arXiv:2401.17675v1 [stat.ML] 31 Jan 2024

Convergence analysis of t-SNE as a gradient flow for point cloud on a manifold

Seonghyeon Jeong^1, Hau-Tieng Wu^2

1 National Center for Theoretical Sciences, National Taiwan University, Taipei, Taiwan 2 Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York University, New York, NY, 10012 USA

Abstract

We present a theoretical foundation regarding the boundedness of the t-SNE algorithm. t-SNE employs gradient descent iteration with Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence as the objective function, aiming to identify a set of points that closely resemble the original data points in a high-dimensional space, minimizing KL divergence. Investigating t- SNE properties such as perplexity and affinity under a weak convergence assumption on the sampled dataset, we examine the behavior of points generated by t-SNE under continuous gradient flow. Demonstrating that points generated by t-SNE remain bounded, we leverage this insight to establish the existence of a minimizer for KL divergence.

1 Introduction

In data analysis, dimension reduction aims to represent high-dimensional points in a Euclidean space with significantly lower dimensions (e.g., 2 or 3). Various algorithms exist for this purpose, including ISOMAP [TDSL00], Locally Linear Embedding (LLE) [RS00], Eigenmap [BN03], Diffusion Map (DM) [CL06], and its variations like bi-stochastic kernel [MC19] and ROSELAND [SLW22], Vector Diffusion Map (VDM) [SW12], Stochastic Neighborhood Embedding (SNE) [HR03], t-distributed SNE (t-SNE) [vdMH08], LargeVis [TLZM16], and UMAP [MH18], among others. These algorithms can be broadly categorized into two groups depending on their underlying methodologies and problem-solving paradigms: spectral methods (e.g., ISOMAP, LLE, Hessian LLE, Eigenmap, DM, and VDM) and iteration-based methods (e.g., SNE, t-SNE, LargeVis, and UMAP). Among spectral methods, LLE, Eigenmap and DM are mainly based on graph Laplacian, and VDM is a generalization of DM by taking the connection structure into account, while ISOMAP explores the data structure from the other angle. Among iteration-based methods, in addition to t-SNE, many variations of SNE are available, including using kernels with heavier tails to quantify the embedded points [YKXO09, KLS^+19], or using the f-divergence to capture the intrinsic structure for the embedding [IVB18], among many others. If we view SNE as a attraction-repulsion force-based approach [BBK22], the more recently introduced LargeVis and UMAP could be considered as variations of SNE as well, where the repulsive forces are modified for a sampling-based stochastic optimisation. This article primarily focuses on studying t-SNE.

Among numerous dimension reduction algorithms, t-SNE stands out for its practical performance [ADT^+13, WVJ16, KB19, LRH^+19, BCA^+19]. However, unlike the rich theoretical support for spectral method-based algorithms, t-SNE has limited theoretical backing, possibly due to its more challenging iterationbased nature, and this might mislead scientific developments [CP23]. Considering t-SNE’s popularity, it is an urgent need to establish its theoretical supports. Here we summarize existing theoretical studies on t-SNE. Researchers have explored how original t-SNE [SS17] and t-SNE with early exacerbation [AHK18, LS19] perform in the clustering mission, showing that highly clustered data results in a clustered output. Under appropriate parameter choices (asymptotically small learning rate and large early exacerbation with a constant product), it has been shown that t-SNE with early exacerbation behaves akin to a spectral clustering algorithm [LS19, CM22]. In addition to a quantitative explanation about the need to terminate early exacerbation immaturely, the authors in [CM22] dig into the dynamics of ordinary t-SNE and study the amplification and stabilization phases under some conditions. t-SNE can also be analyzed as a force-based method utilizing repulsive and attractive forces between data points [SZ22, ZGS22], and the associated “force vector” has been explored as an important additional feature of t-SNE and other similar algorithms. In [SZ22], the mean field limits of t-SNE has been studied under the k regular random graph model.

In this paper, we study fundamental aspects of t-SNE, focusing on its behavior as a continous gradient flow when the high-dimensional input dataset is sampled from a manifold. We pose a fundamental question: As an iterative algorithm, does t-SNE yield any data point diverging to ∞ during iteration? To the best of our knowledge, this remains an open question necessitating exploration. Given that the Kullback-Leibler (KL)-divergence serves as the cost function in t-SNE, addressing this question is crucial due to the non-convex nature of the optimization problem involved. Under mild conditions, we investigate key properties of perplexity, a critical parameter in t-SNE, and demonstrate that none of the embedded points generated by t-SNE diverges to ∞. This is the first main theorem of this paper, which is sketched as:

Theorem 1.1 (Main theorem 1, rough statement). The points in R^2 generated by t-SNE are uniformly bounded.

With the boundedness result, we also prove the existence of a global minimizer of the cost function used in the t-SNE iteration.

Theorem 1.2 (Main theorem 2, rough statement). There exists a global minimizer of the KL-divergence.

Therefore, even though the KL-divergence does not have convexity, we can still show that there is a set of points that minimize the KL-divergence.

The proof’s concept involves exploring the behavior of mutual distances among points {y_i} generated by t-SNE. This exploration hinges on various properties of the perplexity parameter, which inherently holds its own significance. Given that the center of mass of these points remains fixed (refer to (5.1)), any unbounded behavior in {y_i} must be reflected in a mutual distance between points diverging to ∞. Employing the gradient descent equation, we compute the derivative of ∑ ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 and leverage the structures of affinities p_{ij} and q_{ij} to extract valuable insights. The gradient flow equation provides key information about mutual distances of points generated by the algorithm, which, when combined with other algorithmic structures, enables deductions about the embedded points’ behavior. While the treatment is generic and applicable to other gradient flow-based algorithms, adaptation for different algorithms may require adjustments, given the computational dependencies on t-SNE’s specific structure in this paper.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review the t-SNE. we present the factors that compose the algorithm, and explain the steps of the algorithm. In section 3, we present the setting which we will use for analyzing t-SNE, and prove some properties of the perplexity parameter. In section 4, we show our main theorems. First, we assume that there is a point that does not stay bounded, and observe what happens on the mutual distance of the points generated by t-SNE. Then, we compute some quantities about the affinities p_{ij} associated with the input high-dimensional dataset and q_{ij} associated with the embedded points generated by t-SNE. Finally, we present the precise statement and the proof of the main theorems.

Through out the paper, μ will be a probability measure in high dimensional Euclidean space R^d , where d ∈ N is in general large, and we will use x_i to denote the given data points R^d which are sampled from the measure μ. We will use y_i to denote the points in R^2 . For q ∈ N, the q-dim Euclidean ball with radius r > 0 centered at x is denoted as B^q_r (x). We use the notation a ∼ b to indicate that two quantities a, b > 0 are of the same order when we do not need the precise implied constants.

2 t-SNE algorithm

In this section, we review the t-SNE algorithm, which is a non-linear dimension reduction method that may not retain all information from the original data points. The key step in t-SNE involves defining and quantifying the specific information to preserve within the algorithm. In this case, the focus is on preserving the similarity among data points, and we quantify this similarity with the following definition.

Definition 2.1. Let {x_i}^n_{i=1} be a set of n points in R^d . We define the conditional affinity p_{j|i} by p_{j|i} = exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2/2σ^2_i )

, (1)

where σ_i > 0, i = 1, . . . , n and j ≠ i.

Note that the affinity p_{j|i} defines a probability P_i on {x_i}_{i≠j} that depends on σ_i; that is, P_i({j}) = p_{j|i} when j ≠ i. The constant σ_i is determined by a given parameter called perplexity, denoted as P erp, by the following equation: P erp = 2^{H(Pi )}, (2) where H(P_i) is the Shannon entropy of P_i measured in bits

H(P_i) = − ∑ j|j≠i p_{j|i} log_2 p_{j|i}. (3)

By declaring a value of the perplexity P erp in a certain range, below we will show that the equation (2) has a unique solution σ_i. Specifically, in Section 4 we will compute the range of P erp and show the existence and uniqueness of σ_i that satisfies (2).

Clearly, in general p_{j|i} is not symmetric. In [vdMH08], the authors defined the symmetrized affinity p_{ij} by p_{ij} = 1 2n (p_{j|i} + p_{i|j} ) , (4)

where i ≠ j, and used this for the affinity of data points in the high dimensional space R^d . Note that we do not defined p_{ii}, and the symmetrized affinity p_{ij} defines another probability on the set {(x_i, x_j )|i ≠ j} ⊂ R^d × R^d as P ({(i, j)}) = p_{ij} . On the other hand, it is essential to quantify the similarity of data points obtained in R^2 to facilitate a comparison between high and low-dimensional spaces. Let Y := {y_i}^n_{i=1} denote a set of n points in R^2 . Unlike p_{ij} , we utilize the student t-distribution to define the affinity q_{ij} as q_{ij} = (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1} ∑ k≠l(1 + ‖yk − yl‖ 2)^{−1}

, (5)

where i ≠ j. Note that q_{ij} is already symmetric, so a symmetrization is not needed. Similarly, affinity q_{ij} defines a probability Q on the set {(y_i, y_j )|i ≠ j} ⊂ R^2 × R^2 by Q({(i, j)}) = q_{ij} , where i ≠ j. The term “t-distribution” is derived from the kernel used for the affinity q_{ij} . In t-SNE’s predecessor, SNE [HR03], the affinity for embedded data points is quantified using the Gaussian function. In t-SNE, a variant of SNE, the affinity for data points in low dimension is defined using the student t-distribution function, leading to the algorithm’s name, t-SNE.

To quantify the similarities between the original high-dimensional point cloud and the embedded point cloud, t-SNE utilizes the Kullback-Leibler divergence (KL divergence) [KL51] for the associated probability density functions P and Q. Recall that the KL divergence of two probability distributions P and Q is defined as: KL(P |Q) = ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} q_{ij} . (6)

We could also view the KL divergence as a function of Y. To emphasize this relationship, denote C(Y) := KL(P |Q) . The KL divergence is widely recognized for capturing the difference between two probabilities. Specifically, if the KL divergence is small, the two probabilities are deemed similar. Additionally, the KL divergence is non-negative and equals 0 only when the two probabilities are identical. Consequently, t-SNE seeks points in R^2 with affinities q_{ij} that are as close as possible to the affinities p_{ij} of data points in R^d in the sense of minimizing (6). To find the desired points in R^2 , given an initial set Y^{(0)} comprising n points in R^2 , t-SNE utilizes gradient descent to find a minimizer of (6) with the following rule:

Y^{(t)} = Y^{(t−1)} + η δC(Y^{(t−1)}) δY^{(t−1)} + α ( Y^{(t−1)} − Y^{(t−2)} ) , (7)

where η > 0 and α ≥ 0 are the parameters that we choose, and they are called the learning rate and momentum respectively. In general, the learning rate and momentum can also depend on time, but we keep them constant in this study. The momentum term is introduced to accelerate optimization at the outset of the algorithm and mitigate potential convergence to poor local minima (refer to Section 2 of [vdMH08]). Empirically, iterative updates of the point set Y^{(t)} with (7) that decreases the KL divergence leads to a desired set of points. This paper primarily investigates the behavior of this gradient descent in t-SNE, particularly the boundedness of the embedded points and the existence of minimizer of the KL divergence.

