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Abstract

We propose a Bayesian methodology for estimating spiked covariance matrices with jointly sparse
structure in high dimensions. The spiked covariance matrix is reparametrized in terms of the latent
factor model, where the loading matrix is equipped with a novel matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior,
which is a continuous shrinkage prior for modeling jointly sparse matrices. We establish the rate-optimal
posterior contraction for the covariance matrix with respect to the operator norm as well as that for
the principal subspace with respect to the projection operator norm loss. We also study the posterior
contraction rate of the principal subspace with respect to the two-to-infinity norm loss, a novel loss
function measuring the distance between subspaces that is able to capture element-wise eigenvector
perturbations. We show that the posterior contraction rate with respect to the two-to-infinity norm
loss is tighter than that with respect to the routinely used projection operator norm loss under certain
low-rank and bounded coherence conditions. In addition, a point estimator for the principal subspace
is proposed with the rate-optimal risk bound with respect to the projection operator norm loss. These
results are based on a collection of concentration and large deviation inequalities for the matrix spike-
and-slab LASSO prior. The numerical performance of the proposed methodology is assessed through

synthetic examples and the analysis of a real-world face data example.

Keywords: joint sparsity, latent factor model, matrix spike-and-slab LASSO, rate-optimal posterior contrac-
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1 Introduction

In contemporary statistics, datasets are typically collected with high-dimensionality, where the dimension p
can be significantly larger than the sample size n. For example, in genomics studies, the number of genes
is typically much larger than the number of subjects (The Cancer Genome Atlas Network et al., 2012). In
computer vision, the number of pixels in each image can be comparable to or exceed the number of images
when the resolution of these images is relatively high (Georghiades et al., 2001; Lee et al., 2005). When dealing

with such high-dimensional datasets, covariance matrix estimation plays a central role in understanding the
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complex structure of the data and has received significant attention in various contexts, including latent
factor models (Bernardo et al., 2003; Geweke and Zhou, 1996), Gaussian graphical models (Liu et al.,
2012; Wainwright and Jordan, 2008), etc. However, in the high-dimensional setting, additional structural
assumptions are often necessary in order to address challenges associated with statistical inference (Johnstone
and Lu, 2009). For example, sparsity is introduced for sparse covariance/precision matrix estimation (Cai
et al., 2016; Cai and Zhou, 2012; Friedman et al., 2008), and low-rank structure is enforced in spiked
covariance matrix models (Cai et al., 2015; Johnstone, 2001). Readers can refer to Cai et al. (2016) for a
recent literature review.

In this paper we focus on the sparse spiked covariance matrix models under the Gaussian sampling
distribution assumption. The spiked covariance matrix models, originally named in Johnstone (2001), is a
class of models that can be described as follows: The observations y1,...,y, are independently collected

from the p-dimensional mean-zero normal distribution with covariance matrix ¥ of the form

> = UAU" + 771, (1)
where U is a p x r matrix with orthonormal columns, A = diag(A1, -+, A.) is an r x r diagonal matrix, and
r < p. Since the spectrum of the covariance matrix is {\; +o2,..., A\, +02,02,--- , 02} (in non-increasing

order), there exists an eigen-gap A.(2) — Ap11(X) = Ay, where A.(X) denotes the r-th largest eigenvalue of
3. Therefore the first r leading eigenvalues of 3 can be regarded as “spike” or signal eigenvalues, and the
remaining eigenvalues o2 may be treated as “bulk” or noise eigenvalues. Here we assume that the eigenvector
matrix U is jointly sparse, the formal definition of which is deferred to Section 2.1. Roughly speaking, joint
sparsity refers to a significant amount of rows in U being zero, which allows for feature selection and brings
easy interpretation in many applications. For example, in the analysis of face images, a classical method to
extract common features among different face characteristics, expressions, illumination conditions, etc., is to
obtain the eigenvectors of these face data, referred to as eigenfaces. Each coordinate of these eigenvectors
corresponds to a specific pixel in the image. Nonetheless, the number of pixels (features) is typically much
larger than the number of images (samples), and it is often desirable to gain insights of the face information
via a relatively small number of pixels, referred to as key pixels. By introducing joint sparsity to these
eigenvectors, one is able to conveniently model key pixels among multiple face images corresponding to
non-zero rows of eigenvectors. A concrete real data example is provided in Section 4.2.

The literature on sparse spiked covariance matrix estimation in high-dimensions from a frequentist per-
spective is quite rich. In Johnstone and Lu (2009), it is shown that the classical principal component analysis
can fail when p > n. In Cai et al. (2013) and Vu and Lei (2013), the minimax estimation of the principal
subspace (i.e., the linear subspace spanned by the eigenvector matrix U) with respect to the projection
Frobenius norm loss under various sparsity structure on U is considered, and Cai et al. (2015) provides
minimax estimation procedures of the principal subspace with respect to the projection operator norm loss
under the joint sparsity assumption.

In contrast, there is comparatively limited literature on Bayesian estimation of sparse spiked covariance
matrices providing theoretical guarantees. To the best of our knowledge, Gao and Zhou (2015) and Pati

et al. (2014) are the only two works in the literature addressing posterior contraction rates for Bayesian



estimation of sparse spiked covariance matrix models. In particular, in Pati et al. (2014) the authors discuss
the posterior contraction behavior of the covariance matrix 3 with respect to the operator norm loss under
the Dirichlet-Laplace shrinkage prior (Bhattacharya et al., 2015), but the contraction rates are sub-optimal
when the number of spikes r grows with the sample size; In Gao and Zhou (2015), the authors propose a
carefully designed prior on U that yields rate-optimal posterior contraction of the principal subspace with
respect to the projection Frobenius norm loss, but the tractability of computing the full posterior distribution
is lost, except for the posterior mean as a point estimator. Neither Gao and Zhou (2015) nor Pati et al.
(2014) discusses the posterior contraction behavior for sparse spiked covariance matrix models when the
eigenvector matrix U exhibits joint sparsity.

We propose a matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior to model joint sparsity occurring in the eigenvector
matrix U of the spiked covariance matrix. The matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior is a novel continuous
shrinkage prior that generalizes the classical spike-and-slab LASSO prior for vectors in Rockova (2018) and
Rockovd and George (2016) to jointly sparse rectangular matrices. One major contribution of this work
is that under the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior, we establish the rate-optimal posterior contraction
for the entire covariance matrix ¥ with respect to the operator norm loss as well as that for the principal
subspace with respect to the projection operator norm loss. Furthermore, we also focus on the two-to-infinity
norm loss, a novel loss function measuring the closeness between linear subspaces. As will be seen in Section
2.1, the two-to-infinity norm loss is able to detect element-wise perturbations of the eigenvector matrix U
spanning the principal subspace. Under certain low-rank and bounded coherence conditions on U, we obtain
a tighter posterior contraction rate for the principal subspace with respect to the two-to-infinity norm loss
than that with respect to the routinely used projection operator norm loss. Besides the contraction of the
full posterior distribution, the Bayes procedure also leads to a point estimator for the principal subspace
with a rate-optimal risk bound. In addition to the convergence results per se, we present a collection of
concentration and large deviation inequalities for the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior that may be of
independent interest. These technical results serve as the main tools for deriving the posterior contraction
rates. Last but not least, unlike the prior proposed in Gao and Zhou (2015), the matrix spike-and-slab
LASSO prior yields a tractable Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampler for posterior inference.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we briefly review the background for the
sparse spiked covariance matrix models and propose the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior. Section 3
elaborates on our theoretical contributions, including the concentration and large deviation inequalities for
the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior and the posterior contraction results. The numerical performance
of the proposed methodology is presented in Section 4 through synthetic examples and the analysis of a

real-world computer vision dataset. Further discussion is included in Section 5.

Notations: Let p and r be positive integers. We adopt the shorthand notation [p] = {1,...,p}. For any
finite set S, we use |S| to denote the cardinality of S. The symbols < and 2 mean the inequality up to a
universal constant, i.e., a S b (a 2 b, resp.) if a < Cb (a > Cb) for some absolute constant C' > 0. We
write @ < b if ¢ < band a 2 b. The p x r zero matrix is denoted by Op,x,, and the p-dimensional zero

column vector is denoted by 0,. When the dimension is clear, the zero matrix is simply denoted by 0. The

p x p identity matrix is denoted by I,, and when the dimension is clear, is denoted by I. An orthonormal



r-frame in RP is a p x r matrix U with orthonormal columns, i.e., UTU = I,.,. The set of all orthonormal
r-frames in R? is denoted by O(p,r). When p = r, we write O(r) = O(r,r). For a p-dimensional vector
x € RP, we use x; to denote its jth component, ||x||; = le |z;| to denote its ¢1-norm, ||x||2 to denote its
le-norm, and [|x[[cc = max;epy 74| to denote its foo-norm. For a symmetric square matrix 3 € RP*?, we
use A\, (X) to denote the kth-largest eigenvalue of X. For a matrix A € RP*", we use A, to denote the row
vector formed by the jth row of A, A, to denote the column vector formed by the kth column of A, the
lower case letter a;; to denote the (i, j)-th element of A, [[Allr = />°0_) 374 _, a3, to denote the Frobenius
norm of A, [|Allz = /A (ATA) to denote the operator norm of A, [|A s o = max|x|,—1 | Ax|[|s to denote
the two-to-infinity norm of A, and [|Allcc = max|x|__—1 [[AX|« to denote the (matrix) infinity norm of A.
The prior and posterior distributions appearing in this paper are denoted by II, and the densities of II with

respect to the underlying sigma-finite measure are denoted by .

2 Sparse Bayesian spiked covariance matrix models

2.1 Background

In the spiked covariance matrix model (1), the matrix ¥ is of the form ¥ = UAUT + ¢21I,,. We focus on the
case where the leading r eigenvectors of ¥ (the columns of U) are jointly sparse (Cai et al., 2015; Vu and

Lei, 2013). Formally, the row support of U is defined as
supp(U) = {j € [p): U;F* * OT},

and U is said to be jointly s-sparse, if [supp(U)| < s. Heuristically, this assumption asserts that the signal
comes from at most s features among all p features. Geometrically, joint sparsity has the interpretation that
at most s coordinates of y; generate the subspace Span{U.1,...,U,,} (Vu and Lei, 2013). Noted that s > r
due to the orthonormal constraint on the columns of U.

This paper studies a Bayesian framework for estimating the covariance matrix 3. We quantify how well
the proposed methodology estimates the entire covariance matrix 3 and the principal subspace Span{U,, - - -
in the high-dimensional and jointly sparse setup. Leaving the Bayesian framework for a moment, we first
introduce some necessary background. Throughout the paper, we write 3¢ = UOAQUE +o090l, to be the true
covariance matrix that generates the data Y = [y1,...,y,]T from the p-dimensional multivariate Gaussian

distribution N,(0,, 3¢), where Ag = diag(Ao1,- -, Aor). The parameter space of interest for 3 is given by
O(p,r,s) = {Z =UAU" +0°I,: U € O(p, ), |supp(U)| < s,A1 > ... > A, > 0} .

The following minimax rate of convergence for 3 under the operator norm loss Cai et al. (2015) serves as a

benchmark for measuring the performance of any estimation procedure for 3.

Theorem 1 (Cai et al., 2015). Let 1 < r < s < p. Suppose that (slogp)/n — 0 and X\o1 > Ao > 0 are
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bounded away from 0 and co. Then the minimaz rate of convergence for estimating 3 € ©(p,r,s) is

. S slo
inf  sup  Ex S - X2 = ngp. 2)

S £,€0(p,r.s)

Estimation of the principal subspace Span{U.,q,...,U,,} is less straightforward due to the fact that
Span{U,q, ..., U,,} may not uniquely determine the eigenvector matrix U. In particular, when there exist
replicates among the eigenvalues {\;+02, ..., \,+0%} (i.e., \x = Apy1 for some k € [r—1]), the corresponding
eigenvectors [U,, U, (1)) can only be identified up to orthogonal transformation. One solution is to focus
on the Frobenius norm loss (Cai et al., 2013; Vu and Lei, 2013) or the operator norm loss (Cai et al., 2015) of
the corresponding projection matrix UUT, which is uniquely determined by Span{U,q, ..., U,,} and vice

versa. The corresponding minimax rate of convergence for UUT with respect to the projection operator
norm loss ||ﬁﬂT —UoU{||2 is given by Cai et al. (2015):

~ I
inf_ sup  Ex,[U0T - UpU7 3 < 252, (3)

U 2pe0(p,r,s)
Though convenient, the direct estimation of the projection matrix UUT does not provide insight into the
element-wise errors of the principal eigenvectors {U,q,..., U, }. Motivated by a recent paper (Cape et al.,
2018b), which presents a collection of technical tools for the analysis of element-wise eigenvector perturbation

bounds with respect to the two-to-infinity norm, we also focus on the following two-to-infinity norm loss
U - UoWull2-00 (4)

for estimating Span{U,,...,U,,} in addition to the projection operator norm loss, where Wy is the
orthogonal matrix given by
Wy = arginf [|[U — UgW||p.
WeO(r)
Here, Wy corresponds to the orthogonal alignment of Uy so that U and UyWy are close in the Frobenius
norm sense. As pointed out in Cape et al. (2018b), the use of Wy as the orthogonal alignment matrix is

preferred over the two-to-infinity alignment matrix

Wi, = arginf [|[U — UgW/|l2—so0,
WeO(r)
because Ws_, o, is not analytically computable in general, whereas Wy can be explicitly computed (Stewart
and Sun, 1990), facilitating the analysis: Let UOTIAJ admit the singular value decomposition Ugﬁ = ﬁi\NfT,
then WU = INJVT
The following lemma formalizes the connection between the projection operator norm loss and the two-

to-infinity norm loss.

Lemma 1. Let U and Uy be two orthonormal r-frames in RP, where 2r < p. Then there exists an orthonor-



mal 2r-frame Vy in RP depending on U and Uy, such that

U = UgWull2500 < [Vullzsee (TUUT = UeUg |2 + [[UUT — UUG [[3)

where Wy = arginfweg() [U — UgW||r is the Frobenius orthogonal alignment matriz.

When the projection operator norm loss |[UUT — UgU{ |2 is much smaller than one, Lemma 1 states
that the two-to-infinity norm loss can be upper bounded by the product of the projection operator norm
loss and ||Vyl|2— 00, Wwhere Vy € O(p, 2r) is an orthonormal 2r-frame in RP. In particular, under the sparse
spiked covariance matrix models in high dimensions, the number of spikes r can be much smaller than the
dimension p (i.e., Vy is a “tall and thin” rectangular matrix), and hence the factor ||Vuyll2—co can be much
smaller than maxycg(p,2r) | V2 = 1.

