arXiv:1810.08171v1 [cs.DS] 18 Oct 2018

Testing Matrix Rank, Optimally
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Abstract

We show that for the problem of testing if a matrix A € F"*™ has rank at most d, or requires
changing an e-fraction of entries to have rank at most d, there is a non-adaptive query algorithm making
O(d?/e€) queries. Our algorithm works for any field F. This improves upon the previous O(d?/€?)
bound (Krauthgamer and Sasson, SODA *03), and bypasses an 2(d?/e?) lower bound of (Li, Wang, and
Woodruff, KDD ’14) which holds if the algorithm is required to read a submatrix. Our algorithm is the
first such algorithm which does not read a submatrix, and instead reads a carefully selected non-adaptive
pattern of entries in rows and columns of A. We complement our algorithm with a matching Q(d?/e)
query complexity lower bound for non-adaptive testers over any field. We also give tight bounds of (:)(d2)
queries in the sensing model for which query access comes in the form of (X;, A) := tr(X, A); perhaps
surprisingly these bounds do not depend on e.

Testing rank is only one of many tasks in determining if a matrix has low intrinsic dimensionality. We
next develop a novel property testing framework for testing numerical properties of a real-valued matrix
A more generally, which includes the stable rank, Schatten-p norms, and SVD entropy. Specifically, we
propose a bounded entry model, where A is required to have entries bounded by 1 in absolute value.
Such a model provides a meaningful framework for testing numerical quantities and avoids trivialities
caused by single entries being arbitrarily large. It is also well-motivated by recommendation systems.
We give upper and lower bounds for a wide range of problems in this model, and discuss connections
to the sensing model above. We obtain several results for estimating the operator norm that may be
of independent interest. For example, we show that if the stable rank is constant, ||A||r = Q(n), and
the singular value gap o1(A)/o2(A) = (1/€)” for any constant vy > 0, then the operator norm can be
estimated up to a (1 = ¢)-factor non-adaptively by querying O(1/€?) entries. This should be contrasted to
adaptive methods such as the power method, or previous non-adaptive sampling schemes based on matrix
Bernstein inequalities which read a 1/€2 x 1/¢? submatrix and thus make €2(1/¢*) queries. Similar to our
non-adaptive algorithm for testing rank, our scheme instead reads a carefully selected pattern of entries.
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1 Introduction

Data intrinsic dimensionality is a central object of study in compressed sensing, sketching, numerical linear
algebra, machine learning, and many other domains [34, 25, 48, 47, 14, 52, 51]. In compressed sensing and
sketching, the study of intrinsic dimensionality has led to significant advances in compressing the data to a
size that is far smaller than the ambient dimension while still preserving useful properties of the signal [38, 3].
In numerical linear algebra and machine learning, understanding intrinsic dimensionality serves as a necessary
condition for the success of various subspace recovery problems [20], e.g., matrix completion [49, 18, 21, 42]
and robust PCA [6, 50, 10]. The focus of this work is on the intrinsic dimensionality of matrices, such as the
rank, stable rank, Schatten-p norms, and SVD entropy. The stable rank is defined to be the squared ratio of
the Frobenius norm and the largest singular value, and the Schatten-p norm is the £, norm of the singular
values (see Appendix 6 for our definition of SVD entropy). We study these quantities in the framework of
non-adaptive property testing [39, 12, 15]: given non-adaptive query access to the unknown matrix A € F"*"
over a field IF, our goal is to determine whether A is of dimension d (where dimension depends on the



specific problem), or is e-far from having this property. The latter means that at least an e-fraction of entries
of A should be modified in order to have dimension d. Query access typically comes in the form of reading
a single entry of the matrix, though we will also discuss sensing models where a query returns the value
(X;, A) := tr(X] A) for a given X;. Without making assumptions on A, we would like to choose our
sample pattern or set {X;} of query matrices so that the query complexity is as small as possible.

Despite a large amount of work on testing matrix rank, many fundamental questions remain open. In
the rank testing problem in the sampling model, one such question is to design an efficient algorithm that
can distinguish rank-d vs. e-far from rank-d with optimal sample complexity. The best-known sampling
upper bound for non-adaptive rank testing for general d is O(d?/€?), which is achieved simply by sampling
an O(d/e) x O(d/e) submatrix uniformly at random [25]. For arbitrary fields I, only an ©((1/¢) log(1/€))
lower bound for constant d is known [30].

Besides the rank problem above, testing many numerical properties of real matrices has yet to be explored.
For example, it is unknown what the query complexity is for the stable rank, which is a natural relaxation
of rank in applications. Other examples for which previously we had no bounds are the Schatten-p norms
and SVD entropy. We discuss these problems in a new property testing framework that we call the bounded
entry model. This model has many realistic applications in the Netflix challenge [24], where each entry of
the matrix corresponds to the rating from a customer to a movie, ranging from 1 to 5. Understanding the
query complexity of testing numerical properties in the bounded entry model is an important problem in
recommendation systems and applications of matrix completion, where often entries are bounded.

1.1 Problem Setup, Related Work, and Our Results

Our work has two parts: (1) we resolve the query complexity of non-adaptive matrix rank testing, a well-
studied problem in this model, and (2) we develop a new framework for testing numerical properties of real
matrices, including the stable rank, the Schatten-p norms and the SVD entropy. Our results are summarized
in Table 1. We use O and 2 notation to hide polylogarithmic factors in the arguments inside. For the rank
testing results, the hidden polylogarithmic factors depend only on d and 1/€ and do not depend on n; for the
other problems, they may depend on n.

Rank Testing. We first study the rank testing problem when we can only non-adaptively query entries. The
goal is to design a sampling scheme on the entries of the unknown matrix A and an algorithm so that we
can distinguish whether A is of rank d, or at least an e-fraction of entries of A should be modified in order
to reduce the rank to d. This problem was first proposed by Krauthgamer and Sasson in [25] with a sample
complexity upper bound of O(d?/e?). In this work, we improve this to O(d?/e) for every d and e, and
complement this with a matching lower bound, showing that any algorithm with constant success probability
requires at least (d2/¢) samples:

Theorems 3.5, 3.11, and 3.14 (Informal). For any matrix A € F"*" over any field, there is a randomized
non-adaptive sampling algorithm which reads O(d? /) entries and runs in poly(d/e) time, and with high
probability correctly solves the rank testing problem. Further, any non-adaptive algorithm with constant
success probability requires Q(d?/€) samples over R or any finite field.

Our non-adaptive sample complexity bound of (5((12 /€) matches what is known with adaptive queries [30],
and thus we show the best known upper bound might as well be non-adaptive.

New Framework for Testing Matrix Properties. Testing rank is only one of many tasks in determining if
a matrix has low intrinsic dimensionality. In several applications, we require a less fragile measure of the
collinearity of rows and columns, which is known as the stable rank [43]. We introduce what we call the
bounded entry model as a new framework for studying such problems through the lens of property testing. In
this model, we require all entries of a matrix to be bounded by 1 in absolute value. Boundedness has many



Table 1: Query complexity results in this paper for non-adaptive testing of the rank, stable rank, Schatten-p
norms, and SVD entropy. The testing of the stable rank, Schatten p-norm and SVD entropy are considered in
the bounded entry model.

Testing Problems H Rank \ Stable Rank \ Schatten-p Norm \ Entropy
: O(d?/e) (all fields) O(d?/eh)
Sampl - b .
AmpTng (d?/e) (fiite fields and B) | O(d?/e) | O1/e?/=2) (p>2) | 1
Sensin O(d?) (all fields) O(d>3 /%) Q(n) (p € [1,2))
g (d?) (finite fields) Q(d? /)t

t The lower bound involves a reparameterization of the testing problem. Please see the respective theorem for details.

natural applications in recommendation systems, e.g., the user-item matrix of preferences for products by
customers has bounded entries in the Netflix challenge [24]. Indeed, there are many user rating matrices, etc.,
which naturally have a small number of discrete values, and therefore fit into a bounded entry model. The
boundedness of entries also avoids trivialities in which one can modify a matrix to have a property by setting
a single entry to be arbitrarily large, which, e.g., could make the stable rank arbitrarily close to 1.

Our model is a generalization of previous work in which stable rank testing was done in a model for
which all rows had to have bounded norm [30], and the algorithm is only allowed to change entire rows at a
time. As our non-adaptive rank testing algorithm will illustrate, one can sometimes do better by only reading
certain carefully selected entries in rows and columns. Indeed, this is precisely the source of our improvement
over prior work. Thus, the restriction of having to read an entire row is often unnatural, and further motivates
our bounded entry model. We first informally state our main theorems on stable rank testing in this model.

Theorem 4.3 (Informal). There is a randomized algorithm for the stable rank testing problem to decide
whether a matrix is of stable rank at most d or is e-far from stable rank at most d, with failure probability at
most 1/3, and which reads O(d? /¢*) entries.

Theorem 4.3 relies on a new (1 £ 7)-approximate non-adaptive estimator of the largest singular value of
a matrix, which may be of independent interest.

Theorem B.2 (Informal). Suppose that A € R™ ™ has stable rank O(d) and ||A||% = Q(tn?). Then in the

bounded entry model, there is a randomized non-adaptive sampling algorithm which reads (5(al2 /74) entries
and with probability at least 0.9, outputs a (1 & T)-approximation to the largest singular value of A.

We remark that when the stable rank is constant and the singular value gap o1(A)/o2(A) = (1/7)7 for
an arbitrary constant v > 0, the operator norm can be estimated up to a (1 & 7)-factor by querying O(1/72)
entries non-adaptively. We defer these and related results to Appendix B.1.2.

Other measures of intrinsic dimensionality include matrix norms, such as the Schatten-p norm || - ||s,,
which measures the central tendency of the singular values. Familiar special cases are p = 1, 2 and oo, which
have applications in differential privacy [19] and non-convex optimization [6, 16] for p = 1, and in numerical
linear algebra [37] for p € {2, 00}. Matrix norms have been studied extensively in the streaming literature
[28, 31, 32, 33], though their study in property testing models is lacking.

We study non-adaptive algorithms for these problems in the bounded entry model. We consider distin-
guishing whether HAHZP is at least cn® for p > 2 (at least cn't1/? for p < 2), or at least an e-fraction of
entries of A should be modified in order to have this property, where c is a constant (depending only on p).
We choose the threshold n? for p > 2 and n!*1/? for p < 2 because they are the largest possible value of
||A||gp for A under the bounded entry model. When p > 2, [|A[|s, is maximized when A is of rank 1, and
so this gives us an alternative “measure” of how close we are to a rank-1 matrix. Testing whether || A||s, is
large in sublinear time allows us to quickly determine whether A can be well approximated by a low-rank



matrix, which could save us from running more expensive low-rank approximation algorithms. In contrast,
when p < 2, ||A||s, is maximized when A has a flat spectrum, and so is a measure of how well-conditioned
A is. A fast tester could save us from running expensive pre-conditioning algorithms. We state our main
theorems informally below.

Theorem 5.2 (Informal). For constant p > 2, there is a randomized algorithm for the Schatten-p norm
testing problem with failure probability at most 1/3 which reads O(1/e*?/*=2)) entries.

Results for Sensing Algorithms. We also consider a more powerful query oracle known as the sensing
model, where query access comes in the form of (X;, A) := tr(X; A) for some sensing matrices X; of
our choice. These matrices are chosen non-adaptively. We show differences in the complexity of the above
problems in this and the above sampling model. For the testing and the estimation problems above, we have
the following results in the sensing model:

Theorem 3.17 (Informal). Over an arbitrary finite field, any non-adaptive algorithm with constant success
probability for the rank testing problem in the sensing model requires Q(d?) queries.

Theorems 4.3 and 4.7 (Informal). There is a randomized algorithm for the stable rank testing problem with
failure probability at most 1/3 in the sensing model with O(d** /¢?) queries. Further, any algorithm with
constant success probability requires Q(d?/e?) queries.

Theorem 5.4 (Informal). For p € [1,2), any algorithm for the Schatten-p norm testing problem with failure
probability at most 1/3 requires 2(n) queries.

Theorem B.4 (Informal). Suppose that A € R™ " has stable rank O(d) and |A||% = Q(tn?). In the
bounded entry model, there is a randomized sensing algorithm with sensing complexity O (d?/7%) which
outputs a (1 £ 7)-approximation to the largest singular value with probability at least 0.9. This sensing
complexity is optimal up to polylogarithmic factors.

We also provide an 2(n) query lower bound for the SVD entropy testing in the sensing model. We defer
the definition of the problem and related results to Section 6.

1.2 Our Techniques

We now discuss the techniques in more detail, starting with the rank testing problem.

Prior to the work of [30], the only known algorithm for d = 1 was to sample an O(1/¢) x O(1/¢)
submatrix. In contrast, for rank 1 an algorithm in [30] samples O(log(1/¢)) blocks of varying shapes
“within a random O(1/¢€) x O(1/¢) submatrix” and argues that these shapes are sufficient to expose a rank-2
submatrix. For d = 1 the goal is to augment a 1 X 1 matrix to a full-rank 2 x 2 matrix. One can show that with
good probability, one of the shapes “catches” an entry that enlarges the 1 x 1 matrix to a full-rank 2 x 2 matrix.
For instance, in Figure 1, (r, ¢) is our 1 x 1 matrix and the leftmost vertical block catches an “augmentation

element” (', ¢') which makes [((;’CCI,)) ((;’Cc))} a full-rank 2 x 2 matrix. Hereby, the “augmentation element”

means the entry by adding which we augment a X r matrix to a (r + 1) x (r 4+ 1) matrix. In [30], an
argument was claimed for d = 1, though we note an omission in their analysis. Namely, the “augmentation
entry” (r/, ) can be the 1 x 1 matrix we begin with (meaning that A, . # 0, which might not be true), and
since one can show that both (r, ¢) and (+/, ¢’) fall inside the same sampling block with good probability,
the 2 x 2 matrix would be fully observed and the algorithm would thus be able to determine that it has
rank 2. However, it is possible that A,/ .- = 0 and (1, ¢) would not be a starting point (i.e., a 1 x 1 rank-1
matrix), and in this case, (7, ¢) may not be observed, as illustrated in Figure 1. In this case the algorithm
will not be able to determine whether the augmented 2 x 2 matrix is of full rank. For d > 1, nothing was
known. One issue is that the probability of fully observing a d x d submatrix within these shapes is very
small. To overcome this, we propose what we call rebasing and transformation to a canonical structure.

4



Figure 1: Our sampling scheme (the region enclosed by the dotted lines modulo permutation of rows and columns) and
our path of augmenting a 1 x 1 submatrix. The whole region is the O(d/e) x O(d/¢) submatrix sampled from the
n X n matrix.

These arguments allow us to tolerate unobserved entries and conveniently obtain an algorithm for every d,
completing the analysis of [30] for d = 1 in the process.

Rebasing Argument + Canonical Structure. The best previous result for the rank testing problem uniformly
samples an O(d/e) x O(d/¢) submatrix and argues that one can find a (d + 1) x (d + 1) full-rank submatrix
within it when A is e-far from rank-d [25]. In contrast, our algorithm follows from subsampling an O(e)-
fraction of entries in this O(d/e) x O(d/e) submatrix. Let R; C --- C R,y and C; D -+ D Cyy, be the
indices of subsampled rows and columns, respectively, with m = O(log(1/¢)). We choose these indices
uniformly at random such that |R;| = O(d2%) and |C;| = O(d/(2%)), and sample the entries in all 7 blocks
determined by the {Ri,C;} (see Figure 1, where our sampled regions are enclosed by the dotted lines). Since
there are O(log(1/€)) blocks and in each block we sample O(d?/¢) entries, the sample complexity of our
algorithm is as small as O(d? /¢).

The correctness of our algorithm for d = 1 follows from what we call a rebasing argument. Starting
from an empty matrix, our goal is to maintain and augment the matrix to a 2 x 2 full-rank matrix when A
is e-far from rank-d. By a level-set argument, we show an oracle lemma which states that we can augment
any r X v full-rank matrix to an (r + 1) x (r + 1) full-rank matrix by an augmentation entry in the sampled
region, as long as < d and A is e-far from rank-d. Therefore, as a first step we successfully finda 1 x 1
full-rank matrix, say with index (, ¢), in the sampled region. We then argue that we can either (a) find a
2 x 2 fully-observed full-rank submatrix or a 2 x 2 submatrix which is not fully observed but we know must
be of full rank, or (b) move our maintained 1 x 1 full-rank submatrix upwards or leftwards to anew 1 x 1
full-rank submatrix and repeat checking whether case (a) happens or not; if not, we implement case (b) again
and repeat the procedure. To see case (a), by the oracle lemma, if the augmented entry is (", ¢’) (see Figure
1), then we fully observe the submatrix determined by (r”, ¢’) and (r, ¢) and so the algorithm is correct in
this case. On the other hand, if the augmented entry is (7, ¢’), then we fail to see the entry at (7, ¢). In this
case, when A, . = 0, then we must have A,/ » # 0; otherwise, (/, ') is not an augment of (r, ¢), which
leads to a contradiction with the oracle lemma. Thus we find a 2 x 2 matrix with structure

Ar,c’ Ar,c _ 0 ?é() (1)
AT’,c’ Ar’,c B 7'&0 ? ’

which must be of rank 2 despite an unobserved entry, and the algorithm therefore is correct in this case. The
remaining case of the analysis above is when A, » # 0. Instead of trying to augment A, ., we augment A, ~
in the next step. Note that the index (r, ¢’) is to the left of (r, ¢). This leads to case (b). In the worst case, we
move the 1 x 1 non-zero matrix to the uppermost left corner,! e.g., (7, ¢’). Fortunately, since (7, ¢’) is in

'The upper-left corner refers to the intersection of all sampled blocks, namely, Ry X Cy,; it does not mean the top-left entry.



the uppermost left corner, we can, as guaranteed by the oracle lemma, augment it to a 2 x 2 fully-observed
full-rank matrix. Again the algorithm outputs correctly in this case.

