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Abstract

Low-rank matrix regression refers to the instances of recovering a low-rank matrix based
on specially designed measurements and the corresponding noisy outcomes. In the last decade,
numerous statistical methodologies have been developed for efficiently recovering the unknown
low-rank matrices. However, in some applications, the unknown singular subspace is scientif-
ically more important than the low-rank matrix itself. In this article, we revisit the low-rank
matrix regression model and introduce a two-step procedure to construct confidence regions of
the singular subspace. The procedure involves the de-biasing for the typical low-rank estimators
after which we calculate the empirical singular vectors. We investigate the distribution of the
joint projection distance between the empirical singular subspace and the unknown true singu-
lar subspace. We specifically prove the asymptotical normality of the joint projection distance
with data-dependent centering and normalization when 1%/2(my +ms)3/? = o(n/log n) where
m1, mo denote the matrix row and column sizes, r is the rank and n is the number of indepen-
dent random measurements. Consequently, we propose data-dependent confidence regions of
the true singular subspace which attains any pre-determined confidence level asymptotically.
In addition, non-asymptotical convergence rates are also established. Numerical results are
presented to demonstrate the merits of our methods.

1 Background and motivation

Let M € R™*™2 be an unknown low-rank matrix with » = rank(M) < min(ms, ms) whose
singular value decomposition is written as M = UAV " with U € R™>*" V € R™2*" being M’s
left and right singular vectors. The diagonal matrix A = diag(Aq,..., A,) with Ay > - > A\, >0
consists of its corresponding singular values. The goal of matrix regression is to recover M from
a set of measurements and noisy outcomes. It has been intensively studied in the last decade. See,
e.g., [8l], [27], [28], [32]], [33], [18] and references therein. In general, the most popular framework
for studying this problem is the so-called trace regression model which can be described by a
random pair (X, y) with X € R™>*™2 and y € R satisfying

y=tr(M'X)+¢ (1.1)

where the noise ¢ is independent with X and £ ~ N(0,07). Given i.i.d. copies {(X;, i)}, the
goal is to recover M with both computational and statistical efficiency.

*Most of the manuscript was written when the author was affiliated with Columbia University.



Many applications can be formulated by the trace regression model (1.1)) with rank(M) <
min(my,ms). Among these applications, the following three examples are the most related with
the motivation of this article.

Quantum state tomography. In quantum computing and quantum communication, it is often
necessary to recover the state (called quantum state) of quantum systems. The pure quantum state
is usually represented by a state vector v € C™ where m = 2° with b being the number of qubits in
the quantum system. See (28], [41], [40], [18], [11] and references therein. In quantum mechanics,
quantum systems are allowed to have mixed state which is a statistical ensemble of pure states.
Basically, it says that the quantum system is in pure state v, € C™ with probability p;, > 0 for
k=1,---,rsothat >, | py = 1. A mixed state is commonly studied, for simplicity, as a density
matrix which is defined as

p=> pelviv))
k=1

where v' denotes the conjugate transpose of v. The density matrix is therefore self-adjoint and
positively semi-definite. Meanwhile, its trace tr(p) = 1 and its rank rank(p) < r. Then, quantum
state tomography refers to the recovery of p by i.i.d. pairs of special measurements and the noisy
outcomes {(X;,y;)}7, satisfying model (1.I). However, recovering the density matrix p is gen-
erally not the ultimate goal in quantum state tomography. Of course, determining the pure states
{vk }7_; is physically more important.

Phase retrieval. The goal of phase retrieval is to recover an unknown vector a € R"™ from
noisy outcomes of the squared magnitudes of a’s linear measurements. Formally, the outcome y;
is written as y; = (a' ;)% + & where the measurement vector z; € R™ can be specially designed
or randomly chosen and the noise & ~ A(0, 07) has a Gaussian distribution. Given {(z;,%:)}i;.
the goal is then to recover the signal a. It has attracted a lot of attention especially in X-ray crystal-
lography ([20]). In the recent years, [9]] and [6] proposed computationally efficient approaches for
solving this problem by convex optimization. The basic idea is to transform a measurement vector
z; Into a measurement matrix via X; = xzxj € R™ ™ Instead of estimating the signal a directly,
we can solve for the low-rank matrix M = aa'. Consequently, phase retrieval is reformulated as
the matrix regression model with rank » = 1. Although being formulated as matrix regression,
the more important goal of phase retrieval is to recover M’s column space.

Blind deconvolution. Blind deconvolution refers to the problem of recovering two unknown
vectors from their circular convolution. Let a € R and b € R™? be the two unknown vectors.
The measurement can be expressed as a noisy bilinear function of the rank-1 matrix M = ab'.
Given two measurement vectors s € R™ ¢ € R™2, the outcome y = tr (M X ) + £ with the
measurement matrix X = st' and the noise £ ~ N(0, crg). It is thus translated into the trace
regression model (I.1I)) and was solved by convex programming in [1]]. Similarly, the ultimate goal
of blind deconvolution is to recover M’s row and column space, rather than the matrix M itself.
Toward that end, the leading left and right singular vector of the low-rank estimator M are usually
computed. See [1]] and [31] for more details.

In the aforementioned applications of low-rank matrix regression, the underlying “signal” of
interest is the singular subspace of the unknown low-rank matrix. The objective of this article is to
propose an approach for constructing the confidence regions of the singular subspace for low-rank
matrix regression. Essentially, it is corresponding to the inference of the pure states in quantum state
tomography, and the inference of the signal directions in phase retrieval and blind deconvolution.
In general, the statistical inference for low-rank matrix regression model is subtle. The opening
question is to choose the parameters of interest for the investigation. In [11] and [13], the authors
proposed confidence regions of the matrix M with respect to the matrix Frobenius norm. In [S] and



[12], the confidence intervals for M ’s entries are established. Note that the matrix Frobenius norm
is equivalent to the /5-norm of the vectorization of a matrix. As a result, the matrix structure can not
be directly reflected. Similarly, the individual matrix entries also do not reflect the matrix geometry.
In comparison, the statistical inference of the underlying singular subspace is more important in the
aforementioned applications.

In this article, we propose a novel approach for the statistical inference of the singular subspace
in low-rank matrix regression model. On a high level, the approach consists of two procedures. It
begins with a statistically optimal estimator of the underlying low-rank matrix, where, for instance,
the nuclear-norm penalized least squares estimator will be implemented. It is followed by a de-
biasing treatment which outputs an unbiased estimator of the underlying low-rank matrix. Then,
we compute the singular value decomposition and extract the corresponding left and right singular
vectors to serve as the final estimator of the singular vectors. The de-biasing procedure is essentially
to re-randomize the low-rank estimate from the first step. We characterize the bias of the empirical
singular vectors. The bias depends on the sample size, ambient dimension and the inverse of
true singular values. All the explicit constant factors are developed. With near-optimal sample
size requirement, we prove the asymptotical normality, when the bias is subtracted, of the joint
projection distance between the empirical singular subspace and the true singular subspace. This
result is still insufficient for constructing the confidence regions of the singular subspace if the
bias is unknown. To ensure sharp estimation of the bias such that its error is dominated by the
standard deviation of the joint projection distance, it turns out that we require the sample size
to be somewhat larger than the typically optimal conditions. But the sample size requirement is
still much smaller than the ambient dimension of the matrix space. Analogous phenomenon also
exists in the statistical inference for sparse vector linear regression with unknown design. See [44]
and [4] for more details. Based on the normal approximation of a novel data-dependent statistics,
we construct the confidence region of M’s singular subspace which achieves any pre-determined
confidence level asymptotically. Numerical experiments show that the proposed method works
extremely well.

The statistical inference of low-dimensional structure in (ambient) high-dimensional space has
attracted tremendous amount of attention in the recent years, especially for the statistical inference
of sparse vector linear regression. Statistically efficient procedures have been developed in the re-
cent decades to handle the challenges posed by the high dimensionality. For instance, it includes the
¢1-penalization for sparse linear regression (see [33]], [43], [45]], [LO] and references therein) and the
matrix nuclear-norm penalization for low-rank matrix regression (see [7]], [32],[33]], [27] and refer-
ences therein). Under certain regularity conditions, those methods are guaranteed to be statistically
efficient. It means that the minimax optimal rates of the estimation error, usually relevant to the
degrees of freedom, are attainable. However, the statistical inference for the aforementioned high
dimensional problems is difficult. In several recent papers [19], [44], [30], [4], a post-processing
approach was proposed which de-biases the /,-penalized least squares estimator. It was shown that
the statistical inference usually requires stronger conditions for the sparse vector linear regression.
In recent years, the statistical inference of the singular subspaces and eigen subspaces is popular in
the statistics community. A lot of efforts have been put into studying the asymptotic property of the
principle component analysis (PCA). For instance, the normal approximation of the eigenvectors
of the sample covariance matrix has been studied in [24], [26] and [25]]. In both [26]] and [235]], the
data splitting trick is applied for estimating the bias of the empirical eigenvectors, which is critical
since the bias of the empirical eigenvectors usually significantly dominates its standard deviation.
In addition, a Bayesian approach for constructing the confidence regions of the principle compo-
nents is studied in [34]. A more sophisticated bias reduction framework by iterative bootstrap for
the inference of PCA is proposed in [23]].



The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we explain important notations and
introduce the basic assumptions. An overview of our main results is also provided in Section [2]
The two-step procedure for estimating the singular subspaces is given in Section [3] We present
the theoretical performance of the proposed method in Section 4 where we provide the normal
approximation of the joint projection distance between the empirical singular subspace and the true
singular subspace. In Section [5] we define the data-dependent confidence region which attains the
pre-determined confidence level asymptotically. Numerical simulations are displayed in Section [6]
In Section [/, we discuss about the dealing with unknown ranks and the double-sample-splitting
trick which can avoid the loss of efficiency due to the data splitting. The proofs are postponed to
Section[8 and Section [0l

2 Overview of main results

2.1 Notations

For a matrix A € R™*™2, we denote by ||A||r its Frobenius norm and ||A|| its operator norm.
The nuclear norm of A is denoted by || Al|4, i.e., the sum of its singular values. Let vec(A) €
R™™2 denote its vectorized version. Similarly, we denote by M () the inverse of vec(-) such that
M (vec(A)) = A. Given B € R™*™2 we denote (A, B) = tr(A"B). We use ¢y, ¢z, C1, Ca, - - -
to represent absolute constants which might vary lines from lines during the proof and the state-
ment of theorems. For two sequences of random variables {a,, },,, {b, }», which are positive almost
surely, we write a,, = Op(b,) to represent that there exists an absolute constant C'; > 0 such that
lim,, o IP’(an [bp > C’l) = (0. We denote by O™*" the set of m x r matrices whose columns are
orthonormal. We write m = max{m;y, ms}.

2.2 Nuclear-norm penalized low-rank estimation

Given i.i.d. copies {(X;,y;)}?", satisfying (1.1)), it was shown in [32] and [8]] that the matrix
nuclear-norm penalized least squares estimator eq. |i , denoted as M ™, achieves the statistically
optimal convergence rate:

. ozr(my + ma)
|7 — M :Op(%) @1

if the so-called restricted isometry property (RIP) or restricted strong convexity (RSC) hold. Specif-
ically, if X has a sub-gaussian distribution, it was shown in [8] and [32] that the RIP and RSC hold
with probability at least 1 —c;e~“™ as long as n > Cyr(my +msz) log m where m = max{my, my}
and ¢, co, ('] are absolute constants.