3 Conditions for analysis

In this section, we lay down the conditions employed throughout the paper and outline the problem under consideration. We assume that the given highdimensional data points x_i reside in R^d . Through the utilization of t-SNE, we project these data points x_i into R^2 ; that is, the embedded points y_i generated by t-SNE are in R^2 .

We start with the precise conditions on the given point cloud {x_i}^n_{i=1}, and the measure μ where the points x_i, i = 1, · · · , n are sampled from independently. The measure μ is a probability measure in R^d . We assume that there is an mdimensional C^2 manifold M that is isometrically embedded in R^d such that spt(μ) = M; that is, the support of μ is an m-dimensional C^2 manifold. Note that we do not assume connectivity of the manifold, and it can have several connected components. The manifold M is either without boundary or with a Lipschitz boundary. We assume that the measure μ is absolutely continuous with respect to the m dimensional Hausdorff measure restricted on the manifold M (or the Riemannian volume measure associated with the induced Riemannian metric from the canonical Euclidean metric in R^d via the isometric embedding), and the associated density function is bounded away from 0 and ∞. Abusing notations, we may use μ(x) for the density function of the measure μ as well. Assume there exist constants μ and μ such that 0 < μ < μ(x) < μ < ∞, for all x ∈ M. Noting that the manifold M is assumed to be C^2, a d-dimensional ball with a small radius intersected with M is close to a m dimensional Euclidean ball. Then, with the bounds on μ, we have that

μ(B^d_r (x)) ∼ r^m (8)

for any x ∈ M away from ∂M and small enough r > 0. If ∂M ≠ ∅, then it is assumed to be Lipschitz, which implies that the intersection of a d dimensional ball with a small radius centered at a point close to ∂M intersected with M contains a subset of M which is close to m dimensional Euclidean cone where the opening of the cone in decided by the Lipschitz constant. Therefore, we still have (8) for any x ∈ M that is close to ∂M and small enough r > 0. Hence, adjusting the values of μ and μ if necessary, we assume that there exists R_μ such that if r < R_μ, then ω_mμr^m ≤ μ(B^d_r (x)) ≤ ω_mμr^m, (9) where ω_m is the volume of an m-dimensional unit ball. As M is a C^2-Riemannian manifold, at each point z ∈ M, there exists a Riemannian exponential map, denoted as exp_z, which is defined on a subset of the tangent space T_zM. The C^2-regularity assumption of M allows us to differentiate the Riemannian exponential map, and a classic computation shows that D exp_z(0) = Id, where D means the differentiation, under the normal coordinate that we assume in this paper. In particular, exp_z is Lipschitz in a neighborhood of z. Then, the compactness of M implies that we can obtain a uniform sized ball around each point z ∈ M on which exp_z is uniformly bi-Lipschitz. Taking R_μ > 0 smaller if necessary, we also obtain that on B^m_{Rμ} (0) ⊂ T_zM, exp_z is uniformly bi-Lipschitz with the bi-Lipschitz constant L > 0; that is, 1 L ‖v_1 − v_2‖ ≤ ‖ exp_z (v_1) − exp_z(v_2)‖ ≤ L‖v_1 − v_2‖ , (10) for any v_1, v_2 ∈ B^m_{Rμ} (0) ⊂ T_zM.

Next, we discuss some conditions for the sampled points {x_i}^n_{i=1}. Denote the empirical measure of the set {x_i}^n_{i=1} by μ_n; that is,

μ_n = 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{xi} . As the points x_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ n are independently sampled from the probability measure μ, their distribution resembles the probability measure μ when n is large. In other words, when n is large, μ_n and μ become closer in some sense. We quantify this phenomenon by adding an assumption on the 1-Wasserstein distance between μ_n and μ.

Definition 3.1. Let μ_0 and μ_1 be probability measures in P(R^d ). The 1- Wasserstein distance between μ_0 and μ_1 is defined by

W_1(μ_0, μ_1) = inf_{γ∈Γ(μ0,μ1)} ∫ ‖x − y‖dγ(x, y) , (11) where Γ(μ_0, μ_1) = {γ ∈ P(R^d ×R^d )| Proj_Rd_{×{0}♯}(γ) = μ_0, Proj_{{0}×R}d_♯(γ) = μ_1}. A measure γ ∈ Γ(μ_0, μ_1) that achieves the minimum of the right hand side of (11) is called a Kantorovich solution.

It is well-known that a Kantorovich solution always exists (see, for example, [Vil08, Ch.4]), and we will use this fact later in the proof of Lemma 6.7. The W_1 distance gives a notion of distance in the probability measure space whenever it is defined. Therefore, we use the W_1 distance to quantify how much μ_n is close to μ. Convergence under the W_1 distance is equivalent to the weak convergence with the convergence in momentum (See [Vil08, Ch.6]); that is,

W_1(μ_n, μ) → 0 ⇔ μ_n → μ weakly and ∫ ‖x − z‖dμ_n → ∫ ‖x − z‖dμ, ∀z ∈ M. Since M is assumed to be compact, ‖x−z‖ is a bounded continuous function on M and therefore the weak convergence implies the convergence in momentum ∫ ‖x−z‖dμ_n → ∫ ‖x−z‖dμ. Therefore, convergence in W_1 distance is equivalent to the weak convergence. We assume that there exists a sequence ϵ(n) such that lim_{n→∞} ϵ(n) = 0 and W_1(μ_n, μ) ≤ ϵ(n). (12)

Under the compactness assumption of M, existence of such ϵ is equivalent to the weak convergence of μ_n to μ.

4 Perplexity

In the initial stage of the t-SNE algorithm, we define affinities p_{ij} and q_{ij} using (4) and (5). A parameter perplexity P erp is employed to determine σ_i in (1).

In [vdMH08], it is mentioned that the typical selection for P erp falls between 5 and 50. To our knowledge, this empirical selection lacks theoretical backup. In this section we explore perplexity and offer computations to gain a deeper understanding of P erp selection. The result will not only be the foundation of our main focus but also has its own interest. We initiate with a straightforward observation about Shannon entropy. In (3), we use log_2 and we raise that to the power of 2 in (2). We can change the base as follows.

H(P_i) = ∑ j|j≠i p_{j|i} log_2 p_{j|i} = 1 log 2 ∑ j|j≠i p_{j|i} log p_{j|i} =: 1 log 2 H_e(P_i).

and therefore 2^{H(Pi )} = 2^{1log 2 He (Pi)} = e^{He(Pi )}.

Henceforth, by abusing notations, we use H(P_i) for H_e(P_i) and also call it the Shannon entropy in the following.

Now, we claim that P erp cannot be too big in the following lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. Consider σ_i in (1) as an independent variable. Then we have the following two limits. lim σ_i→∞ H(P_i) = log(n − 1) and lim_{σi →0} H(P_i) = log N_i,

where N_i is the number of points in {x_k}_{k≠i} that are closest to x_i; that is, N_i := |{x_j |‖x_i − x_j ‖ = min_{k|k≠i} ‖x_k − x_i‖}|. Proof. We can compute the first limit easily. Note that we have lim σ_i →∞ pj|i = limσ_i →∞ exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) = lim_{σi →∞} exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i limσi →∞ exp(−‖xi − xk ‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) = 1 n − 1 , and therefore lim σ_i →∞ H(P_i) = − lim_{σi→∞} ∑ j|j≠i p_{j|i} log p_{j|i} = − ∑ j|j≠i lim σ_i →∞ p_{j|i} log lim_{σi →∞} p_{j|i}

= − ∑ j|j≠i 1 n − 1 log 1 n − 1 = log(n − 1).

To study σ_i → 0, note that p_{j|i} = exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk ‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) = ∑ k|k≠i exp ( (‖x_i − x_j ‖^2 − ‖x_i − x_k‖)^2/2σ^2_i ) −1 (13)

If ‖x_i − x_j ‖ > ‖x_i − x_k ‖ for some k, then (13) converges to 0 since one of the summand diverges to ∞. Suppose ‖x_i − x_j ‖ ≤ ‖x_i − x_k‖ for all k; that is, suppose x_j is the closest point to x_i. The summands with the strict inequality converge to 0 and the summands with equality converge to exp(0) = 1 when σ_i → 0. Thus, p_{j|i} converges to N^{−1}_i when σ_i → 0. As a result,

lim_{σi →0} H(P_i) = − lim_{σi→0} ∑ j p_{j|i} log p_{j|i} = − ∑ x_j closest to x_i lim_{σi→0} p_{j|i} log p_{j|i} − ∑ else lim_{σi→0} p_{j|i} log p_{j|i} = −N_i × N^{−1}_i log N^{−1}_i − 0 = log N_i,

where we have used lim_{p→0} p log p = 0 to obtain the third equality.

Note that if we view P erp as a function of σ_i, then P erp depends on σ_i continuously. Therefore, the above lemma shows that there is a value of σ_i which satisfies (2) if P erp is between N_i and n − 1. The number N_i depends on the sampled points {x_i}^n_{i=1}. By the assumptions that we have imposed on the probability measure μ, however, it is easy to see that the probability to have ‖x_i − x_j ‖ = ‖x_i − x_k‖ for different indexes i, j, k is 0. Therefore, in practice, we can safely assume that N_i = 1, and we henceforth use N_i = 1 for any i.

Since P erp must be chosen between 1 and n − 1 by the above lemma, in the next lemma, we show that σ_i is uniquely defined for any P erp between 1 and n − 1. Note that it is mentioned in [vdMH08] that P erp depends on σ_i monotonically, but to our knowledge the proof is lacking. We present the proof here to fill in this gap.

Lemma 4.2. Consider σ_i in (1) as an independent variable. Then the perplexity P erp is a strictly increasing function of σ_i as σ_i increases on σ_i > 0.

Proof. Fix i. Note that P erp = e^{H(Pi )} and the exponential function is monotone. Therefore, we only need to show that H(P_i) = − ∑ j|j≠i pj|i log pj|i is a strictly increasing function of σ_i. To simplify notations, we introduce

δ_j = ‖x_j − x_i‖^2, s = 1 2σ^2_i and e_j = exp(−δ_j s). (14)

Also, we write H = H(P_i). Then p_{j|i} = e_j ∑ k|k≠i ek .

Then monotonic increasing of H with respect to σ_i as σ_i increases is equivalent to the monotonic decreasing of H with respect to s as s increases. To show that the Shannon entropy H is monotonic, we take a derivative of H with respect to s. − d ds H = d ds ∑ j|j≠i p_{j|i} log p_{j|i} = ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds log p_{j|i} + ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds . Since p_{j|i} is a probability, ∑ j|j≠i pj|i = 1 and ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds = 0. Therefore − d ds H = ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds log p_{j|i} = ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds ( log e_j − log ∑ k e_k ) = ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds log e_j .

We thus obtain − d ds H = ∑ j|j≠i dp_{j|i} ds log e_j = ∑ j|j≠i de_j ds ∑ k|k≠i ek − ej ∑ k|k≠i de_k ds (∑ k|k≠i ek )_2 log ej .

From (14), we compute^{dej}_{ds} = −δ_j e_j and − d ds H = 1 (∑ k|k≠i ek )_2 ∑ j|j≠i −δ_j e_j ∑ k|k≠i e_k + e_j ∑ k|k≠i δ_ke_k log e_j .

