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Randomized singular value decomposition (RSVD) is a class of com-
putationally efficient algorithms for computing the truncated SVD of large
data matrices. Given an n× n symmetric matrix M, the prototypical RSVD
algorithm outputs an approximation of the k leading singular vectors of M
by computing the SVD of MgG; here g ≥ 1 is an integer and G ∈ Rn×k
is a random Gaussian sketching matrix. In this paper we study the statisti-
cal properties of RSVD under a general “signal-plus-noise” framework, i.e.,
the observed matrix M̂ is assumed to be an additive perturbation of some
true but unknown signal matrix M. We first derive upper bounds for the `2
and `2→∞ distances between the approximate singular vectors of M̂ and
the true singular vectors of M. These upper bounds depend on the signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) and the number of power iterations g. A phase transition
phenomenon is observed in which a smaller SNR requires larger values of g
to guarantee convergence of the `2 and `2→∞ distances. We also show that
the thresholds for g where these phase transitions occur are sharp whenever
the noise matrices satisfy a certain trace growth condition. Finally, we derive
normal approximations for the row-wise fluctuations of these approximate
singular vectors and the entrywise fluctuations when M̂ is projected onto
these vectors. We illustrate our theoretical results by deriving nearly-optimal
performance guarantees for RSVD when applied to three statistical inference
problems, namely, community detection, matrix completion, and PCA with
missing data.
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1. Introduction. Spectral methods are popular in statistics and machine learning as they
provide computationally efficient algorithms with strong theoretical guarantees for a diverse
number of inference problems including network analysis [91, 99, 113], matrix completion
and denoising [4, 23], covariance estimation/PCA [50, 66], non-linear dimension reduction
and manifold learning [12, 32, 114], ranking [26, 27], etc. A common unifying theme for
many spectral algorithms is, given a data matrix M̂, first compute a factorization of M̂ using
the ubiquitous singular value decomposition (SVD), then truncate this SVD to keep only the
k < min{m,n} leading singular values and singular vectors, and finally perform inference
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using the truncated SVD representation. The value k is usually chosen to be as small as
possible while still preserving most of the information in M̂.

Classical algorithms for SVD, such as those based on pivotal QR decompositions and/or
Householder transformations, require O(m2n) floating-point operations (flops) assuming
m ≤ n and return the full set of m singular values and vectors, even when only the lead-
ing k < m of them are desired; see Sections 5.4 and 8.3 of [55]. The O(m2n) flops is a
severe computational burden when m is large. These algorithms also require random access
to the entries of M̂ and are thus inefficient when M̂ is too large to store in RAM. These
computation and memory issues limit the use of classical SVD in modern data applications.

Recently in the numerical linear algebra community, randomized SVD (RSVD) [58, 89,
101, 116, 117] had been widely studied with the aim of providing fast, memory efficient, and
accurate approximations for the truncated SVD of large data matrices. In particular, suppose
M̂ is an m × n matrix and we are interested in finding the k leading (left) singular vec-
tors of M̂ for some k� n. The prototypical RSVD algorithm [58] first sketches M̂ into a
smaller matrix Y = (M̂M̂>)gM̂G ∈ Rm×k̃ where g ≥ 1 and k̃ ≥ k are user-specified pa-
rameters and G ∈Rn×k̃ is a random matrix, and then uses the k leading left singular vectors
of Y as an approximation to the k leading left singular vectors of M̂. The parameter g is
usually chosen to be a small integer and k̃ is chosen to be equal to or slightly larger than
k. There are numerous choices for G including Gaussian matrices, random orthogonal ma-
trices, Rademacher matrices, and column-subsampling matrices; see [68, 83, 124] and the
references therein.

The sketch-and-solve strategy of RSVD has several important practical advantages.
Firstly, it has a computational complexity of O(mnk) flops and this can be further re-
duced to O(mn logk) flops when the sketching matrix G is structured. These O(mnk) or
O(mn logk) flops are also very fast as the main operations are the matrix-matrix products
M̂X and M̂>X where X is either a m × k̃ or n × k̃ matrix; matrix products are highly-
optimized on almost all computing platforms. Secondly, it is “pass efficient" [41, 58] and only
requires (2g+1) passes through the data; this dramatically reduces memory storage [55, 81].
Thirdly, RSVD also allows for data compression [33] and can be adapted to a streaming set-
ting [116]. Many recent works have discussed replacing the classical SVD with RSVD, see
[9, 36, 49, 62, 78, 95, 97, 118] for examples in covariance matrix estimation, matrix comple-
tion, network embeddings, and dynamic mode decompositions.

Existing theoretical results for RSVD, such as those in [58, 59, 81, 101, 106], had mainly
focused on the setting where M̂ is assumed to be noise-free; these results either bound the
approximation error between Ûg and Û or bound the difference between the low-rank ap-
proximation error of |||(I− ÛgÛ

>
g )M̂||| and that of |||(I− ÛÛ>)M̂|||. Here Û denote the

true leading singular vectors of M̂ and ||| · ||| denote some unitarily invariant norm. In partic-
ular these approximation error decreases if g (the number of power iterations) and/or k̃ (the
sketching dimensions) increases. However, for many inference problem, the observed matrix
M̂ is also noisy due to sampling and/or perturbation errors. More specifically it is often the
case that M̂ is generated from a “signal-plus-noise” model M̂ = M+E where M is assumed
to be the underlying true signal matrix of M̂ with certain structure e.g., (approximately) low
rank and/or sparse, and E is the unobservable perturbation noise. As M̂ is a noisy realization
of M, Û is a noisy estimate of U, the leading singular vectors of M. Under this perspective,
the main aim is now to understand the relationship between Ûg and U, and we thus need
to balance between the approximation error of Ûg and the estimation error of Û, i.e., it is
neither necessary nor beneficial to make the approximation error between Ûg and Û much
smaller than the estimation error between Û and U.

Estimation errors between Û and U is a fundamental topic in matrix perturbation theory.
Classic results in matrix perturbation include Weyl’s and Lidskii’s inequalities [80, 123] for
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eigenvalues and singular values, and the Davis–Kahan Theorem and Wedin’s Theorem [38,
122, 129] for subspaces; these results make minimal assumptions on the perturbation matrices
E. The last decade has witnessed further study of matrix perturbations from more statistical
perspectives through the introduction of additional minor assumptions on E and M such as
the entries of E are independent random variables and/or the leading singular vectors of M
has bounded coherence. Examples include more refined matrix concentration inequalities [5,
93, 104, 115], rate-optimal unilateral singular subspace perturbation bound [17], and `2→∞
singular subspace perturbation bounds [3, 21, 22, 46, 51, 75, 84]. These developments in
turns lead to stronger statistical guarantees for many spectral methods; see [28] for a recent
and comprehensive survey.

In this paper, we will study the perturbation error between Ûg and U under the "signal-
plus-noise” model described above. In particular we analyze a repeated sampling version of
RSVD (namely, rs-RSVD) with O(angmn) complexity where an is the number of random
sketches and g is the number of power iterations of M̂; see Section 2. The choice an = 1
corresponds to the PowerRangeFinder and SubspacePowerMethod described in
[58, 89, 124]. Theoretical results for rs-RSVD, under a set of mild and typically seen as-
sumptions for E, are presented in Section 3. These results include perturbation bounds for
the difference in either `2 or `2→∞ norm between the approximate singular vectors Ûg of
M̂ and the true singular vectors U of M, normal approximations for the row-wise fluctu-
ations of Ûg , and entrywise concentration and normal approximations for ÛgÛ

>
g M̂−M.

The `2 and `2→∞ bounds exhibit a phase-transition phenomenon in that as the signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) decreases, the number of power iterations g need to increase to guarantee fast
convergence rates; the phase transition thresholds are also sharp provided that the noise ma-
trices E satisfy a certain trace growth conditions. We then apply our theoretical results to
three different statistical inference problems: community detection, matrix completion, and
PCA with missing data. For all three problems we show that the approximate singular vectors
Ûg achieve the same or nearly the same theoretical guarantees as that for the true singular
vectors Û; see Section 4 and Section 5. Our results thus provide a bridge between the nu-
merical linear algebra and statistics communities. For conciseness and ease of exposition we
only present results for symmetric M̂ and M in the main paper. Extension of these results
to the case of asymmetric M̂ and M are provided in Section S.2 of the supplementary docu-
ment. Numerical experiments and detailed proofs for the main paper are also included in the
supplementary document.

2. Background and settings.

2.1. Notation. Let a be a positive integer. We then write [a] to denote the set {1, . . . , a}.
For two sequences {an}n≥1 and {bn}n≥1, we write an - bn if there exists a constant c not
depending on n such that an ≤ cbn for all but finitely many n ≥ 1; we write an % bn if
bn - an and we write an � bn if an - bn and an % bn.

The set of d×d′ matrices with orthonormal columns is denoted as Od×d′ when d 6= d′ and
is denoted as Od otherwise. Let N1 and N2 be symmetric matrices. We write N1 �N2 if
N1−N2 is positive semidefinite and we write N1 �N2 if N1−N2 is positive definite. Let
N be an arbitrary matrix. We denote the ith row of N by [N]i, and the ijth entry of N by
[N]ij . We write trN and rkN to denote the trace and rank of a square matrix N, respectively.
The spectral and Frobenius norm of N are denoted as ‖N‖ and ‖N‖F, respectively. The
maximum (in modulus) of the entries of N is denoted as ‖N‖max. In addition we denote the
2→∞ norm of N by

‖N‖2→∞ = max
‖x‖=1

‖Nx‖∞ = max
i
‖[N]i‖,
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i.e., ‖N‖2→∞ is the maximum of the `2 norms of the rows of N. We have the relationships

n−1/2‖N‖ ≤ ‖N‖2→∞ ≤ ‖N‖, ‖N‖max ≤ ‖N‖2→∞ ≤ d1/2‖N‖max,

where n and d are the number of rows and columns of N, respectively. Given two matrices
U1 ∈On×d and U2 ∈On×d, we define their `2 and `2→∞ distances as

d2(U1,U2) := inf
W∈Od

‖U1 −U2Wd‖,

d2→∞(U1,U2) := inf
W∈Od

‖U1 −U2Wd‖2→∞.

Recall that d2(U1,U2) ≤
√

2‖ sin Θ(U1,U2)‖ where Θ(U1,U2) are the principal angles
between U1 and U2. Furthermore, by the relationship between the spectral and `2→∞ norms,
d2→∞ yields finer and more uniform control of the row-wise differences (up to orthogonal
transformations) between U1 and U2. See [3, 22, 28, 34, 75] for further discussions of the
d2→∞ and its uses in matrix perturbation inequalities and statistics applications.

2.2. Signal-plus-noise perturbation framework. For ease of exposition we restrict our-
selves to the case when the observed matrices are symmetric in the main paper. The general
case of rectangular and/or asymmetric matrices are presented in Section S.2 of the supple-
mentary document. For a n×n symmetric matrix M = [mij ] with rk(M) = k∗, we consider
the additive perturbation

M̂ = M + E,

where E is a n × n symmetric noise matrix; we shall generally assume that M and E are
unobserved, i.e., we observed only M̂. Denote the eigendecompositions of M̂ and M by

(2.1)

M :=
(
U U⊥

)(Λ 0
0 Λ⊥

)(
U>

U>⊥

)
,

M̂ :=
(
Û Û⊥

)(Λ̂ 0

0 Λ̂⊥

)(
Û>

Û>⊥

)
,

where Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λk∗) and Λ̂ = diag(λ̂1, . . . , λ̂k∗) are k∗× k∗ diagonal matrices con-
taining the k∗ largest (in magnitude) nonzero eigenvalues of M and M̂, respectively. Let
ψ := |λ1/λk∗ | denote the condition number for the first k∗ eigenvalues of M.

We focus mainly on the setting where M has an approximately low-rank structure, i.e.,
both k∗ and ψ are either bounded or slowly diverging; we say that a quantity z depending
on n is slowly diverging if |z| = O(logn) as n→∞. These low-rank assumptions appear
frequently in many inference problems for high-dimensional matrix-valued data including
community detection in graphs, matrix completion, and covariance matrix estimation; see
e.g., [3, 16, 21, 46, 51, 88] among others. We now make an assumption on ‖E‖.

ASSUMPTION 1 (Signal-to-Noise Ratio). Let Sn = ‖M‖. There exists fixed but arbitrary
constants β∆ > 0,N0 > 0 and a quantity En depending on n such that Sn/En % nβ∆ and

(2.2) P
[
‖E‖ ≤En

]
≥ 1− n−6,

whenever n≥N0. We view En as the noise level of E and nβ∆ as a lower bound on the SNR.

Assumption 1 provides a concentration inequality for ‖E‖ in terms of ‖M‖ and the signal
to noise ratio (SNR) nβ∆ . As β∆ > 0, Assumption 1 guarantees that Sn� En and hence,
by Weyl’s inequality, there exists with high probability a sufficiently large gap between the
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leading eigenvalues of M̂ (as induced by the signal M) and the remaining eigenvalues of
M̂ (as induced by the noise E). This allows us to relate the singular vectors of the sketched
matrix M̂gG to the leading singular vectors of M as g increases. We show in Section 3 that,
as the SNR decreases, we need larger values of g to accurately recover the singular subspace
of M from that of M̂gG.

We emphasize that Assumption 1 generally holds if E is a symmetric matrix whose up-
per triangular entries are independent mean 0 random variables. Examples include the case
where the entries of E are either Gaussian random variables with variances bounded by
n−(1+2β∆)S2

n or bounded random variables with variances bounded by n−(1+2β∆)S2
n; see

e.g., Corollary 3.9 in [11] or Theorem 1.4 in [115] for a justification of these claims. Further-
more the lower bound 1− n−6 in Eq. (2.2) is somewhat arbitrary and is chosen mainly for
convenience. Indeed, the above cited results also show that for any constant c > 0 there exists
a constant C > 0 depending only on c such that ‖E‖ ≤CEn with probability at least 1−n−c.
This constant C can then be subsumed into the definition of En without changing the SNR
nβ∆ . Assumption 1 can also hold when the entries of E are not mutually independent. See
for example the presentation of PCA with missing data in Section 5.2, i.e., the matrix E in
Section 5.2 is is of the form E = ZZ> −M where M is a deterministic symmetric matrix
and Z is a d×m matrix whose entries are independent random variables. The product ZZ>

creates dependence between the upper triangular entries of E.
Finally we note that the noise level En in Assumption 1 is possibly decoupled from the

signal strength Sn. This is intentional as it allows us to obtain more general theoretical results
that can then be applied in diverse settings. For example in Section 4 we consider the random
graphs setting wherein the entries of M̂ are binary random variables with E[m̂ij ] = mij .
The distribution of E therefore depends only on M and thus En is also a function of Sn. In
particular nβ∆ � En � S1/2

n and so as the signal level Sn decreases (for example either by
decreasing the number of non-zero entries and/or their magnitudes) the SNR also decreases
and inference using M̂ becomes harder. In contrast, for the problems of matrix completion
and PCA with missing data discussed in Section 5, the distribution for E depends on other
parameters distinct from M and it is thus possible to reduce both Sn andEn without changing
the SNR, thereby not affecting the general behavior of M̂.