Our goal in this article is to estimate the singular subspace of M, i.e., the column space of U
and V/, and conduct the statistical inference. An immediate approach is to take the singular vectors
of M™<, If we apply the famous Wedin’s sin © theorem [38]] or Davis-Kahan theorem [15]], by
(2.1), we can get a naive bound

(2.2)

2
dist? [(Unuc’ ‘A/'nuc)7 (U, V)] — Op (g ) T(ml + m2))

A2 n
where U™ and V™ are M™’s top-r left and right singular vectors and
dist?[(T™, V™) (U, V)] (2.3)
:HUnuc(Unuc)T —UUT|2 + ||Vnuc(‘7nuc>"l' VYT



The loss dist? [(U muc yymucy (] V)] is usually called the (squared) joint projection distance be-
tween the empirical singular subspace and the true singular subspace. The naive bound (2.2)) is
sub-optimal especially when Ay > --- > A,y > A, in Which case the inhomogeneity of the
singular values is not reflected in (2.2)). Moreover, the bound (2.2)) is insufficient for constructing
the confidence region of the singular vectors U and V. We note that from eq. , U™ and

A~ 2

Ve are nontrivial if n > ‘;—g -r(my + mg). In light of the standard sample size requirement
n > Cyr(my + my) for estimating M, it is therefore convenient for us to focus on the scenario
that 05 = O(1) for simplicity. Otherwise, we shall adjust the baseline of sample size requirement

accordmgly which involves § := /\T

2.3 [Estimating the singular subspaces

To construct the confidence region for U and V, we propose a two-step procedure for estimating
the column spaces of U and V. In particular, we focus on the standard Gaussian design where
X has ii.d. standard Gaussian entries, i.e., Xj; s N(0,1) for all (i,7) € [my] X [mso] where
[m] :== {1,...,m}. The two-step procedure starts with a nuclear-norm penalized estimator M
and it is followed by a de-biasing step which produces a new estimator M. Even though M loses
the low-rank property, it is an unbiased estimator of /. Then, we compute U and V from the top-r
left and right singular vectors of M which serve as the final estimators of U and V. The joint space
spanned by the columns of U and V is called the empirical singular subspace. The de-biasing
procedure is critical for characterizing the distribution of the empirical singular subspace. Note
that the initial estimate M™< is already close to the true low-rank matrix in the Euclidean norm.
However, it is exceedingly difficult to characterize the distribution of Mg singular vectors since
it comes from an output of a convex programming. Therefore, the de-biasing step is essentially to
re-randomize M™* with pre-determined distributions. The benefit of re-randomization is that we
are able to characterize the distribution of the empirical singular subspaces without affecting the
convergence rates.

Since the empirical singular vectors U and V are determined up to the multiplication of an
orthonormal matrix, we focus on the empirical spectral projectors UUT and VVT. We study the
loss function dist?[(U, V), (U, V)] which is as defined in (2.3) with

dist?[(U, V), (U, V)] = |U0T —=UUT |2+ |[VVT = VVT|2.

We will characterize the expected loss of the empirical singular subspace. If n > C} [ﬁQm +
mrlog? n} with 8 = i—f for a large enough constant C; > 0, then we show that

v om, 3/2/72]
B [(0.9), 1)) =edA 1 22 0y o

n2

3/2

where m, = mq + mq — 2r. Therefore, if n > r mlog n when 5 = O(1), we simply obtain

E dist?[(0, V), (U, V)] = 2+ o(1)]oZ [A7 [} - =

(2.4)

Comparing with the naive bound which is described only by the smallest singular value A,
our bound (2.4) shows that those larger singular values play the same role. Moreover, the bound
(2.4) also establishes the exact constant factor.

We then study the standard deviation of the loss dist® [(U, V), (U, V)]. Similarly, if n >
rm log® n when 3 = O(1), we prove that its standard deviation

- o rmlogn)t/?
s [(0. V), (0] ~ Bdis? (01 0), (0] | = O o2 - P02,



It shows that the standard deviation of dist? [(U, V), (U, V)] is only of O(m~'/?) fraction of its
expectation. This typical phenomenon of the empirical singular subspaces is the foremost reason
why the statistical inference of the singular subspaces is difficult. Indeed, if we investigate the
normal approximation of dist” [(U V), (U, V)], we can show that

—0 (2.5)

sup |P
z€eR

{dist2 [(U, V), (U, V)} — Edist” [(U’ V)’ 0, V)} < x} — ®(x)
VBoZA-2 s - 2 )

n

as long as m,n — oo and @ — 0 when 8 = O(1). Here, ®(x) represents the cumulative
distribution function of the standard normal distribution. The sample size is optimal up to the
rank 7 and the logarithmic factor. By eq. (2.5), it suffices to estimate the expected loss and prove
the normal approximation of dist*[(U, V), (U, V)] with explicit centering and normalization terms.
However, since the centering term is much larger (with a factor of /'/?) than the nomalization
term, a small error (such as the constant factor in eq. ) in estimating Edist? [(U V), (U, V)] is
likely to ruin the overall asymptotical distribution.

In view of eq. , we replace Edist’[(U, V), (U, V)] with o[ A% - 22« in . Surpris-
ingly, we will prove that

dist’[(U, V), (U, V)] — o2 A7Y|)3 - 22
{ls (O, V), (U, V)] U§||1/2 [ SI}_q)(x>
VBOZ A2l - -

as long as m,n — oo and M — 0 when 5 = O(1). Therefore, we obtain the normal
approximation of the loss with explicit centering and normalization terms. Of course, the sample
size requirement for turns out to be stronger than that for (2.5)). In Section 4] we will explain
that the sample size requirement in the formulation indeed needs to grow as O(m%/?). Put
it differently, this sample size requirement is generally not improvable unless sharper estimates
are derived for the expected loss. Finally, we propose data-dependent estimates for o7, [|A™"[|%

sup — 0 (2.6)

zeR

and ||A~2||r and will prove the normal approximation of dist*[(U, V), (U, V)] with data-dependent
centering and normalization terms.

3 Methodology: de-biasing and re-randomization

Our method consists of two steps, each of which is implemented on one independent data sample.
Suppose that i.i.d. copies {(X;,y;)}?", satisfying are available where the underlying matrix
M = UAVT is unknown and has rank r = rank(M) < min(my,msy), our goal is to design
estimators of U and V. We will split the data into two independent samples: {(X;,v;)}7-, and
{(Xi,v:)}7".1- The first data sample is used to obtain an efficient low-rank estimate of )/ and
the second data sample is used for the bias correction. In Section [/}, we discuss a simple double-
sample-splitting trick which could avoid the loss of efficiency due to the sample splitting.

Our first step is implemented by the famous nuclear-norm penalized least squares estimator ([8]]

and [32]). Given the first data sample {(X;, y;)}1_, the estimator is defined as

n

’ 1 )
M= =3 (5= tr(ATX))” + A AL 31
g i oD (e (ATXD) 4 a1

where || - || denotes the matrix nuclear norm. The estimator relies on solving the convex program
where the nuclear norm penalization promotes low-rank solutions. It was shown in [8]] and [32]
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that if n > mr with m = max(my, my) and \ = Clag\/E for some absolute constant C; > 0,

then M™* achieves the minimax optimal convergence rate in the matrix Frobenius norm (see eq.
.) We note that the initial low-rank estimator is unnecessary to be always fixed to M,
Actually, in the first step, any estimator M™it | such as the projection estimator [41], [21] and the
matrix Dantzig estimator [40], [8], which achleves the statistically optimal convergence rate are all
qualified to replace Mrve,

Although the estimator M js statistically optimal, it is usually biased. Our second step is to
implement the bias correction for A/™<. Indeed, by utilizing the second data sample {(X;, y;)}2" 1o

we compute a de-biased version of M™¢ as

y “rnuc 1 & T arnuc
M = M > (g — te(XM™)) X, (3.2)

i=n-+1

Note that V™ is independent with {(X;,&)}2%,,,, it is straightforward to check that EM = M
even though M has full rank almost surely. The idea of de-biasing was initially proposed for the
statistical inference of sparse vector linear regression where the sample splitting is the simplest
approach when the design of X is known in advance. See, e.g., [[19]], [44], [30], [4] and references
therein. The de-biasing procedure (3.2)) can be viewed as a re-randomization of the initial low-rank
estimator M/™<. If we denote by A =M — M™¢, we can write

2n 2n
. 1 1
M=M+— 3 aXi+ (- 3 6(ATX)Xi - A) (3.3)
\n i=n-+1 PN n i=n-+1 ,
7 Zo

where A, {&}7", ., and {X;}?" ., are mutually independent but Z; and Z are dependent. If
|Allr = op(0¢) so that Z; dominates Zs, then we can view M as a random perturbed (with i.i.d.
entries) version of M. This explicit characterization of M is the reason why we can study the
distribution of M’s singular subspace.

Finally, we compute the top-r left and right singular vectors of M, denoted by Uand V. They
are our final estimators of U and V.

Remark 1. The first step in our method is important. Actually, an immediately unbiased estimator
of M is M :=n~1Y"" | y;X; which does not rely on any initial estimators. We can write

- 1 « 1 o
M=M+-3&X, (- tr(MT X, Xi—M>
+n;£ + n2r( )

J/ (. J/
-~ -~

21 Z2

which has an analogous formulation as (ﬂ) However, in this case, the second term Zs can
dominate Z, and the entries of Zo are not independent. The distribution of M’s singular subspace
is generally more difficult to analyze. Moreover, the spectral norm HZQH tends to increase if the
signal strength \, is larger. Therefore, the naive unbiased estimator M is not a suitable choice.

4 Theory: normal approximation for singular subspaces

To characterize the empirical singular vectors U and V, we assume that X is a standard Gaussian
matrix such that its each entry has the standard normal distribution. Even though U and V' are

7



computed from a two-step estimator (3.1) and (3.2)), it suffices to focus on analyzing the spectral
properties of M. To this end, the following proposition is needed which is due to [8] and [32].

N1/2
Proposition 2. ([32, Corollary 5] and [8, Theorem 2.7]) If n > Ciyrm and A\ = Cyo¢ (%) for
some universal constants Cy, Cy > 0, then with probability at least 1 — ¢; exp(—com),

r(my + my)

1A} < Cso - 4.1

for some absolute constants cy, co, C3 > 0.

We apply the dilation operator to turn asymmetric matrices into symmetric ones. It is a standard
technique to treat singular subspaces. See [29], [36] and [39] for more details. For any matrix
A € R™M>*™m2 we define

@(A) = ( /;)T jg ) c R (mi+ma2)x(mi+m2)

which is a symmetric matrix. Then, we write N = © (M) and N = © (M) where
N=N+FE:=N+FE +E

with By = ©(Z,) and Ey = ©(Z,) where Z;, Z are defined in (3.3).

Lemma 3. Suppose that n > log m. There exist absolute constants Cy,Cy > 0 such that

/2

ni/2

m'/2log"? m

E| 1] < Cyog nl/2

and E||Es|| < Cof|Allr

There exist absolute constants C3, Cy > 0 such that for all t > 1, the following bound holds with
probability at least 1 — 3e™t — e ",

nl/2 + n

t1/2 m1/2t1/2
B = ElBi]l| <Cyore - [ ]

12| — [l Bafl| <Cull Allr - { g m 1

nl/2 n

4.1 Representation of empirical singular vectors

We write M = UAVT where U = (uy,...,u,) and V = (vy,...,v,) and A = diag(\y, ..., \.).
It is easy to check that the matrix N has 27 non-zero eigenvalues whichare A\; > ... > A\, > 0 >
Ay > ... > g where A\_; = —)\; for 1 <k < r. The eigenvectors (which might not be unique)
corresponding to the eigenvalue \; and A_j; can be written, respectively, as
1 1
o= — (ul,of ) and 0= —(ul,—v] ) .

v vz

The spectral projector corresponding to /V is defined as

uut o0
Poy = Zeke,j:( 0 VVT>‘

1<|k|<r



Let {0}, }, and {é_k} » represent the eigenvectors of N corresponding to the 7 largest and 7 smallest
eigenvalues of N. Then, we define the empirical spectral projector

A A

2 uut 0
Poy = D lel;r:( 0 VVT)‘
By the definition of dist? [(U V), (U, V)] ineq. ll , we can immediately write

dist*[(U, V), (U, V)] = |Pov — Py |-

We write P, as the orthogonal projection onto the complement of the image space of Ppy. More
explicitly, we can write
ol _ ( Ul 0 )
vV 0 Viv]!

where U, and V| are chosen such that (U, U, ) and (V, V) are both orthogonal matrices. Another
important operator is

1 0 UAN VT
CUV = Z )\_<0/€0/—|§—) = ( VA—lUT 0 ) .