Since our goal is to show the monotonicity, we only need to decide the sign of d ds H, and therefore we consider ∑ j|j≠i −δ_j e_j ∑ k|k≠i e_k + e_j ∑ k|k≠i δ_ke_k log e_j . Note that log e_j = −δ_j s. Since s > 0, we need to check that ∑ j|j≠i δ^2_j e_j ∑ k|k≠i e_k − ∑ j|j≠i δ_j e_j ∑ k|k≠i δ_ke_k (15)

is signed. Let u and v be the vectors u = ( δ_j √ e_j ) j≠i and v = (√ e_j ) j≠i , then by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have ∑ j|j≠i δ_j e_j 2 = ⟨u, v⟩^2 < ‖u‖^2‖v‖^2 = ∑ j|j≠i (δ_j √ e_j )^2 ∑ k|k≠i ( √ e_k)^2. (16)

(16) shows that (15) is positive. Note that we obtain the strict inequality unless we have δ_j = δ_k for all j, k; that is, ‖x_j − x_i‖ = ‖x_k − x_i‖ for all j and k, which cannot happen when n is sufficiently large. Then (15) is strictly positive, which implies that^d_{ds} H is strictly negative. Then H is a strictly decreasing function of s, and we deduce that H is a strictly increasing function of σ_i.

Strict monotonicity of P erp with respect to σ_i, in particular, implies that for a fixed P erp, the σ_i that satisfies (2) is unique. Combining with the existence of such σ_i that is discussed after Lemma 4.1, we obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 4.3. For any P erp ∈ (1, n − 1), σ_i is well-defined almost surely. Moreover, if P erp > n − 1 or P erp < 1, then there is no σ_i that satisfies (2).

We discuss one more observation on the perplexity when the number of sampled points n is big. Note that, by assumption (12), the empirical measure μ_n =^1_n ∑_n i=1 δ_{xi} converges to μ weakly. Then, for any continuous bounded function f, we obtain 1 n n∑ i=1 f(x_i) = ∫ f(x)dμ_n → ∫ f(x)dμ(x) as n → ∞. Also, if we miss one point in the sum and use n − 1 instead of n; that is, if we use^1_{n−1} ∑ j|j≠i instead of 1 n ∑_n i=1, the above convergence is still valid since one point carries a small mass^1_n that disappears when n → ∞. We now apply this to the Shannon entropy H(P_i), and have

H(P_i) = − ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) log exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) = − ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2/2σ^2_i )

× log exp(− ‖x^i − x^j ‖^2 2σ^2_i

) − log ∑ k|k≠i exp(− ‖x_i − x_k‖^2 2σ^2_i )

= ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xi − xj ‖ 2/2σ^2_i )^{‖xi−xj ‖2}_{2σ2i} ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk ‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) + ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xi − xj ‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk ‖ 2/2σ^2_i ) log ∑ k|k≠i exp( −‖x_i − x_k ‖^2 2σ^2_i )

= ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xi − xj ‖ 2/2σ^2_i )^{‖xi−xj ‖2}_{2σ2i} ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk ‖ 2/2σ^2_i )

+ log ∑ k|k≠i exp( −‖x_i − x_k‖^2 2σ^2_i )

= 1 n−1 ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xi − xj ‖ 2/2σ^2_i )^{‖xi−xj ‖2}_{2σ2i} 1 n−1 ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2/2σ^2_i )

+ log ∑ k|k≠i exp( −‖x_i − x_k ‖^2 2σ^2_i ). One can observe that the numerator and the denominator of the fist term in the last line converge to their corresponding integrals. However, the last term may not converge to an integral form but diverges as there might be a lot of terms which are close to 1, unless σ_i are chosen properly. Hence, to have equation (2) with a stable value of σ_i, P erp should change accordingly. For instance, let

0 < ζ < 1 be a constant and chose P erp = ζ(n − 1). Then from (2), we observe that

log ζ = H(P_i) − log(n − 1) = 1 n−1 ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xi − xj ‖ 2/2σ^2_i )^{‖xi−xj ‖2}_{2σ2i} 1 n−1 ∑ k|k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk ‖ 2/2σ^2_i )

+ log 1 n − 1 ∑ k|k≠i exp( −‖x_i − x_k‖^2 2σ^2_i )

∼ ∫ M exp(−‖x_i − x‖^2/2σ^2_i )^{‖xi−x‖2}_{2σ2i} dμ(x) ∫ M exp(−‖x_i − x‖^2/2σ^2_i )dμ(x) + log ∫ M exp(−‖x_i − x‖^2/2σ^2_i )dμ(x)

when n is sufficiently large. Then we can expect that the value of σ_i will be stable when the number of data points n is sufficiently large. To sum up, to have a “stable” σ_i, we need to choose the perplexity to be proportional to n − 1; that is, P erp = ζ(n − 1) (17) for some 0 < ζ < 1.

In practice, when n is finite but “big”, for example, of order 10^4 or 10^5, we could choose ζ to be a small constant so that P erp falls in the “typical range” between 5 and 50 suggested in [vdMH08]. The above argument provides a support for this practical suggestion. However, when n is much larger than 10^5, the above argument suggests a different range for P erp. We leave this practical issue to our future work.

5 Gradient descent

We move forward to the gradient descent step of t-SNE. Equation (7) describes the gradient descent step in the algorithm, with the momentum term α(Y^{(t−1)} − Y^{(t−2)}) added to mitigate potential poor local minima, enhancing practical outcomes. This paper concentrates on the gradient descent aspect of the algorithm, considering Y^{(t)} = Y^{(t−1)} + η^{δC(Y (t−1) )}_{δY (t−1)} without the momentum term. Additionally, for theoretical analysis, we employ the gradient flow, the continuous version of gradient descent. Thus, the points y_i in R^2 become functions of t ≥ 0 satisfying the following gradient flow equation. dy_i dt = −∇_{yi} C(Y^{(t)}) , (18)

where Y^{(t)} = {y_i(t)}^n_{i=1} is the set of locations of the points y_i at (continuous) time t. We will often omit the superscript of Y^{(t)} whenever there is no confusion. Note that P is fixed. We will call (18) the continuous gradient descent equation or just the gradient descent equation. We note here that by the gradient descent equation (18), the value of the KL-divergence is a decreasing function of t, d dt C(Y) = n∑ i=1 ∇_{yi} C(Y) · dy_i dt = − n∑ i=1 ‖∇_{yi} C(Y)‖^2 ≤ 0 . (19)

In particular, as the KL-divergence is non-negative, it stays finite. Using that we have the explicit formula (5) we can compute the right hand side of (18) (this computation can also be found in the appendix of [vdMH08]. We provide details for the sake of completeness). We first compute

∇_{yi} q_{jk} = 4q_{jk} ∑ l|l≠i q_{il}(1 + ‖y_i − y_l‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_l) j, k ≠ l

−2q_{ij} (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_j ) + 4q_{ij} ∑ l|l≠i q_{il}(1 + ‖y_i − y_l‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_l) k = i

Then we compute − ∇_{yi} C(Y) = − ∑ (j,k)|j≠k dKL(P |Q) dq_{jk} ∇_{yi} q_{jk} = ∑ (j,k)|j≠k p_{jk} q_{jk} ∇_{yi} q_{jk} = 4 ∑ (j,k)|j≠k p_{jk} ∑ l|l≠i q_{il}(1 + ‖y_i − y_l‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_l) − 4 ∑ j|j≠i p_{ij} (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_j ) = 4 ∑ j|j≠i q_{ij} (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_j ) − 4 ∑ j|j≠i p_{ij} (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}(y_i − y_j )

= − 4 ∑ j|j≠i (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )(y_i − y_j )(1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}.

Using this formula, we can show the following simple proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Let y_i = y_i(t), 1 ≤ i ≤ n be n curves in R^2 that satisfy (18). Then the center of mass of {y_i(t)}^n_{i=1} does not change. i.e. d dt n∑ i=1 y_i = 0.

Proof. By a direct calculation, we have d dt n∑ i=1 y_i = −4 n∑ i=1 ∑ j|j≠i (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )(y_i − y_k)(1 + ‖y_i − y_k‖^2)^{−1}

= −4 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )(y_i − y_j )(1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}.

The factors (p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) and (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2) are symmetric with respect to i and j. The other factor (y_i − y_j ), however, is anti-symmetric with respect to i and j. Therefore, the last sum above is a symmetric sum of anti-symmetric terms, and hence it is equal to 0.

Thanks to Proposition 5.1, we can fix the center of mass of the set of points {y_i} to 0 from now on.

6 Boundedness of {y_i} and existence of a minimizer

This is the longest section of this paper showing the first main theorem that the embedding generated by t-SNE is bounded. Through out this section we assume that the embedded points in R^2 can be viewed as curves y_i(t) that satisfy the gradient descent equation (18) and the center of mass of the set of points {y_i(t)} is 0 for all time. To achieve our main theorem, we first observe what happens if t-SNE generates a point that diverges to ∞. Then show that if one point diverges to ∞, all pairwise distances diverge. Finally, we reach the contradiction and obtain our main theorem.

6.1 When one point y_j diverges to ∞

We assume that there is a point y_j = y_j (t) that diverges to ∞. At this point, however, we do not know that if y_j diverges to ∞ in finite time or as t → ∞. Hence, we assume that there is 0 < t_∞ ≤ ∞ such that lim_{t↗t∞} ‖y_j (t)‖ = ∞. Without loss of generality, we assume that j = 1; that is, lim_{t↗t∞} ‖y_1‖ = ∞.

Lemma 6.1. Let y_i = y_i(t), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, be n points in R^2 that satisfy (18). Suppose lim_{t↗t∞} y_1 = ∞. Then there exists another y_k such that lim_{t↗t∞} ‖y_1 − y_k‖ = ∞. Proof. Suppose, in contrast, that there exists a constant r > 0 and t_r > 0 such that ‖y_1(t) − y_i(t)‖ < r for any i and t ∈ [t_r, t_∞). Then the center of mass belongs to B_r(y_1(t)) for any t ∈ [t_r, t_∞); that is, we have 0 ∈ ⋂ t∈[t_r ,t_∞) B^2_r (y_1(t)) (20)

by the assumption of the center of mass. On the other hand, since y_1 → ∞ as t ↗ t_∞, there exists s ∈ (t_r, t_∞) such that ‖y_1(t_r) − y_1(s)‖ > 2r. Then we obtain that ⋂ t∈[t_r ,t_∞) B^2_r (y_1(t)) ⊂ B^2_r (y_1(t_r)) ∩ B^2_r (y_1(s)) = ∅,

which contradicts to (20).

In the previous lemma, we have seen that if there is a point that diverges to ∞, then another point must also exist, such that the distance to the diverging point also diverges to ∞. In fact, we can find more points that diverges to ∞.

Lemma 6.2. Suppose y_1 diverges to ∞ as t ↗ t_∞. Then, there exists a constant D > 0 such that for any distinct indexes i, j, k, l, ‖y_i − y_j ‖ ‖y_k − y_l‖ < D , (21) where D > 0 is a constant depending on the KL-divergence of the initial embedded points and the input high-dimensional dataset.