2.3. Randomized SVD with repeated sampling. Given M̂ we wish to find the eigenvec-
tors Û associated with the k∗ largest eigenvalues (in magnitude) of M̂. One popular and
widely used approach for finding Û is via randomized subspace iteration. More specifically
we first sample an n × k̃ matrix G whose entries are iid standard normals and compute
Y = M̂gG for some positive integer g ≥ 1. Now let Ûg be the n×k∗ matrix whose columns
form an orthonormal basis for the k∗ leading left singular vectors of Y. The matrix ÛgÛ

>
g M̂

is a low rank approximation to M̂ and we can take Ûg as an approximation to Û. We note
that k̃, the number of columns of G, is often chosen to be slightly larger than k∗ in order
to increase the probability that the column space of Y also include the column space of Û;
empirical observations suggest that k̃ = k∗+ 5 or k̃ = k∗+ 10 is sufficient for most practical
applications [58, Section 1.3]. For more discussion on randomized subspace iteration, see
Section 4.5 of [58], Section 11.6 of [86], Section 4.3 of [124], and [89]. Recently, [81] has
purposed a data-driven bootstrap algorithm to estimate the approximation error of sketching
SVD, which might also be adapted to select k̃ for the general RSVD in practice.

This paper considers a variant of the above procedure in which we sample independent re-
alizations G1,G2, . . . ,Gan and choose the G which maximizes σk(M̂gGa); here σk(·) de-
notes the kth largest singular value of a matrix. We term the resulting procedure as repeated-
sampling randomized SVD (rs-RSVD); see Algorithm 1 for a formal description. The main
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Algorithm 1: rs-RSVD
Input: M̂ ∈Rn×n, rank k ≥ 1 and sketching dimension k̃ ≥ k. Integers an, g ≥ 1.

1. Generate an iid standard Gaussian sketching matrices G1, . . .Gan ∈Rn×k̃ ;

2. For a ∈ [an], form M̂gGa by computing M̂Ga,M̂(M̂Ga), . . . ,M̂(M̂g−1Ga);

3. For a ∈ [an], compute the exact SVD of M̂gGa and retain the k leading singular values

{σi(M̂gGa)}i≤k of M̂gGa and the n× k matrix of corresponding left singular vectors Û(a)
g ;

4. Choose ã= argmaxa∈[an] σk(M̂
gGa) and G=Gã. Let Ûg = Û

(ã)
g ;

5. Let σ̃1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ̃k be the singular values of Û>g M̂.

Output: Estimated singular vectors Ûg , singular values {σ̃1, . . . , σ̃k}, low-rank approximation
M̃= ÛgÛ

>
g M̂ or M̃= 1

2

(
ÛgÛ

>
g M̂+ M̂ÛgÛ

>
g
)
.

rationale for the repeated sampling step is that letting an > 1 allows us to choose k̃ = k∗,
which results in M̂gG having the smallest number of columns while still obtaining an es-
timate Ûg of U that is qualitatively similar to that when k̃ > k∗; see the theoretical results
in Section 3 and the numerical experiments in Sections S.1 in the Supplementary File for
demonstrations of this claim. In addition, if M̂ arises from the additive model described in
Section 2.2 then k̃ = k∗ also leads to simpler theoretical results compared to k̃ > k∗.

REMARK 2.1 (Implementation details for Algorithm 1). For ease of exposition we had
written steps 1–3 of Algorithm 1 as if there were an different sketches {M̂gGa}a≤an . As
the computation of M̂gGa involves g passes through the data matrix M̂, having an > 1 is
undesirable if we then require ang passes, especially when the dimensions of M̂ are large. In
practice we can combine all an ≥ 1 different sketches into a single sketch, i.e., as the {Ga}
are iid, we first generate a standard Gaussian matrix G∗ with n rows and ank̃ columns,
compute a single sketched matrix M̂gG∗, and then form the {M̂gGa}a≤an by sequentially
extracting (without replacement) k columns from M̂gG∗. The number of passes through the
data is then still g. We can also replace Algorithm 1 with a more numerically stable albeit
algebraically equivalent version wherein one periodically orthonormalizes M̂g′G (using QR
decomposition) for g′ < g before computing M̂g′+1G; see [58, Remark 4.3] and [85]. This
extra orthonormalization step has no impact on the theoretical results presented subsequently.

REMARK 2.2 (Sketching with g = 1). If we set both an = 1 and g = 1 in Algorithm 1
then we get the “sketched SVD” algorithm described in [81, 83]. Sketched SVD is very useful
when M̂ is too large to store in fast memory as the procedure only requires one pass through
the data. However, as we will show in Section 4, setting g = 1 leads to poor estimates of U
using rs-RSVD unless k̃� k∗; indeed the theoretical analysis in this paper can be extended
to show that if g = 1 then k̃ = Ω(n) is possibly necessary to guarantee accurate estimation of
U using rs-RSVD; the choice k̃ = Ω(n) has recently been considered by [126],which helps
to establish precise asymptotically exact results in the context of sketching PCA. In practice,
it is usually preferable to choose k̃ as small as possible, thus we will not present theoretical
results for the g = 1, k̃ = Ω(n) regime as it detracts from the main message of current paper.

3. Theoretical results. We now present large-sample deviation and fluctuation results
between the approximate singular vectors Ûg of M̂ (as obtained via rs-RSVD) and the true
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singular vectors U of the signal matrix M. In particular Sections 3.1 and 3.2 give high-
probability `2 and `2→∞ perturbation bounds (deviations) of Ûg . The normal approximation
for the row-wise fluctuations of Ûg is given in Section 3.4.

We first introduce some notation. Let the SVDs of M̂gG and MgG be denoted as

(3.1)

MgG := UgΣgV
>
g ;

M̂gG :=
(
Ûg Ûg,⊥

)(Σ̂g 0

0 Σ̂g,⊥

)(
V̂>g
V̂>g,⊥

)
.

where Σg = diag(σ1, . . . , σk∗) and Σ̂g = diag(σ̂1, . . . , σ̂k∗) contain the largest k∗ singular
values of MgG and M̂gG, respectively. Recall that we assumed rk(M) = k∗. The following
proposition shows that the leading singular vectors of MgG and M are equivalent.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Let G ∈ Rn×k̃ be a Gaussian random matrix with k̃ ≥ k∗. Let g be
a finite positive integer. Then d2(Ug,U) = d2→∞(Ug,U) = 0 almost surely.

Proposition 3.1 requires the sketching dimension k̃ to be no smaller than k∗, the rank of
M, but allows for g to be any positive integer. This requirement also indicates that the sketch-
ing of M̂ is generally more difficult compared to that of M, even when ‖M̂−M‖= o(‖M‖)
with high probability. Indeed, M̂ is usually full-rank and hence the leading k∗ singular vec-
tors of M̂gG need not be close to that of M̂ for any arbitrary g.

REMARK 3.1. (Known k∗) In this paper we focus on the scenario where the parameter k
in Algorithm 1 is correctly specified, i.e., k = k∗, and thus k is used interchangeably with k∗

in the following theoretical results. In practice k∗ might be unknown and need to be estimated.
There are a large number of methods for estimating k∗ consistently and a few representative,
but by no means exhaustive, references include [6, 60, 94, 127, 132]. We note, however,
that all of the approaches described in these references require knowing the leading singular
values of M̂ and this is possibly problematic in the context of RSVD if these singular values
have to be first computed using some classical SVD algorithm. Estimation of k∗ can also be
done within rs-RSVD itself using similar ideas to that in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of [58] and
while we surmise that the consistency of the these estimates are reasonably straightforward
to establish, they nevertheless involve additional notations and derivations. We thus decided
to leave the simultaneous estimation of k∗ and U using RSVD for future work.

REMARK 3.2 (Distribution for G). In addition to standard Gaussian, other distributions
for G such as uniform and Rademacher distributions have also been studied [68, 83, 124].
We focus on the Gaussian distribution mainly for ease of exposition; any distribution for
which G satisfies Proposition 3.1 and Lemmas S.4.4–S.4.5 in the Supplementary File, will
also lead to the same theoretical results as that presented in Theorems 3.1–3.3 of this paper.
In particular if G is such that P{rk(U>G) = k∗} = 1 then Proposition 3.1 holds. If G has
iid sub-Gaussian entries then Lemmas S.4.4–S.4.5 also hold (using existing results on the
smallest singular values of random matrices from [105]). Thus the main theorems of this
paper remain unchanged if the entries of G are uniformly distributed. The case where G
is Rademacher requires further analysis as P{rk(U>G) = k∗} < 1 and Proposition 3.1 no
longer holds.
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3.1. `2 error bound. Proposition 3.1 implies the almost-sure equivalence between Ug

and U. Thus, to obtain a `2 perturbation bound between Ûg and U, we can alternatively
study the `2 perturbation between Ûg and Ug; Recall that Ûg and Ug are the left singular
matrices of MgG and M̂gG. We first derive an upper bound for ‖M̂gG−MgG‖ using the
expansion for M̂g −Mg introduced in Lemma S.4.2; see Theorem S.3.1. This upper bound
depends on the SNR as well as several quantities that depend only on the sketching matrix
G. We bound the quantities depending on G separately (see Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.5)
and thereby obtain the following result.

THEOREM 3.1. Let M̂ = M+E where M and E satisfy the conditions in Assumption 1.
Let G be generated via Algorithm 1 with a fixed g ≥ 1, an - log2 n, and k̃ ≥ k∗. Denote
ϑ := max{1, k̃−1/2 log1/2 n}. We then have, with probability at least 1− n−5,

(3.2)
∥∥M̂gG−MgG

∥∥- n1/2Egn + I(g ≥ 2) · ϑk̃1/2Sg−1
n En.

Furthermore, if g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 then the above bound can be simplified to

(3.3) ‖M̂gG−MgG‖- ϑk̃1/2Sg−1
n En.

By Wedin’s Theorem [122], the spectral-norm concentration in Theorem 3.1 together with
the lower bound for σk(M̂gG) in Lemma S.4.5 yield the following bound for d2(Ûg,U).

THEOREM 3.2. Suppose Assumption 1 hold, and that Ûg is generated via Algorithm 1
for some k̃ ≥ k satisfying either one of the following three conditions:

(a) both k and k̃ are fixed.
(b) k is fixed and k̃ is growing with n.
(c) k is growing with n and k̃ ≥ cgapk for any fixed cgap > 1.

Assume the condition number ψ satisfies ψ = o(Sn/En). Choose an ≥ dCk̃−1 logne where
C is a constant not depending on n. Then for any g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 we have, with probability
at least 1− n−5,

(3.4) d2(Ûg,U)≤
√

2‖ sin Θ(Ûg,U)‖- ϑψgEn
Sn
.

Recall ϑ is defined in Theorem 3.1.

REMARK 3.3. We now make a few technical remarks concerning Theorem 3.2.

1. If (2β∆)−1 < g < 1 + (2β∆)−1 then a weaker bound than Eq. (3.4) still holds, namely

(3.5) d2(Ûg,U)- n1/2k̃−1/2ψg
(En
Sn

)g
+ I(g ≥ 2)ϑψg

En
Sn

with probability at least 1−n−5. The upper bound in Eq. (3.5) diverges and thus becomes
trivial when g ≤ (2β∆)−1; indeed, we always have d2(Ûg,U)≤

√
2.

2. The constant C in Theorem 3.2 does not depend on n but can depend on other parameters
such as k, k̃ and cgap. More specifically the proof of Lemma S.4.5 shows that
• C depends only on k and k̃ under scenario (a).
• C ≤ 15 under scenario (b).
• C depends only on cgap under scenario (c) with C decreasing as cgap increases.

3. The error bounds given in Theorem 3.2 also hold for d2(V̂g,Vg).
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4. The bound in Eq.(3.4) depends on the condition number ψ and large values of ψ can lead
to sub-optimal bounds. Nevertheless the bound in Eq. (3.4) is meaningful provided that
ψ =O(nε) for any ε < 2β2

∆/(1 + 2β∆).

Theorem 3.2 also yields a perturbation bound between the (approximate) singular values
σ̃1, . . . , σ̃k obtained from Algorithm 1 and the true singular values σ1, . . . , σk of M.

COROLLARY 3.1. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2. Let {σ̃i}ki=1 be the output of Algo-
rithm 1 and σ1 ≥ · · · ≥ σk be the leading singular values of M. Then for g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1

we have, with probability at least 1− n−5, max`∈[k] |σ̃` − σ`|- ϑψgEn.

Assumption 1 together with Weyl’s inequality implies that max`∈[k] |σ̂` − σ`|- En with
high probability where σ̂` are the (exact) leading singular values of M̂. Corollary 3.1 thus
indicates that the estimation error rate of σ̃` is the same as that for σ̂`, up to some factors
depending on the conditional number ψ and ϑ; recall that ϑ=O(1) when k̃ � log1/2 n and
ψ is either bounded or, at most, slowly-diverging.

3.2. `2,∞ norm error bound. We now study the `2→∞ perturbation between Ûg and U.
As the `2→∞ norm is generally more stringent than the `2 norm, we introduce an additional
assumption on the row-wise fluctuations of Eg for g ≥ 2.

ASSUMPTION 2. There exist positive constants δ > 1 and N0 > 0 such that, for any
n≥N0, any positive integer g ≤ logn, any standard basis ei ∈ Rn, and any vector u ∈ Rn
not dependent on E, we have with probability at least 1− n−8 that

(3.6) max
i∈[n]

∣∣e>i Egu
∣∣≤C2→∞E

g
n(logn)δg‖u‖max,

Here ei is the ith basis vector in Rn and C2→∞ is a finite constant depending possibly on N0

but not on n and g.

