..., and C,Cy,Cy, ... to depend
on B. We abbreviate P>°(d) = P*>(d, B) for convenience.

Detection boundary and minimax optimality. Formally speaking, the hypothesis testing problem
we consider is to distinguish

Hy:P=Q, from H;:(P,Q)eP>d), dpv(P,Q)>p. (15)

We are interested in the detection boundary of this testing problem, meaning the minimum value of p
required for some test to have power of at least (say) 1/2, uniformly over all alternatives. Mathematically,
letting

RiSknl,nQ (%P) = SUP{]EP,Q[l - 90] : (P7Q) € Poo (d)v dBV(P7 Q) Z p}

be the maximum probability of type II error over the alternatives in (15), the detection boundary is

1
p;hm = inf{p : inf Riskp, n, (0, p) < 5}7
]

where the infimum is over all tests which have size at most 1/4 for any P = Q.

Although all of our results are non-asymptotic, our focus will be on understanding the minimax rate,
meaning the rate at which pj, ,  converges to 0 as nj,na — oo. We will refer to any test that has risk
less than 1/2 for some sequence pn, n, S P, n, a5 @ rate-optimal test. (We note that the constants 1/2
and 1/4 in the definition of p;, ,, are arbitrary, and could be replaced by any fixed «, 8 € (0,1) for which
B < 1 — « without changing the rate of convergence of the detection boundary.)
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Remark 3. Some assumptions on P and @ are necessary in order for (15) to be a well-posed problem.
For instance if P or ) has an atom then the TV IPM between them will be infinite unless they place the
same weight on the atom.? The specific condition (P,Q) € P>(d) is sufficient to ensure that dpv (P, Q)
is finite and that the detection boundary converges to 0 as ny,ne, — ©0, but it may not be necessary.
For example, note that the TV IPM is simply the dual norm of total variation and so is sensibly defined
whenever the signed measure P — ) belong to the space that is dual to BV(R?): this is a weaker condition
than (P,Q) € P>(d) (Meyers and Ziemer, 1977; Phuc and Torres, 2015). Extending our theory to hold
under the minimum possible assumptions on (P, Q) would be an interesting direction for follow up work.

4.2 Risk of graph TV test

We now state our first major result: an upper bound on the risk of the e-graph TV test when computed
with graph radius ¢, := C;(122)1/4, where Cy := (24B)Y/92V/d.

Theorem 1. Consider the hypothesis testing problem in (15), under assumptions (A1)-(A3). For any
€ (0,1), the en-graph TV test is size-a: Ep ploprv] < a. If furthermore a, 8 > 1/n, then there is a
constant C' such that if

dev(P,Q) = = ’ (16)

low i
C <log min(nq, n2)>1/d ogmmﬁ(nl,nz) when d =2
g

1, when d > 3,

min(n1 s 712)

then the e,,-graph TV test has power of at least 1 — B: Epgleprv] > 1 — 6.
At this point a few remarks are in order.

Remark 4. Although they are not strictly necessary, the conditions that a, 8 > 1/n significantly ease both
the presentation and derivation of Theorem 1. These conditions permit & < 1/4 whenn >4 and 1—8 > 1/2
when n > 2. Therefore, Theorem 1 implies an upper bound on the detection boundary pj, ...

Remark 5. It is not hard to show that dgyv (P, Q) is a metric over P*°(d), meaning dgy(P, Q) = 0 <
P = Q. Thus, for any fixed pair of distributions (P, Q) € P°(d), Theorem 1 implies that the graph TV
test has asymptotic power tending to 1 as ni,no — co.

Remark 6. The choice of neighborhood graph radius ¢ = &, =< (logn/n)Y/? is (up to constants) the
smallest choice of € that ensures that with high probability the graph G, . is connected. Our theory can
handle larger € > ¢,, but the resulting test will only be powerful when dgv (P, Q) is substantially larger
than in (16). From the computational perspective, we would like to choose ¢ to be as small as possible,
since computing the graph TV IPM takes longer with denser graphs.

Remark 7. The result of Theorem 1 applies to a test that is calibrated by permutation, as in Albert (2015);
Kim et al. (2022). This is in contrast to the more common approach to minimax analysis of nonparametric
two-sample testing, which is to consider a hypothesis test with rejection region determined by a concentra-
tion inequality. In practice, the latter kinds of tests are typically quite conservative, whereas calibration by
permutation leads to (nearly) exact type I error control.

Let us very briefly describe the way we prove Theorem 1. As the €,-graph TV test is calibrated by permu-
tation the upper bound on its size is a standard fact (Lehmann and Romano, 2005). To lower bound the

power, we show that there exists a threshold ¢,, ,, that does not depend on the data, such that under the
conditions of the theorem both

B

Pr (1o1v (X, V) > ) < 50 and B (dorv(Fuy, Vi) <ty ) < 5. (17)

3For a constructive argument, take P to have an atom at some zog € R?, and suppose Q({zo}) < P({zo}). Consider

fr(z) = meﬁw. The total variation of f; is fixed in 7, but taking » — 0 will blow the criterion of the TV IPM up to
0.
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Taken together, the inequalities in (17) imply the stated upper bound on the risk of the graph TV test.
The proof of (17), and thus Theorem 1, can be found in the appendix, as for all the rest of the results of
this paper.

4.3 Lower bound on detection boundary
Theorem 1 gives an upper bound on the detection boundary pj,, ... The following result is a lower bound.

Theorem 2. Consider the hypothesis testing problem in (15), under assumptions (A1)-(A3). For any
0 < B < 1-— «, there are constants N = N(a, ) and ¢ such that the following holds: if min(ny,ny) > N,
then for any level-a test ¢ there exist distributions P, Q satisfying

log min(n,ng) L/d
min(nl, 77,2) ’

dsv(P.Q) > (

but for which ¢ has power at most 1 — 5: Epgle] <1 - 5.

Combined, Theorems 1 and 2 show that the detection boundary converges at rate

. _ <1ogmin(n1,n2)>1/d

mun2 7\ min(ng, no)

(18)

and further imply that the graph TV test is rate-optimal for detecting differences in dpy. (Except when
d = 2, where the upper and lower bounds differ by a +/log min(ny,ns) factor.)

Remark 8. Typical work on nonparametric testing — see e.g. Ingster (1987); Lepski and Spokoiny (1999);
Arias-Castro et al. (2018) — focuses on characterizing the detection boundary of hypothesis testing prob-
lems where the metric between distributions is an LP distance between densities, and assumes regularity
conditions such as the densities p, ¢ being Holder smooth or belong to a certain Sobolev or Besov space.
The hypothesis testing problem in (15) is different: the assumption (P,Q) € P°°(d) does not restrict

the densities p, ¢ to be differentiable or even continuous, and the distance is measured using the TV IPM
which is a strictly weaker metric than the L°° distance between densities. Likewise, the minimax rate of
convergence we obtain is different than the “standard” rate of convergence in nonparametric testing prob-
lems. For instance, assuming balanced sample sizes ny = ng = n/2 for convenience, if P,Q have densities
p, q that are Lipschitz continuous, and the distance between P, Q is measured by the L? norm of p — ¢, then
the detection boundary converges at rate (1/n)%#+9 (Arias-Castro et al., 2018). This is a slower rate of
convergence than (logn/n)'/% when d < 4, and a faster rate of convergence when d > 4.

4.4 Spatially localized alternatives and the graph TV test

Let us examine the implications of our upper and lower bounds for the type of problem motivated by our
illustrative example: detecting spatially localized departures from the null.

We begin by constructing a collection of parametric families P, of varying degrees of spatial localization.
Let =, be a partition of Q@ = (0,1)? into cubes A € E,, of side-length 7: that is, for N = %} and each
jEN let A; = % + (—n, 0]¢. Further subdivide each cube A; into bottom-left and upper-right halves AJL
and A%, where Al = & +(—n, 3] and AF = £ +(—%,0]%. Then put ¢a,(z) = 1(z € Ak)—1(x € AF) and
pa, (@) =14 $¢a, (), let Pa, be the distribution with density pa,, and set P, = {(Po, Pa,) : A; € Z,},
where Py = Unif(Q2). Though this construction is a bit technical, there are two important things to keep in
mind. First, for all n € (0,1), P,, C P*°(d). Second, each family P, represents a collection of alternatives
that differ in a region with area on the order of n¢. Thus, the smaller 7, the more spatially localized the
departures from the null in P,,.

Consider the two-sample testing problem of distinguishing

Hy:P=Q, versus Hi:(P,Q)€P,. (19)
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As n — 0, this hypothesis testing problem becomes more challenging, and we are interested in the small-
est value of 7 for which some test has risk of at most 3. It turns out that this can be determined (up to
constant factors) from the theory we have already developed.

Corollary 1. Consider the hypothesis testing problem in (19). For any o € (0,1), the e,-graph TV test
is size-a: Ep ploprv] < a. For any o € (0,1), the e,-graph TV test is size-a: Ep p[eprv] < a. If
furthermore a, B > 1/n, then there is a constant C such that if

y> o(Eminl na)y e, { logmin(ny,ng),  whend =2 o)

min(ng, ng) 1, when d > 3,
then the e,-graph TV test has power of at least 1/2: Ep glepTv] > 3.

Corollary 2. Consider the hypothesis testing problem in (19), and let ¢ be any level-a test. For any
0 < B <1-—a, there are constants N = N(a, 8) and ¢ such that the following holds: if min(ny,ns) > N,
then for any level-ov test ¢ there exist distributions (P, Q) € P, for some

- <logmin(n17n2)>l/d
nze\ ——7——— )

min(ny, ng)

(21)

for which ¢ has power at most 1 — B: Epgle] <1— 8.