The analysis becomes more challenging for general d, since the number of unobserved/unimportant
entries (i.e., those entries marked as “?”’) may propagate as we augment an 7 X 7 submatrix (r = 1,2, ..., d)
in each round. To resolve the issue, we maintain a structure (modulo elementary transformations) similar to
structure (1) for the r X r submatrix, that is,

0 o --- 0 --- 0 #0]

0 0O - 0 -+ #0 7

: : : : : 2
0 #0 -~ 27 ... ? ?

£0 7 7?7 ... ? ?

Since the proposed structure has non-zero determinant, the submatrix is always of full rank. Similar to the
case for d = 1, we show that we can either (a) augment the r X 7 submatrix to an (r + 1) X (r 4 1) submatrix
with the same structure (2) (modulo elementary transformations); or (b) find another r x r submatrix of
structure (2) that is closer to the upper-left corner than the original » X r matrix. Hence the algorithm is
correct for general d. More details are provided in the proof of Theorem 3.5.

Pivot-Node Assignment. Our rank testing lower bound under the sampling model over a finite field F
follows from distinguishing two hard instances UV " vs. W, where U,V € F**? and W € F*** have
i.i.d. entries that are uniform over . For an observed subset S of entries with |S| = O(d?), we bound the
total variation distance between the distributions of the observed entries in the two cases by a small constant.
In particular, we show that the probability Pr[(UV T)|s = x] is large for any observation x € FISI, by a
pivot-node assignment argument, as follows. We reformulate our problem as a bipartite graph assignment
problem G = (L U R, E), where L corresponds to the rows of U, R the rows of V and each edge of E one
entry in S. We want to assign each node a vector/affine subspace, meaning that the corresponding row in U or
V will be that vector or in that affine subspace, such that they agree with our observation, i.e., (UV")|s = x.
Since U, V are random matrices, we assign random vectors to nodes adaptively, one at a time, and try to
maintain consistency with the fact that (UV ")|s = x. Note that the order of the assignment is important, as
a bad choice for an earlier node may invalidate any assignment to a later node. To overcome this issue, we
choose nodes of large degrees as pivot nodes and assign each non-pivot node adaptively in a careful manner
so as to guarantee that the incident pivot nodes will always have valid assignments (which in fact form an
affine subspace). In the end we assign the pivot node vectors from their respective affine subspaces. We
employ a counting argument for each step in this assignment procedure to lower bound the number of valid
assignments, and thus lower bound the probability Pr[(UVT)|s = x].

The above analysis gives us an 2(d?) lower bound for constant e since W is constant-far from being of
rank d. The desired ©2(d?/¢) lower bound follows from planting UV " vs. W with ¢ = \/en into an n x n
matrix at uniformly random positions, and padding zeros everywhere else.

New Analytical Framework for Stable Rank, Schatten-p Norm, and Entropy Testing. We propose a
new analytical framework by reducing the testing problem to a sequence of estimation problems without
involving poly(n) in the sample complexity. There is a two-stage estimation in our framework: (1) a constant-
approximation to some statistic X of interest (e.g., stable rank) which enables us to distinguish X < d vs.
X > 10d for the threshold parameter d of interest. If X > 10d, we can safely output “A is far from X < d”;
otherwise, the statistic is at most 10d, and (2) we show that X has a (1 =4 ¢)-factor difference between “X < d”
and “far from X < d”, and so we implement a more accurate (1 4 €)-approximation to distinguish the two
cases. The sample complexity does not depend on n polynomially because (1) the first estimator is “rough”
and gives only a constant-factor approximation and (2) the second estimator operates under the condition



that X < 10d and thus A has a low intrinsic dimension. We apply the proposed framework to the testing
problems of the stable rank and the Schatten-p norm by plugging in our estimators in Theorem B.2 and
Theorem B.4. This analytical framework may be of independent interest to other property testing problems
more broadly.

In a number of these problems, a key difficulty is arguing about spectral properties of a matrix A when it
is e-far from having a property, such as having stable rank at most d. Because of the fact that the entries must
always be bounded by 1 in absolute value, it becomes non-trivial to argue, for example, that if A is e-far from
having stable rank at most d, that its stable rank is even slightly larger than d. A natural approach is to argue
that you could change an e-fraction of rows of A to agree with a multiple of the top left or right singular
vector of A, and since we are still guaranteed to have stable rank at least d after changing such entries, it
means that the operator norm of A must have been small to begin with (which says something about the
original stable rank of A, since its Frobenius norm can also be estimated). The trouble is, if the top singular
vector has some entries that are very large, and others that are small, one cannot scale the singular vector by a
large amount since then we would violate the boundedness criterion of our model. We get around this by
arguing there either needs to exist a left or a right singular vector of large ¢;-norm (in some cases such vectors
may only be right singular vectors, and in other cases only left singular vectors). The £;-norm is a natural
norm to study in this context, since it is dual to the ¢,,-norm, which we use to capture the boundedness
property of the matrix.

Our lower bounds for the above problems follow from the corresponding sketching lower bounds for the
estimation problem in [32, 29], together with rigidity-type results [44] for the hard instances regarding the
respective statistic of interest.

2 Preliminaries

We shall use bold capital letters A, B, ... to indicate matrices, bold lower-case letters u, v, ... to indicate
vectors, and lower-case letters a, b, ... to indicate scalars. We adopt the convention of abbreviating the set
{1,2,...,n} as [n]. We write f = g (resp. f < g) if there exists a constant C' > 0 such that f > Cg (resp.
[ <Cyg.

For matrix functions, denote by rank(A) and srank(A) the rank and the stable rank of A = 0, respectively.
It always holds that 1 < srank(A) < rank(A). For matrix norms, let ||A||s, denote the Schatten-p norm of

A, defined as ||Alls, = (D1, oF (A))l/ P The Frobenius norm || A || is a special case of the Schatten-p
norm when p = 2, the operator norm or the spectral norm (the largest singular value) of || A || equals to the
limit as p — +-00. When 0 < p < 1, ||A||s, is not a norm but is still a well-defined quantity, and it tends to
rank(A) as p — 0. Let || A||o denote the number of non-zero entries in A, and || A ||o denote the entrywise
oo norm of A, i.e., | Allc = max; ; |A; ;|. The rigidity of a matrix A over a field F, denoted by R (r), is

the least number of entries of A that must be changed in order to reduce the rank of A to a value at most 7:
RE (r) :== min{||C||o : rankg(A 4+ C) < 7}.

Sometimes we may omit the subscript A in Rg(r) when the matrix of interest is clear from the context.
We define the entropy of an unnormalized distribution (p1,...,p,) (0 < p1 + -+ pp, < 1 withp; >0
for all 7) to be

H(p17 s 7Pn) = _sz logpl
i

Let A € R™ " we define its entropy as

a?(A) a?(A)
FA)  o3(A)) _ % T log S
H(A):H( 1752),.._, 752)): QUZ(A) ’ 3)
D3



with the convention that 0 - co = 0. For matrices A satisfying ||A || < 1, it holds that o;(A) < n for all ¢
and the entropy above coincides with the usual Shannon entropy. Note that scaling only changes the entropy
additively; that is, H(3A) = H(A) — log 5.

Let G(m, n) denote the distribution of m x n i.i.d. standard Gaussian matrix over R and Ur(m, n) (or
U(S)) represent m X n i.i.d. uniform matrix over a finite field F (or a finite set S). We use dry (L1, L£2) to
denote the total variation distance between two distributions £ and L.

We shall also frequently use ¢, ¢, cg, C, C’, Cy, etc., to represent constants, which are understood to be

absolute constants unless the dependency is otherwise specified.

3 Non-Adaptive Rank Testing

In this section, we study the following problem of testing low-rank matrices.

Problem 3.1 (Rank Testing with Parameter (n, d, €) in the Sampling Model). Given a field F and a matrix
A € F™*™ which has one of promised properties:

HO. A has rank at most d;

H1. A is e-far from having rank at most d, meaning that A requires changing at least an e-fraction of its
entries to have rank at most d.

The problem is to design a property testing algorithm that outputs HO with probability 1 if A € HO0, and
output H1 with probability at least 0.99 if A € H1, with the least number of queried entries.
3.1 Positive Results

Below we provide a non-adaptive algorithm for the rank testing problem under the sampling model with
~ A2
O(%£) queries when € < 1. Let n € (0, 1) be such that nlog(%) =eandletm = Hog(%ﬂ.

Algorithm 1 Robust non-adaptive testing of matrix rank

1: Choose R1,...,Ry, and Cy,...,Cy, from [n] uniformly at random such that
RiC- CRpy, €12 2Cn,
and
[Ril = cllog d + loglog(1/m)ldlog(1/n)2',  |Ci| = cllogd + loglog(1/m)ldlog(1/n)/(2n),

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant. To impose containment for R;’s, R; can be formed by appending to
Ri—1 uniformly random |R;| — |R;_1| rows. The containment for C;’s can be imposed similarly.

2: Query the entries in Q@ = [ J;", (R; x C;). Note that the entries in (R, x C1) \ Q are unobserved. The
algorithm solves the following minimization problem by filling in those entries of A, «xc,)\ o given
input Ag.

r:= min rank(Ag,, ¢ ) 4)
ARmxc\Q

3: Output “A is e-far from having rank d” if r > d; otherwise, output “A is of rank at most d”.

We note that the number of entries that Algorithm 1 queries is

O(k - [log d + loglog(1/n)]*d* log?(1/n) /n) = O(d*[e).



We now prove the correctness of Algorithm 1. Before proceeding, we reproduce the definitions augment set
and augment pattern i and relevant lemmata from [30] as follows.

Definition 1 (Augment). For n x n fixed matrix A, we call (r,c) an augment for R x C C [n] x [n] if
€ [n]\R, ¢ € [n]\C and rank(Aryy.cufey) > rank(Ar c). We denote by aug(R,C) the set of all the

augments for R x C, namely,

aug(R,C) = {(r,¢) € ([n]\R) x ([n]\C) | rank(Aru(ry cute}) > rank(Ar.c)}-

Definition 2 (Augment Pattern). For fixed R, C and A, define count, (where r € [n]\R) to be the number
of ¢’s such that (r,c) € aug(R,C). Let {count; };c|,_|r| the non-increasing reordering of the sequence
{count;}icp\r, and count? = 0 for i > n — |R|. We say that (R,C) has augment pattern i on A if and
only ifcountjl/mv > 2i=1pn

Lemma 3.1. Let A ¢ be at x t full-rank matrix. If A is e-far from having rank d and rank(Ag c) =t < d,
then

laug(R,C)| Z count, = Z count; > —
ren]\R

Proof. Let S be the set of entries (r,c) in R x C¢ such that rank(Aguirycufey) > rank(Agrc), ie
S = aug(R,C). We will show that |S| > en?/3.

Let 7 be the complement of S inside the set R x C°. For any (7, ¢) € S, we discuss the following two
cases.

Case (i). There is ¢ € C¢ such that (r,¢/) € T or v’ € R¢ such that (r',c) € T

In the former case, the row vector A, ¢} is a linear combination of the rows of Ax c(y. So
we can change the value of A, . so that A, cyy.) is a linear combination of Ag ¢y} with the same
representation coefficients as that of A c.y. Therefore, augmenting A g ¢ by the pair (7, ¢) would not
increase rank(Ax ¢). Similarly, if there is ' € R¢ such that (/, ¢) € T, we can change the value of A, . so
that augmenting A ¢ by the pair (7, ¢) would not increase rank(Ax ¢). We change at most |S| entries for
both cases combined.

Case (ii). (r,¢') € Sforall ¢ € C°and (', ¢) € S for all 7/ € R

In this case, we can change the entire r-th row and c-th column of A so that rank(Ax ¢) does not
increase by augmenting it with any pair in (R¢ x {c}) U ({r} x C¢). Recall that n > 2d and t < d.
It follows that n < 2(n — t). Therefore, this specific pair (r,c¢) would lead to the change of at most
2n <2(n —t) 4+ 2(n —t) < 2(|R¢| + |C€|) entries. For all such (7, ¢)’s, we change at most 2|S| entries in
this case.

In summary, we can change at most 3|S| entries of A so that rank(Ax ¢) cannot increase by augmenting
AR ¢ with any pair (1, ¢) € R¢ x C°. Since A is e-far from being rank d, we must have 3|S| > en?. Namely,
laug(R,C)| = |S| > en?/3. O

Lemma 3.2. Let A ¢ be at x t full-rank matrix. If A is e-far from being rank d and rank(Agr c) =t < d,
then there exists i such that (R,C) has augment pattern i.

Proof. Suppose that (R, C) does not have any augment pattern in [log(1/7)]. That is

count;/Qi <2=gn, i=1,2, .., log(1/m).



Therefore,

n % 210g(177r1)71 nn
Zcount;‘ = Z count; + Z count; + ... + Z count] + E:count;k
i i=g+1 i=%4+1 i:mﬂ =1
< ﬁcount* + ﬁcount’% 4+ Lcount* n + pncount]
- 2 %+1 4 Z+1 210g(1/77) olog(1/n) +1 n 1
n n
< 5 + Zan + oo+ pn2los/ M=y 4 pp?
2
nn
= —~(log(1/n) +2)
en?
=73
which leads to a contradiction with Lemma 3.1. OJ

Lemma 3.3. For fixed (R, C), suppose that (R, C) has augment patterni on A. Let R',C’ C [n] be uniformly
random such that |R'| = 2, |C'| = ¢/(2'n). Then the probability that (R',C') contains at least one augment
of (R,C) on A is at least 1 — 2¢=¢/2,

Proof. Since (R,C) has augment pattern ¢ on matrix A, the probability that R’ (and C’) does not hit row
(and column) of any augment is (1 — 279)*" (and (1 — 27~ 1#)/ ('), Therefore, the probability that (R’,C’)
hits at least one augment is given by

it - i 2
(1—(1—2 @)02)(1—(1—22 177)0/(2’7))21—60/2. O
3.1.1 Warm-Up: The Case of d = 1
Without loss of generality, we may permute the rows and columns of A and assume that R; = {1,...,|R;|}

andC; = {1,...,|C;|} forall i < [log %1

Theorem 3.4. Let € < 1/e and d = 1. For any matrix A, the probability that Algorithm 1 fails is at most
1/3.

Proof. If A is of rank at most d, then the algorithm will never make mistake; so we assume that A is e-far
from being rank d in the proof below.

Lemma 3.2 shows that (), #) has some augment pattern s and by Lemma 3.3, with probability at least
1 — 2¢=%/? there exists (, ¢) € (Rs,Cs) such that (r,¢) € aug(f), 0), i.e., A,y # 0. We now argue that the
rank-1 submatrix A, .) can be augmented to a rank-2 submatrix.

Again by Lemma 3.2, ({r}, {c}) has an augment pattern j; otherwise, A is not e-far from being rank-d,
and with probability at least 1 — 2¢~/2 there exists (', ¢') € (R;,C;) such that (', ') € aug({r}, {c}).
We now discuss three cases based on the position of (', ¢) in relation to (r, ¢).

Case (i). (', ) € Rg x Cs.

By Lemma 3.3, with probability at least 1 — 2e~“*, R; x C; contains an argument for (7, ¢), denoted by
(r', ). By construction of {RR;} and {C;}, (r,¢’) and (1, ¢) are also queried (See Figure 2(a)). Thus we find
a 2 x 2 non-singular matrix. The algorithm answers correctly with probability at least 1 — 4de~°/* > 2/3 in
this case.

Case (ii). 7’ € Rs or ¢’ & Cs.

—c/2
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(a) Case (1). (b) Case (ii).

Figure 2: Finding an augmentation path (d = 1), where the whole region is the O(d/¢) x O(d/e) submatrix
uniformly sampled from the original n X n matrix.

In this case, we show that starting from A, ., we can always find a path for the non-singular 1 x 1
submatrix A, . such that the index (x, %) always moves to the left or above, so we make progress towards
case (i): we note that the non-zero element in the most upper left corner can always be augmented with three
queried elements in the same augment pattern (i.e., Case (i)), because the uppermost left corner belongs to all
(R;,C;)’s by construction. We now show how to find the path (Please refer to Figure 2(b) for the following
proofs).

For index (r, ¢) such that A, . # 0, if v’ € Rsor ¢ & C, (say 7’ ¢ R at the moment), then by Lemma
3.3, there exists an index (1, ¢’) € (R;,C;) such that (r,c) can be augmented by (1, ¢’). However, we
cannot observe A, . so we do not find a 2 x 2 submatrix at the moment. To make progress, we further
discuss two cases.

