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Abstract

In this paper, we present a sharp analysis for a class of alternating projected gradient descent algorithms which are used
to solve the covariate adjusted precision matrix estimation problem in the high-dimensional setting. We demonstrate that these
algorithms not only enjoy a linear rate of convergence in the absence of convexity, but also attain the optimal statistical rate
(i.e., minimax rate). By introducing the generic chaining, our analysis removes the impractical resampling assumption used in
the previous work. Moreover, our results also reveal a time-data tradeoff in this covariate adjusted precision matrix estimation
problem. Numerical experiments are provided to verify our theoretical results.

I. INTRODUCTION

Multivariate linear regression problems [1] and their variants have received a lot of attention for their diverse applications
such as genomics, econometrics, etc. In this paper, we consider one of their variants, the covariate adjusted precision matrix
estimation problem [2], [3].

In general multivariate linear regression models, there are n observations y; € R™ and predictor vectors z; € R%, and

yi=Tla; +e, (H
for i = 1,---,n, where T', € RY™ is the unknown regression coefficient matrix and {e; »_, are independent vectors
following A/ (0, 3,). We could also write this model in the matrix form

Y = XTI, + E, 2)
where X = [z1, - ,x,|T € R"¥9 is the predictor matrix, Y = [y1, - ,yn]T € R™"™ is the data matrix, and E =

[€1, -+ ,€n]T € R™ ™ is the noise matrix.

The objective of the covariate adjusted precision matrix estimation problem is to estimate the regression parameter I', and
the precision matrix €2, = 37! simultaneously. Both of the two parameters provide insights for exploring the interaction
among data, especially in the high-dimensional setting. For instance, in graph theory, I', and €2, represent the directed graph
and the undirected graph respectively. The edges of directed graphs indicate casual relationships and those of undirected graphs
reveal conditional dependency relationships [4], [5].

The estimation of precision matrices and regression coefficient matrices has been widely explored in a separate way. For
example, estimating precision matrices is the objective of graphical models. Gaussian graphical models [6] are routinely applied
to infer the precision matrix. They have achieved a great success in practical applications, such as interpreting the conditional
independence between genes at the transcriptional level [7]. In the high-dimensional setting, the ambient dimension might be
much larger than the number of observations and additional structural assumptions are required to guarantee the consistent
estimation. With the sparsity prior, a neighborhood selection procedure is proposed in [8] and penalized maximum likelihood
approaches are also used in [9]-[12]. On the other hand, in the high-dimensional regime, regression coefficient matrices could
be estimated through least squares combined with structural information such as the reduced rank [1] and the group sparsity
[13].

Besides the respective success, considering regression parameters and precision matrices jointly could even lead to a better
result in many application scenarios. When applying the Gaussian graphical model to gene expression data, the introduction
of genetic variants as the regression parameter would benefit the interpretation of gene regulation relationships [14], [15]. In
[5], the influence from the key macroeconomic indicators to the returns of financial assets is modeled as regression parameters
and the co-dependency relationships between the economic variables and the returns could be viewed as undirected edges in
the layered network structures.

Compared with the diverse applications, the theoretical guarantee for the covariate adjusted precision matrix estimation is still
being studied. Rothman et al. [16] use the multivariate regression with covariance estimation (MRCE) method to estimate the
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regression parameters with the incorporation of the covariance information. In [17], Yin and Li introduce a sparse conditional
Gaussian graphical model (cGGM) to estimate the sparse gene expression network and provide the asymptotic convergence
result for the penalized likelihood estimation. Lee and Liu also consider the penalized maximum likelihood estimator for
the joint estimation and explore its asymptotic convergence property in [18]. Both [17] and [18] only consider the asymptotic
properties of the estimators, and neither of them explores the optimization performance guarantee for the algorithms. Compared
with the mentioned asymptotic analysis, Cai et al. provide the non-asymptotic analysis for the statistical error of a two-stage
procedure to jointly estimate the regression coefficients and the precision matrix in [2], while there is no algorithmic analysis
about the algorithm. At the same time, the two-stage approach might lose the interdependency between the two parameters,
as stated in [3]. To the best of our knowledge, [3] is the only work providing the non-asymptotic optimization performance
guarantee for the algorithm to solve the covariate-adjusted precision matrix estimation problem. However, their analysis is
based on an impractical resampling assumption, which requires a fresh batch of samples for each iteration. Moreover, their
theoretical results are not sharp, since there is an additional logarithmic factor in the finial estimation error compared with the
minimax rate and there is also an additional logarithmic factor in the requirement of measurements compared with the minimal
requirement.

In this paper, we first improve the analysis of the alternating gradient descent with hard thresholding applied to the covariate
adjusted precision matrix estimation problem in [3] in the following three aspects: (1): By introducing the generic chaining, our
analysis removes the impractical resampling assumption used in [3], which leads to a sharper analysis for this algorithm. More
precisely, our analysis illustrates that this algorithm not only converges linearly in the absence of convexity, but also attains
the minimax rate. At the same time, the requirement of samples to guarantee the successful recovery also matches the order
of the minimal requirement. (2): We theoretically demonstrate that the increase of samples will accelerate the convergence rate
of this algorithm, which reveals that a time-data tradeoff exists for this problem. (3): Considering the non-convex property
of this model, we also suggest a simplified initialization procedure with less input parameters, which could make the whole
algorithm achieve a better performance. We then generalize our analysis framework to the alternating projected gradient descent
with general convex structural constraints. Our analysis shows that the class of algorithms enjoys a similar performance with
alternating projected gradient descent with non-convex structural constraints.

II. MODEL AND ALGORITHM

To estimate the regression coefficient matrix I'y and the precision matrix €2, in (2) jointly, we consider the maximum
likelihood estimator according to the Gaussian mapping. Based on [3], [17], [18], the corresponding conditional negative
log-likelihood function for model (2) could be represented as (neglect the constants)

fn(T, Q)

- f10g|ﬂ|+%tr{(Y—XP)Q(YfXI‘)T}. ®

In the high-dimensional and underdetermined case, we need to refer to the structural information of parameters to guarantee
the performance of estimation. The sparsity priors of I', and 2, have been considered in [2], [3], [5], [17]. In this paper, we
follow the line of [3] and consider the following optimization problems

: 1 T
min —log || + Etr{(Y -XD)Q(Y - XI)"}

4
st. [vec@T)y < [Ivec@™T)]ly, @)
Ivee(Q7)], < [Ivec(227)]l,.

The key challenge to analyze the model (4) is that the function f, (T",€2) is not jointly convex about I' and €. There
is another line of research [19]-[22] adopting a different parameterization which makes the objective function convex. The
difference and comparison between these two models are provided in [5] and [3].

Despite the absence of the joint convexity, the loss function f,, (T",€2) is still bi-convex. The bi-convexity guarantees the
loss function is convex with respect to T' (€2) when €2 (T') is fixed. In this way, the alternating method is a natural choice.
Alternating methods have been widely used to solve joint estimation problems, latent variable models and matrix factorization
problems, such as [23]-[27]. However, the sharp analysis of the optimization performance guarantee for the model (4) is still
absent.

Based on the bi-convex property of (4), [3] applies the alternating gradient descent with hard thresholding (Algorithm 1) to
jointly estimate T', and €. Here 1T (T, s) represents the hard thresholding operator, which only remains the top s entries of
T’ in terms of magnitude [28].

Considering the non-convexity of the objective function in (4), a good initialization (Algorithm 2) is required to guarantee
the estimation performance. We suggest the following initialization procedure. This procedure can be viewed as a simplification
of the one in [3] by avoiding the use of two unknown parameters Ar and Ao, which have complicated upper bounds in the
supplementary of [3].



Algorithm 1: Alternating Gradient Descent with Hard Thresholding [3]
Input: Iteration number 7T, step size nr, nq, sparsity sr, sq.
fort=0to T — 1 do

iy = HT(Ft - anan(I‘t; Qt), SF)
Qt+1 = HT(Qt - n(zvszfn(rt, Qt), SQ)
end for
Output: ', Qp

Algorithm 2: Initialization

Input: Sparsity sr, sq.

. 2
Tini = argmln”vec(l"T)Hogsr %”Y - XF”F
S = %(Y - XI‘,-ni)T(Y — XTini)

Qi = HT(S_l, SQ)

Output: I'iy;, Qin

It is worth noting that the traditional optimization theory predicts that the alternating minimization method could only reach
a sublinear rate even for jointly convex loss functions (without strongly convexity) [29, Theorem 4.1]. We will show in the
next section that if we promote structural priors by projection operations (the hard thresholding operator H7 (-, s) could be
viewed as the projection onto the set {I" | |[vec(I'")||, < s}.), Algorithm 1 would enjoy a linear rate even though the loss
function in (4) is not jointly convex.

III. MAIN THEORY
A. Improved analysis of the alternating gradient descent with hard thresholding

In this section, we first present an improved analysis of the alternating gradient descent with hard thresholding in [3]. We
begin by introducing two assumptions which are required by our analysis.

Assumption 1. The rows of E are independent with the distribution N'(0, Q). We suppose the eigenvalues of 2, satisfy
Vmin < )\min(ﬂ*) S )\max(ﬂ*) S Vmax, (5)

where Vinin > 0.

Assumption 2. Suppose X is independent with E and the rows of X are independent following the distribution N'(0, X x).
Further, the eigenvalues of X x satisfy

Tmin S )\mm(EX) S )\max(zx) S Tmax (6)
where Tyin > 0.

The Gaussian assumption about X is required by the Hanson-Wright inequality [30] used in the proofs of Lemma 1 and 2
(in supplementary material). This assumption could be extended to the case where vec(X 1) satisfies the convex concentration
property [31].

Remark 1 (Comparison with assumptions in [3]). In [3], the eigenvalues of T', and Q, are required to satisfy 1/v <
Amin (25) < Amax () < v and 1/7 < Apin (B x) < Amax(Ex) < 7, where v > 1, 7 > 1. Their assumptions only adapt
to the case where the eigenvalues of I', and €2, are centered around 1. If all the eigenvalues deviate from 1, large v and 7
are required, which would lead to pessimistic steps in the algorithm. Our Assumption 1 and 2 are not only weaker than the
ones in [3], but also adapt to more general I', and €2,. Moreover, the analysis in [2] and [3] requires ||, < M, where
92, = maxi<i<m Z;-n:l(ﬂ*)ij. Our analysis does not rely on this condition.

Then we introduce some notations that are useful for our analysis.
Definition 1 (Gaussian width). The Gaussian width is a simple way to quantify the size of a set C

w(C) := Esup (g, x), where g ~ N (0, I).
xeC



In our analysis, we would frequently use the Gaussian widths of two sets, Cas. N S%m=1 and Casg, N S™ 1 Here S¥m—1
2 . . . . .
and 8™ ~! represent the spheres with unit Frobenius norm in R4*™ and R™*™ respectively. Cas. and Co,,, are two sets
defined as

Cosr = {L € R | vec(TT) |, < 2sr}, (7
Cosq, = {2 € R™™ | |vec(Q1)], < 250} (®)

For simplicity, we write wr = w(Cays. N ST 71) and wg = w(Cas, N SmQ’l) in the remained part.
We are now ready to exhibit the non-asymptotic optimization performance guarantee of the alternating gradient descent with
hard thresholding (Algorithm 1) for the problem (4).