Corollaries 1 and 2 imply that the graph TV test is rate-optimal for the hypothesis testing problem in (19),
without needing knowledge of 1. (Again, up to a y/logmin(ni, ns) factor when d = 2.) The corollaries fol-
low directly from Theorems 1 and 2, and the upper and lower bounds

cn < dBv(PA,Po) < C'777 for each (PQ,PA) S 737]. (22)

Specifically, keeping in mind that P,, C P>°(d), the upper bound on Risk,, n,(¢pTV,P;) in Corollary 2
follows from Theorem 1 and the lower bound in (22). On the other hand, the families P, are exactly those
used to construct the “hard” distributions in the proof of Theorem 2, meaning the conclusions of Theo-
rem 2 are unchanged if we only consider (P, Q) € P,. Using this observation along with the upper bound
in (22) leads to Corollary 2. Finally, the lower bound in (22) is a calculation given in the proof of Theo-
rem 2, whereas the upper bound follows from (58).

4.5 Spatially localized alternatives and a y2-type test

Now we consider the ability of a x?-type test to detect alternatives in P,. Specifically we consider a test
based on the following x2-type statistic,

ICE(an 5 Xng) = Z (nlprL1 (A) - nQan (A))Q (23)

A€E,

Here € > 0 is a tuning parameter that determines the width of the cubes A € =.. In words, the statis-
tic in (23) is computed by partitioning the domain into bins, taking the squared difference between the
number of points X;,...,X,, and Y3,...,Y,, in each bin, and adding across bins. This is not exactly the
same as Pearson’s x? test as it does not normalize the counts in each bin. Nevertheless, when the number
of samples n; = nq is equal and the distributions P, Q) have densities bounded away from 0 and oo, the
operating characteristics of a test based on (23) should be similar to the x? test, and in many cases the
test will be quite powerful. For instance, Arias-Castro et al. (2018) analyze a test based on (23) and show
that it is optimal for detecting Hélder smooth alternatives.

A test pgsq based on (23) will reject the null hypothesis if Ko (X, , Vn,) is greater than some threshold ¢,
chosen to control type I error. We analyze the risk of ¢eq in a variant of our two-sample framework in
which the sample sizes are independent and identically distributed Poisson random variables: that is,

ny,ne % Pois(n), Xi,...,Xn, AP, Yi,.... Y, &Q. (24)

We assume independent Poisson sample sizes because it makes the analysis much easier. In the following
theorem, z® denotes the (1 — a)) quantile of the standard Normal distribution.
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Theorem 3. Consider the Poisson observation model (24). Suppose to is chosen such that Ep, py[¢esq] < @
for some a € (0,1). There exist constants ¢, N such that if n > N and

n < en”2/3 (25)

then there exist alternatives (P,Q) € P, against which the e-chi-squared test has power of at most 2/(z*)?:
Epqlel <2/(2%)%.

Theorem 3 shows that for alternatives in P, the chi-squared test fails to have power unless the parame-
ter i controlling spatial localization is much larger than (logn/n)/¢. This also means that the x2-type
test is suboptimal for detecting distributions separated in the TV IPM. Specifically, using the fact that
P, C P>(d) along with the lower bound in (22), we conclude that if @ < 0.01 (say) then @csq will not
have power of at least 1/2 over all alternatives in (15) unless py,, n, > n~2/3?. The bottom line is that the
graph TV test has better worst-case power than the y2-type test for detecting spatially localized alterna-
tives specifically, and distributions separated in the TV IPM more generally.

Furthermore, we note that the x2?-type statistic in (23) is (up to a normalizing constant) actually an em-
pirical kernel MMD, with kernel
ke(x,y) = Z 1(x € A,y € A).
ACE.
Indeed, we believe the conclusion of Theorem 3 should hold for kernel MMDs using other “nice” kernels
such as the Gaussian kernel, though we do not pursue the details further.

At this point a few remarks are in order.

Remark 9. Our results should not be interpreted as saying that the graph TV test is generally supe-
rior to a kernel test. It is a fact of life in nonparametric testing that no test can be universally optimal;
indeed, designing a test with complementary operating characteristics to the kernel MMD is one of our
basic motivations. In particular, we think that the kernel test is likely to be superior to the graph TV test
when alternatives are more globally supported; although empirically the story appears more nuanced, see
Section 6.

Remark 10. There have been several proposals for improving the power of kernel tests by carefully tuning
the bandwidth of the kernel in a data-dependent manner. However, Theorem 3 implies that the y2-type
test pcsq is suboptimal for detecting spatially localized alternatives no matter how the binwidth ¢ is cho-
sen. On the other hand, it is possible that other alterations to kernel tests may be more effective. For
example, the bandwidth of the kernel could be chosen in a locally adaptive manner as proposed in Lep-
ski and Spokoiny (1999) (albeit for an entirely different testing problem). Their modification seems more
appropriate for detecting spatially localized alternatives.

Finally, the limitations of x? statistics for detecting sparse alternatives are well-understood in Normal
means (Donoho and Jin, 2004) and regression testing (Arias-Castro et al., 2011) problems. Relatedly,
there are two-sample tests besides the graph TV IPM, not based on kernels or IPMs, which we would ex-
pect to successfully detect spatially localized alternatives. For instance, we believe the maz test — which
replaces the sum of squared differences in (23) by the maximum — should be optimal for the testing prob-
lem (19), at least for an appropriate choice of e. However we see several advantages of the graph TV test
over the max test: the graph TV test is also optimal for the more general testing problem (15), and it can
be applied more generally to problems where binning the domain is either computationally expensive, or
impossible (because the domain is unknown).

5 Continuum limit of Graph TV IPM

In this section we examine the large sample limit of the graph TV IPM. In general, the statistic will not
converge to dpyv (P, @), but rather to a weighted TV IPM, where the weight function depends on how the
graph is formed. Let w be a positive weight function supported on an open set Q C R%. Then w-weighted
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TV is defined as

TV(f;w) := sup { / £ div(e) : ¢ € CHQRY), ||6(2)]2 < w(z) for all z € Q} (26)
Q
The corresponding w-weighted TV IPM is
dpv(P,Q;w) = sup Ep[f(X)] —Eg[f(Y)].
TV(fw)<1

Theorem 4, below, shows that the large sample limit of the e-neighborhood graph TV IPM — as ni,ny —
oo and 7+ — X € (0,1) — is a particular weighted TV IPM involving the square of the limiting mixture
density, which is

wpQ(x) = Ap(x) + (1 = A)q(z).

This will be true under appropriate regularity conditions, and for graph radius € — 0 satisfying
logn)4d\ 1/d
e > (L) (21)
n

where gq = 3/2 for d = 2 and g4 = 1 for d > 3. In what follows, recall that o = fB(O 1 |1 | d.

Theorem 4. Suppose (P,Q) € P>®(d) have continuous densities p,q. As ni,ns — 00, n1/n — X € (0,1), if
e-neighborhood graph TV IPM is computed with graph radius ¢ — 0 additionally satisfying (27), then with
probability one,

0n2€d+1dDTv(an,yn2) — dBv(P,Q;w;Q). (28)

The proof of Theorem 4 relies on establishing a variational mode of convergence known as I'-convergence.
I"-convergence has been previously applied to establish asymptotic convergence of various graph-based
functionals (Garcia Trillos et al., 2016; Garcia Trillos and Slepcéev, 2018), and we apply and extend some
of these results to prove (28). Compared to the theory of Section 4, Theorem 4 is more precise as it identi-
fies the exact asymptotic limit of dprv (X, , Vn,). On the other hand, I'-convergence has no non-asymptotic
implications, and so Theorem 4 says nothing about rates of convergence or minimax risk.

The discrepancy dpy (P, Q; w%Q) is unusual in that the distributions P, Q) determine the constraint set
underlying the IPM. Compared to the usual definition of total variation, the constraint TV(f; w%yQ) <1
requires functions f to be smoother in high-density regions, but allows them to be rougher in low-density
regions. Additionally, since the test functions ¢ used in the definition of (26) must be compactly sup-
ported in €, the constraint allows functions f to be rougher at the boundary 092. In some cases it may
be quite useful to have an IPM where the constraint depends on the distributions. For example, suppose
P, (Q are concentrated around or on a lower-dimensional subspace of R?, e.g. a manifold. In this case, it
seems more natural to measure smoothness on this lower-dimensional support, rather than measuring
smoothness over all of R? as in the usual definition of TV.

Remark 11. For certain problems there may be reason to prefer a differently-weighted TV IPM dpv (P, Q;w),
or even the unweighted TV IPM dgvy (P, Q), over dgy (P, @Q; w%’Q). We know of two ways to determine the
influence of P, in the asymptotic weighting. The first is to explicitly reweight the graph TV functional;
this is essentially the recommendation of Coifman and Lafon (2006), although they consider a different
graph operator. The other approach is to use a different graph. For example, in previous work, two of

us (the authors) considered a graph derived from a Voronoi tesselation of the data, and showed that the
resulting Voronoi graph TV converges to unweighted TV in the continuum limit (Hu et al., 2022). An
advantage of this approach, as opposed to explicitly re-weighting the edges in the graph, is that it will also
mitigate the boundary effects.

6 Numerical Experiments

6.1 Graph TV test versus the chi-squared test

We illustrate the relevance of our theory in finite samples by comparing the power of the graph TV test to
the chi-squared test in a small simulation study. In each simulation, n; = ns = 100,000 samples are drawn
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from an alternative (Py, Ps A) € Ps;, where P A has density p, o = 14 Jéa(z), and ¢a is defined as in
Section 4.4. The parameters 1 and s control the spatial localization and signal strength, respectively. The
point of this experiment is to see, at various levels of spatial localization, how strong the signal strength
needs to be in order for the graph TV and chi-squared tests to have high power.

For these experiments the graph TV test does not use the e-neighborhood graph. Instead the graph TV
IPM is computed by binning the domain and forming a lattice graph over the bins. (For more details

see Section G). This is done computational reasons: with n = 200,000 samples, the lattice graph (for a
reasonable choice of binwidth) will typically have many fewer edges than the e-neighborhood graph. Of
course, in this case the alternatives are also defined in terms of bins and there so is a statistical advantage
to constructing the graph by using bins. But the chi-squared test shares this advantage and so we feel the
comparison is a fair one.