Proof. By Lemma 6.1, there is another point, say y_2, such that ‖y_1 −y_2‖ diverges to ∞ as t ↗ t_∞. We first show that for any a ≠ b that are different from 1 and 2, we must have that ‖y_a − y_b‖/‖y_1 − y_2‖ is bounded for any t. Indeed, otherwise we obtain q_{ab} ≤ (1 + ‖y_a − y_b‖^2)^{−1} (1 + ‖y_1 − y_2‖^2)^{−1} = 1 + ‖y_1 − y_2‖^2 1 + ‖y_a − y_b‖^2 = 1 ‖y_1−y_2‖^2 + 1 1 ‖y_1−y_2‖^2 + ‖y_a−y_b‖^2 ‖y_1−y_2‖^2 → 0,

as t ↗ t_∞ since ‖y_1 − y_2‖ → ∞ and ‖y_a − y_b‖/‖y_1 − y_2‖ → ∞. Then C(Y) = ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} q_{ij} ≥ ∑ i,j | | | i≠j (i,j)≠(a,b) p_{ij} log p_{ij} + p_{ab} log p_{ab} q_{ab} → ∞ ,

where we have used q_{ij} ≤ 1 and p_{ab} > 0 in the last inequality. The KLdivergence is supposed to stay finite as it is discussed below (19), and therefore C(Y) → ∞ is a contradiction. Hence, we must have ‖y_a −y_b‖/‖y_1 −y_2‖ ≤ D_{ab} < ∞ for some D_{ab} > 0. Next, we claim that we also have ‖y_a − y_b‖/‖y_1 − y_2‖ > D^′_{ab} > 0 for some D^′_{ab}. Suppose, in contrast, that ‖y_a − y_b‖/‖y_1 − y_2‖ → 0. Then we obtain

q_{12} ≤

(1 + ‖y_1 − y_2‖^2)^{−1} (1 + ‖y_a − y_b‖^2)^{−1} = 1 + ‖y_a − y_b‖^2 1 + ‖y_1 − y_2‖^2 = 1 ‖y_1−y_2‖^2 + ‖y_a−y_b‖^2 ‖y_1−y_2‖^2 1 ‖y_1−y_2‖^2 + 1 → 0 as t → t_∞, where we have used that ‖y_1 − y_2‖ → ∞ in the last line. Then we again obtain C(Y) → ∞ which is a contradiction, and we obtain the claim. Now, we obtain that for any indexes i, j, k, l such that i ≠ j and k ≠ l, ‖y_i − y_j ‖ ‖y_k − y_l‖ = ‖y_i − y_j ‖ ‖y_1 − y_2‖

‖y_1 − y_2‖ ‖y_k − y_l‖ ≤ D_{ij} D^′_{kl} . Therefore, by taking D = max{D_{ij} /D^′_{kl}|i ≠ j, k ≠ l}, we conclude the proof.

Remark 6.3. Lemma 6.2 implies that if there is a point y_i that diverges to ∞, then all the mutual distance of any pairs of points in {y_i}^n_{i=1} diverges to ∞. In particular, there could be at most one point which stays bounded, and all the other points diverges to ∞. In this case, we can assume that all the mutual distances are bigger than 1, and under this assumption, we can compute a value of D explicitly. Noting that the gradient descent (18) makes C(Y) a decreasing function of t, the KL-divergence must be smaller than or equal to its initial value C_0 := C(Y^{(0)}). Fix indexes a_1, a_2, b_1, b_2 such that a_1 ≠ b_1 and a_2 ≠ b_2, then

C_0 ≥ C(Y) = ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} q_{ij} = ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} − ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log q_{ij} ≥ ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} − p_{a1b1} log q_{a1b1} ,

where we use p_{ij} log q_{ij} < 0 in the last inequality. Therefore, we see that

log q_{a1b1} ≥ ∑ i,j|i≠j pij log pij − C0 p_{a1b1} ≥ ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} − C_0 / min_{i,j|i≠j}{p_{ij} }.

Hence we obtain q_{a1b1} ≥ exp(( ∑ i,j|i≠j pij log pij − C0)/ mini,j|i≠j {pij }). On the other hand, from (5), we see

q_{a1 b1} =

(1 + ‖y_{a1} − y_{b1} ‖^2)^{−1} ∑ i,j|i≠j (1 + ‖yi − yj ‖ 2)^{−1} ≤ ‖y_{a1} − y_{b1} ‖^{−2} ∑ i,j|i≠j (2‖yi − yj ‖ 2)^{−1} ≤ 2‖y_{a2} − y_{b2} ‖^2 ‖y_{a1} − y_{b1} ‖^2 , where we have used that ‖y_i − y_j ‖ ≥ 1 for any i ≠ j by Lemma 6.2 to obtain the first inequality. Therefore, we obtain

2‖y_{a2} − y_{b2} ‖^2 ‖y_{a1} − y_{b1} ‖^2

≥ exp(( ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} − C_0)/ min_{i,j|i≠j}{p_{ij} }).

Letting

D := √ 2 exp ( C_0 − ∑ i,j|i≠j pij log pij 2 min_{i,j|i≠j} {p_{ij} } ) (22)

and noting that the indexes a_1, a_2, b_1, b_2 were arbitrary, we obtain (21) with an explicit value of D.

6.2 Information from mutual distances

The gradient descent equation (18) outlines the points’ behavior over time t. Extracting information about the behavior of y_i directly from (18) is challenging, primarily because the equation depends on all other points y_j . Still, with our assumption ∑ i y_i = 0, we have ‖y_i‖ = ‖ ‖yi − 1 n ∑ j y_j ‖ ‖ ≤ 1 n ∑ j ‖y_i − y_j ‖ . When there is a point y_i that diverges to ∞, Lemma 6.1 and Lemma 6.2 jointly imply that all the mutual distances diverge to ∞. Hence, we may try to extract information from the mutual distance instead of equation (18). Moreover, (21) suggests that all the mutual distance diverges with a comparable speed. This motivates us to study the sum of all mutual distance. In the next lemma, we compute the derivative of ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2. We can observe in the proof that the symmetric structure of the affinities gives useful information about the derivative of ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2. Lemma 6.4. d dt ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 = 24 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )(1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}. (23)

Proof. We first compute^d_{dt} ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2. ⟨ y_i − y_j , d dt y_i ⟩ = ⟨ y_i − y_j , −4 ∑ l|l≠i (p_{il} − q_{il})(y_i − y_l)(1 + ‖y_i − y_l‖^2)^{−1} ⟩

= −4 ∑ l|l≠i (p_{il} − q_{il})⟨y_i − y_j , y_i − y_l⟩(1 + ‖y_i − y_l‖^2)^{−1} .

Therefore, d dt ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 = 2 ⟨ y_i − y_j , d dt y_i ⟩ + 2 ⟨ y_j − y_i, d dt y_j ⟩ (24)

= −8 ∑ l|l≠i (p_{il} − q_{il})⟨y_i − y_j , y_i − y_l⟩(1 + ‖y_i − y_l‖^2)^{−1} − 8 ∑ l|l≠j (p_{jl} − q_{jl})⟨y_j − y_i, y_j − y_l⟩(1 + ‖y_j − y_l‖^2)^{−1} .

Now we first consider the terms l = j in the first sum and l = i in the second sum. We have − 8(p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 ⟨y_i − y_j , y_i − y_j ⟩ − 8(p_{ji} − q_{ji}) 1 + ‖y_j − y_i‖^2 ⟨y_j − y_i, y_j − y_i⟩ = −16(p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 . Next, we consider terms l = k in the first and second sum in (24), which become − 8(p_{ik} − q_{ik}) 1 + ‖y_i − y_k‖^2 ⟨y_i − y_j , y_i − y_k⟩ − 8(p_{jk} − q_{jk} ) 1 + ‖y_j − y_k‖^2 ⟨y_j − y_i, y_j − y_k⟩. (25)

These terms do not simplify much, but we can combine these terms with other terms with different indexes. We pick the terms that contain i in the indexes from^d_{dt} ‖y_j −y_k‖^2, and the terms that contain j in the indexes from^d_{dt} ‖y_k −y_i‖^2, and add them to (25): − 8(p_{ik} − q_{ik}) 1 + ‖y_i − y_k‖^2 ⟨y_i − y_j , y_i − y_k⟩ − 8(p_{jk} − q_{jk} ) 1 + ‖y_j − y_k‖^2 ⟨y_j − y_i, y_j − y_k⟩ − 8(p_{ji} − q_{ji}) 1 + ‖y_j − y_i‖^2 ⟨y_j − y_k, y_j − y_i⟩ − 8(p_{ki} − q_{ki}) 1 + ‖y_k − y_i‖^2 ⟨y_k − y_j , y_k − y_i⟩ − 8(p_{kj} − q_{kj} ) 1 + ‖y_k − y_j ‖^2 ⟨y_k − y_i, y_k − y_j ⟩ − 8(p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 ⟨y_i − y_k, y_i − y_j ⟩. Note that we can combine the first term in the first line and the second term in the second line to obtain − 8(p_{ik} − q_{ik} ) 1 + ‖y_i − y_k‖^2 ⟨y_i − y_j , y_i − y_k⟩ − 8(p_{ki} − q_{ki}) 1 + ‖y_k − y_i‖^2 ⟨y_k − y_j , y_k − y_i⟩ = − 8(p_{ik} − q_{ik}) 1 + ‖y_k − y_i‖^2 ⟨−y_i + y_j + y_k − y_j , y_k − y_i⟩ = −8(p_{ik} − q_{ik}) ‖y_k − y_i‖^2 1 + ‖y_k − y_i‖^2 . We can do a similar computation with the first term in the second line and the second term in the third line, and with the first term in the third line and the second term in the first line. By combining all these computations, we obtain d dt ∑ ij ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 = −24 ∑ ij (p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2

. (26)

Noting that both p_{ij} and q_{ij} represent probability, we have ∑ ij (p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 = ∑ ij (p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 − 1 1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 = ∑ ij (p_{ij} − q_{ij} ) − ∑ ij (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )(1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1} = − ∑ ij (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )(1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1}.

We apply this to (26) to obtain the desired result.

Remark 6.5. The formula (23) can be changed as follows by the definition of q_{ij} : 24 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} −q_{ij} )(1+‖y_i−y_j ‖^2)^{−1} = 24 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} −q_{ij} )q_{ij} ∑ k,l|k≠l (1+‖y_k−y_l‖^2)^{−1}.

Noting that ∑ k,l|k≠l(1+‖yk −yl‖ 2)^{−1} is always positive, the sign of^d_{dt} ‖y_i −y_j ‖^2 is decided by the sign of ∑ i,j|i≠j (pij − qij )qij . Moreover, noting that pij qij ≤ 1 2 (p^2_{ij} + q^2_{ij} ), we obtain ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} − q_{ij} )q_{ij} ≤ 1 2 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p^2_{ij} − q^2_{ij} ),

and hence d dt ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 ≤ 12 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p^2_{ij} − q^2_{ij} ) ∑ k,l|k≠l (1 + ‖y_k − y_l‖^2)^{−1}. (27)

In particular, if ∑ i,j|i≠j p 2 ij < ∑ i,j|i≠j q 2 ij , then^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi −yj ‖ 2 is negative;

that is, ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2 is decreasing.