Theorem 1 (Linear convergence). Suppose the numbers of non-zero entries of I'y and S, are sj. and s§, respectively.
Under Assumption 1 and 2, let R = min(TuinVmin/(2Tmax), 1/ (8TmaxV2ax ), 1). Algorithm 1 starts from To and Qg satisfying
max(||To — Tullp, [Q0 — Qullp) < R. We set st > (14 4(1/ppop — 1)?)st, sa > (1 +4(1/ppop — 1)?)s8, and set the step
sizes as

1
nr = ) (9)
VmaxTmax T YminTmin
8”3{1' XZ/I?ﬂiI]
N = ———e— (10)

2 2
16ymax + Vhin

If the number of measurements satisfies
(wr +wq + u)?

n=>Ch ) 1D
Ppop(1 — \/%)QR2
the alternating gradient descent with hard thresholding (Algorithm 1) would converge linearly and each iteration obeys
Appr < p'A + %, (12)
—P

with probability 1 — 14 exp(—u?), where Ay = max(|Tt — Tu|lp, |92t — Qullp), 2 = /Ppop + Psams

TminVmin

Ppop < max {1 - ’
Tmax¥Ymax T Tmin/min
2
1— Viin }
2 2 ’
16ymaux + Vhin

Cy wrt+wqg-+u

< 3
Psam > m \/ﬁ

and

Cs { 1 wr +u wq + u}
max y Vmin .
\/ p[?O[? \/ Vmameax \/ﬁ \/ﬁ

Here, C1, Cy and C5 are positive constants without relationships with wr, wq, N.

Remark 2 (Comparison with the results in [3]). Compared with [3], Theorem 1 improves theirs in the following three
aspects. First, our proof does not rely on the impractical resampling assumption, which is used in [3] to simplify the analysis.
Secondly, our estimation error attains the minimax rate and the requirement of samples is also rate-optimal, while there is an
additional logarithmic factor in the estimation error and the requirement of samples in [3] caused by the resampling procedure.
Thirdly, our result clearly reveals a time-data tradeoff in this problem.

Remark 3 (Time-data tradeoffs). It is not hard to find that the component pg,, in the convergence rate will decrease as
the increase of samples. This implies that with the increase of the number of samples, Algorithm 1 will achieve a faster
convergence rate, which theoretical demonstrates that a time-data tradeoff exists for the model (4). It is worth noting that the
appearance of ps,m, is a special product of our analysis. In [3], the components of pg,, are included in the noise part and they
only consider the influence of the population loss function on the convergence rate.

Remark 4 (Sharpness). When the Gaussian width wr is dominant, our estimation error about I'y is in the order of

st log(edm/st.)/y/n) [32, Exercise 10.3.8], which is in similar flavor with the results of linear inverse problems [33]-[35].
Additionally, our requirement of measurements is in the order of s} log(edm/s}.), which also matches the minimal number of
measurements to guarantee the successful recovery in [36], [37]. When the Gaussian width wq is dominant, our estimation error
about €2, is in the order of O(,/s§ log(em?/s§,)//n), which coincides with the minimax lower bound for sparse precision
matrix estimation in [38]. However, the estimation error of €2, in [3] is in the order of O(y/logny/s log(m?)/4/n) and there
is an additional logarithmic factor compared with the minimax rate. Furthermore, the requirement of measurements in [3] also
has an additional logarithmic factor caused by the resampling step.




Remark 5 (Technique to remove resampling). To remove the resampling assumption in [3], we have introduced the technique
of the generic chaining [39] into our analysis. Actually, similar idea is also used in [24]. However, compared with [24], we
have considered different observation model with different recovery algorithms. More importantly, we need to develop new
mathematical tools to perform our theoretical analysis (e.g., two deviation inequalities: Lemma 1 and 2 in supplementary
material).

Then, we present the convergence result for the initialization (Algorithm 2).

Theorem 2 (Initialization). Under Assumption 1 and 2, if the number of measurements satisfies

m 4 wr + u)?
n> 04(3—2)’ (13)
then the output of Algorithm 2 satisfies
max(||Tini — Tillp, [|Qini — Quellp) < R, (14)

with probability at least 1 — 18 exp(—uQ). Here Cy is a positive constant without relationship with wr, m, n.

Remark 6. We adopt a different initialization algorithm from [3] to avoid the selection of two unknown parameters Ar and
Aq. The simulation results illustrate that this initialization could make the whole algorithm achieve a better performance.

Remark 7. In Theorem 4.7 of [3], the requirement of measurements contains the coefficient d2, which is of the same order
as m? in most situations.

B. Extension to the model with general convex constraints

In many practical applications of machine learning, convex constraints are widely utilized to promote the structures. This
fact motivates us to extend the above theoretical analysis to the model with general convex constraints.

For the regression parameter I', and the precision matrix €2, with general structural priors, we promote their structures by
two convex functions Rr(-) and Rg(+) respectively, and consider the following optimization problems

: 1 T
min —log || + Etr{(Y -XD)Q(Y - XI)"}

st. Rr(T) < Rr(Ty), (15)

RQ(Q) < RQ(Q*).

Similarly, based on the bi-convex property of (15), we apply the alternating projected gradient descent (Algorithm 3) to
jointly estimate I', and €2,. Here the two operators P, and P, represent the orthogonal projection onto two sets Kr and
Kq, where

Kp == {I' e R>*™ | Rp(T") < Rr(T,)} (16)
ICQ = {Q S RM>m | RQ(Q) < RQ(Q* } (17)

Algorithm 3: Alternating Projected Gradient Descent

Input: Iteration number 7, step size nr, 7nq, constraint set Kr, Kq.
fort=0to T —1 do
Tit1 = Prr (Tt — eV fo (T, 4))
Qi1 = PKQ(Qt - ﬁQVan(I‘u Q))
end for
Output: I‘T, QT

Likewise, considering the non-convexity of the objective function of (15), we also refer to an initialization (Algorithm 4)
for general structural priors to guarantee the estimation performance.

Algorithm 4: Initialization
Input: Constraint set r, Cgq.
[ini = argmingg . %HY — XI‘||§
S = %(Y — XTin)T(Y — XTi)
Qini = Preg, (5_1)
Output: I‘ini, Qini




In the remained analysis, we would frequently use the Gaussian widths of two sets, Cr N S¥=1 and Co N Ssmi-1, Here,
Cr and Cgq, are two descent cones defined as

Cr = cone(Kr — Ty), (18)

Cq = cone(Kq — ), (19)
where cone(C) represents the conic hull of the set C, Kr and Kq are defined in (16) and (17). For simplicity, we write
or = w(Cr NS¥™~1) and wg = w(Cq NS™ ~1) in the remained part.

We are now ready to exhibit the linear convergence of the alternating projected gradient descent (Algorithm 3) for the
problem (15).

Theorem 3 (Linear convergence). Under Assumption 1 and 2, suppose R = min(TiminVmin/(2Tmax), 1/(8TmaxV2ax ), 1). We
start from L'y and Q2 satisfying max(|[To — Ty|p, [0 — Qullg) < R and set the step sizes as

2 2
nr = 1 no = 8Vmaxl/min
= R =Tz 2 1 .92 -
VmaxTmax T VYminTmin 16V§1ax + Viin

If the number of measurements satisfies
(or + wq + u)?

n>Cs————0o, (20)
(1 = ppop) 2 12
the alternating projected gradient descent (Algorithm 3) would converge linearly and each iteration obeys
Appy < A+ L, (21)
L—p
with probability 1 — 14 exp(—u?), where Ay = max(|Tt — Tu|lp, |2 — Qillp)s 0 = Ppop + Psams
TminVmin
p < max {1 — ,
Poop Tmax¥Ymax T Tmin/min
V2.
1 _ min 5 },
161/1'2nax + Viin
wr +wo +u
Psam < CGTv
and _ _
Cmax{ L wr—i—uy wQ—i—u} 22)
€=07 s Pmin .
VvV VYmaxTmax \/ﬁ \/ﬁ
Here, Cs, Cg and C; are positive constants without relationships with wr, wq, n.
Then, we present the corresponding result for the initialization (Algorithm 4).
Corollary 1 (Initialization). Under Assumption 1 and 2, if the number of measurements satisfies
m+wr +u 2
n> C8(T)’ (23)
then the output of Algorithm 4 satisfies
max(||Tini — s [lp, [Qini — Qslp) < R, (24)

with probability at least 1 — 18 exp(—u?). Here Cs is a positive constant without relationship with wr, m, n.

When €2, is known, the model (15) degrades to the vanilla multivariate regression problem (25) and the alternating method
reduces to the projected gradient descent (PGD). The details of PGD is provided in Algorithm 5, where the constraint set r
is defined as (16).

min  f(I) = % tr(Y — XD, (Y — x0T
s.t. RF(F) S RF(F*)

(25)

Our analysis in Theorem 3 naturally adapts to this condition. In Corollary 2, we present the optimization performance
guarantee of PGD, which could be viewed as an extension of the result in [35] to the multivariate regression problem.

Corollary 2 (Linear convergence of PGD). Under Assumption 1 and 2, we apply PGD starting from I'o = O with the step
size M0 = 2/(TmaxVmax + TminVmin)- When the number of measurements satisfies

(@r +u)?

> C
ne (1 = ppop)?

) (26)



Algorithm 5: Projected Gradient Descent

Input: Iteration number 7, step size nr, constraint set Kr.
fort=0to7T — 1 do
Tip1 = Prr (T —nrV (L))
end for
Output: I'r

we have
ITes1 = Tullp < T = Tl + ¢ @7)

with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—u?). Here p = ppop + P sam»

27—minl/min

Ppop =1 —
TmaxVmax + TminVmin
wr +u
Pr,sam S CIO ’

Vn

and _
1 wr +u

vV TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

Here, Cy, C19, and C1y are positive constants without relationship with wr, n.

e<Chy

(28)

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we verify our theoretical results with numerical simulations. Through the experiments, the support of I, is
selected at random and its entries have i.i.d A/(0,1) values. In our initialization algorithm, we perform 2 projected gradient
descent iterations. All simulations are run on a PC with Intel i5-6500 and 16GB memory.

A. Comparison of estimation error and running time

In this part, we compare the estimation error and the running time of three methods. The first is the method in [3]. The
second is Algorithm 1 and our initialization Algorithm 2. The third is Algorithm 3 and 4 with the /;-norm as the regularizers.
We consider three scenarios. The rows of the predictor matrix X are generated independently from the distribution
N(0, X'x ). The covariance matrix X'x follows a band graph, where X% = 0.5, Z‘i‘;ﬂ = Zﬁl,i = 0.15 and Z‘i)f =0, for
|i — j| > 1. The precision matrix also follows a band graph, where Q7; = 0.6, 7, ; = Q7,;, = 0.18 and }; = 0, for
li—j| > 1. We set sf = 200 and record the average running time and the average relative estimation errors of 50 experiments.