The concentration bound in Eq. (3.6) appears frequently in the literature on `2→∞ pertur-
bation, see e.g., [21, 35, 46, 84, 90, 100], and is satisfied by a large class of random matrices
E. More specifically, Proposition 3.2 below shows that if E is a (generalized) Wigner matrix
whose entries are independent mean 0 random variables with subexponential tails then E
satisfies Assumption 2. Proposition 3.2 is motivated by Remark 2.5 in [48] and we will use
it to verify Assumption 2 for the noise matrices considered in Sections 4 and 5. We also note
that the probability lower bound 1 − n−8 of Eq. (3.6) is somewhat arbitrary and is chosen
mainly for convenience. Indeed, Proposition 3.2 shows that for any c > 0 there exists a N0

depending on c such that the left hand side of Eq. (3.6) holds with probability at least 1−n−c
whenever n >N0. See also the discussion after Assumption 1.

PROPOSITION 3.2. Let E = [eij ] be a n× n matrix whose entries (or upper triangular
entries if E is symmetric) are independent zero-mean random variables. Suppose that there
exist a constant C1 > 0 not depending on n and a quantity qn such that

qg
′−2
n E|eij/En|g

′ ≤Cg
′

1 n
−1

for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ [n], and integer g′ ∈ [2, (logn)A0 log logn]; here A0 ≥ 10 is a fixed constant,
En is the quantity appearing in Assumption 1, and qn→∞ as n→∞. Then for any fixed
constant δ > 1, any integer g ≤ logn, and any vector u ∈Rn not dependent on E, we have

max
i∈[n]

∣∣e>i Egu
∣∣≤ 2Egn(logn)δg‖u‖max
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with probability at least 1 − exp
{
−ν(logn)δ

}
, provided that n ≥ N . Here N and ν are

constants depending only on C1, δ, and the divergence rate of qn.

We now provide two simple examples illustrating the use of Proposition 3.2.

EXAMPLE 1 (Bernoulli Entries). Let CEI > 0 be a finite constant not depending on n.
Let E = [eij ] ∈ Rn×n be a symmetric matrix with independent upper triangular entries such
that, for all (i, j) ∈ [n]2 we have eij = 1− Cijρn with probability Cijρn and eij =−Cijρn
with probability 1−Cijρn, for someCij <CEI. Suppose furthermore that ρn ∈ [0,1] satisfies
nρn→∞ as n→∞. This type of matrix E appears frequently in random graph inference;
see Section 4. Now let En = (nρn)1/2. If g = 1 then Eq. (3.6) follows from Bernstein’s
inequality with δ = 1

2 (see e.g. Lemma 16 in [3]). Now suppose that g ≥ 2 and let qn = En.
Then, after some straightforward algebra, we have (1) E[E] = 0 and (2) there exist some
C1 > 1 such that for all g′ ≥ 2,

qg
′−2
n E|eij/En|g

′ ≤ (nρn)−1E|eij |2 ≤C1n
−1

where the first inequality is because |eij |< 1 for all (i, j) ∈ [n]2. The matrix E satisfies the
conditions in Proposition 3.2 and hence E satisfies Assumption 2.

EXAMPLE 2 (Sub-Gaussian Entries). Let E = [eij ] ∈Rn×n be symmetric with indepen-
dent zero-mean sub-Gaussian entries whose Orlicz-2 norms are bounded from above by σ2

n.
Let En =

√
2nσn. If g = 1 then Eq. (3.6) follows from a general version of Hoeffding’s in-

equality (see e.g., Theorem 2.6.3 in [120]) with δ = 1
2 . Now suppose g ≥ 2. We then have

P(n1/2|eij/En| ≥ x)≤ exp(−x2) [120, § 2.5.2] which implies the moment condition

E|eij/En|g
′ ≤ (g′/2)g

′/2

ng′/2
.

Let A0 = 10, qn = (2n)1/2{(logn)10 log logn}−1/2, and C1 = 2, we have

qg
′−2
n E|eij/En|g

′ ≤ ng′/2−1(g′/2)−g
′/2+1 (g′/2)g/2

ng′/2
=
g′/2

n
≤Cg

′

1 n
−1,

We have thus verified all conditions in Proposition 3.2 hence E satisfies Assumption 2.

Given Assumption 2, the derivation of our d2→∞ bounds proceeds as follows. We first
combine the Procrustean matrix decomposition in Theorem 3.1 of [22] with the series expan-
sion for M̂gG−MgG given in Lemma S.4.2. This yields an expression for d2→∞(Ûg,U)
that depends mainly on two type of terms, namely (1) terms of the form ‖EgX‖2→∞ for
some matrix X of dimensions Rn×k or Rn×k̃ where X does not depend on E, and (2) terms
of the form ‖X>G‖ for some X ∈ On×k not depending on G. The terms ‖EgX‖2→∞ are
bounded using the concentration inequality in Assumption 2 while the terms ‖X>G‖ are
bounded in a similar manner to those in Theorem 3.2; see Theorem S.3.3 and Lemma S.4.4
to Lemma S.4.6 in the Supplementary File, for more details. In summary we obtain the fol-
lowing result.

THEOREM 3.3. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2. Further assume E satisfies Assump-
tion 2. If g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 then, with probability at least 1− n−5,

(3.7) d2→∞(Ûg,U) - Θn
En
Sn
‖U‖2→∞.

Here Θn := (logn)δ
∗
ϑψgk1/2, and δ∗ = δ if either g > 1 + (2β∆)−1 or ‖U‖2→∞ % n−βc/2

for some βc ∈ [0,1); the constant δ is defined in Assumption 2. Otherwise, if g = 1+(2β∆)−1,
then δ∗ = δg+ 1/2.
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The upper bound in Eq. (3.7) decreases with ‖U‖2→∞. Furthermore, as U ∈ On×k, we
have k1/2n−1/2 ≤ ‖U‖2→∞ ≤ k1/2 always. The quantity n

k ‖U‖
2
2→∞ is termed the coherence

of U [20]. A matrix U with n1/2‖U‖2→∞ - 1 is said to have bounded coherence; bounded
coherence for U is a prevalent and typically mild assumption in many high-dimensional
statistics problem including matrix completion, covariance estimation, subspace estimation,
and random graph inference; see e.g., [3, 18, 20, 22, 51, 75] and the examples in Section 4
and Section 5 of this paper.

REMARK 3.4. The upper bound in Eq. (3.7) requires g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 and is slightly
sharper when g > 1 + (2β∆)−1; indeed δ∗ = δ if g > 1 + (2β∆)−1 while δ∗ = δg + 1/2 if
g = 1 + (2β∆)−1 and ‖U‖2→∞ � n−1/2. This difference is, however, very minor. Indeed, as
g is an integer, g = 1 + (2β∆)−1 is possible only when β∆ = (2`)−1 for integers ` ≥ 1. If
g < 1 + (2β∆)−1 then a similar bound to Eq. (3.7) is available, albeit with a provably worse
upper bound, i.e., with probability at least 1− n−5,

(3.8) d2→∞(Ûg,U)- ρ(1)
n ‖U‖2→∞ + ρ(2)

n ,

where ρ(1)
n and ρ(2)

n are defined in Eq. (S.5.27) and Eq. (S.5.28) of the supplementary.

REMARK 3.5. For ease of exposition we have stated Eq. (3.6) in terms of a single δ > 1
for all g ∈ {1,2, . . . , logn}. We can instead assume that there exists a non-decreasing and
bounded sequence δg such that, for all g ≤ logn we have

max
i∈[n]

∣∣e>i Egu
∣∣≤C2→∞E

g
n(logn)δgg‖u‖max,

with probability at least 1− n−8. Then Theorem 3.3 still holds under the above assumption
but with δ = δ1 and this allows for a more precise control of the factor Θn in Eq. (3.7). Indeed,
as we see from Example 1 and Example 2 above, for many inference problem such as network
analysis and matrix completion we can control e>i Eu using either Bernstein’s inequality or
Hoeffding’s inequality so that δ1 = 1

2 ; the remaining δg are bounded from above by some
finite constant Cδ > 1 via Proposition 3.2. With δ1 = 1

2 the term Θn in Theorem 3.3 (and
Corollary 3.2 later) is simplified to Θn = (logn)1/2 when k̃ = Ω(logn) and g > 1+(2β∆)−1;
this factor Θn = (logn)1/2 is generally optimal.

REMARK 3.6. Bounds for d2→∞(Û,U) can be derived using several different ap-
proaches, including leave-one-out analysis [3, 3, 18, 27], von Neumann series expansion
[24, 30, 46], holomorphic functional analysis [75], and techniques tailored towards Gaussian
ensembles [71–73]. See [28] for a comprehensive survey. Our work, meanwhile, focuses on
d2→∞(Ûg,U). As Ûg is obtained from the SVD of M̂gG, the bounds for d2→∞(Ûg,U) de-
pends on (M̂g −Mg)G which has a substantially more complicated entrywise dependency
structure than that in E = M̂−M. As a result not all of the above cited techniques are directly
applicable for bounding d2→∞(Ûg,U). For this paper we combine the Procrustean analysis
argument from [22] with the expansion for M̂gG−MgG given in Lemma S.4.2. This ap-
proach yields a perturbation expansion for ÛgW −U that includes auxiliary terms of the
form ‖EgX‖2→∞ where X ∈On×k̃ does not depend on E, and we leveraged Assumption 2
and Proposition 3.2 to bound these terms. We leave the problem of adapting other techniques
(such as leave-one-out analysis) to control the row-wise deviation of Ûg for future work.

The row-wise fluctuation for Ûg in Theorem 3.3 also yields an entrywise concentration
bound for ÛgÛ

>
g M̂−M. In particular we have the following result.
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COROLLARY 3.2. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.3 and suppose that both k and ψ are
bounded as n increases. Let g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1. We then have

‖ÛgÛ
>
g M̂−M‖max -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞

with probability at least 1− n−5; here Θn satisfies Θn - (logn)δϑ if g > 1 + (2β∆)−1 and
Θn - (logn)δg+1/2ϑ otherwise.

3.3. Comparison with existing results. We now compare the perturbation bounds for Ûg

in `2 and `2→∞ norms with existing results in the literature. As we mentioned in the intro-
duction, most theoretical analysis of RSVD focused exclusively on the setting where M̂ is
assumed to be noise-free and the quantities of interest are bounds for (I−ÛgÛ

>
g )M̂ in either

spectral norm or Frobenius norm. For example by combining Theorem 9.2 and Theorem 10.8
in [58] we have that if M̂ is symmetric and k̃ ≥ k+ 2 then

(3.9) ‖(I− ÛgÛ
>
g )M̂‖ ≤

[(
1 +

k1/2

(`− 1)1/2

)
σgk+1(M̂) +

ek̃1/2

`

{∑
j>k

σ2g
j (M̂)

}1/2]1/g

with high probability. Here `= k̃− k and σj(M̂) denote the jth largest singular value of M̂.
If M̂ = M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 1 then, without additional information,
we can only conclude that maxj>k σj(M̂)≤En. Eq. (3.9) then reduces to

‖(I− ÛgÛ
>
g )M̂‖- n1/2gEn,

with high probability, for any fixed g. Recall that ÛgÛ
>
g M̂ is a low rank approximation of M̂

and serves as an estimate of the true but unknown signal matrix M. Invoking Assumption 1
again we obtain

(3.10) ‖M− ÛgÛ
>
g M̂‖ ≤ ‖M̂− ÛgÛ

>
g M̂‖+ ‖M̂−M‖- n1/2gEn,

with high probability. On the other hand, Theorem 3.2 of this paper implies

(3.11) ‖M− ÛgÛ
>
g M̂‖ ≤ ‖(UU> − ÛgÛ

>
g )M‖+ ‖ÛgÛ

>
g (M− M̂)‖- ϑψgEn,

with high probability. Note that Eq. (3.11) is much sharper than Eq. (3.10) when M is (ap-
proximately) low-rank as assumed in the current paper. Indeed if ψg is bounded or slowly
diverging then the multiplicative factor in Eq. (3.11) is either bounded or of order o(nε) for
any arbitrary constant ε > 0 while the multiplicative factor in Eq. (3.10) is Θ(n1/2g) and
thus requires g � logn to be competitive with the bound in Eq. (3.11); note that g � logn
power iterations was also used in the theoretical analysis of RSVD in [89] and Theorem 60
in [124]; as we only require g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1, our bounds are more closely tailored to the
setting of noisy M̂. Finally note that ‖M − ÛÛ>M̂‖ ≤ 2En with high probability. Thus
‖M− ÛgÛ

>
g M̂‖ attains the same error rate as ‖M− ÛÛ>M̂‖, up to some (at most) loga-

rithmic factor.
The above bounds for ‖M − ÛgÛ

>
g M̂‖ are based on d2(Ûg,U). We now consider

the implication of the bounds for d2→∞(Ûg,U). Suppose U has bounded coherence, i.e.,
‖U‖2→∞ - k1/2n−1/2, and E satisfies Assumption 2. Let g > 1 + (2β∆)−1 and k̃, an are as
specified in Theorem 3.3. If k and ψ are slowly growing then Corollary 3.2 implies

(3.12) ‖M− ÛgÛ
>
g M̂‖max - (logn)δϑψgk

En
n
,

with high probability. Eq. (3.12) is, to the best of our knowledge, the first bound for entry-
wise differences between the RSVD-based low-rank approximation of the noisily observed
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M̂ and the underlying signal matrix M, and provides much finer control for M− ÛgÛ
>
g M̂.

Eq. (3.12) cannot be obtained by simply combining existing bounds for |||(I− ÛgÛ
>
g )M̂|||

(as given in the RSVD literature) and bounds for |||M̂−M||| (as given in the matrix perturba-
tion literature); here ||| · ||| denote any unitarily invariant norm. Finally, as we will see in Sec-
tions 5.1, the bound in Eq. (3.12) can have the same error rate as that for ‖M−ÛÛ>M̂‖max,
up to some (at most) logarithmic factor.

3.4. Row-wise limiting distribution. The row-wise limiting distribution of singular vec-
tors can be applied for uncertainty quantification of membership inference in network anal-
ysis [10, 77]. Under some appropriate probabilistic structures of M and E, Û is proved to
have a row-wise limiting distribution [21]. In this section we prove that Ûg also has row-wise
asymptotic normal distributions, provided that M and E satisfy the following condition.

