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Abstract

In the present paper we consider the varying coefficient model which
represents a useful tool for exploring dynamic patterns in many applica-
tions. Existing methods typically provide asymptotic evaluation of pre-
cision of estimation procedures under the assumption that the number
of observations tends to infinity. In practical applications, however, only
a finite number of measurements are available. In the present paper we
focus on a non-asymptotic approach to the problem. We propose a novel
estimation procedure which is based on recent developments in matrix es-
timation. In particular, for our estimator, we obtain upper bounds for the
mean squared and the pointwise estimation errors. The obtained oracle
inequalities are non-asymptotic and hold for finite sample size.

1 Introduction

In the present paper we consider the varying coefficient model which repre-
sents a useful tool for exploring dynamic patterns in economics, epidemiology,
ecology, etc. This model can be viewed as a natural extension of the classical
linear regression model and allows parameters that are constant in regression
model to evolve with certain characteristics of the system such as time or age
in epidemiological studies.

The varying coeflicient models were introduced by Cleveland, Grosse and
Shyu [4] and Hastie and Tibshirani [7] and have been extensively studied in
the past 15 years. The estimation procedures for varying coefficient model are
e.g. based on the kernel-local polynomial smoothing (see e.g. [28, 8, 5, 12]),
the polynomial spline (see e.g. [9, 11, 10]), the smoothing spline (see e.g. [7,
8, 3]). More recently e.g. Wang et al [27] proposed a new procedure based
on a local rank estimator; Kai et al [13] introduced a semi-parametric quantile
regression procedure and studied an effective variable selection procedure; Lian
[20] developed a penalization based approach for both variable selection and
constant coefficient identification in a consistent framework. For more detailed
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discussions of the existing methods and possible applications, we refer to the
very interesting survey of Fan and Zhang [6].

Existing methods typically provide asymptotic evaluation of precision of esti-
mation procedures under the assumption that the number of observations tends
to infinity. In practical applications, however, only a finite number of mea-
surements are available. In the present paper, we focus on a non-asymptotic
approach to the problem. We propose a novel estimation procedure which is
based on recent developments in matrix estimation, in particular, matrix com-
pletion. In the matrix completion problem, one observes a small set of entries
of a matrix and needs to estimate the remaining entries using these data. A
standard assumption that allows such completion to be successful is that the
unknown matrix has low rank or has approximately low rank. The matrix com-
pletion problem has attracted a considerable attention in the past few years
(see, e.g., [2, 14, 19, 23, 16]). The most popular methods for matrix completion
are based on nuclear-norm minimization which we adapt in the present paper.

1.1 Formulation of the problem

Let (W;,t;,Y;), i =1,...,n be sampled independently from the varying coeffi-
cient model
Y = WTf(t) + o€ (1)

Here, W € R? are random vectors of predictors, f(-) = (fi(-),..., fo(-))" is
an unknown vector-valued function of regression coefficients and ¢ € [0,1] is a
random variable independent of W. Let p denote its distribution. The noise
variable ¢ is independent of W and ¢ and is such that E(¢) = 0 and E(£2) =1,
o > 0 denotes the noise level.

The goal is to estimate the vector function f(-) on the basis of observations
(Wi, t:,Y;), i =1,...,n. Our estimation method is based on the approximation
of the unknown functions f;(¢) using a basis expansion. This approximation
generates the coordinate matrix Ag. In the above model, some of the compo-
nents of vector function f are constant. The larger the part of the constant
regression coefficients, the smaller the rank of the coordinate matrix Ay (the
rank of matrix Ay does not exceed the number of time-varying components of
vector f(-) by more than one). We suppose that the first element of this basis is
just a constant function on [0, 1] (indeed, this is true for vast majority of bases
on a finite interval). In this case, if the component f;(-) is constant, then, it has
only one non-zero coeflicient in its expansion over the basis. This suggest the
idea to take into account the number of constant regression coefficients using
the rank of the coordinate matrix Ag.

Our procedure involves estimating Ay using nuclear-norm penalization which
is now a well-established proxy for rank penalization in the compressed sensing
literature. Subsequently, the estimator of the coordinate matrix is plugged into
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the expansion yielding the estimator f(-) = (fl(-), ce fp(-)) of the vector

function f(¢). For this estimator we obtain upper bounds on the mean squared
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error 521 Il fi _fiH%Q(du) and on the pointwise estimation error 5i§1|fi(t) —1i(®)]

for any t € supp(u) (Corollary 1). These oracle inequalities are non-asymptotic
and hold for finite values of p and n. The results in this paper concern random
measurements and random noise and so they hold with high probability.