TABLE I
COMPARISON BETWEEN THREE METHODS.

n = 6000, m = 100, d = 100
Hf‘*F*HF HQ*Q*HF

Methods s NS Time
[3] 0.034 0.024 55.98
Algorithm 1 and 2 0.033 0.023 4.02
Algorithm 3 and 4 0.055 0.062 3.67
n = 18000, m = 150, d = 150
[T—T | 12—, :
Methods HF*HFF o HFF Time
[3] 0.102 0.017 165.77
Algorithm 1 and 2 0.018 0.014 12.96
Algorithm 3 and 4 0.035 0.041 12.18
n = 20000, m = 200, d = 200
[T—T | 12—, :
Methods HF*HFF o HFF Time
[3] 0.104 0.016 235.18
Algorithm 1 and 2 0.017 0.013 21.04
Algorithm 3 and 4 0.035 0.041 19.97

In Table I, the smaller estimation error and less running time of Algorithm 1 and 2 (compared with the method in [3]) come
from the different initialization procedures. The larger estimation error of Algorithm 3 and 4 (compared with Algorithm 1 and
2) is because we use the convex [1-norm as a surrogate of the nonconvex lp-norm.



B. Comparison of requirement for samples to guarantee successful recovery

In this part, we illustrate how many samples are required to guarantee the successful recovery by three methods. The first
is the method in [3] labeled as AItIHT. The second is Algorithm 1 and our initialization Algorithm 2. The third is Algorithm
3 and 4 with the [;-norm as the regularizers.

We set d = m = 50, sy = 200. The rows of the predictor matrix X are generated independently from the distribution

N (0, I,;). The precision matrix follows a block diagonal graph. Every block has the format (%, %2 ). We record the empirical

success rate averaged over 100 replications. Here a replication is successful if the relative estimation errors of I', and €2,
satisfy |T' = Tuf|p/|ITs g < 107" and [ — Q. ]I/ Q4] < 107"
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Fig. 1. Empirical success rates of three methods under different number of samples.

In Figure 1, the method of Algorithm 1 and 2 benefits from our initialization and requires the least samples. Though the
method of Algorithm 3 and 4 also adopts our initialization, it requires more samples because of using the /;-norm instead of
the nonconvex lg-norm. This point also matches the phenomenon that the /y-norm would lead to a sharper phase transition
curve for linear inverse problems in [35]. The benefit of our initialization could also be verified from the fact that the original

AItIHT in [3] requires the most samples.

C. Time-data tradeoffs

To verify the time-data tradeoffs phenomenon, we perform Algorithm 1 and our initialization (Algorithm 2) under different
numbers of measurements n; = 3000, ny = 4000, ng = 5000. We set d = m = 100, st = 400. The rows of the predictor
matrix X are generated independently from the distribution A(0, I;). The precision matrix follows a band graph, where
Q; =197, =Q7,,=04and Q; =0, for |i — j| > 1. Each scenario is repeated for 50 trials.
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Fig. 2. (a) Convergence of |’y — T« |p/[|T«|g. (b) Convergence of Q¢ — Qu|lp/[2lp-
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In Figure 2(a) and 2(b), we present the convergence results for |I'y — I', ||z /||T«|lz and [|Q¢ — Q4 |lp/[|Q%[|p- From the
figures we could illustrate more data would lead to faster convergence rates and smaller estimation errors, which support the
theoretical result in Theorem 1. For Algorithm 3 and 4 with the /;-norm, the results are similar and we do not include them
in this manuscript.

D. Statistical estimation error

In this part, we verify the scaling of the statistical estimation error of Algorithm 1 and our initialization (Algorithm 2).

We consider two different scenarios, the I'-sparsity dominated case and the €2, -sparsity dominated case. For the I',-sparsity
dominated case, we set d = m = 50 and consider sf. = 200, 250, 300 three conditions. For the €2,-sparsity dominated case,
we set d = 50 and consider m = 56, 66, 76 three conditions corresponding to s5 = 112,132, 152. The rows of the predictor
matrix X are generated independently from the distribution N (0, I;). The precision matrix follows a block diagonal graph.

Every block has the format ('3 %3 ). Each scenario is repeated for 400 trials.
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Fig. 4. Estimation error |2 — €, under different numbers of measurements n and different sparsity levels.

The scalings of estimation errors about I'y and €2, are presented in Figure 3 and 4. The diagrams illustrate the estimation
errors of ', and €, are proportion to wr/y/n and wq//n respectively without any logarithmic factor, which verifies our
theoretical result in Theorem 1. For Algorithm 3 and 4 with the /;-norm, the results are similar and we do not include them
in this manuscript.



E. Network structure learning on S&P 500 stock data

In this part, we apply Algorithm 1 and our initialization (Algorithm 2) to analyze the network structure of the stocks in
the S&P 500 index. The stock data consists of 1259 daily closing prices for 434 companies in the S&P 500 index between
February 8, 2013 and February 7, 2018 [40]. In this way, we get 1259 data vectors, each of which contains the closing prices
of all stocks on a trading day. To make the data stationary, we calculate the log-returns {rt}tT:_l1 of stocks by

DPt+1,i
re; = log(——=), t=1,---,T—1, (29)
Pt.i
where p;; represents the closing price of stock i at day ¢. Then we construct the predictor matrix X = [ry,--- ,rr_2]7 and
the data matrix Y = [rg,--- ,77_1]7. In the simulation, the step sizes and the constraint parameters are selected through
5-fold cross validation.
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(a) Precision matrix estimated by Algorithm 1 and 2 (b) Precision matrix estimated by the method in [3]

Fig. 5. Sparsity patterns of precision matrices estimated by two methods. From top left to bottom right, the selected sectors are Energy, Information Technology,
Health Care, Materials, Utilities and Financials.

In Figure 5(a), the sparsity pattern of the precision matrix estimated by Algorithm 1 and 2 illustrates that there are strong
conditional dependency relationships among the stocks in the same sector. This phenomenon is also recorded in [41]. In Figure
5(b), we also present the sparsity pattern of the precision matrix estimated by the method in [3] for comparison, which indicates
similar relationships among the stocks in the same sector.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we provide a sharp analysis of a class of alternating projected gradient descent algorithms for the covariate
adjusted precision matrix estimation problem. It would be an interesting direction to combine our analysis with practical
applications, such as time series models and low rank matrices estimation in [42].



Supplementary for A Sharp Analysis of Covariate Adjusted Precision Matrix Estimation via
Alternating Projected Gradient Descent

In this supplementary, we present the complete proof for the theoretical results in the paper. We use C' and ¢ to denote
positive constants which might change from line to line throughout the paper.

VI. PRELIMINARIES
The core of our analysis is the sample-based analysis for the iterations. The following two lemmas illustrate the mixed tails
of terms like (U, X7 X) and (U, XT E), which would appear many times in the remained part.

Lemma 1. Suppose U € R*4, X € R"*? and vec(XT) follows the distribution N'(0, X x ). We have the tail bound

U2 u

P(] tr(XUXT) - Etr(XUXT)| > u) < 2exp(—cmin( ,
Al Y x| [UlE I x Ul

) (30)

where c is a positive constant.
Lemma 2. Consider U € R™*4, X € R"*? and E € R"*™. Suppose X is independent with E and vec(XT) ~ N'(0, X x),
vec(ET) ~ N(0,Yg). Then

U2 u

TS Ly gy gy——
I YEIFICXIPIUTE I XIUle

P(|tr(EUXT)| > u) < 2 exp(—cmin( 31)

where c is a positive constant.

The following lemma is the fundamental tool to analyze the suprema of random processes with a mixed tail, which is based
on the generic chaining [39] itself.

Lemma 3. [43, Theorem 3.5] Let d1, da be two semi-metrics on T. Suppose the random process (Xi)ier has a mixed tail

2
P(|X: — Xs| >u) < Qexp(—min(ﬁ,ﬁ)), (32)

then we could derive

P(SHZE |Xt — Xt0| > C(’)/Q (T, dg) +7 (T, dl) + UAQ(T) + U2A1(T))) < Qexp(—u2), (33)
te

where C' is a positive constant and Ao(T') (A1(T)) is the diameter of T with respect to da (d1).
Here, we introduce the definition of ~y,-functional used in the above lemma.

Definition 2 (v,-functional). Let (T, d) be a semi-metric space. For any 0 < a < 00, the 7,-functional of (T, d) is defined
as

Ya(T, d) = inf sup Z 2ad(t, Ty), (34)

T teT 1=

where d(t,T;,) = ian d(t,s) and the infimum in (34) is taken over all admissible sequences.
se€ly

VII. MODEL

The corresponding negative log-likelihood function is

Fa(T,Q) = —log|Q| + ~ tr {(Y ~XD)Q(Y - Xr)T}
n
(35)
— log |0 + ~tr {(r ~T,)'XTX(T -T,)Q - 2ETX(T —T,)Q + ETEQ},
n

where X € R"*4 Y € R™*™ T' € R¥™™, ) € R™*™, Without the generality, we suppose € is symmetric.
The population loss function is

F(T, Q) = —log |9 + tr {(r —T)TSx(C -T2+ Q;ln}. (36)



For the convenience of analysis, we collect the corresponding gradients and Hessian matrices here

Vrfu(T, Q) = %XTX(I‘ ~T,)Q - %XTEQ, (37)
Vafu(T,Q)=-Q 7'+ %(r ~-T)'XTX(T-T,) - %(r ~-TO)'XTE + %ETE, (38)
Vrf(T,Q) =28 x (I - T,)Q, (39)
Vof(T,Q)=-Q 7'+ (T -T) Ex(T - T,) + 2., (40)
Vif(T,Q) = 2 w23y, (41)
VEA(L,Q)=Q oL (42)

Here V2 f(T,2) and V3 f(T, Q) is in the sense of vectorization.
In [3], the authors introduce the following local properties of the population function f(T', 2) required by the analysis.

Lemma 4. Under Assumption 1 and 2, for any T',TV € Bp(T's; R), we have

VminTmin||F/ - I‘”% S f(F/7 Q*) - f(:[‘, Q*) - <va(F7 Q*)7 F/ - F) S VmameaX||FI - F”F (43)
Lemma 5. Under Assumption 1 and 2, for any Q, Q' € Br(Qy; R) where R < 5=, we have
1 2
9 QU < (0, 9) — [(0,0) — (Va (D, 9), 9~ 9) < 2|0~ Q. (#4)
max min

Lemma 6. Under Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, for any Q € Bp(Qy; R), we could derive

IVe (T, ) = Ve f (T, Q)| < 27max ]| — Q. (45)
For any T € Bp(Ty; R), we could derive

IVaf(Ty, @) = Vo f (T, Q)p < max BT — T lp- (46)

VIII. ANALYSIS OF THE ALTERNATING GRADIENT DESCENT WITH HARD THRESHOLDING (PROOF OF THEOREM 1)
Our analysis is based on the facts T'; € Bp(I'y, R) and Q; € Br(Q,, R).

A. Analysis of the iteration about T’
First, we introduce two helpful lemmas for our analysis.
With the following lemma, we could deal with terms with the hard thresholding operator.