ASSUMPTION 3. Let {σn}n≥1 be a sequence of bounded non-negative numbers which
can converge to 0 as n→∞. Assume that both of the following conditions hold as n→∞.

(a). E satisfies Assumption 1 withEn = Θ(
√
nσn) and Sn

En
- nβ∆ for some constant β∆ > 0.

(b). For any fixed i ∈ [n], we have

(3.13) Snσ
−1
n Γ

−1/2
i

[
EUΛ−1

]
i
 N (0, I).

where Γi is a deterministic matrix depending possibly on i and M.

Assumption 3 is valid for more general M and E, compared with Assumption 5 in [21],
which typically focuses on a random graph context. One scenario for which Assumption 3
holds is when E has symmetrically independent entries and the variances of Θ(n2) entries in
E are of the same asymptotic order Θ(σ2

n), while the variance of the other entries are negligi-
ble. Such entrywise independent and homogenous conditions of E appear frequently in many
statistical problems including matrix completion, graph embeddings, and multi-dimensional
scaling; see e.g., [21, 23, 79].

THEOREM 3.4. Suppose Assumptions 1–3 hold with fixed k∗ = k and bounded ψ. Let Ûg

be generated via Algorithm 1 with k̃ ≥ k, an ≥ dCk̃−1 logne where the universal constant C
is given in Remark 3.3, and g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1. Now suppose that as n→∞, we have

(3.14) max
{
σ−1
n

∥∥U>EU
∥∥, nσn`cltS

−1
n

}∥∥U∥∥
2→∞→ 0,

in probability, where `clt is a logarithmic factor such that

(3.15) `clt :=

{
(logn)gδ+1/2 if g = 2 + (2β∆)−1,

(logn)2δϑ if g > 2 + (2β∆)−1.

Then there exist a sequence of orthogonal matrices Wclt = W
(n)
clt such that for any i ∈ [n],

Snσ
−1
n Γ

−1/2
i

(
Wclt

[
Ûg

]
i
−
[
U
]
i

)
 N (0, I).

For each n the matrix Wclt solves the orthogonal Procrustes problem between Ûg and U
(see Eq. (S.5.47)).

The condition g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1 in Theorem 3.4 is slightly more stringent than the condi-
tion g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 in Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3. The main reason for this discrep-
ancy is that while g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 might be sufficient for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U)
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to achieve the optimal error rate, it does not guarantee that the row-wise fluctuations of
ÛgW

>
clt −U is asymptotically equivalent to the row-wise fluctuations of EUΛ−1 given

in Assumption 3. We will present, in Section S.1.1.3 in the Supplementary File, simulation
results for the row-wise Gaussian fluctuations of Ûg when M̂ is the adjacency matrix of a
SBM random graph; our simulations indicate that the condition g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1 is in fact
necessary and sufficient.

REMARK 3.7. We now make a few technical remarks concerning Theorem 3.4.

1. Theorem 3.4 can be extended to the case where either (or both) of ψ and k are slowly
diverging, provided that we also increase the exponent for logn in the definition of `clt.

2. The term σ−1
n ‖U>EU‖‖U‖2→∞ in Eq. (3.14) can usually be bounded by polylog(n)‖U‖2→∞

with high probability. More specifically, let E = [eij ]n×n be a symmetric matrix whose
upper triangular entries are independent mean 0 random variables with E[e2

ij ] ≤ σ2
n and

|eij | ≤Bn for all i, j. Now if Bn - σn(logn)−1/2‖U‖−1
2→∞ then, by Bernstein inequality,

σ−1
n

∥∥U>EU
∥∥- log1/2 n

with high probability; see Eq. (4.137) in [28] for more details. Thus σ−1
n ‖U>EU‖‖U‖2→∞

converges to 0 in probability whenever ‖U‖2→∞ = O
(
log−1/2 n

)
. Recall that n−1/2 -

‖U‖2→∞ - 1.
3. The term nσnS

−1
n `clt‖U‖2→∞ in Eq. (3.14) depends on the SNR and the coherence of

U i.e., this term is equivalent to n(1/2−β∆)`clt‖U‖2→∞. Thus larger values of ‖U‖2→∞
require larger SNR nβ∆ in order to guarantee convergence in Eq. (3.14). If U has bounded
coherence, i.e., n1/2‖U‖2→∞ is bounded, then n(1/2−β∆)`clt‖U‖2→∞→ 0 due to our as-
sumption that β∆ > 0. As we alluded to earlier, bounded coherence for U is a prevalent
and typically mild assumption in many high-dimensional statistics problem including ma-
trix completion, covariance estimation, subspace estimation, and random graph inference;
see e.g., [3, 18, 20, 22, 51, 75].

4. Theorem 3.4 can be used to derive normal approximations for the entries of ÛgÛ
>
g M̂. For

brevity we defer this result to Theorem S.6.1 in the Supplementary File; see Theorem 5.1
for an example of this normal approximation for noisy matrix completion.

4. Random graph inference. As an illustrative example of Theorem 3.2 and Theo-
rem 3.3, we consider the problem of estimating the leading eigenvectors for edge-independent
random graphs with low-rank edge probabilities matrices. More specifically, let M̂ = [m̂ij ]
be the adjacency matrix of a random graph on n vertices with edge probabilities M = [mij ] ∈
[0,1]n×n i.e., M̂ is a symmetric, binary matrix whose upper triangular entries are indepen-
dent Bernoulli random variables with P(m̂ij = 1) =mij . Next assume that M is of rank k for
some fixed k ≥ 1 and has bounded condition number, i.e., ψ ≤ CCE for some fixed constant
CCE > 0. Let β ∈ (0,1] and suppose that Assumption 1 holds with

(4.1) Sn � nβ and En � nβ/2

for some fixed constant β ∈ (0,1]. We interpret nβ as the average expected degree for the ver-
tices of M̂, i.e., with high probability M̂ has Θ(n1+β) non-zero entries. Smaller values of β
thus implies sparser networks. We note that Eq. (4.1) is satisfied by many random graph mod-
els including Erdős–Rényi [47], SBM and its degree-corrected and/or mixed-membership
variants [7, 63, 69, 108], (generalized) random dot product graphs [103, 128], as well as any
edge-independent random graph whose edge probabilities are sufficiently homogeneous, e.g.,∑

jmij � nβ for all i ∈ [n]. Assumption 2 is also satisfied by the random graphs mentioned
above; see e.g. [21, 48, 84] and Example 1. In addition, we also assume the bounded coher-
ence for U, ‖U‖2→∞ � n−1/2. This is a prevalent and typically mild assumption for random
graphs, see e.g., [3, 22, 75].
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4.1. Subspace perturbation error bound. Now consider the case where n, the number
of vertices in M̂, is large and the graph M̂ is possibly semi-sparse, and we are interested in
computing the k leading singular vectors of M̂ as an estimate for the k leading singular
vectors of M. To save computational time, we will use Algorithm 1 to approximate the
singular vectors of M̂. Now suppose we choose a fixed g ≥ 1, and either k̃ = k and an � logn
or k̃ � logn and an = 1; recall that k̃ ≥ k is the sketching dimension and an is the number of
repeated sampling steps. Then from Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 (and the corresponding remarks)
we have that, with high probability,

(4.2)

d2(Ûg,U)-


polylog(n)× n−β/2 if g ≥ 1 + β−1,

polylog(n)× n(−gβ+1)/2 if β−1 < g < 1 + β−1,

1 if 1≤ g ≤ β−1;

d2→∞(Ûg,U)-


polylog(n)× n−(β+1)/2 if g ≥ 1 + β−1,

polylog(n)× n−gβ/2 if β−1 < g < 1 + β−1,

n−1/2 if 1≤ g ≤ β−1.

Here polylog(n) denote logc n for some fixed c≥ 0. Eq. (4.2) implies a phase transition for
d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) as g changes. Recall that Û is the matrix whose columns are
the (exact) leading k singular vectors of M̂ and Eq. (4.1) together with the Davis-Kahan
theorem implies d2(Û,U)- n−β/2 with high probability. On the other hand, it has recently
been shown that with high probability d2→∞(Û,U) - (logn)1/2n−(β+1)/2; see e.g., [21,
75]. Therefore if g ≥ 1 + β−1 then both d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) converges to 0 at
the same rates as d2(Û,U) and d2→∞(Û,U), up to some logarithmic factors. Meanwhile,
if β−1 < g < 1 + β−1 then d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) converge to 0 at the slower rates
of n(−gβ+1)/2 and n−gβ/2, repectively. Convergences of d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) are
not guaranteed when g ≤ β−1. These different convergence rates can be motivated by the
observation that, since M̂ is a binary matrix, the main thing that changes when β decreases is
the number of non-zero entries in M̂. In other words, we are estimating the leading k singular
vectors of M using a noisy realization M̂ that, when β decreases, contains less information
about M. It is thus unlikely that any fixed value of g will work uniformly well for all values
of β. Indeed, as we will see in Theorem 4.1 and Section S.1.1, both of the thresholds g > β−1

and g ≥ 1 + β−1 in Eq. (4.2) are necessary and sufficient. We now provide three examples
illustrating the relationships between g and β; see also the visual summary in Figure 1.

• First consider the dense regime with β = 1. Then g ≥ 2 is sufficient for d2(Ûg,U) to
attain the optimal rate n−1/2; and for d2→∞(Ûg,U) to attain the optimal rate n−1. No
convergence is guaranteed when g = 1.

• Next consider a semi-sparse regime with β = 2/3. For d2(Ûg,U), the optimal rate
n−1/3 is attained when g ≥ 3, the sub-optimal rate n−1/6 is attained when g = 2. For
d2→∞(Ûg,U), the optimal rate n−5/6 is attained when g ≥ 3, the sub-optimal rate n−2/3

is attained when g = 2. No convergence is guaranteed when g = 1.
• Finally consider a semi-sparse regime with β = 1/2. For d2(Ûg,U), the optimal rate
n−1/4 is attained when g ≥ 3. For d2→∞(Ûg,U), the optimal rate n−3/4 is attained when
g ≥ 3. No convergence is guaranteed when g = 1,2.

In summary, the above discussions provide theoretical justification to the well-known ad-
vice that choosing a slightly larger g and k̃ are essential to the success of RSVD in practical
applications [86].
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FIG 1. Phase transition diagram for the error rate d2(Ûg ,U) and d2→∞(Ûg ,U) in Eq. (4.2) as β and g
changes. Recall that ‖M‖ � nβ and ‖E‖ � nβ/2 and hence nβ/2 represents the signal to noise ratio. The dif-
ferent regions represent different convergence rates for d2(Ûg ,U) or d2→∞(Ûg ,U). For example, d2(Ûg ,U)

converges at the optimal rate of n−β/2 (blue region), converges at the slower rate of n(−gβ+1)/2 (green region),
and has no convergence (yellow region). The solid line represents the transition threshold g = 1+ β−1 and the
dashed line represents the transition threshold g = β−1.

4.2. Lower bound and phase transition sharpness. We now study the sharpness of the
phase transition thresholds described in Section 4.1. More specifically, we derive lower
bounds for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U), and thereby show that the conditions g > β−1

and g ≥ 1 + β−1 are both necessary and sufficient for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) to con-
verge to 0, at either the slow rate or the optimal rate shown in Eq. (4.2), respectively.

The lower bounds for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) depend on the following assumption
on the growth rate of trE2g , namely that for any finite g ≥ 1 there exists some fixed constant
cg > 0 such that,

(4.3) EtrE2g ≥ cgn1+β.

We now clarify Eq. (4.3). Suppose E is a Wigner matrix whose entries are independent
mean 0 random variables with equal variances given by σ2 � nβ−1. Then E satisfy Eq. (4.3)
using the well-known “trace method” combinatorial arguments from random matrix theory;
see e.g. Lemma 1.5 in [15] for more details. Eq. (4.3) and Eq. (4.1) are therefore satisfied
for Erdős–Rényi graphs. By adapting the trace method arguments for Wigner matrices, we
can show that Eq. (4.3) continues to hold for any edge-independent random graphs with
homogeneous variances, i.e., E satisfies Var[eij ] � nβ−1 for all i, j, or equivalently, that
mij � nβ−1 for all i, j. In other words, Eq. (4.3) is satisfied by stochastic blockmodel graphs
and their degrees-corrected and/or mixed membership variants, and by (generalized) random
dot product graphs.

THEOREM 4.1. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2 and further suppose: (i) Sn � nβ
and En � nβ/2 for some fixed constant β ∈ (0,1]; (ii) there exists a constant cg > 0 not
depending on n but can depend on g such that E trE2g ≥ cgn1+β , (iii) k,ψ - 1. Choose
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k̃ = k and an = o(log5 n). Let p0 ∈ (0,1) be fixed but arbitrary. Then there exists a constant
CLB > 0 depending only on p0 such that, with probability approaching p0, we have

d2(Ûg,U)≥

{
CLB(log logn)−1/2 · n(−gβ+1)/2 if β−1 ≤ g < 1 + β−1

CLB if 1≤ g < β−1
,

d2→∞(Ûg,U)≥

{
CLB(log logn)−1/2 · n−gβ/2 if β−1 ≤ g < 1 + β−1

CLB · n−1/2 if 1≤ g < β−1
.

REMARK 4.1. For simplicity we had presented Theorem 4.1 in the case where k̃ = k.
An almost identical lower bound is available for the case where k̃ =O(logn), provided that
we replaced the (log logn)−1/2 term in the above expressions with a (logn)−1/2 term.

For ease of exposition we will ignore any logarithmic factor of n in the following discus-
sion. We see that the lower bounds in Theorem 4.1 match the upper bounds in Eq. (4.2)
for both the no convergence regime where g ≤ β−1 and the sub-optimal regime where
β−1 < g < 1 + β−1; recall that if g ≥ 1 + β−1 then d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) has
the same convergence rate as d2(Û,U) and d2→∞(Û,U), respectively, and are thus rate-
optimal. Here we note that in Theorem 4.1, d2→∞(Ûg,U) % n−1/2 when 1 ≤ g < β−1

is equivalent to d2→∞(Ûg,U) showing no convergence as ‖U‖2→∞ � n−1/2. See Sec-
tion S.1.1 in the Supplemenatry File for simulation results illustrating these upper and lower
bounds for both d2(Ug,U) and d2→∞(Ug,U). Finally we emphasize Theorem 4.1 is stated
in a more general setting than that for random graphs, e.g., the lower bound holds whenever
E is a random symmetric Gaussian matrix provided that ‖E‖ - nβ/2 with high probability
and E trE2g satisfies Eq.(4.3).