Case (ii.1). A, » =0and A, » = 0.
This case is impossible; otherwise, (', ¢’) cannot be an augment of (r, c).

Case (ii.2). A, =0and A,/ » # 0.
Since A, . # 0, A, o # 0and A, » = 0, no matter what A,. ~ is, the 2 x 2 submatrix

Ar,c/ Ar,c _ 0 7&0
Avy Apg ~ |#£0 7

is always non-singular (Denote by ? the entry which can be observed or unobserved, meaning that the specific
value of the entry is unimportant for our purpose). So the algorithm answers correctly with probability at
least 1 — 4e~%/% > 2/3.

Case (ii.3). A, # 0. Instead of augmenting (, ¢), we shall pick (r, ¢) to be our new base entry (1 x 1
matrix) and try to augment it to a 2 X 2 matrix. In this way, we have moved our base 1 x 1 matrix towards
the upper-left corner. We can repeat the preceding arguments of different cases.

If Case (i) happens for (7, ¢’), we immediately have a 2 x 2 rank-2 submatrix and the algorithm answers
correctly with a good probability. If Case (i) does not happen, we shall demonstrate that we can make further
progress. Suppose that (r”, ) is an augment of ({r},{c'}) and ¢’ ¢ Cs U C;. We intend to look at the
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submatrix
AT”,C’ A_,r,ll7c//
Ar,c’ Ar,c”

Here we cannot observe A, .». We know that A, » and A, .» cannot be both 0, otherwise (r”, ¢”") would
not be an augment for (r, ¢’). If A,n o =0and A, # 0, this 2 X 2 matrix is nonsingular regardless of the
value of A, .» and the algorithm will answer correctly. If A, » # 0, we can rebase our 1 x 1 base matrix to
be (r”, ') and try to augment it. Since (1", ¢) is above (7’, ¢), we have again moved towards the upper-left
corner.

Note that there are at most log(1/n) different augment patterns and each time we rebase, A, , moves
from one (R¢, C;) to another for some ¢. Hence, after repeating the argument above at most 2 log(1/7) times,
the algorithm is guaranteed to observe a 2 x 2 non-singular submatrix. Since the failure probability in each
round is at most 4e /4, by union bound over 2 log(1/n) rounds, the overall failure probability is at most
8log(1/n)e/* < 1/3, provided that ¢y = O(log log(%)).

In summary, the overall probability is at least 2/3 that the algorithm answers correctly in all cases by
finding a submatrix of rank 2, when A is e-far from being rank-1. O

3.1.2 Extension to General Rank d

Theorem 3.5. Let ¢ < 1/e and d > 1. For any matrix A, the probability that Algorithm 1 fails is at most
1/poly(dlog(¢))-

Proof. If A is of rank at most d, then the algorithm will never make mistake, so we assume that A is e-far
from being rank d in the proof below.

The idea is that, we start with the base case of an empty matrix, and augment it to a full-rank r x r
matrix in r rounds, where in each round we increase the dimension of the matrix by exactly one. Each round
may contain several steps in which we move the intermediate j X j matrix (j < r) towards the upper-left
corner without augmenting it; here, moving the matrix towards the upper-left corner means changing A ¢ to
AR ¢, of the same rank, with |R'| = |R| =|C'| = |C| = jand R’ < R and C’ < C, where R’ < R means
that, suppose that r} < 7y < --- < r; are the (sorted) elements in R’ and r; < 7o < --- < r; are the (sorted)
elements in R, it holds that 7, < r; forall 1 <14 < j, and C’ < C has a similar meaning.

The challenge is that those unobserved entries 7’s may propagate as we augment the submatrix in each
round. Our goal is to prove that starting from a structural (r — 1) x (r — 1) full-rank submatrix which might
have ?7’s as its entries, no matter what values of all ?’s are, with the augment operator we either (1) make
progress for (r — 1) x (r — 1) submatrix, or (2) obtain an  x r full-rank submatrix with the same structure.
Let us first condition on the event that Lemma 3.3 holds true. Regarding the structure, we have the following
claim.

Claim 1. There exists a searching path for r X r full-rank submatrices with non-decreasing r which has the
following lower triangular form modulo an elementary transformation

[0 0o --- o --- 0 #0]
0 o -~ 0 - #0 ?
0 0 - #0 -~ 7 71, (5)
0 £0 - 7 72
£0 7 .- 7?7 ... ? ?

where # 0 denotes the known entry which is non-zero, and ? denotes an entry which can be either observed
or unobserved.
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Proof of Claim 1. Without loss of generality, we assume that all ?’s are unobserved, which is the most
challenging case; otherwise, the proof degenerates to the discussion of central submatrix in Case (iii) which
we shall specify later. We prove the claim by induction. The base case » = 1 is true by Theorem 3.4. Suppose
the claims holds for » — 1. We now argue the correctness for r.

Let (p, q) be the augment. Denote the augment row by

[yl Y Ap,q Yb+2 - yr}a

and the augment column by

(21 - % Apg Tars - @] .

We now discuss three cases based on the relation between a + b and 7.

Case (i). a + b =r — 1 (A, 4 is on the antidiagonal of r x r submatrix).

In this case, ypt2,-..,yr and 442, ..., 2, are all 7’s. We argue that 1 = 29 = -+ = x5, = 0 and
y1 = y2 = - - = 1y = 0; otherwise, we can make progress. First consider y; for 1 <4 < b. If some y; # 0,
we can delete the (r — 7)-th row in the (r — 1) X (r — 1) submatrix and insert the augment row (without the
augment entry A, ), which is above the deleted row. Thus we obtain a new (r—1) x (r—1) submatrix towards
the upper-left corner, and furthermore, the new submatrix exhibits the structure in (5). The same argument
applies for x1, 9, ..., x4. Therefore, if no progress is made, it must hold that x; = z9 = ... = 2, = 0 and
y1 =y2 = ... = yp = 0. In this case, A, ;, # 0; otherwise, (p, ¢) is not an augment. Therefore we obtain an
r x r full-rank matrix of the form (5).

Case (ii). a +b <17 — 1 (A, 4 is above the antidiagonal of » x r submatrix).

In this case, Yr—q+1,-.-,Yr and p_pt1,..., 2, are all ?’s. Similarly to Case (i), we shall argue that
Tl =" =Ty =Tgya =" =Trp=0andy; = =yYp = Ypgr2 = -+ = Yr—q = 0; otherwise, we can
make progress. To see this, consider first y; for 1 < i < band then forb +2 < i < r —a. If y; # 0 for
some i < b, we can delete the (r — 4)-th row in the (r — 1) x (r — 1) submatrix and insert the augment row
(without the augment entry A, ), which is above the deleted row, and so we make progress. Now assume
thaty; = --- = yp = 0. If y; # 0 for some 7 such that b + 2 < ¢ < r — a, we can delete the (r — i + 1)-st
row in the (r — 1) x (r — 1) submatrix of the last step and insert the augment row (without the augment entry
A, ), which is above the deleted row. So we make progress towards the most upper left corner. The same
argument applies to x1, ..., Tq, Lq+2,--.,Tr_p. Lherefore, x1 = -+ = x4 = Tga2 = ... = x,_p = 0 and
Y1 =" =Yp=Ypy2 = -+ = Yr—q = 0. In this case, A, , # 0; otherwise, (p, ¢) is not an augment since
all possible choices of ?’s cannot make the 7 x r submatrix non-singular. By exchanging the (a + 1)-st row
and the (r — b)-th row of the r x 7 submatrix or exchanging the (b + 1)-st column and the (r — a)-th column,
we obtain an r X r submatrix of the form (5).

Case (iii). a + b > r — 1 (A, 4 is below the antidiagonal of r x  submatrix).

In this case, we argue that z; = y; = Oforall¢ <r —b—1and j < r — a — 1; otherwise we can
make progress as Cases (i) and (ii) for ;. To see this, let us discuss from j = 1tor —a — 1. If y; # 0
(j=1,2,...,r —a— 1), we can delete the (r — j)-th row in the (r — 1) x (r — 1) submatrix and insert the
augment row (without the augment entry A, ), which is above the deleted row. So we make progress. The
same argument applies to x1,...,Ty—p—1. Sox; =y; = 0foralli <r—-b—-landj <r—a—1.

Given that there is only one non-zero entry in the first 7 — b — 1 rows and the first 7 — a — 1 columns
of the r x r submatrix (i.e., the Laplace expansion of the determinant), we only need to focus on a minor
corresponding to a min{a, b} x min{a, b} central submatrix, which decides whether the determinant of
the r x r submatrix is zero and is fully-observed because the augment (p, ¢) is at the lower right corner
of the central submatrix (see the red part in Eqn. (6)). Since it is fully-observed, the minor must be non-
zero; otherwise, (p, ¢) cannot be an augment for all choices of ?’s. Therefore, we can do an elementary
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transformation to make the central submatrix a lower triangular matrix with non-zero antidiagonal entries.
More importantly, such an elementary transformation also transforms the » x r matrix to a lower triangular
matrix with non-zero antidiagonal entries, because all the entries to the left and above of the central matrix
are 0’s, and all the entries to the right and below of the central matrix are ?’s. Hence any elementary
transformation keeps 0’s and ?’s unchanged, and we obtain therefore an  x r submatrix of the form (5).

0 0 - - 0 0 e 0 #£0]
0 0 - .- 0 0 e #0007
0 0 0 known ? ?
. . #- N (6)
0 0 --- --- known --- augmentA,, --- 7 ?
0 #0
#£0 7 ]
O

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.5. Note that Lemma 3.3 works only for fixed (R,C). To make
the lemma applicable “for all” (R, C) throughout the augmentation process, we shall take a union bound by

choosing |R| and |C| large enough. Specifically, for each i, we divide R; = Ui:1 R

;  uniformly at random
into ¢ = d + dlog(L)? even parts R\, R, ..., R, where each [R™| = c[log(d) + loglog()]2

&\y p NIRRT i g 0glogl; )4
and divide C; = Uizl Cz'(k) 1(1)’6;2), . ,Ci(g), where each !Ci(k)’ =
cllog(d) + log log( %)] /(2'n) for every k. We note that {ng)}k (and {Ci(k)}k) are independent of each other.
It follows that the event in Lemma 3.3 holds with probability at least 1 — m. By a union bound
over all /2 = ©(d? logQ(%)) possible choices of {Rik)} X {ka)} and Claim 1, with probability at least

1 —1/poly(dlog(L)), Algorithm 1 answers correctly, when A is e-far from having rank d. O

uniformly at random into ¢ even parts C

3.1.3 A Computationally Efficient Algorithm

We now show how to implement Algorithm 1 efficiently, for which we only need to give a polynomial-time
algorithm to solve the minimization problem (4) in Algorithm 2. We have the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6. Algorithm 2 correctly solves the minimization problem (4) in poly(g) time.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may permute the rows and columns of A and assume that R; =
{1,...,|Ri|} and C; = {1, ...,|C;|} for all i < [log %1 Our goal is to complete the submatrix Az, «c,)

such that its rank is minimal. Denote by R(") the set of sampled indices in the i-th column of A. We start
from an empty matrix S = [ ]. We will extend S as we process the columns of A that are not in the block
(R, C) from left to right. We will maintain the following two invariants:

e The minimal rank of matrix completion is always equal to the number of columns of S.

o After processing the i-th column of A, the restricted column A ;) ; is in the column space of Sy ) ..

?In the number of parts d + dlog(%), the first term follows from the operation of augmenting 1 x 1 submatrix to d x d. The
second term follows from moving the submatrix towards the upper left corner (from the lower-right corner in the worst case).
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Algorithm 2 Solving problem (4) in the polynomial time

Imput: Ry,...,Rrand Cy,...,Cg. Denote by R the set of sampled indices in the i-th column of A, and
let R = Ry, \ RO,
Output: the solution r to the minimization problem (4).
1: S < []is an empty matrix.
2: 7+ 0.
3. fori=1,...,|C1| do

4 if there exists x such that S5 ;) . x = A () ; then
5 AR?J — SRY),:X'

6: else

7 ARﬁ),i +— 1.

8 S «+ [S, ARk,i]-

9: r<r-+1.

10: return r.

Note that both invariants hold in the base case. For the i-th column A ; that we encounter, if Ay ; is
in the column space of Sp ;) ., then we use a linear combination on the first |R(@| coordinates of vectors
given by the columns of Sg;) . to extend Ay ; from a vector in |R@| dimensions to a vector in |R,y,|
dimensions, and we do not change S. Notice that the two invariants are preserved in this case.

Otherwise, ARU),@- is not in the column space of SR<Z~)7:. If AR(i)J' were in the column space of
AR 1:(i—1)» We would, by the second invariant above, have that A, ; is in the column space of Sz ., a
contradiction. Therefore, A i) i 1s not in the column space of AR@,[Z-_H. In this case, A. ; must be linearly
independent of all previous columns A. [; ;). We can thus append to S on the right the vector [AR(%; 1]
(The vector 1 can be replaced with any (|Ry| — |R(?)|)-dimensional vector), which increases the size and
rank of S by 1, and we maintain our two invariants.

The time complexity of Algorithm 2 is poly(g). O

3.2 Lower Bounds over Finite Fields in the Sampling Model

According to Yao’s minimax principle, it suffices to provide a distribution on n X n input matrices A for
which any deterministic testing algorithm fails with significant probability over the choice of A. Before
proceeding, we first state a hardness result that we want to reduce from.

Algorithm 3 Decomposing edges E

Input: A bipartite graph G = (LU R, ).

Output: Partition of £ = F; U --- U F; and the set of pivot nodes {w; }.
1: t < 0.
2: while E # () do
3: Find v such that 1 < deg(v) < ~d.

4 t—1t+1.

5: E, < edges between v and all its neighbours.
6: Wt < V.

7 E «+ E\ E,.

8: return £ = E; U---U E; and {w,}.
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Lemma 3.7. Let G = (LU R, E) be a bipartite graph such that |L| = |R| = nand |E| < v*d? for d < n/~.
Then Algorithm 3 returns a partition E = E1 U Fo U --- U Ey, where t < 'dez and |E;| < ~d for all i.

Proof. We first show that Algorithm 3 can be executed correctly, that is, whenever E # () there always
exists v such that 1 < deg(v) < vd. We note that 1 < deg(v) is obvious because E # (). If all vertices
with non-zero degree have degree at least yd, the total number of edges would be at least ydn > d?~?2,
contradicting our assumption on the size of . When the algorithm terminates, it is clear that each F;

generates at most yd edges and the E;’s are disjoint and so ¢ < ~v2d?. O
Lemma 3.8. Suppose that there are t groups of (fixed) vectors {ng), . ,vé’z)}ke[t] C F9 such that the
vectors in each group are linearly independent (denoted by 1.). Let w1, . . . , W, be random vectors in F? such

that each w; is chosen uniformly at random from some set S; C F¢ with |S;| > [F|(1=14, Let s = maxy, sy,
When s + 1 < ~d for all k and t < ~*d?, it holds that

Pr {v(k) Lot v® L wy Lo Lw, forallk e [t]} spo
Wi,...,Wr 1 Sk " - ‘F’(l_%)d
Proof. Forfixedwy, ..., w;_1 suchthat vgk), . ,vé’,j),wl, ..., w;_1 are linearly independent for all k € [t],
the probability that w; € S; is linearly independent of ng), .. ,vglz), wi,...,w;_1 forall k € [t] is at least
t‘F‘Sk+i_l t‘F‘Sk+i_l . ¢ n
1—T 2 1—W = 1—W 2 1—W.Theref0re,f0rallk € [t]

with ¢t < 72d2, we have

Pr {V§k) 1 ---J_vglz) Lwy L. L w,forall k}
W1,y W

'
=T[prtvi? L Lv Lwy Lo Low forallk [ vi? Lo Lv® Lwy Lo Lowyy forall k}
Wi
=2

x Privi? L ... L v(®) 1w, forall k}
w1

. t
Z 1—11 <1 o |F|(17)d(s+i1))

r ’}/2d2
2TL (1 i) bvobie1<oaandt <o)
=1

- B T’72d2

- |F|(1=27)d
373

S _rd

— ‘F’(l—Qw)d

(by (1 —2)! >1—txforz € (0,1))
(since r < vd). ]

When |S;| = |[F|?=% for d; < vd, it follows from Lemma 3.8 that the number of choices of the event

H(Wl,...,wr)GSl><---XST:vgk)J_~-J_V§IZ)J_le_---J_wrforallkH

.
— Pr {vgk)J_--~J_V§IZ)Lwlj_-"J_waorallk}‘H|SZ-|
i=1

(N

73d3 r
=1

7d? A= d; d—d;
= (1 — ’F|(1—27)d) [F|"d=2i=1di (recall that |S;| = [F]?~%)
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Based on this result, we have the following lemma.