Lemma 7. [44] Suppose x* is a sparse vector satisfying ||x*|, < s.. HT (-, s) is the hard thresholding operator with s > s,.
Then we could bound the difference |HT (x,s) — x*||, for any x by

N 2.\/54 .
1T @5) -2l < 1+ 2L~ o3 @

The following lemma lays a foundation for the convergence analysis of gradient descent iterations.

Lemma 8. [45] Suppose f(x) is u-strongly convex and L-smooth. With the step size n = 2/(L + ), the gradient descent
iteration would contract as

L—yp
@ =V i) -2, < 7— Mllm =z, (48)
where x* is the optimal point.
We set the step sizes as
1 d 8”1'2naxl/§1in (49)
= an =
" VmaxTmax T VYminTmin e 16V§1ax + V12r1in

We write Z = 7,1 UZ,, where Z;; and Z, are the support sets of I';; and Iy, respectively.



Now, we could rewrite |L';41 — I'y||p as

[Ti11 — Tullp
= |HT (Tt = nr Ve fu(Te, )z, 57) — Tillp (50)

2
\/_ Ty — Ve fn(Te, Q) — Tip (€29)

<
= TF =

1t ﬂ(n(rt =0 Ve S (e, )z = Tl + a0l (Ve (P, ) = Ve fo(Te, 20)zle)

<
- \/ST — S}
2./8F
<1+ ﬁ(”rt — Ve f (T, Q) — Dolp 4+ nell(Ve f(Tr, Q4) = Vi fu (T, Q0))zllg) s (52)
r—e-°r

where the first inequality is based on Lemma 7.
The first term of (52) could be bounded by the strong convexity and the smoothness of the population function f(T', Q,)
about I' in Lemma 4 and the corresponding convergence result in Lemma 8

Tmaxymax Tmml/mln
||Ft - UFVFf(I‘h Q*) - I‘*”F ||Ft I ”F (53)

Tmaxl/max + Tmlnymln

The second term of (52) could be rewritten as

[(Vrf(Te, ) = Ve fu(Te, @)zl < IV f(Te, Q0) = Ve f(Te, Q) [lp + [(Vef(Te, ) — Ve fu (T, ) zllp. (54)
The first part could be bounded by the Lipschitz property of Vr f(T,-) about Q around €2, in Lemma 6

IVrf(Te, Q) = Ve f(Te, Q) < 27max RI[Q: — Qulp- (55)

The second part is associated with the sample loss function f, (T, Q) and needs the sample-based analysis in the following
lemma.

Lemma 9. Under Assumption 1 and 2, we set np = ————————_ For any 'y € Bp (T, R) and Q; € Bp(Q, R), the

max Tmax +Vmin Tmin *

difference (Vr f(Tt, %) — Vrfu (T, Q)1 could be bounded by

77F||(VFf(I‘t7 Qt) - Van(Fn Qt))I”F

VmaxTmax R wr+wo+u wr +u

<C Q,—-Q r,-T,
=t VmaxTmax T VminTmin Ymax \/ﬁ || ! *”F \/_ ” b ”F (56)
1 wr + wq + u 1 wr +u
Q- Q, ;
+ v/ TmaxVminVmax \/ﬁ ” k ||F + v/ TmaxVmax \/ﬁ )
with probability at least 1 — 8 exp(—u?), when n > (wr + wq + u)?.
B. Analysis of the iteration about €2
Similarly, we write 7 = T¢+1 U Tx, where T;;1 and 7, are the support sets of ;1 and €, respectively.
For 7 contains 7;41 and 7, we could rearrange ||Q:41 — Q4 |p as
Q41 — Dl
= [[HT (2 — naVafu(Ti, Q))7,50) — Qg (57)
2./8%
<y/1+ 79*”(915 —naVafn(Ts, Q)7 — Qullp (58)
VSQ — S
2./8%
<y/1+ ﬁ (102 — naVaf(Tx, )7 — Qullp + nal(Vaf(Tw, Q) — Voo, Q)7 |R)
Q Q
24/84
<Y1+ ——= (”Qt —noVafTe, ) — Qg + ol (Vaf Ty, Q) — Vo fale, ) 7). (59

b

SO —
where the first inequality is based on Lemma 7.
The first term of (59) could be bounded by the strong convexity and the smoothness of the population function f(T',€2)
about €2 in Lemma 5 and the corresponding convergence result in Lemma 8

161/]31 — V2.
192 = naVaf(T., Q) — Qullp < 16a7mm||ﬂt Q- (60)

I'IlaX min



The second term of (59) could be rewritten as
[(Vaf(Tw, Q) = Vafa(le, Q) 7lle < [Vaf(Ty, Q) = Vaf (T, Q)llp + [(Vaf (T, Q) — Vafa(ly, Q) 7lp. (61
The first part could be bounded by the Lipschitz property of Vg f(-, Q) about I' around T’y in Lemma 6

[Vaf(Ty, ) — Vaf(T, Q)|p < TmaxR|T: — T p- (62)

The second part is associated with the sample loss function f, (T, ) and needs the sample-based analysis in the following
lemma.

Lemma 10. Under the same condition as Lemma 9, for any Ty € Bp(L',,R) and Q; € Bp(Qy, R), the difference
(Vaf(Ts, Q) — Vafn(T:, Q)7 could be bounded by
nall(Vaf(Ts, Q) — Vafu(le, Q) 7e
82 a V2. wr +wa +u Tmax WI + wq + u 1 wo+tu (63)
max” min - I\ 71’\* I\ 71-\* ,
T R e N

with probability at least 1 — 6 exp(—u?), when n > (wr + wq + u)2.

<Ca,

C. Analysis of the whole convergence result
We define the convergence parameter p,o, associated with the population loss function as
8u2

2 2
27—minl/min - 27—max]% 1 2v VminTmaxR

ppop = maX(l — ) - i 2 i 2 )
TmaxVmax + TminVmin 16Vmax + Viin (64)
TminVmin 1/2 i
< max(1l — 1 — ),
Tmax”max T TminVmin 161/1%1&)( + Viiin
where the inequality is from R < mm(”;;‘:::“, Srmaiuz, ), which guarantees ppop < 1.

By the assumptions sp > (1 + 4(1/ppop — 1)?)s5: and sq > (14 4(1/ppop — 1)?)s, we could bound the two parameters
associated with the hard thresholding operation by

2./s% 2./8% 1
max(4/1+ 7%, 1+ it ) < )
\/Sr — S} v/ — 84 +/Ppop
Then, we consider all components of | Iy — I',||p. Taking (53), (55) and Lemma 9 into (52), we could derive
ITe1 — Tllp

(65)

2./ 8% — Tmi i 2 R
< 1+ r _ . {Tmaxl/max Tmfnl/mfn ||I‘t o I‘*”F + Tmax . . ||Qt B Q*”F
VST — St TmaxVmax T TminVmin maxVmax T TminV’min

+arsup (V. Vrf(Te Q) = Vrfa(T 20) }
VECs, . NSdm—1

< (222 4 o ) max(| Ty — Tl €2 — Qulp) + er

v/ Ppop
< (\/ Ppop T+ pF,sam) maX(||Ft - I‘*”Fa ||Qt - Q*”F) + er, (66)
where the second inequality is based on the assumption of st in (65) and the third inequality is from (64).
Here

TmaxVmax — TminVmin 27—max]% 2Tmianin - 27—max]%

Pr,pop = + =1- 67
TmaxVmax + TminVmin TmaxVmax + TminVmin TmaxVmax + TminVmin
p Cra Vmax Tmax R wrtwo+u wr+u n 1 wr + wq + u)
T',sam —
v/ Ppop VmaxTmax + VminTmin Vmax \/ﬁ \/ﬁ v/ TmaxVminVmax \/ﬁ
Cr,2 wr +wq+u
< (68)
\/Prop vn
Cr VmaxTma 1 wr +u Cr, 1 wr + u
er = s max / max < 5 (69)

v/ Ppop VmaxTmax + VminTmin V TmaxVmax \/ﬁ a v/ Ppop v/ TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

If we want |T';; — I',||p < R, we need to guarantee

(\/ Ppop + PF,sam)R +er <R (70



or
€r + pF,samR S (1 - \/ppop)R-
Then, we could derive

Cra Vmax Tmax R wrtwo+u wr+u 1 wr + wo +u
€r + pF,samR S +
v ppop VmaxTmax + VminTmin Vmax \/ﬁ \/ﬁ vV TmaxVminVmax \/ﬁ
1 wr +u

+
vV TmaxVmax \/ﬁ )

Cr;3 wr +wq+u

N

When the number of measurements satisfies

<

wr +wo +u

VAL — \/Ppon) R

Vn>Crs
we could guarantee | Ty — T'y|lp < R.
Next, we consider all components of [|€21 — €,||p. Taking (60), (62) and Lemma 10 into (59), we could derive
1941 — Qi
R
<4/1 r,—T,
< + /sq — 5?2 16Vr2nax + Vﬁlin 16Vr2nax + VFQIlin ” t ”F

to s (V,Vaf(Ti, @)~ Vafu(T:, @)}
VECo,,nsm?-1

2 V S?Z . { 16Vr2nax — VrQnin ”Qt _ Q*” + 8VrQnaxVrQninTmaX
F

PQ,
< (P22 ) max(IT = Pl |92 = ) + e
pop

< (VPpop + pa,sam) max([ Ty — Tillp, [ — Rullp) + €q,

where the second inequality is based on the assumption of s in (65) and the third inequality is from (64).
Here

max min max min max min
_ Caa 8VmaxVmin (r Rwr +wa+u " v/Tmax Wr + wo + u)
P = e W62 V2 NN
Caqgo wr +wq+u
S Vrw
€q = Coa 8V§1axlj§1in 1 wo+u Ca,1 wo t+u

- = Vmin
VProp L6130 + Vit Vimin - V10 \/Ppop vn
If we want |21 — Q.[|p < R, we need to guarantee
(\/ Ppop T pQ,sam)R +ea <R
or
€Q + pQ,samR < (1 - \/ppop)R-

Then, we could derive

Ca, 8V§1axy§1in wr+wo+u  /Tmax wWr +wa +u
. 2 2 ((TmaXR +

\Y4 pP(’P 16Vmax + Vmin

Caq3 wr +wq+u

"~ \/Ppop Vn

When the number of measurements satisfies

Vn > Co

€q+ pQ,samR S

VR + 1 wqg+u
\/ﬁ v/ Vmin \/ﬁ Vmin \/ﬁ

wr +wo t+u

VProp(1 = \/Ppop) B’

we could guarantee | Q1 — Q| p < R.
Finally, we consider ||T's41 — I',||p and [|Q¢41 — Q.|| as a whole and derive

max([Tei1 — Tullp, 1241 — Qullp)
< (\/ Ppop T max(pF,sam7 p(l,sam)) maX(”I‘t - F*”Fv ”Qt - Q*”F) + maX(€F7 GQ)-

We also define psum = max(pr sam, P sam) and € = max(er, €q).

)R

(71)

(72)

(73)

(74)

(75)

(76)

7

(78)

(79)

(80)



D. Analysis of initialization (Proof of Theorem 2)
The initialization of I" is derived from the following optimization problem

1 2
in —||Y — XT
mn g [ I
s.t. [lvec(T)|, < sr. 81
The initialization of €2 is derived from the following optimization problem
1 2
. - Q o —1
upn 2” S g
st. [lvec(Q1)], < sa, (82)

where S = (Y — XI‘mi)T(Y - XI‘ini)/n.
The error ||Tini — I'x || is analyzed as the Lasso.