4.3. Exact recovery for stochastic blockmodels. We now apply the `2→∞ bound for Ûg

and U given in Eq. (4.2), to the problem of community detection in stochastic blockmodel
graphs [63], one of the most popular generative model for network data with an assumed
intrinsic community structure. We first recall the definition of stochastic blockmodel graphs.

DEFINITION 1 (SBM). Let K ≥ 1 be a positive integer and let π ∈ RK be positive
vector satisfying

∑
` π` = 1. Let B be a symmetric K ×K matrix whose entries are in [0,1].

We say that (A,τ ) ∼ SBM(B,π) is a K-blocks stochastic blockmodel (SBM) graph with
parameters B and π, and sparsity factor ρn, if the following holds. First τ = (τ1, . . . , τn)
where the τi are iid with P(τi = `) = π` for all ` ∈ [K]. Then A is a n× n symmetric binary
matrix such that, conditioned on τ , for all i≤ j the {Aij} are independent Bernoulli random
variables with E[Aij ] = ρnBτi,τj .

Community detection is well-studied (see e.g., the surveys [1, 53]), with many available
techniques including those based on maximizing modularity and likelihood [14, 92, 110],
random walks [96, 102], semidefinite programming [2, 57], and spectral clustering [121]. In
particular spectral clustering using the adjacency matrix is a simple and popular community
detection algorithm wherein, given A, we first choose an embedding dimension d and com-
pute the matrix Û of eigenvectors corresponding to the d largest (in modulus) eigenvalues of
A. Next we cluster the rows of Û into K cluster using either the K-means or K-medians al-
gorithms and let τ̂i be the resulting cluster membership for the ith row of Û. The motivation
behind spectral clustering is that for stochastic blockmodel graphs (1) Û serves as an estimate
for the leading eigenvectors U of the underlying edge probabilities matrix P = (ρnBτi,τj )
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Algorithm 2: RSVD-based Spectral Clustering
Input: Adjacency matrix A, embedding dimension d, number of clusters K . Integers an, g ≥ 1, k̃ ≥ d.

1. Obtain Ûg via Algorithm 1 with M̂=A, k = d, sampling times an, power g, sampling dimension k̃;

2. Estimate the community membership τ̂ , by performing either K-means or K-medians on rows of Ûg ;

Output: Membership estimation τ̂ and singular matrix recovery Ûg .

and (2) the rows of U contain all of the necessary information for recovering τ , i.e., there
exists a collection of K distinct vectors {ν1, ν2, . . . , νK} such that [U]i = ντi for all i ∈ [n].

Statistical properties of spectral clustering had been widely studied in recent years, see e.g.,
[3, 67, 74–76, 82, 99, 112, 113] for an incomplete list of references. In particular it is well-
known that spectral clustering will, with high probability, exactly recover the community
assignment τ for SBM graphs as well as its variants including degree-corrected SBM [69]
and popularity adjusted SBM [108], i.e., spectral clustering yields a τ̂ such that with high
probability there exists a permutation ς of [K] for which τ̂i = ς(τi) for all i ∈ [n].

In many real-world applications like social or biological networks, the number of nodes
can be on the order of 106, see e.g. [56]. As a result, the computation of Û in spectral clus-
tering using standard SVD algorithms can be prohibitively demanding in terms of both the
computational time and memory requirement. Under our rs-RSVD framework, by taking A
as the observed matrix M̂ we propose an economical spectral clustering procedure (see Al-
gorithm 2) that replaces Û by its approximation Ûg produced by rs-RSVD. We note that the
time complexity of Algorithm 2 is on the order of O(ang× nnz(A)) operations and only re-
quire enough memory to store the nnz(A) non-zero elements of A. These time and memory
requirements can be considerably smaller than that of the standard spectral clustering, espe-
cially for large and non-dense graphs. The following result shows that for a fixed g depending
on the sparsity ρn of A, Algorithm 2 will, with high probability, also exactly recovers τ .

THEOREM 4.2. Let (A,τ )∼ SBM(B,π) be aK-blocks SBM with sparse parameter ρn
where π` > 0 for all ` ∈ [K] and nρn % nβ for some β ∈ (0,1]. Let d= rk(B) and suppose
that τ̂ is given by Algorithm 2 wherein we choose: (i) k̃ ≥ d, (ii) an ≥max{Ck̃−1 logn,1}
for some universal constant C and (iii) g > β−1. Then for sufficiently large n, we have that
τ̂ exactly recovers τ with probability at least 1− n−5.

REMARK 4.2. In practice one may consider clustering with the (1 + ε)-approximate
K-medians algorithm when implementing Algorithm 2, instead of the exact K-median al-
gorithm which is NP-hard [87]. See e.g. [76] for a more detailed discussion comparing the
(1+ε)-approximateK-medians and the exactK-medians algorithms. Theorem 4.2 still holds
for approximate K-medians.

REMARK 4.3. Community detection using RSVD was also studied in [130]. In particu-
lar, Theorem 1 in [130] shows that if nρn = ω(logn) then weak recovery is possible using
Ûg , provided that one choose k̃ ≥ k + 4 and g = Ω(nε) for any fixed but arbitrary ε > 0.
Recall that weak recovery only requires the proportion of mis-clustered vertices to converge
to 0. Comparing the two results, we see the sparsity condition nρn = ω(logn) in [130] is less
stringent than the condition nρn = Ω(nε) in Theorem 4.2 while the exact recovery with fixed
g in Theorem 4.2 is a much stronger guarantee (and also is more computationally efficient)
than weak recovery in [130].
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The proof of Theorem 4.2 is based on the `2→∞ perturbation bounds given in Eq. (4.2).
More specifically, if g > β−1 then, with high probability,

(4.4)
√
nd2→∞(Ûg,U)→ 0.

If Eq. (4.4) holds then the arguments for exact recovery of τ using Û can be easily adapted
to show exact recovery using Ûg; see the proof of Theorem 2.6 in [82] or the proof of Theo-
rem 5.2 in [75] for some examples of these types of arguments. Furthermore, while g = dβ−1e
is sufficient to show exact recovery using Ûg when β−1 is not an integer, in practice we rec-
ommend choosing the slightly larger value of g = dβ−1e+ 1. Indeed, as shown in Section
4.2, the convergence rate for d2→∞(Ûg,U) when g = dβ−1e+ 1 is generally faster than that
for g = dβ−1e, and this can lead to better finite-sample performance.

Theorem 4.2 also indicates that smaller values of β will require larger number of power
iterations g and hence the computational cost of Algorithm 2 increases as the graphs become
sparser. In other words, there is an inherent trade-off between the sparsity of the network
and the computation cost needed to approximate its eigenvectors. In addition, as we allude
to earlier in Remark 4.3, Algorithm 2 does not guarantee exact recovery of τ in the very
sparse asymptotic regime where nρn = ω(logn) and this is due entirely to the use of Ûg ,
as an approximation for Û. More specifically, if nρn = ω(logn) then [3, 75, 112] showed
that exact recovery of τ is possible using Û. In contrast, by Theorem 4.1, we see that neither
d2(Ûg,U) nor n1/2d2→∞(Ûg,U) converge to 0 for any finite g ≥ 1. Hence, to guarantee ex-
act recovery, we will need to let g grows with n and this will require a more careful analysis
of Algorithm 1 to remove the effect of the condition number ψ when g→∞. More specif-
ically, instead of estimating all k leading singular vectors simultaneously, we might need to
estimate these singular vectors in stages, starting from the first leading singular vector. After
each stage we will project M̂ onto the orthogonal complement of the singular vectors esti-
mated thus far before proceeding with the estimation of the singular vectors in the next stage.
Finally, while it is certainly the case that, asymptotically, logn= o(nε) for any ε > 0, in prac-
tice logn≥ n0.1 for all n≤ 1015. Hence, while asymptotic results in the ω(logn) regime are
interesting, they need not lead to better understanding of RSVD for practical applications.

4.4. Normal approximation for Ûg . We now consider the row-wise fluctuations of Ûg .
Recall the setting at the beginning of this section where M̂ is the adjacency matrix of an edge
independent random graph whose edge probabilities matrix M has rank k∗ matrix with k∗

bounded, Sn = ‖M‖ � nβ andEn � nβ/2. Suppose furthermore that the entries of M are ho-
mogeneous so that maxijmij �minijmij . Then ‖M‖F = n‖M‖max and hencemij � nβ−1

for all i, j. In addition the {m(2)
ii }ni=1 are also homogeneous; herem(2)

ii denote the diagonal el-
ements of M2. Asm(2)

ii = ‖[UΛ]i‖2 and M has bounded condition number, we conclude that
U has bounded coherence, i.e., ‖U‖2→∞ . k1/2n−1/2. The above conditions are satisfied for
many random graph models including stochastic blockmodels and their degree-corrected and
mixed-membership stochastic variants [63, 69] as well as (generalized) random dot product
graphs [103, 128].

Recall Assumption 3. As En � nβ/2, take σn = n(β−1)/2. We now verify Eq (3.13). Note,
Snσ

−1
n [EUΛ−1]i = n(1+β)/2Λ−1

∑n
j=1 eijuj where eij is the ijth entry of E and uj is the

jth row of U. For a fixed i, the {eij}j≤n are independent mean 0 random variables and hence,
by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

Snσ
−1
n Γ

−1/2
i [EUΛ−1]i = n(1+β)/2Λ−1

n∑
j=1

eijuj N (0, I),



PERTURBATION ANALYSIS OF RANDOMIZED SVD FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL STATISTICS 21

where Γi is the k∗ × k∗ matrix of the form

Γi = n(1+β)Λ−1
n∑
j=1

Var[eij ]uju
>
j Λ−1 = n(1+β)Λ−1

{ n∑
j=1

mij(1−mij)uju
>
j

}
Λ−1.

Note that Γi is non-degenerate. Indeed, as M is homogeneous, we have

Γi � n(1+β)Λ−1 min
k`

mk`

∑
j

uju
>
j Λ−1 � n2βΛ−2 � cI,

for some fixed constant c > 0. In summary, Assumption 3 is satisfied and we have the follow-
ing normal approximations for the row-wise fluctuations of Û, namely there exists a sequence
of orthogonal matrices Wn such that for any fixed index i,

Snσ
−1
n Γ

−1/2
i

(
Wn[Û]i − [U]i

)
 N (0, I)

as n→∞. This result was derived previously in [21, 42, 52, 103]; see for example The-
orem 2.8 in [42]. Theorem 3.4 implies the same limiting distribution for Ûg , i.e., for any
g ≥ 2 + β−1 there exists a sequence of orthogonal matrix W∗

n such that

Snσ
−1
n Γ

−1/2
i

(
W∗

n[Ûg]i − [U]i
)
 N (0, I)

as n→∞. See Section S.1.1.3 for a numerical illustration of this convergence.

5. Additional applications. In this section we apply our main theorems to two other
high-dimensional statistical problems, namely, symmetric matrix completion and PCA with
missing data. For both of these problems we show that the error rates achieved by the approx-
imate singular vectors Ûg is (almost) identical to that for the exact singular vectors Û of the
noisily observed matrices.

5.1. Matrix completion with noises. Let T ∈ Rn×n be a matrix whose entries are only
partially and noisily observed. Such matrix occurs in many real-world applications, including
the famous Netflix challenge [98]. As another example, if T is an Euclidean distance matrix
(EDM) between n points in Rd then rk(T) ≤ d+ 2 and it is commonly the case that T is
noisily observed [8, 40, 54, 65]. Finally, if T is a signal correlation matrix between multiple
remote sensors [107] then T is usually only partial observed due to power constraints [31].

For this paper we assume that T ∈Rn×n is symmetric, rank k, and we observed

(5.1) T̂ =PΩ(T + N) := Ω ◦ (T + N).

Here N is an unobserved n× n noise matrix, Ω is a symmetric binary matrix, and ◦ denote
the Hadamard product. The matrix N and Ω induces noise and missingness in the entries
of T̂, respectively. We shall assume, for ease of exposition, that the (upper triangle) entries
of N are iid N(0, σ2) random variables while the (upper triangular) entries of Ω are iid
Bernoulli random variables with success probability p. The aim of matrix completion is to
recover T from T̂. Since E[p−1T̂] = T, one simple and widely used estimate for T is given
by p−1T̂(k) where T̂(k) is the truncated rank-k SVD of T̂; see [3, 19, 23, 28, 70] and the
references therein.

In many real-world applications, the dimensions of T̂ can be rather large and yet T̂ can
be quite sparse compared to T, i.e., the number of non-zero entries of T̂ is much smaller
than n2. It is thus computationally attractive to approximate the left singular vectors of T̂
using randomized algorithms such as rs-RSVD. More specifically, let Ûg be the output of
Algorithm 1 with M̂ = T̂ for some properly specified choices of k, k̃, an and g. We view Ûg

as an approximation for Û, and thus as an estimate of U. Given Ûg we compute a rank-k
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Algorithm 3: RSVD-based Matrix Completion
Input: Observed matrix T̂, rank k. Sampling probability p. Integers an, g ≥ 1 and k̃ ≥K .

1. Get Ûg , M̃ via Algorithm 1 with M̂= p−1T̂, rank k, sampling times an, power g and dimension k̃;

2. Set T̂g = M̃ as either T̂g = p−1ÛgÛ
>
g T̂ or T̂g = (2p)−1(ÛgÛ

>
g T̂+ T̂ÛgÛ

>
g );

Output: Approximate singular vectors Ûg of T̂ and estimate T̂g of T.

approximation for T̂ via ÛgÛ
>
g T̂. We can then take T̂g := p−1ÛgÛ

>
g T̂ as an estimate for

T or, in the event that we desire symmetry, take 2−1(T̂g + T̂>g ) as an estimate for T. The
resulting algorithm, termed RSVD-based matrix completion, is presented in Algorithm 3.