Algorithm 4 Path for assigning subspace H, and random vector X, to each node v
Input: Bipartite graph G = (L U R, E)), partition E = E; U - - - U E; and pivot nodes {w; } by Algorithm 3,
observed entries X|g.
Output: An affine space H,, of vectors for every node v and a vector x,, € H,, for every node v.
1: Hy, + Fdforall v.
2: Set all nodes v unassigned.
3: for ¢ < t down to 1 do

4 Let ng), . ,v‘(g‘ be the non-pivot nodes in E; (i.e., the edges in E; are (w;, Uj(-i))).

5 for j <+ 1to |E;| do

6: if vj(.l) is unassigned then

7 Wv;i) <—HUJ(_1->\Uksméi)#wkspan{xg?, . ,x&?ﬁl , previously assigned non-pivot nodes in Ej}.
8 Choose w ) uniformly at random from va.

J J
9 ifw iy € W ) then
v; v;

10: abort.
11: Set v]@ to be assigned.

12: Let H,, be the solution set to the linear system (W.L.t. Xq,): X, [xffl), e ,xg)Ei‘] = (x|g,)".

13: Choose x,,, uniformly from H,,, of dimension d — |Es| forall s € So = {p € [t] | wp, is unassigned}.
14: return {H,} and {x,}.

Lemma 3.9. Let U,V ~ Ug(n, d), where Ug(m,n) represents m X n i.i.d. uniform matrix over a finite field
F. Denote by S any subset of [n] x [n] such that |S| < v2d? for v € (0,1/4) and d < n/~. It holds that for
any x € IE"S‘,
B 1 . ’y5d5

F]S1 =~ JF|a-2narisl

Pr[(UVT)|s = x]

Proof. Consider a bipartite graph G = (L U R, E) where |L| = |R| = n and (i,j) € E if and only if
(i,7) € S. We run Algorithm 3 on graph G. By Lemma 3.7, we obtain a sequence of edge sets Ej ..., E}
with wy, ..., w; (called pivot nodes), such that

1. {E,,..., E} forms a partition of E;
2. |E;| < ~d for all 4.

Since there is a one-by-one correspondence between the edges and the entries in S, we will not distinguish
edges and entries in the rest of the proof.

We associate each node v of G with an affine space H, C F? and a random vector x,, € H, as in
Algorithm 4. Basically, Algorithm 4 first assigns the non-pivot nodes (to determine the affine subspace H,,,)
from the E; down to the E), and in the end assigns all unassigned pivot nodes.

In the following argument, we number the for-loop iterations in Algorithm 4 backwards, i.e., the for-loop
starts with the ¢-th iteration and goes down to the first iteration. In the i-th iteration, let r; denote the number
of nodes U§Z) that are unassigned at the runtime of Line 6 and let #&; denote the number of good choices
(which do not trigger abortion) of Step 8 over all r; nodes to be assigned. Let #G be the number of possible
choices of Step 13 of Algorithm 4 and sy = |Sy| be the number of assigned pivot nodes by Step 13. Note
that by the construction of Algorithm 3, the non-pivot nodes of £; cannot be the pivot nodes of F; for j < 1.
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So Algorithm 4, if terminated successfully, can find an assignment such that (UV ")|s = x. We now lower
bound the success probability.
Let dg-z) = d—dim(H (), which is either 0 or [ E}| for some k > i. For any given realization x, we have

the following:

Pr{(UV")|s =x}
S HE - H#E 1 H#E #G

- |F|d(n+---+r1) |TF|dso

t 3 13 t
2H1<1 7d d> #9 by Bqn. (7))

(by rule of product and definition of #¢&;)

o )\ [F|020d ) [
1 7y #G
> — . _ t>1_ < 2 72
> |F|Zf:12?:1d§-i) (1 |F](127)d> F|d<s0 (by (1 —x)'>1—tzforx € (0,1) and t < y°d?)
1 VPdP 1 .
T LT (1 ) \Frﬂ-W) FEes,B  (OY definition of #6)

S 1 . ,.Y5d5
= [F|I Bl B o IF|(1-20)d )

where the last inequality holds because |Ey| + - -+ + |Ey| = 25‘21 S dEj ) > ses, | Es| as every pivot
and non-pivot node must be assigned exactly once by Algorithm 4 upon successful termination. (Recall that
d9 () (%)

;18 either equal to 0 when v; is non-pivotal, or equal to | E},| when v ;= W) O

Denote by S C [n] x [n] a set of indices of an n x n matrix. For any distribution £ over F"*", define
L(S) on FIS| as the marginal distribution of £ on the entries of S, namely,

(Xpl,th’XPQ,qQa-“aX ) NL(S)’ X~ L.

D|s|H4|S|
Now we are ready to show a lower bound of robust testing problem over any finite field.

Theorem 3.10. Suppose that F is a finite field and v € (0,1/4) is an absolute constant. Let U,V ~ Ug(n, d)
and W ~ Ug(n,n), where Up(m,n) represents m x n Li.d. uniform matrix over a finite field F. Consider
two distributions £y and Lo over F"*™ defined by UV " and W, respectively. Let S C [n] x [n]. When
|S| < ~2d?, it holds that

drv (£1(S), £2(S)) < Cd’|F|~,

where C, c > 0 are constants depending on vy, and drv (-, -) represents the total variation distance between
two distributions.

Proof. Let
X = {x e FIS|

Pr {(UVT)!S = X} < [F]lls } .

It follows from the definition of total variation distance that

1 T Vo dd 1 Yd?
drv(£1(S), £2(8)) = ) s~ POV )ls =x]| < > F|(—20d [F[I8] = [R[0-27d’
xeX xeX

where the last inequality holds since || < ||, O
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Based on the above theorem, we have the following lower bound for the rank testing problem over finite
field.

Theorem 3.11. Ler d < \/en. Any non-adaptive algorithm for Problem 3.1 over any finite field F requires
Q(d?/€) queries.

Proof. We first show that for constant €, any non-adaptive algorithm for Problem 3.1 over finite field FF
requires £2(d?) queries. Note that W ~ Ug(n, n) is e-far from having rank less than d. It follows immediately
from the preceding theorem that any algorithm which solves the matrix rank testing problem over a finite
field must read 2(d?) entries; otherwise when d is large enough, it will hold that drv (£1(S), L2(S)) < 1/4,
contradicting the correctness of the algorithm on distinguishing £; from Ls.

We now prove the case for arbitrary €. Denote by A and B the two hard instances in Theorem 3.10. We
construct two hard instances C and D by uniformly at random planting the above-mentioned hard instances
A and B of dimension \/en x \/en, respectively, and padding zeros everywhere else. Note that D being e-far
from rank d is equivalent to B being constant-far from rank d. Suppose that we can request cd? /e queries
with a small absolute constant ¢ to distinguish the ranks of the hard instances C and D, then in expectation
(and with high probability by a Markov bound) we can request cd? queries of the hard instances A and B to
distinguish their ranks, which leads to a contradiction. 0

3.3 Lower Bounds over Real Field under the Sampling Model

The rigidity of a matrix A over a field IF, denoted by RIZ (), is the least number of entries of A that must be
changed in order to reduce the rank of A to a value at most r: R (r) := min{||C||o | rankg(A + C) < r}.
We first cite the following lemma and theorem.

Lemma 3.12 (Matrix Rigidity, Theorem 6.4, [44]). The real n X n i.i.d. Gaussian matrix G is of rigidity
RE (r) = Q((n — r)2) with probability 1.

Theorem 3.13 (Theorem 3.5, [28]). Let U,V ~ G(n,d) and G ~ G(n,n). Consider two distributions
L1 and Ly over R™*" defined by UV and UV T 4+ n~1G, respectively. Let S C [n] x [n]. Whenever
|S| < d?, it holds that

dry (L£1(8), L2(8)) < C[S|(n~? + dc),

where C > 0 and 0 < ¢ < 1 are absolute constants.

Now we are ready to prove the sample complexity lower bound of rank testing over the reals in the
sampling model.

Theorem 3.14. Let d < \/en. Any non-adaptive algorithm for Problem 3.1 over R requires 2(d? /€) queries.

Proof. We first show that for constant ¢, any non-adaptive algorithm for Problem 3.1 over R requires Q(d?)
queries. Note that Theorem 3.13 provides two hard instances for distinguishing a rank-d matrix (of the
form A = UV ") from a rank-n matrix (of the form B = UV " + n~*G), where U,V ~ G(n,d) and
G ~ G(n,n). For our purpose, we only need to show that the rank-n matrix B = UV " + n~1G has
rigidity R (d) = Q(n?). Denote by rank,(B) = minyg|,—, rank(B + S). We note that

d> rankRné(d)(B)
= min rank(UV' + 071G +8)

ISllo=R% (@)

>  min rank(n G +S) — rank(UV")
[Sllo=Rg (d)

>  min rank(n MG +8) —d.
[Sllo=Rg (d)
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Therefore, minHSHO:R%(d) rank(n 4G +8) < 2d, i.e., R%(d) > RHS,MG(Qd). By Lemma 3.12, we have
RE_ 1o (2d) = Q(n — 2d)? = Q(n?). So RE(d) = Q(n?).

—14

" WeG now prove the case for arbitrary e. We construct two hard instances C and D by uniformly at random
planting the above-mentioned hard instances A and B of dimension y/en x \/en, respectively, and padding
zeros everywhere else. Note that D being e-far from rank d is equivalent to B being constant-far from rank d.
Suppose that we can request cd? /e queries with a small absolute constant c to distinguish the ranks of the
hard instances C and D, then in expectation (and with high probability by a Markov bound) we can request

cd? queries of the hard instances A and B to distinguish their ranks, which leads to a contradiction. O

3.4 Lower Bounds over Finite Fields in the Sensing Model

In this section, we provide a lower bound for the rank testing problem in the sensing model over any finite
field F. The sensing problem can query the underlying matrix A in the form of (A, X;) for any sequence
of (randomized or deterministic) sensing matrices {X;}. The algorithms for querying entries of A are a
special case of matrix sensing problem if we set X; = epeqT for some (p, q). The problem can be stated more
formally as follows:

Problem 3.2 (Rank Testing with Parameter (n, d, €) in the Sensing Model). Given a field F and a matrix
A € F™*™ which has one of promised properties:

HO. A has rank at most d;

H1. A is e-far from having rank at most d, meaning that A requires changing at least an e-fraction of its
entries to have rank at most d.

The problem is to design a property testing algorithm that outputs HO with probability 1 if A € HO, and
output H1 with probability at least 0.99 if A € H1, with the least number of queries of the form (A, X;),
where {X;} is a sequence of sensing matrices.

Definition 3 (Ruzsa-Szemerédi Graph). A graph G is an (r,t)-Ruzsa-Szemerédi graph (RS graph for short),
if and only if the set of edges of G consists of t pairwise disjoint induced matchings M, . .., M, each of
which is of size 7.

Definition 4 (Boolean Hidden Hypermatching, BHH,, ;,). The Boolean Hidden Hypermatching problem is a
one-way communication problem where Alice is given a boolean vector x € {0, 1}" such that n = 2kp for
some integer k > 1, and Bob is given a boolean vector w of length n/p and a perfect p-hypermatching M
on n vertices such that each hyperedge contains p vertices. Denote by Mx the length n/p boolean vector
(@19’3) XM, @1§i§p XMaise s ®1Si§p XMn/p,i) where {Ml,lv s 7M1,p}7 ) {Mn/p,la s aMn/p,p}
are the hyperedges of M. It is promised that either Mx = w or Mx = w. The goal of the problem is for
Bob to output YES when Mx = w and NO when Mx = W (@ stands for addition modulo 2).

For our purpose, it is more convenient to focus on a special case of Boolean Hidden Hypermatching
problem, namely, BHH?L’p where the vector w = 0"/? (p is an even integer) and Bob’s task is to output YES
if Mx = 0™/ and output NO if Mx = 1"/P_ It is known that we can reduce any instance of BHH,, ;, to an
instance of BH Hgnvp deterministically without any communication between Alice and Bob [11, 31, 45], by
the following reduction.

Reduction from BHH,, ,, to BH Hgn,p. We reduce any instance of BHH,, ;, to an instance of BHHgn’p
(n = 2kp for some integer k). Let M be a perfect p-hypermatching and x € {0,1}" in BHH,, ,,. Denote
by x’ = [x;X] the concatenation of x and X, where X is the bitwise negation of x. Let M’ be the p-

hypermatching in BHHgnvp. Denote by {x1,...,x,} € M the [-th hyperedge of M (I € [n/p]). We add two
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hyperedges to M’ as follows. If w; = 0, we add {x1,x2,...,X,} and {X7, X3, ...,X,} to M'; Otherwise,
we add {X7,x2,...,%,} and {x1,X2,...,X,} to M’. Note that we flip an even number of bits when w; = 0
and an odd number of bits when w; = 1. This does not change the parity of each set as p is even. Thus
Mx = w implies M'x’ = 02*/?_ and Mx = W implies M'x’ = 12"/,

Previous papers [2, 11, 17] used the BHH?L,p problem to prove lower bounds for estimating matching size
in the data stream: given an instance (x, M) in BHH?W (Denote by Dgpn the hard distribution of BHngp),
we create a graph G(V U W, E) with |V| = |W| = n via the following algorithm.

Algorithm 5 Reduction from BHH?L’p to the problem of estimating matching size in the data stream

Input: An instance from BHH%p.
Output: A graph G = (VU W, E).
1: For any x; = 1, Alice adds an edge between v; and w; to E.
2: Bob adds to E a clique between the vertices w; that belongs to the same hyperedge e in the p-
hypermatching M.

We shall use the graph created by Algorithm 5 to build a hard distribution for our rank testing problem.
The following claim guarantees the correctness of this reduction from BHH%p to the problem of estimating
matrix rank in a data stream.

Lemma 3.15. Let G(V U W, E) be the graph derived from an instance (x, M) of BH H%p (for even integers
p and n) with the property that ||x||o = n/2 (see Algorithm 5). Denote by A the 2n x 2n adjacency matrix
of G. Then with probability at least 1 — e~"/?P" e have

o if Mx = o/ (i.e., YES case), then rank(A) > 37” — %;

e if Mx = 17 (i.e., NO case), then rank(A) < 3 _ 237"2.

Proof. According to Algorithm 5, the graph consists of n vertices v1, ..., v, and n/p cliques, together with
edges which connect v;’s with the cliques according to x € {0, 1}". We call these latter edges ‘tentacles’.

Let A be the adjacency matrix of G where both the rows and columns are indexed by the nodes in G. The
diagonals of A are all zeros. For each pair w, u of clique nodes in G, we have A, ,, = 1. For each ‘tentacle’
pair (v, w), A, = 1. All other entries of A are zeros. Then A is an n x n block diagonal matrix, where
each block A, (A, represents the block with g; ‘tentacles’) is of the following form modulo permutations
of rows and columns (The red rows and columns represent ‘tentacles’):

01 .- 1110
10 --- 1 101
11 01 00
Ag = 11 1 0 0 0
10 0 00O
0 1 00 00

0

n7p’
BH H?W can be divided into n/(2p) groups. Each group consists of two hyperedges such that the sum of the
number of ‘tentacles’ connecting to these two hyperedges is p for every group, i.e., (¢;, p — ;) where ¢; is

the number of ‘tentacles’ connecting to one of hyperedges, which is either even (YES case) or odd (NO case)

According to the reduction from BHH,, /5 , to BHH;, ,, the hypermatching in the hard distribution of

21



according to the promise. Moreover, the g;’s are independent across the n/p groups, because we can process
each group one by one and after processing each group, the number of remaining ‘tentacles’ decreases by p.

Let 74, = rank(Ag,). Denote by A = Evgs(ry, + rp—g,) and B = Eno(rg, + rp—g,; ), Where A and
B will be calculated later. Summing up n/(2p) independent groups and by the Chernoff bound, with
probability at least 1 — e 5A2 and 1 — eV 5P/ , respectively, rank(A) > (1 — 6)5 A in the even case
and rank(A) < (1 + 5) B in the odd case, where > 0 is an absolute constant. We note that A = 3p and

B =3p—4/p. Therefore rank(A) > (1 — 6)3n/2 in the even case and rank(A) < (1+6)(3n/2 — 2n/p?)
in the odd case. Choosing ¢ = % finishes the proof. O

In the following we shall set ¢ = ©(1/logn) and p = ©(log n). Denote by Matching,, ; . the k-player
simultaneous communication problem of estimating the size of maximum matching up to a factor of (1 + €),
where the edges of an n-vertex input graph are partitioned across the k players and the referee. For our
purpose, we reduce from the problem of Matching,, ;. . to our problem of rank testing. We use the hard
distribution Dy in Algorithm 6 for Matching,, ; .. Notice that the hard instance of BHHE,p in Step 2 is
reduced from that of BHH,. /5 ;, as we did before in this section.

Algorithm 6 A construction of a hard distribution Dy for Matching,, ;.

Input: r=NI— 0() :M k_er’
1: Fix an (r t)-RS graph GRS on N vertices.
: Pick j* € [t] uniformly at random and draw a BHHQ,p instance (x(7"), M) from the distribution Dgp.

n=N+2r(k—1),andp=[g].

2

3: for each player P() independently do

4: (a) Let G; be the input graph of P(*), initialized by a copy of GR® with vertices V; = [N].

5: (b) Let V* be the set of vertices matched in the j*-th induced matching of G;. Change the induced
matching MR of G; to M« := M]-Fis\x(]*)

6: (c) For any j € [t]\{j*}, draw a vector x(*7) € {0, 1}’" from the distribution Dgy for BHH, ,, and
change the induced matching MRS of G to M; := M ] (ig) -

7: (d) Create the family of p- chques of M on the Vertlces R(M ]R*S), and give the edges of the p-clique
family to the referee.