1.2 Layout of the paper

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 1.3 we introduce
notations used throughout the paper. In Section 2, we describe in details our
estimation method, give examples of the possible choices of the basis (Section
2.1) and introduce an estimator for the coordinate matrix Ay (Section 2.2).
Section 3 presents the main results of the paper. In particular, Theorems 1
and 2 in Section 3 establish upper bounds for estimation error of the coordinate
matrix Ag measured in Frobenius norm. Corollary 1 provides non-asymptotic
upper bounds for the mean squared and pointwise risks of the estimator of
the vector function f. Section 4 considers an important particular case of the
orthogonal dictionary.

1.3 Notations

We provide a brief summary of the notation used throughout this paper. Let
A, B be matrices in RP*! ; be a probability distribution on (0,1) and 1(-) be
a vector-valued function.

e For any vector n € R?, we denote the standard [; and [y vector norms by
[Inll, and ||n|,, respectively.

° H'HLQ(du) and (-, ~>L2(du) are the norm and the scalar product in the space
Ly ((0,1), dps).
o For 9() = (910, ()T, we set [9()]l = max  sup [i(0)

and W(')HLZ(,W) = 1211.32; ”djian(du)

e We define the scalar product of matrices (A, B) = tr(AT B) where tr(:)
denotes the trace of a square matrix.

o Let

min(p,0)

, 1/2
R min(p,l)
1Al =" % 0j(4) and |A|2—( s UJQ‘(A)>

be respectively the trace and Frobenius norms of the matrix A. Here
(cj(A)); are the singular values of A ordered decreasingly.

o Let || Al = o1 (A).

e For any numbers, a and b, denote a V b = max(a,b) and a Ab = min(a, b).



e Denote the k x k identity matrix by Ij.
e Let (s — 1) denote the number of non-constant f;(-).

e In what follows, we use the symbol C for a generic positive constant, which
is independent of n, p, s and [, and may take different values at different
places.

2 Estimation method

The first step of our estimation method is the approximation of the unknown
functions f;(t) by expanding them over an appropriate basis. This approxima-
tion generates the coordinate matrix Ag. Matrix Ay is estimated using penalized
risk minimization. The estimator of the coordinate matrix is plugged into the
expansion yielding the estimator of the vector function f.

2.1 Basis expansion

Let (¢i(-))i=1,....00 be an orthonormal basis in Ly ((0,1),du), I € N and ¢(-) =
(61(-), .., ¢1(-)". We assume that basis functions satisfy the following condi-
tion: there exists cg < 0o such that

l
l6" @13 = 3160 < 3. 2

for any [ > 1 and any ¢ € [0,1]. Note that this condition is satisfied for most of
the usual bases.
We introduce the coordinate matrix Ay € RP*! with elements

agj = <fk7¢j>[,2(du)7 k=1,---,p,j=1,--- 1l

For each k =1,...,p, we have
1
1
Jult) = X ads6;(0) + o (1) 3)

Denote the remainder by p()(-) = (pgl)(-), .. ,pl(f)(-))T. We assume that the

.....

is,

Assumption 1. We assume that the basis satisfies condition (2) and that there
exists a positive constant b such that, for any 1 > 1

Hp<l>(.)H < b1, y>0. (4)

o0



Often approximation in Lo—norm gives better rates of convergence. In or-
der to get upper bounds on the mean squared error we will use the following
additional assumption:

Assumption 2. There exist by > 0 such that, for any 1 > 1
Dy. <b Il (V-|r1/2)7 > 0.
’p ) et ¥

Let us give few examples of possible choices of the basis.

Example 1. Assume that du = ¢(t) dt and function ¢ is bounded away from
zero and infinity, i.e. there exist absolute constants g; and g such that for any

t € supp(p)
91 <9(t) <g2, 0< g1 <ga <o (5)

Denote QNSj (t) = €?'™It ] j € 7Z, the standard Fourier basis of L ((0,1)). Then,
it is easy to check that ¢;(t) = gj(t)/\/m, Jj € Z, is an orthonormal basis of
L3((0,1),9). Moreover, condition (2) holds with ¢ = g; "

For v > 0, consider the Sobolev space W, (0, 1) of functions F' € Ly(0, 1) with
the norm [|[F||§, = [ |w]|? 1 F(w)[?dw where F(w) is the Fourier transform
of F. Then, by Theorems 9.1 and 9.2 of [22], one has

Y LPTTE G < O, (6)

j=—o00

where C,, is an absolute constant which depends on 7 only. Assume that for
some A < oo the functions fi belong to a Sobolev ball of radius A, i.e.

max ka \/_H <A, ~4>0. (7)

Let | = 2N + 1, so that

N
!
ety =3 alyos(t). p(B)= D alo;().
J=N >N
where ay; = t)\/g (;5] . Then, it follows from equations (5), (6) and

(7) that

2
y]p<l><->]\OOSg;1 SC | e ST (P a P

l7l>N PN
vy < A
o et = 3G N
where N = (I —1)/2 and
0 ‘ < N~@+D) 420 7
Hp La(g) ~ K

so that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold.