Figure 2 compares the area under the ROC curve for the “binned graph” TV test, with binwidth € = 0.02,
to the chi-squared test with binwidths ¢ = 0.02,0.1, 0.5, across different choices of spatial localization 7.
For small 7, the graph TV test outperforms each of the chi-squared tests, as our theory predicts. When
there is less spatial localization, the optimally tuned chi-squared test performs slightly better than the
graph TV test — but this is actually somewhat impressive for the graph TV test, since it has not been
optimally tuned. On this evidence, it seems that in addition to being highly sensitive to spatially localized
alternatives, the graph TV test may also have reasonable power against spatially contiguous alternatives
that differ at larger scales.
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°
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Area under ROC curve
° °
Area under ROC curve
° °
Area under ROC curve
° °
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s s
(a) n =0.02. (b) n=0.1. (c) n=0.5.

Figure 2: Area under the ROC curve (AUC) across different alternatives. Each plot corresponds to a
different 7. The signal strength s is varied on z-axis; note that the scale of the z-axis differs in each plot.
Tests compared are the graph TV test (purple) and the chi-squared test with binwidth e = 0.02 (light
blue), e = 0.1 ( )and € = 0.5 ( ).

6.2 Chicago crime data

For a real data example, we look at a dataset of robberies in Chicago in 2022, and use the graph TV IPM
to distinguish between a subset of the true data, and synthetic samples drawn from a Gaussian mixture
model fit to some separate training data. The goal is to identify whether the synthetic and real data are
drawn from statistically indistinguishable distributions, and secondarily, to determine where the distribu-
tions differ.

Figure 3 visualizes the results. As pointed out by Jitkrittum et al. (2017), a 2-component Gaussian mix-
ture model (GMM) is a poor fit to the data due to the geography of Chicago and Lake Michigan, and the
graph TV test is significant at the 5% level. Examining the witness function shows that the graph TV
IPM has identified a small region near the lake where there are many more robberies than anticipated by
the mixture model. Indeed, when a GMM is fit with three or more components, one component is always
specifically dedicated to modeling the presence of an anomalous high-density “cluster” in this region. The
fit is improved when 10 components are used, although the graph TV test is still significant at the 10%
level.
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(a) Real and simulated data. (b) p=.043.

(c¢) Real and simulated data. (d) p = .093.

Figure 3: Chicago crime data. Left column: Real data compared with data sampled from the Gaussian
mixture model. Bolded points represent the support of the witness function. Right column: permutation
distribution, with test statistic marked by vertical red dashed line. Top row: 2-components; bottom row:
10-components.
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7 Extensions

In this paper we have proposed a novel multivariate nonparametric test using a graph TV IPM, and
shown that it has optimal power against a class of alternatives — distributions with densities bounded
from above and below that are well-separated according to a continuum TV IPM — that include spatially
localized alternatives as a special case.

One advantage of using IPMs for statistical inference is that is typically straightforward to adapt a method
designed for one problem — such as two-sample testing — to test other nonparametric hypotheses. (See e.g
Section 7 of Gretton et al. (2012), which discusses several such adaptations of a two-sample kernel test.)
We now explain how to alter two-sample graph TV test to test two different canonical nonparametric
hypotheses.

7.1 Goodness-of-fit testing

In goodness-of-fit testing — also known as one-sample testing — one observes Xi,..., X, ~ P and tests
the null hypothesis Hy : P = Py where Py is a known distribution. As currently formulated, we cannot
measure the distance between &,, and Py using the graph TV IPM, since the statistic is not defined for
continuous distributions. However this is not really an issue, so long as we can sample from Py. In that
case, we would simply draw ng independent samples Y7, ...,Y,, from Fy, and use dDTV(G)(Xm,ynO) to
empirically assess goodness-of-fit. A corresponding test could be calibrated by permutation exactly as in
the two-sample case. In principle ng would be another user-specified tuning parameter, though in practice
we would expect that setting ng = n would often be a reasonable choice. Indeed for ng = n our theory
implies that if (P, Py) € P*>°(d), then the resulting graph TV test, calibrated by permutation, will have
non-trivial power if dgv (P, Py) > (logn/n)'/? for d > 3, and if dgy (P, Py) 2 logn/n'/? when d = 2.

7.2 Regression testing

In regression testing — also known as specification testing — we observe independent pairs (Z;,U;) ~ P,i =
1,...,n with Z; € R? being the (random) covariates and U; € R being the response. We suppose that
(Z,U) ~ P can be modeled as U = u(Z) + W with errors W = U — pu(Z) satistying E[U|Z] = 0 and
W 1L Z. The goal is to test the null hypothesis Hy : p € My, where My is typically a finite-dimensional
parametric model for the conditional mean. In this discussion we will take Mo = {uo} to be a point null:
a noteworthy example is pug = 0, in which case the problem is to detect whether any signal is present.

The following defines a TV IPM between pg and the true conditional mean p:

dav(io ) = sup [ F@)u() - po(2) dPz (o),
FTV(f)<1

where Py is the marginal distribution of Z. Under suitable regularity conditions the functional dgv (po, ) =

0 if and only if yu = po Pz-almost everywhere. The point null Hy : u = po can be tested using the follow-

ing adaptation of the graph TV IPM:

dprviay(e) = sup Y (Vi — po(Zi)bs,
9:1 Dbl <1 =3
where e = (Y1 — uo(Z1),...,Yn — uo(Z,)) € R™. If one is willing to specify a particular distribution
for the errors — for instance W ~ N(0,0?) — then a test using dprv(e)(e) can be calibrated by Monte
Carlo. Otherwise, we can calibrate by permuting the errors e. This results in a correctly calibrated test —
conditional on Z,, and hence marginally — because under Hy, both e and e, := (ex(1),...,€xr(n)) have the
same distribution conditionally on Z,,.
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A  Proof of Theorem 1

For convenience take A = 2t. In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 1 by establishing that
both inequalities in (17) hold for the threshold

Cs ><{\/logn, d=2

nlognmin(A, 1 — \) 1, d>3.

tnl,ng =

Sections A.1-A.4 establish the claimed upper bound on the permutation threshold tprv (X, , Vn,). Sec-
tions A.5-A.7 establish the claimed lower bound on the &,-graph TV IPM dprv (X, , Vn,)-

A.1 Upper bound on permutation critical value: proof outline

We begin by writing tprv (X, , Vn,) as the (1 — a)th quantile of an empirical process:
toTv(Xnyy Vny) = inf{t : PHNUnif(Sn) (max{z Gian(i) || De, 0]]1 < 1} < t‘Zn) >1- a}. (29)
i=1
In the probability in (29), all that is random is II ~ Unif(S,,), which is a randomly chosen permutation

of the assignment vector a, that is independent of X,, and V,,. Our strategy will be to exhibit a set Z"
such that for every (P, Q) € P*°(d),

PPQ(Z EZ”) 1-— g and

1 (30)
Pri~unif(s,,) <max{ Z I De, 0l < 1} < tn17n2|Zn) >1—a« forevery Z, € Z".

n
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The second statement in (30) implies that tpryv(Xn,, Vny) < tn, ., whenever Z, € Z™. The first statement
in (30) implies that this event occurs with probability at least 1 — 8/2, which is the claim of (17).

In what follows, recall the data-independent piecewise cubic partition =, introduced in Section 4.4. The
proof of (30) will use the partition Z., where £g = —==. To reduce notational overhead, we will use the

2vd’
abbreviation Z = = in the rest of the proof. The proof of (30) is long and we begin with a high-level
outline.

1. We approximate § € R™ by averaging over cubes A € Z. To that end we establish some deterministic
upper bounds on (i) the approximation error of § — P=f and (ii) a grid-based discrete total variation
(grid TV) of P=6. This idea is inspired by Madrid Padilla et al. (2020).

2. We apply the estimates of Step 1 to upper bound the permutation empirical process in (29). Here
we extend known upper bounds on the Gaussian complexity of a constraint set involving the TV of
a grid graph (Hutter and Rigollet, 2016) to apply to (what we refer to as) a permutation complez-
ity that is the relevant functional in our case. To bound this permutation complexity we rely on a
Bernstein-type inequality for randomly permuted sums due to Albert (2019).

3. The upper bounds in Step 2 are tight so long as Z,, is spread out over €2, in the sense that each cube
A € = contains sufficiently many points and no cube contains too many points. We conclude the
proof by showing that when X,,,, V,, are randomly sampled from (P, Q) € P°°(d) this happens with
high probability.

A.2 Step 1: Piecewise constant approximation and associated estimates

As mentioned, to upper bound (29) we take a piecewise constant approximation of each § € R™. In this
section we define this approximation scheme and give some upper bounds on approximation error and
discrete TV of the approximant.

Piecewise constant approximation. Let Ny = |1/go] and ng := N§. For each cube A € = let n(A)
be the number of points in Z,, that fall in A, and define

Nmin(Z) := gleiraln(A), Nmax(2) := r&lg)g{n(A).

Assume in what follows that n,i, (E) is strictly positive. [The choice of ¢ = ¢, and ¢g = === will mean

2Vd
that this is true with high probability so long as Z1, ..., Z, are independent draws from pairs (P, Q) €

Poo(£2), see Section A.4.]
Define two approximants Pz, P=0 by averaging § € R™ over each cube in the partition:
1 < -
Pab = ——= > 0:,1{Z; € A}, (P50)a:=Pab, (P=0)i:= > (Pab)1{Z; € A}.
Tl( ) i=1 A€E
The difference between P=6 and P=0 is that the former is a vector in R whereas the latter is a vector in

R=.