We provide the following motivating example for the preference on the two-to-infinity norm loss (4) over

the projection operator norm loss for Span{U.,q,..., U, }.

Example. Let s > 4 be even and r = 1. Suppose the truth Uy is given by

S
and consider the following two perturbations of Ug:

61:[0(6)(ﬁ+6) (e 0 o],

s/2 s/2 p—s
~ T
Oo=[c0)(H+0) & . & c)(&-0 0 ... 0,
s—2 p—s

where € > 0 is some sufficiently small perturbation, c(e)? = 1/(1 + se?), and 4 is related to € by

()= — =2 Loy
14502 2 |1+ se2 s)’

The perturbed matrices ﬂl and ﬂg are designed such that their projection operator norm losses are identical,
i.e., |[U;UT — UgUY||y = ||UoUT — UgUYT 5. In contrast, Uy and U, perturb Uy in different fashions: all
s nonzero elements in Uy are perturbed in ﬁl, whereas only two nonzero elements in Uy are perturbed in
U,. We examine the two candidate losses HIAJJ — UyWull200 and ||IAJ'JIAJ;F — UgU{ || for different values
of € and present them in Figure 1. It can clearly be seen that the two-to-infinity norm loss is smaller
than the projection operator norm loss. Furthermore, the projection operator norm loss is unable to detect
the difference between ﬁl and 62. In contrast, the two-to-infinity norm loss indicates that ﬁg has larger
element-wise deviation from Uj than ﬁl does. Thus the two-to-infinity norm loss is capable of detecting
element-wise perturbations of the eigenvector compared to the projection operator norm loss for estimating
Span{Ux1,...,U,,}.



Comparison of Different Loss Functions with Different Perturbation Matrices
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Figure 1: Motivating example: Comparison of different loss function values against different — log(e) values
for two perturbed matrices U; and Us.

2.2 The matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior for joint sparsity

We first illustrate the general Bayesian strategies in modeling sparsity occurring in high-dimensional statistics
and then elaborate on the proposed prior model. Consider a simple yet canonical sparse normal mean
problem. Suppose we observe independent normal data y; ~ N(3;,1),i = 1,...,n, with the goal of estimating
the mean vector 3, = (53;)"_, which is assumed to be sparse in the sense that Y ., 1(|3;] # 0) < s,, with
the sparsity level s, = o(n) as n — oo. To model sparsity on 3, classical Bayesian methods impose the

spike-and-slab prior of the following form on 3: for any measurable set A C R,

(B € A|N&) = (1— £)00(A) + & /A $(8 | A)ds, (5)

(& | 0) ~ Bernoulli(6),

where &; is the indicator that 8; = 0, 8 € (0,1) represents the prior probability of §; being non-zero, dy is
the point-mass at 0 (called the “spike” distribution), and (- | A) is the density of an absolutely continuous
distribution (called the “slab” distribution) with respect to the Lebesgue measure on R governed by some
hyperparameter A. Theoretical justifications for the use of spike-and-slab prior (5) for sparse normal means
and sparse Bayesian factor models have been established in Castillo and van der Vaart (2012) and Pati
et al. (2014), respectively. Therein, the spike-and-slab prior (5) involves point-mass mixtures, which can

be daunting in terms of posterior simulations (Pati et al., 2014). To address this issue, the spike-and-slab



LASSO prior (Rockova, 2018) is designed as a continuous relaxation of (5):

T(Bi | Ao A, &) = (1= &) (Bi [ Ao) + &v(Bi | A), (6)
(& ] 6) ~ Bernoulli(6),

where ¥(8 | A\) = (A\/2) exp(—)3) is the Laplace distribution with mean 0 and variance 2/A2. When \g > A,
the spike-and-slab LASSO prior (6) closely resembles the spike-and-slab prior (5). The continuity feature of
the spike-and-slab LASSO prior (6), in contrast to the classical spike-and-slab prior (5), is highly desired in
high-dimensional settings in terms of computation efficiency.

Motivated by the spike-and-slab LASSO prior, we develop a matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior to model
joint sparsity in sparse spiked covariance matrix models (1) with the covariance matrix ¥ = UAUT + o?1,.
The orthonormal constraint on the columns of U makes it challenging to incorporate prior distributions.

Instead, we consider the following reparametrization of X:
T
= (UAl/QvT> (UAI/QvT) + O'QIP _ BBT + O,Z]:p7 (7)

where B = UAY2VT € RP*" and V € O(r) is an arbitrary orthogonal matrix in R”. Clearly, in contrast to
the orthonormal constraint on U, there is no constraint on B except that rank(B) = r. Furthermore, joint

sparsity of B is inherited from U: Specifically, for |supp(U)| = s > r, there exists some permutation matrix
P € RP*P and U* € O(s, ), such that

U*
U="P .
O(p—s)xr
It follows directly that
* * Al/2vyT
B=uAVT=p| O |avzyTop|UA Vl,
0(p—s)xr O(p—s)xr

implying that [supp(B)| < s. Therefore, working with B allows us to circumvent the orthonormal constraint
while maintaining the jointly sparse structure of U. We propose the following matrix spike-and-slab LASSO
prior on B = [bjx]pxr: given hyperparameters Ao > 0 and 6 € (0,1), for each j € [p], we independently

impose the prior on B, as follows:
T(Bje | M0 &) = (1= &) [T i | A+ 20) +& T ¢a by | ),
k=1 k=1
(& | 8) ~ Bernoulli(9),

where & = [¢1,...,&]T € {0,1}? are binary group assignment indicators, and v, (z | A) is the density

function of the double Gamma distribution with shape parameter 1/« and rate parameter \:

)\1/(1 o
Yalz | A) = mml/ Yexp(=Alz]), —oo <z < oo



We further impose hyperpriors on Ag and 6 as
Ao ~ IGamma(1/p*,1) and 6 ~ Beta (l,pH‘“) ,

where IGamma(a, b) is the inverse Gamma distribution with density m(\g) ox Ay ® ™" exp(—b/X¢), and & > 0
is some fixed constant. We refer to the above hierarchical prior on B as the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO
prior and denote B ~ MSSL,x (), 1/p?, p'™*). The hyperparameter X is fixed throughout. In the single-
spike case (r = 1), we observe that ¢ (bjr | A) = (A/2) exp(—Ab;x) reduces to the density function of the
Laplace distribution, and hence the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior coincides with the spike-and-slab
LASSO prior (Rockové, 2018). Clearly, it can be seen that a priori, Ag is much larger than A, so that {; =0
corresponds to rows Bj. that are close to 0, and §; = 1 represents that the jth row is decently away from 0. It
should be noted that unlike the spike-and-slab prior (5), the group indicator variable £; = 0 or 1 corresponds
to small or large values of Bj, rather than the exact sparsity of B;,. In addition, 6 ~ Beta(1,p'™*) indicates
that the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior favors a large proportion of rows of B being close to 0. These
features of the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior are in accordance with the joint sparsity assumption on
U. We complete the prior specification by imposing 0% ~ IGamma(a,, b,) for some a,,b, > 0 for the sake
of conjugacy.

Lastly, we remark that the parametrization (7) of the spiked covariance matrix models (1) has another
interpretation. The sampling model y; ~ N,(0,, %) can be equivalently characterized in terms of the latent

factor model
Yi :Bzi+€iv Z; NNT(O'FaIT)a € NNP(OJ%UZI;D)7 i = 17"'7”” (8)

where z;, 1 = 1,...,n, are r-dimensional latent factors, B is a p x r factor loading matrix, and €;, i = 1,...,n
are homoscedastic noisy vectors. Since by our earlier discussion B is also sparse, this formulation is related
to the sparse Bayesian factor models presented in Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011) and Pati et al. (2014),
the differences being the joint sparsity of B and prior specifications on B. In addition, the latent factor
formulation (8) is convenient for posterior simulation through Markov chain Monte Carlo, as discussed in
Section 3.1 of Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011).

3 Theoretical properties

3.1 Properties of the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior

The theoretical properties of the classical spike-and-slab LASSO prior (6) have been partially explored by
Rockova (2018) and Rockovd and George (2016) in the context of sparse linear models and sparse normal
means problems, respectively. It is not clear whether the properties of the spike-and-slab LASSO priors adapt
to other statistical context, including sparse spiked covariance matrix models, high-dimensional multivariate
regression (Bai and Ghosh, 2018), etc. In this subsection we present a collection of theoretical properties of
the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior that not only are useful for deriving posterior contraction under the

spiked covariance matrix models, but also may be of independent interest for other statistical tasks, e.g.,



sparse Bayesian linear regression with multivariate response Ning and Ghosal (2018).

Let B € RP*" be a p x r matrix, and let By € RP*" be a jointly s-sparse p x r matrix with r < s < p,
corresponding to the underlying truth. In the sparse spiked covariance matrix model, B represents the scaled
eigenvector matrix UA'/2 up to an orthonormal matrix in O(r), but for generality, we do not impose the
statistical context in this subsection. A fundamental measure of goodness for various prior models with high
dimensionality is the prior mass assignment on a small neighborhood around the true but unknown value
of the parameter. This is referred to as the prior concentration in the literature of Bayes theory. Formally,
we consider the prior probability of the non-centered ball {||B — By||lr < 1} under the prior distribution for

small values of 7.

Lemma 2. Suppose B ~ MSSL,x (), 1/p?, p' %) for some fized positive constants X and k, and By € RP*"
is jointly s-sparse, where 1 <r < s < p/2. Then for small values of n € (0,1) withn > 1/p? for some v > 0,

it holds that
,S long

We next formally characterize how the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior imposes joint sparsity on the

A
log Sl

II(|B — Bollr <n) > exp {Cl max{)\25||B0||§_>oo,sr N

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

columns of B using a probabilistic argument. Unlike the classical spike-and-slab prior (5), which allows
occurrence of exact zeros in the mean vector with positive probability, the spike-and-slab LASSO prior (6)
(the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure
on R™ (RP*" respectively), and |supp(B)| = p with probability one. Rather than forcing elements of B
to be exactly 0, the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior shrinks elements of B toward 0. This behavior
suggests the following generalization of the row support of a matrix B: for 4 > 0 taken to be small, we
define supps(B) = {j € [p] : ||Bj«||2 > 0}. Namely, supps(B) consists of row indices of B whose Euclidean
norms are greater than §. Intuitively, one should expect that under the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior,

|supps(B)| should be small with large probability. The following lemma formally confirms this intuition.

Lemma 3. Suppose B ~ MSSL, (), 1/p?,p*™*) for some fized positive constants X\ and k <1, 1 <r <p.
Let 6 € (0,1) be a small number with 6 > 1/pY for some v > 0, and let s be an integer such that (slogp)/p
is sufficiently small. Then for any > 4vyexp(1), it holds that
II (|Jsupps (B)| > Bs) < 2exp {—min (ﬂ;, % - 27) slogp} .
We conclude this section by providing a large deviation inequality for the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO

prior.

Lemma 4. Suppose B ~ MSSL,x,(\,1/p?, p'**) for some fized positive A and k < 1, and By € RP*"
is jointly s-sparse, where rlogn < logp, and (slogp)/p is sufficiently small. Let (6,)5%, and (t,)22, be
positive sequences such that 1/pY < 6, < 1 and t,/(sr) — oco. Then for sufficiently large n and for all

10



B > 4yexp(l), it holds that

P
I Z [Bj«ll11{j € supps, (B) Usupp(Bo)} > t,
j=1

2 2
< 2exp l_CZmin{<5t:7"> ,<t:> ,t:} +36xp{—min<ﬂ;,zﬁe—2'y>slogp}

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

3.2 Posterior contraction for the sparse Bayesian spiked covariance matrix

model

We now present the posterior contraction rates for sparse spiked covariance matrix models under the matrix
spike-and-slab LASSO prior with respect to various loss functions, which are the main results of this paper.
We point out that the posterior contraction rates presented in the following theorem are minimax-optimal
as they coincide with (2) and (3).

Theorem 2. Assume the datayy,...,y, are independently sampled from N,(0,, Xo) with g = UgAoU{ +
03l,, Ao = diag(No1, ..., Aor), [supp(Up)| < s, and 1 < r < s < p. Suppose (slogp)/n — 0, p/n — oo,
logp. Let B ~ MSSL,x.(\, 1/p%,p' ™) for some positive A > 0 and k < 1, and o? ~

IGamma(a,, by) for some ay,b, > 1. Then there exists some constants My > 0, Rg, and Cy depending on

and rlogn <

~

oo and Ao, and hyperparameters, such that the following posterior contraction for ¥ = BBT + %I, holds
for all M > My when n is sufficiently large:

1
Eo {H <||2 — Solls > M,/? ‘ Yn> } < Ry exp(—Coslog p). (9)

For each B, let Ug € Q(p, 1) be the left-singular vector matriz of B. Then the following posterior contraction

for U holds for all M > My:
\/ Sk;gp ‘ Yn> } < Rgexp(—Coslogp). (10)

Remark 1. We briefly compare the posterior contraction rates obtained in Theorem 2 with some related

2M
Eo {H <|UBUTB —-UoUl 2 > "

results in the literature. In Pati et al. (2014) the authors consider the posterior contraction with respect to
the operator norm loss || X — 3|2 of the entire covariance matrix, while in Gao and Zhou (2015), the authors
consider the posterior contraction with respect to the projection Frobenius norm loss |[UUT — UyUl || for
estimating Span{U.,q, ..., U,.}. In Pati et al. (2014), the notion of sparsity is slightly different than the joint
sparsity notion presented here, as they assume that under the latent factor model representation (8), the
individual supports of columns of B are not necessarily the same. When r = O(1), the assumption in Pati
et al. (2014) coincides with this paper, and our rate e, = \/(slogp)/n is superior to the rate /(s log plogn) /n
obtained in Pati et al. (2014) by a logarithmic factor. The assumptions in Gao and Zhou (2015) are the
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same as those in Pati et al. (2014), and in Gao and Zhou (2015) the authors focus on designing a prior that
yields rate-optimal posterior contraction with respect to the Frobenius norm loss of the projection matrices
as well as adapting to the prior sparsity s and the rank r. Our result in equation (10), which focuses on the
projection operator norm loss, serves as a complement to the rate-optimal posterior contraction for principal
subspaces under the joint sparsity assumption in constrast to Gao and Zhou (2015), in which the authors

work on the projection Frobenius norm loss.

To derive the posterior contraction rate for the principal subspace with respect to the two-to-infinity
norm loss, we need the posterior contraction result for 3 with respect to the stronger matrix infinity norm.