Example 2. Consider a wavelet 1) with a bounded support of length Cy and
with +* vanishing moments and choose | = 2 where H is a positive integer.
Construct a periodic wavelet basis ¥y, ;(t), h = —1,--- , J—1,i=0,--- 2" — 1,
with 1_10(t) = 1 and ty ;(t) = 2"/24p(2"t — i) for h > 0. As in Example 1, set
¢i(t) = ¢ni(t) = ¥ni(t)/\/9(t) where j = 2" 4+ i + 1. Note that condition (2)
holds in this case with ¢} = g7 Cyllv||%.

Then, each function fi(t) can be expanded into a wavelet series

H—1 2"—1 0o 2h—1
l
=" > anidnilt), o (1) = S ad i dnilt)
h=—1 i=0 h=H i=0

where akhl INGE), Uni(e)

Theorem 9. 4 of [22] states that for FF € W, (0, 1) one has

00 2h—1
> 2" N (F ) * < G FI s
h=-—1 =0

where C., is an absolute constant which depends on « only, provided v < ~*.
Then, under assumptions (5) and (7), as in Example 1, Assumption 1 holds. For
example, recalling that H = log, ! and that length of support of ¢ is bounded
by Cy, obtain

2k 1

< 2—H(2v+1) _max Z oh(27+1) Z |a2)h7i|2 < A2CVZ—(27+1)’

ol ‘
P
|0, .

2h—1

[0 < @ron el 272 max Z 2D 3 ol
< A%(2991) ' Cy lIWII3, 17,

where [|9)|loo = sup; |()].

Example 3. Suppose that f;(¢) belong to a finite k—dimensional sub-space of
L2 ((0,1),du). For example, f;(t) are polynomials of degree less than k. Then,
choosing | = k£ and an orthonormal basis in this sub-space, we have trivially

p(l)(.) =0.
2.2 Estimation of the coordinate matrix
Denoting X = W¢T'(t), we can rewrite (1) in the following form
Y =tr (Ao XT) + Whp"(t) + o¢. (8)

We suppose that some of the functions f;(-) are constant and let (s — 1) denote
the number of non-constant f;(-). This parameter, s, plays an important role
in what follows. Note that rank (4g) < s.



Using observations (Y;, X;) we define the following estimator of Ag:
R ] 1< 5
A= = Y; — (X;, A A , 9
argmm{n;_l( ( DT+ A |*} (9)

where A is the regularization parameter. This penalization, using the trace-
norm, is now quite standard in matrix completion problem and allows one to
recover a matrix from under-sampled measurements.

Using estimator (9) of the coordinate matrix Ay, we recover f(t) as

2.3 Assumptions about the dictionary and the noise

We assume that the vectors W; are i.i.d copies of a random vector W having
distribution IT on a given set of vectors X. Using rescaling, we can suppose
that ||[W|, < 1 almost surely. Let E(W WT) = Q and Wmax, Wmin denote
respectively its maximal and minimal singular values. We need the following
assumption on the distribution of W.

Assumption 3. The matriz Q =E (W WT) is positive definite.
Let [|A]7, g, = E ((X,4)?). An easy computation leads to
JAIZ, ey = E (W, A6(0))?)
=B (Ew (W, A¢(1))?))
and
Ew (W, A6(1)%) = Ew (tr (460" W 46(1)))
= Ew (tr (WWT A6 (46()"))
= (Bw (WTW), A6(t) (46()")
= (2. 40(t) (A6()" ).
By definition we obtain
(2,46(6) (A6(t)") = win [A 6013
Finally we compute
AN, 16y = wimin Be (4613 ) = wmin 1411 (10)

where in the last display we used that (¢;(-))i=1,...,c0 is an orthonormal basis in
L2 ((07 1)7 dM)

We consider the case of sub-exponential noise which satisfies the following
condition



Assumption 4. There exist a constant K > 0 such that
max Eexp (|&]/K) <e.
i=1,...,n

For instance, if §; are i.i.d. standard Gaussian we can take K = 1.

3 Main Results

Let . .
1 1
1= 1=
where {¢;}_; is an i.i.d. Rademacher sequence. These stochastic terms play an
important role in the choice of the regularization parameter \.

We introduce the following notations:

C ¢} 1 log(d)
2

M =tr(2) V (lwmax) and n*" =
w

[(Ms)V1].

min

The following theorem gives a general upper bound on the prediction error for
the estimator A given by (9). Its proof is given in Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Let A > 3 ||X|| and suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then, with
probability at least 1 —2/d,

(i)
. 2 21 M log(d Aoll? [log(d)1
i < a2 (g S ol o}

2
min Wmin n

(i) If, in addition n > n**, then
C s\

2
“hin

R 2
iaf s

where d =1+ p.