Lemma 11. When \/n > Cp 42

max
Tmin

(wr 4+ u), we could derive

wr + U  Tmax

[Tii — Tullp < Crps NG — (83)

with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—u?).
When n > Cr ¢(wr + u)?/R?, we could derive
”Fmi - I‘*”F S R. (84)

The analysis of ||[Qin — ©.||p is more complicated.

Lemma 12. When /n > Cq 4 Tmaxtmax (i 4+ wp + u), we could derive

TminVmin
2 V2 m4wr+u
||Q — Q || < C max~ max I
ini ~lFp > LQ,5 5 )
TinYmin \/ﬁ

(85)

with probability at least 1 — 18 exp(—u?).
When n > Cq 6(m + wr + u)?/R2, we could derive || Qin — Qullp < R.

IX. ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATING PROJECTED GRADIENT DESCENT FOR GENERAL CONVEX REGULARIZERS (PROOF OF
THEOREM 3)

Our analysis is based on the facts T'; € Bp(T'y, R) and Q; € Br(Q,, R).

A. Analysis of the iteration about T’

With the following lemma, we could bound the distance between the point after projection and the point in the constraint
by a supremum of a series of inner products.
Lemma 13. Suppose & = Pi(y), where K = {x | R(x) < R(x*)} and R(-) is a convex function. Then we could bound
|® — x|, as

& —x*|, < sup (v,y—x*), (86)
veCNS,

where C = cone(D) is the decent cone, D = K — {x*} is the descent set and Sy is the sphere with unit Euclidean norm.
Now, we could rewrite |y — ', as

[Tir1 — g

= |Prr (Tt = e Ve fu (T, Q) — Tilp (87)
< sup (V,Ty =Ty — eV fu (T, Q) (88)
veCrnSdm—1
= sup (V,T+ = Ty —rVr (T, Q) (89)
veCrnSdm~—1
+nr (Ve f(Te, 4) = Ve f (T, ) + e (Ve f (T, Q) — Ve fo (T, 24))) (90)
<|Te = e Ve f (T, Q) — Tillp + el Ve f (T, i) — Ve f (T, Q) g on
+nr  sup (V,Vrf(Ts, Q) — Ve fn(Te, Q)), (92)

velrn&dm—1



where the first inequality is based on Lemma 13 and the last inequality is from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.
The first and second terms of (92) have been bounded in the previous analysis.
The third term of (92) could be analyzed in the same way as Lemma 9 with a different set Cr.

Lemma 14. Under Assumption 1 and 2, we set np = ———~—————_ For any Ty € Bp(Ts, R) and Q; € Bp(Q,, R), the

Vmax Tmax T VminTmin
term nr sup (V,Vrf(Ty, ) — Ve fu(Ty, Qt)s could be bounded by
velrnsdm—1

nr sup <V7 VFf(Fn Qt) - Van(Fn Qt)>
veCrnSdm—1

VmaxTmax R wr +wq +u wr +u
=@ Q-0 — | -T
= 1 VmaxTmax + VminTmin  Vmax \/ﬁ || t *”F + \/ﬁ || t *”F
1 or + oo +u 1 @r+u
+ 192 — Q[ + ),

vV TmaxVminVmax \/ﬁ vV TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

with probability at least 1 — 8 exp(—u?), when n > (wr + g + u)?.

B. Analysis of the iteration about 2
First, we could rearrange [|Q:4+1 — Q4| as

Q241 — Qullp
”PICQ (Qt - UQVan(I‘u Qt)) - Q*”F
< sup (V,Q — Qs —naVafa(T, Q)
VeConsm?-1
= sup <V7 Qt - Q* - nflvﬂf(]-—‘*v Qt)
Veconsm?-1
+10(Vaf(Ty, Q) — Vaf(Ti, ) + no(Vaf (T, Q) — Vafu(Tt, )))
19 —naVa f(Tx, ) — Ul +nellVaf(Tx, ) — Vaf (T, Q)|p

+77Q sup <Vavﬂf(l-‘taﬂt) - vﬂfn(rtvﬂt)>a
veconsm?-1

IN

where the first inequality is based on Lemma 13 and the last inequality is from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.
The first and second terms of (99) have been bounded in the previous analysis.
The third term of (99) could be analyzed in the same way as Lemma 10 with a different set Cq.

Lemma 15. Under the same condition as Lemma 14. For any T'y € Bp(Ty, R) and Q; € Bp(Q4, R), the term
Ng  sup (V,Vaf(Ty, Q) — Vafn(Ti, Q) could be bounded by
VeConsm?-1

no  sup (V,Vaf(T, Q) — Vafu(l:, Q)
VeCqonsm2-1

8UmaxVmi or + &g +u V/Timax &r + @o + u 1 @o+u
<O max” min R . —-T I,-T
> Lo 161/[%1&)( + Vrgnin (Tmax \/ﬁ ” t *”F + m \/ﬁ ” t *”F + Vinin \/ﬁ

with probability at least 1 — 6 exp(—u?), when n > (wr + g + u)?.

C. Analysis of the whole convergence result

Then, we consider all components of | Iy — I', || and derive

[Te1 — Lullp
— TaninVami 2Tmax R
< TmaxVmax TminVYmin ||Ft B ]-‘*”F + Tmax ||Qt o Q*”F
TmaxVmax + TminVmin maxVmax + TminVmin

+nr sup (V,Vrf(Ts, Q) — Vr fn(T, 24))
Vecrnsdm—1

(Pr.pop + prsam) max([| Ty = Tl 12 — Quf[p) + er,

IN

);

93)

(94)
95)

(96)

o7
(98)
99)

(100)

(101)



where

p TmaxVmax — TminVmin 27—maxR 1 27—minl/min - 27—maxR
T',pop — =1—
’ TmaxVmax + TminVmin TmaxVmax + TminVmin TmaxVmax + TminVmin
VmaxTmax R wr +wa +u wr +u 1 wr +wa +u

PT sam = CF,l + + )
VmaxTmax + VminTmin Vmax \/ﬁ \/ﬁ vV TmaxVminVmax \/ﬁ

wr +wo +u
SCF,zi

NG

VmaxTmax 1 wr +u 1 wr +u
=Cr, <Cr; .
VmaxTmax + YminTmin v/ TmaxVmax \/ﬁ v/ TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

If we want |[T'yy1 — I'y||p < R, we need to guarantee

€r

(vaPOP + pF,sam)R +er < R

or
€r + pF,samR S (1 - ppop)R-

Then, we could derive

VmaxTmax R wr +wo +u wr+u 1 wr +wo +u

€r + pF,samR S CF,l

( + +
VmaxTmax + VminTmin  Ymax \/ﬁ \/ﬁ v/ TmaxVminVmax \/ﬁ

1 Cur—i-u)

+
vV TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

wr +wq +u
§CF,BT-

‘When the number of measurements satisfies

wr +wo +u

n>Cpg—m—n———
Vn>Crgs (= prom) R

we could guarantee |T'y4q1 — Ty|lp < R.
Next, we consider all components of |1 — €,/ and derive

Q41 — Qullp
1602 — 12, 82 12 ThaxR
< [omes T |, — Q| + 2SR, |,
l/max+l/min l/max+l/min

+ na sup (V,Vaf(T:, Q) — Vafn(l, Q)
VeCqansm2—1

< (P2,pop + P02 sam) Max( Ty = T, [ — Rullp) + €q,

where
2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Po _ 16Vmax — Vhin 8VmaxyminTmaxR 1 2Vmin 7 8Vmaxymin7_maxR
sPOp T 2 2 2 2 - 2 2
161/max + Vinin 16Vmax + Vhin 16Vmax + Vhin
8VI2naxl/r2nin wr + wa +u v/ Tmax wr +wq +u
(TmaxR + )

Po,sam = Ca 1
o 161/1%1&)( + Z/I%ﬂn \/ﬁ v Vmin \/ﬁ
wr +wq +u
<Coo——F+—
Vn

8I/§1aXV12nin 1 wo+u o +u
< Csl,leinT-

eq =Cqn

2 2 i
16V2, + V2. Umin VN

If we want [|€2;41 — Q. [z < R, we need to guarantee
(vaPOP + pQ.,sam)R +eq <R

or
€q + p&l,samR < (1 - prP"P)R'

Then, we could derive

82 Vi (r R@p + @ +u N /Tmax @r + @0 +u)R+ 1 @wo+u
161/12nax + V12nin e \/ﬁ vV Vmin \/ﬁ Vmin \/ﬁ

wr +wo +u

n

€Q + pQ,samR < OQ,l

<Cazs

(102)

(103)

(104)

(105)

(106)

(107)

(108)

(109)

(110)

(111)

(112)

(113)



When the number of measurements satisfies
wr +wo t+u

Vn>Cos———, (114)
' (1 - pQ,pop)R
we could guarantee |11 — Qul|p < R.
Finally, we consider ||T's41 — I',||p and [|Q¢41 — Q.|| as a whole and derive
max([[Ley1 — Tullp, 12641 — Qully)
< (maX(pF,mpv pQ,pOp) + ma’X(pF,Samv pQ,sam)) maX(Hrt - F*”Fv ”Qt - Q*”F) + maX(ep, 59)- (115)
We define the convergence parameter p,o, associated with the population loss function as
Ppop = MAxX(Pr pop; P2,pop)
(Tmaxymax — TminVmin 27—max]% 161/31&)( - Vglin SVI%]axyglinTmaxR)
= max 5
TmaxVmax T Tmin/min TmaxVmax T TminVmin 16V1'2nax + Vx%lin 16V1211ax + Vglin
— max(1 — 2TminVmin — 2Tmax IR 1 21/12nin — 8V12naer2ninTmaxR) (116)
TmaxVmax + TminVmin ’ 16”1%13,)( + VFQIliH
. . 2.
S max(l _ TminVmin ,1 _ 2l/mm . )7
Tmax”max T TminVmin 16Vmax + Vhin
where the last inequality is from R < min(fgincmin | 11/2 ), which guarantees ppop < 1.
We also define psam = max(por sam, PQ,sam) and € = max(er, €q).
The proof of Corollary 4 is the same as Theorem 2 apart from a different set Cr.
X. ANALYSIS OF ORDINARY PROJECTED GRADIENT DESCENT (PROOF OF COROLLARY 2)
In this condition, the loss function becomes
1
fa(T) = o= tr((Y = XT)Q (Y - xr)h). (117)
n
The corresponding gradients and Hessian matrix are
1 1
Vf.(T) = -XTX(I-1,)Q, - ~XTEQ, (118)
n n
Vi) =2x(T —T,)Q, (119)
V(D) =Q,0Xx. (120)
We set the step sizes as )
nr = (121)