Remark 6.6. In Lemma 6.4, we used (18) to compute the derivative of distance ‖y_i −y_j ‖. Recall that in the original t-SNE case, the gradient descent is discrete (7). In this case, we can do a similar computation with a difference quotient instead of derivative. Using equation (7) without the momentum term (i.e. α(t) = 0), we obtain 1 η ( ‖y_i(t) − y_j (t)‖^2 − ‖y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1)‖ )

= ⟨ 1 η (y_i(t) − y_i(t − 1)) − 1 η (y_j (t) − y_j (t − 1)), (y_i(t) − y_j (t)) + (y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1)) ⟩

= ⟨ −∇_{yi} C(Y^{t−1}) + ∇_{yj} C(Y^{(t)}), y_i(t) + y_j (t) ⟩

+ ⟨ −∇_{yi} C(Y^{(t−1)}) + ∇_{yj} C(Y^{(t−1)}), y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1) ⟩ . We can apply the exactly same computation to the second term in the last line of the above equation, and obtain an equation that is analogous to (26). ⟨ −∇_{yi} C(Y^{(t−1)}) + ∇_{yj} C(Y^{(t−1)}), y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1) ⟩

= − 12 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} (t − 1) − q_{ij} (t − 1))

‖y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1)‖^2 (1 + ‖y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1)‖^2)) . Almost the same computation applies to the first term. However, we obtain the following equation which is similar to, but different from (26): ⟨ −∇_{yi} C(Y^{t−1}) + ∇_{yj} C(Y^{(t)}), y_i(t) + y_j (t) ⟩

= − 12 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p_{ij} (t − 1) − q_{ij} (t − 1)) ⟨y_i(t) − y_j (t), y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1)⟩ (1 + ‖y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1)‖^2)) . This is due to that the difference quotient involves two different times, and therefore we obtain an equation that involves two different times. In this case, the argument from Remark 6.5 cannot be applied unless we have y_i(t − 1) − y_j (t − 1) ≈ y_i(t) − y_j (t) in some sense. Since our focus in this paper is the continuous setup, this topic will be explored in our future work.

When all the distances ‖y_i −y_j ‖ diverges to ∞, 1 is dominated by ‖y_i −y_j ‖^2, and hence the affinity q_{ij} can be approximately computed as q_{ij} = (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1} ∑ k,l|k≠l(1 + ‖yk − yl‖ 2)^{−1} ∼ ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} ∑ k,l|k≠l ‖yk − yl‖ −2 =: q^′_{ij} . (28)

Indeed, if all mutual distances are bigger than 1; that is, ‖y_i − y_j ‖ > 1 for all i ≠ j, then we have q_{ij} = (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1} ∑ k,l|k≠l(1 + ‖yk − yl‖ 2)^{−1} ≤ ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} ∑ k,l|k≠l(2‖yk − yl‖ 2)^{−1} = 2q^′_{ij} , and q_{ij} = (1 + ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2)^{−1} ∑ k,l|k≠l(1 + ‖yk − yl‖ 2)^{−1} ≥ 2^{−1}‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} ∑ k,l|k≠l ‖yk − yl‖ −2 = 1 2 q^′_{ij} . Applying this to (27), we obtain that d dt ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 ≤ 12 ∑ i,j|i≠j (p^2_{ij} − 1 2 q^′_{ij}^2) ∑ k,l|k≠l (1 + ‖y_k − y_l‖^2)^{−1} (29)

provided when ‖y_i − y_j ‖ > 1 for any i ≠ j.

Based on the above discussion, if the set of points {y_i} stays bounded regardless of its initial state {y_i(0)}, we expect to have^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2 < 0 when all ‖y_i − y_j ‖ are too big. Equation (29) suggests that if ∑ i,j|i≠j p 2 ij < 1 2 ∑ i,j|i≠j q ′ ij 2, we can obtain that^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2 < 0 when all the mutual distances ‖y_i − y_j ‖ are greater than 1. To continue the exploration of the boundedness property of the embedded points, we need to better understand the affinity p_{ij} and the behavior of embedded points via q^′_{ij} assuming divergence.

6.3 Affinities p_{ij} and q^′_{ij}

We first consider the affinity p_{ij} . Noting that p_{ij} is defined as the symmetric sum of conditional affinities p_{j|i}, we should look at the formula (1). Taking log on the ratio of two conditional affinities p_{j|i} and p_{k|i}, we obtain log p_{j|i} p_{k|i} = 1 2σ^2_i

(‖x_k − x_i‖^2 − ‖x_j − x_i‖^2) ≤ diam(M)^2

σ^2_i

. (30)

On the other hand, from Lemma 4.1 with an assumption P erp = ζ(n − 1), where ζ ∈ (0, 1), we have that σ_i > 0 almost surely. If we can have a uniform lower bound of σ_i that does not depend on n, then we can deduce from (30) that p_{j|i} ∼ p_{k|i}. To obtain a uniform lower bound of σ_i that does not depend on n, we need an equation about σ_i that does not depend on n.

Lemma 6.7. Fix σ > 0 and let H(P_i) be the Shannon entropy (3) where we replaced σ_i in (1) by σ. Then

M(H(P_i) − log n) + E ≤ − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2/2σ^2) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2/2σ^2) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) ≤ M(H(P_i) − log n) + E, for some constants M, M, E, and E that depend on n and σ. For the fixed σ, we have lim_{n→∞} M = lim_{n→∞} M = 1 and lim_{n→∞} E = lim_{n→∞} E = 0.

Proof. To simplify the notation, we use s =^1_{2σ2} . We first note that − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) = ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) . We also note that we can estimate the sum ∑ j|j≠i using the empirical measure

μ_n; that is, 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s) = ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) − 1 n . (31)

In particular, we have 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s) ≤ ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) . (32)

In addition, we observe 1 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) − 1 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) +^1_n = 1 n × 1 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) (_1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) +^1_n )

≤ 1 n × 1 (_1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) )_2

≤ 1 n × 1 (_{n−1} n exp(−diam(M)^2s)

)_2 = 1 n − 1 exp(2diam(M)^2s) , which combined with (31) lead to 1 ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n (33) ≥ 1 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) − 1 n − 1 exp(2diam(M)^2s) .

Also, we have 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j −x_i‖^2s)‖x_j −x_i‖^2s = ∫ exp(−‖x−x_i‖^2s)‖x−x_i‖^2sdμ_n. (34) Let γ_n be a Kantorovich solution to the optimal transportation problem with the Euclidean distance cost from μ to μ_n so that ∫ ‖x − x̄‖dγ_n(x, x̄) = inf_{γ∈Γ(μ,μn)} ∫ ‖x − x̄‖dγ(x, x̄) . (35) Then, noting that the exponential function is 1-Lipschitz on negative numbers, | | | ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) | | | = | | | ∫ [ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) − exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s) ] dγ_n(x, x̄) | | | ≤ s ∫ | |−‖x − x_i‖^2 + ‖x̄ − x_i‖^2 | | dγ_n(x, x̄) = s ∫ |⟨x + x̄ − 2x_i, x̄ − x⟩| dγ_n(x, x̄) ≤ 2diam(M)s ∫ ‖x − x̄‖dγ_n(x, x̄) , (36) where the last inequality comes from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the last integral is the 1-Wasserstein distance since γ_n is a Kantorovich solution. Again, since γ_n is a Kantorovich solution, we can use the assumption (12). Continuing,

2diam(M)sϵ(n) = 2diam(M)sϵ(n) exp(diam(M)^2s) exp(−diam(M)^2s) (37)

≤ 2diam(M)s exp(diam(M)^2s)ϵ(n) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ . In the last inequality, we have used that ‖x − x_i‖ ≤ diam(M) and that μ is a probability measure. Letting M_1 = M_1(n, s) = 2diam(M)s exp(diam(M)^2s)ϵ(n), with (36) and (37) we obtain

(1 − M_1) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) ≤ ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) (38)

≤ (1 + M_1) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) and hence log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) ≤ log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) + log(1 + M_1) .

Also, noting that te^{−t} is Lipschitz on positive numbers with the Lipschitz constant bounded by 1, we have | | | | ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ(x) − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) | | | | = | | | ∫ ( exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2s − exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s ) dγ_n(x, x̄) | | | ≤ ∫ | |−‖x − x_i‖^2s + ‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s | | dγ_n(x, x̄) ≤ M_1 ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x). (39) Then we obtain ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) ≤ ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ(x) + M_1 ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) (1 − M_1) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) = 1 1 − M_1 ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) + M_1 1 − M_1 . By rearranging some terms and combining the above, we obtain ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) ≥ (1 − M_1) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) − M_1 − log(1 + M_1)

= (1 − M_1) ( ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) )

− M_1 − log(1 + M_1) + M_1 log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) ≥ (1 − M_1) ( ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) )

− M_1 − log(1 + M_1) − M_1diam(M)^2s .

Finally, we estimate the integrals with summations. We use (32) on the integral in log, (33) on the integral on the denominator, and (34) on the integral on the numerator to obtain ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) ≥ 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s)‖x_j − x_i‖^2s 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) +^1_n

+ log 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s)

≥ ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s)‖x_j − x_i‖^2s ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) − 1 n − 1 diam(M)^2s exp(2diam(M)s)

+ log ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s) + log 1 n = H(P_i) − log n − 1 n − 1 diam(M)^2s exp(2diam(M)s) .

Hence, we obtain

M(H(P_i) − log n) + E ≤ − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2/2σ^2) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2/2σ^2) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) , where M = (1 − M_1) and E = −M_1−log(1+M_1)−M_1diam(M)^2s−

1 − M_1 n − 1 diam(M)^2s exp(2diam(M)s) .

The proof for the other side bound is similar. We use (38) and (39) to obtain ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x) ≤ (1 + M_1) ( ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) )

+ M_1 − log(1 − M_1) − M_1 log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) ≤ (1 + M_1) ( ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) )

+ M_1 − log(1 − M_1) + M_1 exp(diam(M)^2s). To exchange ∫ dμ_n and ∑ j|j≠i, we observe that log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) = log 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s) + 1 n

≤ 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s) −1 1 n + log 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s). (40)

Note that we have used concavity of log in the form that the tangent function of log at^1_n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) is greater than log. Then we estimate the integrals with summations. By using (32) on the integral on the denominator, (34) on the integral on the numerator, and (40) to estimate the log part, we obtain ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)‖x − x_i‖^2sdμ_n(x) ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) + log ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s)dμ_n(x) ≤ 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s)‖x_j − x_i‖^2s 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) + log 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s)

+ 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s) −1 1 n ≤ 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s)‖x_j − x_i‖^2s 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖xj − xi‖ 2s) + log 1 n ∑ j|j≠i exp(−‖x_j − x_i‖^2s)

+ 2 n exp(diam(M)^2s).

Thus, we obtained M(H(P_i)−log n)+E ≥ − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) , where M = (1 + M_1) and E = M_1 − log(1 − M_1) + ( M_1 + 2 n (1 + M_1) ) exp(diam(M)^2s).

Recall that M_1 = 2diam(M)s exp(diam(M)^2s)ϵ(n).