1<fki<r F
Lemma 4. The following decomposition of Py holds
Pyy = Puv = Ln(E) + Sn(E),
where Ly (E) := P, ECyryv + Cyv EPgry, and

T s

Remark 5. The representation formula of the joint spectral projectors UUT and VVT in Lemma
is interesting because there will be no eigen-gap requirements on the distinct singular values
A, -+, A in the subsequent results in the next sections. If we directly apply the existing meth-
ods and results in the literature ([29], [26]]), then we require that the eigen-gaps: minj<;<,_1 |\; —
Xiv1| > || E|| and A, > || E|| which is unnecessary in Lemmad} In other words, Lemma 4| allows
the singular values to have multiplicity larger than 1.

4.2 Normal approximation of projection distance

In this section, we will prove the normal approximation of the loss dist*[(U, V), (U, V)]. By
Lemma[d] we immediately have

diStz[(Uv V)’ (Uv V)] :HPUV - ,PUVHI%“
=[Ln(E)7 + [Sn(E)|IF + 2(Ln(E), Sn(E)).

We begin with the linear term Ly(E) = P, ECyv + Cuv EPgy. In particular, the variance of
dist*[(U, V'), (U, V)] can be characterized by the variance of || Ly (E)||2.



Theorem 6. Denote by 3 = 3=. Suppose that n > C(B*m + rmlog®n) and n < C~'e™ fora
large enough constant C' > 0. Then, there exist absolute constants cy, ca, Cs, Cs > 0 such that with
probability at least 1 — 2242 — 2e™™ — ¢yne=™,

m'/?log'/? rmlogn

ILx(B)E — ElLn(B)IIF| < CsoglIA™]r - 7

n
+ Coog A -

and

2rm?
Bl Cx(B)E =o2IA - 2+ oA R - 200,

In Theorem [7] and Theorem [0} we prove the concentration of the loss ||Pgy — Pyv ||3 and its
related normal approximation. Eq. (4.2) implies that the dominating term of the expected loss
E||Pgy — Pov||} is determined by E||Lx(E)||# (see Theorem [6). Similarly, the dominating term
in the variance of || Py — Puv||f is also determined by the variance of || L (E)|[3.

Theorem 7. Denote by = i—f Suppose that n > Cg (527”71 +rm log? n) andn < Cg'e™ for some
large enough absolute constant Cg > 0. Then, there exist absolute constants cy,co, C7,Cg > 0
such that with probability at least 1 — 2’:;9 —3e™™ — cyne” 2™,

1Poy—Pov iz — ElPgy — Puvllz]

_ m/2log?n oe\3 _ rmlog/?n
<Crof| A2 p - P [ (S5) oA ] PO

and

_ 2m,
E||Pyy—Puvy = o2 l|AF -

3/2,22 1o l/2
0((5v1)4.r / mnlfg/ ”) 4.2)
Remark 8. The most important conclusion in Theoremﬁ] is that the second order term in E|| Py —
Puv || is of the order %2 rather than the order f%; (if by a naive analysis). This improvement
comes from the second order analysis on the perturbation formula of the empirical spectral pro-
Jectors. Basically, we treat BE(Ly(FE),Sy(E)) more sophisticatedly and will prove that the term
involving %//; vanishes.

Theorem 9. Suppose the conditions in Theorem@hold andn > Cir?m for a large enough absolute
constant Cy > 0. Let ®(-) denote the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal
distribution. Then,

sup |P
zeR

{”PUV PUVHF ]EHPUV 7DUVHFS } ()
VBaZ||A=2p -

rm'/? log®? o, 20T Oy
—n1/2 + cine + 2 + iz

<C:(BV1)

for absolute constants ¢y, co, C7, Cy > 0.

Remark 10. Theorem@implies that if m,n — oo and @ — 0 when = O(1), then

|Pyy — Puvllz — EHPUV Puv Iz
V8o A2 |p - ™

4 (0, 1).

10



The sample size requirement n > r*m log® n is optimal up to the rank r and the logarithmic factor.
It also implies that the “ideal” 100(1 — a)% confidence region of (U, V) is

Co={(X,7): X € O™y € O™,

1/2

[dist?[(X, V), (0, V)] = E|[ Py = PuvlF] < V2o A5

)

where z, = @Y (1—a). Itis “ideal” because the centering term E|| Py — Puv || is not completely
determined yet. Clearly by the differential property on Grassmannians (see [42|] and [17]), the
diameter of the “ideal” confidence region C, in the (squared) projection distance has the same
order as E|| Py —Puv HF By eq. (n) we can conclude that the diameter of the “ideal” confidence
region has the order o 2|AY|2 - ™= as long as n > r?mlog® n. Because the stochastic deviation

o2 |A7? g - mi/Q/n is much smaller than the bias E||Pyy — Puv |3, the “ideal” confidence region
also implies that the minimax optimal diameter of the confidence regions for (U, V') has the order

oe AR - 5

n

By Remark|[I0] the confidence region of the true singular subspace can be constructed if we can
completely determine the expected loss E|| Py — Puv || Now, we replace E|| Py — Pyv |7 with
its first order approximation oy Z|ATH|3 - 2’“* from Theorem [7|and obtain the following normal ap-

proximation of dist*[(U, V), (U, V)] with the explicit centering and normalization terms. By using
only the first order approximation of E||P, — Pyv ||, we need a larger sample size requirement
for the asymptotical normality (compared with Theorem [9).

Corollary 11. Suppose the conditions in Theorem [7| hold and n > Cir*m for a large enough
absolute constant Cy > 0. Let ®(-) denote the cumulative distribution function of the standard
normal distribution. Then,

Pro — Pouv||z — o2||A71|2 - 22
— ]P’{H ov UVHF gH HF n o x} —CID(x)
VoA~ e
71/21003/2 3/23,3/2 |pl/2 3 6 C
<0y (Bv 1) o8 +oy(pvr %8 T ipemame 4 nt 9
nl/2 n n2 ml/2

for absolute constants ¢, co, C7, Cg, Cy > 0.

3/2m3/210g1/2

Remark 12. Corollaryimplies that if m,n — oo and * — O when = O(1), then

Py — Povli — o2||A7)3 - 22
H uv UVHF gH HF n i>./\/’(0,1).
V8o A~2 |

We note that the sample size requirement n >> m>'? is optimal for the above normal approximation.
The reason is that the approximation error by Lemma conditioned on A, is

_ m _
‘EHPU\? = Povlle =20 A7 g - mu/n| = e —= - AT R Allg

for some absolute constant ¢y > 0. By the minimax optimal lower bounds of low-rank matrix

co for some constant co > 0. Together with Theorem |9, it is easy to check that the asymptotical
normality in Corollary[11| holds only when n > /.

11



Remark 13. Let’s compare with the PCA results in [25]] where the limiting distribution is a Cauchy
distribution. In [25|], a data-dependent estimator of the expected loss is designed whose error
follows a Gaussian distribution with the standard deviation comparable with the normalization
term (that is %/2 in our problem). As a result, they end up with a Cauchy distribution. However,
our estimation error of E|| Py, — Puv||E by Theorem@ is of the order 7:—22 Therefore, if n > m>/?,
the limiting distribution we get is a Gaussian distribution.

5 Data-dependent confidence regions of singular subspaces

In this section, we apply the limiting distributions established in Theorem [9|to construct the confi-
dence regions of U and V. We assume that the true rank r is known. In Section [/, we will discuss
about a simple method to estimate the true rank if r is not given in advance. In view of Theorem 9]
it suffices to estimate o7, || A~"||% and || A~?||p. Recall the definition of M™c<, we estimate the noise

variance by M™’s goodness of fitting data {(X;, y;)}?*,,,. More exactly, we define

A 1 S “rnuc
6f = - i;I (yi — tr(X;' M ))2 (5.1)

Recall that the singular values of M are denoted by Ar. To this end, we define
B,:=> \? (5.2)
k=1

, where )\ := \? — 2m. . G2. The shrinkage estimators {\;}}-, are inspired by random matrix
theory ([16]). Similarly, we define the estimator of ||[A~2||% as

Vo= At (5.3)
k=1

Lemma |14 provides the accuracy of B, and V,,. We note that sharper characterization of B, and
V., might be possible, but the bounds in Lemma |14{are sufficient for the objectives of this article.

Lemma 14. Denote by f = % Suppose that n > C'rm for a large enough constant C' > 0. Then,
com

with probability at least 1 — # —cie” ™,

. r1/2m logt/? m
B, — |[AY| < Co(Bv 12 A 08 T

n

and

- _ _ r/2m log"? m
IV, — |A2)2] < Cy(B v 1)?A2) . 2 ™

n

or some absolute constant ¢y, co, Cy > 0. In addition, with probability at least 1 — 2% — cie” ™,
) &2 p n

logn
nl/2

¢ — (o + |AllR)| < Crog -
for some absolute constant ¢y, co, C; > 0.

12



We define a new statistics:

T e 1Ppy — Povlle — (Bad) - 22
VBV 62 ml

n

and prove the normal approximation of T,y in Theorem

Theorem 15. Denote by 3 = 3*. Suppose that n > C(B%*m + rinlog’n) and n < C~'e™ for a
large enough constant C' > 0. Then,

sup ’IP’{TUV <z} —O(x)

Cs

ml/2

m210g®?n  r32m32logn

<Cr(BV 1) ( 7

) +ecine ™ +
n

for absolute constants ¢, co, Cr7, Cs > 0.

Remark 16. In Theorem|15] if 3 = O(1) and

25 loo® 3/25,3/2 ] e
r*mlog” n + r°/“m°/<logn sy

n

when 8 = O(1), then Tyy N N(0,1) as m,n — oo. In the case r < m, it suffices to require the
sample size n > r3/>m3? log n.