These two results are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Assume the conditions in Theorem 2 hold. Further assume that the eigenvector matriz Ug
exhibits bounded coherence: ||Up|la—soo < Cyuin/T/s for some constant C,, > 1, and the number of spikes r is
sufficiently small in the sense that r3/s = O(1). Then there exists some constants Ma_,o > 0 depending on
oo and Ag, and hyperparameters, such that the following posterior contraction for ¥ = BBT 4 0?1, holds

for all M > Ms_,, when n is sufficiently large:

1
E, {H <||2 — Sollee > Mry/ 2 (T’Lgp ‘ Yn>} < Rgexp(—Coslogp), (11)

For each B, let Ug € Q(p, 1) be the left-singular vector matriz of B. Then the following posterior contraction
for Ug holds for all M > My:

31 1
II {HUB — UOWUHQA)OO > M ( roep V 5 ng)}

Eo < 2Rg exp(—Coslogp), (12)

n n

where Wy is the Frobenius orthogonal alignment matriz

WU = arginf HUB — U()W”F
We0(r)

Remark 2. We also present some remarks concerning the posterior contraction with respect to the two-to-
infinity norm loss [|[U — UgWy||200- In Cape et al. (2018b), the authors show that

[U—UsWull2me0 < [U—-UgWullz < [UUT = UoUg |2,

meaning that [|[U — UgWyl|2—00 can be coarsely upper bounded by the projection operator norm loss
[UUT — UyU{||2. This naive bound immediately yields

slo
Eo {H <||UB - UgWuyll2mee > My/ ngp ’ Yn> } < Rgexp(—Cypslogp)

for some large M, which is the same as (10). Our result (12) improves this rate by a factor of {\/r3/sV
V/(slogp)/n} and, thus yielding a tighter posterior contraction rate with respect to the two-to-infinity norm
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loss. In particular, when r < s (i.e., Up is a “tall and thin” rectangular matrix), the factor \/r3/s can be

much smaller than 1.

The posterior contraction rate (10) also leads to the following risk bound for a point estimator of the

principal subspace Span{U,1,..., U, }:

Theorem 4. Assume the conditions in Theorem 2 hold. Let

Q= /UBUEH(dB 1Y)

be the posterior mean of the projection matriz UBUE, and set U € O(p,r) be the orthonormal r-frame in
RP with columns being the first r eigenvectors corresponding to the first r largest eigenvalues of Q. Then the

following risk bound holds for U for sufficiently large n:

o~ 4 M, slo
Eo (/007 - UUF||2) < < AO —|—4\/R0) P,
Oor
The setup so far is concerned with the case where r is known and fixed. When r is unknown, Cai et al.
(2013) provides a diagonal thresholding method for consistently estimating . In such a setting, the posterior

contraction in Theorem 2 reduces to the following weaker version:

Corollary 1. Assume the datayi,...,y, are independently sampled from N,(0,,Xo) with Xy = UpAoU +
o8l,, Ao = diag(Mo1, ..., Aor), [supp(Up)| < s, and 1 < r < s < p. Suppose (slogp)/n — 0, p/n — oo,
and rlogn <

Let B ~ MSSL,x (), 1/p?,p' %) for some positive X > 0 and k < 1, and 0 ~ IGamma(a,,b,) for some

Gg,bs > 1. Then there exists some large constant My > 0, such that the following posterior contraction for

3 holds for all M > My:
lim Eq {H <|2 —Slls > My 2182 ’ Yn> } 0.
n—o00 n

For each B, let Ug € Q(p,7) be the left-singular vector matriz of B. Then the following posterior contraction

for U holds for all M > My:
1
1) o
n

logp, but r is unknown and instead is consistently estimated by 7 (ie., Po(? = 1) — 1).

2M
lim Eg {H (”UBUE - UOUEHQ >
n—00 /\07"

3.3 Proof Sketch and Auxiliary Results

Now we sketch the proof of Theorem 2 along with some important auxiliary results. The proof strategy
is based on a modification of the standard testing-and-prior-concentration approach, which was originally
developed in Ghosal et al. (2000) for proving convergence rates of posterior distributions, and later adopted to
a variety of statistical contexts. Specialized to the sparse spiked covariance matrix models, let us consider the

posterior contraction for 3 with respect to the operator norm loss as an example. The posterior contraction
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for X with respect to the infinity norm loss can be proved in a similar fashion. Denote U,, = {X : |Z—Xg||2 <

Me,}, and write the posterior distribution as

fl/lﬁ; exp{Zn(Z) - gn(zo)}n(dz) Nn(Z/{n)

I, | Yn) = [exp{ln(Z) — ln(Bo)JI(dE) D,

(13)

where £,,(X) is the log-likelihood function of ¥ given by
a(2) =) 1 | X)) = ——log det(273 Ity b.
(%) => logp(y; | Z{ og det (27 %) — 2yz y}

i=1 i=1

To provide a useful upper bound for Eo{II(US | Y.)} (e.g., exp(—Coslogp) appearing in Theorem 2), we
modify the original testing-and-prior-concentration approach and require that the following three conditions
hold:

1. Prior concentration condition. The prior distribution provides sufficient concentration around the

true 3g: There exists some constant C3 > 0 such that
(|[Z — Zo|[ < s7/n) > exp(~Cyslogp)

for sufficient large n.

2. Existence of Tests. There exists a sequence of subsets ()52, of O(p,r, s), such that [I(X € F¢) <
exp(—Cyslog p) for some sufficiently large constant Cy > 0, and there exists a sequence of test functions
(¢n)22 4, such that

Eo(én) < exp (—041\/Mnefl) ,

sup  Ex(l —¢,) < exp(—CiaMne?)
ScUnF,

for some constants Cyq, Cyo > 0.

The prior concentration condition can be verified by invoking Lemma 2. This condition is useful, as it
guarantees that the denominator D,, appearing in the right-hand side of (13) can be lower bounded with

high probability. The following lemma formalizes this result.

Lemma 5. Let K, (n) = {||Z — Zo|lr <1} and n < 03/2. Then there exists some event A,, such that

An C {Dn > I {% € Kn(n)} exp [— {&‘::ng) + 1} nn2] }

for some absolute constant C5 > 0, and

A . n772 2
Py(A5) < 2exp q —C3min T AEREL ,
130113

where p = 2(Xo1 + 02)/(Aor + ) depends on the spectra of ¥ only, and Cs > 0 is an absolute constant.
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Verifying the existence of tests is slightly more involved. It relies on Lemma 3, Lemma 4, and the following

auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 6. Assume the data yi,...,yn follow N,(0,,%), 1 < r < p. Suppose Uy € O(p,r) satisfies
|supp(Ug)| < s, and r < s < p. For any positive §, t, and T, define

p
F(o,7,1) = {B € R - [supps(B)| < 7, ) | B;.[31{j € supps(B) Usupp(Ug)} < t2}~
j=1

Let the positive sequences (On,Tn,tn, €n)pey satisfy (\/Pon + 2tn)\/Don < Mie€, for some constant My > 0,
and €, < 1. Consider testing
Hy: ¥ =3 =UyA Uy + 531,

versus
Hi:E e {E=BB" +0°L,: |2 — g2 > Me,,, B € F(6, T, tn) } -

Then for each M > max{M, /2, (128|20||3)/3}, there exists a test function ¢, : R"*P — [0,1], such that
2

ne

Eo(¢n) < 3exp {(2 + Cy) (1 log p + 255,) — C4£M i} ,

CyM
sup Ex(1— ¢,) < exp {C4(Tn +28,) — — nei}
SeH, 8

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

4 Numerical examples

4.1 Synthetic examples

We evaluate the numerical performance of the proposed Bayesian method for estimating sparse spiked co-
variance matrices via simulation studies. We set the sample size n = 100 and the number of features p = 200.
The support size s of the eigenvector matrix Uy ranges over {8,12,20,40}, and the number of spikes r takes
values in {1,4}. The indices of the non-zero rows of Uy are uniformly sampled from {1,...,p}, and we set
the diagonal elements of Ay to be equally spaced over the interval [10,20], with Ag; = 20 and Ay, = 10. The
non-zero rows of Uy, themselves forming an orthonormal r-frame in R?, denoted by Ug, are generated as
the left singular vector matrix of L, an s X r matrix consisting of independent Unif(1,2) elements.
Posterior inference is carried out using a standard Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampler, and 1000 post burn-
in samples are collected after 1000 iterations of burn-in phase. We then take the posterior mean S of
3 as the point estimator for 3, and the U given by Theorem 4 as the point estimator for the subspace
Span{U,4, ..., U,,}. For comparison, several competitors are considered, including the sparse Bayesian fac-
tor model with multiplicative Gamma process shrinkage prior (MGPS, Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011)),
the principal orthogonal complement thresholding method (POET, Fan et al. (2013)), and the sparse princi-
pal component analysis method (SPCA, Zou et al. (2006)). In each simulation setup (i.e., each (r, s) pair), 50
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Table 1: The operator norm loss || ) Y]] with the posterior mean f], the squared projection operator norm
loss ||IAJ6T —UoU{ |13, and the squared two-to-infinity norm loss Hﬂ —UyWuyl2, ., where U is the point
estimator of U given by Theorem 4. The medians across 50 replicates of synthetic datasets are tabulated.
MSSL stands for the sparse Bayesian spiked covariance matrix model with the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO
prior.

(a) The operator norm loss ||& — 3|2

s 8 12 20 40

r 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4
MSSL | 1.85 6.68 | 1.97 6.76 | 2.61 8.11 | 5.12 10.35
MGPS | 9.86 16.54 | 9.88 17.78 | 9.88 18.52 | 9.88 19.05
POET | 7.54 11.17 | 747 11.10 | 7.61 11.60 | 7.60 10.97
SPCA | 8.08 18.03 | 8.09 18.04 | 811 18.07 | 817 18.10

(b) The squared projection operator norm loss ||ﬁﬁT - UoUJI3

s 8 12 20 40
r 1 4 1 4 1 1 4
MSSL | 0.0099 0.033 | 0.018 0.036 | 0.026 0.046 | 0.10 0.061
MGPS 0.18 0.27 0.19 0.47 0.20 035 | 0.20 0.27
POET 0.18 0.21 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.20 | 0.18 0.20
SPCA 0.05 0.092 | 0.068  0.11 0.10 0.15 | 0.18 0.22
(¢) The squared two-to-infinity norm loss |[U — UoWu |3
s 8 12 20 40
r 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4
MSSL | 0.0038 0.011 | 0.0058 0.012 | 0.014 0.012 | 0.016 0.011
MGPS | 0.0093 0.085 | 0.0096  0.14 0.0092 0.14 0.01 0.077
POET | 0.0082 0.013 | 0.0082 0.013 | 0.0086 0.012 | 0.0088 0.013
SPCA | 0.024  0.027 | 0.022 0.040 0.022 0.039 0.025  0.038

replicates of synthetic datasets are generated, and for each synthetic dataset, we compute the point estimators
f), U as well as those offered by the three competing approaches, the operator norm loss ||§ —3%||2 for 3, the
U} ([T = UgWulla 500
and |[UUT — UyUT||,), and compute the medians of these losses. The results are tabulated in Table 1.

two-to-infinity norm loss and the projection operator norm loss for Span{U,, ..

The numerical results in Tables 1(a) and 1(b) indicate that the proposed Bayesian approach yields
smallest operator norm losses for 3 and smallest projection operator norm losses for the subspace estimation,
respectively. In terms of the two-to-infinity norm loss for the subspace estimation, Table 1(c) shows that
the point estimates U using the proposed approach yield smaller losses compared to the competitors when
s = 8 and s = 12 for both » = 1 and r = 4, while POET is more accurate for the single-spike cases when
s = 20 and s = 40. The comparison between the two losses for the subspace estimation is also visualized
in Figure 2, suggesting that the two-to-infinity norm loss is less sensitive to the row support size s than the
projection operator norm loss as s increases.

We further evaluate the performance of estimating the principal subspace Span{U,1,..., U} when
s =20, r = 1 and s = 40, r = 4 through a single replicate in Figures 3, 4, and 5, respectively. For
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Sythetic Examples: MSSL with 2 Losses Sythetic Examples: POET with 2 Losses
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Figure 2: Comparison of the two-to-infinity norm loss (||[U—=UyWu||2_ss0) and the projection operator norm
loss (|JUUT — UgU{||2) for synthetic examples. MSSL stands for the sparse Bayesian spiked covariance
matrix model with the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior.

visualization of recovering Uy across different methods, we rotate the estimates according to the Frobenius
orthogonal alignment (see section 2.1 for more details). It can clearly be seen that POET is able to capture
the signal but fails to recover the joint sparsity of the principal subspace, whereas SPCA is able to recover
the subspace sparsity but is not accurate in estimating the signal. MGPS performs similarly to POET, but
its estimated credible intervals are wider than those using the proposed approach.

Overall, the proposed sparse Bayesian spiked covariance matrix model is able to estimate the signals
accurately, recover the row support of Uy, and provides better uncertainty quantification with narrower

credible intervals for simulation setting.

4.2 A face data example

The joint sparsity of columns of the eigenvector matrix U is highly desired in feature extraction for high-
dimensional data. In this subsection we illustrate how the proposed Bayesian approach is able to extract
key features through a real data example in computer vision.

We consider a subset of the Extended Yale Face Database B (Georghiades et al., 2001; Lee et al., 2005).

It consists of face images for 38 subjects, and for each subject, 64 aligned images of size 192 x 168 are taken
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MSSL Estimates of U after Frobenius orthogonal alignment
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Figure 3: Simulation performance from a single replicate with s = 20 and r = 1. The estimates are rotated
to the simulation truth Uy according to the Frobenius orthogonal alignment. The red bars in the top panels
are estimated 95% credible intervals using the proposed approach. MSSL stands for the sparse Bayesian
spiked covariance matrix model with the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior.
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Estimates of U(j, 1) after Frobenius orthogonal alignment
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Figure 4: Simulation performance from a single replicate with s = 40 and r = 4. The estimates are rotated
to the simulation truth Uy according to the Frobenius orthogonal alignment. The red bars in the four panels
are estimated 95% credible intervals using the proposed approach.
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Estimates of U(j, 1) after Frobenius orthogonal alignment
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Figure 5: Simulation performance from a single replicate with s = 40 and r = 4. The estimates are rotated
to the simulation truth Uy according to the Frobenius orthogonal alignment. The red bars in the four panels

are estimated 95% credible intervals for MGPS.
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under different illumination conditions. Here we focus on the 22nd subject and reduce the size of each image
to 96 x 84 (8064 pixels in total), following She (2017). In doing so we obtain a data matrix Y = [y, ..., y,]T
of size 64 x 8064.