Upper bound on approximation error. We provide a bound on the ¢! approximation error |6 — P=0);
in terms of the e-graph TV that holds whenever e > v/deg. For a given Z; € A, we have

1 n
00 P01 = |y 20— 0nLZ € &)
1 n
< Y ‘
— n(A) ; 0; —0;11{Z; € A}
1 n
< n(A);wi—@jh{”Zi—ZszSE}, (e > V/deo)
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Summing over all i = 1,...,n gives

1 " DTV, (0
10— POl < — s 37 10— 63111 %~ Zylls < 6} = Proe ). (31)

min ( ) Nmin (E)

(1]

i,j=1
Upper bound on grid discrete TV. The partition = induces an unweighted undirected geometric

graph G= = (E,Eg) isomorphic to the d-dimensional grid graph. A given pair {A, A’} € Ez if and only if
A=Aj, A=A, for somei=1,...,d. The associated grid discrete TV is

DTV=(y) = Y |ya —varl x 1({A, A} € Ez).
AJA

Consider now the grid discrete TV of P=6. For any A ~ A’ in Gz,
n
Z 1(Z; € A)

1]1

3

|PAf — Pasf] =

J
]:1

I A

Now use the fact that ¢ = 2v/deg so that if Z;, Z; belong to adjoining grid cells then || Z; — Z;||2 < ¢, and so
there is an edge between them in the e-graph. Then summing over all A ~ A’ gives

DTV=(P%0) < ———— Z 10; — 0;] x 1(||Z; — Zj|]2 < &) = —————DTV.(0). (32)

Nmin (= ] i,j=1 Mmin

A.3 Step 2: Upper bound on empirical process
Let £ =n x agp and Wy = ZzieA & for each A € =. For a given 6§ € R™ we have the decomposition,

n n

1 n 1 1
- ; bii = — D (Peb)ibi+ — > (0 — (P=):)&

=1 i=1

1 - 1 —
= — E (PEO)AWA + — E (Gi — (PEO)Z-)& (by the piecewise constant structure of P=6).
n n
A€E i=1

Using the deterministic results of Step 1, we give separate high probability upper bounds on the two terms
in the decomposition, which we call the “main term” and “truncation term”. These results then imply an
upper bound on the permutation process of (29).

Throughout this section all probabilistic statements are conditional on Z,, and quantify only the random-
ness in &,7 = 1,...,n due to the randomly chosen permutation II ~ Unif(S,,). Deriving an upper bound
on the truncation term is simple and we begin with this.

Truncation term. By Holder’s inequality and then the upper bound on approximation error in (31),

n

%Z(ei — Pe0(Z,))6; < TNi=L maxicr,.n &l Z 0; —
- (33)

1 DTV5(9)
< X .
T min(A1=Mn ngin(E)
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Review: upper bound on Gaussian complexity of unit grid TV ball. Recall that Gz is a d-
dimensional grid graph with ng vertices. The following upper bound on the Gaussian complexity of mean-
zero vectors in the unit grid TV ball is due to Hiitter and Rigollet (2016): in the notation of this paper,
for independent Normal random variables wa ~ N(0,0%),A € =,

{Op(ologno), d=2

Op(a\/logno)7 d> 3.

To derive this result Hiitter and Rigollet (2016) rely on asymptotic properties of the eigenvalues \j, and
eigenvectors uy, of the grid Laplacian Lz = DJ Dz and the left singular vectors of Dz. Specifically, for a
given triplet (\g,ur,vg), k = 2,...,ng, there exist positive constants ¢, C depending only on d (and not on

ng) for which
p\ 2/d
Ak20(> s vkllsos ek lleo < g, forallk=2,....,n
no no

Main term: permutation complexity of unit grid TV ball. Lemma 1 shows that a similar upper
bound holds with respect to a functional that we call “permutation complexity”, in which the Gaussian
random variables wa are replaced by the randomly permuted sums Wa. To see the correspondence be-
tween the upper bound in the permutation case and the (previously known) upper bound in the Gaussian
case, examine the second term below and note that (2min(\,1 — X\))~Y2n.,(Z) is an upper bound on

Var(Wa).
Lemma 1. There exists a constant C depending only on d such that with probability at least 1 — 0,

CIOg(nO/é) + c ) { \Y nmax(E’) 10g(n0/5), d=2

min(A,1=2A)  /min(A,1=A) | v/nmax(2)3/10g(no/8),  d > 3.

sup{ 3" yawa 5 =0,DTVz(y) < 1} —
AEE

sup{z YaWa : DTVz(y) < 1} <
AE=E

Proof of Lemma 1. To begin note that W € row(Dz) as Y A, Wa = Y.i_; & = 0. Therefore W =
DI (DZ)'W where (D1)T is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of D1 . It follows from Holder’s inequal-
ity that

> 1aWa = (7, W) = (D=7,(DL) W)z < (D2)'W][s.

A€E

.
Writing (D)7 =372, "\j%: in terms of its singular value decomposition, the quantity we are interested in
upper bounding is

n

> Ui

i=1

= max

Uk:v
Jj=1,...,|E=|

n no
Uk, jVk,i

max & —=
j=1,e|B= ‘E z:: VA
where U;; =Y 0 &> 02, u"# 2 and in a slight abuse we have defined vy ; := (vi)a for each Z; € A.
Now we upper bound | >}, U;;|, using a Bernstein’s inequality for randomly permuted sums due to Al-
bert (2019). For ease of reference, this inequality is recorded in (63) in Section F.2. To apply the result,
note that for any j =1,..., E=:
(i) E[U;] =0fori=1,...,n;
(ii) The variance of the sum can be decomposed into sum of variances and covariances:

Var[zn: Uis] = zn:Var (U] + Zn: Cov|Us, 3, U, -
=1 =1

11702

‘H,
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(iii) The sum of the variances satisfies the upper bound

n 9 n 0 i N\ 2 .
ZV&T |:U”:| = m Z(Z %) (Slnce Var[fz] < m)
i=1 ’

i=1 k=2
2 S (3 s’

= N1 W n e

min(A, 1= A) £=2 = Y

2 X Nmax(E) ( N Vg, AU, j )2
< £ X Mmax\2) Uk, AUk, j
*min(/\,l—/\)b‘ze:_ ]; o
_ 2% nmax . ) )
" min(\, 1 — )\ (using the 2 orthogonality of v)

Cxn
< $ . < /T
Sy minn 1 Z Ak (using flux 0 < \/E)
C x nmax(:) -0 1

IN

(using A, > c(k/no)?/?)

=~
HM
1)
I
™)
~
Y

nélfz/d) min(A, 1 — A)

< C x nmax(E) % 1Og<n0)7 d=
~ min(A, 1= )) 1, d>3.

(iv) The sum of the covariances satisfies the upper bound

i COV[Uil,ijizd} = En: {COV[Silafiz} X (i %) « (i 1”@,22\/%@)}

i1 #ia i1#42 k=2 k=2

1 1 ,01 v 5
n—1(X+1 ) {‘ka Uk]‘ ‘kazu“‘}

i1 #£1
(since Covl[¢;,, &, = n;,ll (% + ﬁ))
<= (1 + L) X i(i M)Q (using Cauchy-Schwarz)
“n—1\\ 1—-X P \/Ak
C max (2 lo s d=2
< X(;Ll()\)) X {1 8(mo) i>3 (same reasoning as in (iii).)
min(\, 1 — , > 3.

(v) Each U;; satisfies the upper bound

1 0 Uk iV
Ui' < 2] K,
Uil < min(A, 1 — A) kZZQ N
c U _
S RO 2= 7 (using [lugloos 0k ]loo < 1/:S)
0 ’ k 2 V2
; 2/d
= 1-1/d min(A, 1 — A Z kl/d (using A > c(k/no)*/?)
0
C
< —.
~ min(A\, 1 —)\)

So we can apply Bernstein’s inequality for permuted sums, recorded in (63), with these upper bounds on
variance and maximum absolute value, and with 6’ = §/|E=| > 6/(2%ng). Then taking a union bound over
j=1,...,|E=| gives the claimed result of the Lemma. O
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A.4 Step 3: Spread of sample points, and completing the proof of (30)

The bounds in Step 3 will be tight enough to established the desired result of (30) as long as Z,, is spread
out over  in the sense that both nyin(Z), tmax(2) = Op(logn). We first state high probability bounds to
that effect, and then complete the proof of (30).

Spread of sample points. Recall that ¢ = C;(logn/n)'/¢ where C; = 2v/d - (24B)"/¢, and gy =
£/(2v/d) = (24Blogn/n)'/¢. By the assumption (P,Q) € P>(d), we have that the expected number of
samples in any cube A € E is O(logn): specifically, for any A € E,

1
24logn = Ensg < E[n(A)] < Bnel = 24B%logn.

Using a multiplicative Chernoff bound (see Section F.2) and a union bound, we have that

1

n(A) — E[n(A)]| < gE[n(A)] for all A € E,

inx Eln(A 2
M)zl—%gdem}(*ﬂ%")21**217*'
12 " 2

The last inequality follows from the assumption 8 > 4/n. In summary, with probability at least 1 — 3/2:

with probability > 1 — 2¢; dexp ( — b
121ogn < Nin(Z) < Nmax(Z) < 36B% log n. (34)
Proof of (30). Take Z™ to be the set of possible Z,, for which nmin(Z2) and np.x(E) satisfy the inequali-

ties of (34). We have just shown that P(Z,, € Z") > 1 — /2. Thus the first statement in (30) is verified.
Additionally, for any Z™ € Z", conditional on Z™ we have the following result when d > 3:

max nﬁiani :DTV.(0) <1
{Z @ (©) }
i=1

n

1 1 _
- max{ﬁ (6= (P=0)i&) + — > (P=6)aWa : DIV.() < 1}
i=1 AcE
< L X + {1 > (PE0)AWa : DTV.(0) < 1} (by (33))
T min(A, 1= An npin(E) R = AllAr N Y
L —t 41 ><max{l 3" 7aWa : DTVz() < 1} (by (32))
“min(A, 1= X)n " nmn(E)  n[nmm(E)]2 n i Tatiac == Y
1 " 1 N C " log(no/a) N Nmax (2) log(no/a)
T min(A, 1 —=XAn npin(E)  n[nmin(E)]? min(A, 1 — \) min(\, 1 —))
(with probability > 1 — «, by Lemma 1)
C C log(n) log nlog(n) "
. fi fZm
~ min(A\, 1 — A)nlogn + n(logn)? % <min(/\, 1-2X) min(\, 1 —\) (by definition o )

In the last line we have also used the fact that log(1/a) < logn. This implies that the second second
statement in (30) is correct, when the constant C in the definition of the threshold ¢,, ., is chosen to
be sufficiently large. This completes the proof of (30) for all d > 3, and hence establishes the claimed
upper bound on the permutation critical value tprv (X, , Vn,). When d = 2 the upper bound on the
permutation complexity from Lemma 1 is different; otherwise the exact same steps give the claimed result.