In order to obtain upper bounds in Theorem 1 in a closed form, it is necessary
to obtain a suitable upper bound for ||X||. The following lemma, proved in
Section E, gives such bound.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1 - J, there exists a numerical constant c¢*, that
depends only on K, such that, for all t > 0 with probability at least 1 — 2e™*

2by/5 — 1) max{ M (t + log(d))
IRl

)
n

1) < (ac* n

cs V1 (t+ log(d)) ({K log (K%ﬂ v 1)

Wmax

n

(11)



where d =p+1.

The optimal choice of the parameter ¢ in Lemma 1 is ¢ = log(d). Larger
t leads to a slower rate of convergence and a smaller ¢t does not improve the
rate but makes the concentration probability smaller. With this choice of ¢, the
second terms in the maximum in (11) is negligibly small for n > n* where

2 Keg ’
2¢il | | K log V1) log(d)
® Wmax

M

n

In order to satisfy condition A > 3||3|| in Theorem 1 we can choose

2b+/s — 1) M log(d)

Il n

. (12)

A=4.25 (c*o +
If & are N(0,1), then we can take ¢* = 6.5 (see Lemma 4 in [15]).
With these choices of A, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions 1 - 4 hold. Consider regularization parameters
A satisfying (12) and n > n*. Then, with probability greater than 1 —4/d

(i)

~ 2 2 _ 9
HA - AOH < C max { (02 + Lvl) ) ||A0|i) M s 1(2)g(d)7 cg || Aoll; log(d)l} .
2

2 nwa. Wmin n

(i) If, in addition n > n**, then

J4- 4] <c (02 G 1)) M loeld)

127 2

Using A we define the estimator of f(t) as

N A . T N
f6) = (AW, 1) = Ao, (13)

Theorem 2 allows to obtain the following upper bounds on the prediction
error of f(t).

Corollary 1. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 2 hold. With probability
greater than 1 — 4/d, one has

(a) Vt € supp(u)

L2 C oI35 | 2675
DB If0) — pn) « RS+ 2



(b) If, in addition, Assumption 2 holds

12 . 9 cp 2b% s
pizal i = Filtaan < =57+ Ty
where
b? (s —1)\ M s log(d)
2 - ok
(O’ + i ) pw?nin , if n>n

2
12 P Wiin Win P

2(s — Aoll? /1og(d)1
Inm<{<02+.b<sv 1>+J|A4dﬁ) M log(d) co [ Aolls iog@Tn .

Proof. We shall prove the second statement of the corollary, the first one can be
proved in a similar way. Let A* denote the i-th row of a matrix A. We compute

| = Ao <150 = AW + || (46— A7) 60)
= ")

where in the last display we used that (¢;(-))i=1
Using (14) and Assumption 2 we derive

La(dp) Lo(dp)

Al — A

|

La(dp) 2

(14)

~ 18 an orthonormal basis.

.....

P 9 2 b% s N 2
EFe= il < s + 2[4~ 4
Now Theorem 2 implies the statement of the corollary. |

4 Orthonormal dictionary

As an important particular case, let us consider the orthonormal dictionary. Let
(ej); be the canonical basis of RP. Assume that the vectors W; are i.i.d copies
of a random vector W which has the uniform distribution II on the set

X ={ej, 1<j<p}.

Note that this is an unfavorable case of very “sparse observations”, that is, each
observation provides some information on only one of the coefficients of f(t).

In this case, Q = —I,, Wmax = Wmin = — and we obtain the following values
p p
of parameters
IVp

M=—2
p

n* =2 K? log® (K p) ci log(d) (I A p),
2b+/s — 1) (I V p) log(d)
2

pn

(15)

)

A=4.25 (C*o +

n* =Cc;lsp(lVp)log(d).

10



Plugging these values into Corollary 1, we derive the following result.

Corollary 2. Let Assumptions 1 and 4 hold. Consider reqularization parameter
X satisfying (15), and n > n*. Then, with probability greater than 1 —4/d, one
has

(a) ¥t € supp(u)

Le s Clig(ls B , 26%s
5i§1|fi(f) = filH)] < - + e (16)
(b) If, in addition, Assumption 2 holds
1e 9 cp 2b% s
]—Di§1||fi—fi|\L2(du) < TJFW’ (17)

where

(o + 28 ) viysvogt@, o nz e

b2 (s—1
(02 + % +1 ||Ao|§> (IVp)slog(d), if not.

Remarks. Optimal choice of parameter |: The upper bounds given in
Corollary 2 indicate the optimal choice of parameter . From (15) we compute
the following values of I:

= —5————— if I<p
C ¢ sp? log(d)
and
/ n
=,|=———— if 1 .
2 C ¢} sp log(d) htep
Let
b2 (s —1)\ pslog(d) 2b% s
_ 2 1
=0 (U T ) n PYCEk
log(d
F1) = Fi(0) +1 | Aof? 222D,
b2 (s —1)\ Is log(d) 2b% s
— 2 1
Fg(l) =C (U + 127 ) n + pl(27+1)7
log(d
Fi1) = Fy1) + 12 [ 42 22

11



Let v > 1/2 and consider first the case s p® log(d) = n = s p? log(d) (the symbol
< means that the inequality holds up to a multiplicative numerical constant).
Then, Corollary 2 implies that

12 . Fi(l), if 1<1<l;
_i§1||fi_fi”2L2(du)§ E(), if iF<i<p
b= ), it 1> p.