In computer vision, principal component analysis has been widely applied to obtain low-dimensional fea-
tures, known as eigenfaces, from high-dimensional face image data. Under the proposed Bayesian framework,
we perform posterior inference by implementing a Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampler. The number of spikes r
is estimated using the diagonal thresholding method proposed in Cai et al. (2013). For comparison, we also
implement MGPS Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011). Instead of obtaining eigenfaces, we focus on directly
extracting the key pixels via thresholding the obtained estimated eigenvector matrix U using the obtained
posterior samples. Specifically, for the proposed approach, the estimate U can be computed according to
Theorem 4, and for MGPS, U can be obtained by computing the left singular vectors of the loading matrix.
The key pixels are then obtained by finding {j € [8064] : Hﬁj* l1/r > 7} for some small tolerance 7 > 0.

We present sample images of the 22nd subject in the first row of Figure 6, and the key pixels of the
sample image #1 extracted under the two models with different threshold values of 7 are provided in the
second and the third rows of Figure 6. Under both models, pixels with higher values (corresponding to eyes,
cheeks, forehead, and nose tips of the subject) are recovered. This observation is also in accordance with
the conclusion from She (2017). Nevertheless, as the threshold value 7 increases, the number of key pixels
captured using MGPS decreases significantly, whereas the proposed approach is more robust to the threshold
value 7 and maintains the key pixels that are sensitive to illumination. This phenomenon is expected, since
MGPS is not designed to model joint sparsity and feature extraction, but rather column-specific sparsity for

each individual factor loading, unlike the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior.

5 Discussion

We have shown that the two-to-infinity norm loss for principal subspace estimation is superior to the routinely
used projection operator norm loss in that the former is able to capture element-wise perturbations of the
eigenvector matrix U compared to the latter. We have derived the contraction rate of the full posterior
distribution for the principal subspace with respect to the two-to-infinity norm loss, which is tighter than
that with respect to the usual projection operator norm loss, provided that U exhibits certain low-rank and
bounded coherence features. In future work, we intend to study whether a point estimator can be found
from the posterior distribution with a risk bound that coincides with the posterior contraction rate with
respect to the two-to-infinity norm loss. In addition, it is also worth exploring the minimax-optimal rates of
convergence with respect to the two-to-infinity norm loss.

Throughout the paper, the number of spikes r is either assumed to be known, or unknown but can be
consistently estimated using a frequentist procedure. Alternatively, it is feasible to adaptively estimate r in
the literature of Bayesian latent factor models (see, for example, Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011); Gao and
Zhou (2015); Pati et al. (2014)). Hence exploring rank-adaptive Bayesian procedure and obtain attractive
theoretical properties or computation tractability could also be interesting.

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) can be computationally intensive for high-dimensional settings in

general. In this paper we explored MCMC for Bayesian estimation of the sparse spiked covariance matrix
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Sample Face # 1 Sample Face # 20 Sample Face # 50

Face 1 (MSSL, tau = 0.015) Face 1 (MSSL, tau = 0.025)

Face 1 (MGPS, tau = 0.025)

Figure 6: The face data example: The first row corresponds to sample images of the 22nd subject (image
number 1, 20, and 50, respectively). The second and the third rows are the key pixels of the #1 image
using the proposed Bayesian approach with the matrix spike-and-slab LASSO prior (MSSL) and MGPS

with different threshold values of 7.

models. It would be attractive to design efficient computational methods, such as expectation-maximization

algorithm for the maximum a posterior: estimation instead of computing the full posterior distribution
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(Rockova and George, 2016), or penalized least-squared estimation (She, 2017), and explore the underlying

theoretical guarantees in future work.
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Supplementary Material for “Bayesian Estimation of Sparse
Spiked Covariance Matrix in High Dimensions”

A  Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 2.1. Let U and Uj be two orthonormal r-frames in RP, where 2r < p. Then there exists an

orthonormal 2r-frame Vy in RP depending on U and Uy, such that

U = UgWull25s0 < [Vullzmee (TUUT = UeUg |2 + [[UUT — UUG [[3)

where Wy = arginfyweg(,) [[U — UgW||r is the Frobenius orthogonal alignment matrix.

We will need the following CS matrix decomposition of a partitioned orthonormal matrix to prove Lemma
1.

Theorem A.1 (Theorem 5.1 in Stewart and Sun, 1990). Let the orthonormal matric W € O(p,p) be

partitioned in the form
Wi W
W — 11 12 ’
Wia Wa

where W11 € R™", Woy € R(p_r)x(p_r), and 2r < p. Then there exists orthonormal matrices U =
diag(Ull, U22) and V = diag(Vll,Vgg) with U11,V11 S @(T), such that

C -S 0
W=U|S C 0 vT,
0 0 Ipoop

where C = diag(cy, ..., c,) and S = diag(sy,. .., s.) are diagonal with non-negative entries, and C2+S? =1,..

Let U, and Up, € O(p,p—r) be such that [U, U, ] and [Uy, U] € O(p). By the CS decomposition, there
exists Uq1, V11 € O(r) and Uz, Vo € O(p — 1), such that

C -S 0
uiu wiuL] _[un o] lg S, |[VE o
Ul U Uj U, 0 Uy 0 Vi

Lip—2r)
where C = diag(cy, ..., c,.) and S = diag(sy,. .., s,) are diagonal with non-negative entries, and C2+S? =1I,..
Write U22 into two blocks U22 = [IJ2217 U222] with U221 € @(p—?", T). Take Q = [U0U117 UOLUQQ]. Clearly,

we have

I
Q'u,U lUlTl 0 ] [UE]UU 0
ovVi1 = ovVi1 = r
0 Uyl |[Ug,
0p—2r
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and

C
T uj, o0 Uju
Q' UV = T T Vi = S
0 Uyl |Ug U 0

p—2r

Observe that |[UUT — UgUL||2 = ||S|l2, and that Ul U = U;;CV7]; is the singular value decomposition of
Ul'U, implying that Wy = U;; VL. We proceed to compute

U = UgWul2500 < [|[U = UgUJ Ull25500 + [Uo(UF U — W) [l200

s? c(C-1,)
~|lq|-sc +lQ|=sic-1,
0 0
2—00 2—00
g
1 U11 0 0
== [Uo UOJ_ -SC
41 0 Ugg Usp
0
L 2—00
b C(C_Ir)
Uy 0 0
+[[Uo Uou] _S(C-L)
0 Uz Usgyj 0
2—00
U 0 S2
||[U0 Uo.] [ o U 1 sC
221 - 200
U 0 C(C-1,.
+ {Uo UOL} 1 ( )
0 Uy, -S(C-1,)
2—00
- [UU Up U } s [UU UpL U } cc-L)
oU11 otV | | o - oU11 01 Ua2a1 _S(C-1,) .

Denote VU = [U0U117 UQLU221]. Clearly, VU € @(p, 27’)5

Ut 0 ur U 0
Vive=| " T TO [Uo UOL:| H =Io,.
0 Uy Uy, 0 Usy

Furthermore, by the previous derivation and the fact that ||AB|l2— 00 < [[Al2-00[/Bll2, we have

U~ UsWollame < [Vl ce-L)
0 Ull2—00 > Ul|2— —SC —S(C _ Ir) )
= [Vullase (|8 + SC? s|\1/2+ lc-1)%[,*)

= [Vull2asses (IS5 + 1T — Cll,)
< [Vullameo (ISl + [T — C2|[,)
= [Vulla-eo (HUUT ~UoUg ||, + [[UUT — UoUoTHi) :
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and the proof is thus completed.

B Proofs of Results in Section 3.2

Theorem 3.1. Assume the data y,...,y, are independently sampled from N, (0, ¥¢) with £g = UgA U +
02l,, Ao = diag(Ao1,...,Aor), [supp(Up)| < s, and 1 < r < s < p. Suppose €2 = (slogp)/n — 0,
p/n — oo, and rlogn < logp. Let B ~ MSSL,y.(\,1/p% p'**) for some positive A > 0 and x < 1, and
0? ~ IGamma(a,, b,) for some a,,b, > 1. Then there exists some constants My > 0, Ry, and C depending
on o and Ay, and hyperparameters, such that the following posterior contraction for ¥ = BBT + ¢, holds

for all M > My when n is sufficiently large:

Eo {H (||2 — Solls > Me,

Yn) } < Rpexp(—Cpslogp).

For each B, let Ug € O(p, r) be the left-singular vector matrix of B. Then the following posterior contraction
for Ug holds for all M > Mj:

2Me,,
>\07"

Eo {H <||UBU§ —~UoU¢ |2 > Yn>} < Ry exp(—Coslogp).

Proof of Theorem 2. Recall that U,, = {||X — Zp|l2 < Me,} and the posterior probability II({US | Y,,)
can be written as II(US | Y,) = N, (US)/D,,, where

Nn(uﬁ)=/Acxp{fn(g)—én(ﬁo)}ﬂ(dzh Dn=/0xp{fn(2)—&L(Eo)}ﬂ(dz),

and £, (X) = Y1, logp(y; | X) is the log-likelihood function of X.

Step 1: Prior concentration. Let 7, = 1/(slogp)/n. Then by Lemma 5, there exists a sequence of
events (A,)>2; such that

n=1

An C{Dn 2 TI(||Z = Zo|r < 1n) exp (~Cyslogp)}

for n, = +/(slogp)/n < 02/2, and
Po(A5) < 2exp { ~Cymin (1, 55" 15?) slogp} (14)

where C% and Cj are some absolute constants. Denote By = UoAé/2, where Aé/Q = diag()\é{z, cey )\éiz).

Then we analyze the prior concentration using a union bound as follows:

(I = Soflr < 7,) > 1 (JBBT — BoBE 5 + 0L, — o2, < 1)

>11(|BB” - BoBf s < ) 1 <|ch —o®l < "") :
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On one hand, for n,, = \/(slogp)/n < 02/2, we have

2 Mn —1
T > ogp
II (|0’0 o? < 2\f> {G I}lzlga /2] o(0? )} /p C(od)e ,

where the constant C(03) = MiN,2 /5<52<302 /2 7,(0?) > 0 depends only on 2. On the other hand, for
nn = +/(slogp)/n < min(03/2, 16||B0H§/2), we proceed by union bound to derive

1L (IBB” — BeB{ |l < ) > 11 (IIB — Bo|l¢|B — Bo + Bolz + | Bo|l2 B~ B = < ')

> 11{|[B — Bolr (B — Bollr + 2[Boll2) < 2}

TIn
>II<||B—-—B < 2|B
I - Bl < min (e 2Bl )|
B-B
- 1118~ Bole < g )

Invoking Lemma 2, we see that there exists some constant C(\,Bg) depending on A and ||Bgl|2— 0 only,
such that

1 (|BBT - BoB; >II(|B-B
(I BTl < %) > 10 (1B - Bl < g )

> exp [—Cl max {)\23|B0||§HOO, slogp, sr

s ()|}

> exp {~C()\ Bo)slogp}
Therefore, for 1, = \/(slogp)/n < min(o3, 16||B0||1/2) we obtain

(|2 — Zollr < na) > C(o5) exp [-{1 + C(A, Bo)}slogp],

and over A,,, we have

D,, > C(03) exp (—Coxslogp) (15)

for some constant Cpy depending only on A and ||Bo]|2— co-

Step 2: Construct subsets (F,)% ;. Take ¢, = /(slogp)/n, 7 = Bsn, tn = (srlogp)?, and 6, =
€n/(tny/P), where 8 > 0 is some constant to be specified later. Clearly, there exists some v > 0 such that

5o e _ Vslogp B 1 >i
" tny/P  /1P(srlogp)? npsiri(logp)? —pr

Now let 8 > 4evy and F,, = F(0n, Tn,tn) be defined in Lemma 6. Since

2 2
min { (;;) 7 (t:> , t:} = min {(‘57")2220'%@4’ 42 (log p)*, 52r(logp)}
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2 1 3
= min {M(ﬁzgm, s3r2(log p)3, sr logp} slogp
> fBslogp

for sufficiently large n, and t,,/(sr) = (sr)logp — oo, we then can invoke Lemmas 3 and 4 to obtain

p
I(F;) < W(jsupps, (B)| > Bsn) + 11| D IBjul31{) € supps, (B) U supp(Uo)} > ¢,

j=1
< 2exp(—pBslogp) + 5exp{ min <ﬁ; 2ﬁ — 27) slogp}
< 7exp{ min (6; 2ﬂ 27) slogp} (16)

for sufficiently large n (and hence sufficiently small slogp/p).

Step 3: Decompose the integral Eq{II(/S | Y,,)}. Since by construction we have

(/PO + 2n)\/DOn = <f > BOn < Btn\/DOn = 3.

Vb

Then by Lemma 6, for each M > max{3/2, (128||2¢]|3)'/3}, there exists a test function ¢,, such that

Eo(¢n) < 3exp —{04\>/§M—(2+C4)(5+2)}510gp1 , (17)
s, Pt~ <00 | {5 2o “8>

for some absolute constant C4 > 0 for sufficiently large n. Now we decompose the target integral Eq{II(L |
Y,)} using (14) and (17) as follows:

Eo{Il(Uy, [ Yn)} < Eo(¢n) + Eo {(1 = ¢n) LU | Y0n)L(An)} + Po (A7)

<3exp |— {04\\//§M - (2+C4)(B+2)} slogp +2exp{fc~‘3min (L, 1=51127) slogp}
+80 | (1- 0w {228 L 1(4,)].

Now we focus on the third term on the right-hand side of the preceding display. By (15), we obtain

nzl
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Observe that by Fubini’s theorem,

p(yi | 2)
{ %/mHl (i | Zo) dz)}

B T i | T Ty | 2
=Fo {(1 Pr) /Z/{Cﬂ]:n Ep(yi | z30)H } o {/ 1;[ i | o) dz)}
_ T P ©oplyi | )
_/MW {1 aSan( |20} { l;[ } 11(d%)

i | Xo)
< / Ex (1 — ¢)II(dS) + TI(F2)
UsnF

< exp [— {O4M - C’4(ﬂ+2)} slogp} + 7exp{—min (ﬂ;, % — 27) slogp},

8

where the testing type II error probability bound (18) and (16) are applied to the last inequality. Then by
taking

4
B = maX{K/CO)\, 2e (27 + 200)\)} )

M = My = max {CS {C4(B+2) +2Cor}, % {Cox + (2 + Cy)(B + 2)}2} ;
4 4

we obtain the following result:

o= e {0 1) < e [ {2 - a2 - cun  stoss)

1
+ m?exp {— {min (/B;, % — 27) — CO)\} slogp}
8

exp {—Coxslogp} .