8: Choose a random permutation o of [n]. For each player P("), relabel v to o'(j) for each vertex v in V;\V;*
with label j € [N — 2r|. Enumerate the vertices in V* from the one with the smallest label to the one
with the largest label, and relabel the j-th vertex to o (N + (i — 2)2r + j). Finally, let the vertices with
the same label correspond to the same vertex.

Claim 2. Let Ignn be the embedded BHH%p instance (x, M) in Algorithm 6. The adjacency matrix
A € F™™ of the graph that is drawn from distribution Dy (Algorithm 6) obeys

1. If Ignn is a YES instance, then rank(A) > k(3 — #)

2. If Ignw is a NO instance, then rank(A) < k(% — —) + N —2r,

with probability at least 1 — ke—n/P".

Proof. Note that by construction, the adjacency matrix of the graph drawn from Dy is a k-block-diagonal
matrix together with some ‘junk’ (area of size (N — 2r) x n union n X (N — 2r)) outside the block area such
that each block is an independent sample of the matrix A in Lemma 3.15. The claim then is a straightforward
result of Lemma 3.15. 0
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Reduction from Matching,, ; . to Problem 3.2. Given a hard graph instance G of Matching,, ;. ., we can
estimate the maximum matching size of GG by testing the rank of the adjacency matrix Ag of G: If we can

distinguish out rank(A¢) > k(3 — ﬁ), we ouput that the matching size is strictly larger than %; If we
can distinguish out rank(Ag) < k(%’" — 2377”2) + N — 2r, we output that the matching size is smaller than

g — 3N. The correctness for the reduction follows from Claim 2, the construction that the hard distributions
of Matching,, ;. . and Problem 3.2 are derived from the same graph, and the fact that the matching size is

strictly larger than % when Igyy is a YES instance and is smaller than % — 3N when Igpy is a NO
instance (see Claim 6.3, [2]).

The hardness of Matching,, ;. . by the construction in Algorithm 6 was proved in [2].

Theorem 3.16 (Theorem 10, [2]). For any sufficiently large n and sufficiently small € < %, there exists some
k = n°®Y) such that the distribution Dy, for Matching,, ;. . in Algorithm 6 satisfies
IC8\ip 1, (Matching,, ; ) = n*~(),

where ICgMPDM (Matching,, ;. ) is the information complexity of Matchingy, \  in the multi-party number-
in-hand simultaneous message passing model (SMP).

The following theorem summarizes the results in this section, providing a lower bound for Problem 3.2.
Theorem 3.17. Any non-adaptive algorithm for Problem 3.2 over GF(p) requires )(d?/ log p) queries.

Proof. We first discuss the case when d = Q(n), where we will give an Q(n?) lower bound. Let Ag
be the hard instance given by Algorithm 6. We want to find an n x n random matrix H' such that: (1)
rank(H'A) = rank(A) (Multiplying H' does not change the rank of A so that testing A is equivalent to
testing H'A); (2) M = H'A is rigid (Multiplying H' makes matrix A rigid). We now show how to do
this. Let B be a random matrix such that we want to distinguish rank n v.s. rank n — n/log? n for matrix
A := Ag + B. Let k = rank(A), H be a 3nk/§ x n uniformly sampled matrix over GF(p)™*/9*™ and
H’ be the first n rows of H. One can see that any subset of at most n rows of H has full rank with a large
probability.

Proof of (1). We note that rank(H'A) < k. We will show that H' A has rank k with probability at least
1 — 4. We will use the following lemma.

Lemma 3.18 (Lemma 5.3, [13]). If L C GF(p)" is a j-dimensional linear subspace, and A has rank k > j,
then the dimension of L := {w € GF(p)” | wT A € L} is at mostn — k + j.

For j < n, consider the linear subspace £; spanned by the first j rows of HA. By the above lemma, the
dimension of the subspace £’ := {w € R" | w' A € L;}isatmost n — k + j. Given that the rows of H
are linearly independent with high probability, at most n — k 4 j of them can be in E;. Thus the probability
that H’(j 1), A dsnotin £; %s atleast 1 — (n — k4 j)/(3nk/d — j), and the probability that all such events
hold, for j = 0,...,k — 1, is at least

(- 5s) ~ (i) =1

for small 6. All such independence events occur if and only if H) , . A has rank k. Therefore, the probability
that H' A is of rank & is at least 1 — §/2.

Proof of (2). We need the following result on matrix rigidity.
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Lemma 3.19 (Matrix Rigidity, Theorem 6.4, [44]). The fraction of matrices over GF(p)™*"™ with matrix
rigidity REF®) (1) = Q((n —r)?/ log,, n) is at least 0.99, for r < n — /2nlog, 2 + logn.

For uniform matrix H', we note that H' A is uniform as well: for any given matrix T in GF(p)™*"

kn
1
Pr [HA=T]= Pr [H’:TA_1}2<> .
H'’~Unif H'’~Unif P

Then by Lemma 3.19, R%F,ff) (n —n/logn) = Q(n?/log®n) with high probability.

Now we are ready to prove the hardness of Problem 3.2 with parameter (n,n — 1Og’§(n)  Tog™ (n)llogp o ).

For any non-adaptive algorithm A for Problem 3.2 with ¢ = 1/logn and d = n — n/logn, assume
that the required number of queries is q. We use such algorithms to estimate the maximum matching size
by our reduction. Given a graph G' with maximum matching size > 3N /e v.s. < 3N/e — 3N. We know

that the rank of A := A + Bis of rank n v.s. n —n/ log? n. By left multiplying matrix A with above-
(P)(

mentioned H’, the rank of resulting matrix H’ A remains the same and is of rigidity REF n—n/ log? n) =
Q(n?/(log*(n) log,,(n))) according to properties (1) and (2) that we have proven. By assumption, Ay can
distinguish rank n from rank n — n/ log? n for matrix H' A in ¢ queries with high probability. So Ayes; can
be used to compute the maximum matching size with (1 + 1/ log n)-approximation rate with O(qlog p) bits

of communication. By Theorem 3.16, we have qlog p = €2(n?), which implies that ¢ = Q(n?/log p).
n(l—1/logd) x n(l—1/logd
d d

We now prove the lower bound for arbitrary d. Let 1 € GF(p) : be the all-ones

matrix and A € GF(p) T/ Toga X T/ g be the above hard instance. We do the Kronecker product to
generate matrix C = 1 ® A € GF(p)™*"™. If there exists a non-adaptive algorithm A;.4; that can correctly
test whether C has rank at most d or is far from having rank d with cd?/ log p queries and high probability for
an absolute constant ¢, the algorithm A;.; can also test whether A has rank at most d or is far from having
rank d with cd?/log p queries by outputting the same result as testing C. This leads to a contradiction. [

Theorem 3.17 is tight up to a logarithmic factor. Indeed, there is an O(d?) upper bound for every field,
independent of ¢, as follows. If A is an (unknown) n X n matrix and has rank at least d + 1, the matrix SAT
will have rank at least d 4+ 1 with high probability for random S of d + 1 rows and T of d + 1 columns;
furthermore, this matrix product can be computed in the matrix sensing model because (SAT); ; can be
written as (A, ;T\ ;), ;, which is in the form of matrix sensing. Computing SAT uses only (d + 1)?

measurements instead of the d? /e we need for reading entries.

4 Non-Adaptive Stable Rank Testing

In this section and onwards, we study the problem of non-adaptively testing numerical properties of real-
valued matrices. They can be studied under a unified framework in this section.

Roughly, our analytical framework reduces the testing problem to a sequence of estimation problems
without involving poly(n) in the sample complexity. Our framework consists of two levels of estimation:
(1) a constant-factor approximation to the statistic X of interest (e.g., stable rank), and (2) a more accurate
(1 + 7)-approximation to X.

Definition 5 (Stable Rank). The stable rank of A is defined by srank(A) = || A% /|| A
the Frobenius norm and || A || the spectral norm (largest singular value).

2, where ||A||F is

Problem 4.1 (Stable Rank Testing in the Entry Model). Let A € R"™*" be a matrix which satisfies || Al|c < 1
and has one of promised properties:

HO. A has stable rank at most d;
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H1. A is ¢/d-far from having stable rank at most d, meaning that A requires changing at least an €/d-
fraction of its entries to have stable rank at most d.

The problem is to design a property testing algorithm that outputs HO with probability at least 0.99 if A € HO,
and output H1 with probability at least 0.99 if A € H1, with the least number of queried entries.

4.1 Upper Bounds

Lemma 4.1 ([40, Theorem 1.8]). Let A be an n X n matrix. Let Q be a uniformly random subset of
{1,2,...,n} of expected cardinality q with replacement. Then

q
BllAlol < /LIl + ViogalAlloo,

where Alg = (A )ico,j<n is a random row-submatrix of A, and ||Al|(,, /) is the average of n/q biggest
Euclidean lengths of the columns of A.

Lemma 4.2. Let x ~ Unif(S"~1). Then with probability at least 1 — n=2, we have ||x||oo < 1/ 210#.

Algorithm 7 Algorithm for stable rank testing under sampling/sensing model
> Lines 1-2 estimate the Frobenius norm of A.
Uniformly sample gy = (’)(62@) entries A, forming vector y.

s

2 X2 ||y||2 > X is an estimator of || A||%.
3 if X < 2(1 — L)en? then

4: Output “stable rank < d”.

5: else

6: Uniformly sample a ¢ X ¢ submatrix A’ with q= O(dk’%).

7. if|A| < Co ﬁq then

8: Output “e/d-far from being stable rank < d”.

9: else

10: Run Algorithm 9 (with 7 = ©(e/d"/*)) for the sampling model or Algorithm 11 (with 7 =

O(e/(d"/*\/Togn))) for the sensing model to obtain an operator norm estimate Z.

11: if Z2 > % then
12: Output “stable rank < d”.
13: else

14: Output “¢/d-far from being stable rank < d”.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that d = Q((1/€)'/3). Then (a) Algorithm 7 is a correct algorithm for the stable rank
testing problem with failure probability at most 1/3 under the sampling model, and it reads O (f—i log? n)
entries; (b) Algorithm 7 is a correct algorithm for the stable rank testing problem with failure probability at
most 1/3 under the sensing model, and it makes (9( log n) sensing queries.

Proof. When A is €/d-far from being stable rank at most d, we claim that || A% > en?(1 — 1). Otherwise,

replacing any <7 rows of A with all-one row vectors 17s results in a new matrix B such that |B|?> > 6”

and |B||% = HAHF + E" <en?(1-1)+ 6?[ = en?, leading to srank(B) < d, a contradiction. WQe note

that by sampling ¢ entrles from A and stacking them as vector y, the resulting estimator X = Z—QHyH%
0
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satisfies E[X] = ||A|% and Var[X] < n%(n*/¢?)(qo/n*) = n*/qo. So by the Chebyshev’s inequality, when
@0 = O/ (r? | A|14)) we have

4
1
Pr(|X — [Al2] > r|A|2] < L% 1
Thus we have
1-7)AIZ <X < (1+7)|Al%, (8)

where 7 will be specified later multiple times. So the algorithm is correct in Step 4 with constant 7 (although
we over-sample entries here for later purpose).
Let c; > 1 be an absolute constant to be specified later. We discuss two separate cases.

Case (i). srank(A) > c¢;d when A is far from srank(A) < d.

We first discuss the case when A is far from srank(A) < d. Let U be a uniformly random n x n

orthogonal matrix and let AJ , be the matrix after uniform row sampling of A of expected cardinality

q. Note that ||Al, | = [|A},Ul, and (AU);. = A;.U uniformly distributes on ||A;.||2 - S*"1. So

ow ’ row

|A;.U||% < 2||A;.U|2log(n)/n for any fixed i with probability at least 1 —1/n? by Lemma 4.2. Therefore,
with probability at least 1 — 1/n by a union bound over all rows, ||AU|2, < 2||A||% log(n)/n, where
|| A ||cor represents the maximum ¢2 norm among all columns of A. By Lemma 4.1,

q logn
BI1A% < 1y /2111 + Chvogay 2" AT

n

for absolute constants C| and CY, and by the Markov bound, with probability at least 0.9,

q logn
Al < €y LIAI +CovTogay 2 Al

A 1
< C’1\/§H\/C|1L§ + Cy4/logq OgnHAHF (since srank(A) > c1d)

n

1 X
< Vi (C’Mlch +ng/logqlogn) \/ - (by Eqn. (8))
-7 1

for absolute constants C; and Cs. By the Markov bound, we also have with constant probability that

q q
|Aral? < ¢ AJIF < eLx.
Conditioning on this event, by applying the same argument on the column sampling of A/, , we have
A q logn
IR < O [ L Al + oo 0y 2 A
<oy )1t C11/-L + ¢y /logqlogn X+C\F logn X
- — ogqlogn — 0 c\ —
SO0 i \ Gy qa T CeVlosalogn /204 Covlogay/ = =vaey [
1 vX q
< C - because the first term dominates as g > d
SO = Vadn | >
1+7|AllFg
< (g = by Eqn. (8
= 0 1—7\/chn (y q ())

!/

where A’ is the matrix after the column sampling of A/ ,,

and Cp, C, are absolute constants.
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On the other hand, when srank(A) < d and ¢ = O( dlog”) we have with high probability that

o Al alAlr

Al >cdja)=cd 12 ,
1A= Clal=cr— mes > ol

where the first inequality holds by applying Lemma B.1 twice on row and column sampling (set 5 = O(¢)
and 7 = ©(1) there). By setting c; as a large absolute constant, we have

1+7[Alrg _ jalAlr
1—7 \/Cldn n \/g

Thus we can distinguish (a) srank(A) < d from (b) srank(A) ¢/d-far from being at most d by checking
||A’]| in Case (i).

Case (ii). srank(A) < c;d when A is far from srank(A) < d.

We now show that we can distinguish the two cases of srank(A) < d from srank(A) being €/d-far from
at most d, suppose we have an accurate estimator to estimate the stable rank.

Let u € S ! be a unit vector such that |A|| = ||Aul|2, i.e., u is a right singular vector corresponding to
the largest singular value. First we claim that we can drop off coordinates in u that are at most 6/+/n for
some small constant § without affecting || Aul|2 by too much.

Let u’ be the vector obtained from u by zeroing out the coordinates of u which are ar least 6 /+/n, then

Co

0 2
AW < A < AP () < oAl

and thus
[A(u—1')[2 > [[Aullz — [[AW[2 > (1 - 0)[|A]].

Letu” =u—u'and v = Au”/||Au”||2, then (1 — 0)||A|| < (Au”, V). Next we show similarly that we
can drop off coordinates in v that are at most 6/+/n. Similarly we let v’ be the vector obtained from v by
zeroing out the coordinates of v which are at least /+/n, then ||v'||2 < 6, hence

(Au”",v —v') > (1= 0)[A]| - (Au",v') > (1 = 0)||A] — A" ||2]|v'[]2 > (1 — 20)[|A].
Let v/ = v — v'. Observe that

(1 - 205 < (1 ap)a) < (Aw' V) < AoV < [V

Ved

where we used the fact that |A;;| < 1 in the last inequality. This implies that at least one of ||u”||; and ||v"||
is at least \/(1 — 20)[|A]|r/(c1d)/* = /|| A /d*/* for some constant ¢ = /1 — 29/01/4.

Without loss of generality, assume that ||u”||; > ¢\/||A||r/d'/*. Next we shall argue that we can drop
large coordinates from u” by affecting ||[u”||; by at most a constant factor. To see this, let I = {i : |u| > £}
for some  to be determined later. Tt follows that |I| < 1/x2 and

A

provided that
241 /4

cV/IAllF
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Let x = u” — uf, we see that ||%||; > %||u”||;. For notational simplicity let S = supp(x).

Suppose that A is €/d-far from being stable rank at most d, and we reorder the rows of A such that
(A1, u)] < [(Ag.,u)| < -+ < [(A,:,u)]. Letm = %;' (we shall verify that m < n later). For
i=1,...,m,change A, ; to sgn(x;) for all j € Sif (A; gc,u) > 0, and change A; ; to —sgn(%;) for all
j € Sif (A; ge,u) < 0, yielding a matrix B and we know that srank(B) > d.

Now we verify that m < n so that the aforementioned change is valid. It is clear that |S| > ||x||1 /&, and

me Mot _dvd _BVe,
d-|%l/s = d  SlAllr T 2Vd
provided that € < ¢y for some absolute constant €y small enough.