Since ϵ(n) → 0 as n → ∞, we observe that lim_{n→∞} M_1 = 0 for fixed s. Then we obtain

lim_{n→∞} M = lim_{n→∞}(1 − M_1) = 1, and lim_{n→∞} M = lim_{n→∞}(1 + M_1) = 1.

Also, lim_{n→∞} E = lim_{n→∞}(−M_1 − log(1 + M_1) − M_1diam(M)^2s −

1 − M_1 n − 1 diam(M)^2s exp(2diam(M)^2s))

= 0 , and lim_{n→∞} E = lim_{n→∞}(M_1 − log(1 − M_1) + (M_1 2 n (1 + M_1)) exp(diam(M)^2s))

= 0 .

We thus finish the proof.

With the help of Lemma 6.7, when n is sufficiently large, we can estimate σ_i using the formula that does not depend on n; that is, − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2/2σ^2_i )dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2/2σ^2_i ) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2/2σ^2_i )dμ(x̄) dμ(x) . (41) Then, we can avoid dependency on n. In the next two lemmas, we show that (41) diverges to ∞ as σ → 0.

Lemma 6.8. For small enough σ > 0, we have ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x) ∼ σ^m (42)

for any z ∈ M. The comparability constant is uniform over z.

Proof. For simplicity, we write s =^1_{2σ2} . Let r > 0 and divide the integral into two parts. ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) = ∫ B^d_r (z)^c∩M exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) + ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) . Noting that the function exp(−ρ^2s) is decreasing as ρ increases, the first term can be bounded from above as follows ∫ B^d_r (z)^c∩M exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) ≤ ∫ B^d_r (z)^c∩M exp(−r^2s)dμ(x) ≤ exp(−r^2s) .

To estimate the integral in the ball B^d_r (z), we will estimate with the integral on the tangent plane. Let exp_z : T_zM → M be the Riemannian exponential map.

Then using (10), we observe that for r <^{Rμ}_L , ∫ B^m_{Lr} (0)

exp(− 1 L^2 ‖y‖^2s)dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ(y) ≥ ∫ B^m_{Lr} (0)

exp(−‖ exp_z(y) − exp_z(0)‖^2s)dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}dμ(y) = ∫ exp_z (B^m_{Lr} (0)) exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) ≥ ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) , where we have used that exp_z(0) = z. Also, the bi-Lipschitzness of exp_z implies that the measure exp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ is also bounded away from 0 and ∞ and C^{−1}_{L,μ}dH^m⌊_{Tz M}≤ dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ ≤ C_{L,μ}dH^m⌊_{Tz M} (43) for some constant C_{L,μ} > 0 that only depends on L and μ. Then we compute ∫ B^m_{Lr} (0)

exp(− 1 L^2 ‖y‖^2s)dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ(y) ≤ C_{L,μ} ∫ B^m_{Lr} (0)

exp(− 1 L^2 ‖y‖^2s)dH^m⌊_{Tz M}(y) = C_{L,μ} L^m ∫ B^m_r (0) exp(−‖ỹ‖^2s)dỹ, where B^m_r (0) is a ball in R^m with radius r. We can compute the last integral explicitly using polar coordinate and integration by parts. Let β_{m−1} be the volume of (m−1)-sphere measured with (m−1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure; that is, β_{m−1} = H^{m−1}(S^{m−1}). We have ∫ B^m_r (0) exp(−‖ỹ‖^2s)dỹ = β_{m−1} ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ^{m−1}dρ. If m = 2, we compute ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρdρ = 1 2 ∫_r2 0 exp(−ρ̃s)dρ̃ = 1 2s ( 1 − exp(−r^2s) ) . If m = 1, we estimate the integral as follows (∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)dρ )_2 = ∫_r 0 ∫_r 0 exp(−(ρ^2_1 + ρ^2)s)dρ_1dρ_2 = ∫ [0,r]^2 exp(−ρ̃^2s)ρ̃dρ̃dϕ

≤ π 2 ∫^√_{2r} 0 exp(−ρ̃^2s)ρ̃dρ̃ (44) = π 4s ( 1 − exp(−2r^2s) ) .

If m = 2k, we use integration by parts to obtain ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ · ρ^{m−2}dρ = m − 2 2s ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ · ρ^{m−4}dρ − 1 2s exp(−r^2t)r^{m−2} · · · = ∏_{k−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^{k−1} ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρdρ − k−1∑ j=1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^j r^{m−2j} exp(−r^2s)

= ∏_{k−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^k − k∑ j=1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^j r^{m−2j} exp(−r^2s) ,

where we use the convention

∏_0

i=1 a_i = 1. If m = 2k + 1, the same calculation using integration by parts yields ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ^mdρ = ∏_k i=1(m − 2i) (2s)^k ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)dρ − k∑ j=1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^j r^{m−2j} exp(−r^2s)

≤ ∏_k i=1(m − 2i) (2s)^k ( π 4s (1 − exp(−2r^2s))

) 1_2 − k∑ j=1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^j r^{m−2j} exp(−r^2s).

By taking the negative terms away from both cases, we see that ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ^{m−1}dρ ≤ C_m 1 s^m2

for some constant C_m that only depends on m. Therefore, we have ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) ≤ exp(−r^2s) + β_{m−1}C_{L,μ}C_m L^ms^m2 . We choose r^2 =^{m log(s)}_{2s} with a sufficiently large s so that r <^{Rμ}_L . Then we obtain ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) ≤ ( 1 + β_{m−1}C_{L,μ}C_m L^m ) 1 s^m2 . We do a similar computation to obtain the lower bound. We first restrict the integral to a small ball to get a lower bound: ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) ≥ ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x).

Again, we estimate this integral with an integral on a small ball in the tangent space. We observe ∫ B^m_{rL} (0)

exp(−L^2‖y‖^2s)dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ(y)

≤ ∫ B^m_{rL} (0)

exp(−‖ exp_z(y) − exp_z (0)‖^2s)dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ(y)

= ∫ exp(B^m_{rL} (0)) exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x)

≤ ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ(x) . Then we use (43) to obtain ∫ B^m_{rL} (0)

exp(−L^2‖y‖^2s)dexp^{−1}_{z ♯}μ(y) ≥ 1 C_{L,μ} ∫ B^m_{rL} (0) exp(−L^2‖y‖^2s)dH^m⌊_{Tz M}

= L^m C_{L,μ} ∫ B^m_r (0) exp(−‖ỹ‖^2s)dỹ = L^mβ_{m−1} C_{L,μ} ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ^{m−1}dρ. We compute the last integral as in the case for the upper bound. When m is even, all the computations are with equality, hence we can use the same calculation. If m is odd, there is one inequality (44) that we get by changing [0, r]^2 to B^{2√}_{2r}(0)∩[0, ∞)^2. We obtain an inequality in the opposite direction by using B^2_r (0)∩[0, ∞)^2, which is contained in [0, r]^2. Then, we choose r^2 =^{m log(s)}_{2s} with s sufficiently large so that r < LR_μ. Observe that

exp(−r^2s) = 1 s^m2 → 0 as s → ∞ and r^{m−2j} s^j = r^m r^{2j} s^j = ( 2 m )_j r^m (log s)^j = ( 2 m )_j (log s)^{m2 −j}

s^m2 → 0 as s → ∞. Therefore, we see that for m = 2k case, we have ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2)ρ^{m−1}dρ = ∏_{k−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^k − k∑ j=1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^j r^{m−2j} exp(−r^2s)

≥ ∏_{k−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^k − 1 2 · ∏_{k−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^k = C^′_m 1 s^m2 when s is sufficiently large. Also, in the case m = 2k + 1, we have ∫_r 0 exp(−ρ^2s)ρ^{m−1}dρ ≥ ∏_k i=1(m − 2i) (2s)^k ( π 4s (1 − exp(−r^2s))

) 1_2 − k∑ j=1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 (m − 2i) (2s)^j r^{m−2j} exp(−r^2s)

≥ ∏_k i=1(m − 2i) (2s)^k ( π 8s ) 1_2 − 1 2 ∏_k i=1(m − 2i) 2^k ( π 8 ) 1_2 1

s^m2 = C^′_m 1 s^m2 , for sufficiently large s. As a result, we obtain the lower bound for the integral ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2s)dμ ≥ β_{m−1}C^′_mL^m C_{L,μ} 1 s^m2 . Finally, we rewrite the inequalities with σ using s =^1_{2σ2} and finish the proof.

Lemma 6.9.

lim_{σ→0} ∫ exp(−‖x − z‖^2/2σ^2) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − z‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − z‖^2/2σ^2) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − z‖^2/2σ^2)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) = ∞. for any z ∈ M.

Proof. To simplify notations, denote f_z(x) = exp(−‖x−z‖^2) and s =^1_{2σ2} . Then s → ∞ as σ → 0. Our goal is to show lim_{s→∞} ∫ f_z(x)^s ‖f_z‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f_z‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) = ∞ . We first divide the integral into two parts: inside and outside of a small ball. ∫ f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) = ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) + ∫ B^d_r (z)^c∩M f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x). Noting that the function t → t log t, t > 0, is bounded below by −e^{−1}, we can bound the integral outside the small ball from below ∫ B^d_r (z)^c∩M f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) ≥ −e^{−1}. On the other hand, we use Lemma 6.8 to see ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) ≥ ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^s Cs^{− m}2 log f_z(x)^s Cs^{− m}2 dμ(x) for some C > 0 that depends on m and L (recall that L is the uniform Lipschitz constant of the Riemannian exponential functions). Using the definition of f_z, we observe log f_z(x)^s Cs^{− m}2 = m 2 log s − ‖x − z‖^2s − log C ≥ m 2 log s − r^2s − log C

for any x ∈ B^d_r (z) ∩ M. Therefore, choosing r =

√_{m log s} 4s > 0, and taking s sufficiently large, we have m 2 log s − r^2s − log C ≥ m 8 log s ,

and we obtain ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^s Cs^{− m}2 log f_z(x)^s Cs^{− m}2 dμ(x) ≥ ms^{m2} log s 8C ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^sdμ(x) . Since we have chosen r^2 =^{m log s}_{4s} , we can see from the proof of Lemma 6.8 that ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^sdμ(x) ≥ C^′s^{− m2} for some C^′ > 0 that depends on m and L. Therefore,

ms^{m2} log s 8C ∫ B^d_r (z)∩M f_z(x)^sdμ(x) ≥ mC^′ log s 8C , and we obtain ∫ f_z(x)^s ‖f_z‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f_z‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) ≥ −e^{−1} + mC^′ log s 8C . Hence, the integral diverges to ∞ as s → ∞.

Remark 6.10. The divergence that we proved in Lemma 6.9 is uniform over z ∈ M. Indeed, the constants C^′ and C that show up in the last inequality in the proof of Lemma 6.9 does not depend on z. Therefore, for any M > 0, we can find s > 0 that does not depend on z such that ∫ f_z(x)^s ‖f_z‖^s_{Ls(μ)} log f_z(x)^s ‖f_z‖^s_{Ls(μ)} dμ(x) ≥ M for any z ∈ M.

With help of Lemma 6.7 and 6.9, we can now prove that there is a uniform lower bound for σ_i that does not depend on n.