Using the `2 and `2→∞ perturbation results in Theorem 3.2 and 3.3 and the entrywise
concentration in Corollary 3.2, we derive the error bounds for the estimates Ûg and T̂g . Fur-
thermore, by extending Theorem 3.4, we establish the general entrywise limiting distribution
for the RSVD-based low-rank approximation M̃, in Theorem S.6.1 of the supplementary doc-
ument. This result allows us to construct confidence interval for any [T̂g]ij with (i, j) ∈ [n]2.
For ease of exposition we shall assume that both k and ψ are bounded, and that p is known.
These are typical assumptions in the literature. If p is unknown then, as the entries of T are
assumed to be missing completely at random, it can be consistently estimated by calculating
the proportion of missing entries among all the entries in T. The resulting p̂ converges to p
at the rate of n−1p−1/2 and has no effect on the theoretical results in Theorem 5.1

THEOREM 5.1. Let T be a symmetric n × n matrix with k,ψ - 1. Let T̂ be a noisily
observed version of T generated according to Eq. (5.1) for some known value of p ∈ (0,1].
Suppose there exists constants β∆ > 0 and β ∈ (0,1] such that

np% nβ and
1
√
np

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
- n−β∆ .(5.2)

Let Ûg and T̂g be obtained from Algorithm 3 wherein we chose: (i) k̃ ≥ k; (ii) an ≥
max{dCk̃−1 logne,1} and (iii) g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1. Denote ϑ= max{1, k̃−1/2 log1/2 n}.

(Error Bounds) We then have, with probability at least 1− n−5, that

(5.3)

d2(Ûg,U)-
ϑ
√
np

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
,

d2→∞(Ûg,U)-
ϑ(logn)δ

∗

√
np

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
‖U‖2→∞,

1

n
‖T̂g −T‖F -

ϑ
√
np

(‖T‖max + σ),

‖T̂g −T‖max -

√
nϑ(logn)δ

∗

√
p

(‖T‖max + σ)‖U‖22→∞,

where δ∗ is as defined in the statement of Theorem 3.3.

(Entrywise limiting distribution) Suppose, in addition to the above assumptions, that T
is homogeneous, i.e., mink` |Tk`| � ‖T‖max. Let ζk` = [UU>]k` and denote the variance
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of [UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij by

v∗ij :=
∑
6̀=j

E
(
[E]2i`

)
ζ2
`j +

∑
`6=i

E
(
[E]2`j

)
ζ2
i` +E

(
[E]2ij

)(
ζii + ζjj

)2
=

1

p

∑
6̀=j

{
(1− p)T 2

i` + σ2
}
ζ2
`j +

1

p

∑
`6=i

{
(1− p)T 2

`j + σ2
}
ζ2
i`

+
1

p

{
(1− p)T 2

ij + σ2
}

(ζii + ζjj)
2.

(5.4)

Choose k̃ and an as above and let g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1. Then for any given pair (i, j) ∈ R2,
we have

(5.5) (v∗ij)
−1/2[T̂g −T]ij N (0,1)

as n→∞. Furthermore, for any finite set of indices I = {(i1, j1), . . . , (im, jm)}, the col-
lection of random variables

{
[T̂g−T]ikjk

}m
k=1

are (asymptotically) mutually independent.

(Entrywise confidence interval) Suppose above assumptions hold. Let ζ̂k` = [ÛgÛ
>
g ]k`.

Define the RSVD-based estimate of v∗ij by

(5.6) v̂ij :=
∑
6̀=j

[Ê]2i`ζ̂
2
`j +

∑
`6=i

[Ê]2`j ζ̂
2
i` + [Ê]2ij

{
ζ̂ii + ζ̂jj

}2

where Ê := T̂g − p−1T̂. Then for any indices pair (i, j) we have

(5.7) (v̂ij)
−1/2[T̂g −T]ij N (0,1).

We now compare Theorem 5.1 with existing results in the literature. Recall that the proto-
typical spectral estimate for T is given by T̂S = p−1T̂(k) where T̂k is the truncated rank-k
SVD of T̂; for conciseness we refer to p−1T̂k as the deterministic SVD-based estimator for
T. First suppose that Eq. (5.2) holds for some constants β ∈ (0,1] and β∆ > 0. We then have

(5.8)

‖T̂S −T‖F -
‖T‖max + σ
√
np

,

d2→∞(Û,U)-
(logn)1/2

√
np

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
‖U‖2→∞,

‖T̂S −T‖max - (logn)1/2(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p
‖U‖22→∞,

with high probability. The above bound for ‖T̂S−T‖F is from Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3
of [70] while the remaining bounds in Eq. (5.8) are from Theorem 3.4 of [3].

Now consider the bounds for Ûg and T̂g given in Theorem 5.1. For ease of presentation
we choose k̃ = Ω(logn) and g > 1 + (2β∆)−1. These choices for k̃ and g allow us to set
ϑ= 1 and δ∗ = δ for any arbitrary δ > 1. Eq. (5.3) then implies

(5.9)

‖T̂g −T‖F -
‖T‖max + σ
√
np

,

d2→∞(Ûg,U)-
(logn)δ
√
np

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
‖U‖2→∞,

‖T̂g −T‖max - (logn)δ(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p
‖U‖22→∞,
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with high probability. Comparing Eq. (5.8) and Eq. (5.9) we see that the rs-RSVD estimate
T̂g achieves the same Frobenius norm error rate as that for the deterministic SVD estimate
T̂S . Note that the Frobenius norm error for T̂S is rate-optimal whenever σ % ‖T‖max [3, 19].
The max-norm error rate for T̂g is also almost identical to that of T̂S with the only difference
being the extra (logn)1/2+ε factor for T̂g; here ε is an arbitrary positive constant. Similarly,
d2→∞(Ûg,U) converges to 0 at the same rate as d2→∞(Û,U) up to the (logn)1/2+ε factor.
These (logn)1/2+ε extra factors for T̂g can be removed with more careful book keeping; see
Remark 3.5 for more details. If k̃ is either bounded or diverge at a slower rate than logn, or
when g = 1 + (2β∆)−1, then Eq. (5.9) still holds but with the (logn)δ factor replaced by a
(logn)δ

∗
factor for some finite δ∗ > δ.

We next discuss the limiting distributions and confidence intervals given in Theorem 5.1.
We had assumed that T is homogeneous; this assumption was also used in Theorem 4.12 in
[28] for the estimator T̂S . The main role of the homogeneity assumption is to guarantee that
the entrywise noise levels are roughly on the same order, and thereby simplify the statement
of Theorem 5.1. Similar assumption are also used in the distributional theory for PCA with
missing data; see e.g. Assumption 1 in [125]. Our general result, namely Theorem S.6.1,
does not require T to be homogenous. The condition g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1 in Theorem 5.1 is
then similar to that in Theorem 3.4 for the row-wise limiting distribution of Ûg , i.e., we need
g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1 to guarantee that the entrywise fluctuation of [T̂g −T]ij is asymptotically
equivalent to the entrywise fluctuation of [UU>E]ij +[EUU>]ij . For any given pair (i, j) ∈
R2, we can thus quantify the uncertainty of the [T̂]ij by constructing the confidence interval:(

[T̂g]ij − zα/2
√
v̂ij , [T̂g]ij + zα/2

√
v̂ij
)

where zα/2 is the (1 − α/2) quantile of N (0,1). The resulting confidence interval has
(asymptotic) coverage of 1− α. We emphasize that the estimated variance v̂ij are computed
using only the rs-RSVD outputs Ûg and T̂g; see Eq. (5.6).

REMARK 5.1. The conditions posited in Theorem 5.1 for the estimator T̂g is slightly
more restrictive than those for T̂S in the current literature. Recall that from Eq. (5.2), we
have np % nβ for some arbitrary β ∈ (0,1]. Eq. (5.2) also implies a lower bound for the
signal-to-noise ratio of the form

Sn/En %
{n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
1
√
np

}−1
% nβ∆ ,

for some arbitrary β∆ > 0. In contrast, the conditions for T̂S given in Theorem 3.4 of [3]
is that np % logn and Sn/En % (logn)1/2. The conditions np % nβ and Sn/En % nβ∆ in
Theorem 5.1 is analogous to the condition nρn = ω(logn) for exact recovery of SBM using
Ûg . In particular for matrix completion using rs-RSVD to work in the np = ω(logn) and
Sn/En = ω(logn) regime we will need to have g diverging with n and this requires a more
careful analysis of RSVD to remove the effect of the condition number ψ as g increases.
Furthermore, very large and/or diverging values of g also reduces the effectiveness of RSVD
procedures for large-scale matrix computations, especially when the matrices are too large to
store in fast memory as it requires a possibly excessive number of passes through the data.
Finally we note that β∆ depends on the parameters σ, λk(T), ‖T‖max and p. In particular, if
T is homogeneous (as assumed in [28]) so that minij |Tij | � ‖T‖max, then n(‖T‖max +σ)�
|λk(T)| and Eq. (5.2) simplifies to the condition that

√
np% nβ∆ and hence β∆ = 1

2β.
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Algorithm 4: RSVD-based PCA with Missing Data
Input: Partially observed data matrix PΩ(X). Sampling probability p. Integers an ≥ 1, g ≥ 1 and k̃ ≥ k.

1. Form Q=Poff-diag

[
p−2PΩ(X)P>Ω(X)

]
;

2. Generate Ûg via Algorithm 1 with M̂=Q, rank k, an repeated samples, power g and sketching
dimension k̃;

Output: Principal Component Recovery Ûg .

5.2. PCA with missing data. We now consider principal components estimation with
missing data. In particular we consider the following data generating mechanism from [18]:

(5.10) X = BF + N.

Here X = [x1, . . . ,xm] ∈ Rd×m is a data matrix with {xi} being d-dimensional iid random
vectors, B is a d × k matrix, F = [f1, . . . , fm] ∈ Rk×m is a k × m matrix whose entries
are iid N (0,1) random variables, and N is a d×m matrix whose entries are iid N (0, σ2)
random variables. We emphasize that B, N and F are mutually independent. We can see
that the rows of X are iid random vectors with mean 0 and covariance matrix Var[X] =
mBB> + σ2Id. We denote the SVD of BB> by BB> = UΛU> where U ∈ Od×k and
Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λk); the columns of U ∈Rd×k are leading principal components.

Due to sampling issues and/or privacy-preserving intention, it is often the case that only
a partial subset of the entries in X are observed. More specifically let Ω be a d×m binary
matrix whose entries are iid Bernoulli random variables with success probability p. Then,
instead of observing X, we only observed PΩ(X) = Ω ◦X where ◦ denote the Hadamard
product between matrices. Given an observed PΩ(X), [18] propose the following spectral
procedure for recovering the principle components U. First form the symmetric matrix

(5.11) Q =Poff-diag

[ 1

p2
PΩ(X)P>Ω(X)

]
,

where Poff-diag[·] sets diagonal entries of the corresponding matrix to zero. Next compute the
d× k matrix Û whose columns are the left singular vectors corresponding to the k largest
singular values of Q; Û serves as an estimate of U. The authors of [18] then derive high-
probability error bounds for d2(Û,U) and d2→∞(Û,U).

As the dimension d can be reasonably large compared to the number of samples m while
the number of non-zero entries in PΩ(X) can be much smaller than md, we consider replac-
ing the singular vectors Û of Q by the approximate singular vectors Ûg computed using
RSVD; see Algorithm 4. The following result shows that by choosing either k̃ � logd or
ad � logd, the approximate singular vectors Ûg achieve the same estimation rate as that for
Û given in [18]. For ease of presentation, and following [18], we shall assume that B has a
bounded condition number, i.e., κ := λ1/λk - 1.

THEOREM 5.2. Suppose X is a d ×m matrix generated according to Eq. (5.10). Let
µ= dr−1‖U‖22→∞ denote the coherence parameter for U and let s∗ = log(m+ d). Suppose
there exist constants c̃0 and c̃1 such that k ≤ c̃1

d
µ and m satisfies the sample size condition

(5.12) m≥ c̃0 max
{µ2k2s6

∗
dp2

,
µks3

∗
p

,
σ4s2
∗

λk
2p2

,
σ2ds∗
λkp

}
.
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Define ϑ′ = max{1, k̃−1/2 log1/2 d} and

E :=
µks2

∗
(md)1/2p

+
(µk)1/2s∗

(md)1/2
+
σ2d1/2s∗

λ2
km

1/2p
+
σd1/2s

1/2
∗

(λkmp)1/2
+
µk

d
.(5.13)

Suppose that E - d−βE for some βE ≥ 0. Let Ûg be generated via Algorithm 4, wherein
we choose: (i) k̃ ≥ cgapk for any fixed cgap > 1; (ii) ad ≥max{Ck̃−1 logd,1} and (iii) g ≥
1 + (2βE )−1. Then with probability at least 1− d−5, we have d2(Ûg,U)- ϑ′E .

REMARK 5.2. The assumption of bounded κ is widely considered in the literature, see
e.g., the discussion prior to Eq.(4.17) in [18] and see also [25, 29, 64, 109]. For example,
κ- 1 is satisfied with high-probability when B is generated from a standard Gaussian matrix
(see e.g. [119]). Note that the sample size requirement in Eq. (5.12) is exactly the same as
that in Eq. (4.14) of [18] for bounded κ. If κ grows with d then the sample size requirement
in Eq. (5.12) depend on polynomial factors κc of κ and these factors can be extracted from
the proof of Theorem 5.2 with a bit more careful book-keeping.

REMARK 5.3. Comparing the Theorem 5.2 with Corollary 4.3 in [18], we see that there
exists a finite g ≥ 2 such that d2(Ûg,U) and d2(Û,U) converges to 0 at the same rate E , up
to a log1/2 d factor; furthermore this logarithmic gap can be removed by choosing k̃ � logd.
The condition g ≥ 1 + (2βE )−1 in Theorem 5.2 indicates that an appropriate value for g will
depend on the relationship between p, d,σ and m, e.g., larger dimensions d (compared to m)
will require larger power iterations g. In particular, suppose µ = σ = p = λ1 = k = 1 and
d�mβd for some βd ∈ (0,1); here βd < 1 is necessary for Eq. (5.12) to hold. Then from the
definition E in Eq. (5.13), we have, after some straightforward algebra, that

E � d−(β−1
d −1)/2 logd+ d−1 -

{
d−(β−1

d −1)/2 logd if βd ∈ [1/3,1),

d−1 if βd ∈ [0,1/3).

To attain the rate in Eq. (5.13), we thus need g ≥ 1
1−βd + ε, where ε > 0 is any small constant.