We observe that

SO

Bl < |A[E +m|S], ©)

and
n
IBI” > [Bul3 > > (A, u)® + m|x|3
i=m-+1

m . (10)
> (1= ) Aul +mijx|?
m A
= (1= ) A2 + I3,
n
It follows from srank(B) > d that
BII% IA[JZ + m|S|
d < srank(B) = < NTPL
Bl ~ (1= SOIA[P +m|I%|
or,
m m(d||%|[; - |S])
a(1-") 1Al < Al (1- . (1
n " 1A%
Next we claim that it holds under certain assumptions
2w 1
dlfx|lf = —I5]. (12)
m
Observe that
d|| %I} o X [’y 6 _ s [IAlr
=d >d- c— > dichy —— 13
|S‘ ||XH1 |S| = 2 \/’E_ c n (13)
which is at least 1/7;, provided that
n
Alp > 7. 14)
I8l > s (
This holds when d = Q((1/€)!/?) since we know that | A||%, = Q(en?).
Hence under the assumption (14) it follows from (11) that
m md|%|?
a(1-2) 1A < I (1= (0= m) . (15)
n IAIZ
Note that
2 |Alr
md|%|? T _(-m) VA 1 m
(1 —m) > (1 =m)md - = m- > ——,
1Al 1A% 4 [AllF = n2 n



provided that
1— 2
Al < wn\/&. (16)

Combining (14) and (16) leads to that

> 2 - 2ver a7
C Oy (L —n)ne 01 —=20)n1/ (1 —m1)m2

Now, under both assumptions (14) and (17), it follows from (15) that

A% md||x|?
>1+(1—m—m)
dl|A|? A%
en’? d|]>2||2
> 1+ (1—m — ) : !
di|Allz S
€n3/2
> 1+ (1=m—m)ed———  (by (13))
dVA A

Choosing 0 = 1/4, 1 + 12 < 1, we see from (17) that we shall need d = €2(,/c1). It is also easy to verify

that (16) is satisfied for such d. Overall, we see that we shall need 7 = © (W) in (8).
F
We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.3.
Result (a): In fact, We have an accurate estimator to estimate the stable rank by reading an O(d'-® log(n)/€?) x
O(d'®log(n)/€*) submatrix: combining Theorem B.2 with Eqn. (8) yields an accurate estimator of the
stable rank of A:

(1—-0(7)) -srank(A) <

—— < (1+6O6(7)) - srank(A).
A2
Setting T as ©(77) gives the claimed result immediately.

Result (b): It follows from setting 7 = G(ﬁ) in Theorem B.4 on sketching complexity. O

4.2 Lower Bounds

Lemma 4.4 (Corollary 5.35, [46]). Let A be an m X n (m > n) matrix whose entries are independent
standard normal random variables. Then for every t > 0 and fixed v € R", it holds with probability at least
1 — 2exp(—t2/2) that

Vm —v/n—t < opin(A) < omax(A) < Vm++n +t.
Lemma 4.5 (Lemma 1, [26]). Let X ~ x%(k). Then we have the tail bound
Prik —2Vke < X <k+2Vkzr+2z] >1—2e".

Lemma 4.6 (Theorem 4, [32]). Let uy, ..., u, be i.i.d. N(0,1,,) vectors and v1, ..., v, be i.i.d. N(0,1,)
vectors and further suppose that {u;} and {v;} are independent. Let D; = G(m,n) and Dy = G(m,n) +
S siwv,, wheres = [s1, ..., ;] and G(m,n) represents m x n i.i.d. standard Gaussian matrix over R.
Denote by L1 and Lo the corresponding distribution of the linear sketch of size k on D1 and Ds. Then there
exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that drv (L1, L2) < 1/10 whenever k < c/||s||3, where drv (-, ")
represents the total variation distance between two distributions.
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Theorem 4.7. Let ¢ € (0,1/3) and let d > 4. For A € R/ > any algorithm that distinguishes
“srank(A) < do” from “A being €y /dy-far from stable rank < dy” with error probability at most 1/6 requires
measurements )(d* /(e log(d/€))) for any linear sketch, where dy = ﬁg(e) and €y = @(log (d/e))

Remark 1. Theorem 4.7 can be generalized to the (d/e?) x (d/e®) matrix by concatenating the columns of
two hard instances in Theorem 4.7 (1/€2) times. This scales up all singular values in our (d/e?) x d hard

|G| and ||S||F in (20) and (21) in the proof below are also scaled up by 1/¢. The concatenated matrix is
therefore € /dy-far from having stable rank at most dy following the same argument.

Proof. Letm = d/e? and n = d. We will apply Lemma 4.6 with » = 1. To this end, we need to justify that

C C T
Tog(d/c) G and Toe(d/e) (Go+ sjuv )

differ in the stable rank (i.e., srank(G) > do > srank(Gg+sjuv ")) and that G is rigid (i.e., changing ¢q/do-
fraction of entries of G would not change the stable rank of G to be less than dg), where the multiplicative
factor C'/log(d/e) is to keep the maximum absolute value of entries in the two hard instances less than 1,
G,Go ~ G(m,n), u ~ N(0,1,;), v ~ N(0,1,), and s; = 3,/¢/d. Note that by Lemma 4.6, we cannot
distinguish G from G’ := G + s;uv ' with (d?/€?) samples. So if the stable ranks of G and G’ have a
gap, we cannot detect the gap either.

For the operator norm, on one hand, it follows from Lemma 4.4 that with probability at least 1 —

2exp(—d/2),
(1- 1-16){g < omin(G) < omax(G) < (1 + 1.16)\?,

for an absolute constant Cp > 0. On the other hand, with probability > 1 — exp(—£(d)) we have

2
= sup

2
TH
X
xeSn—1

H(}o%—sluva

(;OX'+’81UV

HGov—f—sluvTvHZ

VI3
||G0V||2

VI3

< > e
)

> ((1—1.1€)% + 7.29) (de

+stl[ull3vI3 + 2(Gov, s1u)

d
> (1+2e)2:2,

where the second inequality (line 4) follows from the concentration of the quadratic form (see, e.g., [41])

t 12
Pr{|vI'Gou| > t < 2exp (—cmin{ , }) (18)
StV Goul > 1) [Goll TGol

30



for fixed Go; since ||Go|| =~ V/d/e and ||Go||% =~ d?/¢? with high probability, we can take t = O(d*/?/e).
For the Frobenius norm, we note that

HGO + ?)\V/SHV—r

Observe that [|Gol/% ~ x2(‘:—§) s0 [|[Gol|% = (1 £ O(§ )) 2> with probability > 0.9 by Lemma 4.5, and
9<|luv T ||% = 95[lul3|v]|3 = ©(2) with high probability. And also, setting t = ©(d/¢) in (18), we have

with probability at least 0.9 that [(Gg,uv )| = O(%) and thus 6,/5|(Go, uv')| = (’)(\/g). Therefore,

(1-0/()) IGali < |G+ 3/ Suv™ "< (1+0(9)) Il

F

2
€ €
= Gollf+ 95 v I+ 64/ (Go, )

F

As a result,

1G|% d
k(G) = >
srank(G) G2 = (1+ 1202
and Qe
srank(G') = 1G] d

< .
G2 — (1+1.9¢)?
By Lemma 4.6, it is therefore hard to distinguish

C IG/|I% d
k ") = srank(G’) = L < =
sran <log(d/e)G> srank(G") G2 S 05190 do
from ” H2
C G2 d
- = = > > .
srank <log(d/e) G> srank(QG) IGIZEZ A s1202 2 (1 + 1.3¢)do, (19)

with sample size O(d?/e?), provided that ¢ is sufficiently small.
We now show that ; ((Zl 7e )G is rigid, i.e., changing € /do-fraction of entries of - g( a7e )G will not make

srank [ —S-G | < dy. For any S € R(@<)*d guch that ||S||o =

log(4) (where 0 < 6 < 1) and

€ log2 <

lg()

—G + SH < 1 (thus S has an $-fraction of non-zero entries and |[S[[os < 2), we have
o

2
AR
C 2
" Julle=Lvla=t < <10g(d/6>G " S> u’ V>
2
logfd/e) \jﬁlgp l(Gu, v)Z 4 ”fHuQ}il(Su, v)? + log2(§/e) ”5”11221(GTSu, V)
||VH2 1 [vil2=1 [[v]l2=1
— G + ISP+ 6T
< 10;2/)”@“2 +ISIE + 2o IG TS|
< bgc(;/)uc;u? +ISIE + 2o IGTIIS
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Now, observe that
40d

SIIZ < — 7%
1817 < elog?(d/e)

and that, by setting ¢ = O(v/d/€) in Lemma 4.4,

Gl =0 (@)

with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—€(d/e?)), we have that

0+ v0)d c
Gl <1g<d/>> < (14 e0) foarg 11

2 2

= log?(d/0)

log(d/e)

where ¢; > 0 is an absolute constant.
On the other hand, with probability at least 1 — ¢’ exp(—(d/¢)) it holds that

2 C 2
> (log(d/e)nGnF— \SHF>

el c?
> 11— — | ——|G||%,
_< cz\/d>log2(d/€)|| I3

LG—FS

log(d/e)

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant.

Therefore,
C C
k(=G +8) = (1 egve) srank (=G ) > dy,
sk i @+ 8) 2 (1= VB s (56 >
where c3 > 0 is an absolute constant, and § is small enough such that the last inequality holds.

We conclude that %G is €o/dp-far from having stable rank < dj. The proof is complete.

5 Non-Adaptive Testing of Schatten-p Norm

We study the problem of testing Schatten-p norms in this section.

5.1 Upper Bounds

(20)

2D

Problem 5.1 (Schatten-p Norm Testing in the Bounded Entry Model for p > 2). Let p > 2 and A € R™*"
be a matrix such that |Al|~ < 1. For an absolute constant c, the matrix A satisfies one of the promised

properties:

HO. [[A[l5, = en?;

H1. A is e-far from ||A||gp > cnP, meaning that it requires changing at least an e-fraction of the entries of

A such that that | A > cn?.

The problem is to design a non-adaptive property testing algorithm that outputs HO with probability at least
0.9 if A € HO, and output H1 with probability at least 0.99 if A € H1, with the least number of queried

entries.
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First we prove a lemma showing that HO and H1 can be distinguished by the Schatten p-norm.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that p > 2 is a constant. There exist constants ¢ = ¢(p), C = C(p) and ¢y = €(p)
such that for any € € [C/n, €], when A € H1 it holds that HAng < (¢ — de)n? for some small constant ¢!
that may depend on p.

Proof. Assume that ||A\|§p > ¢1nP for some constant ¢; < ¢, otherwise there is already a constant-factor
gap. Together with the assumption that ||A||o, < 1 and thus ||A||% < n?, it must hold that [|A|| > can for
_ C}/ (p—1)

We claim that we can find a set T" of en rows such that || Az . ng > (1-C') HAng for some C’ (which
may depend on p) and therefore ||Ape .|| > chn, where A . stands for a submatrix of A with rows restricted
on the set 7. Consider a random subset 7" formed by including rows independently with probability e, that
is, let §; be the indicator variable whether ¢ € 7" and EJ; = €. Denote by A;. € R™ the i-th row of A.
Then we have, by the standard symmetrization trick (see, e.g., [27, Lemma 6.3]), that

C2

E|Arl3, =E| > 6AlAL|  <E(|30i-0AlAL| 4| > eAlA;
5 Sp/2 i Sp/2 ‘ Sp/2
< 2%‘315 Z€i5iAZ;Ai,: WLEHAH?SP’
g Sp/2

where ¢;’s are i.i.d. {£1}-valued Rademacher variables with Pr(¢; = +1) = Pr(¢; = —1) = 1/2. Applying
the Non-Commutative Khintchine Inequality (abbreviated as NCKI) [35] yields that

p/2 2/p
IGEI_J Z €:0; AZ:A%',: < IE Z ei@-AZ AL (by Jensen’s inequality)
v Sp2 ! Sp/2
1
3
<O g (Z 5i(A] A (by NCKI)
‘ Sp2

1

3
< C’l\/g max | A2 - (Z 5iA;,—;Ai,:>

<C \/gﬁuAT,:nsp/Q

1
e \/gn%mp |A7.|ls,, (by Holders inequality)

Sp/2

where the third inequality holds since ), 5i(AZ:AZ~,;)2 < max; || A3 - >, 5iAZ-T7:Ai,:. Hence, taking
expectation on both sides w.r.t. J;,

E|Ar,% < 01\/?15(@ T]7)3 (E | Ar]3)% + €| A% (by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

<y \/gn%(E \T|)%(IE HATH?%)% + 6||A\|?9p (by Jensen’s inequality)

B =

IN
Q

p o1 1
1\/;?7,2(671) (IE||AT|L29TJ)2 +€||A||?5p7
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whence we can solve that
p 2 2
E|Ar.|l5, < Cf§epn1+P +4e||All5, < Cael| A3, -

That is, we can find 7" such that ||Aq . ”?9,, < C’geHAH%p and thus

-
|A7e (5, = [|Aze Are]s, ,

=||ATA ~Aj A7,

Syp 2 (1= Coe)|ATAs,,, = (1 - Cae) A5,

as desired. A Chernoff bound shows that |7| > 0.9en with at least a high constant probability. We can
assume that it happens, since conditioning on this event will increase E || A H?sp just by a constant factor.

When |T'| > en we can just remove rows from 7', which only decreases ||Ar,||s, .
Let v be the normalized eigenvector associated with the largest eigenvalue of A;c Arec.. We shall

change the rows of T all to v := sgn(v), obtaining a matrix B. Note that B'B = A Are. + [T|vv' =
A}—CVZATC,: is a rank-1 PSD perturbation of A;CVZATC’: and v is the leading eigenvector of A;C7:ATC,:, we
have that for the i-th eigenvalue \;(-),

Ai(BTB) > Ni(Afe Age,), i2>2.
and the largest eigenvalue

M(B'B) = sup XT(A;C7:ATC7: + envv | )x
x:||x|l2=1

> v (Afe Age, + [TV v
= M(Age Are) + T[]

Observe that
M(Age, Are.) = [Are.vl3 =) (A, v)> <> ALIZIVIT < (n = TDIIVIT.
eTe €T
Then
T 096 T
A(B'B)> 1+ . Al(ATc’:ATcy;)
and so

p
0.9¢ \2 .2
en? > |Bg > (1 + 1o 6) Af(Afe Are.) + > AZ(Age Are)
i>2

p
0.9¢ \ %
> <<1+ 1_6> - 1) (chn)? + || Are .|1%

> cgpen” + (1 — C'o)|| Al

[NS]

whence it follows that
JAIL < (e~ (esp— cCen?,

provided that c and e are sufficiently small. O

Theorem 5.2. Let p > 2 be a constant, and c and € be as in Lemma 5.1. Then Algorithm 8 is a correct
algorithm for the Schatten-p norm testing problem under the sampling model with probability at least 0.99.

2
It reads O <M> entries.

edpr/(p—2)
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Algorithm 8 Algorithm for Schatten-p norm testing (p > 2)
> Lines 1-2 estimate the Frobenius norm of A.
Uniformly sample ¢ = 0(6%) entries A, forming vector y.

—_

2 X« HyH2 > X is an estimator of ||A|%..
3: Unlformly sample a ¢ x ¢ submatrix A’ with ¢ = (’)(lo%).

4 if || A']] < Cov/X L then

5: Output “A € H1”.

6: else

7: Run Algorithm 9 with 7 = @(ep/ (r—2) /p) and obtain indices Zyoy and Zy.
8: Ay + AIrow, Teol*

9: T« {i| 0s(Ao) > (14 €¢/(3p))n(ce/3)"/ P=2)},

1. if >, .7 07 (Ag) > en” then

11: Output “A € HO”.

12: else

13: Output “A € H1”.

Proof. When A € HO, we claim that srank(A) = O(1) which is independent of n and 1/e. Otherwise,
suppose srank(A) = f(n,1/e). Then ||A| = ||Al|r/+/srank(A) < n/f(n,1/€e) = o(n). In this case,

||A||§p is maximized when the first r singular values are equal to ||A||, where » < n?/||A|? in order to
satisfy [| A < n. So the maximal [|A [ is r[|A[|” < n?||A[[P~? = o(nP), which leads to a contradiction
with A € HO. That is, srank(A) is an absolute constant which is independent of n and 1/e, say 4¢. Thus,
when A € HO we have ||A|| = ©(n) and ||A[|r = ©(n), because n > ||A||F > [|Alls, > cl/rn.

We note that by sampling qg entries from A and stacking them as vector y, the resulting estimator
X=1u s|ly |3 satisfies E[X] = [|A[|} and Var[X] < n?(n*/g3)(q0/n?) = n*/go. Taking go = O(1/€2),
we have by Chebyshev’s inequality, that

Pr [|X — HA||%~\ > €n2] <

Thus with constant probability, | X — [|A[|%] < en?.

We argue that uniformly sampling an O(log(n)/e) x O(log(n)/e) submatrix of A suffices to distinguish
srank(A) < 4e? v.s. srank(A) > 4cje? for a large absolute constant ¢; with a constant probability. To
see this, when srank(A) > 4c;e?, let U be a uniformly random n x n orthogonal matrix and let A/, be
the matrix after uniform row sampling of A of expected cardinality q. Note that || A/, || = [|Al.,U
(AU);. =A;.Uis unlform on [|[A;.[]2-S" L. So ||A;.U||% < 2||A;. Ul log(n)/n for any fixed i With
probability at least 1 — 1/n? by Lemma 4.2. Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 1/n by union bound over
all rows, |AU||2,, < 2||A||% log(n)/n, where || A||col represents the maximum ¢ norm among all columns
of A. By Lemma 4.1,

row

log n
mmm<q¢nMH@wm N

for absolute constants C and CY, and by a Markov bound, with probability at least 0.999,

logn
nAm<a¢uM+@w% E% Al

7 Al ogn | )
<C; + Cav/logq ||AHF (since srank(A) > 4c1e”)
ny/Iere?
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for absolute constants C'; and C. By a Markov bound, we also have with constant probability that

q
1Ao7 < e[l A]E-

Conditioning on this event, by applying the same argument on the column sampling of A/, we have
A q logn
&) < oL Al + ooy 2 A
q q [|AllF logn logn [cq
<Ciy/= | Ciy/ = Cav/1 — A Ca/1 —||A
< 1»/n< WA + Covlomay “ER Al ) + Cav/logay/ <57 [ A
|AllF g .