On [1,17], F1(I) achieves its minimum at 7. Note that F3(I]) < F5(I) for any [ €
(I3, p] and Fy(I3) < Fy(l) for any [ > p. Then, for sp?® log(d) = n = sp* log(d)
the optimal value of [ minimizing (17) is

i —

n
Cc; sp? 1og(d)] '
When n > sp? log(d), the Corollary 2 implies that

1P . i), if 1<Ii<p
_i§1”fi — fill Ty < § B3, if p<I<I
o Fy(l), if 1>15.

Let
1

. Cn 2y +2
3 a2 p log(d) '

On [p,13], F3(l) achieves its minimum at 3 if p3t27 log(d) = n = sp3 log(d)
and at [ if n > p*T27 log(d). Note that F3(I3) < Fi(l) for any [ € [1,p] and
F3(13) < Fy(l) for any [ > 15. Then, for p3*t27 log(d) = n = sp? log(d) the
optimal value of [ minimizing (17) is

Iy =

.
Ccl sp log(d)

and for n > p*+27 log(d) the optimal value of [ is
1

o — Cn 2y +2
° 7 \o2p log(d) '

Minimaz rate of convergence: For p =1 the optimal choice of [ in (17) is

1
i 2(27+1)b%n\ 2y +2
N a2 log(d) '
2v+1

With this choice of I, the rate of convergence given by Corollary 2 is n 2y +2,
Note that for f € W,(0,1) we recover the minimax rate of convergence as given
in e.g. [26].

12
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Appendix

A Proof of Theorem 1

This proof uses ideas developed in the proof of Theorem 3 in [16]. The main
difference is that here we have no restriction on the sup —norm of Ay. This
implies several modifications in the proof.

It follows from the definition of the estimator A that

%Z (= (%o )"+ 2L < 237 06 - 0 A0 + Al
=1

n<

which, due to (8), implies

%zn: (<X1 Ag — fl> + WEpO () + gi)Q + A4l <
1=1

LS (wre )+ &)+ Mo

=1

(18)

M=

- 1
Set H = Ag— Aand & = =3 (W pW(t;) + &) X;. Then, we can write (18)
n .

i=1

in the following way

n

1 R
EZ (X, HY? +2(S, H) + M|A]. < A Ao]]..
=1

By duality between the nuclear and the operator norms, we obtain

n

1 )
EZ (Xis H)” + A Al < 2SI H |« + A o]l (19)

=1

Let Pg denote the projector on the linear subspace S and let S+ be the
orthogonal complement of S. Let u;(A) and v;(A) denote respectively the left
and the right orthonormal singular vectors of A, S1(A) is the linear span of
{u;(A)}, S2(A) is the linear span of {v;(A)}. For A, B € RP*! we set P4(B) =
PSIL(A)BPSj(A) and PA(B) =B - PE(B)

13



By definition, for any matrix B, the singular vectors of Pjo (B) are orthog-
onal to the space spanned by the singular vectors of Ay. This implies that
HAO + Py, (H)H1 = [|Aol|, + HPﬁO (H)H* Then we compute

il s
= HAO'FPEO(H)'FPAO(H)H* (20)
> [ Ao + P35, (H)|[, = [P a, (H)],
= || 4oll, + [P, (E)]|, = P4, (H)], .
From (20) we obtain
loll. = ||4]| < 1P, — [R5, ()], - (21)
From (19), using (21) and A > 3 ||3|| we obtain
1 n
=~ (X5 H) < 2|8 [P ag (D], + AP ay ()],
i=1 (22)
)
< 2X B, (1),

Since Pa(B) = Pgi(a)BPs,a) + Ps,(4)B and rank (Ps,(4)B) < rank (A4) we
derive that rank (P4(B)) < 2rank (4). From (22) we compute

IR 5
EZ<X“H>2 < §Av2R||H||2 (23)
i=1
where we set R = rank (A4p).
For 0 < r < m = min (p, ) we consider the following constraint set

64 log(d)
cr) = {|A|2 <L A, (s 2 e W 14l < v ”A”z} (24)

where HAH%z(H@#) = E ((X, A)?). Note that the condition [|A, < /7 [|A], is
satisfied if rank(A) < r.

The following lemma shows that for matrices A € C(r) we have some ap-
proximative restricted isometry. Its proof is given in Appendix B.

Lemma 2. For all A € C(r)

n

1 2
n;< )

Alr
29U g (12al))?

min

HAH%Q(H@L) a

N =

2
with probability at least 1 — 7

14



We need the following auxiliary lemma which is proved in Appendix D.
Lemma 3. If \; > 3|3
1P, ()], <5 P ag(H)]].
Lemma 3 implies that

1]l < 6[[Pa, (H)].
<V72R|H|,.