We apply the normal approximation of Tyv to construct confidence regions of U and V. The
following corollary is an immediate result from Theorem [15]

Corollary 17. Suppose the conditions of Theorem|15|hold and suppose that

) r2mlog® n 4+ r3/2m3/? logn
lim =0.
M, Nn—00 n

For any o € (0, 1), denote by z, = ®~(1 — «). Define the confidence region
CR, := {(X, Y): X eQ™"Y € Q™" such that

C g2 o A2
dist*[(X,Y), (U, V)] — B,o¢ -

Y

2m - mi/ 2
2| < VBV, 257 - }
n n

where B, and V,, are defined as and Af 8= O(1), then,

lim IP((U, V) e CRQ> -

M, n—00

6 Numerical experiments

In this section, we present some numerical results. In these simulations, the underlying low-rank
matrix M € R™ ™ has rank(M) = r and the thin singular value decomposition M = UAVT
where )\, = 2" %! for 1 < k < r. The condition number of M is 27! growing fast with
respect to . The singular vectors U and V' are generated from the singular subspace of Gaussian

13



Convergence of dist? [(U, V), (U, V)] Convergence of dist? [(U, V), (U, V)]

0.06 0.08
-e-mean of [|Pyy — Py ||% -a-mean of | Py — Pyl
0.05] 1 o 20 A-L)2 . 2me
—o o2 A2 - 2 0.06 o o [ATHIE - =
) A . ~E _._[72 A—l 2, 2my
;%0.04 —q—a§||A*1||% . 27% :> g” & n
& &
| 0.03F | 0.04r
= N
S S
£ 0.02 £ Q
0.02+
0.01
(PN 408
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 4 0 ‘ T YVIveeees Dt e e e
1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 600 0 2000 4000 6000 8000
sample size n sample size n
(@m=>50,r=4and o = 0.5 (b)m =100,r =4and 0 = 0.5

Figure 1: Comparison of E||Pyy — Py |7 and o [|A~"[|7- 22= and (E67)[|A~ || - 22« with respect
to the sample size. For each n, the mean of ||Pyy — Py |l and 67 are obtained by the average
of 50 independent simulations. In theory, we have E67 = [1 + o(1)]o¢ when n > 7. However,
when the sample size n is moderately large, we observe that E&g is more accurate for characterizing
E[[Poyv = Py lf-

random matrices. The initial estimator M/™¢ is solved by the famous alternating direction method
of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm. See [3]] for more details.

First, we compare E||Pyy — Py [|§ with of[|[A~"||% - 22+ as n grows. In addition, we also
compare E||Pyy — Py || with (E6Z)||A1|7 - 22+ with 67 being defined as in . In theory, we
have E6¢ = [1+o0(1)] - of as long as n > rm. However, in simulations when 7 is only moderately
large, we observe that (E67)[|A~"[|f - 22+ is more accurate for estimating E||Pyy — Py |7 Two
scenarios are implemented with m = 50,7 = 4,0 = 0.5 and m = 100,r = 4,0 = 0.5,
respectively. For each n, the algorithm is repeated for 50 times on independently sampled data and
the average of || Pyy — Py || is recorded. The empirical mean of || Pyy — Py |7, the theoretical
bound o ||A~"||f - 22+ and the empirical bound (E&)||A~"[|f - 22+ are displayed in Figure

Second, we fix m = 100, = 4, 0¢ = 0.1 and show the normal approximation of

|Puv — PUVH% — E[|Pyv — PUV“%
VBG2A2|e - mi*/n

We record E||Pyy — Puv|/g by the average of 10000 simulations. The empirical noise variance
&g is calculated from eq. . For each n = 1600, 2000, 2400, 2800, we record the statistics from
10000 independent simulations and draw the density histogram. The density histogram and the
probability density function of the standard normal distribution are displayed in Figure 2| It shows
that the normal approximation is actually very good.

Third, we fix m = 100, r = 4, 0¢ = 0.1 and show the normal approximation of

IPov = Poyllp — 628, - 2m,/n

\/gc}g%l/z-mi/z/n

where 6’2, én and Vn are estimators as in 1| l) and 1} The simulation is repeated for 10000
times and the statistics are recorded. The density histogram and the probability density function of

14



. Puv—Pyvllz—E —Pyvli} . Puv—Pyy > —E|Puv—Pyy 2
Hlstogram of [Puv I;IVHF ”PI{;/; ov e Hlstogram of IPuv ?v\|p Il Ul‘>/2 vl
8‘7§HA72”F‘"’* /n 80§\|A’2||F'm* /n

ol in-1600]

-4 5 0 2 4 -4 -2 0 2 4

¢ IPuv—Poy [ —E|Pov—Pyyllp ¢ IPuv—Poy Iz ~ElPuv Pyl
VBOZ|A-2 e-my/m VBOZA-2 e, /n

0af ) 2800

Histogram o Histogram o

-4 -2 0 2 4

PoollE—EllPuv—Pyy I
862 A=2||p-m./? /n

o¢ = 0.1. For each n, the density histogram is based on 10000 repetitions whose average is used to
estimate E||Pyy — Py || The empirical noise variance 67 is calculated as in (5.1). The red curve

represents the probability density function of the standard normal distribution.

Figure 2: Normal approximation of [Pov— with m; = my = 100,7 = 4 and
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¢ [Puv—Pyylf ~262B,-m./n

£ 1Puv =Py ||%726’2B’"-m*/n
V82V m? n
: :

Histogram o -
& V520l
;

Histogram o
w 0.4 .

0.4 .

-4 -2 0 2 4

[Puv —Pyy |2 —262B,-m./n
ovllF 4%
\/562‘7,11/2~m1/2/n
T

[Pov—PeylI2—262B,-m. /n
uvllF £
x/ﬁ&gv,i“.mi”/n
.

Histogram of Histogram of

0.4

0.4

0.3+ 0.3+

0.2+ 0.2+

0.1+ 0.1+

f ||PUv—P0‘7||%‘—5'§Bn~2m*/n
VB2V 2 m 2 n
o¢ = 0.1. For each n, the density histogram is based on 10000 repetitions. The estimators &g, B,

and V,, are defined as |i eq. |i and eq. 1D The red curve represents the probability density
Jfunction of the standard normal distribution.

Figure 3: Normal approximation o

with m; = my = 100, = 4 and

the standard normal distribution are displayed in Figure [3] The normal approximation looks very
good even when n = 2800.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we assume that the rank r is known. Otherwise, the rank r can be exactly estimated
from data under the similar settings. Indeed, by Lemma 3| we get that, if n >> rm log m, then with
probability at least 1 — ¢;e™ 2™,
= 1/2
. m
sup |>\k — >\k| S Clggm

1<k<min(m1,m2)

for absolute constants ¢y, co, C; > 0 where A\, = 0 for £ > r. By choosing

"o ml/2
P = Card({ A Ay = 2016 -

m,l < k < min(ml,mg)})
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, then we have P(7 =r) > 1 — c;e"™ as long as n > 3%*m + rmlog m.

To construct the unbiased estimator M as in eq. , our procedure splits the data {(X;, v;) }2™
into two independent samples which might be inefficient when n has a moderate size. This loss
of efficiency can be overcame by applying the “double-sample-splitting” trick introduced in [14]].
The core idea is to flip the role of the main and auxiliary samples to obtain a second version of the
estimator. To be more specific, we compute M 11¢ from the first data sample and de-bias it using the
second data sample which produces M®_ Then, we repeat the process but using the second data
sample for computing MQMC and the first data sample for de-biasing which produces M®. Finally,
we calculate the average M = (M) + M) /2. Then, we have

2n 2n
. 1 1/1
=M+ Y6 —(— Y (XA XZ-—A(”>
+2n i:l5 +2 ni=n+1 r( ' )

1/1 &
(23 (X A® XZ-—A(Q))
+5(5 2T A)

where A1) = Mf — Ve and A® = M — M2, As a result, we can regain the full efficiency. The
normal approximation of M’s singular subspace can be proved in a similar fashion and will not be
pursued in this article.

8 Proofs

8.1 Proof of Lemma 4, Theorem [6, Theorem
8.1.1 Proof of Lemma 4l

First, we focus on the event & := {\, > 5|| F||}. We apply the representation formula of empirical
spectral projectors developed in [39]. For notational simplicity, we write

( ( 0 UANPVT

VA-PUT 0 ) , ifpisodd

1<|k|<r ~F ( UANPUT 0
\

0 VA-PYT ) , if piseven.

Therefore, by [39, Theorem 1], we get

Pov —Pov =Y _ Snil(E)

k>1
where Sy i (F) is defined as
SviBy= > (- P REPZE - EPT (8.1)
s:s1++ sk 1=k
where sy, -+, s;11 > 0 and we denote Py, = Piry and 7(s) := f;l 1(s; > 0). Now, we define

Ly(E)=8ni(E) and Sy(E) =) Svi(E)

k>2
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so that Py — Pyv = Ly (E) + Sy(E). Clearly, we have

k E|* EINk El2
sl < 3 (%) - b < 32 G < S

k>2 r k>2 r

where the last inequality is due to the fact A\, > 5|| E'|| on event &. On the other hand, on event &,
we have A\, < 5||E||. Then, we have

2|E 25| B> 2||E| 5|FE
|Pey — Pov — Ln(E)|| §2+M§2. H)\Q I X H)\ | H)\ |
60| &
< 2=
ST

where the claimed bound holds immediately.

8.1.2 Supporting lemmas

The proof of Theorem@ and Theorem involves several lemmas. Observe that ||Pyy — Pyv IR
1Povlle + 1PuvE — 2<PU\7;PUV>- By the definitions of Py and Py, we have || Py |7
| Pov ||% = 2r. Therefore, we get

1Poy = Povlii — ElPyy — Povie = —2<7DUV, PUV> + 2E<'PU‘77,PUV>
= 2(EPyy — Puv, Puv)

Recall the formula from Lemma |4 that
Py = Puv + Ln(E) + Sn(E)
where Ly (E) = Piry, ECyv + Cuv EPgry,. Then, we write
(EPgy — Pov, Puv) = (ESy(E) — Sn(E) — Ln(E), Puv)
where we used the fact ELy(FE) = 0. By the definition of Cyyy, we have
(Ln(E), Puv) = (Pgy ECuv + Cuv EPgy, Puv) = 0.
Finally, we conclude that
1Pgy = Povlli = ElPgy — Povlly = 2(ESn(E) — Sn(E), Puv). (8.2)

Lemma 18. Suppose that A\, > 10E|| E|| and n > Cyrm for some large enough absolute constant
C > 0, the following bound holds with probability at least at least 1 — c;e=™ — ™™,

8E|IE|I)3

r

1Pe—Povll = IE8 (B)[IE] < 20r - (

where ci,cy > 0 are absolute constants. Moreover, with probability at least 1 — 4e™" — 2e™" —
c1e”2™ forall t € [1,n],

(1Psy = PovIiz — ElPgy — PovIE) — (I£x(B)IE — EllLn(B)]?)]

(9EHEH>2 Y2 +log"* m

o¢
=Crr= A, ni/2

Ar

for an absolute constant ¢y, co, C7 > 0.
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It is thus sufficient to investigate the normal approximation of ||£x (E)||%. By the definition of
Ly(E), we get
IL5 (E)IF =IPi ECuv + Cov EPyv Iy
=|PivECuv i + 2(PivECuv, Cov EPgy) + |Cov EPyy [l = 2l Py ECuv i
=2||Piry ExCuv i + 2| Piry B2Cuv i + 4(Pis EiCuv, Piry ExCuv),

where the third equality is due to the fact that P;,Ciry = 0. Recall the definitions of P, and Cyry,
we can write Pir, B Cyy explicitly as

pLpe (VUL 0 0 Z 0 UAVT
gy RuY o vV Zl 0 VATIUT 0

_(UWUTZVATIUT 0
- 0 ViV ZJUAVT

implying that
1PEy ECov|2 = |[UUL ZVAUT |5+ Vv 2] UA VT L.