A.5 Lower bound on ¢,-Graph TV IPM

In this section we prove the second part of (17), by establishing the claimed lower bound on the &,-graph
TV IPM. To do so, we proceed by identifying a witness of the population IPM and analyzing empirical
functionals — namely, difference in sample means and ,,-graph TV — of that witness. The following struc-
tural result is helpful for this purpose.
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Proposition 1. If P,Q € P>=(d), then there exists a measurable set A* C R with positive finite perimeter
0 < per(A*) < oo such that the function

1(x € A)

ff(z) = Tper(A*) (35)

is a witness of the population TV IPM:

[ £ @) - aw) ds = du(P. Q).
Moreover, there is a constant C' depending only on d such that

dpv(P,Q) < C(v(A%)"".

We delay the proof of Proposition 1 to Section A.6. Before that, we use the proposition to derive the
desired lower bound on graph TV IPM. Let A* be a set that witnesses the population TV IPM in the

sense that )

dev(P,Q) = per(A%) /A* (p(x) — q(x)) da,
and let f*(x) = 1{z € A*}. We have the following lower bound on graph TV IPM:

ni na

DTV (nlzf ' _7Zf )

Applying Chebyshev’s inequality to the difference in sample means, we see that with probability at least
1-9,

R . . 1 (Pp(X € A%)  Pg(Y € A*
n—ll;f( fn—zz:f ) >Pp(X € A*) — IPQ(YEA)\/WS( il : ) 4 Q((l_)\) )>

By (A¥)
ndmin(A\, 1 —\)’

dprv(Xn, s Yny) >

>Pp(X € A*) —Po(Y € A*) — \/ (by (14))

On the other hand, high-probability upper bounds on the neighborhood graph TV in terms of continuum
TV are known in the literature. In particular Lemma S.6 of Hu et al. (2022) implies that

DTV (14+) < (; ZedHlper(A¥),

with probability at least 1 — §. (Lemma S.6 of Hu et al. (2022) deals with i.i.d data and so technically speak-
ing does not apply to our two-sample setting, but basic modifications of the proof yield an unchanged
result.)

Taking 0 = /4, we have that with probability at least 1 — 5/2,

1 /8 1 2Bu(A*)
Aoy (Xn, Vns ) 2 Cn2ed+1t (2 +dBv (P, Q) = per(A*) \/nﬁ min(\, 1 — A)) (36)

Now we show that the error term in this lower bound is meaningfully smaller than dgy (P, @), using (i) an
isoperimetric inequality — recorded in (57) — that lower bounds the perimeter of any set A in terms of its
volume, and (ii) the lower bound on the area of A* given by Proposition 1. In particular,

1 V(A (v(A) M
per(A*) n =¢ n-v(A*)
<C dpv(P, Q)

— J(dsv(PQ)"

< Cﬂ3/2 : dBV(Pv Q) : min(Au 1- >‘)
- Vlogn '

(by (57))

(by Proposition 1)
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The last inequality holds from our assumed lower bound on dpyv (P, Q) in (16). In this inequality, the con-
stant ¢ — 0 as the constant C' — oo in (16). Thus for an appropriately large choice of constant C' in (16):

dev (P, Q)8 <1 ¢ > - dv(P Q)8
Cn2edtl Togn) = Cnredtl

1/d

dpTv(Xny s Yny) >

Finally, it follows from the choice of radius ¢ = C;(logn/n)
that, again with probability at least 1 — 8/2,

and the assumed lower bound on dpv (P, Q)

dprv(Xn,, Yns) >

C v0ogn, d=2
174 <

nlogn{min(\,1 —\)} L, d >3,

which implies the desired claim.

A.6 Proof of Proposition 1: representation of witness

In this section and the next (Section A.7) we prove Proposition 1, starting in this section with the repre-
sentation result, that there exists a witness f* of the population TV IPM which, up to normalization, is
the indicator function of a set.

The claim is trivial if P = @ — any set A* with positive finite perimeter satisfies the claim — and hereafter
we assume P # Q. If P # Q then there exists a witness f* of the TV IPM satisfying TV(f*) > 0 and
f* # 0 on a set of positive Lebesgue measure. This follows from the finiteness and characteristic property
of dgy, and (59).

We will prove the claim by showing that in fact there there exists a set A* with finite perimeter such that

m / ) (p(x) — q(x)) de = Sup{ » f(@)(p(x) — q(x)) de : TV(f) < 1}, (37)

The idea will be to establish an equivalence between the variational problem in (37), which defines the
population-level TV IPM, and a perimeter minimization problem over sets A C R%. The solution to this
perimeter minimization problem is the A* in (37).

Equivalence between TV and perimeter minimization problems. We state here a result on an
equivalence between perimeter and TV minimization problems as recorded in Chambolle et al. (2010).
Consider the non-convex perimeter minimization problem

min{/\ per(A) — / g(x)dx : 14 € BV(Rd)}. (38)
A
and its convex relaxation,
min{ ATV (f) - /g(x)f(a:) dr:TV(f) < 1,0< f(z) <1 forall 2 € RY}. (39)

It turns out that the for the solution f* to the TV minimization problem and any s € (0, 1], the level set
{f* > 0} is a solution to the perimeter minimization problem.

Proof of Proposition 1. We rewrite (37) as the minimization problem

— min{ [ T@)p() = a() s TV < 1} (40)

Consider the Lagrangian of the minimization in (40),
LN = | f@)(p(x) = a()) + ATV(f). (41)
R
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At the specific value of the Lagrange multiplier \* = dgy (P, @), the minimum of the Lagrangian miny £(f, \*) =
0 — on the one hand clearly L(f, A\*) < 0 as the zero function is feasible, while on the other hand for any
f € BV(RY),

dev (P, Q)TV(f) = y f@)(p(z) — q(@)) dz = L(f,\") 0.

We note that the same argument holds if the minimum is restricted to indicator functions of sets with
finite perimeter; this will be useful shortly.

Now let f be any function which achieves the minimum value £(f, A*) = 0. By the coarea formula
TV(f) = TV(f*) + TV(f~) where f* = max(f,0) and f~ = min(f,0). Additionally, if || f|| e ra) # O
then it follows from the 1-homogeneity of TV, i.e. TV(af) = aTV(f), that L(g,\*) = 0 for g(x) =
J(@) /|1 fll Lo (may- We conclude that

min{ﬁ(ﬁ)\*) fe BV(Rd)} = min{ﬁ(f,A*) . f€BV(RY,0< fz) <1 forallz e Rd}. (42)

Notice that the right hand side of (42) is exactly the TV minimization problem (39), with A = A*. No-
tice additionally that for a witness f* of the TV IPM, the normalized function g* = f*/[|f*|| Lo (ra) is a
minimizer of (42) for which TV (g*) > 0.

Now we use the equivalence between TV and perimeter minimization, which says that for any s € [0, 1) it
is the case that {g* > s} achieves the minimum of (38). Moreover, there must exist some s* € [0,1) for
which per({g* > s}) > 0, by the coarea formula. Take A* = {g* > s*}. It follows that

Aper(A*) — / (p(z) — q(x)) do = min{)\* per(A4) — /

g(x)dx : 14 € BV(Rd)} = 0.
A

*

The second equality holds because ming £(14,A*) = 0, as previously argued. The previous display can be

rearranged to read

m / ) (p(z) — q(2)) dz = \* = dpv (P, Q),

which is the desired claim.

A.7 Proof of Proposition 1: estimates for witness A*

Let A° = R?\ A. We will assume without loss of generality that v(A*) < v((A*)¢), otherwise we can
swap p and q and consider the set R?\ A*. Then it follows from Hélder’s inequality and the isoperimetric
inequality (57) that

1 v(A*)

dov(P.Q) = i | (vl) —a(e) do < (I = all ey ) ol < Cua)

B Proof of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 proceeds in a classical way due to Ingster, in which the minimax risk is lower
bounded by the probability of type II error in a two-point testing problem. We briefly review the general
technique, and then give a specific construction that leads to Theorem 2.

B.1 Review: reduction to two-point testing problem

For collections of pairs of distributions Py, P1, define the minimax type II risk to be

Bnl,nz (PO; Pl) = inf Sup EP7Q[1 - QO],
Y (P,Q)EP:1
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with the infimum being over all tests that are level-a for all (Py, Py) € Py. Let Il be a prior over Py, II;
be a prior over Pp, and define

(N ) B SR (IR | R
(P,P)EPo i=1 i=1

ni na

Vl({xlv"'7mn1}7{y17~~~7yn2}) = Z Hl((PaQ))Hp(xz)Hq(yz)
i=1 i=1

(P,Q)EP:

That is, vy is the density of (X,,,, Vs,) under Iy, and v; is the density under IT;. The likelihood ratio
statistic for distinguishing Hy : v = vg versus Hy : v = v is

Vl(XTL17yTL2)

R(anaynQ) = VO(an,yRQ) .

The following result links the minimax type II risk to the first two moments of R. It is a direct extension
to the two-sample setting of a result in goodness-of-testing due to Ingster, as recorded in Balakrishnan and
Wasserman (2019).

Lemma 2. Let 0 < g <1 —a. If
EVO [R(X’M?ynz)z] < 1+ 4(1 — o= ﬂ)Za
L‘hen ﬁnl,nz (P07P1> Z ﬁ

B.2 Construction of alternatives

Now we return to problem of testing for separation in the TV IPM, and construct collections Py and Py
that lead to a tight lower bound. In the rest of this proof, for notational convenience we will assume that
ny < ny; of course, this is without loss of generality as we could otherwise relabel.