64 log(d)! L H
———=—"— (25) implies that —— € C (72 R)
log (6/5) n [ H I,

and we can apply Lemma 2. From Lemma 2 and (23) we obtain that with

(25)
2 2
1 H 2, meun = co 1H]l2

2
probability at least 1 — g one has

1 5 316821 R
SIHI ey < SAVERH|, + —— |HI; E(Sal)?.  (20)

The following Lemma, proved in Section E.2, gives a suitable bound on E ||Zg||:

Lemma 4. Let (¢;), be an i.i.d. Rademacher sequence. Suppose that As-
sumption 3 holds. Then,
M log(d
E||5q| < 4.6/ 2108
n

where d =p+1 and M = tr(Q) V (lwmax)-
Using Lemma 4, (10) and (26) we obtain

[H]]3 - (27)

10 C 2
wmin||H |3 < E)‘V 2R|H|,+

On the other hand, equation (19) and the triangle inequality imply that
MA[L < 2SI Al + 2SI Aol + All Ao]l«

and A > 3 ||X|| gets K R
[All2 < [|A[l« < 5[[ Aol (28)

Putting (28) into (27) and using rank(Ap) < s we compute

2 1M log(d) || Aol?
||H||§§wCS <A2+ s g(d) || 0||*>

2
min n

which implies the statement (i) of Theorem 1 in the case when ||H||22(H®H) >

64 log(d)!

2
Co HHHQ 10g(6/5) n

15



64 log(d)!

I | H 17, 1mp < co |1 HI Tog (6/5) 1" using (10), we derive
64 log(d) 1
min H 2 < H 2 s — 29

Then (28) implies

Ces 140y [log(d)1
w

min n

2
IH1l; <

This completes the proof of part (i) of Theorem 1.

Cci s M log(d)
If, in addition n > 2 ———5———, from (27) we obtain

Whin

10 Wmin 2
Wmin||H||§§?/\V2R”H”2+ 5 11

and
Cs\?
IH|5 < —5—.

On the other hand, for n > n** (29) does not hold. This completes the proof of
Theorem 1.

B Proof of Lemma 2

442 1r (E(|2r)))” . o :
Set £ = . We will show that the probability of the following
Wmin
bad event is small

n

1
EZ (X, A)? — 1A%, (e

=1

B = {EA € C(r) such that

1
> §||A||%2(H®#) + g} ‘

Note that B contains the complement of the event that we are interested in.
In order to estimate the probability of B we use a standard peeling argument.

G4 log(d) and o = § For k € N set

Let v = cpy | /-
v =ce log (6/5) n 5

Si = {A eC(r): v < ||A||%2(H®#) < o/“y} .

If the event B holds for some matrix A € C(r), then A belongs to some Sy, and

- 1
Z XHA |A||L2(H®,u > 5“"4”%2(1—1@#) +&

i=1

S

1
> §Oék_1V + &

5
—Ea ky+ €.

16



For each T' > v consider the following set of matrices

ctr.T) = {A€Ct) : A1 ey < T}

and the following event

Z XuA HAHL2 (Tew)

=1

S|

Bk—{EIAECTaV

52a V—I—E}

Note that A € Sy implies that A € C(r,a*v). Then (30) implies that By, holds
and we obtain B C UBj. Thus, it is enough to estimate the probability of the
simpler event B and then to apply the union bound. Such an estimation is
given by the following lemma. Its proof is given in Appendix C. Let

1o 9 )
ZT - SU.p - Xi7 A - A .
AeC(r,T) n; < > H ||L2(H®#)

Lemma 5.

5 443 10r T2
P(ZT>ET+ w‘f’_ EIZr)? | < exp C‘”’Zl

“
h =—.
where ¢3 = o2
czna?ky?
Lemma 5 implies that P (By) < exp 27 . Using the union bound
c
¢

we obtain

- = 2
k=1 k=1 csl
%) 2 1 2 k
< ¥ ex < (%nog() ) )
=1 c¢l
4 log(d)(
where we used e” > x. We finally compute for v = c4 71((5% (23(5))”
( 2 c3nlog(a) 1/2>
exp |~
P(B) < i __exp(~log(d))
a < 2 c3nlog(a) 1/2> 1 —exp (—log(d))”
l—exp| ———5—"—
c¢l

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.

17



C Proof of Lemma 5

Our approach is standard: first we show that Zp concentrates around its ex-
pectation and then we upper bound the expectation. By definition,

%an (X0 A —E (X, 47).

i=1

Zp = sup
AeC(r,T)

Note that
[(Xa, A)| < Wl o)l 1Al < cp VI

where we used ||[W||, < 1 and condition (2).
Massart’s concentration inequality (see e.g. [1, Theorem 14.2]) implies that

csnT?