Proposition 6.11. There exist constants N_0 and σ > 0 that depend on μ and ζ in (17), such that if n > N_0, then σ_i ≥ σ for any index i.

Proof. To simplify notations, we let^1_{2σ2i} = s_i and^1_{2σ2} = s. Also, to avoid confusion, we use p_{j|i}(s) to denote the affinity (1) computed with s; that is, p_{j|i}(s) = exp(−‖x_i − x_j ‖^2s) ∑ k≠i exp(−‖xi − xk‖ 2s) , and use P_i(s) to denote the probability defined with p_{j|i}(s). By Lemma 6.9, we can fix s such that ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) > −2 log ζ . Note that s depends only on ζ and the constants from Lemma 6.9 that depend on μ. Then Lemma 6.7 implies

2 log ζ ≥ − ∫ exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) log exp(−‖x − x_i‖^2s) ∫ exp(−‖x̄ − x_i‖^2s)dμ(x̄) dμ(x) ≥ M(H(P_i(s)) − log n) + E .

Lemma 6.7 also implies that we can find N_0 > 0 such that if n > N_0, then M = M(n, s) ≥ 1 2 and E = E(n, s) ≥ log ζ .

Hence, assuming n ≥ N_0, we observe

2 log ζ + log n ≥ H(P_i(s))

for any i. Taking N_0 larger if necessary, we can assume log^{n−1}_n > log ζ. Then the above inequality implies

log ζ + log(n − 1) > H(P_i(s)). (45)

Noting that the Shannon entropy H(P_i(s)) is a decreasing function of s by Lemma 4.2, we deduce that if s > s, then we have (45) with H(P_i(s)). On the other hand, we have log P erp = H(P_i(s_i)) .

Then from Lemma 4.2, we obtain that s_i ≤ s for any i, and hence σ_i ≥ 1 √ 2s for any i. Since s was decided by ζ and μ, we obtain the claim with σ =^{1√}_{2s} .

Corollary 6.12. Let n > N_0 and denote C_p = exp(^{diam(M)}_{2σ2} ) > 1. Then we have C^{−1}_p n − 1 ≤ p_{j|i} ≤ C_p n − 1 (46) and 2C^{−1}_p n(n − 1) ≤ p_{ij} ≤ 2C_p n(n − 1) (47)

for any i ≠ j.

Proof. Thanks to Proposition 6.11, we observe that log p_{j|i} p_{k|i} ≤ diam(M)^2 σ^2 . Therefore, we obtain C^{−1}_p p_{k|i} ≤ p_{j|i} ≤ C_pp_{k|i}. Then we have

(n − 1)C^{−1}_p p_{j|i} ≤ 1 = ∑ k|k≠i p_{k|i} ≤ (n − 1)C_pp_{j|i},

which proves (46). Also, by definition of p_{ij} (4), we obtain 2C^{−1}_p n(n − 1) ≤ p_{ij} = 1 n (p_{j|i} + p_{i|j} ) ≤ 2C_p n(n − 1) .

Next, we consider q^′_{ij} defined in (28). The points y_i are initially picked up randomly hence we do not refer to a certain measure. In fact, the structure of q^′_{ij} gives information about ∑ i,j|i≠j q ′ ij 2. Lemma 6.13. Let {y_i} ⊂ R^2 be a set of n distinct points. Then we have the following inequality ∑ i,j|i≠j q^′_{ij}^2 = ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ −4 (∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ −2 )_2 ≥ 1 4n(log n)^2 .

Proof. Define r_i = min_{j|j≠i} ‖y_j −y_i‖, and re-index y_i so that r_1 ≤ r_2 ≤ · · · ≤ r_n. Noting that ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi−yj ‖ −4 (^∑_{i,j|i≠j} ‖yi−yj ‖^{−2})^2 is invariant under scaling on the points y_i, we assume ∑ i r^{−2}_i = 1.

Let y^∗_i be the point in {y_j }^n_{j=1} such that r_i = ‖y^∗_i − y_i‖. Then we use Cauchy- Schwartz inequality to obtain ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−4} ≥ ∑ i ‖y^∗_i − y_i‖^{−4} = ∑ i r^{−4}_i ≥ 1 n ( ∑ i r^{−2}_i )_2 = 1 n . (48)

Next we estimate ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ −2. We define A^i_j = B^ri_2 (y_j ) ⊂ R^2 , a ball with radius^{ri}_2 centered at y_j . We claim that A^i_j ∩ A^i_k = ∅ for any triple i < j < k. Indeed, r_i ≤ r_j ≤ r_k implies y_k ∉ B_{ri} (y_j ) and we deduce that B^ri_2 (y_j ) ∩ B^ri_2 (y_k) = ∅. We also claim the following: for i < j, ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} ≤ 1 r^2_i π ∫ A^i_j ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy . (49) To show the claim, we observe that y ∈ A^i_j implies ‖y_i − y‖ ≤ ‖y_i − y_j ‖ + r_i 2 ≤ 2‖y_i − y_j ‖ , where we have used the definition of r_i in the second inequality. Therefore, noting that |A^i_j | =^{r2i}_4 π, we compute

‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} = 1 |A^i_j | ∫ A^i_j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2}dy ≤ 1 r^2_i π ∫ A^i_j ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy. Now we estimate ∑ j|j>i ‖yi − yj ‖ −2. We use (49) and obtain ∑ j|j>i ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} ≤ 1 r^2_i π ∑ j|j>i ∫ A^i_j ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy.

Let A_i = B_{Ri} (y_i) \ B^ri_2 (y_i) be an annulus where R_i =^{ri√n}_2 . Note that |A_i| =

r^2_i

4 π(n − 1) and |A^i_j | =^{r2i}_4 π. Then we claim ∑ j|j>i ∫ A^i_j ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy ≤ ∫ A_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy.

To prove the claim, set

A^1_i = A_i ∩ ⋃ j|j>i A^i_j , A^2_i = A_i \ ⋃ j|j>i A^i_j and A^3_i = ⋃ j|j>i A^i_j \ A_i .

Then

A_i = A^1_i ∪ A^2_i and ⋃ j|j>i A^i_j = A^1_i ∪ A^3_i .

Also,

sup{‖y − y_i‖|y ∈ A^2_i } ≤ R_i ≤ dist(y_i, A^3_i ) and |A^2_i | = |A^3_i |.

Therefore, ∫ A_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy = ∫ A^1_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy + ∫ A^2_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy ≥ ∫ A^1_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy + |A^2_i |R^{−2}_i = ∫ A^1_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy + |A^3_i |R^{−2}_i ≥ ∫ A^1_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy + ∫ A^3_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy = ∑ j|j>i ∫ A^i_j ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy .

We compute ∫ A_i ‖yi − y‖ −2dy using the polar coordinate centered at y_i: ∫ A_i ‖y_i − y‖^{−2}dy = ∫_{2π} 0 ∫_{Ri} ri 2 ρ^{−2} · ρdρdθ

= 2π ∫^ri^{√n}_2 ri 2 ρ^{−1}dρ (50)

= π log n

Therefore, we have ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} = 2 ∑ i ∑ j|j>i ‖y_i − y_j ‖^{−2} ≤ 2 ∑ i π log n r^2_i π

= 2 log n , (51)

where we use the assumption ∑ i 1 r^2_i = 1 in the last equality. In summary, we

use (48) and (51) to obtain ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ −4 (∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ −2 )_2 ≥ 1 4n(log n)^2 .

Remark 6.14. The order of estimate that we obtain in the Lemma 6.13 depends on the dimension of R^2 , where the points y_i are in. Indeed, we used this dimension condition in (50) to obtain the log n factor. If we change the dimension of the target space of t-SNE, the estimate we obtain from Lemma 6.13 changes. For example, if we use R^k with k ≥ 3, then a similar proof yields ∑ i,j|i≠j q^′_{ij}^2 ≳ n^{−(3− 4k )}.

In particular, if k = 3, then we obtain ∑ i,j|i≠j q ′ ij 2 ≳ n^{− 53} and we obtain the argument that we discussed below equation (29). If k ≥ 4, however, the argument cannot be applied since the order of ∑ i,j|i≠j q ′ ij 2 will be small than or equal to n^{−2} so that we cannot obtain ∑ i,j|i≠j p 2 ij < ∑ i,j|i≠j q ′ ij 2. One possible way to make the argument work is to change the formula of q_{ij} . This is however out of the scope of this paper.

6.4 The first main theorem: Boundedness of {y_i}

Armed with the above discussion and results, we are now ready to state our first main theorem.

Theorem 6.15. Take N_0 in Proposition 6.11 and C_p in Corollary 6.12. Fix n > N_0 such that^{n−1}_{(log n)2} ≥ 8C^2_p . Then there exists R_n > 0 such that

{y_i(t)}^n_{i=1} ⊂ B^2_{Rn} (0)

for any t > 0.

Proof. Suppose, in contrast, that there is no such R_n. Then we obtain an index 1 ≤ a ≤ n and 0 < t_∞ ≤ ∞ such that y_a is defined on [0, t_∞) and lim_{t↗t∞} y_a(t) = ∞. Then by Lemma 6.1 and Lemma 6.2, we have lim_{t↗t∞} ‖y_i − y_j ‖ = ∞ for any i, j. In particular, there exists t_1 ∈ (0, t_∞) such that if t > t_1,

‖y_i − y_j ‖ > 1 for all i ≠ j.

Then, by (29), (47), Lemma 6.13, and our choice of n, we obtain d dt ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i(t) − y_j (t)‖^2 < 0 (52)

for any t > t_1. This implies ∞ = lim_{t↗t∞} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i(t) − y_j (t)‖^2 < ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i(t_1) − y_j (t_1)‖^2 < ∞ ,

which is a contradiction. Therefore {y_i(t)}^n_{i=1} must be bounded.

Inequality (52) holds whenever all the mutual distance ‖y_i − y_j ‖ is greater than 1. Therefore, if^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2 ≥ 0, then there must be at least one pair i ≠ j such that ‖y_i − y_j ‖ < 1. With this in mind, we can compute explicit bound for y_i using the idea in Remark 6.3.

Corollary 6.16. Under the same assumptions in Theorem 6.15, there exists τ > 0 such that if t > τ then we have

‖y_i(t)‖ ≤ √ 2 exp C^p 2 n(n − 1) ( C_0 − ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl} ) ,

where C_0 = C(Y^{(0)}) is the initial value of the KL-divergence.

Proof. Let τ = min{t > 0|^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2 ≥ 0}, and let τ > τ . We divide the proof into two cases depending on the sign of^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2| |_{t=τ} .

Suppose first that^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2| t=τ ≥ 0. Then by the above argument with (52), we can assume that there is a pair a ≠ b such that ‖y_a(τ) − y_b(τ)‖ ≤ 1. Then, for any i ≠ j, we have

q_{ij} (τ) =

(1 + ‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖^2)^{−1} ∑ k,l|k≠l(1 + ‖yk(τ) − yl(τ)‖ 2)^{−1} ≤ ‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖^{−2} (1 + ‖y_a(τ) − y_b(τ)‖^2)^{−1} ≤ 2 ‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖^2 . On the other hand, since the KL-divergence is a decreasing function of t, we observe

C_0 ≥ C(Y^{(τ )}) = ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl} q_{kl}(τ) ≥ ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl} + p_{ij} log 1 q_{ij} (τ) .