For the null, we will simply take Py to be the uniform distribution over 2 and let Py be the singleton
{(Po, Py)}. Obviously the only possible prior Il is the one which puts all its mass on the singleton.

Each pair of alternatives (P, Q) € P; will be defined as a small, spatially localized perturbation of the null
(Po, Py). More specifically, recall the collection of cubes Z defined in the proof of Theorem 1, which had
width equal to g9 = £,/(2V/d). To construct the alternatives, we will use a collection of cubes Z’ defined in
exactly the same way but with width given by &’ = (log%)l/ 4. Split each A; € =’ into two equally sized

n
L AR.
rectangles Ay, A

. 'y d : / d
Af:z%—f—{—s’,—%)’ Af::%—i—[—%,O), for j € [N']4,

and let ¢a(z) = L(z € AL) — 1(z € AR). Take P; = {(Pa,Qa) : A € Z'}, where for each A € Z’ the pair
(Pa,Qa) have densities

1
pa(z) =po(z), qa(x)=po(z)+ §¢A(33),
and let II; be the uniform distribution over P;. Notice that by construction Py C P> (d).

B.3 Completing the proof of Theorem 2

Now we complete the proof by analyzing the second moment of the likelihood ratio under the choices of
Py, Py given in Section B.2, and then applying Lemma 2.

When Py = {(Py, Po)} is a singleton, Py is the uniform distribution over €, and II; is a uniform prior over
the collection Py, the likelihood ratio is

R ) =1 2 TIex) - J[a0o.

(P,Q)ePy i=1
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For the specific choice of P; made in Section B.2, this is

R ) = 7 3 [ (1+30a09).

AcE 1=1

where |Z’| is the number of cubes in the partition Z’. Then a computation yields

o [ 0] = P 4 g ([ 0 eat )

== 1\
= ()

1 %)
<1+ 7o (i)
log no
co ?
2

where the last line follows as |Z/| = 22— with ¢g = 1 — (1/2)%*1. Let N solve log N/N = 4(1 — a — ).

log na
We conclude that for all ng > N, E, [R(Xn,; Vny)?] < 1+4(1 — a — 8)? and therefore Sy, n,(Po, P1) > B by
Lemma 2.

<1+

Finally, for each A € =’ we have

I\ d— N

€ 1 15
TV(6s)=4d(5)" . and Jéalfam =2(5)"
Therefore

1 _ @2t & (logna/ng)'/?
dpv(Pa,Qa) > W(EQA [0a(Y)] —Ep, [¢A(X)}) W2 sd T sd

We conclude that if p = &;(logna/n2)/¢, then for any level-ov test Riskn, n, (0, %) > By ny (P1) = B.

C Proof of Theorem 3

To lower bound the risk of the e-chi-squared test, we separately analyze the behavior of the chi-squared
statistic under null and alternative.

e Under the alternative, we derive upper bounds on the mean and variance, and use Chebyshev’s
inequality to give an upper bound on the right tail.

e Under the null, we use estimates of the mean, variance and skewness of the chi-squared statistic
along with Berry-Esseen to give a lower bound on the right tail.

Comparing the right tails under null and alternative will give the claim of the theorem.

Throughout we assume ¢ < 7, since otherwise P(A) — Q(A) = 0 for all P,@Q € P, and the distribution
of K (X, Yn,) is the same under both null and alternative. For simplicity we will further only consider
€= 2%77 for some k € N. The proof is easily extended to general ¢ < 7.

C.1 Mean, variance, skewness

From (24) we have that the count of X, in each cell A € Z, is distributed nj P,, (A) ~ Pois(nP(A)), and
likewise n2Qn, (A) ~ Pois(nQ(A)). Additionally P,, (A) and P,, (A’) are independent for A # A’. This
can be used to derive general formulas for the mean and variance of the chi-squared statistic that hold for
any P, (@, and an upper bound on the central third moment under the null P = Q = F,. In particular the
mean of the chi-squared statistic is

Ep o [Ke(Xuy V)| =20 402 3 (P(A) - Q)

A€EE,
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The variance of the chi-squared statistic is

Varp g [ICe(%a,, V)]

2 2

—om? Y {P(A)2 n Q(A)?} +8n+8n® Y (P(A) . Q(A)) (P(A) n Q(A)) +om? Y (P(A) - Q(A)) .
A€E. A€E. A€E,

For the central third moment, let Nao = nqP,, (A) and Ma = n2Qn,(A) (for notational convenience).

Note that under the null P = Q = Py we have E(Na — Ma)? = 2nPy(A). So, recalling the algebraic identity

(a+b)P < 2P~ 1(ab +bP),

Ep,.p,|(Na — Ma)® = E[(Na — Ma)?] ’3 <4 [(NA _ MA)ﬂ n {E(NA — MA)2]3)

[(NA - MA)G] + 8n3P0(A)3>

< 4<32{]E[(NA - npo(A))ﬁ] + 1E[(MA - npo(A)ﬂ } + 8n3P0(A)3)

< Cmax{n®Py(A)3, nPy(A)}
C

{Er i)
maxy =73 7=1(’
1= =]

for C = 2'° +8. (No attempt has been made to keep the constant small.)

C.2 Anti-concentration under the null

Under the null hypothesis P = @ = P, the first two moments of the chi-squared statistic are

Epy,py [ Ke(Xn,, Vna)| = 20

4n?
Varp, p, [ICE(XM,J/M)] = = + 8n.
—e
For notational convenience write g for the standard deviation of K.(X,,,Vn,). The chi-squared statistic
is the sum of |Z.| i.i.d random variables. Applying a Berry-Esseen bound for the rate at which the sum of
independent random variables converges to a Normal, we conclude that for any ¢ > 0,

G max { 2. 21}
IP)P(),Po KE(‘an,yng) Z 2n + tUO Z 1- (I)(t) - 3

099

=1-®(t) — Cmax (|=. *%,n*%)
>1-®(t)— Cn~3, (43)
with the last line following since |Z.| > e=¢ > =9,

C.3 Concentration under the alternative

For any alternative (Py, Qa) € Py, and any A’ € =, we have
) 1
, and (PO(A’) _ QA(A’)) ={ 5

el 0, otherwise.

2 A C A,

—
—
—

Py(A'),Qa(A)) <

Notice that there are at most (1/)? cubes A’ € Z. that lie within A. Using these facts, a computation
gives the following upper bounds on the mean and variance of the chi-squared statistic:

n2 7
EP(MQA [KE(X’VU)y’HQ):I <2n+ W X Efd = 2n + Moy
Cn? nd  n?
Varp, qa [ICE(anyyng)] < 0(2) + E—Z X max{ } = 0(2](1 + V).

= 137 |=_|2
—e —e
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We can further bound M and V, recalling that n¢ < n=2/% and 2| =4 >n~%
n2nd
|EE|UO

Cn?

max{%, n}

. nl/3  ;5/6
gcmln{w,@} < (44)

3 2
xmax{ n_on }SCnd " < COn~ Y3,

2P ||
ERE

M:

V =

The value of ¢; in (44) depends on the constant ¢ in (25) with ¢; — 0 as ¢ — 0.

We conclude from Chebyshev’s inequality that

14+ Cn~1/3

]P)PO,QA (K:E<Xn1,yn2) S 2n + (t + C])UO> Z 1- t2 (45)

C.4 Completing the proof

We now complete the proof by comparing our bounds on the upper tails under null and alternative. Let
z* denote the (1 — a)th upper quantile of the standard Normal distribution.

For a,, = a + Cn~'/3, we have from (43) that

IPJP(),Po <IC€(XTL1 ) ynz) >2n+ Za"ao> > a.

Thus, the threshold ¢, must be at least 2n+ 2“0 in order for ¢csq to be a level-a test. But then from (45),

14 Cn~1/3
ETr

Pry,Qa (’Cs(Xn“Jan) < ta) >1—

Noting that o, - a as n — oo and ¢; — 0 as ¢ — 0 in (19), it follows that Ep, g, @esq < 2(1/2%)2 for all
n sufficiently large and c sufficiently small.

D Proof of Representation (8)

We recast the ratio optimization problem in a way that allows us to invoke a result of Hein and Setzer
(2011) on submodular optimization. Let S,(f) = |#"a| and notice that

Sa(6)
= max — ———.
OcR" 6er” || DgO||1
Notice that S, () fulfills all the conditions of Theorem 3.1 of Hein and Setzer (2011), and therefore by

that theorem
|2 e L] | —| P 27e ] |}
min ————~ —_—

beRn Su(0)  ec{onyr Sa(0)
Taking the reciprocal of both sides yields the equality in (8).

E Proof of Theorem 4

Suppose P = . In Theorem 1 we give finite-sample upper bounds which imply that dprv (X, , Vn,) — 0
as ni,ng — 00. The bounds are with sufficiently high probability that an application of the Borel-Cantelli
Lemma implies that the convergence is almost sure as ny,ny — oo.

Otherwise P # Q. In this case, as discussed in the main tet, our results will rely on a mode of variational
convergence known as ['-convergence, that has been used to analyze various graph functionals such as
balanced cuts (Garcia Trillos et al., 2016). Indeed, as we discuss in Section 3.2, the graph TV IPM can be
viewed as kind of balanced cut — with a balancing term that takes into account the “labels” of the samples
Xy, Vn, — and the general structure of our proofs follows that of (Garcia Trillos et al., 2016).

We begin with a brief review of I'-convergence in general, and I'-convergence of graph total variation, since
this will help set the stage for the intermediary results we need in order to prove Theorem 4.
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E.1 Review: I'-convergence and convergence of minimizers

Let Fy, F, ..., F : T — [0,00] be non-negative functionals defined on a metric space T' = (U,d). (Assume
throughout that functionals are not identically equal to 0o.) Then the sequence (Fy) = (Fn)nen is said

to I'-converge to F', denoted Fiy Lr , if the following two conditions are met:

o Limsup inequality. For every point u € T, there exists (uy) — w for which

limsup Fy(un) < F(u).