< Cy (because the first term dominates as g > a constant)

T VA e? n’
/

where A is the matrix after the column sampling of A7, and C) is an absolute constant. On the other hand,
when srank(A) < 4e? and ¢ = O(1%5™), we have with high probability that

€
a JAlr o ,alAlr
n/srank(A) ~ n \/4e2’

|| = cLA| =

where the first inequality holds by applying Lemma B.1 twice on row and column sampling (set § = O(e)
and 7 = ©(1) there). By setting ¢; as a large absolute constant, we have

Alr g _ allAlr
VAacie2n n \/4e2

Thus we can distinguish (a) srank(A) < 4e? and (b) srank(A) > 4cie? by checking [|A’||. If we find
srank(A) > 4cie?, then we can safely output “A € H1”. Therefore, in the following we can assume
srank(A) < 4cie?.

Recall that, according to Lemma 5.1, there is a multiplicative gap in the Schatten-p norm between case HO
and case H1. Without loss of generality, we assume HAng = (1 % €)cn? in the following, which represents
the hardest case to distinguish HO from H1. In that case, srank(A) = O(1) and ||A||% = ©(n?), as we have
shown in the beginning of the proof.

We now show that with poly(1/¢) sampled entries, we can have an estimator which approximates HAHZP

Co

up to (1 = ¢) factor; therefore, we can distinguish HO from H1 due to the gap of |]A||gp in the two cases.
Consider all singular values of A which are at most n/+/r and consider HAng. This is maximized when

there are as many singular values as possible that are equal to n//7. Note that there can be at most r singular
values of value n/+/7, since ||A]|% < n? for || Al < 1. Therefore, the total contribution of singular values

which are no larger than n/\/r is at most n?r'~?/2, So if r = (ce/3)Z>, this quantity is at most cen? /3.
Thus all singular values less than n(ce/3)»=2 contribute not too much, at most cen® /3. For the remaining

singular values (i.e., ;(A) > n(ce/B)P%), by Theorem B.2, with O (641)/5’;%2) log? n) samples we have

2¢ /ceN o
oi(ATA) — 0i(AJ A)| < |ATA - AJ A < 5 (5) 7T 1A

2 2 _ -
02(A) — o (A0)| = (5

2 fceNpes o 26 o
< (= < Z52(A
_3p<3> n <3, (A),
namely, o7 (Ag) = (1 £¢/3)or (A). Therefore,
P _ PIAY — )
> o; (Aog) = (1 £¢/3) > o; (A) = (L +2¢/3)[ A,

i: 0;(A)>n(ce/3)1/(P—2) i: 0 (A)>n(ce/3)1/ (P2
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where the last C holds because all singular values less than n(ce/ 3)17%2 contribute at most cen? /3. Let
T ={i] oi(Ag) > (14 ¢/(3p))n(ce/3)/®=2} and J = {i | 0:(A) > n(ce/3)/P=2)}. We note that
Z C J, and that all singular values of A less than (1 + ¢/(3p))n(ce/ 3)1’%2 contribute not too much, at most
cenP /2, by a similar analysis as above. Therefore, those singular values of A that lie in 7\Z contribute at
most cen? /6, and by the relation o (Ag) = (1 £¢/3)o?(A) forall i € J, those singular values of A that
lie in J\Z contribute at most cen? /5. Therefore

cenP
> ol(Ag) = ol(Ag) £~ = (1=)|Alf,.

i€l ieJ

as desired. O

5.2 Lower Bounds

Problem 5.2 (Schatten-p Norm Testing in the Bounded Entry Model for p € [1,2)). Let p € [1,2) and
A € R™" with ||A||s < 1. For a constant c, the matrix A satisfies one of the promised properties:

HO. [[A[} > en' P/

H1. A is e-far from HAHZP > en'tP/2 meaning that it requires changing at least an e-fraction of entries
of A such that HAHZP > enltp/2,

The problem is to design a non-adaptive property testing algorithm that outputs HO with probability at least
0.9 if A € HO, and output H1 with probability at least 0.9 if A € H1, with the least number of queried
entries.

Suppose that G ~ G(n,n) and O is a random n x n orthogonal matrix. Consider two distributions
D) = HT:G and Dy = O + %G, where 17 > 0 is a small absolute constant. The following lemma comes
from a manuscript of Li et al. [29].

Lemma 5.3 ([29]). Consider a linear sketch of length m for random matrices drawn from Dy or Da.
Let L1 and Lo be the induced distribution of the linear sketch of Dy and Do, respectively. There exists
a = a(n) € (0,1) such that whenever m < an, it holds that dpy (L1, L2) < 1/10.

Theorem 5.4. Let p € [1,2) be a constant. There exist constants ¢ = c(p) and €y = €o(p) such that for any
€ < egand A € R™™ "™, any non-adaptive algorithm that correctly tests HO against H1 with probability at
least 0.99 must make Q(n) queries (i.e., the sketch size is (n)).

Proof. Consider the hard distributions D; and D5 for Lemma 5.3. For p < 2, it is a well-known fact that with
high probability over G ~ G(n,n), it holds that HﬁGH <2(1+4o0(1)) and ||ﬁGH§p < (IT+o0(1))cpn
for some constant ¢, < 1 that depends only on p. Hence with high probability, when A ~ Dy, it holds
that HAng < (1 +0(1))(1 + n)cpn. On the other hand, with high probability, when A ~ D, it follows

from the triangle inequality that || A ||% > (1-(1+ o(l))nc;,/ P)Pp. Therefore, when 7 is sufficiently small

(depending on p only), there is a constant-factor multiplicative gap in HAng between D; and Ds.
Let C' be a large constant to be determined. We truncate D; and D, by applying the map

= . c C
rmaxqminqr, — p, ———=
) \/ﬁ ) \/ﬁ
entrywise to the matrices, resulting in two new distributions D; and 222. We claim that with high probability,
there remains a constant-factor multiplicative gap in HAng between D and Ds. It suffices to show that with
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high probability, truncation incurs only a change of cn for some small constant ¢ > 0 in HAng for both D,
and Ds. B B
Suppose that A ~ Dy, and let A be the truncated matrix. We can write A = A + %B, where B is a

random matrix with i.i.d. entries following a truncated Gaussian distribution /\70(0, 1) whose probability
density function is
(It +C )2)

fe(®) = (1= p)a(0) + e (115

V2r

where §(t) is the Dirac delta function and

—2 /Ooe (xQ)d efc<0>
— xp | —— | dx =: er — .
bc o o p 9 \/5

me = E|B;;[? (22)

One can also calculate that

has a subgaussian decay w.r.t. C. It follows from a Chernoff bound that ||B||% < 2mcn? with high
probability. Since || B||s, < n%_%HBHF < \/mn%Jr%, we see that ||ﬁB||$p < 2mcn%, where the
constant factor can be made arbitrarily small by choosing C' large enough; that is, truncating A ~ D incurs
only a constant factor loss (where the constant can be made arbitrarily small) in ||A||§p with probability
> 0.999.

Next, suppose that A’ ~ D, and we write the truncation as A’ = A’ 4+ B’. It is a classical result [9] that

nh_}nolo Pr{y/n0O;; <t} gNAP[’(rO’l){g <t} (23)
Observe that A;j dist O;; + % g and A;; dist ﬁ g+ % ¢’ with the same additive ‘noise’ % g', where
9,9 ~ N(0, 1) are independent, it follows that Pr{y/nAj; <t} — Pr{y/nA;; <t} for any (fixed) ¢ as

n — oo (note that /nA;; st (1 + n)g and does not depend on n). Hence each entry of B, ; 1s stochastically

dominated by ﬁ/\NfCQ(O, 1). Similarly to before, E | B||s, < ni 2 E IB||lr < /mC/Qn%, and thus by

Markov’s inequality, with probability > 0.999 it holds that |B’||s, < 1000\/W/2n%; that is, truncating
A’ ~ D, incurs only a constant factor loss (where the constant can be made arbitrarily small) in || A’ ng with
probability > 0.999.

Now, the matrices from %@: and g@ have entries bounded by 1, and with high probability, || A|s, <

1.1 —~ 1.1 — .
c1n?» when A ~ @Dl and ||A|ls, > con2 ' when A ~ @Dz, for constants ¢; < ¢ (depending on

n and C'). Our result of the theorem would follow immediately from Theorem 5.4 once we establish that
1

— 1
with high probability, a random matrix from ng is e-far from having Schatten p-norm at least con? ' ».
Indeed, let E denote the pertubation to A such that |E¢ < en? and ||A + E||o < 1. Since ||A o < 1, it

must hold that [|E[[oc < 2. Thus [|El|s, < n%_%HEHF < 2\/En%+%. When e is sufficiently small, it is easy

1,1
to see via triangle inequality that there remains a constant-factor gap between ||A + E||s, and con? v, O

6 Non-adaptive Testing of Matrix Entropy

Recall that we defined in Eq. (3) the entropy of a matrix A € R™*" as
o2(A o2(A
— Z’L 2752 ) log 1752 )

o2 ?
>, L
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H(A) =




with the convention that 0 - co = 0. For matrices A satisfying ||A || < 1, it holds that o;(A) < n for all ¢
and the entropy above coincides with the usual Shannon entropy. Note that scaling only changes the entropy
additively; that is, H(3A) = H(A) — log 5.

Our goal in this section is to show that the following testing problem on matrix entropy has a lower bound

of Q(n) queries.

Problem 6.1 (Entropy Testing in the Bounded Entry Model). Let A € R™*" be a matrix with bounded
absolute values of entries by 1. For some absolute constant c, A has one of promised properties:

HO. H(A) <logn + logloglogn — ¢,

H1. Ais m-far from having entropy at most logn + logloglogn — ¢, meaning that A requires
changing at least an m-fmction of its entries so that H(A) < logn + logloglogn — c.

The problem is to design a non-adaptive property testing algorithm that outputs HO with probability at least
0.9 if A € HO, and output H1 with probability at least 0.9 if A € H1, with the least number of queried
entries.

Theorem 6.1. There exist absolute constants ¢ > 0 and ey > 0 such that for any € < eg and A € R™*"™, any
non-adaptive algorithm that correctly tests HO against H1 with probability at least 0.99 must make (n)
queries (i.e., the sketch size is Q(n)).

Proof. Consider the hard instances 751 of truncated Gaussian random matrices and 252 of truncated random
orthogonal matrices in the proof of Theorem 5.4. We first claim that with high probability, their entropies are
different by an additive constant.

Suppose that G ~ G(n,n) and O is a uniformly random orthogonal matrix. It is clear that H (1/nO) =
logn. Let G’ = -G, we have that

=2
a7 (G) a7 (G') 20 20/
>~ log = ,07(G)log o7 (G

H(G)=H(v/nG') = — 3G = —Z Z(:-G)-Q(G’) (&) + logn.

It follows from the Marchenko-Pastur law that, even with truncation of entries (this fact is actually used in
the proof of the Marchenko-Pastur law, see, e.g., [4, Section 3.1.3]), the denominator and the numerator both
converge to its expected value almost surely, with a rate of convergence of O(1/4/n). Let

x(4 —x)
2mx

p(z) = , x€[0,4]

be the density function of the Marchenko-Pastur law, then the first term is concentrated around

_f04(:1: logz)p(z)dz 1

Jo wp(a) da 2

This shows an additive constant difference between the entropy of truncated Gaussian random matrices and
scaled random orthogonal matrices. Specifically, H (%G) <logn + 2log C — ¢ with high probability for

some absolute constant ¢ close to 1/2, and H(%O) =logn + 2log C.
Next we shall show that the perturbation %G, truncation and the change of at most en?/(log n log log n)

entries altogether will affect the entropy of @O by at most an additive constant that can be made arbitrarily
small (depending on 7, the truncation threshold C' and ¢€). Viewing all changes as a perturbation matrix
E, we have with probability > 0.99 that |E[|% < 3(%’7 +100m¢e/s + m)n2, where %77712 comes
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from %G, 100m¢ /o n? from the truncation of entries (recall the fact that an individual entry of O can be
approximated by A (0, 1/n); see the proof of Theorem 5.4) and an from the change of the entries.
Setting C' = C1+/log log n for some large absolute value ', we have that

2n 1 €0 9 4eq 9
E||% <3 < ——F Fn”°.
1Bl ( n * poly(logn) + lognloglogn) "= log nlog lognn

For notational simplicity, let € = 4¢g, s; = 0;(O0 + f E) and §; = s; — 1. Since

H(f%+E> (O—F\C}E)—logn—klogC’Q:—zzztzg’+logn+logC’2

we wish to show that the first term on the right-hand side is at most a constant. By the Hoffman-Wielandt

inequality, we have that
e BRIE
62 < ||-—=E
ol

(24)

Consider the problem of minimizing

Y1+ ;)% log(1 + 4;)?
2oi(1+6;)?

subject to the constraint (24). In the interior of the region, one can verify using calculus that the extremal
value is attained when §;’s are all equal for those §; # —1. One can further verify that the extremal value
in the interior of the region is the maximal value. On the boundary of the region, one can use Lagrange
multipliers to obtain that the extremal value is attained when nonzero 9;’s are all equal. It then follows that
the function attains the minimum value when 6; = C1+/€'n/logn and 2 = - -- = §,, = 0, in which case
one can calculate

f((;l""aén):_

f(61,...,6,) = —C3€ + o(1).
We can take € to be sufficiently small such that CZ¢’ is smaller than the additive gap between H ( % G) and

H (@O) This shows that there would still be an additive constant gap between 51 and 52 after changing

en? /(log nloglog n) entries to a matrix drawn from Ds. The lower bound follows from Theorem 5.3, where
we can ignore the additive Gaussian term in the two hard instances there by letting 1 be arbitrarily small. [
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A Other Related Works

Property Testing of Low-Rank Matrices. Krauthgamer and Sasson [25] studied the problem of property
testing of data dimensionality, building upon earlier work of Parnas and Ron [39]. They presented algorithms
for testing low dimensionality of a set of vectors and for testing whether a matrix is of low rank. Their
algorithm achieves O(d?/€?) non-adaptive samples by uniformly sampling an O(d/€) x O(d/e) submatrix.
Later Li et al. [30] studied the adaptive testing of matrix rank with a sample complexity upper bound o (d?/e).
Despite a large amount of work on the positive results of rank testing, non-trivial negative results in this
direction remain absent. Barman et al. [8] studied a slightly different setting of the rank problem by testing
whether HO: rank(A) < d or H1: e-far from rank(A) < 20d/e? with a different definition of “e-far” in
terms of e-approximate rank [1]. The e-approximate rank is defined as the minimum rank over matrices that
approximate every entry of A to within an additive e. In contrast to these works, we provide the first O(d?/¢)
sample complexity upper bound for the more traditional rank testing problem without any rank gap between
HO and H1. We complement this positive result with various matching negative results, showing that any
algorithm requires at least Q2(d? /) samples in order to succeed with constant probability over various fields.
We also extend the results to sensing oracles and obtain an O(d?) upper bound and an fl(dQ) matching lower
bound.

Property Testing of Stable Rank. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that studies the stable
rank (and the Schatten-p norm) testing problem in the bounded entry model. Perhaps the most related work
to ours is [30], which studied non-adaptive testing of stable rank in the bounded row model. In this model,
the rows of A and of the matrix after change have Euclidean norm at most 1. The algorithm determines
if A has stable rank at most d, or requires changing an €/d-fraction of rows to have stable rank at most d.
For this problem, Li et al. [30] provided a tight ©(d/e?) bound. We argue that the bounded entry model is
more challenging than the bounded row model, as our restrictions are in fact weaker, which allows for more
flexible options of changing the matrix A.

Estimation of Rank. Estimating the matrix rank is a learning version of the rank testing problem. Balcan
and Harvey [5] showed that the rank of a subsampled submatrix is highly concentrated around its expectation.
Balcan and Zhang [7] proved that uniformly sampling an O(udlog d) x O(udlog d) submatrix suffices to
preserve the rank of the original matrix A, under the standard incoherence assumption that the underlying
rank-d matrix A admits a skinny SVD, i.e., A = USV satisfies max{||U"e;[|3, ||V Te;[3} < 22 for all 4.
Unfortunately, in the worst case the incoherence parameter 1 may be as large as poly(n), e.g., when A is a
sparse matrix. In contrast, we show that it is possible to detect the rank inexpensively without polynomial
dependence in n in the sample complexity.