Tmax”max T TminVmin

We could write the projected gradient descent iteration as

IT¢ir1 — Tullp = [Prer (T = e V(L)) — Tillp

sup (V,I'y = Ty — eV fu(Ty))
velrnSdm~—1

[T =T =neV(Te)p+nr sup  (V,Vf(Ty) = Vfu(Iy)),
VecrnSdm—1

IN

IN

where the first inequality is based on Lemma 13 and the second inequality is from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.
The first term could be bounded by the strong convexity and the smoothness of f(I'), which could be derived from the
Hessian matrix V2 f(T') (120) and Assumption 1, 2. With Lemma 8, we have

TmaxVmax — TminVmin
ITe —nrVf(T) —Tuflp < I = Tyl (122)

TmaxVmax + TminVmin

The second term could be rewritten as

1 1
nr  sup (V,.Vf(Ty) = Vfu(Ty))=nr  sup (V,(Ex - —XTX)(T; -T,)Q, + —XTEQ,)
Vecrngdm-1 Vecrnsdm—1 n " (123)

1 1
<ngr osup (V,(Bx - =X"X)T -T)Q%) +nr sup  (V,-X"EQ,).
velrnSdm—1 n VECFﬂSdm—l n

These two parts have been analyzed in Lemma 9. The next two lemmas follow the same procedures as Lemma 21 and Lemma
23.
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Lemma 16. Under the condition of n > (Gr + u)?, we could derive

XTx wr +u
P( s (V.(Sx - U, > Cr 7| Bx 24 (=

)) < 2exp(—u?). (124)
U, Vecrnsdm—1 n vn

Lemma 17. Under the condition of n > (or + u)?, we could derive

1 1 1o op+u
P( sup  (V,-XTEQ,) > Crs|Z5[|[Q2 [ (—=)) < 2exp(—u?). (125)
VvecrnSdm—1 n \/ﬁ
We set 5 or 1
TmaxV, — Tmi i i i
ppop — max”max min“min — 1 o min“min . (126)
TmaxVmax + TminVmin TmaxVmax + TminVmin
When n > (wr + u)?, we could derive
ITt+1 — Tullg
TmaxVmax ‘DF +u TmaxVmax 1 ‘DF +u

< (pPOP +2Cr,7 T — F*”F +2Cr s

TmaxVmax T TminVmin \/ﬁ
< (ppop + pl",sam)”l—‘t - F*”F +e,

TmaxVmax + TminVmin vV TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—u?).
Here we define

TmaxVmax wr +u wr +u
am = 2C < COpo Tt 127
AT sam F.’77_ma,xyma,x + TminV’min \/ﬁ =0 \/ﬁ ( )
and
1 (0 1 Y
¢ = 20 g Tmax/max Y < G wrtu (128)

TmaxVmax + TminVmin 4/ TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

XI. PROOF OF TECHNICAL LEMMAS

VvV TmaxVmax \/ﬁ

We use C and c to denote positive constants which might change from line to line throughout this part.

A. Proof of Lemma 1

This lemma could be viewed as a proposition of the Hanson-Wright inequality.

Lemma 18 (Hanson-Wright inequality [30]). Suppose x is a random vector with independent sub-Gaussian components x;
satisfying Elx;| = 0 and |z;||,, < K. A € R"*" is a fixed matrix. For u > 0, we could get

U2 u

P(|lz" Az — Ex” Az| > u) < 2 exp(—cmin(— : ), (129)
K4 A|E K2|A]
where ¢ > 0 is a constant.
We could rearrange
tr(XUXT) = vee(XT) (I, ® U)vec(XT) = vec(XD)TY 2 Y 4 (I, © U)Y LY 5 vee(XT). (130)

7l . . . . . .
In this way, Y 5 vec(X”) becomes an isotropic Gaussian vector. Combining the rotation invariance of Gaussian vectors, we
could derive

P(|te(XUXT) — Ete(XUXT)| > u) = P(|g" Y % (I, @ U)Y %9 — EgT Y3 (I, @ U)Y 1 g| > u)

’LL2 u

: —— )
5% (I @ U)Y ke 5% (Ln @ U)X k||
u? U )
n| Y x|P|Ul 1T U]
where g is a vector with independent standard Gaussian entries and the first inequality is based on Lemma 18. In the second
inequality, we use [|AB|x < |A||B|g. |AB| < |A|||B] and ||A| < ||A|p for two matrices A and B.

< 2 exp(—cmin(

< 2 exp(—cmin(
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B. Proof of Lemma 2

This lemma could be viewed as an extension of the Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 2.8.1 in [32]).
From the independence between X and E and the rotation invariance of Gaussian vectors, we could derive

P(|tr(EUXT)| > u) = P(jvece(XT)T (I, © UT)vec(ET)| > u) = P(lg% X 3 (I, © UT)Y Lgp| > u),

where gg and gx are two independent vectors with independent standard Gaussian entries.
1

1 1
We set Q = Y% (I, ® UT)Y Z with the singular value decomposition UgXq Vg, where Ug and Vg are two unitary
matrices.
We adopt the rotation invariance of Gaussian vectors again and derive

1 1
P(lgx Y3 (I, @ U)X ggE| > u) = P(lgxUoEqVagr| > u)
= P(1gx SqQgE| > u)

nm
= P(Y_ oigigil > u)
=1

u2 u

— =)
IZolz IZell
2

u u

Ll 2o e e o
XX I EI1UTE 1 I U

< 2 exp(—cmin(

< 2 exp(—cmin(

where gg and gx are two independent vectors with independent standard Gaussian entries, {g} and {g'} are entries of gg
and gx respectively, {o0;} are singular values of @, for i = 1,--- ,nm. Here, we suppose m < d. In the second equality,
we use the rotation invariance of Gaussian vectors. The first inequality is based on the Bernstein’s inequality for the sum
of the product of independent Gaussian variables. We also use | Q| = | Xqllp, Q| = [|X¢q| and |AB|z < |A]|B|g.
|AB| < |A||B]. |Al < |A|g for two matrices A and B in the last inequality.

C. Proof of Lemma 13

From the definition of projection, @ is the optimal solution of the following optimization problem
1
& = argmin LK($)+§||1B_'!J”§7 (131)
r
where ¢k () is the indicator function defined as

0 ifxzek,
(@) = { oo otherwise. (132)

According to the fact that & is the optimal solution, we could derive
0€ic(B)+Z—y=0uc(Z)+Z —x*+x*—y. (133)
After reformulation, we could derive
—(&—x"+z*—y) € 0uc(®) = N(&; K), (134)

where N (Z; K) is the normal cone of K at &. Here we adopt the fact that duc(Z) = N(&; K) from [46, Example 2.32] and
the normal cone at & € K is defined in [46, Definition 9] as

N(&;K) ={v | (v,x — &) <0, Vo € K}. (135)
Combining with the definition of normal cone (135), we could get
(—(z—x"+a*—y),z"— &) <0, (136)
where we use the fact * € K.
Then it is easy to verify that
| -2 < (@ -a*y—2') < sup (v,y—a)E -, (137)
vECNS,

where the second inequality is from (& — x*)/[|€ — x*|, € C N S,.
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D. Proof of Lemma 9
We first rewrite YV f (T, Q) — Vi fn (T, Q) as

Vrf(Te, Q) — Vrfn (T, )
2 o1 2 o1

XTx XTx
)Ty —T)(Q — Q) +2(Bx —

2 2
=2(Xx — (T —TO)Q - = XTE(Q, - Q,) - —XTEQ,.
n n

With the definition of Cas.., we could derive

[(Vrf (T, Q) — Vr fu(Te, Q) zllp < sup (V, Ve f(Te, ) — Vi fu(Te, ), (139)
VeCsNSdm=1
where we use the fact Card(Z) < 2sp.
In this way, to bound ||(Vrf(T's, ;) — Vi fru(Lt, ©4)) 2|, we need to deal with four suprema of random processes.
The supreme of the random process associated with the first term of (138) could be bounded by Lemma 1 and 3. We need
to verify it has a mixed tail. We rewrite the random process as

XTX XTX

(V,2(Sx — WLy —T)(Q — Q) = (V,2(Sx —

Z)PU)T - Tl - Rl (140)
where P,V € Cas. NS~ 1 and U € Cay, N Smi-1,
Then we could rearrange the increment as

Xuv,ep—Xw,zqQ

XTx XTx

QW)
n
= E[zvec(XT)T(In @ (PUVT — QW Z"))vec(X™T)] — zvec(XT)T(In @ (PUVT — QW Z"))vec(XT).
n n
We could further rearrange PUVT — QW Z7 as

1 1

pPUVT —QwzT = 5P(U -W)(V +2)T + 5P(U +WHV -2)T +(P-QWZ”. (141)
Its Frobenius norm could be bounded as
U w

|PUVT — QW Z" | <4|lU = Wl + 4|V — Z|p +2|P - Q| <4(Y) — ( A )Ip- (142)

Combing Lemma 1 with Xi7 v p — Xw z @, we could derive the mixed tail

XTx XTX

PV, 2(Sx — 2—2)PU) — (Z,2(Sx — =—2)QW)| > u) (143)
U2 u
< 2 exp(—cmin( (144)
2,, U w2’ 9] w
Bmx?I(%) — (IR H1=xE) — (Gl
where we use | Y x|| = |X x| under Assumption 2.
This means the increment has a mixed tail with dy = 4[|Xx||[| - [|[z/v/n and di = 4| Zx|||| - [|¢/n-
With Lemma 3, we could derive the event
XTXx
sup |<V,2(EX — )PU)l > C(’YQ(T, dg)—l—’yl(T, dl) +UA2(T) +u2A1(T)) (145)

P,VECy .NSI™ 1
UECsons™

holds with probability at most 2 exp(—u?). Here T = Cas,, N Sl x Cosp NSIM=1 x Cyy . N SIM—1,
We adopt the following lemma to transfer the ~y;-functional to the ~»-functional and deal with the coefficients of metrics.

Lemma 19. [47] For ~,-functional, we have

1S 1y) <3S Ily) (146)
'Ya(Sa Cd) = Ca (Sv d)v (147)

where o > 0, ¢ > 0.
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Combining with the Talagrand’s majorizing measure theorem [39], we could bound the «,-functional by the Gaussian width

Yo (T, - g) < C@(Casp NS 1) + w(Cosy, NS™ 1),

where the Frobenius norm for a matrix is equivalent to the [o norm for a vector.
Then we could rearrange (145) further and derive the event

XTx
sup (V,2(Ex — )PU)|
P, VECy, NS 1
U€Cas,nS™ 1
wr + wq (wr + wq)? U u?
CUH|IZx||———— +4|Z x| ———— + 4| x||—=Apr(T 4 Ex||—Ap(T
> C(4)1=x|l Tn + 4[| Zx| + 4] X||\/ﬁ F(T) +4l3x ] —Ar(T))

holds with probability at most 2 exp(—u?).

(148)

From the facts (wr + wn)? + u? < (wr +wq +u)? and Ap(T) < 6, we could derive the following lemma when the term

(wr + wq + u)/4/n is dominant.
Lemma 20. Under the condition of n > (wr + wq + u)?, we have

XTXx wr +wa +u
P( sup (V,2(Sx — )PU)| > C|Zx (2220
P,V ECs, nSm \/ﬁ

2
UeCzs,NS™ 71

)) < 2exp(—u?).