N —oc0

o Liminf inequality. For every convergent sequence (uy) — u in T,

liminf Fy(un) > F(u).
N—o0

T" convergence is fundamentally a variational form of convergence. Suppose that a sequence Fiy LF
additionally satisfies the following compactness property: for every bounded sequence uy € T for which

limsup Fy(un) < 0o,
N—o00

the sequence (uy) is relatively compact in T, i.e. it convergences along subsequences. Then it follows that

lim inf Fy(u) = min F(u).
N—ocoueT uweT

This is the fundamental theorem of I'-convergence (Braides, 2006).

E.2 Review: I'-convergence of graph total variation
Let Z1,...,Zy, Zpt1,- .- be independent samples from a distribution p. Assume that g supported on €2,

absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, with a continuous density w satisfying

1
3 <w(x)< B, forallzeQ,

for some B € [1,00). Consider the rescaled graph total variation,

DTV, ¢(u)
OTVnelu) = = omearr

Under these conditions, Garcia Trillos and Slepéev (2016) establish that GTV,, . I'-converges to a con-
tinuum weighted total variation. In order to make sense of this, they define (i) a common metric space
in which one can compare functions defined on Z,, to functions defined over €, and (ii) a notion of I'-
convergence for functionals involving random samples. We review both concepts.

The metric space TL'(Q).

Definition 1. The metric space TLl(Q) consists of pairs (u,u), where p is a Borel probability measure and
u € LY, u), and is equipped with the metric

druoy (). 00) =t [ [l =yl (o) - o)l dn(ay), (16)

Y€ (P,Q)

where T is the set of couplings between p and p/, that is, the set of probability measures on Q x Q for which
the marginal in the first variable is given by u, and the marginal in the second variable is given by p'.
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Recall that a transportation map between p and ' is a Borel map T : 2 — Q such that the push-forward
Typ, defined by
(Typ)(S) := u(T~*(S)), for Borel sets S C Q

satisfies Ty = p/. A sequence of transportation maps (T) is said to be stagnating if sup,cq |Tn(z) — x| —
0. When p is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, Garcia Trillos and Slepcev (2016)
derive the following results involving stagnating transportation maps.

TL'(Q
o A sequence (un,uy) ) (1, w) if and only if there exists a sequence of stagnating transportation

maps T between p and py, for which additionally ||uy o Tn — ul[z1(q) — 0.

e Suppose Z1,...,Z, are drawn i.i.d from a continuous density pu € P°°(d). Then with probability one,
there exist a sequence of transportation maps 7, from p to u, satisfying

. n'/41d — T}, oo
limsup ————
n—oo (log n)q‘j

<,
where we recall that ¢4 = 3/2 for d =2 and ¢4 = 1 for d > 3.

I'-convergence of random functionals. Let u, be the empirical measure of random samples Z1, ..., Z,,
and suppose F),(-) are functionals defined for u such that (u, u,) € TL*(Q). Then we say F), L Fif for
u-almost every sequence Z1, ..., Zy, Znt1, - - -, it is the case that F, () Lr

I'-convergence and compactness of GTV, .. Let w be the density of u. Under the conditions men-
tioned above, Garcia Trillos and Slepcev (2016) show that GTV,, .(-) 5 TV(-;w?), meaning that for
p-almost every sequence Z1, ..., Zn, Zni1, - .. the following two statements hold.

o For every u € L'(Q, 1) there exists a sequence u,, converging to u in TL'() such that

limsup GTV,, . (u,) < TV (u;w?).

n—oo

« For every u, € L'(f, ,) converging to u € L'(Q, x) in TL*(Q),

liminf GTV,, - (un) > TV (u;w?).

n— oo

TL'(Q
In the above statements we have used “u,, converging to u” to mean (u, fin) —(> ) (u, ).
Additionally Garcia Trillos and Slepéev (2016) show that GTV,, . satisfies the compactness property,
meaning that for any bounded sequence (uy, i) that has bounded graph total variation, i.e.

lim s [t 1 (20, < 00, Hmsup GTV,, () < oo, (47)

n—oo n—roo

it is the case that (w,, fu,) is relatively compact in TL'(€2).

Two-sample equivalent. The setting of Garcia Trillos and Slepcev (2016) is that of a sequence of
independent and identically distributed random samples, but the conclusions hold true if we suppose
instead the conditions of Theorem 4. Specifically let X1, Xs,..., Xp,, Xn,+1,. .. be independently sampled
from P and Y1,Ys,...,Ys,, Y0, 41, .. be independently sampled from @, where (P,Q) € P*>(d), and
define u,, to be the empirical measure of Zy,,, ..., Z,, where Z;, = X; fori =1,...,ny and Z;,, = Y; for
i=mn;+1,...,n. Then GTV,, . still satisfies the compactness property. If additionally =1 — X € [0, 1] then

GTV,,.(+) L TV(; w%Q).
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E.3 TI'-convergence of criterion of graph TV IPM

The definition of I'-convergence requires functionals defined on a common metric space. In this section,
we introduce functionals F,, and E which are related to the criteria of the graph TV IPM and density-
weighted population TV IPM, but are defined on a common metric space. Then we prove I'-convergence of
E,, to E, which ultimately leads to the convergence of the graph TV IPM.

The two-sample metric space TL% (©2). For our purposes, it will be useful to introduce a two-sample
analogue to TL'(£2). In the following definition we say u € L'(Q, u, v) if u € L*(Q, ) and u € LY(Q, v).

Definition 2. The space TL%(Q) consists of triplets (p, v, u), where pu, v are Borel probability measures on
Q, and u € L*(Q, i, v). It is equipped with the metric

vy (), (V) = drns oy (s w), (10) ) + drrs oy (), (7,0)) (48)

We make the following basic observations:

1 1 1

o (un,vN,uN) TLQ(Q) (,v,u) if and only if (un,un) TL%(Q) (1, u) and (vn, un) TL%(Q) (v,u).
TL3(Q) TL(Q TLYH(Q

o If (uy,vn,un) = (u,v,u) then (un,un) —g ) (1, u) and (v, un) —(> ) (v,u).

TL3(Q
e Suppose u and v are absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, and suppose (un, vy, un) i§ )

(p, v,u). Then there exist stagnating transportation maps Th between p and py, and T% between Q
and Qy-.

Discrete and continuum functionals. We now define the functionals F,, and E mentioned above.

To define the discrete functional, let B,,(u) = |Ppn, (1) — Qn,(u)| for (u, P,,,Qn,) € TL3(Q); this is
equivalent to the balance term in the ratio-based formulation of graph TV IPM except defined for v €
L'Y(Q, P,,, Qp,) rather than 6 € R™. Define Ly (2, Py, Qn,) to be

LY, (P, Qu) o= {u = 0 € LNQ, P, Q). Ba(v) > 0} (49)

v
By, (v)
The functional E,, : TL3(Q) — [0, oc] is defined as

{GTVTL7577, (u)v Un S Lan (Pn1 1) Qn2)7

E’I’L(U7P’n17Qn2) = (50)

00, otherwise.

To define the continuum functional, let B(u) = |P(u) — Q(u)| for u € LY(Q, P,Q). Define LL(Q, P,Q) to be

LL(Q,P,Q) = {u _ % Lve LNQ, P,Q), B(v) > 0}, (51)

and define the functional E : TL(2) — [0, 0] to be

TV(u;UJ?P’Q), u € L}B(Qapv Q)a

. (52)
0, otherwise.

E(u,P,Q) := {

We will write E,,(un) = Ep(un, Pn,, Qn,) and E(u) = E(u, P,Q) when the measures are clear from con-
text.

The definitions of E,,, E may appear somewhat strange at first. The reason we define them this way —
that is, the reason we define them to be equal to GTV,, .(u) for functions u that are normalized by a
balance term By, (u), rather than in terms of the ratio GTV,, ¢(u)/By(u) — is so that we can make use of
the I'-convergence of GTV,, . to TV(-,w?), and the compactness of GTV,, ., in as straightforward a way
as possible. A similar device was employed in Garcia Trillos et al. (2016) to analyze the convergence of
various balanced cut functionals on graphs.
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I'-convergence of F,.

Proposition 2. Under the conditions of Theorem 4, Ey, L E, meaning that for P-almost every Xi,..., Xpn,, Xni+1,---
and Q-almost every Y1,...,Y,,, Yn,41,..., the following two statements hold.

o For every u € L'(Q, P,Q), there exists u,, converging to u in TLY(Q), such that
lim sup E, (u,) < E(u). (53)
n— oo
o For every u € LY(%, P,Q), and all u, € L' (Q, Pn,,Qn,) converging to u in TL3(Q),
liminf E, (u,) > E(u). (54)
n—r oo

. TL'(Q
In the above statements we have used “u,, converging to u” to mean (u,, P,,, Qn,) %( )

(u, P, Q).

Proof. First we are going to prove the limsup inequality, then the liminf inequality. Throughout, we as-
sume the existence of stagnating transportation maps Tfl from P to P,,, and T,% from @Q to @Qy,, keeping
in mind that these exist with probability one.

Limsup inequality. As is standard, we are going to prove the limsup inequality (53) for every w in a dense
subset of L'(Q, P,Q), in particular every Lipschitz function u. This implies the result holds for all u €
LY(Q, P,Q) by a diagonal argument.

Suppose u € L5(P,Q). Then taking u,, to be the restriction of u to Z,,, we have

im0 T3 = ull (o) < C'max | T} (z) — al,

where C' depends on  and the Lipschitz constant of u. The same holds for T%. Since X' and T% are
stagnating, it follows that u, converges to u in TL% (©2). Obviously,

limsup E,, (u,) < oo = E(u),

n—oo

and this proves the claim for u ¢ LL(P, Q).