Lemma 19. Let {27}, _, be i.i.d. Chi-squared random variables with degrees of freedom m, where
m, = my + mo — 2r. Then,

2n r 2

a /1 z
1Py EiCov|lf = <—2 > 5?) —)\IZ-
n? >

i=n+1 k=1

Therefore, E||Pi, E\Cyvl||z = a?(%)”/\*lnﬁ. Meanwhile, for any t > 1, we get that with

t —-n

probability at least 1 —e ™" —e™",
2

o ~ t
1Py ExCuv |3 —ElPey ErCuv [|7| < le - max {HA 2|y 212, ﬁ}

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

Lemma 20. Under the conditions of Lemma|l 8| the following bounds hold with probability at least
1 —3et —cre @™ — 2e ™,

2 4 log"?m  rm

nl/2 n

IPgv E2Cuv ||t — Bl Py ExCovlf| < CroZ||A7H3 -

for absolute constants ¢, cy, C; > 0. Meanwhile, the following bound holds
2
%¢
A2
Meanwhile, conditioned on {(X;,y;)},, we have E| P, E2Cyv ||z > cimy||A||E|A7Y|E/n for
some absolute constant ¢; > 0.
By the independence between {¢;}; and { X;},, we have E(P, E\Cyv, Piy E2Cuv) = 0.

Lemma 21. The following bound holds with probability at least 1 — (2n+1)e™ " —ne ™ —cie~ 2™
forallt > 2logn,

rm? _ Tm
E|Pgy ExCovli < CIFUE IATHIE + CIF -

|<77J— E.C PL E.C >| < Clgl/2 2HA72” .%_’_C 1/2 2”A71H2.tm3/2
vvititov, FyvEatuv)| = Lel" ' 0 Y 77O P

for absolute constants ¢y, co, Cg, C7 > 0.

By combining Lemma Lemma 20| and Lemma [21| with ¢ = 2logn, we will prove the
concentration of || Ly (E)||3.
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8.1.3 Proof of Theorem [6l

By putting together the bounds in Lemma Lemma [20| and Lemma 21| with ¢t = 2logn, we
immediate obtain, with probability at least 1 — 2’;—‘;5 —2e™ —ne ™ — cre” ™ that

[I1Ln(E)IE — EllLa(E)]IF|

B mi21og?n  ri/2mlog®? B rmlogn
<C102|A 2l - | + Cao? AT R R
B mi/21og'? n B rm®?logn
<Cro? A2 BBy oo B

where the last inequality is due to n > Crimn log? n.
Since E||Lx(E)|% = 2E|| Py EiCuv |3 + 2E|| Pty E2Cuv ||, we immediately obtain the sec-
ond claim from Lemma[19]and Lemma

8.1.4 Proof of Theorem /7|

By Lemma and setting ¢t = 2log n, with probability at least 1 — % —e " — crem @™,

|(I1Pgg = PovIiz = Bl = Povliz) = (1Ex(E)IE — ElLx (B3|

<Cor ag(QEHEH> log'/%n (g)i’».rmlogm
=2 U2y nti2 =TT, n3/?

Together with the concentration of ||Lx(E)||% — E|/Lnx(E)|% in Theorem [6] we obtain the first
claimed bound.
We now prove the second bound. Recall that Py, — Pyy = Ln(E) + Sy(E). Therefore,

E|[Pgy — Povlle = EILx(E)E +EISy(E) [ + 2+ E{Ly(E), Sn(E)).

By Theorem|[6] we have

2m*

27‘77L2>

E|Lxn(E)E = ol A7MlE- = + 0( oell A IF -

n2
Since rank (Sy(E)) < rank (Pgy — Puv — EN(E)) < 8r, by Lemma@

0'5)4 Tﬁl2

4
BSy(E)[} <sr-Ellsx(B)* < 0 -+ 10- < ¢, (2

)\4

n2

The upper bound of ]E<£ ~N(E),Sn( > requires more delicate treatments. To this end, denote the
event & = {||E|| < 2E||E||} with P(gl) > 1 — e~™ by the proof of Lemma 18]
Recall the definition of Sy (E) in eq. (8.1). Then, we get

E(Ly(E),Sn(E))le, = B(Lyn(E), Sna(E))le, + > E(Ln(E), Sni(E))1e,.

k>3

As in the proof of Lemma ] we get

‘ZE(EN ), Snx(E))1e,

<2r ) E|Ln(E)||[[Sni(E)1Le,

k>3 k>3
e lEI TmQ
=2r Z4E A+ <G
k>3
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where the last inequality holds as long as n > (C,3%m for some large enough constant Cy > 0.
Now, we bound |E(Ly(E), Sy 2(E))1g,|. In view of eq. (8.1), W.L.O.G., we bound

‘E<£N PUVECUVEPUV>151 ‘
Recall that £ = Ey + Ey where By =n~ ') D (X;) and Es = n™t Y (A, X;)D(X;) — D(A).
We can write
E<£N PUVECUVEPUV> - E<£N Ey) PﬁvEICr}aEIPﬁ»
+E(Ln(E), Piry ECio EPy ) — E(Ln(E1), Py EiCirv E1 Py ).

Since & ~ N(0,07) are iid., we have E(Ln(E1), Py EiCyvE1Ply,) = 0. Together with
Lemma 3] we get

[E(n(E), Phy ECG EPy)|

EIE|*| Bl + El E I EIE + EIE P2 o¢ r**m*log'?m

dr- A2 A2 n?

where we used the fact E||Allp < Clag 1)/2 Therefore, we get

’E(L‘N ), Py EC 2 EPE N1,

<[E(en )PUVECUVEPUV>‘ (E<£N ), Py ECG2 EP iy Vet

o r32m2log!? m o rm? o r2m2log"?m
_é . g + Ce Clm_€ P < C _f .
A3 n? A3 n3/2 =2 A3 n2 '

To this end, we conclude that

r3/2m2 logl/2 m

rm
|E(Ln(E),Sn(E)1e | < C15° - o + Cy* - T
Similarly, we can show that
—c1m 0-5 3 Tm3/2
|]E<£N SN( )>1g§ SC’le 1 (/\—T) W
Aslong as e < \/%, we get
r3/2m21og'? m rm?
|E(LN(E),Sn(E))| <Cyf5° - an + Cs* - -
r32m2 log!? i
< Cs(B V1)~ - :
8.2 Proof of supporting lemmas
8.2.1 Proof of Lemma
Since n > m and let ¢t < m in Lemma 3] we obtain that
751/2 /2 1] 1/2 =
]P’(HEH E||B|l > Caoe - 75 + CallAlle - i o m) <1-3et—e™m
n
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By setting ¢ = c;m with small enough absolute constant ¢; > 0, we conclude that with probability
atleast1 — 3e~™ — e, ||E|| < 3E||E].

Denote § = 2E||E|| and the event & := {||E|| < 2E||E||} on which 4HE” < 9E”E” < 45 and
P(&1) > 1 —e™™ — 3e ™. We define a Lipschitz function ¢(-) on R such 'that

1, ifo<s<1
o(s) =¢1—-8(s—1), 1f1§s§%.
0, if s 2%

Clearly, ¢(s) is Lipschitz with constant 8. By the definition of ¢(-), we have ¢(||E||/d) = 1 if
|E|| < 2E| E||. Observe that on event & := {||E|| < 2E|E||} with P(&) > 1 — e — ¢je=2™
for some ¢y, co > 0, we have

[(IPgy = Pov I = EIPgy — Povli2) — (IEx(B)IE — BILy(B)Z)
E
= (1Pov ~ Povlit ~ EIPoy ~ Puvlid) - (1ex (B~ Blen@R)o(2).  @3)

It suffices to focus on the concentration of the right hand side of (8.3)). Eq. (8.3) is equivalent to the
concentration of (||Pgy — Pov g — [|[Ln(E)||E)¢ (HE”) around its expectation.

Since everything is trivial on the event &£, the following analysis shall be focused on event &;.
By eq. (8.1), we can write

(1Pgy = PoviE = ILn(E)IE) ¢ ( )_—zz (Sxa(E PUV>¢<%H>

k>3

where we used the fact —2(Sy2(E), Puv) = || Ly (E)|E.

Proof of first claim By the above representation, on the event &, we have

2k E|*
P Perl ~ (B < o S [Snat)] < ar S (%) 12D

k>3 k>3
403 SE||E||\* 403 8 \k 463
(D) () <o) (@) <= (3)-
<ir(y) 2 () =) 2 ) =2 (5
k>0 k>0
Proof of second claim It suffices to prove the concentration inequality for the following func-

tions,
5(E) = Z ors(E

k>3

Pr5(E) == —2(Sni(E PUV>¢<||EH>

We now view ¢y, 5(+) as a function on R(mitm2)x(mitms) and abuse the notation here such that F is
viewed as a point in R(m1Fm2)x(mi+mz)

Lemma 22. Under the conditions in Lemmal|l8| for any E, E' € RUmtm2)x(mitm2) the following
bounds hold ,

k+9
Ar

(2 e vkz3

(E) — . (B < 8r-
‘@k,a( ) — ©r.5( >‘— r 2\,
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and

lo5(E) — 5(E')| < CST(

. V- )

for an absolute constant C5 > 0. In other words, ;(-) and oy, 5(-) are both Lipschitz functions.

According to Lemma [22] we can write

(Ps —PovlE ~ Ien@1R)(LED) ~E(1Pyy — Pov i~ xR o (121,

= |e3(E) — Egs(E)]

where the function ¢j(+) is a Lipschitz function with respect E' with constant Cg+- b (2 w ) Since

E is a function of A, {&}7, .1, {X;}?",.., we will apply the Gaussian concentration inequality
(Lemma [24)). To this end, recall that £ = F; + F; with

2n
1
Er=9(Z) =~ ) &9(X

i=n—+1
and )
1 n
Ey =T (Zy) = n Z (A, X)D(X;) —D(A).
i=n+1

We denote by vec(A) the vectorization of A and M(-) the matricization of vectors such that
M(vec(A)) = A. We also denote Pyec(a) the orthogonal projection onto vec(A). More exactly,

we can write
<A7 Xl>

Poecayvec(X;) = vec(A) - ———=.
” 1A

For each 7, we write
vec(X;) = Puec(ayvee(X;) + Pfec(A)vec(Xi).

Clearly, Pyec(ayvec(X;) is independent with P\ie( ayvec(X;). We view p5(E) as a function of

{&)r n+1 {Pvec(A)VeC(X)}? nt1 and { vec( A)VeC(Xi)}?ZnH

which are mutually independent. Let { P} vec(a)Vee(X;) }Zzz be independent copies of
{PL ec(ayvee(X }z:n+1' Conditioned on {&}2", . 1, {Prec(a Vec(X )}, .1, We have

£ - E’HF<H—Z@@oM(Pm(Avec( ) = Piogayvee(X)|

F
i=n+1
2n
—i—H— (A,Xi>©o./\/l(79vecm)vec( i) — PVLGC VeC(X;))
i=n+1 F
2n 1/2 2\ 1/2
§2>x<n_1< Z ) ( Z ‘ vec(a) vee( )—’P\ic(A)VeC(X{) F)
i=n-+1 i=n+1
9 sl = PL X 2\ 1/2
t2%n < Z ) < Z ‘ vec(A)VeC ) vec( Ve(f( z) F)

i=n+1
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(ayvec(X;) }fn with constant

implying that || E||p is a Lipschitz function with respect to { P ot

vec

2 [( > 53)1/2 + (XA, X)) /2 ] Therefore, by Lemma we get

|S03(E) () } _C}ﬂ“( ) [ Zﬁ 1/2 Z<A7Xi>2)1/2}

i

2\ 1/2

By the Gaussian isoperimetric inequality (Lemma , conditioned on {;}; and {Pyec(a)vec(X;)}s,
with probability at least 1 — e~ for all ¢ > 1, we get

‘QOS(E) _E{ Prec(a) Xiti [SO‘S(E)” = C:”Lr)im (2/\ ) [ Zﬁ 1/2 Z<A Xi) >1/2]

i

(Z | Pieiayvee(X:) = Pigayvee(x))

i=n+1

Meanwhile, by the concentration inequality of the sum of exponential random variables ([37]), with
probability at least 1 — e™",

(2622)1/2 + (Z<A7X1>2)1/2 < Clnl/Z(Ug + HAHF) < 0205 . n1/2

i

where the last inequality is due to Proposition Therefore, with probability at least 1 — e~ —e™",

ro 99 \ 2
Xi}i (s (E ‘<C7t1/2 : < )

‘905 (E) = ni2x \2x

{ vec(A)

Next, we prove the bound of |E (Pl X) [05(E)] — Elps(E)]|. We apply the following lemma

vec(A)
whose proof is postponed to the appendix.