The random process associated with the second term of (138) could be written as

XTX XTX
)(I‘t - F*)Q*)I”F < sup <V7 2(2)( -
U,VECQSFﬁSdm’I

1(2(2x - JUL)|T: = Tulp-

We rearrange the random process Xy, v — Xz w as

Xuv —Xzw

XTX XTX
JUL,) — (W, 2(3x —

= (V,2(Sx — )ZS2,)

= B2 vec(XT) (I, & (UQVT — ZQ,WT)vee(XT)] — Zvee(XTYT (I, © (UQLVT — 22, WT))vee(XT).

n n
From the facts
v vl —zow?=U-2)QVI+zQ,(V-w)T

and
2 2 2 2 2
Q. V" — ZQWT | < 2|Qu|°|U - Z]p + 2|7V - W,
we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 1

XTX XTXx
U, — (W,2(Sx —

P(V,2(Xx — VZQ)| > u)

U2 u

2 2 27
HIEx IR = ()l 2218x 2 1(5) = (£ )lr

Combining with Lemma 3, we have the following lemma.

))-

< 2 exp(—cmin(

Lemma 21. When n > (wr + u)2, we could derive

XTx wr +u
P( sup (V,2(2x — W) > CISx|[[Q.)(—

)) < 2exp(—u).
U,V6C28Fﬁsdm—1 n \/ﬁ

The random process associated with the third term of (138) could be written as

2 2
ICXTEQ - Q)zlp < swp  (V.2XTEP)|Q - .
n Veczsr‘msdmfl n
PECyns™ 1

The random process Xy p — Xz g could be rearranged as

2 2 2
Xvp—Xzo=(V,=XTEP) - (Z,~XTEQ) = ~vec(E")T(I, ® (PVT — QZ"))vec(X™).
n n n

(149)

(150)

(151)

(152)

(153)

(154)

(155)

(156)

(157)



From the facts
PvT _QzT =(P-QVT+Q(V -2)T

and
2 2 2
I1PVT —QZ" |z =2|P - Qllp + 2|V - Z||y,

we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 2
2 2
P((V,=X"EP) - (Z,=X"EQ)| > 1)
t2 ¢ )
19 IPISRIPICE) - (BN 2219 SIS - (B)le

Combining with Lemma 3, we have the following lemma.

< 2 exp(—cmin(

Lemma 22. Under the condition of n > (wr + wq + )%, we could derive
2 -1 1 wrt+wqo+tu
P( sup (V,=XTEP)| > C||Q, ||||2X||(f)) < 2exp(—u?).
VECQSFdem71 n n
PECy,nS™ !

The random process associated with the fourth term of (138) could be written as

2 2
I(EXTEQ)z < sup  (V,=XTERQ,).
n V6C28Fﬁsdm—1 n

We arrange the random process Xy — Xz as

2 2 2
Xy —Xz=(V,-XTEQ,) —(Z,~XTEQ,) = ~vec(E")T(I, ® (VT -, Z7))vec(XT).
n n n

Then we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 2

2 2
P((V,-XTEQ,) —(Z,~XTEQ,)| > u)
n n

’LL2 u

- -3 )
QPSRN - Z1E 211KV - 21

< 2 exp(—cmin(

where we use the fact vec((EQ,)T) ~ N(0, I, ® €2,) under Assumption 1.
Combining with Lemma 3, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 23. Under the condition of n > (wr + u)?%, we could derive

wr + u
P( sup (v, XTEQ 2>l IB s ) < 2exp(—u?).
VECs, NSdm—1 \/_
Taking Lemma 20, 21, 22 and 23 into consideration, we could derive the event
[(Vrf(Ts, Q) = Vrfu(Ts, Q0))zllp
wr +wq +u wr +u
<C(|x= —————))||Ts — Ty ||| — Q4 b Q. |(——)|Ty — T,
< C(1=x|I( ﬁ )T 162 e + 12 [[[1€2]I( \/ﬁ )|IT Il
wr +wa +u wr + u
Qg (B2 T 10, - Qulp + 22 155 (
v v i
< C(TmaxR(M wrtu

\/ﬁ )”Qt — Q*”F + Tmameax(T)”I‘t F*”F
)

wr +wo +u 1 1 wr +u
i)‘i’ﬂ%axyglax( f;/ﬁ

TmaX
+ HHQt*Q*“F( T

24

(158)

(159)

(160)

(161)

(162)

(163)

(164)

(165)

holds with probability at least 1 — 8 exp(—u?), when n > (wr + wr + u)?. Here we use Assumption 1, 2 and max(||T; —

F*llFa ||Qt - Q*”F) <R
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E. Proof of Lemma 10
We first rewrite Vo f (T, Q) — Vafu (T, ) as

T
Vol (Tr Q) — Vo fu(T,. Q) = (T, ~T,)7(Sx - = X

2 1

T —T)+ =T, —-TO)'XTE+ (' — —ETE). (166)
n n

With the definition of Csys,,, we could derive

[(Vaf(Te, Q) — Vafa(le, Q) 7rlle < sup (V,Vaf(T, Q) — Vafu(l, Q)), (167)
VECzsqNS™2 1

where we use the fact Card(7) < 2sq.

In this way, to bound [[(Vaf(Ts, ) — Vafu(T:, )7 and sup (V,Vaf(T, ) — Vafu(Ty, Q)), we

Vel ,NSm?—1

need to deal with three suprema of random processes. !

The random process associated with the first term of (166) could be written as
XTx XTx
sup (V, (T, - T)"(Zx - )Ty —Ty)) < sup (V.U"(=x —
VECas,nSm2—1 n UeCsopnSim=1

VECsons™

)U)|T; — T (168)

We could rearrange the random process Xy v — Xw z as
Xuv —Xw,z

= E[%vec(XT)T(In @ (UVIUT —~WZTW7T))vec(XT)] - lvec(XT)T(In @ (UVIUT —WZTWT))vec(XT).

n
(169)
From the facts
1 1
vviur —-wztw? = 5(U -wy v +w)T + 5(U +wWHviiu -w) +w(v - 2)"wT (170)
and
IUVTUT - WZTWT |2 <8|U - W2 +2|V — Z|2, 171)
we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 1
XTX XTx
P((V,.U"(Zx - WU) — (2, W (Ex — IW)| > )
’LL2 u
< 2 exp(—cmin( 5 R ). (172)
HIExIPIT) = CH)le 2212 1(%) ~ (F)ls
Combining with Lemma 3, we have the following lemma.
Lemma 24. When n > C(wr + wq + u)2, we could derive
XTx wr 4+ wa +u
P( swp  [(V,UT(Ex - =—=)U)| > C|=x|(F——F=—)) < 2exp(—u). (173)
UECsap oMt n \/ﬁ
VECsons™
The random process associated with the second term of (166) could be written as
2 2
sup (V,=(T, -TO)'XTE) < sup (V,=UTXTE)|T; — Ty|p. (174)
VECs,NSM2 -1 n UeCs, NS4 1 n
VECsons™
The random process Xy, v — Xw,z could be rearranged as
Xvv — Xw.z = vec(ED)(I, ® (VIUT — ZTW7T))vec(XT). (175)
From the fact
viuT - zTw?T = (v - 2)TuT + zT (U - wW)T, (176)
we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 2
2 2
P(|(V, EUTXTE> —(Z, EWTXTEH > u)
2
< 2 exp(—cmin( Y Y (177)

ST IPIERIPIH) - (D)lE 22127 IE5 ) — (Bl
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Combining with Lemma 3, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 25. When n > (wr + wq + u)?, we could derive

n

2 -1 1 wr+two+tu
P( sup  [(V,ZE"XU)| > C|Q. 2|4 (=) < 2exp(—u?). (178)
UECs, NS4~ n \/ﬁ
VECsonS™
The random process associated with the third term of (166) could be written as
1
sup (v,Q;' - —ETE). (179)
VECs o NS™? 1 "
The random process Xy — Xz could be rearranged as
1 1
Xy — Xz =E[-vec(E")T(I, ® (VT — ZT))vec(ET)] — —vec(E") (I, @ (VT — ZT))vec(ET). (180)
n n
We could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 1
PV - 2,97 — 2ETE)| > u) < 2exp(—cmin v - ) (181)
-Z,Q, " —— u) < 2exp(—cmin — ) — .
" st PV = ZIE 19V - 2]

Combining with Lemma 3, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 26. When n > (wq + u)?, we could derive

wq + U

NG ) < 2exp(—u?). (182)

_ 1 _
P( sup (V. Q' = —ETE)| > O "((
VECs NS> 1 n

Taking Lemma 24, 25 and 26 into consideration, we could derive the event

[(Vaf(T:, Q) — Vafn(Tey, Q) 7lle

< sup (V,Vaf(Ty, Q) — Vafa(Tt, )
VECa,,NSm>—1

wr +wo +u
<C(Ex(———F——— n

Vn
wr +wao +u T wr +wq +u 1 wqg+u
——— )T = Tullp + /= [T — Tl ( ) +

\/ﬁ Vmin \/ﬁ Vmin \/ﬁ

hold with probability at least 1 — 6 exp(—u?), when n > (wr + wr +u)?. Here we use Assumption 1, 2 and |T'; — T || < R.

wo +u

NG
)

wr +wq +u

IT: = Tollp + 22 150 C )IT: = Tullp + 12 I( )

< C(TmaxR(

FE. Proof of Lemma 11
From the optimality of I'j,;, we could derive

1 1
SIY = XTuillf < Sy - XT3 (183)
After rearrangement, we could get
1 s 1
— | X (Tini = Ty)|p < —(E, X (T — Ty)). 184
X ( I} < (B, X (T~ T)) (184
The left hand of (184) could be rewritten as
1 2 1 2
5 IX (i = DI} = o (U, X7 XU)| T — L, (185)

where U € Co,. N S¥™~1. Here we use the fact Ty — Ty € Cas,..
T
Then we illustrate the random process Xy = (U, (£x — Z-%)U) has a mixed tail.
We rearrange Xy — Xw as

Xy — Xw
= B[ vee(X")" (I, & (UUT ~ WW)vee(X7)] ~ ~vee(XT)" (I, & (UUT ~ WWT))vee(X7).

From the fact 1 1
mﬂ—wmﬂz§w+wa—WF+§w—me+WF, (186)



we could derive

XXy - w oy - XX

P((U, (2x — IW)| > u)

);

U2 u

HEx U - Wz 21ExIU - Wi

where we use Lemma 1. Then we could derive the following statement by Lemma 3.

< 2 exp(—cmin(

Lemma 27. When n > (wr + u)?, we could derive

XTXx wr +u
P( sup (U, (Sx — )| > C|Ex|(—

U€Cs, NI~ n \/_

)) < 2exp(—u?).

From the above lemma we could derive

1 1 wr +u
5 X (T = T[E > 5 min(Ex) — Chmae (Bx) =

with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—u?).
The right hand of (184) could be rewritten as
1 1
E<E’ X(Fini - F*)) = £<V7 XTE>||Fini - F*”F)
where V' € Co,. N S9M—1,

Then we illustrate the random process Xy = —(V, XTE) has a mixed tail.