P (ZT >E(Zr) + %%T) exp (- o ) . (31)
s

where c3 =

E(Zr)=E < sup
AeC(r,T)

argument (see Ledoux and Talagrand [21]) we obtain
1 n
DYV
n =1

128°
Next we bound the expectation E (Z7). Using a standard symmetrization
1 n
=37 (X, 4)* - E ((X, 4)°)
=
where {¢;}7_ is an i.i.d. Rademacher sequence. Then, the contraction inequal-
ity (see Ledoux and Talagrand [21]) yields

<2E sup
AeC(r,T)

17l
n

= 80¢\/ZIE< sup |<ER7A>|>

E(Zr) §80¢\/ZIE< sup
AeC(r,T)

AeC(r,T)

1n
where ¥p = — > ¢;X;. For A € C(r,T) we have that
Ni=1

IAll, < VrllAlly
_ VAl
o vV Wmin
rT

Wmin

<
where we have used (10).

18



Then, by duality between nuclear and operator norms, we compute

E(Zr) <8cy VIE sup (YR, A)l
Al <y/r T/wmin
lrT
<8¢y E(IZrl))-
Finally, using

15 lrT 1 8\ 5 44c¢l
——T+8 E (][> <|(=4+-=-)=T >
ST +8coy| o B(IZa < (545 ) ST+ @ (Izal)?

and the concentration bound (31) we obtain that
5 Adclr 5 csnT?
P(Z —T E (|2 < -

1
where c3 = 128 as stated.

D Proof of Lemma 3
Using (19) we compute
A (Al = 14olly) < 2SI 1 H .

The condition A > 3 ||X||, the triangle inequality and (21) yield

2
MPE, D], = IPay(ED L) < 23 (IPE, D], + P A (FDL)
This implies that
P2, (||, <5 [[Pag (H)I; -

as stated.

E Bounds on the stochastic errors

In this section we will obtain upper bounds for the stochastic errors ||X|], ||Zr].
Recall that

n

i=1

=1

where {¢;}?" ; is an i.i.d. Rademacher sequence.
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The following proposition is the matrix version of Bernstein’s inequality in
the bounded case (see Theorem 1.6 in [25]). Let Zi,...,Z, be independent
random matrices with dimensions mj X ms. Define

1 — T
Rt (2 2)

Proposition 1. Let Zy,...,Z, be independent random matrices with dimen-
sions my X myg that satisfy B(Z;) = 0. Suppose that || Z;|| < U for some constant
U and alli=1,...,n. Then, for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 —e™" we
have

1/2 1/2

1 n
oz = max HE;E (Zl-Zl-T)

n

1
RO

i=1

< 2max{az t + log(d) U t+ log(d)} 7

n n
where d = mq + mso.
It is possible to extend this result to the sub-exponential case. Set
U, =inf{K >0 : Eexp (]| Zi||/K) < e}.

The following proposition is obtained by an extension of Theorem 4 in [18] to
rectangular matrices via self-adjoint dilation (cf., for example 2.6 in [25]).

Proposition 2. Let Zi,...,7Z, be independent random matrices with dimen-
sions my X ma that satisfy E(Z;) = 0. Suppose that U; < U for some constant
U and alli = 1,...,n. Then, there exists an absolute constant c*, such that,
for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 — e~" we have

t+ I;)Lg(d) U <log U ) t + log(d) } 7

1 n
w22 o)

< ¢* max {UZ

where d = m1 + ms.

We use Propositions 1 and 2 to prove Lemmas 1 and 4.

E.1 Proof of Lemma 1

12 12

Let 1 = =Y. WP pW(t)X; and Xy = —> & X;. Then, we obtain ¥ = ¥y +
=1 =1

0 Y5. In order to derive an upper bound for ||32||, we apply Proposition 2 to

Zi = 6X; = EWioT ().

We need to estimate oz and U. Note that Z; is a zero-mean random matrix
such that

1Zi|| < &l || Wi (t3) |, = 1&] |Wio™ (83)]],
= (&l [IWill, [|o" (t) ||, < [&l [Jo" (t)],
<|&ley Vi
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where we used condition (2) and ||[W||, < 1. Then, Assumption 4 implies that
there exists a constant K such that U; < K ¢y Viforalli=1,...,n

1n
Let us estimate oz for Z = E W™ (t). First we compute — Y E (Z; Z}]'):
Ni=1

ISR (22]) = Y E(EWid (1)o(t)W)
=1 =1

(33)
=E (o3 W wT)
=10
where we used E(£2) = 1.
Now we compute %iE (ZlT Zl-):
i=1
—ZE 7'z) %Z (E0(t)WTWig" (1)
P 34
=E (606" () W) .
=1tr (Q) I
where we used that (¢;())i=1,... o is an orthonormal basis in Ly ((0,1), du).