<

C(af)
Combining the above results, we finally obtain
Eo{IL(US | Y,)} <<3+ 8 exp {—Corslogp} + 2exp {—ég min (1, HEJIH_Q) slogp}
" N C(af) ?
11 : 5 A =12

< - _

< {5 + Co?) } exp [ min {C0>\7C’3,Cg||20 2 }slogp}

= Rg exp(—Copslogp)

by taking Cy = min {COA, 6'3, C~'3||§361 ||52} and Ry = {5 +11/C(o3 } Therefore, there exists some constant

My, such that for all sufficiently large n, we have

E, {H (||2 ~ Slls > Mey, Yn>} <K, {H (Hz ~ Solla > Moey Y)} < Ry exp(—Coslogp)
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for some absolute constants Cy and Ry depending on X, and the hyperparameters only.

Step 4: Bounding the projection operator norm loss using the sine-theta theorem. To prove the
posterior contraction for U with respect to the projection operator norm loss (10), we need the following
version of the Davis-Kahan sine-theta theorem, which follows as a recasting of Theorem VII.3.7 in Bhatia
(1997) in the language of Yu et al. (2015):

Theorem B.1. Let X, X € RP*P be symmetric matrices with eigenvalues Ay > ... > Ap and Ay > ... > Ny,
respectively. Write E = X - X and fir1 <r <s<p. Assume that dgap = min(A,_1 — A, Ag — Asg1) >0
where Ao := 00 and A\pp1 = —00. Letd=s—r+1 andlet V =[vq,...,vs] € RPX4 gnd V = V..., V] €

RP*? have orthonormal columns satisfying Xv; = Ajv; and )Aiffj = j\j{,j forj=rr+1,...,s. Then

2

[V~ VYT, < =Bl

gap

To apply the sine-theta theorem, we let X = Xy = UgA UL + 021, X = BB" + 0?1, and take “s”=r
and “r”= 1, in which case dgap = min{oo, A (o) — A\ry1(Z0)} = Aor, V = Uy, V=Ug, and E=3% — %,
Then by the sine-theta theorem and (11), we have

2
)\Or

2
[UsUg — UgUg |2 < KIIEllz =% = X2

and hence, by the posterior contraction for 3, we have

2Me,,
)\Or

Eo {H <||UBU§ —UoUT |2 >

Y,,)} <E, {H (||z Sl > Men,

Yn) } < Rgexp(—Cyslogp).

O

Theorem 3.2. Assume the conditions in Theorem 2 hold. Further assume that the eigenvector matrix Uy
exhibits bounded coherence: ||Ug|la—00 < C,y/7/s for some constant C,, > 1, and the number of spikes r is
sufficiently small in the sense that 3/s = O(1). Then there exists some constants My_,+, > 0 depending on
oo and A, and hyperparameters, such that the following posterior contraction for ¥ = BBT + 021, holds

for all M > Ms_.o, when n is sufficiently large:

1
Eo {H (IlE — Bofloe > Mryf==2F ‘ Yn> } < Ry exp(—Coslogp),
r3logp slogp
II¢ U — UgWull2500 > M max T

where Wy is the Frobenius orthogonal alignment matrix Wy = arginfweg(,) [[Us — UgW||r.

Eq < 2Rg exp(—Cyslog p),

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 2, but we need the following testing lemma
dealing with the infinity norm loss ||X — Xg|/oo, which is analogous to Lemma 6 in the manuscript. The

proof is deferred to Section E.
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Lemma B.1. Assume the data y1,...,yn follows N,(0,,%), 1 < r < p. Suppose Uy € O(p,r) satisfy
|supp(Uyp)| < s, and r < s < p. For any positive ¢, t, and T, define

p
G(6,7,t) = { B € RP*" : [supps(B)| < 7, ) _ | Bj.[11{j € supps(B) Usupp(Up)} < ¢

Jj=1

Let the positive sequences (8n, Tn, tn, €,)5% satisfy max(pdpty,, Ont,+pd2) < Mie, for some constant My > 0,
and €, < 1. Consider testing Hy : ¥ = Xg = UOAOUOT + oglp VETSUS

Hi :2e{E=BB"+0°L,: |2 — Zg|loc > Men,B € G(6,Tn,tn)} -

Then there exists some absolute constant Cg > 0, such that for each

M log2)2) 2min(1,2||XZ
M € [max { M1 80082)°) 2min(1.2|Boln)]
2 Cs €n

there exists a test function ¢, : R"*P — [0, 1], such that

(1 [[Zoll2 VMneé?
Eo(¢n) < 12exp | 6(7y, logp + 2s,) — Cg min <, e s
2" V2 120]l%,

1302, 1) Mnﬁi}
8 732/ B3

sup Ex(1 — ¢,) < 4dexp {4(Tn + 2s,) — Cgmin (
YeH,

Before we proceed to the proof, observe that the bounded coherence assumption on Ug (i.e., ||Upll2m00 <
Cy/1/s for some C,, > 1) implies the following bound for the infinity norm on :

[Z0lloe < [[U0A0Ug [|oo + 05 < Ao1[[Uolloo |UG [|oo + o3
< Aot (\/7:||U0H2—)oo) (\/§||U;)r”2~>oo) + 08 < Cur||Zole.

Hence,
ne2 _ r2slogp _ slogp

1Bl — Cir2lIZoll3 — CRIZolls”

Step 1 remains the same as that in the proof of Theorem 2. In what follows we will make use of inequalities
(14) and (15).

Step 2: Construct subsets (G,)52 ;. This step is also similar to that in the proof of Theorem 2. Take

en = 1/(slogp)/n, 7, = Bsn, tn, = (srlogp)?, and §,, = €,/(pt,), where B > 0 is some constant to be
specified later. Clearly, there exists some v > 0 such that

€n ry/slogp 1 S 1

ptn — pvn(srlogp)? — \/np2s3r2(logp)s — p7

5 =
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Now let 8 > 4evy and G,, = G(0y, Tp, t,) be defined in Lemma B.1. Since

2 2
min { <tn> , <tn> , tn} > Pslogp
Bsr r r

for sufficiently large n, and t,,/(sr) = (sr)logp — oo, we then can invoke Lemmas 3 and 4 to obtain

P
T(G) < T(|supps, (B)| > Bsn) + 11 | > IBull11{j € supp;, (B) Usupp(Uo)} > t,,

j=1
< 2exp(—pfslogp) + 5exp {— min (6;7 % - 27) slogp}
< Texp {—min (ﬁ;,i — 27) slogp} (19)

for sufficiently large n (and hence sufficiently small (slogp)/p).

Step 3: Decompose the integral. Since by construction we have
max(pdntn, Ontn + P62) < ponty + po2 < 2p0nt, < 265,

then by Lemma B.1, there exists some absolute constant Cg > 0, such that for sufficiently large n, and for

each

2 .
Ve {max{& 8(log 2) }’2mln(1,2||202)}7

3

€n

there exists a test function ¢,, such that

CeVM . (1 ||Zol3

Eo(¢n) < 12exp |— {CELHE(JH% min (2, 7 ) — 6(/3—1-2)} slogp] , (20)
CsM . ([Zol5 1

Es(1—¢,) < 4dexp [—{W mm( 3 732> —4(54-2)}510%]7} (21)

for all 3 € {||¥ — Xo||oc > Men} NGy. Denote V,, = {||Z — Ep|looc < Meyn}. Now we decompose the target
integral Eo{II(VS | Y,,)} using (14) and (20) as follows:

) GV 1||zo||%)
{Oznzonamm(z’ &) ~6(B+2) ¢ slogp
N, (Ve)

+ 2exp {~Cumin (125" ) stoep} + B [(1 -0, { 208 aca,].

< 12exp

Now we focus on the third term on the right-hand side of the preceding display. By (15), we obtain

N, (V)

n

n =1
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Observe that by Fubini’s theorem,

- mop(yi | 2) p(yi | X)
<E0{(1 ¢")/v;mgni1_[1 (szEO)H (dx) }+E {/iH AN dz)}
_ _ “r p(y p(yi | )
_/vgmgn {1 bn) Hp( |EO} I(dX) /g {E H oy | 50) }H(dz)
< / Ex(1 - ¢,)I(dS) + II(G5)
VeNgy,

CeM : [Zoll5 1 (B 6
exp { {02|| NE mln( , (B+2)pslogp| + Texp min 2y ) slogp ¢,

where the testing type II error probability bound (21) and (19) are applied to the last inequality. Then by
taking M = My, = max (Muo1, Mso2), where

4
8 = max {C’o,\ﬂe {27+ 26’0)\}} ,

M 3202|\20||2 802
col = Max 06 C

4CH 2014 204
Moo = max (”'202, 2“) {Cor+6(8+2)},,
CZ Cq

> {4(B +2) +2Cox},

we obtain the following result:
N, (V§) 4 CeM . (1Z0ll2 1
1— oy, A 1(Ap)| < - = ,— | —4 2) — 1
o[- e {F52 ] < crew [ { g (B 35) - 400+ 2) - s foons

el (5 4o0) e
11

exp (—Corslogp) .

Combining the above results, we finally obtain

Eo{II(VS | Y,)} < {3 + }exp (=Coaslogp) + 2exp {—C’g min (1, Hzal||2—2) glogp}

1
C(a3)
11 i SN —1—-2
{5+C(JO)}eXP{—m1n (COA,03,03||20 I3 )slogp}

= Ro exp(—Coslogp)

by taking Cy = min {CO)\, Cs, Cs)| =5t ||2_2} and Ry = {5+ 11/C(0}) }. Therefore, there exists some constant
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M., such that for all sufficiently large n, we have

E, {H (Hz — So[loe > Men

Yn)} <E, {H (||2 — Sollee > Moen

Yn)} < Roe—Coslogp

for some absolute constants Cy and Ry depending on A and the hyperparameters only whenever M > M.

Notice that Cy and Ry remain the same with those appearing in Theorem 2.

Step 4: Bounding the two-to-infinity norm loss using the Neumann trick. Let BBT = UgAUgL
be the compact spectral decomposition of BBT. Denote E = BBT — UgA(U{ to be the “error” matrix.
Clearly, (UgAoU{ + E)Upg = (UgAUg)Ug = UgA by definition, yielding the matrix Sylvester equation

UgA — EUg = (UyA U} )Ug.

Now consider the events

slo slo
un:{||z_zo||2ng/ ngp}, vn:{nz_zonochoom/ ngp}.

Suppose ¥ € U, NV,,. By the Weyl’s inequality, for sufficiently large n, we have

slo
102 = 02 = 1 (2) = A1 (20)] < max [Ae(£) — Ae(S0)| < £ — Soll2 < Moy 22,

ke|p] n

Ar(A) > Ao = [Aor — Ar(A)] = Xor — [(Mor + J(%) —{A(A) + U2}| - |J(2) - U2|

slo
> Aoy — max [ M\e(2) — \e(So)| — Moy | 2L
kelp] n
1 Aor 1
> Aor — 2Mpy ) 2282 >max{ 0" 9Moy/ 2 ng},
n 2 n
slo
[Bll2 < 2~ Soll2 + (0" o), [l < 20/ ==>F.

Therefore, the spectra of A and E are disjoint, and we can apply the Neumann’s trick (see Theorem VII.2.2

in Bhatia, 1997) to expand Ug in terms of a matrix series:
Ugp = Y E™(UgAoUj)UpA~(m+Y) (22)

m=0

Now we proceed to bound ||Ug — UgWy||2— 00 using the techniques developed in Cape et al. (2018a). Write

Up — UyWy = (UgAUG — UgA Ug )UBA ™! + UgAo(U UgA~! — A;'Uj Ug) + Uy(Ug Ug — Wy)
=EUA ! + UpAo(UJUgA™! — A;'UJ Ug) + Uy(U Ug — Wy).
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By the CS decomposition and the sine-theta theorem, we see that the third term can be bounded:

4MEC, (\/fslogp)

Uo(Ug Ui — Wu) 2500 < [|Uol|2500[UsUg — U Uy |5 < 32 -
or

Now we consider the second term. Denote R = Ul UgA~! — A; Ul Ug. Then the (i, j)-th element of R

can be represented as

rot = (U)% (U)o {MlA) - jk} — S o~ AU (Un).r

Therefore, by defining Hy € R™*" by (h1)ke = 1/{ e(A)Xok}, we have

slo,
IR]l2 = [ o (UFUBA ~ AgUF U2 < rllH anax | U BUBl> < 7l a2y | =5,
where o represents the Hadamard matrix product (element-wise product), and || - ||max is the maximum of

the absolute values of the entries of a matrix. Furthermore, using the Weyl’s inequality, we have

1 2

H max S N AV S
” 1” )\7‘ (A)AOT )‘%7

for sufficiently large n, since ||[A7t|s = 1/A.(A) < 2/\q, for sufficiently large n. Hence, the second term can
be bounded:

_ _ 4MoC N r3 1o
[UoAo(U§UBA ™" — Ag " UG UB) 2o 00 = [|Ugl200 || Aoll2| R ]2 < OAQ” 2y ngp.
or

Now we focus on the first term. By the Neumann matrix series (22), we have

Z Em(UOAOUg‘)UBA—(m-l-l)

m=1

[EUBA ™ as00 =

2—00

— m — m+1
< [IEUplla o0 Aoll2IIATHE + D7 IEIZ Aol A"

m=2

Ao1 Aol IE(3[AY3
< ||[EU 0 ———=
< IBGollz- {MA)?} * {MA)} T JE[sJA s

Aor |, 8Aoi 9
= + 3 IEl3
Ao A

4MoCuror [r3logp ~ 8MEAo1 slogp
< +
= V7w T

for sufficiently large n. In other words, there exists some constant Ms_, ., depending on My, M., Ag, and

< 4| E[col[Uoll2-00

hyperparameters, such that
r3logp slogp
[Us — UgWull2s00 < Mz max T
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for sufficiently large n whenever 3 € U,, N'V,,. Therefore,

U 31 1
H{” B_UOWU||2aoo>MmaX< ! zgp,‘g(fz)) }]

1 U-W r3logp slogp
¢ [[Us — UgWull200 > M2, max =

< Eo {TIUE | Y,) +TI(VE | Y,)} < 2Rge~Coslosr

Eo

< Eg

for sufficiently large n when M > Mj_,,, completing the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 4. For any random matrix X € RP*P_we have

IBX))13 = max, {EXu)} {E(Xu)} < E[X|3

by the Jensen’s inequality. Now take X = UgUg — UoU{. Denote the event U,, = {|[UgUgj — UgU||2 <
Myen}. Invoking the posterior contraction (10), we have

2

2 }

<5 { [ 1(UnUE - oU) [ aB v, }

~ 2
e - i) s { | oot -y

n

| (UnU% — UoUT) | 1B | m}

<Mk + | sup |UUT —U U3 | Eo {IIUS | Yn)}
UecO(p,r)

2

4M;
< v €2 4+ 4Ry exp(—Cyslog p).
Since for sufficiently large n, we have

1
2 = 508D _ exp (log s + loglogp — logn) > exp(—Cyslogp),
n

we obtain

- ~ 2\ /2 2M,
2o (Ja-wwi],) < o (Ja- v} ) <o (2 2vm).
2 2 )\Or

Since the columns of U are the leading r-eigenvectors of Q corresponding to )\1(@), ce )\T(ﬁ), i.e., QU,, =
)\k(ﬁ)ﬁ*k, then applying the sine-theta theorem (Theorem B.1) yields

. AM,
E, (HUUT —U0U§||2) < < 0 +4\/R0) ‘.
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C Proofs of Results in Section 3.1

Lemma 3.1. Suppose B ~ MSSL,x (), 1/p? p'™*) for some fixed positive A and r, and By € RPX" is
jointly s-sparse, where 1 < r < s < p/2. Then for small values of € (0,1) with > 1/p” for some v > 0, it

holds that
)8 long

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that 7(bj), | & = 1) = (A\/2)e x| follows the Laplace distribution with scale

A
log 20

N

II(||B — Bg|lr < 7) > exp {—Cl maX{AQSHBOHg_,OO,sr

for some absolute constant C7 > 0.

parameter 1/), and that the Laplace distribution can be alternatively represented as a normal-variance

mixture distribution as follows:

(bjr [ & =1, 06) ~N (0, qif) , and ¢y, ~ Exp(1/2).