Lemma 23. Under the assumptions of Lemma|22|and n > Cyrm for some large enough absolute
constant Cy > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2e™" — c1e=™ for all t € [1,n), we have

rog < 90 >2 (t+1logm)'?

‘E{ Xiti [905<E)} o E[@S(E)} | = A 2\, nl/2

VCC(A)
for some absolute constant cy, co, Cs > 0.

We conclude that for all ¢ € [1, n], with probability at least 1 — 3e™" — e™" — ¢je™ 2™,

rog ( 96 >2 (t + logm)'/?
A \2)\, nl/2

|05(E) — Eps(E)| <

,onevent & = {||E|| < 2E||EH} with IP’(SQ) >1—em— e @m,

©5(E) = [[Poy — Puvle — 1L8(E) |3

which concludes the proof.
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8.2.2 Proof of Lemma

Recall that ,
1 n
Con i:;rl ¢

Conditional on {;}?", ., Z, has the same distribution as

2n

d 1 1/2
7, 4 -Z::-(Ej 2) .7
1 T n fz

i=n-+1

where Z € R™*™2 has i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries. Then,
IPiv ErCovliE £ 72 (IULUTZVATUT IR + VoV ZTUATVT ).

Denote by z1, ..., zm, the columns of Z, i.e., z; € N(0, I,,,,) are i.i.d. standard Gaussian vectors.
We can write

ULUTZVAT'UT =) (ULU] %) @ (UA'VTe;)
j=1

where {e;}7"* denotes the standard basis vectors in R™2. In a similar fashion, write
mo
VIVIZTUAWWT = Z (Vivie) @ (VAU ).
j=1
We claim that U | UIzj is independent with VAU sz. Indeed, their correlation

E(U U z)® (VAU z) =U U UAN'VT =0.

Since both vectors are Gaussian, we conclude that U | UIzj is independent with VAU sz for all
1 < j < my. Therefore,

HULUIZVA_lUTHé is independent of ||V, V' ZTUAT'VT Hi

Claim1 Letz; € R™ 7" bei.i.d. standard Gaussian vector independent of Z forallk = 1,...,r.
Then, we claim that

mo r

ST (UL ) @ (UA™VTey) £ 37 (Uiz) @ (A7 ur)

j=1 k=1

where {uy, ..., u,} are the columns of U. To prove the claim, it suffices to check their covariance.
To this end, define the following multilinear mapping:

K(ur ® ug @ uz @ ug) = up @ uz @ ug @ uy, Yy, up, us, ug € R™,
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a technique introduced in [26]. Then, we have
Cov(U U ZVA'UT) =E(U U ZVA'UT) @ (ULU ZVAT'UT)

=EY (U U]z)® (UA'VTe)) @ (ULU] ) ® (UA™'VTey)

j=1
—EY_K((U.U]2) @ (U.UT %) @ (UAVTe) @ (UA'VTey))
j=1
=Y k(U @ (UAVT (@ e)VATUT) ) = K (U0 @ (UAT2UT)).
j=1

Similarly, we have

Cov(ki (Ulék) ® ()\lzluk))
_]EZ ( Usz )\ uk) (ULZ;C) & (/\Izlwf)>

ZEZK((U@) ® (Uz) ® (A ') © (A,;luk))

k=1

= Z (00T @ (A u) © (\'w) ) = K(Uu0 @ (UA20T)),

k=1

which proves the claim. It implies that
U U ZVA~UT | ||Z (ULz) ® (0 w)|[n = ZHUJ_ZkHZQA 2

where the last equality is due to the orthogonality of {uy};_,. Clearly, ||U, Z||7, has a Chi-squared
distribution with degrees of freedom m; — r. Therefore, we get that

T 2
Jusv zvatuT|E A3 S
k=1 "'k

where 22, ~ X%(m; —r) areiid. fork=1,... 7.

Claim 2 Let z; € R™ 7" bei.i.d. standard Gaussian vector independent of Z forallk =1,... r
We claim that

VIV ZTUATVT £ 3 (Viz) @ (A o)
k=1

where {vy, ..., v,.} are the columns of V. Indeed, if we denote by z ,1 <5 < my the rows of Z.
Then, z; ~ J\/(O I,,,) areiid. forall 1 < j < m;. We write

VIVIZTUAN'VT =) (ViV]%) @ (VAU Tey)

Jj=1
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where {ey, ..., e, } denotes the standard basis vectors in R, It is straightforward to check that
Cov(VLV] ZTUAYT) = ic((m/j) ® VA‘2VT> .

Similarly, we obtain

T

Cov( (Vize) ® ()\Elvk)> = ’C<(VLVI) ® VA_QVT)

k=1

which proves the claim. Thus, we get

9 r T 2
(RGeS DOUSTEI O WIRTAES o)
k=1 k=1

where 23, are ii.d. and 23, ~ X*(my — ).
Finalize the first claim of Lemma[19 By Claim 1 and Claim 2, we conclude that
L 2 d o N2
| Py EiCuvlly =77 - Z 2
k=1
where {22}/ _, arei.i.d. Chi-squared random variables with degrees of freedom m, = m;+my—2r.

Proof of second claim of Lemma Recall from above that | Pyy E1Cyy |2 is a sum of sub-
exponential random variables. By the standard concentration inequality for the sum of sub-exponential
random variables (e.g. [37, Proposition 5.6]), with probability at least 1 — e~* for all ¢ > log 2,

‘HPUVElCUVHF EHPUVEICUVHF‘ < Cr? max{“A 2||pml/2t1/2, F}
which concludes the proof.

8.2.3 Proof of Lemma

Recall that
1 2n

Py EyCuy = - > (A X)) Py XiCuv — Py ACyv
1=n+1
where E(A, X;) P+, X.Cyv = P, ACyy. By the independence between X; and X, we have

1 2n

E|| Py ExCovly =— D E[{A, Xi)Phy XiCuv — Py ACuv ||,
i=n+1
1 2n
=5 > (EIAX)PiXiCovlli — 1P ACuvF)
i=n+1

1 1
=5E<A’X>2H73§VXCUV||% - EHP&/ACUVH%-
We then write

P(JJ'VXCUV PUVM (Pvec(A VeC( ))CUV + P[J]_VM (P‘ic V€C<X))CUv.

27



Since Pyec(a)vec(X) is independent with PVLGC( Ayvec(X), we obtain

E(A, X)?|[ Py XCov |} =E(A, X)?|| Py M(Peecayvece(X)) Cov ||
+E(A, X)2|| Py M (Phyayvee(X))Cov [
_E{AX)°
NE
=3 A3 - [P ACuv [ + [AIRE| Phy M(Phyayvee(X))Cov |

N PhvACuv (17 + [ AIIRE]| Py M (Pregayvee(X)) Cov[5

By the proof of Lemma([I9] we immediately conclude that

5 1Al

B[P ECovl < 2 F5E + 2 A AR

Similarly, it is easy to show that
E|[Péy EoCov [} = i - AT IR
for some absolute constant ¢; > 0. It proves the second claim. To prove the first claim, we denote
6 = 2E| E|.

Therefore, ]P’(HEQH > 5) < e + e~ ™ for an absolute constant ¢1,co > 0. Let ¢(-) be the
Lipschitz function defined in the proof of Lemma[I8] We define the function

(1) = 1P ECovlo(L20),

Since {(A, X;)}. and {Pyee(ayvec(X;)}, are independent, we view hg({X;};) as a function
he ({(A, Xi) } 5 { Prec(ayvec(Xi) },). Conditional on {(A, X;)} , similarly as the proof of Lips-
chitz property in Lemma [22] we can show that

6 ({48, X0) 3 {PihcgayveeX0) },) = o ({48, X0}, {Prcgayvee(XD},)|
| By — By

<Cs|Pyy (B2 — E5)Cuvllr - 8l|Cuv |lr + Cad®||Cuv I3 - 5

<cn g AZEXDT (5

n

2\ 1/2

Therefore, conditioned on { (A, X;) } he(+) is a Lipschitz function. By Gaussian Isoperimetric
inequality (Lemma[24)), with probability at least 1 — e~* for all ¢ > 1,

vec( A) VeC X X] ))

1=n-+1

| Eall

E
)_E{%(A)Vec }Z||PUVEQCUV||F¢<|| 2||>’
2, (E¢<A>Xi> )1/2‘

< Cst"20)| A1
n

1Py BCov i ("=

Meanwhile, with probability at least 1 — e™",

(3.(A,X,)2)? < Cyt!/?
n — nl/?

03t1/25”/\*1”% . -SH/\AH%HA”%-
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Therefore, we get that with probability at least 1 — e™* — e~ for ¢t > 1,

12|

PUVEECUVHF¢<HEé”>’

- )
< Cyt 2 IATRAR - .

[Py EaCov I (*=

) _E{P‘idA)vec X))}

We write F/y = Es; + E9s where

2n
1
En == D (A XM (Preegayvee(Xi)) — A
t=n+1
and 9
1 n
En =~ 3 (A X)M(Pryayvee(X))).
i=n+1
Then, we get

Poee(a) CUV||%¢<H 5_2\!),
)- E!IPUVE2QCUV,|F¢<\IE2|I>‘

ElPgy Bcov 2o (12])
|5

<[EIPd BaCov o ("=

| Es|
vec(X0)}: ||,PUVE22CUV”F¢<‘ ’) ’

122 |
’PUVEQCUVHF(b( ) - E{PVLCC vec (X))}

E
+FEHPUVEEQCUVHF¢<” 2“) E%pl

vec(A)

E
+’ {Pl vec Xt 7)UVE’22CUVHF¢<|| 2“)‘

P EasCuv |26 ( HEQ”) is Lipschitz with

%. Then, with probability at least 1 — 2e™,

Similarly, we can show that the function E (PhayveeXoh

respect to { (A, X;)}; with constant Cyn~'m!/26 - | A2

El1P8 Bcov (121 - Lo

{ vec(A)VeC(X }1||PUVE2CUV||F¢<

2 + log'? m _— ml/21/?
.Ye + G| AT 2| e

12 4 log'? m
nl/2

<C10||Allel| A7 -

<C10[|Alel| AT -

for some absolute constants C';, C5 > 0 where the last inequality is due to n > m. Therefore, we
conclude that with probability at least 1 — 3e~* — e ™",

| Ea|l

)~ ElPg Bcov o (121)]

(/2 + log"* m)
iz

1Py BCov o (*=

<Ci|AIRIAT R
Since IP<||E2|| > 5) < e 4 e ™, we obtain

(24 ]
E|[Péy ExCuvlp [1 —o(F2) | SEVAIBN AT E - Y2 (J1E] 2 )

mlogm _
<CHlATRIANE - T2 - (e 4 e ),
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Together with Proposition [2, we get that with probability at least 1 — 3e™! — c;e™™ — 2¢™™ for
t>1,

rm t1/2+10 ’m
1Py BxCor [ — Bl Py ExCoy 2] < Cro2a= MUt log7m)

n3/2
8.2.4 Proof of Lemma
We write
1 2n
(Pirv EiCuv, Pty ExCyv) = Z &P XiCuv, K)
1=n—+1
where ,
1 n
K= > (A X) Py XiCuv — Py ACuv ).
i=n+1