On the other hand, if u € LL(P, Q) then u = v/B(v) for some v € L' (2, P, Q). Note that v must also be a
Lipschitz function, since u is Lipschitz and

B(v) < C(|Iplle(e) + gl @) vl L1 ) < oo
Then, taking v,, to be the restriction of v to Z;.,, the same argument as above shows that v,, converges to
v in TL3(Q). It follows that Py, (v,) — P(v), Qn,(vn) = Q(v), By (v,) — B(v), and
lim sup GTV,, (v,) < TV (v; w%,Q).

n—r oo
Now take w,, = v,/Bp(vy), which is well-defined for all n sufficiently large, since B(v,) — B(v) > 0. Then
Un € Ly (P, Qny), Un converges to u in TL3(Q), and

TV, o (vn, TV (v; w?
lim sup E,, (u,,) = lim sup GTV e (vn) < (viwhg)

msu ST ) S By D

Liminf inequality. To start, suppose u & LL(P, Q). If u, converges to u in TL3() then
B, (un) — B(u) # 1,
and so for all n sufficiently large, B, (u,) # 1. Consequently,

lirginf E,(un) = 00 = E(u).

Otherwise u € Li(P,Q), and
liminf F,, (u,) = liminf GTV,, ., (uy) > TV (u; w%Q) = E(u).

n— oo n—oo
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Compactness of E,. In what follows let mean,, (u) := 1 > i, u; be the sample average of u, and say u

“n
is mean-zero if mean,, (u) = 0.

Proposition 3. Under the conditions of Theorem /, the sequence of functionals (E,) is precompact,
meaning that every mean-zero sequence (uy) for which sup,, E,(u,) < oo is relatively compact in TLI(S).

Proof. We will establish that any sequence (u,,) satisfying the conditions of the theorem also satisfies (47),
which implies the claim.

First of all, since E,(u) > GTV,, .(u) it follows that sup,, GTV, (u) < cc.

To upper bound the L'-norm of u we make use of the following pair of results involving the ratio cut
functional. The first is a representation result due to Hein and Setzer (2011):
GTV,, «(u) GTV, (1s)

sup = sup .
w |lu—mean,(u)llLiQyp,) s [lu—mean,(1s)|L1(Qu,)

The right hand side of the above expression is the ratio cut. Garcia Trillos and Slepéev (2016) show that
the ratio cut is asymptotically consistent, under conditions analogous to those of Theorem 4:
T 1 TV(1g;w?
inf GTVn(1s) — inf (1s; P’Q)
S |lu — mean, (15)| L1 (p..) A 2|A||A|

The results of Garcia Trillos et al. (2016) assume i.i.d samples, but are straightforwardly adapted to our
two-sample setting, see the discussion in Section E.2.

Taken together, we have that for any mean-zero sequence u,, for which sup,, £, (u,) < oo,

TV(ls;w?D,Q))*l <0

y @y < limsup GTV, c(un) x (in
i sup [t 11 240, < i sup GV e (un) x (f —5rgmrcy

E.4 Completing the proof of Theorem 4

Let us make an explicit connection between the discrete functionals E,,(-) and dprv(-,-), and the contin-
uum functionals E(-) and dgy(-,-), by observing that

—1 —1
O—n25d+1dDTV(Xn1 ) yng) = (mln En(un)) ) dBV(Pa Q7 w%,Q) - (mlnE(u)) .

Thus we can complete the proof of Theorem 4 by establishing that min E,, (u,) — min E(u), which we do
using the results of Propositions 2 and 3.

Let f* be a witness of dpv (P, Q;w3 ), and let u* = f*/B(f*). Then u* is a minimizer of E(u). Observe
that F(u*) < oo as dpy(P, @Q; wl%,Q) > 0. From the limsup inequality of Proposition 2, there exists a

sequence (u,,) for which
limsup E,, (u,) < E(u”).

n—oo
Now, let u} = argmin F,,(u,). We may as well take v} to be mean-zero since E,, is invariant under shifts,
E,(u—c) = E,(u) for any ¢ € R. Since additionally

limsup £, (u)) < limsup E, (u,) < E(u*) < oo,

n—oo n—oo
we conclude that u is relatively compact in TL3(Q) by Proposition 3.

Let us assume without loss of generality that u* — u in TL3(Q) (otherwise, work along subsequences). In
that case, it follows from the liminf inequality of Proposition 2 that

liminf E, (u)) > E(u) > E(u").
n—oo

So the limit of E,(u}) exists and is equal to E(u*), which is the desired result.
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F Technical results

F.1 Total variation and total variation IPM

In this section we collect a number of useful facts about TV and TV IPM. Throughout we assume that
(P,Q) € P>(d) meaning in particular that densities p, q exist and furthermore that p,q € L>(R%).

Basic properties of total variation. Total variation satisfies the coarea formula

() = [ pelis>0)a

Additionally, total variation is lower semi-continuous: if f; — f weakly in LP(R?), for any 1 < p < oo,
then
TV(f) < likminf TV(fx).
—00

Given a domain 2 C R?, the total variation of f € L*(Q) is defined as
TV(f;Q) == sup{/ Fodiv(e) 1 ¢ € C2(9),0 < ||¢p(z)]2 < 1 forall z € Q}
Q
It follows that TV(f; Q) < TV(f).

Sobolev and isoperimetric inequalities. We record a Sobolev inequality for f € BV(R?), as given in
Theorem 14.33 of Leoni (2017): there exists a constant C' depending only on d such that

£l Lasca—1)(ay < C - TV(f). (56)

This Sobolev inequality can be used to prove an isoperimetric inequality that we will also need. Let A C
R? be a set of finite perimeter, and take A° = R?\ A. Then either A or A has finite Lebesgue measure, and
there exists a constant C' depending only on d such that

}(d_l)/d < C - per(A). (57)

min{V(A), v(A°)
See Theorem 14.44 of Leoni (2017).

Finiteness of TV IPM. Here we show that the the population TV IPM is finite for (P, Q) € P> (d).
Applying Holder’s inequality, the Sobolev inequality (56), and then using the fact that p € L>(R?) and

[p(x)de =1, o »
[ s@wae < ([ e an) " [ parta)

<cv(s( / p(x)ddx>1/ ! (58)

d— d
< CTV()IIpll S il

The same inequality holds with respect to q.

Existence of maximizer of TV IPM. We show here that there exists a (not necessarily unique) func-
tion f* for which TV(f*) < 1 and which achieves the maximum value of the criterion of dpyv (P, @), that
is

[ vta) = @)1 (@) do = sup{ [ (o) - ale)) ) o TV() < 1, (59)

Consider a maximizing sequence of (59): that is, a sequence of integrable fj for which TV(f) < 1,k =
1,2,... and

Jim [ @) (p(e) - a(a) do = dov(P,Q).
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It follows from TV(f,) < 1 and the Sobolev inequality (56) that (fx)rey is bounded in L%/ (@1 (R4).
This means there exists a subsequence (also denoted by fi) which converges weakly to an element f €
LY(@=1)(R?), meaning

/fk(:v)g(x) dx — /f(:z:)g(x) dx, for all g € LY(RY).

However by the lower semi-continuity of TV we have that liminfy_,., TV(fx) > TV(f). Noting that
p—q € LYR?) (see (58)), we have shown the desired result.

Characteristic property of TV IPM. The TV IPM is characteristic, meaning dgv (P, Q) = 0 only if
P = @. This can be seen by the following chain of implications:

/(p(x) —q(z)) f(z)dz =0, forall fe BV(R?)
= /(p(ac) — q(x))f(x) drx =0, forall feCX(RY)
= /(p(a?) —q(z)) f(x)dz =0, forall f e C.(RY),

with the second implication following by density of C2°(R?) in C.(R%). By the Riesz-Markov-Kakutani
Theorem this identifies P — @ with 0.

F.2 Concentration inequalities

Hoeffding’s inequality. Let Uy,...,U, be independent random variables with mean E[U;] = p and for
which |U;| < b with probability 1. Then for any ¢ > 0,

2

]P’(‘;Ui —nu‘ > t) < 2eXp<—#)7

and it follows that with probability at least 1 — 6,

‘Z Ui — nu’ < by/2n10g(2/9). (60)

Multiplicative Chernoff bound. Let Uy,...,U, be independent random variables with mean Y. E[U;] =
nu and for which |U;] < 1 with probability 1. Then for any 0 < ¢ <1,

n t2
P(‘ZUi—nu’ Ztnu) SQeXp(— ;W),
i=1

and it follows that with probability at least 1 — ¢,

’Z U, — n,u‘ < v/3log(2/6)nu. (61)

Bernstein’s inequality. Let Uy, ..., U, be independent random variables with mean E[U;] = 0, variance
S Var[U;] < o2, and for which |U;| < b with probability 1. Then for any ¢ > 0,

n +2
]P’(‘Zz_; U;| > t) < 2exp(—m)

and it follows that with probability at least 1 — 4,

< o+v/2log(2/6) + 2blog(2/0) (62)
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Bernstein-type inequality for randomly permuted sums. Let {bij}?,jzl be an n X n array of

numbers, and IT ~ Unif(S,,) be a randomly chosen permutation. Set U; = b; ri(;) for i = 1,...,n, and
suppose the mean E[U;] = 0, variance Var[)._, U;] < o2 and |U;| < b with probability 1. Then for any
t>0,

t2
> 1) < 16el/16 (_7)
= > © P26 o) )

P(’iw
=1

and it follows that with probability at least 1 — 6,

v
i=1

< 0/256 log(16¢1/16 /3) + 256b log (1619 /). (63)

G Numerical Experiments: Additional Details

Here we give describe how the binned graph TV test is computed for the simulations in Section 6.1. Recall
that the binwidth of the binned graph TV test is taken to be ¢ = 0.02. Let N = 1/ = 50. The domain
Q= (0,1)% is partitioned into N? = 2500 bins of equal size. Denote the resulting partition by Z.. Let G
denote the torus graph over =, and let P=a denote the average of the normalized assignment vector a over
cells in =. The binned graph TV IPM is then

max 6 Pza.
[Dgr 0l <1

The averaging operator Pz is defined in Section A.2. The two-dimensional torus graph Gt = (5,E5),
where {A, A’} € Gz if and only if A = Aj, A" = A(jie,) moa v for i € {1,2}. By using the torus graph
GZL, as opposed to the grid graph G=, we avoid giving lower graph TV to vectors 6 supported near the
boundary of €.
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