We note that Theorem 5.2 only provides perturbation bound for d2(Ûg,U) and not more
refined results such as perturbation bound for d2→∞(Ûg,U). This omission is due mainly to
the noise structure in the matrix Q. More specifically if we take M = (BF)(BF)> and view
Q as the noisily observed version of M then E = Q−M is of the form

E =Poff-diag

[ 1

p2
PΩ(X)P>Ω(X)

]
−BF(BF)>.

The (upper triangular) entries of E are therefore not mutually independent and this leads
to non-trivial technical challenges in deriving d2→∞(Ûg,U) bounds for Q. In particular,
Assumption 2 need not hold. In contrast, existing bounds for d2→∞(Û,U) are based on
leave-two-out analysis which is a variant of leave-one-out analysis; see Appendix G in [125].
Similar to the discussion in Remark 3.6, this leave-two-out approach is not directly applicable
to the analysis of d2→∞(Ûg,U) because Ûg depends on (M̂g −Mg)G and the entrywise
dependency structure in (M̂g −Mg) is more complicated than that in E.

Recent work show that we can estimate the principal components U by using the k leading
left singular vectors of PΩ(X) directly (as opposed to Û which uses the k leading eigenvec-
tors of Q); the resulting estimate has `2 and `2→∞ error bounds that are comparable to those
for Û in the regime where either m. d or m is not much larger (in magnitude) compared to
d; see Section 3.2 in [125] for more details. Note that PΩ(X) is a rectangular matrix whose
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entries, conditional on F, are mutually independent. We can thus apply the results for asym-
metric rs-RSVD in Section S.2 in the Supplementary File, to derive perturbation bounds for
the approximate singular vectors of PΩ(X). A sketch of this argument is given below.

Let Ũ be the k leading singular vectors of M̂ :=m−1/2p−1PΩ(X) and let Ũg be the rs-
RSVD approximation of Ũ obtained from Algorithm S.1 for M̂. Then EN[M̂] = BF where
EN denote the expectation with respect to N only. Define, with a slight abuse of notation,

M =m−1/2BF and E = M̂−M =m−1/2p−1PΩ(X)−m−1/2BF.

Denote n := max{d,m} and η := max{n2, logn}. Then E satisfies Assumption S.1 with
Ed,m �

√
nσ; see Lemma 1 in [125]. Now suppose Sd,m/Ed,m � ηβ∆ for some constant

β∆ > 0. Then E also satisfies Assumption S.2; this claim follows from Remark S.2.2. The-
orem S.2.1 then yields upper bounds for d2(Ũg,U) and d2→∞(Ũg,U) when g ≥ (4β∆)−1;
these bounds are the same, up to some logarithmic factors, as those given in Lemmas 1–4
and Theorem 1 of [125] for d2(Ũ,U) and d2→∞(Ũ,U).

6. Discussions. In this paper we analyzed the statistical behavior of RSVD algorithms
under the assumption that the observed matrix M̂ is generated according to a low-rank
“signal-plus-noise” model. In particular, we derived `2 and `2→∞ perturbation bounds for
Ûg , entrywise concentration bounds for ÛgÛ

>
g M̂, and normal approximations for the row-

wise fluctuations of Ûg . There are several directions to pursue for the future research. Firstly,
our upper and lower bounds for d2 and d2→∞ include factors depending on the rank k, condi-
tion number ψ and other logarithmic terms. These factors are generally sub-optimal and can
be sharpened with a more refined analysis; see for example Remark 3.5 and the discussion
after Theorem 4.2. Secondly, as we shown in Section 4.2, our d2 and d2→∞ bounds and the
corresponding phase transition are sharp whenever E satisfies a certain trace growth condi-
tion. This condition is satisfied in the context of random graphs inference and it is of some
interest to find other statistical inference problem where this condition also holds. Thirdly,
the theoretical results of this paper currently assume that g is bounded and that k∗ and ψ are
either bounded or slowly growing. It is thus natural to extend these results to more general
settings, such as when k∗ grows with n at rate nc for some c ∈ (0,1), when the noise ma-
trix E has more complicated entrywise dependence structure, when the SNR is only of order
ω(logc n) for some c > 1, or when g→∞. We note that these extensions are related, e.g.,
k∗ = Ω(nc) for some c will, in general, require g→∞ for consistent estimation of U using
Ûg . Fourthly, while subspace power iterations (as considered in this paper) is one of the most
popular approach for RSVD, there are other approaches such as those based on Krylov sub-
spaces [89] and perturbation bounds in `2 and `2→∞ for RSVD using Krylov subspaces may
require quite different techniques than those presented here. Finally, many modern dataset are
represented as tensors and are analyzed using higher-order SVD; these procedures generally
flatten tensor data into matrices across different dimensions and then compute the truncated
SVD of the resulting flattened matrices [39, 131]. Statistical analysis of RSVD in the context
of noisy tensor data is thus of some theoretical and practical interest.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplementary File for “Perturbation Analysis of Randomized SVD and its Applica-
tions to High-dimensional Statistics”
The Supplementary File contains numerical experiments, additional theoretical results, and
all technical lemmas and proofs.
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SUPPLEMENTARY FILE FOR “PERTURBATION ANALYSIS OF
RANDOMIZED SVD AND ITS APPLICATIONS TO HIGH-DIMENSIONAL

STATISTICS”

The Supplementary File can be divided to four parts. Section S.1 presents
several numerical experiments to verify our main theoretical investigations.
Section S.2 contains an extension of our main results to the case of asym-
metric M̂ and M. Section S.3 states more general counterparts of our main
theorems when G is assumed to be non-random. Sections S.4–S.7 include all
the technical lemmas and proofs.

S.1. Numerical experiments. We perform simulations to illustrate our theoretical re-
sults. In particular, Section S.1.1 present results for RSVD-based subspace estimation and
community detection in SBM graphs (see Section 4.3), Section S.1.2 presents results for
RSVD-based PCA with missing data (see Section 5.2) and Section S.1.3 present results for
matrix completion with noisy entries.

S.1.1. RSVD-based spectral clustering for SBM. We consider two-blocks SBM graphs
with equal sized blocks and block probabilities matrix

B0 = ρn

(
0.8 0.3
0.3 0.8

)
.

Recall that ρn is the sparsity scaling parameter. We consider three different values for ρn,
namely ρn = 1 (dense setting), ρn = 3n−1/3 (semi-sparse setting I), ρn = 4n−1/2 (semi-
sparse setting II). As the edge probability matrix is of rank 2, we set k = 2. Let U and
Û ∈ Rn×2 be the n× k matrix whose columns are the leading k singular vectors of P and
A, respectively. Let Ûg be the approximation of Û computed using Algorithm 2 for some
choices of an, g and k̃ that are specified subsequently.

S.1.1.1. Phase transition. We first verify the convergence rate for d2(Ûg,U) and
d2→∞(Ûg,U) as we vary g and ρn; see Section 3.1 and Section 3.2. For simplicity we
only consider ρn = 1 and ρn = 3n−1/3, and we ignore any potential logarithmic factors in
the convergence rate for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) as n increases, i.e., we ignore the
polylog terms in Eq. (4.2).

We apply rs-RSVD with two settings of an, k̃, namely, (i) an = dlogne and k̃ = 12; (ii)
an = 1 and k̃ = 5dlogne. For each combination of (ρn, an, k̃), we numerically estimate the
polynomial convergence rates of d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) as follows. For each n =
2000, . . . ,7000 and specific ρn, we generate one realization of A with equal block sized and
block probabilities B0 and then compute Ûg via Algorithm 2 for each g ∈ {1,2, . . . ,5}. We
then evaluate d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) and compare it against the theoretical error rate
given in Section 4.1 by running a simple linear regression between the (negative logarithm)
of the empirical error rate as the response variable against logn as the predictor variable. The
estimated coefficient β̂ are then recorded. We repeat the above simulations for 500 Monte
Carlo (MC) iterations. The box-plots of the estimated convergence rate β̂ over these 500
iterations are presented in Figure S.1. For comparison we had also included the (estimated)
convergence rate for d2(Û,U) and d2→∞(Û,U) (these are labeled as “true SVD”).

The results in Figure S.1 match the theoretical results presented in Theorem 4.1 and
Eq.(4.2) exactly. In particular we see no convergence when g = 1 and ρn = 1, slow or no
convergence when g ≤ 2 and ρn = 3n−1/3, and asymptotically optimal convergence when
g ≥ 2 and ρn = 1 or g ≥ 3 and ρn = 3n−1/3.
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FIG S.1. The left panel reports box-plots of simulated β̂ when rs-RSVD is implemented with an = dlogne and
k̃ = 12. The right panel reports box-plots of simulated β̂ when rs-RSVD is implemented with an = 1 and k̃ =
5dlogne. In both panels, the top plot reports the β̂ for d2(Ûg ,U) (x-axis: g = 1, . . . ,5) or d2(Û,U) (x-axis:
True SVD) and the bottom plot reports the β̂ for d2→∞(Ûg ,U) (x-axis: g = 1, . . . ,5) or d2→∞(Û,U) (x-axis:
True SVD). Box-plots for dense (ρn = 1) and sparse (ρn = 3n−1/3) graphs are in yellow and blue, respectively.

TABLE S.1
Proportion of times that RSVD-based spectral clustering (g = 1,2,3) or the original spectral clustering (OSC)
exactly recover the memberships of all nodes; here an = dlogne and k̃ = 12. Standard errors are reported in

parentheses.

Sparsity n g = 1 g = 2 g = 3 OSC
ρn � 1 1000 0.098 (0.013) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)

2000 0.050 (0.010) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
3000 0.034 (0.008) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
4000 0.018 (0.006) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
5000 0.006 (0.003) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)

ρn � n−1/3 1000 0.000 (0.000) 0.938 (0.012) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
2000 0.000 (0.000) 0.980 (0.006) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
3000 0.000 (0.000) 0.980 (0.006) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
4000 0.000 (0.000) 0.994 (0.003) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
5000 0.000 (0.000) 0.998 (0.002) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)

ρn � n−1/2 1000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.384 (0.022) 0.906 (0.013)
2000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.688 (0.021) 0.986 (0.005)
3000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.864 (0.015) 1.000 (0.000)
4000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.956 (0.009) 1.000 (0.000)
5000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.976 (0.007) 1.000 (0.000)

S.1.1.2. Exact recovery. We used the same simulation setting as that described in Sec-
tion S.1.1.1 with n ∈ {1000, . . . ,5000} and ρn ∈ {1,3n−1/3,4n−1/2}. For each combination
of (ρn, an, k̃) and for each n, we generate an adjacency matrix A with equal sized blocks and
block probabilities B0. We then perform RSVD-based spectral clustering as described in Al-
gorithm 2 with g ≤ 3, where we use the Gmedian library in R to perform fast (approximate)
K-medians clustering on the rows of Ûg . For comparison, we also use Gmedian to perform
K-medians clustering on the rows of Û. We repeat the above steps for 500 Monte Carlo
replicates. The proportion of times (among these 500 replicates) in which the K-medians
clustering of either Ûg or Û correctly recover the community memberships for all nodes are
reported in Table S.1 and Table S.2.

From Tables S.1 and S.2 we see that Algorithm 2 exactly recover the underlying com-
munity assignment with probabilities converging to 1 as n increases, provided that g ≥ 2
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TABLE S.2
Proportion of times that RSVD-based spectral clustering (g = 1,2,3) or the original spectral clustering (OSC)

exactly recover the memberships of all nodes, among 500 MC rounds; here an = 1 and k̃ = 5dlogne. Standard
errors are reported in parentheses.

Sparsity n g = 1 g = 2 g = 3 OSC
ρn � 1 1000 0.536 (0.022) 0.384 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)

2000 0.616 (0.022) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
3000 0.674 (0.021) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
4000 0.600 (0.022) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
5000 0.626 (0.022) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)

ρn � n−1/3 1000 0.000 (0.000) 0.982 (0.012) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
2000 0.000 (0.000) 0.996 (0.006) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
3000 0.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
4000 0.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
5000 0.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)

ρn � n−1/2 1000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.604 (0.022) 0.914 (0.013)
2000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.892 (0.014) 1.000 (0.000)
3000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.974 (0.007) 1.000 (0.000)
4000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.996 (0.003) 1.000 (0.000)
5000 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.998 (0.002) 1.000 (0.000)

when ρn ∈ {1,3n−1/3} and g ≥ 3 when ρn = 4n−1/2. These empirical results are consistent
with the theoretical results presented in Theorem 4.2, i.e., exact recover is guaranteed if and
only if g > β−1. Note that β−1 = 1 for ρn = 1, β−1 = 3

2 when ρn � n−1/3 and β−1 = 2

when ρn � n−1/2. Finally we note that if g = 1 and ρn = 1 then RSVD-based spectral
clustering occasionally recovers the community membership for all nodes. This is due to
the fact that although d2→∞(Û1,U) = Ω(n1/2) with high probability, it does not prevent
d2→∞(Û1,U) ≤ ζ∗ where ζ∗ is the minimum `2 distance between any two nodes i and j
belonging to different communities; exact recovery is certainly expected if d2(Û1,U)≤ ζ∗.

S.1.1.3. Limiting distribution. We now illustrate the normal approximations for the row-
wise fluctuations of Ûg , as implied by Theorem 3.4. For brevity we fixed k̃ = 2 and
an = dlogne. Similar results are available for k̃ � logn and an = 1. We generate a single
realization of A on n= 10000 vertices and ρn = 4n−1/2, with equal sized blocks and block
probabilities B0. Scatter plots of the rows of Ûg for g ∈ {1,2, . . . ,5} as well as the rows of
Û are presented in Figure S.2. From Figure S.2 we see that g ≥ 3 is sufficient for the rows of
Ûg to be clustered into two clusters but g ≥ 4 is necessary for the empirical 95% confidence
ellipses of Ûg to match the theoretical 95% confidence ellipses given in Theorem 3.4; the
scatter plots for g ≥ 4 are also virtually indistinguishable from that for Û. In other words,
the more stringent threshold g ≥ 2 + β−1 in Theorem 3.4 is both necessary and sufficient for
the normal approximations of Ûg; note that for the current setting we have ρn � n−1/2 and
hence β−1 = 2.