1

1 1 1

Xy —Xz=—(V,XT"E) - —(Z,XTE) = —vec(E")T (I, ® (VT — Z"))vec(XT).
n n n

With Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we could derive

1 u? u

1
P(|=(V,XTE) - —(Z,XTE)| > u) < 2exp(—cmin(
n n

and the following lemma.

Lemma 28. Under the condition of n > (wr + u)?, we could derive

wr +u

NG

1 _1 1
P( sup KV, gXTEH > C|€0 2 [[[[Z 51 )) < 2exp(—u?).

VECa, NSIm—1
Taking the two processes into consideration, we could derive
wr +u
V1 Amin (Bx) — C)\max(zX)w\F/%u)

Amax(B%) wr +u

Amin(Ex) /1

1
wr + % Tmax

<20 —1

n 2
TminV i

1
12,2

1
[Tini — Tillp < CAmax(E%)

=

<2C 2.7

with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—u?), when \/n > 2C T2 (wr + u). Here, we use Assumption 1 and 2.

Tmin

G. Proof of Lemma 12
From the optimality of €2;,;, we could derive

1 _ 2 1, - 2
SI9 — 0 — (57— Q)7 < 5157 - R
After rearrangement, we could derive
1
519 = Qullp < (Quni — 2,571 - Q)

< ||Qini - Q*”F”S_l - Q*”F
= [ Qni — Ul STHR — S) Rl
< 19 — el SN2 = Sl

QI PIEXPIU - WiE LI IS5 U — Wiy

27

(187)

(188)

(189)

(190)

(191)

(192)

(193)

(194)
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where the second inequality is from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and we use | AB|p < || Al||B| for two matrices A and

B in the last inequality.
We still need to deal with two terms associated with random processes, |2, 1 — S|l and | S~

Lemma 29. The event

2
||Q:1 _ S”F e QTmaX m—+wr +u
ThinYmin \/ﬁ

holds with probability at least 1 — 12 exp(—u?), when \/n > 2C 2= (m + wr + u).

Tmin

Our method to bound ||S~1|| is inspired by [24]. To upper bound ||S~1

Lemma 30. The event c

)\min(s) Z

Vmax

holds with probability 1 — 10 exp(—u?), when \/n > 20 Twmaxtmax (| /i 4 wp + u).

TminVmin
Then we could derive [|S™| < viax/c.
Considering the two above lemmas, we derive the final result.
The event

1€ — Qullp < 21STHIIQNI9 - Sllp
2

Vmax Thax M+ wr+u
S 2 Vmaxc 2
T2 Vmin vn
2 2
< CTmaxl/max m + wF + U
= 2
Tminymin \/ﬁ

holds with probability 1 — 18 exp(—u?), when \/n > 2C Duaxtmax (1 4 o + ).

TminVmin

H. Proof of Lemma 29

The term || Q! — S|l could be rewritten as

, we need to lower bound A, (.S).

12, = Slg
XTx XTE ETX ETE
= | (T — T ( —Ex)(Tii —T,) — (T — T,)7 — (Tii — T) + — - Q!
+ (Fini - F*)TEX (Fini - I‘*)”F
XTx XTE ETX ETE
= sup (V, (T —T.)7( —3x)(Tii — Ty) — (Tii — T)7 - (Tini — Ty)
V€$m2—1 n n n
4+ (Tini — T T Ex (T — Ty)).
We still bound these terms by Lemma 1, 2 and 3.
From the facts
1 1
uviuT —-wzTwT = ;U + wvVT(Uu -w)T + 5 (U - wyviiu +w)l + w(v - z)"w”
and
[UVIUT - WZ'WTL < 8|U - W + 2|V - Z|,
we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 1
XTx XTx XTx XTx
P((v,UT U)-EV,UT U) - <Z,WTTW>+IE<Z,WT W)| > u)

u2

U
2 2
AIEX I = (D)le 2212115 = (%)l
Then the supremum of the random process could be bounded as
XTx XTXx
P( s (V. UTESU) -V UTES0)] > O (T

U€Casp NS n n Vn
vesm?-t

< 2 exp(—cmin(

))-

when n > (m + wr + u)?, according to Lemma 3.

)) < 2exp(—u?),

(195)

(196)

197)

(198)

(199)

(200)

(201)

(202)

(203)



Following the procedure of Lemma 25, the second and third terms could be bounded as

XTE 1 m+wr +u
P( sup (v, u” )| >l sk IIf
UeCay NSt
vesm®-1

when n > (m + wr + u)%
Following the procedure of Lemma 26, the fourth term could be bounded as
E'E m+u

P( sup [(V, Ol>clact
vesm?-1 " v

when n > (m + u)?.
The last determined term could be bounded as

[(Tini — L) " S x (Tini —

Taking all terms into consideration, we could derive the event

Fo)lle < Zx T —

) <2 exp(7u2),

) <2 exp(7u2),

2
Lolg-

12" = Slp
m+wr +u 2 ~3| 3 M Efwr tu -
< C(|Zx((1 + T)Ilﬂm — Dol + 1162, IIIIEXIITIIFM — Dol + 9277
T2 m 4 wr +u., (wr + u)? Tmax M+ wr+uwr—+u 1 m+u
< C( > max (1 + T )( T ) a T r n )
ThinYmin \/ﬁ n TminVmin \/ﬁ \/ﬁ Vmin \/ﬁ
<c Tiax m—+wr +u

2 .
T2 Vmin Vn

holds with probability at least 1 — 12 exp(—u

Tmin

I. Proof of Lemma 30

We could rewrite vT Sv as

vT Sv
=o' (T —T.)" XZX (Tini = Ty) — (Tii — T)7 XZE _EX (Tini — Ty) + ETE)U
= v ((Tini — F*)T(XTX —3x)Tin — Tw) — 2(Tini — F*)TXTTE + EZE -t
+ (Tini — T) TS x (T — Ty) + QYo
> o (T~ D) (X sy - 1) — 2y - T B L B E gy,

where we use the fact that (Tjy — I'y)TE x (i — ') is positive semidefinite.

2), when \/n > 2CImex (m + wr + u).

We need to deal with three random processes. The first term is bounded by the following lemma.

Lemma 31. The event

. XTx m -+ wr +u
TR T LA, S 81 ) S o e b A AL s S W
U€Cs, NS4~ n Vvn
vesm!
holds with probability 1 — 2 exp(—u?), when n > (y/m + wr + u)>
The second term could be rewritten as
XTE XTE
vl (Tiy — )T oTU” V| Tini — Tyl
where U € Co,. NS —1,
We could rearrange Xy, — Xw - as
XTE XTE 1
Xy — Xw,.=0TUT v—2TWT "2 = —vec(ET)(I,, ® (vvTUT — zzTWT))vec(X7T).

n n n
From the facts

1
vl UT — 22"WT = 5(1) +2)(v —2)TU" +

2

l(1; —2) v+ 2)TUT + 22T (U - W)T

m—+u

n
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and
lov " UT — 22" W% < 8llv — 2[5 + 21U - Wi < 8|( %) — (%) (209)

v z

we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 2
1
P(|EV6C(ET)(In @ (v TUT — 22TWT))vec(XT)| > u)
u? u (210)
1 5 -1 5 2 1 _1 .
ISLIPI 2 IPICE) — ClE B2ISENR 2 IICE) = ()l

Then we could derive from Lemma 3

< 2 exp(— min(

XTE 1 _1
P( s T T s cpmh st YT Y g ap(cu), @11
UECaup NS4t n \/ﬁ
vesS™ !
when n > (y/m + wr + u)?.
Now we deal with the third term. From the facts
1 1
va—zzT:§(v+z)(v—z)T+§(v—z)(v+z)T (212)
and
oo™ — 2272 < 4o - 2], @13)
we could get the mixed tail according to Lemma 1
PoT(LETE - QYo — 2T(2ETE - Q') > u) < 2exp(— min( v - ). (214)
" " - QP o = 2113 219 e — 2],

Then we could derive

1
P( sup [WT(ETE — Qo) > )07 YY) < 2exp(—u?), 215)
vesSm—1 n \/ﬁ

when n > (y/m + u)?, according to Lemma 3.
Taking all parts into consideration, we could derive

vl Sv

Vm +wr 4 u 2 Vm+wr+u, o1l iy Vmtu
> *CHZXHTIII‘M - - 2C‘Tlllelllﬂ* IITini — L[l — ClI€2; 1||7

+ )\min(ﬂ:l)
270 2T1%1ax (\/E+CL;F+U)370 Tmax (\/E+MF+U)27C 1 \/ﬁ+u+ 1
TihinYmin nz TminVmin n Vmin \/ﬁ Vmax
>
Vmax

with probability 1 — 10 exp(—u?), when \/n > 2 Tmaxmax (| /g + wp + u), where we use Lemma 11.

TminVmin

J. Proof of Lemma 31
We could rewrite the term as

XTXx XTx
Amin(Tini — Ty ( — 3 x)(Tii — Ty)) > inf vIUT (Z—= — Sx)Uv||Ti — T2 (216)
n U€CzspnS*m 1 n
ves™ !

From the facts
W(v+2)(v—2)TUT n W —2)(v+2)TUT

UvvTUT - W22"WT = (U-W)voTUT + 5 5

+Wzzl(U-W)T (217)

and
U0 TUT = W22TWT|2 <6|U - W2 + 16|v — =3, (218)

we could derive the mixed tail according to Lemma 1
P(lvec( XTI (Uv0TUT — W22 WT)vec(X) — E[vec(XT)T (UvoTUT — W22 WT)vec(X)]| > u)
u? U 219)

BI=x*1(5) - (2l 2 1=x 0w - (Z‘é)llp))'

< 2 exp(— min(



31

Then we could derive

XTx xXTx
P( sup [ UTE LUy — Bt UTE 2 0w]| > O Sx | YR T o aep(—u?),  (220)
U€Cy, nSIm—1 n n \/ﬁ
,uesm—l

when n > (y/m + wr + u)?, according to Lemma 3.

XII. ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS
A. Structured matrices estimation

In this part, we present the sparse patterns of the estimated matrices produced by Algorithm 1 and our initialization (Algorithm
2).

We set d = m = 100, sf = 100. The rows of the predictor matrix X are generated independently from the distribution
N(0, I;). The precision matrix follows a block diagonal graph. Every block is a 5 x 5 matrix, whose diagonal entries are 1

and the other entries are 0.3. The number of measurements is set as 3000.

— ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 2 — — ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ )
0r - . 1 15 10 . - 15
201, ] ] 1 20 . N
sor L. 1 05 3 . . 05
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(a) Original regression matrix I'« (b) Estimated regression matrix r
Fig. 6. Comparison between the original regression coefficient matrix I'x and its estimation I
1
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(a) Original precision matrix €2,

Fig. 7. Comparison between the original precision matrix €2, and its estimation Q.

(b) Estimated precision matrix Q

In Figure 6 and 7, we compare the original regression coefficient matrix I', and the precision matrix €2, with their estimations
I' and respectively. These figures illustrate that Algorithm 1 and our initialization (Algorithm 2) could recover the sparse
structures of I', and €2,, and verify our theoretical results. For Algorithm 3 and 4 with the /;-norm, the results are similar
and we do not include them in this manuscript.
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