Therefore, by Corollary 6.12 we observe

‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖^2 ≤ 2 q_{ij} (τ) ≤ 2 exp (C_0 − ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl})/p_{ij}

≤ 2 exp C_pn(n − 1)(C_0 − ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl})

and hence ‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖ ≤ √ 2 exp C^p 2 n(n − 1)(C_0 − ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl}) .

Finally, we use the assumption ∑_n i=1 y_i = 0 and obtain ‖y_i(τ)‖ = ‖ ‖ 1 n n∑ j=1 (y_j (τ) − y_i(τ)) ‖ ‖

≤ 1 n n∑ j=1 ‖y_j (τ) − y_i(τ)‖ ≤ √ 2 exp C^p 2 n(n − 1)(C_0 − ∑ k,l|k≠l p_{kl} log p_{kl}) .

This proves the corollary in the case^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2| |_{t=τ} ≥ 0.

Next, suppose we have^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2| |_{t=τ} < 0. Define

t_+ := sup { s < τ | | d dt ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 | t=s ≥ 0 } . Note that since it is assumed that τ > τ and by the definition of τ, t_+ is welldefined. Then we have that for any t_+ < s < τ, we have^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − y_j ‖^2 | |_{t=s} < 0, i.e. ∑_{i,j|i≠j} ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 is decreasing on the interval (t_+, τ). We also have that d dt ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i − y_j ‖^2 | |_{t=t+} = 0.

Therefore, we obtain ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖^2 ≤ ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖y_i(t_+) − y_j (t_+)‖^2

≤ 2n exp C_pn(n − 1)(C_0 − ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} ) ,

where we have used the first part of the proof in the second inequality. Then, we use ∑_n i=1 y_i = 0 again to obtain

‖y_i(τ)‖^2 = ‖ ‖ 1 n n∑ j=1 (y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)) ‖ ‖^2 ≤ 1 n n∑ j=1 ‖y_i(τ) − y_j (τ)‖^2

≤ 2 exp C_pn(n − 1)(C_0 − ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} ) ,

where we have used Jensen’s inequality in the second line. Taking square root, we obtain the desired inequality in the case^d_{dt} ∑ i,j|i≠j ‖yi − yj ‖ 2| |_{t=τ} < 0.

6.5 The second main theorem: existence of a minimizer

The bound in Corollary 6.16 depends on n, the initial value of KL-divergence C_0, and the affinity of original data p_{ij} . Therefore, once we fix the data points

{x_i}^n_{i=1}, the gradient flow (18) with a set of arbitrary n points produces uniformly bounded curves as long as the initial values of the KL-divergences are bounded. Then, a minimizing sequence Y_k = {y_{k,i}}^n_{i=1} can be bounded uniformly, and we can use the compactness to show that there exists a minimizer.

Theorem 6.17. Take N_0 in Proposition 6.11 and C_p in Corollary 6.12. Fix n > N_0 such that^{n−1}_{(log n)2} ≥ 8C^2_p . Then there exists a global minimizer of the KL-divergence.

Proof. Let Y_k = {y_{k,i}}^n_{i=1} be a sequence of sets of points in R^2 that minimizes the KL-divergence; that is, inf Y={y_i }⊂R^2 C(Y) = lim_{k→∞} C_k ,

where C_k = C(Y_k ) is the KL-divergence computed with Y_k. We can assume that the sequence C_k is decreasing. By Corollary 6.16, for each k, there exists t_k such that if t > t_k, then Y^k = {y_{k,i}(t)}^n_{i=1} ⊂ B^2_{Rp,k} (0), where y_{k,i} satisfies equation (18) with initial condition y_{k,i}(0) = y_{k,i} and R_{p,k} is given by

R_{p,k} = √ 2 exp C^p 2 n(n − 1)(C_k − ∑ i,j|i≠j p_{ij} log p_{ij} ) .

Note that R_{p,k} is a decreasing sequence in k since C_k is decreasing. Therefore, letting Y^′_k = {y_{k,i}(t_k)}, we have Y^′_k ⊂ B^2_{Rp,1} (0) for any k. Let C^′_k = C(Y^′_k ) be the KL-divergence computed with Y^′_k. Then we also have C^′_k ≤ C_k. Therefore, C^′_k is another minimizing sequence of the KL-divergence, but it is also uniformly bounded. Therefore, up to a subsequence, we can assume that lim_{k→∞} y_{k,i}(t_k) = z_i for some z_i ∈ B^2_{Rp,1} (0) for any i. Then, since the KL-divergence depends on the points y_i continuously, we obtain that inf Y={y_i}⊂R^2 C(Y) = lim_{k→∞} C_k ≥ lim_{k→∞} C^′_k = C^′_∞,

where C^′_∞ = C(Z) is the KL-divergence computed with the set of points Z = {z_i}^n_{i=1}. Hence, {z_i}^n_{i=1} is a minimizer of the KL-divergence.

After establishing the existence of a minimizer, questions regarding its uniqueness naturally arise. However, due to the structure of q_{ij} , multiple minimizers can be easily identified. The affinity q_{ij} is decided by the mutual distances, and therefore, applying an isometric transform on the points {y_i}^n_{i=1} does not change the KL-divergence. Consequently, isometric transforms of a minimizer provide multiple distinct minimizers. Therefore, a more appropriate question is whether the minimizer is unique up to isometric transforms. This aspect will be explored in our future work.

Acknowledgement

This research was partially discussed with Professor Chih-Wei Chen from National Sun Yat-Sen University, Taiwan. The authors express their gratitude to him for his valuable insights and discussion.

References

[ADT^+13] El-ad David Amir, Kara L Davis, Michelle D Tadmor, Erin F Simonds, Jacob H Levine, Sean C Bendall, Daniel K Shenfeld, Smita Krishnaswamy, Garry P Nolan, and Dana Pe’er, visne enables visualization of high dimensional single-cell data and reveals phenotypic heterogeneity of leukemia, Nature biotechnology 31 (2013), no. 6, 545–552.

[AHK18] Sanjeev Arora, Wei Hu, and Pravesh K Kothari, An analysis of the t-sne algorithm for data visualization, Conference on learning theory, PMLR, 2018, pp. 1455–1462.

[BBK22] Jan Niklas Böhm, Philipp Berens, and Dmitry Kobak, Attractionrepulsion spectrum in neighbor embeddings, The Journal of Machine Learning Research 23 (2022), no. 1, 4118–4149.

[BCA^+19] Anna C Belkina, Christopher O Ciccolella, Rina Anno, Richard Halpert, Josef Spidlen, and Jennifer E Snyder-Cappione, Automated optimized parameters for t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding improve visualization and analysis of large datasets, Nature communications 10 (2019), no. 1, 5415.

[BN03] M. Belkin and P. Niyogi, Laplacian eigenmaps for dimensionality reduction and data representation, Neural computation 15 (2003), no. 6, 1373–1396.

[CL06] R.R. Coifman and S. Lafon, Diffusion maps, no. 1, 5–30.

[CM22] T Tony Cai and Rong Ma, Theoretical foundations of t-sne for visualizing high-dimensional clustered data, The Journal of Machine Learning Research 23 (2022), no. 1, 13581–13634.

[CP23] Tara Chari and Lior Pachter, The specious art of single-cell genomics, PLOS Computational Biology 19 (2023), no. 8, e1011288.

[HR03] Geoffrey Hinton and Sam Roweis, Stochastic neighbor embedding, Advances in neural information processing systems 15 (2003), 833– 840.

[IVB18] Daniel Jiwoong Im, Nakul Verma, and Kristin Branson, Stochastic neighbor embedding under f-divergences, arXiv preprint arXiv:1811.01247 (2018).

[KB19] Dmitry Kobak and Philipp Berens, The art of using t-sne for singlecell transcriptomics, Nature communications 10 (2019), no. 1, 5416.

[KL51] Solomon Kullback and Richard A Leibler, On information and sufficiency, The annals of mathematical statistics 22 (1951), no. 1, 79–86.

[KLS^+19] Dmitry Kobak, George Linderman, Stefan Steinerberger, Yuval Kluger, and Philipp Berens, Heavy-tailed kernels reveal a finer cluster structure in t-sne visualisations, Joint European Conference on Machine Learning and Knowledge Discovery in Databases, Springer, 2019, pp. 124–139.

[LRH^+19] George C Linderman, Manas Rachh, Jeremy G Hoskins, Stefan Steinerberger, and Yuval Kluger, Fast interpolation-based t-sne for improved visualization of single-cell rna-seq data, Nature methods 16 (2019), no. 3, 243–245.

[LS19] George C. Linderman and Stefan Steinerberger, Clustering with tsne, provably, SIAM Journal on Mathematics of Data Science 1 (2019), no. 2, 313–332.

[MC19] N. F. Marshall and R. R. Coifman, Manifold learning with bistochastic kernels, IMA Journal of Applied Mathematics 84 (2019), no. 3, 455–482.

[MH18] Leland McInnes and John Healy, Umap: Uniform manifold approximation and projection for dimension reduction.

[RS00] S.T. Roweis and L.K. Saul, Nonlinear dimensionality reduction by locally linear embedding, science 290 (2000), no. 5500, 2323–2326.

[SLW22] Chao Shen, Yu-Ting Lin, and Hau-Tieng Wu, Robust and scalable manifold learning via landmark diffusion for long-term medical signal processing, The Journal of Machine Learning Research 23 (2022), no. 1, 3742–3771.

[SS17] Uri Shaham and Stefan Steinerberger, Stochastic neighbor embedding separates well-separated clusters, arXiv: Machine Learning (2017).

[SW12] A. Singer and H.-T. Wu, Vector diffusion maps and the connection laplacian, Communications on pure and applied mathematics 65 (2012), no. 8, 1067–1144.

[SZ22] Stefan Steinerberger and Yulan Zhang, t-sne, forceful colorings, and mean field limits, Research in the Mathematical Sciences 9 (2022).

[TDSL00] J.B. Tenenbaum, V. De Silva, and J.C. Langford, A global geometric framework for nonlinear dimensionality reduction, science 290 (2000), no. 5500, 2319–2323.

[TLZM16] Jian Tang, Jingzhou Liu, Ming Zhang, and Qiaozhu Mei, Visualizing large-scale and high-dimensional data, WWW ’16: Proceedings of the 25th International Conference on World Wide Web (2016).

[vdMH08] Laurens van der Maaten and Geoffrey Hinton, Visualizing data using t-sne, Journal of Machine Learning Research 9 (2008), no. 86, 2579– 2605.

[Vil08] C. Villani, Optimal transport: Old and new, Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2008.

[WVJ16] Martin Wattenberg, Fernanda Viégas, and Ian Johnson, How to use t-sne effectively, Distill 1 (2016), no. 10, e2.

[YKXO09] Zhirong Yang, Irwin King, Zenglin Xu, and Erkki Oja, Heavy-tailed symmetric stochastic neighbor embedding, Advances in neural information processing systems 22 (2009).

[ZGS22] Yulan Zhang, Anna Gilbert, and Stefan Steinerberger, May the force be with you, 09 2022, pp. 1–8.