On the other hand, by the prior construction (|bjx| | £ = 0,X9) ~ Gamma(l/r, Ao + A), it follows that
(IBj«llx | & = 0, Ag) ~ Exp(Ao + A). Denote Sy = supp(By). Now we construct the following event

B= ({4 =11<¢p <2,ker]}n m{ﬁjO}ﬂ{)\oqL)\z\/?(logZ)}
j€So jESsg

and denote ¢ = [p;r : j € So, k € [1]]sxr-

Step 1: Conditioning on the event B. For any (¢, &, \g) € B, we use a union bound to derive

(B - Bolle <7 | 6,6.0) > T | 3 By —Bosld < L | ¢80 | [] H(||Bj*||1S\/T;—p‘¢7€,/\o>

JE€So JES§

2
n (Mo +A)n
ST Y IBj —Boll3 < & | 6,600 | ] [1—exp{—
€50 ’ R ’ jese V2p

— s\?/5)°
211 3 I8~ Bol < B [ @6 ) S (1-7)

J€So

>T | S |IBj — Bogull3 < L | 6,6, 20 | exp{—log(2e)s},
J€So

[\)

where the last inequality is due to the fact that (1 — z)'/* > exp{—log(2e)} when = € [0,1/2]. It then
suffices to provide a lower bound for the first factor. We take advantage of the fact that (bjx | £ = 1, @jx) ~

N(0, ¢jx/A?) and apply Anderson’s lemma (see, for example, Lemma 1.4 in the supporting document of Pati
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et al., 2014) together with the union bound to derive

2
n

J€So
)\ngjk
= P _7ZZ¢ ZZ ’(75&/\0
€S0 k=1 j€S0 k=1
o[ ) T (< o)
- 2;‘650 k=1 ! F€So k=1 Pjk 20,75
)\2
>exp | =5 Y IBoliaw | I1 H{ ( )_1}

JE€So JES k=1

/\2
> exp <—2s||B0||§_,OO — sr — sr

log

An
S )

where the fact that log{2®(x) — 1} > —1 — log(z) for small x > 0 is applied in the last inequality.
Step 2: Control the prior probability of the event 5. Recall that

B=(1{&=11<¢<2,kelr]}n ﬂ{gj_o}m{/\o+)\>\nﬁ(1og )}

JE€So JES§
Then conditioning on 8, we obtain by construction

11(B) = Hﬁﬂ(ls%ﬂ {/9 o) “H(d9>} {Aﬁpﬁ(log )}

JESH k=1 n

> exp(—3sr) {/01 6°(1 — H)T"SH(dO)} I {)\0 > \/57’ (log i)} .

We first focus on the third factor. By assumption n > 1/p" for some v > 0, implying that

V2p D 1 S
II — (log = > 11 MN=1— —— /P =le= g,
{/\o> p (ogs) > II(Ag > p7) GV /1/pr e dx

Using an inequality for the incomplete Gamma function (Alzer, 1997):

o0 oo 1
/ z e 2y = / z e %dx < log =
45 26 0

for small values of § > 0, and the fact that I'(z) > 1 when 0 < z < 1, we have:

1 /Oo 1/p*—1_— /oo —1, ,—x/2 1 -1
_— T e ®dz>1-— e dr>1—log— >e
L(1/p?) J1/p 4/(4p") 4p7
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for sufficiently large p (sufficiently small n). Next we consider the second factor. Write

1 2s/pltr 1-06 1
/ 0°(1 — 6)P~°11(d0) > / exp {—slog () —plog <> } I1(d#)
0 s/p1+” 0 1 - 0
25/p1+” p1+n s
> / exp {slog < > — plog (1 + 1+> } I1(de)
s/p+n 5 prte —s

S 2s
> exp{—(x+1)slogp — 2s} 11 <p1+“ <0< p1+n>

for sufficiently large p. Observe that
1+k _ 1+k _
H( 15 <0< 128 ):H(pl28§1—9§p18>
P +K P +r P +K P +K
1+~K
1 ] 25 \ S
4p1+/-c - pl—&-n pl—‘rli
1 25 \7 N
Z 4p1+n (1 o p1+l<a> (p1+n)

> exp{—(2x + 19)slogp},

we conclude that II(B) > exp {—3sr — 1 — (3k + 22)slogp}.

Lower bound prior concentration by restricting over B: We complete the proof by restricting over

the event B as follows:

IL(|B ~ Bo|lr < ) > En {IL (B~ Bolle <7 | ¢.¢. %) L(B) |

> i .
- {wérﬁﬁ)esﬂ (1B ~Bollr < | ¢,£,Ao)}n<8)

An
> exp {—Cl max{)\QsBoﬂgﬁoo,sr log ,slogp e,
/TS
where C7 > 0 is some absolute constant. O

Lemma 3.2. Suppose B ~ MSSL, (A, 1/p? p' ™) for some fixed positive A and k < 1,1 < r < p. Let
d € (0,1) be a small number with § > 1/p” for some v > 0, and let s be an integer such that (slogp)/p is
sufficiently small. Then for any 8 > 4ev, it holds that

II (|]supps (B)| > Bs) < 2exp {min (6;, % - 2fy> slogp} .

Proof of Lemma 3. Recall that by construction, (||Bj«|l1 | §§ = 1) ~ Gamma(r,A) and (||Bj.|1 | § =
0,X0) ~ Exp(Xo+ A), and (§; | #) ~ Bernoulli(#) independently for each j € [p]. Then with £ integrated out,
we have, independently for each j € [p],

R(IBjel1 0. 20) = (1= 0)(ho + Ape=CorIB I 4 g Zc By [ e MR,

)\T
I'(r)
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Therefore, with Ay integrated out, for any 6 > 1/p?, we obtain

1 1/ 1 1/%0 —(Ao+N)5
H(|B|li >6|0)<(1—86 /A Prle =1/ Ao = (Aot Nd g 4+ 6
(H J Hl | ) ( )]j(l/pQ) 0 0 0
2

e 0
< — ul/P’ =1 exp <— — u> du + 0,
eP 0 u

where the last inequality is due to the change of variable u = 1/)\¢ and the fact that I'(1/p?) > e?/2 for

sufficiently large p. Now we break down the integral in the preceding display as follows:

0o 45 0o
/ ul/P°=1 exp (—5 — u) du < / ul/pzflexp (—6> du —|—/ ul/Pe 1 exp (—u) du.
0 u 0 u 48

For the first term, we observe that the function v +— (1/p? — 1)logu — &/u achieves the maximum at

u=275/(1—p~2), and therefore, for sufficiently large p (small §)

5 -2 )
/ ul/P “Lexp (—6) du§46exp{<1—1> <1og1 P )} < 45'/P Slogl.
0 m epP 1) )

For the second term, we apply the technique developed by Bhattacharya et al. (2015) to derive

o 2 o 1
/ ul/P 1 exp (—u)du < / u e U 2dqy < log =,
45 46 d

where the inequality for incomplete Gamma function due to Alzer (1997) is applied. Therefore, for any 6 in

the event {# < A;slogp/p'™"} for some constant A; to be determined later, we obtain

]

4 1 4y 1 A;sl 1 A+ 4
H(||Bj*||1>5|9)<(10g)+9< vonglr 18 ng<80gp( 1+ 7)'
ep plte P pr

A version of the Chernoff’s inequality for binomial distributions states that (Hagerup and Riib, 1990)
a P
P(X > ap) < {(g> exp(a)} if X ~ Binomial(p,q) and ¢ < a < 1.
a

Then over the event {6 < A;slogp/p't*}, we have

II(|supps(B)| > Bs | 0) < exp |:—68 {log e(AlJri'y)logp + Klong = exp (—;an logp)

by taking A; = B/e — 4y, ¢ = II(||Bji|l1 > 6| 0) < (A1 + 4y)slogp/p'™*, and a = Bs/p. Observe that for

)l/w

sufficiently small z, (1 — z < e~ 1/2. Then we integrate with respect to I1(df) and proceed to compute

1
II(|supp;(B)[ > fs) :/0 I(|supp; (B)| > Bs | 0)I1(d0)

Alslogp/p1+“
<[ (supps (B)] > s | )11(a0) + 1 (6 >
0

Aqslogp
p1+n
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p1+/{

14k Aislogp
1 A 1 P /(Alslogp)
< exp (—QBmslogp> + { (1 — ISng)
1 A
<exp|—=pBkrslogp | + exp f—lslogp
2 2

< 2exp ¢ —min ﬁ—ﬂ,ﬁ—}y slogp ¢,
2 " 2e

and the proof is thus completed. O

Lemma 3.3. Suppose B ~ MSSL, (), 1/p?, p' ™) for some fixed positive A and k < 1, and By € RP*"
is jointly s-sparse, where rlogn < logp, and (slogp)/p is sufficiently small. Let (§,)5%; and (¢,)22, be
positive sequences such that 1/p? < ¢, < 1 and ¢,/(sr) — oo. Then for sufficiently large n and for all
B > 4ev, it holds that

p
1> IBj.]11{j € supps, (B) Usupp(Bo)} = t,,

j=1
+ 3exp ¢ —min @,ﬁ—?y slogp
2 " 2e

2 2
< 2exp [—Cg min{(é{;ﬂ) ; (t:> »t:}

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

Proof of Lemma 4. To proof Lemma 4, we need the following technical results regarding moments of

Gamma mixture distributions, the proof of which is deferred to Section F.

Lemma C.1. Suppose that w follows a mizture of an exponential distribution Exp(Ag) and a Gamma
distribution Gammal(r, X), with mizing weights 1 — 0 and 0, respectively. Let & = 1(w > §), where ¢ is
some sufficiently small constant such that T'(r) < 2I'(r,A8), and T'(r,6) =[5~ w"~'e=*dw is the (upper)
incomplete Gamma function. Then the moments of w satisfy

1 r+1

2(r+1) 1 1
T4 d —{E(w™ /m <
A a 78,:2)1 m{ (w™)} ~ Ao + A

1 . P
sup —{E(w™ | ¢ = 1)}1/ §25+70+

m>1

Furthermore, if 0 < e™", then the moments of w satisfies

1 1 1
“AEBEwm)m < — 4
,Snuzplm{ (w™)} _)\OJF)\

Denote Sp = supp(By). We first use the union bound to derive

P
I > [IBj.ll11{j € supp;, (B) Usupp(Bo)} > t,
i=1

P
ST Byt 1(IBall > 6) > tn/2 5 +T0[ D Byl > tn/2 |
j=1 JE€So
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and then analyze the above two terms separately.

Upper bounding the second term. Recall that

([IBjell1 | Ao, 0) = (1 = 0)(Ag + A)e™GotVIBs-llt 913(\7,)||Bj*||r_1€_AlBj*|l-

Denote ' = 3/e — 4y > 0. Over the event {§ < (5'slogp)/p***}, it holds that

1 p'slo
En(|Bj.]l1 | 6, 00) < — + =282

/\0 /\pl""" S

2
X
Since (8'slogp)/p*™" <1//p = e~ (08P)/2 < =7 for sufficiently large n, we invoke Lemma C.1 to derive

2

sup {Ex (B 7" | 6. 20)}"" <

m>1

over the event < slogp)/p , and proceed to apply the large deviation inequality for sub-exponentia
h 0 < (B'sl 1+ d d ly the | deviation i lity f b ial

random variables (Proposition 5.16 in Vershynin, 2010) to obtain

A
=

2s
> AIBjlly = En(IBjall1 | Ao, )} > /2 — Y ‘ Ao, 0
_jESO

ST Y {IBjells — EalIByall [ Xo,0)} > tn/4 ‘ Ao, 0
_jGSO

. ([t
<expq—Cmin | —,t,
sTl

for sufficiently large n, where C is some absolute constant. Observe that

K ’ . B/SIOgP
ﬁ/S Ing ,6/8 Ing 1171Jr /(B"slogp) ﬁ
II 9>W = 1—W <expy — %—47 slogp

since (1 — 2)1/* < e~1/2 for x < 1, and so we obtain

(S 1Bl > t0/2 | st

JESo

’slo 'slo
T S Byl > ta/2 | <En |1 ZnBj*nlztn/z\Ao,e 1<o§/3pl+§p) +H<9§5ng)
jESO jESo

2
< exp {—Cmin (?;,tn)} + exp {— <2i — 47) slogp}

Upper bounding the first term. Denote ¢; = 1(||Bj.||1 > 6,) and ¢ = [(1,...,¢]T. By Lemma C.1 we

for sufficiently large n.

obtain the following bound for the conditional expected value and moments of ||B;.|[1 given {; = 1 and 6
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for sufficiently large n:

m m 2 2(r+1 8r
BByl ¢ = 1,6) < sup (BBl | G = LOY/™ < 25, + = 2ED < &

i o ) )
Since [suppg, (B)| = ;’:1 (j, then over the event {¢ : |[supps (B)| < Bs}, we invoke the large deviation

inequality for sub-exponential random variables again to derive

t, 8sr
S (Bl En(Byli |G =D} > 5 = =5 ¢.0

Lj€supps,, (B)

t7l
<1II > Byl —En(IBjuls [ G =1)} > i

| jE€supps,, (B)
2
ln 2
_C'mi on) o In

for sufficiently large n. Invoking Lemma 3, we obtain

A
=

P
I IBjalnG > ta/2{ ¢, 0
i=1

¢, 0

< exp

p
D IBsll1¢ > tn/2
j=1

P
SEn {1 7 IBiulnG; > ta/2| €0 | 1C : [supps, (B)] < B5) b + 11 (jsupps, (B)] < s)

j=1
+2exp{—min (5& ﬁ —2’y> slogp}.

ta \° ¢
< _ . n n
< exp l C min { (ﬁsr) » } 5 %%

Combining upper bounds: Combining the previous two upper bounds, we obtain

P
| > |IBj.ll11{j € supp;, (B) Usupp(Bo)} > t,

j=1
2 2
< 2exp | —C'min t—" , t—" ,t—n + 3exp ¢ —min @,E—Z’y slogp ¢,
Bsr s r 2 2e
and the proof is completed. O

D Proofs of Results in Section 3.3

Lemma 3.4. Let K,,(n) = {| — Zo|lr < 71} and 7 < 62/2. Then there exists some event A, such that

A, C {Dn > T, {% € Ka(n)} exp [‘ {m ! 1} mf]}
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for some absolute constants C3 > 0, and

~ . 7“”72 2
Py (A7) < exp{ —C3min —T50 M ;
1513

where p = 2(\o1 + 03)/(Aor + ) and C3 > 0 are some absolute constants.