Conditional on {X;}" ., we get that with probability at least 1 — e~ for all ¢ > 1,

1 L 2SN 2\'/2
|(Pirv ErCuv, Piry ExCuv)| < C205—< Z (P XiCov, K) > ,

1=n—+1

Foreachn +1 <1 < 2n, we have
<7)(JJ_VX‘CUV7 K)

= Z ( (P XiCov, Pirv X;Cuv) — <P5VACUV7P5VX¢CUV>>

] =n+1
1
Zg(@,XDHPﬁXiCUVH% — (PivACuv, Py XiCuv))
1
+ > ((AvXﬁ(PéinCUV,PévXjCUW - (PévACUv,PéinCUW)-
i

Conditioned on X;, we apply the concentration inequality of the sum of sub-exponential random
variables ([37]]) and obtain that with probability at least 1 — e ?,

1
‘5 > <<A7 X;) (P XiCuv, Py X;Cuv) — <7’5VACUV,7’§VXZCUV>>‘
J#i
t
< ClHAHFHP(J]_VXiC(QJVHFm'

Conditioned on X;, we get that with probability at least 1 — e~*,

t Allp|| Py XiCE
\<P§VX1-CUV,K>|g01HAHF\]PL#VXiC?JVHFnI/z+H el PervXiCi |l

| 1A X0 IPdy XCov
n Y

n
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implying that with probability at least 1 — ne™*,

2n 2n
t2
ST [PhXiCov, K)|* <01||A||F > P XiChv 7
i=n+1 i=n+1
N R S B 2L 4
+C— s > ||7’UVXz‘CUv||F+C2ﬁ > A X2 PR XiCuv b
i=n+1 i=n+1

By the proof of Lemma with probability at least 1 — ne™"* foralln + 1 <1 < 2n,
1Py XiCovlli < Crma A7

and
1Py XiCo Iz < Crma||A72 |7

where we used the fact [[A72||p < ||[A7Y]|Z and ||[A*|] < ||A7%||%. Meanwhile, with probability
atleast 1 —ne ' foralln +1 < i < 2n, (A, X;)? < ||A||3t. Therefore, with probability at least
1 —2ne t —ne ™ forall t > logn

P : 2 L I\ a2 -2 )2 o 1A A 14

> [P XiCov, K)[* <Crm (2 + = ) ARIAT 2 + Cotm?F=E=E,
i=n-+1

Then, we conclude with probability at least 1 — (2n + 1)e~" — ne~™* for t > logn,

[(Piry ErCuv, Py EoCuv)|

tl/? m1/2

<Crag(#72 + ) A A2+ a2 I A A2
- t3/ m1/2

<Ciro¢|Allr[A 2HF'T+0205751/2 SN Al AT

3/2
where we used the fact ||[A~2||p < ||[A7']|2. Together with Proposition [2, we conclude that with
probability at least 1 — (2n + 1)e™" — ne™™ — cie~ 2™ for t > logn,

12, 1/2

1/2,3/2
(P ExCuv, Piry EsCov) | < Cit?Pog | A2 e - —575- + Cataf A7 -

m
n2

for absolute constants C, Cy > 0.

8.2.5 Proof of Theorem 9

Denote by
1Pyv — Povlle — ElPyy — Povlle

V8aE [ Al

T =

and write 7' = TO + T} where

7y = |Pgv ExCov || — EllPgy ErCov |3
= 7
V20| A2 || - P
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and

>

_(IPsy = Puvlt = IEx(B)E) = E(IPoy — Poviit — I1£n(B)IIF)
- VBoZ| A2y - 2
”PUVEbCUV”F EHPUvaCUVHF <7QWJQCUVfPUVEECUV>
V2|2 - 02| A2y - ™"

By Lemma |18, Lemma [20 and Lemma . with £ = 2logn, we get that with probability at least
1 =2 " — pe=C1mx _ 2n+6 616_02m,

TL2
I3 <C rmlog e AR rtm P logn -, r At log?
1 1||A 2” A3 nl/z 2||A_2||F nl/2 3 nl/2
1/2 1/2 mi/2] 3/2 ml/2] /
oc rm/“log’"n og og
O3S T G <GBV

where we used the fact ||A7%|r > A% and ”ﬁ QHF < r'/2andn > Cyr¥m. By Lemma we have

Zf"n

0

fm”QHA 2H ) \/§0£||A—2||F
Too :,2;
where {2y, j, }fﬂ’“ee[r[ "] are i.i.d. standard normal random variables. Observe that {&;}2", ., are inde-

pendent with {z; ;, }. With probability at least 1 — £ — re~"™+, we have

IA=Y2 m'%logn r/2m'/2logn
IA=2||r nl/2 =1 nl/2

|T01| <

By Berry-Esseen theorem, for any x € R,

AR Oy Cy
IA—2|2 T2 = mle

[P{To0 <2} - 0(2)] <

where we used the facts ||[A73]|% < ||[A72||3 and

EZ)\ Z 25— 1)? =2m,||A72|3

Jr=1
and
EX} S 12, — 1 < Cima AR
Jr=1

Now, recall that T = Too + T01 + Tl. Then, we get

A R 1/2 10g 3/2
[P(T < x) SP(TOO <z+C(BVI1)- 1—/2)
3 6
P2 e 4
TL
rm*/?1og®? n —eom, N6 Gy
S(I)(l"i‘cl(ﬁ\/l)'T) +Cln€ 2 * 4 n2 +m1/2
rml/? 10g3/2n —eom In+6 Cs
(I)(x)—FCl(ﬁ\/l) . T—i_clne 2 + n2 m1/2
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where the last inequality is due to the Lipschitz property of function ®(-). Similarly, we have

P(7 <) ZP’(TOO <z-Ci(BV1)- ”"1/211—3;53%)
— 2" — ¢y (n 4 r)em M — 3717:; 6
2(1)(33 BV 7“7”711/2—‘;;53/2”> _ eyne—cms _ 3nnJ2r 6 mclg/2
>®(z) — C1(BV1)- 7"’711/72;—‘/’53/2”  eyne—came ?an2r 6 T—,ﬁ%

By combining the above two inequalities, we obtain the claimed bound.

8.2.6 Proof of Lemma 14

By the definition of [72, we can write

B 1 2n , 1 2n , 9 2n
GE=m Y G- Y (AX) S D G(AX).

i=n+1 i=n-+1 i=n+1
By the concentration inequality of the sum of sub-exponential random variables (see [37]), we
conclude that with probability at least 1 — %
logn
nl/2

o¢ — (og +IAIR)] < Crog -

for some absolute constant C; > 0, where we also used the fact |[A||Z = Op <05 : %) and

n > rm. To prove the the concentration bound for B, and V,,, we apply the results from random
matrix theory [[16]. Then, we can immediate show that the following bounds hold with probability
atleast 1 — 25 forall 1 < j <r,

/4

n3/4

my + Mo

2,72
PLA <C@2.ﬂ+003/2>\1/2_
T R <Cb” — 20¢ A

+ 03 - (|2

, where C5, C's > 0 are absolute constants. Together with Lemma 3| we conclude that with proba-

bility at least 1 — % —3e ™ —¢e™",

A Y I P Rt
) -2 | 7 7 J J

DYVl ks L PON s

J 2y =2 4
22 o 14 1/2,7 1/2 =
< T o0 o 0 T Tmlog T
Ajn? )\;/2 n3/4 A3 n

for all 1 < 5 < r. Therefore, with the same probability, we get

R - - 527712 53/27%1/4 ﬂr1/2mlogl/2m
B — INYE] < Call A B (25 + )

n2 n3/4 n

_ r2mlog!? m
<GATHR(BV 1)

for some absolute constant C', > 0. Similarly, with the same probability, we get

. _ _ r2mlog!? m
Ve = [IAE] < Gl AR (B V 1)* - ———=——
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8.2.7 Proof of Theorem 13

By definition of T, Uv, We write

- |NPyy — Povlli - 05||A 1HF e G ([[ATHE = B,) - 2
TUV T + ~1/9 1/2
VoA - 2 A
=1
N Py — Povllp — UEHA_IH% . e . {HA_Z”F B 1]
VEo2|[A-2 g - m 2
S
IPery — Povlle — Budg - 22 [Py — Puvll — Baog - 22
i T

o3

By Lemma |14 we get that with probability at least 1 — m~
(ﬁvl)2

JATE r2md 2 log! m

21| <Cs(BV 1) <Cs(BV1

TReT " < )

— e, A~ 2HF
cie v, > as long as
> Cirm log m for large enough C'; > 0. Therefore, by Lemma. w1th the same probability,

,rm??log"/? im

where we used the fact |[A~"||2 < 7'/2||A=2||p. By Lemma[14] with the same probability,

1Al

r2mlogt? m

—1‘ < Cs(BV1)*-

172 -
By Theorem with probability at least 1 — 2’;;210 —3e " —cine” @M — #,
’ [Py — Puvlle — oA - 20
/
VBa|A e - 2
71/200l/2 3/2,53/2 | ool/2
o¢ rm‘/“log’ n 1/2 ro/sm>/*log ' n
<C . Cylog’“n + C!
S o
Therefore, with probability at least 1 — % —4e™ — cyne” M — %, we get that
1/2, 3/2,73/2 2,-5/2
- 4 [(TFm ritm rem
2ol <crv (S T 4 T Y log
Moreover, by Lemma we get that with probability at least 1 — 2,
=) = 1Poy —Povle (.o o?| [Pyy — Povli <HA”2 N of 10gn>
= - ~ N Mx f 5 - & A Mx F ’
V6202 VBV 2522 Vn

By the simple fact | Py — Puv i < Cl N

_3/2
‘E3| < Cy(BV 1)2rm

+C5(BV 1)
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™ which holds with probability at least 1 — Cje~2™
for some absolute constants C1, ¢1, co > 0. Therefore we conclude with

,rmY?logn
12



for constants Cy, C5 > 0 depending on C'y, Cy, C3. Together with Corollary we obtain

sup ’P{TUV < 3:} — (I)(,CE)‘

rint/210g3?n r32m3/2 logn 5n + 17
<C7(BV1)* ( 1/2g & ) +6e "+ (2n+r)e ™ + 5
n n
—c2m C
+cre” P 4+ mli?

for absolute constants ¢, co, C7, Cs > 0.

9 Proof of additional lemmas

The following lemmas will be frequently used through our proof. Basically, the Gaussian isoperi-
metric inequality can provide us with tight concentration bounds for Lipschitz functions.