)
Equations (33) and (34) 1mply that
0% < (lwmax) Vr (Q)  and 0% > lwmax.

Applying Proposition 2 we derive that for all ¢ > 0 with probability at least
1—e?

Wmax

C (o) (0] KCd)
122 < ¢ max M““Og(d”KM(ng(d))lg( ) (35)

where M = tr(Q) V (lwmax)-
One can estimate ||X1]| in a similar way. We apply Proposition 1 to

Z; = wlpO ()X,
=W pO () Wi ().

We begin by proving that

(WD @weT () =o.
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Let W = (w1,...,wp). The (m,k)-th entry of W p)(1)W¢T (1) is equal to
P !

‘Ele pg-l)(t) Wy, ¢k (t). By definition pg-l) (t) = f;(t)— .Elagi@- (t) and we compute

Jj= =

E (pg”(tm (t)) ) (( £(t) — iéag?iqsi(t)) m(t))

!
~& (5060 - Edontion)
= ajo-k — a?k =0
since (¢i(+))i=1,... 00 is an orthonormal basis. Therefore,
E (éle PP (1) W b (t)) = élEW (10w (69(0) 61(1)))
=0

Next we estimate U. Note that p(!)(¢) has at most s — 1 non-zero coefficients.
Then, Assumption 1 and ||[W], < 1 imply that t—almost surely

(W7o (1)” < LR (;zy_ 2

1Z:)) < Wi pO )] [Wie” (8:)]]

- beg/l(s—1)
p— l,y .

and

1n
Let us estimate o for Z = (WTp(l)(t)) Wl (t). First we compute — Y E (Z; Z]'):
Ni=1

1 Y 7T\ — W)
3B () = E (W) we o )

=5, (Joto)? Bw ((W7500) wwT)).

We obtain
2 b2 (s —1
Ew ((WTp(l)(t)) WWT) < (}ST) E(WwT)
where we used WW? > 0. Finally we obtain

1 n
EZE (2:2T)

i=1

b2 (s — 1) Wmax [

<
= 12

1n
Now we compute — Y E (Z] Z;):
ni=1

n

LY B (272) = ((WT00) e W ()

i=1

=5, ((W700) 1M1 00671 )
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Using E (||WH§) = tr(Q) and E; (6(t)¢” (t)) =1, we obtain

1 n
EZE (2] z;)

i=1

b2 (s —1)

<
= 12

tr(Q). (37)

Equations (36) and (37) imply that

b2 (s —1)

Bx [tr(2) V (I wmax)] -

0%§

Applying Proposition 1, we derive that for all ¢ > 0 with probability at least
1—e?

1Z1] <

2b/s —1 M (t 4 log(d)) ¢y V1 (t+ log(d))
— 5 mnax , . (38)

n n
The bounds (38) and (35) imply that for all ¢ > 0 with probability at least
1—2et

)
n

ey V1 (t +log(d)) ({K log (wfxﬂ Vv 1)

n

i1 < (oo + %Vlj) max{ M (¢ + log(d))

as stated.

E.2 Proof of Lemma 4

The proof follows the lines of the proof of Lemma 7 in [17]. We use Proposition 1
with Z; = ¢; X;. As in the proof of Lemma 1, we obtain U = V1 and U% =
(tr(2) V (lomax(€2))). Set M = (tr(2) V (lomax(£2))), then Proposition 1 implies
that for all ¢ > 0 with probability at least 1 —e™*

(39)

n n

ISg| < 2max{ M (¢ +log(d)) VI (t + log(d)) } |

M
Set t* = nT — log(d) so that t* is the value of ¢ such that the two terms in
(39) are equal. Note that (39) implies that

t2
P(|ER|>t)§dexp{—ﬁ} for  t<t* (40)
and
P(|Sk| >t) < de { t”} for  ¢>¢* (41)
nd T
R = P 2\/2



n n
Weset vy = ——, 1o = ——

4M 21

. By Holder’s inequality we derive

o loe () 1/ (2108(d)
E|a| < (E|Za|**®) .

Inequalities (40) and (41) imply that

+o00 1/21og(d)
(Bl o) [® (1=l > oreesoa
0
+o00 +o00 1/21og(d)
< d/ exp{—t/ 18Dy 1 dt + d/ exp{ —t!/(2loe(d) 1 d¢
0 0
—1lo —21o 1/(21og(d))
<\e (log(al)u1 ! g(d)l"(log(d)) + 2log(d) vy " g(d)l"(210g(d))) .
(42)
Recall that Gamma-function satisfies the following inequality
r\T—1
I(z) < (5) for z>2, (43)
(see e.g. [17]). Plugging (43) into (42) we compute
E ”ER” < \/E ((log(d))lOg(d)Vl_ log(d)21710g(d)
Observe that n > n* implies v log(d) < v3 and we obtain
2elog(d
E gl < /2208 (44)
"
We conclude the proof by plugging v = ﬁ into (44).
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