Proof of Lemma 5. To prove Lemma 5, we need the following auxiliary matrix inequality:

Lemma D.1 (Pati et al., 2014, Supplement Lemma 1.3). Let 3,3 be p X p positive definite matrices and
€ (Oa 1) If ”2 - 2OHF <n and n< 2>\r(20)7 then

2
logdet (o= ") —tr (=" —1) > —ng é’:gﬁ
r 0

for some absolute constant C3 > 0, where p = 2X1(Xg)/Ar(20).
Denote II{: | K,(n)} = II{- N K,,)/I1,,(K.(n)} to be the re-normalized restriction of II on K, (n). Define

random variable

o o plyi | X)
wni = [ 1og B I(AR | ()}

= / {;logdet(zoﬁl)} I{dX | Kn(n)} + %y? [/ (gt - = H I{AZ | Ka(n)}| i

Invoking Fubini’s theorem and Lemma D.1, we derive

Eo(wn;) = / {; 1ogdet(2021)} {dX | K,.(n)} + % Eo {y! (o' == ") y; } I{dE | K, ()}

Cslogp

_ %/{logdet (3027 +tr (1= 22 AR | Ka(n)} 2 =503 = 5

Hence by Jensen’s inequality,

log D,, — logII{% € K,,(n)} > log l/}c ( )eXp {€,(2) — £,(X0)} m

—tog | [ ex0 (£2(2) — (B S K )]

> / {0,(8) — £,(So) HI{dS | K (1))

= nEq(wp;) + Z{wm - EO(wni)}

=1

Cslogp -
o o E ni — Eo(wni) }-
= 200 + 02 +i:1{w oltns)}
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Now let A, = {| 0 {wni — Eo(wni)}| < nn?}. Clearly,

Cslogp 9
log D,, — logII{X® > —= 2" 11
AnC{og n —logI{X € Kn(n)} > {2(/\0r+03)+ }nn

_ {Dn > I{X € K,,(n)} exp [— {m + l}m’2] }

We now analyze the probabilistic bound of AS. Recall 3y = UOAOUOT—FU%IP. Let Ug to be the orthonormal
(p — r)-frame in R? such that [Ug, Ug,] € O(p), and denote

32/ = [Uo, Uy Jdiag{ M (20) /2, ..., A, (20) 2} U, Ug |7

Clearly, X = (2(1)/2)2, and by denoting v; = Eal/Zyi, we have v; ~ N,(0,,I,) under Py. Re-writing

wWyi — Eo(wy;) in terms of v;, we have
Wni — EO (wm) = V?Qvi — Eo(ViQVi),

where 1
1/2¢— 2
925/( » = 522 Az | K}

Let © = UQDQUST2 be the spectral decomposition of €2, and let x; = U};vi. Then we proceed to bound

> m72>
> m72>

n
= PO ( Z {X?ani - EO (X?Dgxl)}

n

Po(AS) < Py ( > {wni — Eo(wni)}

=1

i=1
n p
=Po | DD (@) {af; —Eo(a}))}| = n®
i1 j=1
2t e
< 2exp | —C%min ,
[ 3 {n ;’J:l /\](9)2 mane[p] )\](Q)

for some absolute constant C% > 0, where the large deviation inequality for sub-exponential random variables

is applied again in the last inequality. Observe that over KC,,(n) for n < 03/2,

=72 < I1=71 =g 2 + 125 2 = 1571 = S0) g 2 + 1136 l2

— — — n — _
<IEH Il = o[l 2 + 120l < 5137 2 + 112 l2,
0

implying that |72 < 2||Z5"||l2. Also observe that

2 _ 2 1
a2 =lek< [

Jj=1

2 1
1, - 22w s K = [ I8 - =7 A | K, ()
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1 _ _ —
<5 [ 1= BIS - BolBIHAE | ) < 155" [ 1 - BlRIHAE | K} < 155 B

We finally obtain
= . nn2 2
Po(A7,) <2exp q —Csmin | ———,nn
13112

for some absolute constant Cs5 > 0. O

Lemma 3.5. Assume the data yi,...,y, follows N,(0,,%), 1 < r < p. Suppose Uy € O(p,r) satisfy
|supp(Uyp)| < s, and r < s < p. For any positive J, ¢, and 7, define

P
F(,7,t) = ¢ B € RP*" : |supps(B)| < 7, Z |B;.|131{;j € supps(B) Usupp(Uy)} < #*
j=1

Let the positive sequences (0y,, T, tn, €n )y satisfy (/pon + 2t,)\/Pdn < Mie, for some constant My > 0,
and €, < 1. Consider testing Hy : X = X = UOAOUOT + ang versus

Hi:Ze{Z=BB" +0%L,: |2 — 3|2 > Me,,B € F(0, s tn) } -

Then for each M > max{M; /2, (128||2||3)*/3}, there exists a test function ¢, : R"*? — [0, 1], such that

M
Eo(¢n) < 3exp {(2 +Ca)(7y logp + 2s,) — C“\}gnei} :
sup Ex(1 — ¢,) < exp {04(7-n +25,) — C4Mnei}
YecH: 8

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

Proof of Lemma 6. To proof Lemma 6, we need the following oracle testing lemma from Gao and Zhou
(2015):

Lemma D.2 (Gao and Zhou, 2015). Let y; ~ Ng(04, %, where X € R¥>9. Then for any M > 0, there

exists a test function ¢, such that

CyM?
4=W3

Cud C4MTL€2 N 1 M
— —— max\ 1, .
! 1 (VM +2)2|S02

Eso (¢n) < exp <C4d — nez) + 2exp (C4d — Oy Mn) ,

sup Ese (1 — ¢n) <exp
(E@|2@ -2 3> Me}

with some absolute constant Cy > 0.

Let Sy = supp(Uy) and S(d) = supps(B). Then there exists some permutation matrix P such that
B U
B=P| | and Uy=P 00‘5],
4
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where Bs and Uy are [S(§) U Sp| x r matrices. Hence for X € F(d,7,t), it holds that

B(;BT + 021 — U05A0UT — 021 B§AT
HE_EOHQZ P 1) i 09 0 T , PT
A(;B(; A5A (O' - O’O)Id 9
< B5B5T +0’T 0 Uo(;AoUgé + 081 0 n 0 B5A5T
B 0 O'2 0 0‘(2) 9 A5B5T A[;A&T
0
< || — =50 |, + A3 +21Bs 13"/ As e

IN

Ssi0) — Doy |, + (VB0 +20) /e,

where
B(;B;F +021 0

0 o2

UongUg;; + 0(2)1 0

2
0 (o5}

(0)
] and 25(5)

By taking M > 2M;, we obtain

{E=BB" +0%1:|E - %[ > Men,B € F(bn,Tnstn)}

c{=:[maw -2 |, > Fen s B € FGurtn)}
: 0 M
- U {2. “25(5)—25(5)“2>2en}.

S(6n)ClPl:|S(8)|<Tn
Since both Xg(s,) and E(So()gn) are (]S(0,) USo| 4+ 1) x (|S(n) U So| + 1) square matrices, and
1S(6n) U Sol +1 < [S(0n)| + So + 1 < 7 + 25y,

then for each S(6,,) C [p] with |S(8,,)| < 7, and for each M > max{M; /2, (128|30]|3)'/?}, we invoke Lemma
D.2 to construct a test ¢g(s,) depending on the index set S(J,), such that the type I error probability satisfies

CyM?*ne? M
EE?()E ) (hs5,)) < expq Ca(Ty + 25,) — 16||47|| + 2exp {C4(Tn + 2s,) — Cy 2n}
’ 5(5,)112

M? M
< n 2 n) i Tolle (120 5 2
3exp{C4(T + 2sy,) C4mm<16|20||§ \/ 2>nen}
< 3exp {04(Tn + 2571) - C4\/ JQMTLE?L} )

and for all ¥g5,) € {[Zs(s, S(én) ll2 > Me,/2}, the type II error probability satisfies

C4MTL€2 M
E (1) (1 - ¢S(6n)) S exp C4(’7'n + QSn) — —— " max ].,
Fson) 8 (VM + 22|25 I3
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2
< exp {C4(Tn + 2s,) — C4‘Mn€"} .

8

Notice that for each index set S(d,,), the test function ¢g(s,) is only a function of Y, through the coordinates

[yij : i € [n],j € S(0n) U So]. Hence, Eg0) (#5(5,)) = Eo(ds(s,)), and for any p x p covariance matrix
5(n)

3 with ||Xg5,) — Eg()()én)||2 > Me, /2, it holds that Exg, (1 — és(,)) = Ex(l — ¢5(5,)). Therefore, by

aggregating the test functions

n = max ’
i S(3,)CIp):|1S(0n)| ST ¢S(5n)

we obtain

[7n] |
! M
Eo(¢n) < > Ego  (¢s6,) <3 pi), exp {04(Tn +255,) — Cuy/ 2%2}

| _
S CIS ) <m0 = 1r—q)

M
< 3(7p, + 1) exp(7y, log p) exp {C4(Tn +2s,) — Cy QnGi}

| M
< 3exp {Tn + Thlogp + Cy(1y, + 285) — Cy 2716%}

< 3exp {(2 + C4) (1o logp + 25,) — Cyy/ ]\24716721} ,

and
sup Es(1—¢,) < sup sup Esgs, (1 - ¢S(5n))
Het S(8n)CIPLIS(8n) |<Tn {Et\lﬁswrz(su()a )H2>Men/2}
CyM
< exp {C4(Tn +2s,) — 48 nei} .
The proof is thus completed. O

E Proof of Lemma B.1
Lemma B.1. Assume the data yi,...,y, follows N,(0,,%), 1 < r < p. Suppose Uy € O(p,r) satisfies

|supp(Uyp)| < s, and r < s < p. For any positive ¢, t, and 7, define

p
G(6,7,t) = { B € RP*" : [supps(B)| < 7, ) _ | Bj.[11{j € supps(B) Usupp(Ug)} < ¢
j=1

Let the positive sequences (0, T, tn, €,)52 ; satisfy max(pdty, Ontn+pd2) < Mie, for some constant My > 0,
and €, < 1. Consider testing Hy : X = X = UOAOUOT + Ung versus

Hi :2e{E=BB"+0°L,: |2 — Zg|loc > Men,B € G(6,Tn,tn)} -
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Then there exists some absolute constant Cs > 0, such that for each

My

2 787

M e [max{ 8(10552)2}7Qmin(L?HEon)] ,

2
Cs €n

there exists a test function ¢, : R"*P — [0, 1], such that

2 Ve ) ISl

AN 1> Mne2}
sup Es(1 — ¢,,) < 4dexpl 4(rm, + 2s,) — C, mln( >® — Lot
s Eal1 = 60) < texp {167+ 200) =Gy s 52) TS

1 |ZollA\ VMne?
Eo(¢n) < 12exp {6(Tn log p + 2s,,) — Cg min < I OHOO) o } )

Proof of Lemma B.1. The proof of Lemma B.1 is quite similar to that of Lemma 6, except that the

following oracle test lemma for the infinity norm is applied instead of Lemma D.2.