Lemma 24. Let X1,..., X, € R™ be i.i.d. centered Gaussian random vector with ¥ = EXX .
Let h(-) be a function R"™ +— R satisfying the following Lipschitz condition with some constant
L>0:

n nn - 1112 1/2
XY = RUX) < L( D IX=XI )
i=1
VX1, X, X, X € R™
Then, there exists some constant C'y > 0 such that for all t > 1,

P{[RXY) — EF(XYi)| 2 CLLS e} < e

9.0.1 Proof of Lemma

Recall that £y, = ©(Z;) with Z; = %Zfﬁnﬂ &X;. Therefore, ||Ey|| = ||Z1||. Meanwhile,
conditional on {&;}7", 1,
it &
7, 4 x Vi
n

where X has 1.i.d. standard Gaussian entries. By [2],

S &
Ex|Z.]| < O =0 12,
n

By Jensen’s inequality, we get
Yl &
E|Bi]| = EBx| 2] < OB ="'
/2 = 1/2

2n ) 1/2 m
(B> &) =Coy

i=n+1

<Ci
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Conditional on {;}?", ., we view || Z | as a function of {X;}?" .., i.e.,

2n
h{XHE) = 120 = || Y X

i=n+1

Clearly, we have

(X2 00) — X < [ 5 &

1=n+1

2n 2n
1 1/2 1/2
< (Y @) (X Ix-xu

implying that h(-) is Lipschitz with constant n=* (327" ¢ 2) . By Lemma , we get that with
probability at least 1 — e~* for ¢t > 1,

C 2n 1/2
1B - ExllEall| < (D0 €2) "2

1=n—+1

Since {¢;}; are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables, we get IP’( S8 < clnag) >1—e " for

some absolute constant ¢; > 0. We conclude that with probability at least 1 — e~

— e_n’

t1/2
1Bl = Ex[Eqll| < C20¢ 75 ©.1)

We then view Ex|| E; || as a function {¢;};, i.e.,

( Zz n-+1 62) V2

n

({51 i= n+1) :EXH XH
Then, by denoting & = ({41, , &) | € R, we get

IEXIIXII m”Q
n

‘hl ({51 i= n+1> hl({g }1 n+1)‘ < ||£ € H Lo : ||€ - €,||e2‘

By Lemmal[24] we get that with probability at least 1 — e~* for all ¢ > 1,

ml/241/2
\E||E1|| — EX||E1||] < Cyo¢ - — (9.2)

By (9.1) and (9.2), we conclude that with probability at least 1 — 2e™" — ™™,

A2 @l/20)2
me—MEm<OMg[ }

1/2 n
Now, we turn to the proof of E|| E;||. Recall that || Es|| = || Z2|| where
2n
Zy=n"" > ((AX)X;—A).
1=n+1
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The following bounds are standard
(A, X)X [y S ICA, Xl - (X1, S 1A g2
where the Orlicz 1,-norm, for « € [1, 2], of a random variable X is defined as
| X || :=inf {u > 0: Eexp(|X|*/u®) < 2}.
By matrix Bernstein inequality [22], with probability at least 1 — e~* for ¢ > 0, we have

m2(t + logm)

S
126]) < ) T 08T

+ Col|Allr

By integrating over ¢, as long as n > log m, we end up with

m'/2log"* m
n1/2

E| By = E|| Zs|| < Ci||Allr

We denote by vec(A) the vectorization of A and M (v) the matricization of a vector v € R"1"™2

such that M(vec(A)) = A. We write Zy = Zy + Zag with
Loy 1= — Z (Pyec(ayvec(X;)) — A)
1=n-+1
Z22 = l QZH <A X; >M(’PL VeC(X'))
n vec 7
i=n-+1
_ v

where P, denotes the orthogonal projection onto v, i.e., P,(u) = . More explicitly, we have

[EIA

A, X;
Prec(ayvec(X;) = vec(A) - <||A—||2>
F

Since (A, X;) and /\/1(73L yvec(X;; )) both have Gaussian distributions, we claim that (A, X;) is

vec

independent with M (73 oc A)vec(X )) in view of their uncorrelation.

We view || Za|| as a function of { M (P e A)vec(Xi)) }Qn conditioned on {(A, X;)}", .

i=n+1’
More exactly, we define

<{./\/l( ec(ayvee(Xi)) i n+1> = H >./\/l(73jec Vec(Xi))H.

1= n+1

1/2
Observe that hs ( - ) is a Lipschitz function with constant n~" ( S (AX >2> . By Lemma ,
conditioned on {(A, X;)}?" ., we get that with probability at least 1 — e~* for all ¢ > 1,

O t1/? 2n 1/2
120~ s lZll < (03 68, x)
i=n+1
Similarly, we conclude that with probability at least 1 — e~ — e™",
t1/2
1Zeall = Egpy il Zesll| < CLllAe - 5. 9.3)
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Following the same fashion, we view E 5. Y
vec(A)vec(X ;)

Zas|| as a function of {(A, X;)}; and define

1 2n
hs ({<A X>}z n+1) :E{chc@)vcc(xi)}i n Z <A,X1~>M(7DVL6C VGC(Xi))H
i=n+1
9 1/2 1 _
_E j_ec(A)vec(X H_( 7n+1 Xi) ) M(Pvec(A)VeC(X))H

where X is an independent copy of X;. Denote the vector xp = ((A, XJ)?; a1 € R™. Then,

g (L0, X1 ) =ha ({48, XD} n+1>\

<||lxp — X/ E
<llxa —xalle, - P Ayvee(%)

M1/

M (PvleC(A)vec(f()) H

<Cllxa = xlle, -

Therefore, by Lemma [24] we get that with probability at least 1 — e,

ml/241/2
Zoll| < CallAfle - =——. 9.4

E| Zaall — Egps

vec(A)vec(X;) }Z

By (9.3) and (9.4), we conclude that with probability at least 1 — 2e™" — ™™,

A2 m1/241/2
122l — Bl 2o |

nl/2 + n

< Gyl A {

Similarly, by matrix Bernstein inequality ([22]), we conclude that, with probability at least 1 — e,

(t +logm)'/? N t—i—logm)
n

[ Za1]| < Cl”A”F( nl/2

and thus
log 12 m
ni/2
By putting the above three bounds together and adjusting the constants, we obtain

El|Za1| < Cil|Allr < Chl|Allr -

V2 L log2m  mY2tY2 4t +logm
!HEzH—EHEzH!§01HA||F~[ Bl m : }

nt/2 n

with probability at least 1 — 3¢~ — e~ " forall ¢ > 1.

9.0.2 Proof of Lemma
Recall from eq. (8.1)) that
E
S%,S(E) = —2<5Nk PUV>¢<H H)
where the matrix Sy ;(E) is defined with non-negative integers {s;}**! so that

Sxip(B)= > (=) P REPSRE- - EPG.

S:514+Skpy1=k
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Case 1 If |E||,[|E'|| > %0, then ¢(||E||/d) = ¢(||E'||/0) = 0. The first claim bound trivially
holds.

Case2 If||E|,||E'|| <26, then for sy, s, > 1and sy, -+, 8, > 0, we get

Sk—1

/ ) k-1 51 s2 ! S 1 E
SQ}W‘”E—EH'T<_> + |tr (Poyt E'Poi? E - E'Pyyt™ " T)—Cb(

tr (Pt EPGZE -+ EPyyit ) <” ”)—tr (Pt E'PiZE -+ E'Pyf ) ('?”)‘
¢
8

)
k(?r)(A) (%) ||E—E’||+2r()\—r) (985) S|E-E|

r

, where the last inequality is due to the Lipschitz property of function ¢(-). Therefore,

M@_g ‘

-1
(E) — o, (B")] < 8- ) E—E
’S%a( ) 9%5( )’_ r X, 2\, | |

which proves the first claim.

Case3 If||E| < 2-0and||E'|| > 2.6, then ¢(||E'||/6) = 0. For sy, 541 > Land sy, -+, 5, > 0,
we write

tr(Pyet EPG2E - EP_S“1)¢<@

N—

)—tr Pt EPGE - EPUSH1)¢<HEH)‘

)\ ‘¢ IIEII ¢(IIES’II)‘

)
—|tr (P EPGRE - EPGi )¢ (
)o(*

<>.|‘ = Oq\‘ sl

<|tr (Pot EPGFE - EPpf ™) ¢

gw(%)ka—l (%(S)kHE — .

Therefore, we get

, 95 \ k-1 ,
[15(B) — ous(E)] < 7253 ) 12|

which also proves the first claim.
Cased4 If|E'|| < §-dand ||E|| > §- 4. The proof is identical to Case 3.

Proof of second claim By first claim,

|05(E) — 05(E")| <> |ens(E) — @r5(E)]

k>3
r 99 \ k-1 Csr
Sx,;(“g)(m) |B- Bl <5 (QA) IE- £

for an absolute constant C5 > 0.
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9.0.3 Proof of Lemma
To this end, we define

2n

A= % Z (& + (A, X))D 0 M(Prec(ayvee(X;)) — A
1=n—+1
and
At = % Z &+ (A X)))Do M(Pfee Vec(Xi))
i=n+1

such that £ = A + A*. Then, we write

Egps ., x [95(A + AD)] — E[ps(A + A
<|Egpr,, xailes(A+ AT —Eppe | xy[05(A0)]]
+ B xap. [05(A0)] = Efps(AD)]] + [E[ps(AY)] — E[ps(A + AY)]].
By Lemma[22]

X [Ps(A+ AT = Egpr iy [0s(AT)]]

067"
SE{PvleC(A)Xi}i ‘@E(A + ALY — p5(AY) ‘ < (

‘ { vec(A) vec(A)

)|| I

By matrix Bernstein inequality ([22]]), we conclude that (see also Proposition [2]) with probability at
least 1 — et — cpe— 2™,

(t +logm)'/? t+logm
nt/2 + n >

Al < Caore

where the first term dominate if ¢ < n and n > log m. Therefore, with probability at least 1 —e ™! —

cie ™ for 1 < t < n, we have

057"( 96 )20 (t +logm)'/?

Xiti [905(14 + A )} Xiti [SDS(AL)H < A \2)\, nl/2

{ vec(A) { vec(A)

Similarly, by integrating out ¢, we get

90
2\,

C’6r< 96 )20 . log'?m

[Efs(4%)] ~ Eps(A+ 49)]| < Coy( v (on >

) EllAlP <

It remains to bound |Eqpr .y [05(AT)] — E[ps(A%)] | Recall that {3}, ) {(A, X))},

vec(A)“
and {PL vec(a)yVec(Xi) }i are mutually independent. Therefore, conditional on {¢;}; and {(A, X;)},
we have

2n

(30 (6t 2.x0) "D 0 (P sy vee( )

1=n-+1

At S

S|
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where F' is a copy of X; being independent with {¢;}; and {(A, X;) };. We define the function

hs ({63 {(A, X)) = Egpr | x [o5(AT)]
:EF<P5<%( i (& + <A=Xi>)2>1 0 OM(PvLec VeC(F)))
i=n+1
By Lemma[22] we get
[ ({6} LA, X)) = hs ({€1}, (A, X)) |
(i\m“( ) EFHQ)OM vec(ayVec(F H
RO ) LS wiaxnn)”

Define the vectors & = (&), and xa = ((A, X; )) . Then, we have

%(_Z o <A,Xi>)2>1/2 _ %(_Z (& + <A,X{>)2>l/2'

S|

1
=ﬁ|||€ +xalle, = 1€+ xallea| < = (1€ = € lle, + [Ixa — Xalle)

1 1/2
E(Hﬁ g'NI7, + lIxa —x5ll7,) "

Meanwhile, by operator norm of random matrix ([37]), we can easily get
IEFH® o M(PL, 5 vee(F)) H <Eg|F| +EFH© 0 M(Prce(ayvec(F H < Cym2.

Therefore, we conclude that ks ( - ) is Lipschitz with respect to {&;}; and {(A, X;)}; with constant

Q,\L}T(gg,\i)Q 22 Since & ~ N(0, ag)tand (A, X) ~ N(0, |A||2), we apply Lemmaand conclude

that with probablhty atleast 1 — e — ¢re= @™,

2m1/2

t\2 1 94
x3, [03(A)] —E[ps(AT)]| < Cr(oe + ”A”F)TA (2)\ )
0'5251/2 95

sCr=y (2)\7.) "

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 2e™* — 2¢;e=™ for all ¢ € [1,n],

|]E{ vec(A) n

90 ) (t + logm)/?

s los(a+ 44 ~Efps(a+ 44| < o (52 172

{ vec(A)

where we used the fact n > rm.
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