Estimation of Schatten-p Norm. The Schatten-p norm has found many applications in differential pri-
vacy [19] and non-convex optimization [6, 16] for p = 1, and in numerical linear algebra [37] for p € {2, c0}.
The paper of [28] studied the problem of sketching Schatten-p norms for various p under the bilinear sketch
and general sketch models. Both the upper bounds and the lower bounds there depend polynomially on n.
For even p > 4, they also proposed the first cycle estimator with a (1 & 7) approximation in the sketching
model. More recently, Kong and Valiant [23] applied a similar cycle estimator to approximate the Schatten-p
norm of the covariance matrix with computationally efficient algorithms. Khetan and Oh [22] estimated the
Schatten-p norm in the sampling model by connecting the cycle estimator with the p-cyclic pseudograph, and
showed that when p € {3,4,5,6, 7}, the estimator can be calculated in O(n*) time , where w < 2.373 is the
exponent of matrix multiplication. For the special case of p = oo (i.e., estimating the largest singular value),
to obtain a (1 + ¢) approximation, one would need to raise p to as large as O(1/¢). However, the sample
complexity in prior work blows up if p goes beyond an absolute constant. Though Magdon-Ismail [36]
showed that non-uniform sampling of rows of matrix provides a (1 £ €) approximation to the largest singular
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value with small samples, the sampling probability depends on the unknown ¢2 norm of each row. In contrast,
we provide the first non-adaptive algorithm to estimate the largest singular value up to (1 =+ €) relative error
with sample complexity poly(d/¢), under modest assumptions that the input matrix has stable rank d and a
large Frobenius norm. For constant-factor approximation to the largest singular value || - ||, Rudelson and
Vershynin [40] showed that uniformly sampling ¢ rows of a matrix A gives a subsampled matrix Aoy such

that || A ow|| < \/gHAH +Vlog q||Al|(5,/q), Where || A ||, /q) is the average of n/q biggest Euclidean lengths
of the columns of A.

B New Operator Norm Estimators

In this section, we develop new (1 + 7)-approximation estimators to the operator norm in sampling and
sensing models.
B.1 Sampling Algorithms

We first discuss the sampling algorithms which are only allowed to read the entries of a matrix.

B.1.1 Estimation without Eigengap
Before proceeding, we first cite the following result from [36].

Lemma B.1 (Theorem 20, [36]). Let A € R™ ™ have rows {A;.}}_,. Independently sample q rows
Ay so o Ay, with replacement from A according to the probabilities:

A3

pr > B
A%

for B < 1. Let

Ay =

Then if ¢ > 45”23"7:2(1&) log 27", with probability at least 1 — 9, we have

IATA — Ag Ao| < 7[|A|%
Remark 2. Lemma B.1 implies that
(L =DIAI* < [[Aol* < 1+ T)l|A[,
because

AN — 1A% = IATAN - AT Aoll| < |ATA — AJ Ao| < 7|AJ1

Theorem B.2. Suppose that A is an n x n matrix satisfying that |A||% = Q(tn?), [|[Alsx < 1 and
srank(A) = O(d). Then with probability at least 0.9, the output of Algorithm 9 satisfies (1 — 7)||A[| <
|A|| < (1+7)||A|. The sample complexity is O(d?log?(n)/74).
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Algorithm 9 The sampling algorithm to estimate || A|| up to (1 £ 7) relative error

> Lines 1-5 estimates the row norms of A and then sample rows non-uniformly.

1: Sample each row of A by Bernoulli distribution with probability O(n—lT) Denote by S0 the sampled
set and ¢ = |Syow/-
for ; < 1togdo

Uniformly sample O( 1) entries from A, (;),.» forming vector x.

r; < max{rn|/x|3,™n}.

dlogn

(==7)

Sample grow = O indices in S,oy independently with replacement according to the probability
pi = 7, where 7 = Z?Zl r;. Denote by T, the sampled row indices.

> Lines 6-10 estimates the column norms of A and then sample columns non-uniformly.

6: Sample each row with probability (’)(n—lT) Repeat the procedure n times with replacement. Denote the
sampled set by Seo and ¢ = |Scoll-

7: for i < 1to ¢ do

8: Uniformly sample (’)(%) entries from Az, s, forming vector x.

9: i« max{rq||x||3, 7q}.

10: Sample geo) = (’)(dlﬁg") indices in S.) independently with replacement according to the probability

q

!
;T I __
pi—r,,wherer =21 ]

Denote by Z, the sampled row indices.

1: A« Az, 1., Rescale the rows of A by {1 / q } and the columns of A by { p,_‘g |}'
12: return index sets Zyow, Zcol, scaling factors {\/ 4 } {\/ A } A, and |A].

/

Piqrow P;9col

Proof of Theorem B.2. We note that for any row A; . such that [A; ;| < 1and 7 < ||A;.||3 < n, uniformly
sampling ©(7) entries of A ; suffices to estimate || A |3 within a constant multiplicative factor. To see this,
we use Chebyshev’s inequality. Let s = @(@) be the number of sampled entries, Z; be the square of the j-th

sampled entry A; ;) of vector A, ., and Z = % Zj 1 Zj. So Z is an unbiased estimator:
E[Z] = *SE[Zl =n Z ~ALG) = AL

For the variance, we have

n? n n
V 1< = 2= =N T A
ar[Z ZVar <2 Z E[Z]] 5 2 nA”
J=1 J=1 J=1
n " 2 .
< ;ZAM (since |[A; ;| < 1)
7=1
= 0(n)llA:3

< O(lAi]l2).  (sincen < [|A;]3)
Therefore, by Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

Pr[|Z — || Ail3] > 10]|A;.]3] <

Wl

Note that in Step 5 of Algorithm 9, in total we sample gronw = O(dlfg") row indices, obeying the

conditions in Lemma B.1 for a constant 3. By concentration, with high probability r = O(*—& 14 HF ) in Step
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5, because in expectatlon we sample O(T ) entries to estimate 7 and we scale ||x||3 by a 7 factor in Steps
3 and 4, and that || A||% is as large as Q(7n?). The probability that any given row i is sampled is equal to

Lo T = Qi E Suppose first that ||A; .||3 < 7n. Then we have r; = 7n. Consequently, for such 4, the

nr r ||A||2 )

”A”2 ) > @(”@”‘2‘2) just as in Lemma B.1. Suppose next that

|A;.[|3 > 7n. Then we have r; = O(||A;..||3). Consequently, for such i, the probability of sampling row 4

. A2
is at least Q( ”HAHDQ
F

absolute constant.
It follows from Lemma B.1 that with probability at least 0.9,

probability of sampling row ¢ is at least Q (7=

), just as in Lemma B.1. Therefore, in the followings we can set J in Lemma B.1 as an

(1= TIAP < [Arow]* < (1 +7)I|A]%,

where Ao is the scaled row sampling of A as in Lemma B.1. Conditioning on this event, by applying
Lemma B.1 again to the column sampling of A4, we have with high probability,

(L= IAI* < (1= )] Arull® < [AI* < (1+7)[Arou]l® < (L+7)%|A], (25)

where we have used the fact that srank(Aow) = O(d). The statement srank(A o) = O(d) holds because
E || Arow|% = ||A||% and by the Markov bound, we have with constant probability that

[Avowll7 < cll Al

SO

2 2
[Aoulle o clAle ogankia) < c'a. =

kArow = = =
srank(Arow) = 8 LIE S T DA

B.1.2 Estimation with Eigengap

Let A € R™*™, Suppose that p = 2¢. We define a cycle o to be an ordered pair of a sequence of length ¢:
A= ((i1,...,99), (j1, ---, Jq)) such that i, j, € [k] for all r. Now we associate with \ a scalar

q
Ax =TT Aws A e (26)

(=1

where for convention we define that i,,1 = 1. Denote by

1 N
= —ZAM. (27)
N i=1

Our goal is to estimate o1 (A ) up to (1 & 7) relative error, which is an (1 £ 7) approximation to || A]|.

Theorem B.3. Ler 7 € (0, %) be the accuracy parameter and suppose that the input matrix A € R"*™
satisfies
Al < 1y

|Al|F > en for some absolute constant ¢ > 0;

o2(A)/o1(A) < 77 for some absolute constant vy > 0;

srank(A) = O(1).

Let N = 2 exp( ) and q = 2 for some large constants C,Cy > 0 and some small constant ¢; > 0.
Then with probabzlzty at least 0.9, the estimator returned by Algorithm 10 satisfies (1 —7)||A| < Z2V/(Dn <

(14 7)||A||. The sample complexity is ©(Ngq) = © (#2 exp(< ))
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Algorithm 10 Estimate ||A || up to (1 £ 7) relative error
Input: Cycle length g, matrix size n.
Output: (1 £ 7)-approximation estimator.

1: fori=1to N do

2 Uniformly sample a cycle \; of length q.
3: Compute Ay, by Eqn. (26).
4
5

: Compute Z as defined in (27).
. return Z1/(0p,

Proof of Theorem B.3. We show that the cycle estimator approximates || A || within a (1 4 7) relative error.
Let A = ({is}, {js}) which is chosen uniformly with replacement. Recall that

q
Ay = H AieJeAiubje'
/=1

Hence
q 1 q
EAy =E |[[AiiAiri| = o ) T A A
/=1 il712,-~~:iq:j17j27-~~:jq =1
Note that (see, e.g., [31])
q
> I A A=Al
11,12,0040q5015J25--1Jq £=1

and by the assumption on the singular values and the stable rank,
o1(A)* < | Allzg < (1+7)o1(A)*,

1 k -
provided that ¢ > 5- (%"/T()) + 1), and thus it suffices to take g = @(%)

Therefore, noting that E[Z] = E[A.,],

1

B[Z) <~ loi(A)M <1+, 28)
1 2 1 HAH% ! ¢ q_ C1

E[Z] 2 2q01(A)q2n?q<srank(A)> Z(k(A)) = oxp (V) @9

We now bound the variance of A ). Observe that

Var[A,] < E[A3] <1

because |A; j| < 1foralli,j € [n]. Thus by repeating the procedure N = 2 exp (23) times, we have

1 2
Var[Z] = —Var[AA] < ET exp < §1> ,

by choosing C sufficiently large. It follows from the Chebyshev inequality that

Var[Z] <

1
Pr([E(Z] - 7] > TEIZ) < e < 4o
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where we have used the lower bound (29). This together with (28) and (29) implies that

1 , , 1 W19
So 9
Pr [(1 P or(A) < 2YCDy < (14 1) al(A)} >

B.2 Sensing Algorithms

Theorem B.4. Suppose that A is an n x n matrix such that | A||% = Q(mn?), |Al|cc < 1 and srank(A) =
O(d). Then Algorithm 11 outputs a value Z, which satisfies (1 —7)||A|| < Z < (14 7)||A|| with probability
at least 0.9. The sketching complexity is O(max{log?(dlog(n)/1),d*log(n)}/72).

Remark 3. The optimality of Theorem B.4 follows from the hard instance in the proof of Theorem 4.7.

Algorithm 11 The sketching/sensing algorithm to estimate ||A|| up to (1 + 7) relative error

1: Obtain indices Zow, Zcol and scaling factors { p'_gmw }, { p,_cg |} by Algorithm 9 with |Z,on| =
[ Zeot] = O(dlog(n)/72).
2: Let G and H be @(max{log(dlfg(n)/T)’d}) x O(H%™) matrices with ii.d. A/(0,1) entries. Scale the

columns of G by {, /pigmw } and the columns of H by {, /p,_‘f; : }

3: Maintain GAz,, 7 H'.

4: Compute Y defined in Eqn. (31).
5. return Y7/ (2log(dlog(n)/7%))

Before proving Theorem B.4, we introduce a new estimator of operator norm under the sensing model,
which approximates the operator norm by the Schatten-p norm of large p.

Specifically, let A be an n x n matrix. We define a cycle ¢ to be an ordered pair of a sequence of length
gwithp =2¢: X = ((i1,...,1q), (J1,...,Jq)) such that i,, j, € [k] for all 7, i, # is and j, # j, for r # s.
Now we associate with \ a scalar .

A= H Aiz,jzAiHl,jev (30)
=1

where for convention we define that 7,11 = 71. Denote by C the set of cycles. We define
1
Y= (GAH"), (€1
e

for even p, where G ~ G(k,n), H ~ G(k,n), and k > ¢. This estimator, akin to that in [28], approximates
the Schatten-p and thus the operator norm, as we shall show below.

Lemma B.5. Suppose that A is a n X n matrix of stable rank at most d. Let k = ©(max{v/'nd,logn}) and
Y be the estimator defined in (31). With probability at least 0.9, it holds that (1 — 7)||A|| < Y7/(2log(n) <
(1+7)||A||. The sketching complexity is O(k?) = O(max{nd,log?n}).
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Proof of Lemma B.5. We first show that || A[|s, and || A[| differ at most a (14 7) factor for p = 2[log(n)/7].
To see this, »

1Als, _ ob(A)+ob(A) +--- +oh(A)

— AP o1 (A) -

and therefore

We now show that the cycle estimator Y''/? approximates |Al|s, within a (1 & 37) relative error. We say
that two cycles A = ({i}, {j}) and 7 = ({i'},{j'}) are (a1, az)-disjoint if |¢Ai’| = 2a; and [jAj'| = 2as,
denoted by |[A\AT| = (ay,as). Here A is the symmetric difference. Denote by A = UXV T the skinny
SVD of A. Let G and H be random matrices with i.i.d. NV'(0, 1) entries. Note that GAH " is identically
distributed as GZH T by rotational invariance. Let A be the k x k matrix GXH', where k > q. It is clear
that

n
At = E 0:Gs i Hy ;.

i=1
Define 1
Y = 4 > A,
AeC
Let A = ({is}, {js})- Then
q
A= > [1o0.0m.Gi.e.Hy, 0.Gi oy m Him, -

01€[n],... Lq€[n] s=1
m1€[n],...,mqg€n|

We note that .
" 2
EY =EAy=) ;7= Al
i=1

We now bound the variance of Y. Let 7 = ({i,}, {j.}). Observe that

T o
2 _
a1=0a2=0 A\, 17eC
[IMNAT|=(a1,a2)
where

q q
E(A)A;) = > (H meiaegam;> E (H Gis,esGisﬂ,mst‘;,e;Gi;H,m;)

li1€[n],...,0q€[n] \i=1 s=1
L en],...Ly€ln]
mi€[n],...,mq€[n] (32)

m} €[n],...,my €[n]
q
xE( [THj e Hyom By o By | -
s=1

For any fixed cycles A = ({is}, {js}) and 7 = ({i’}, {j.}) such that |]AA7| = (a1, az), we notice that

E(A\A,) < (2end)?|| A2, (33)
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for an absolute constant c. To see this, we observe that for the expectation E(_/Ai )\AT) to be non-zero, we must
have that each appeared G and H in Eqn. (32) repeats an even number of times. Though there are totally n*?
many of configurations for {¢s}, {¢.}, {ms} and {m'}, there are at most n?937 non-zero terms among the
summation in Eqn. (32). This is because each G and H must have power 2 or 4 by the construction of the
cycle. We know that for each fixed configuration of blocks there are at most n?¢ free variables, and there are
at most 167 different kinds of configurations of blocks because the size of each block is at most 4. So the
number of non-zero terms is at most (4n)24. This is true no matter whether there exists some 4., i% or j., 5’
such that 4, = 4/, or j,, = j.. We also claim that for each non-zero term in the summation of Eqn. (32),

q q
E (H Gic . Givrm. G0, Gy m ) B (H Hjsstjs,msHj;,egng,m;) < 257,
s=1

s=1
This is because EG? = EH? = 1 and E G* = EH* = 3. Therefore, for a certain configuration in which
P1, ..., Py are free variables with multiplicity 71, . .., 7, > 2, the summation in Eqn. (32) is bounded by

4n*4100¢ Y opteeeope < Cn)P|AlE - Al < (2nd)P Al

where the last inequality follows from the facts that )" ; 7, = 2p and, by the assumption srank(A) < d,
that [|A|s, < [|A|lr < Vd|Al|s, for any r > 2. Thus we obtain Eqn. (33).
We now bound EY 2. Note that |C| = ©(kP) and there are

()2 O ) GG ) )

pairs of (a1, ag)-disjoint cycles, which can be upper bounded by O(107). Hence

1 q q o 1 ) 9
Viegm 2D X EAA) <O 107Cadr AL < AT,
a1=0a2= A\ 1eC
[AAT|=(a1,a2)

by the assumption that k = Q(v/nd).
It follows that
Var[Y] <EY?* < [|A[Z.
Then by the Chebyshev inequality,
Var[Y]
TAN2P
4HAH ;

1
Pr||[Alg, —Y *H IS, 10’
10

namely,

1 1 9
Pr [(1 - 27) |Alls, < YVVP < <1 + r) !Alls,,] > 10

This together with the fact that [|A[| < [|Alls, < (14 37)||A| implies that

9

10’

as desired. This completes the proof of Lemma B.5. O

Pr|(1-7)|A| <Y < (1+7)|A]] >

We are now ready to prove Theorem B.4. Recall that we have shown that by focusing on an O(= dlog £2o8) x

(’)(dl:2g ") submatrix (without sampling it), we can achieve guarantee (25) when [|A|% = Q(Tn ) and
|Allco < 1. Letting d < ¢1d and n <+ O(dlf;g") in Lemma B.5 concludes the proof of Theorem B.4.
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