Lemma E.1. Let x1,...,%, ~ Ng(04,%) independently, where X € R¥*?. Let ¢ € (0,1). Then there
exists some absolute constant Cg > 0, such that for each M satisfying M > max[4,{(2log2)/Cs}?], and
Me < min(1,2(|Z]|2), there exists a test function ¢, : R**¢ — [0,1], such that

2,2
Eute) < o (10 G s (10 Y1)

4120 I%
CeMne? 1
sup Es(1—¢,) <4dexp {4d—min <1,>}.
(1=~ 0/l oe>Me} 4 41 Z0]13

Let So = supp(Uyp) and S(J) = supps(B). Then there exists some permutation matrix P such that

Ugs
0 b

S(6) U Sp| x r matrix. Hence for ¥ € G(d, 7,1), it holds that

Bs

B=P and Uy=P

)

where By and Ujgg are

1= — Sl = [P B;BT + 021 — UgsAoUZ, — 021 BsAT -
Ollee A;sBT AAT +(0* —od)la) ||
< B(;B:;F +0’T 0 UO(;AOUE(; + O'(Q)I 0 0 B(;A:;F
a 0 o2 0 0(2) - AJBE A5A:5F -
0

< =50 = B0 ||+ max (1BsAT o, |1A5BY o + A5 AT )

where
BsBf +5°1 0 (0) UgsAgUgs + o3I 0
Y55 = 0 2 and 25(5) = 0 52 )

Since

max (| BsA; [|oo: [|1AsB5 [l + 145 A7 [|oo) < max (I Bslloo | Ag lloo: [|As]loo B lloo + [[Asllocl| A lloc) -
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and

p
Bs|lo = B < Bj.|11{j € S(0)USe} <,
Bl = s WByelh < 2 UB. 4145 € 5(6) 5o} <

P
1B lloo < > 1Bl 1{j € S(6) U So} <+,

j=1
A = ma B < ma B )
sl = _max Byl < max B[ <6

p P
1AT oo < > Byl 1 {j € S§NSE)} < Y IBjula1{j € S(8)°} < w5,

Jj=1 Jj=1

it follows that
0 0
[ — o[l < HES(é) - Efg()(s)Hoo + max(péptn, Ontn + pdy) < HES((S) - Efg()(;)Hoo + Miey,.
By taking M > 2M;, we obtain

{E=BB"+0°1: | - %[l > Me,,B € G(6,Tnrtn) }

M
C {2 : st(a) - zg)()é)H > Be g(%,m,tn)}
M
c U Az -z, > Y}
S(6n)CIpIS(8)|<Tn

0

Since both 3g(s, ) and 2(5‘)5”) are (|S(0,) USo| +1) x (]S(d,) U Sp| + 1) square matrices, and

(
[S(6n)USo| +1 < |S(6n)|+ So+ 1< 7 + 285,

then for each S(d,) C [p] with |S(d,)| < 7, and for each

M log2)2) 2min(1,2||XZ
M € |max 71,8,8(0%) ’ mln(’ || 0”2) ,
2 C¢ €n

(and hence M/2 > max{4, (2log 2)2/C2}, (M/2)e, < min(1, [£§; |[l2) = min(1, || o)), we invoke Lemma

.1 to construct a test ¢g(s,) depending on the index set S(d,,), such that the type I error probability satisfies

E

CeM?*né? M
50 (gi)s((;”)) <dexp 4(r, + 25,) 68 Tn + 8exp {4(7’n +2s,,) — Co4/ - n}
n)

( _
st 16285 1%

M? M
<12 A(7y, + 28,,) — Cgmi LM e
< exp{ (Tn + 25y,) 6mm<16”20”go 2>nen}

1 |20||c2x>> VMne,,
2" V2 ) I%l% |

< 12exp {4(7'" + 2s,,) — Cg min <
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In addition, for all Xgs,) € {[[Xs(s,) — 2590()5”)”2 > Me, /2}, the type II error probability satisfies

CGM'I'L€2 1
E 1- < dexp 9 4(m +28p) — ———"min (1, i
E(Sl()é ( ¢S(5n)) = exp{ (T + 25n) 8 mm( 4||20|go>}
(B0l 1\ Mne;
< 4 4 n 2 n) — ) 99 ’
< exp{ (T + 250) Cﬁmm( 8 32) TSl

Notice that for each index set S(d,,), the test function ¢g(s,) is only a function of Y,, through the coordinates

[yij = ¢ € [n],7 € S(0n) U Sp]. Hence, ]Ez“” (d)s((;”)) = Eo(¢s(s,)), and for any p x p covariance matrix

S with [Sses,) — B, llee > Men/2, it holds that Es (1= ds(s.)) = Ex(l — ¢ss,)). Therefore, by

aggregating the test functions

= max ,
= SchiBm i<, 250
we obtain
Eo(én) < Z ]Ezgogé )(¢S(6n))
S(0n)CIpl:|S(0n)|<Tn "
[7n ] 2 2
1XZ0l2, ) v Mne
<12 pex 4(7n, + 28,) — Cgmin < n
2 W0 p{ (ot 2on) = Comin | 3757 ) =0
12012, vV Mne2
< 12(1y, + 1) exp(7, log p) exp < 4(7, + 255,) — C min < n
27 V2 ) Bk
120l > vV Mne?
<12exp < 7, + T logp + 4(7, + 28, Cm1n< n
p{ Bpr itz G\ ) TRl
IS0l > Ve
< 12exp ¢ 6(7, logp + 2s Cg min L
: p{ (vt 20 = Comin (5, 5
and
sup Ex(1—¢,) < sup sup Esgs, (1 — ¢S(6n))
SeH, SECIPESGnISTn {585,y ~ 55y la>Men/2}
(1Bl 1Y\ Mnée?
<4 A(7y, + 28,) — C. o n
< exp{ (Tn + 28n) Gmm( S 5 ) TS2
The proof is thus completed. O

F Additional Technical Results and Proofs
Proof of Lemma C.1. Since p(w) = (1 — ) \ge™ 0% + 0{\;/T'(r)}w"~te~** then

T(r, \)
r'(r) -

P(€=1)=(1-0) / Noe™ " duw + 0 / Al dy = (1 - 0)e00 46
3 s L(r)
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Then for any measurable A C R, we have

T

IP(’IU €A | &= 1) = @ {(1 — 6) /A ]]_(w > 5)>\Oe*A0wdw+9/A ]].(’LU > 5)F)Er)wrle)\wdw}

= / I(w > 9) {(1 — 9’))\Oe*>\o(w*5)dw +¢ A wrle)\w} duw,
A

L(r, \o)
where 0T (r, ) /T (r)
=z H)e*Af)?‘;’-i- GI‘(T,T)«S)/F(T) €(0.1).
Therefore,
pw|=1)= {(1 — ) Xoe” = dw + 9’F(2TA§) w”em} 1(w > §).

Hence we proceed and compute

oo B B F(T) %) £\ L 1/m
E(w™ =1 1/m — 1— 91 / m Ao (w—4) / / m r—1_—\w
{E(w™[&=1)} {( ) ; w™ Age dw + 0 T 20) Js w F(T)w e M dw

° _ r'(r) o AT 1/m
5™\ Aow m r—1 Aw
/0 (w =+ 0)" Nge dw + T, A0) /0 w T w'reT dw

L(r) (r4+m-—1)! }1/m

T(r) (r+m—1N"Y™
(r,Ad) (r—1)Iam }

I'(r) (r—i—m—l)!}l/m 2m 2(r+m).

/ (25)m)\0e*>‘0wdw+/ (2w)™ Nge ™% dw +
0 0 r

|
(26)™ + 2™ 4

< i
N T A8) (= D s+t

Ao A

{

= { /0 5(w +0)™ e M dw + /5 (w8 e + L(r,A0) (r—1)lam
{
{

Hence

1 2m  2(r+m) 2 2(r+1)
E(w™ 1/m< — 204+ — 4+ —— 25 =20+ — .
sup {B(w™)} —Z‘lﬁm{ N T T } T

Now we compute the sub-exponential norm. Write

1 1 o0 o AT 1/m
sup —{E(w™)}/™ = sup — { 1-6 / w™Age"%dw + 6 w™ w’"lemdw}
mzpl m{ ( )} mzpl m ( ) 0 0 0 F(T‘)

B 1 m! (m+r—1)! 1/m

m>1 T

1 1 r 1 r+1
< — 4= (91/”(1 —)<7 .
=3 Taw )N T

If § < e~ ", we can further derive the following result using the fact that log(1 + ru) < ru for v € (0, 1]:

1 1 1 r 11 11
—{E(w™ 1/m - Ql/m (1 7) < 4 _ 1 1 < 4
ilgm{ (w™)}m < " + sup +) < " + 5 exp uzl(lol,)l]{ ru+log(l+ru)}| < " +3
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Proof of Lemma E.1. Denote the alternative set by H; = {2 : |2 — X¢|lcc > Me} and decompose it as
follows: Hq = U;io H;, where

Hip = {||2 — Bolloe > Me, [|Bl0o < (VM + 2)I\Eolloo}

Hay = { (VI + 2) (M) U2 S g < [Blloe < (VI +2)(Me2) /2 Sl }

For each Hi;, we construct test functions ¢,; as follows:
1 n
T
Pno =1 {Hn inxi — 3o
=1
1 n
=

We first control the type I error. By Lemma F.1,

Me M?2¢? CeM?ne?
Eo(¢no) < 4exp {4d — Cgn min < , )} < 4exp (4d — )
2(Zoloo” 412012, 420 ll%

> M€/2},

[ee]

VM +2 (-
> Y S oo (M) "UD/2 £

o0

since Me < 2||2o[|s by assumption. In addition, Me?> < vVMMe? < (Me)? < 1, and hence, for any j > 1,

VM +2

+ 1 Zolle > Y5

I e
Eo(¢n;) <P0{Hn Y oxix! =% 1200 (Me?) U 1>/2}
i=1

oo

1« VM .
K PO{ p ;xm? =S| > T Zolle (M) 7Y ”/2}
M(Me2)2=3 /M(Me2 1/2—j5/2
< 4exp |4d — Cgn min (Me7) , (Me”)
4 2
ML=3/2pe—0G-1)
o (10 020,

Next we consider the type II error. For any 3 € H;¢, the type II error probability can be upper bounded by

1 n
E2(1—¢n0)gpz{nz—zdw—HanixE—z gMe/Q}
i=1 o

1 n
<]PE{ ;;Xixzj—z >M€/2}

1 — Me
<Psd (=) xixi =2 >8]

{ "; - 2(VM +2)[1 0]l

C6M2n62 }

<4dexp {4d -
4(VM +2)?[Z0]1%

where the last inequality is due to Lemma F.1 and the assumption Me < 2||Xg||oc. For any 3 € H;; with
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j > 1, we estimate the type II error as follows:
1 n
— Z Xix? -X
n-
=1 00

1 « ¢ +2 e
SPE{ EZXiX?*E 10l (Me?)~U “/2}
1=1

oo

SRLRLTP NG >—<J'-1>/2}

Es(l — ¢nj) < Ps {Ilzlloo -

1 n M 1/2 )
=“"2{ Lyt —x| > MO i +2><Me>ﬂ/2||zo||oo}
=1

oo

1 n T (M62)1/2
<P2{ E;Xixi -3 > ?HEHOO

oo

CeMne?

< 4dexp (4d _ 6716)
4

since Me? < Me < 1. Now we aggregate the individual tests by taking ¢, = SUp;>( ¢nj- Then the overall

type I error probability can be bounded by

oo

Eo(¢n) <> Eo(¢n;)

J=0

CeM?*ne? ) > ( Ml_j/Qne_(j_l))
<4 4d — + dexp | 4d — Cg—————
( 4[So[%, ; b T2
CeM?ne ) CgMne ( 1 >j
= 4d — + 4exp (4d) ex e
p( NS b E p{ 2 \ Vil
CeM?*né? ) { CsMne < 1 )}
<dexp | 4d — + 4exp (4d) ex —_—
p( IATES b Z P Vi

OGM27162) C@\/M’rl
=dexp(4d — =2 ) +8exp [ 4d — =227,
p( NES P 2

since M > {(21og2)/Cs}?, where the simple inequality 27 > jz for all z > 1 is applied. Furthermore, the

overall type II error probability can also be bounded:

sup Ex;(1 — ¢,,) =sup sup Ex(l —¢,) =sup sup Ex mf(l — ¢jn) <sup sup Ex(l—¢;,)
XeH, j>0XeH; j>0XeH; Jj= j>0XeH;

Mne? M
<sup sup 4exp [4d _ CeMne? min {1, H
§>0 S€Hy; 4 (VM +2)2[|301%
CeMne? . ( 1 >}
< 4dexp {4d—m1n 1, ——
4 412013,

since M > 4. The proof is thus completed.

O

Lemma F.1. Let xi,...,%, ~ Ng(04,%) independently, where ¥ € R¥?. Then there exists an absolute
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constant Cg > 0, such that for any t > 0,

1 n
Pl|= XL — %

Proof of Lemma F.1. By definition,

> t||2||oo> < 4exp{4d — Cenmin(t, t*)}

lAlloc = sup ||Av|e = max sup e;rAv,
[vlleo=1 JEP] |v]o=1

where e; is the unit vector along the jth coordinate direction. Now let S41(1/2) be an 1/2-net of the
{~-sphere in R? ({v € R?: ||v||oo = 1}) with minimum cardinality. Then for each v with ||[v| s = 1, there
exists some v/ € S41(1/2) such that |v — v/||s < 1/2. Therefore,
|Allco = max sup el Av <max sup {el A(v—v')+el AV
% jeld) Vllo=1 ° jeld] \|v|\x:1{ ! ! }

<max sup e, A(v—v')+max sup e Av
IEM] [lv]o=1 1€ vesdt(1/2)

1
< —||Allcc + max  sup e;FAV,
2 J€ldl yegd=1(1/2)

and hence,

[Alloo < 2max  sup eJTAv.
J€ldl vesd1(1/2)

Denote
1 n
E=— Xi— 3.
n;xxz

Now we apply the union bound to derive

t
>t||§]||oo>:IP U U {eJTEv>2||E||OO}

J€ldl vesdst(1/2)

1 n

P <Hn;xlxlT - .
d 1 & t
Z Z P{e]T (inx?—2>v> 2||E||oo}

J=lvesd1(1/2) =

d
> ¥
! )

J=lyesdit(1/2

0
0 )

IN

3=

n t
S (efx)(vIx) — el Sy > 2||2|Oo} .
i=1

)

Observe that
vIiZTv vTXe J

T Ty, .
e, v e; Ye;
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then we can decompose (e]TxZ)(vTxi) by projecting vTx; onto the space spanned by eJTxZ- as follows:

T T

e Xv e Xv

(e;in)(vTxZ-) = (vTxi - ézeejTXJ (e;'rxi) + Ji}(‘ﬁ&ﬁ
j ~€j

4 \/ TS, vIEy — (eI £v)2(;1Cio + e Bv(h,

where (;; and (2 are independent N(0, 1) random variables, i = 1,...,n, and 2 indicates the equality in

distribution. Hence,

n

P {i S (el (v x) — e By > anm}

=1
Z <11C12

n

n

2(32—1)

+ |eT2v|

t
=l
> 2|1z }

n

< ]P’{\/e]TEejVTEV — (e TEV
1
— ZCilCiQ

_P{nzm .
=1

P{‘:L ;Cﬂ@‘z

D (¢

11
1=1

nznoo}
i(ca

t 1 t
- Pq|— > — 5.
>4}+ {nzl 4}

Since (;1¢i2 and (2 — 1 are mean-zero sub-exponential random variables, it follows from the large-deviation

1
e |

inequality for sub-exponential random variables that

ges- el

Z GinGiz
for some absolute constant Cg > 0. It suffices to bound [S9-1(1/2)|. Since

t} <4exp{—Csnmin(t,*)}

ISECH1/2) = N(1/2,Av € R ¢ [[V]loo = 1}, || - [loo) S N(1/2,{v € R? 1 ||v[loo <1}, - [loo) < 67,
it follows that

1 n
p<
n

=1

E XiX;F —

n

d
by >t||2|oo> Z > P{iZ(efxl)(vTxi)—e;EV>;|E||Oo}

vesLt(1/2) i=1

dexp{dlog6 — Cenmin(t,t*)}
< 4exp{4d — Cgnmin(t, %)},

and the proof is thus completed. O
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