Additional simulation results with respect to ρn = 1 or n = 1000, are further illustrated
in Figures S.3–S.5. Since our theoretical results are valid up to some rotation, we shall or-
thogonally rotate the plots occasionally for the sake of better illustrations. Similar row-wise
fluctuations and the corresponding phase transition phenomenon with respect to g, can also
been seen in these additional simulations.

S.1.2. PCA with missing data. For this simulation study we used the same data gener-
ation mechanism as that described in section 7 of [18] but with larger values of d. More
specifically we first sample a d × n matrix X∗ whose columns are iid multivariate normal
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FIG S.2. Row-wise fluctuations for Ûg and Û for two-blocks SBM with n= 10000 and ρn � n−1/2. (From top
left to top right) scatter plots of the rows of Ûg when g ≤ 3; (From bottom left to bottom right) scatter plots of
the rows of Ûg when g ∈ {4,5}, and the rows of Û. The points are colored according to the true community
assignments. The red dashed curves are the 95% empirical confidence ellipses, while the solid black curves are
the 95% theoretical confidence ellipses given by Theorem 3.4

FIG S.3. Second-order simulation for two-block SBM with n= 1000 and ρn � n−1/2. (From top left to top right)
the scatter plots of row-wise vectors in Ûg with g = 1,2,3; (From bottom left to bottom right) the scatter plots of
row-wise vectors in Û)g with g = 4,5 and Û. The point color reflects the block membership of the corresponding
row vectors. The red dashed curves are the 95% empirical confidence ellipses, while the solid black curves are
the 95% theoretical confidence ellipses according to Theorem 3.4
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FIG S.4. Second-order simulation for two-block SBM with n= 1000 and ρn � 1. (From top left to top right) the
scatter plots of row-wise vectors in Ûg with g = 1,2,3; (From bottom left to bottom right) the scatter plots of
row-wise vectors in Ûg with g = 4,5 and Û. The point color reflects the block membership of the corresponding
row vectors. The red dashed curves are the 95% empirical confidence ellipses, while the solid black curves are
the 95% empirical confidence theoretical according to Theorem 3.4

FIG S.5. Second-order simulation for two-block SBM with n = 10000 and ρn � 1. (From top left to top right)
the scatter plots of row-wise vectors in Ûg with g = 1,2,3; (From bottom left to bottom right) the scatter plots of
row-wise vectors in Ûg with g = 4,5 and Û. The point color reflects the block membership of the corresponding
row vectors. The red dashed curves are the 95% empirical confidence ellipses, while the solid black curves are
the 95% theoretical confidence ellipses according to Theorem 3.4
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FIG S.6. (Top Left) `2 recovery errors vs. p (here d = 3000, n = 1000, σ = 1); (Top Right) `2 recovery errors
vs. d (here n= 1000, p= 0.02, σ = 1); (Bottom Left) `2 recovery errors vs. n (here d= 3000, p= 0.02, σ = 1);
(Bottom Right) `2 recovery errors vs. σ (here d= 3000, n= 1000, p= 0.02).

random vectors with mean 0 and covariance matrix U∗U∗>; here U∗ is a d×4 matrix whose
entries are iid standard normals. We then generate PΩ(X) = Ω ◦ (X∗+ E) where the entries
of E are iidN (0, σ2), the entries of Ω are iid Bernoulli(p) and ◦ denote the Hadamard prod-
uct. The matrix PΩ(X) represent a noisily observed version of X∗ (with missing entries).

Given PΩ(X) we compute Ûg using Algorithm 4 with k = 4, k̃ = 14, ad = dlogde and
g ∈ {1,2, . . . ,5}. We then record d2(Ûg,U); here U denote the d×4 matrix whose columns
are the leading eigenvectors of U∗U∗>. For comparison we also record d2(Û,U) where Û
is the d× 4 matrix of leading eigenvectors of Q and Q is as defined in Eq. (5.11).

Figure S.6 reports sample means for d2(Ûg,U) and d2(Û,U) as we vary the sampling
probability p, data dimension d, sample size n, and noise level σ; these sample means are
computed based on 500 Monte Carlo replicates where we resampled the matrices U∗,E and
Ω in each replicate. Figure S.6 shows that Algorithm 4 yields nearly-optimal performance
(as compared to Û) when g ≥ 3 for most settings of p, d, σ and n. It is only when d is large
with respect to n that Û3 have worse performance compared to Û4, Û5 and Û. Finally, Û1 is
always sub-optimal. These observations are consistent with the theoretical results presented
in Section 5.2.

S.1.3. Distance matrix completion. For this section we apply Algorithm 3 to recover the
missing entries of a partially observed Euclidean distance matrix. In particular we use the
world_cities dataset containing the locations of the 4428 most populous cities around
the world; this dataset is part of the mdsr library in R. We first construct the 4428× 4428
matrix D = [Dij ] whose elements are

Dij = (Loni − Lonj)
2 + (Lati − Latj)

2.
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FIG S.7. Matrix plots for the true D (Left), partially observed D0.8 (Middle), and partially observed D0.4
(Right).

FIG S.8. From left to right: matrix plots of RSVD-based estimates D̂
(1)
0.8, D̂(2)

0.8, D̂(5)
0.8, and exact SVD estimate

D̂0.8

Here Loni and Lati represent the longitude and latitude of the ith city, respectively. We then
sample a matrix D0.8 (resp. D0.4) by keeping roughly 80% (resp. 40%) of the entries in D,
i.e., D0.8 = Ω ◦D where Ω is a symmetric matrix whose upper triangular entries are iid
Bernoulli(0.8). We now recover D from D0.8 (resp. D0.4) using Algorithm 3. As the entries
of D are Euclidean distances between points in R2, we have rk(D)≤ 4. We therefore choose
k = 4, an = k̃ = 15 and g ∈ {1,2,5}, and let D̂

(g)
0.8 (resp. D̂

(g)
0.4) be the resulting estimate

of D. For comparison we also consider the spectral estimate D̂0.8 (resp. D̂0.4) obtained by
truncating the exact SVD of D0.8 (resp. D0.4); see [70] for more details.

A plot of the true distance matrix D and one random realization of the partially observed
D0.8 and D0.4 are presented in Figure S.7.The corresponding RSVD-based estimates and
exact SVD based estimates of D are then shown in Figure S.8–S.9. Figure S.8 shows that
D̂

(2)
0.8 and D̂

(5)
0.8 both have comparable accuracy to D̂0.8 while Figure S.9 shows that D̂

(2)
0.4 has

much worse accuracy compared to D̂
(5)
0.4 and D̂0.4.

We also record the entrywise relative errors between the RSVD-based estimates D̂
(g)
p

(resp. the exact SVD-based estimate D̂p) against that of D. A summary of the quantile lev-
els for these relative errors are presented in Tables S.3. The αth–quantile of the entrywise
relative errors between an estimate Z and the true distance D is defined as the αth quantile
of
{
|[Z−D]ij/[D]ij | : (i, j) ∈ [4428]× [4428]

}
; for example the median relative error for

D̂
(5)
0.8 and D̂

(5)
0.4 are ≈ 0.029 and ≈ 0.086, respectively. Note that the numbers in Table S.3 are

averaged over 200 independent random samples of either D0.8 or D0.4. From Table S.3 we
see that the relative error decreases as g increases with p fixed; indeed, the relative error of
D̂

(5)
0.8 is exactly the same as that for D̂0.8. Table S.3 also indicates that as p decrease we need

to increase g to achieve a recovery rate close to that of D̂. These observations are consistent
with the theoretical results in Theorem 5.1.
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FIG S.9. From left to right: matrix plots of RSVD-based estimates D̂
(1)
0.4, D̂(2)

0.4, D̂(5)
0.4, and exact SVD estimate

D̂0.4

TABLE S.3
αth–quantiles for the relative entrywise errors of the RSVD-based estimates D̂(g)

p and exact SVD estimate D̂p;
standard errors for these quantiles are given in the parenthesis.

α 0.05 0.15 0.35 0.5 0.65 0.85 0.95

D̂
(1)
0.8 0.0169 (1.3×10−4) 0.0515 (3.9×10−4) 0.1315 (9.2×10−4) 0.2203 (1.4×10−3) 0.4232 (2.7×10−3) 2.4408 (1.9×10−2) 15.2389 (1.1×10−1)

D̂
(2)
0.8 0.0035 (1.4×10−5) 0.0107 (4.2×10−5) 0.0273 (1.2×10−4) 0.0453 (2.3×10−4) 0.0789 (4.6×10−4) 0.2798 (1.9×10−3) 1.5766 (1.3×10−2)

D̂
(5)
0.8 0.0024 (1.4×10−7) 0.0073 (2.8×10−7) 0.0182 (6.6×10−7) 0.0289 (1.1×10−6) 0.0464 (2.3×10−6) 0.1531 (1.0×10−5) 0.7823 (6.7×10−5)

D̂0.8 0.0024 0.0073 0.0182 0.0289 0.0464 0.1530 0.7816

D̂
(1)
0.4 0.0371 (3.6×10−4) 0.1112 (1.0×10−3) 0.2644 (2.1×10−3) 0.4049 (2.7×10−3) 0.6715 (3.0×10−3) 3.8785 (2.0×10−2) 24.4391 (1.4×10−1)

D̂
(2)
0.4 0.0106 (3.7×10−5) 0.0323 (1.2×10−4) 0.0849 (3.5×10−4) 0.1472 (7.2×10−4) 0.2717 (1.5×10−3) 1.3069 (1.0×10−2) 8.9068 (7.0×10−2)

D̂
(5)
0.4 0.0070 (9.6×10−6) 0.0211 (3.0×10−5) 0.0531 (8.2×10−5) 0.0860 (1.5×10−4) 0.1454 (3.4×10−4) 0.5072 (1.2×10−3) 3.0309 (9.8×10−3)

D̂0.4 0.0064 0.0194 0.0484 0.0774 0.1269 0.4439 2.4614

Algorithm S.1: rs-RSVD for asymmetric M̂

Input: M̂ ∈Rn1×n2 , rank k ≥ 1 and sketching dimension k̃ ≥ k. Integers an, g ≥ 1.

1. Generate an iid standard Gaussian sketching matrices G1, . . .Gan ∈Rn2×k̃ ;

2. For a ∈ [an], form (M̂M̂>)gM̂Ga by computing M̂Ga,M̂
>(M̂Ga), . . . , (M̂M̂>)gM̂Ga;

3. For a ∈ [an], compute the rank-k SVD of (M̂M̂>)gM̂Ga to obtain the kth largest singular values

σk{(M̂M̂>)gM̂Ga} and the n1 × k matrix of left singular vectors Û(a)
g ;

4. Choose ã= argmaxa∈[an] σk{(M̂M̂>)gM̂Ga} and G=Gã. Let Ûg = Û
(ã)
g ;

5. Let σ̃1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ̃k be the singular values of Û>g M̂.

Output: Estimated singular vectors Ûg , singular values {σ̃1, . . . , σ̃k}.

S.2. Extension to asymmetric matrices. We now extend Theorems 3.1–3.3 to the set-
ting where M̂ and M are either asymmetric or rectangular. Let M be a n1 × n2 matrix with
rk(M) = k∗ and consider the additive perturbation M̂ = M + E where E is a n1× n2 noise
matrix. We once again assume that both M and E are unobserved, i.e., we only observed M̂.
Let n= max{n1, n2} and let ψ denote the condition number of M. Finally denote the SVD
of M as M = UΣV> where Σ ∈Rk∗×k∗ is the diagonal matrix of non-zero singular values.

Given a matrix M̂ the rs-RSVD procedure for approximating the leading left singu-
lar vectors of M̂ is presented in Algorithm S.1. The leading right singular vectors of M̂
can be approximated by considering M̂> and thus, without loss of generality, we will
only focus on the left singular vectors of M̂. Note that Algorithm S.1 is equivalent to
the PowerRangeFinder and SubspacePowerMethod procedures in [58, 124] when
an = 1. We now introduce a few assumptions on M and E; these assumptions are natural
generalizations of Assumptions 1– 2 for the symmetric case.
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ASSUMPTION S.1 (Signal-to-noise ratio). Let Sn1,n2
= ‖M‖, n = max{n1, n2}, and

η = max{n2, logn}. There exist fixed but arbitrary constants β∆ > 0,N0 > 0, and a quantity
En1,n2

> 0 depend on n1, n2, such that Sn1,n2
/En1,n2

% ηβ∆ and

P
[
‖E‖ ≤En1,n2

]
≥ 1− n−6

whenever n ≥N0. We view En1,n2
as the noise level of E and ηβ as a lower bound on the

SNR.

ASSUMPTION S.2. S.2 There exists some positive constants δ > 1 such that, for any
positive integer g ≤ logn, any standard basis ei ∈Rn1 , and any given vector u not dependent
on n, we have with probability at least 1− n−8 that∣∣e>i EE>E · · ·E?︸ ︷︷ ︸

g terms

u
∣∣≤C ′2→∞Egn1,n2

(logn)δg‖u‖max,

when n is sufficiently large. Here u ∈ Rn1 and E? = E> when g is even, and u ∈ Rn2 and
E? = E otherwise. The C ′2→∞ is a finite constant not depending on n and g.

REMARK S.2.1 (Divergence Regime). In contrast to the symmetric matrix case, the
quantities Sn1,n2

and En1,n2
now depend on both n1 and n2 and hence β∆ now depends

on the growth rate of n1 compared to n2. For an illustrative example, suppose that M is a
homogenous matrix whose entries are all of order Θ(1) and let E be a standard Gaussian
matrix. Assume also that rk(M) = k∗ for some constant k∗. We then have Sn1,n2

�√n1n2

and En1,n2
�
√
n. Next suppose n1 and n2 are growing such that n2 = nc1 for some constant

c > 1. We then have η = n2, Sn1,n2
/En1,n2

� n1/(2c)
2 , and β∆ = (2c)−1.

REMARK S.2.2 (Assumption S.2 Verification). If the entries in E are independent then
we can verify Assumption S.2 by applying Proposition 3.2 together with a “symmetric dila-
tion” argument. Consider, as an example, the case when E is a standard Gaussian matrix as
described in Remark S.2.1 with En1,n2

�
√
n. Now define

E+ :=

(
0 E

E> 0

)
∈Rn×n.

Then E+ is a symmetric matrix whose (upper triangular) entries are independent random
variables satisfying the conditions in Proposition 3.2; see Example 2. We can therefore apply
Proposition 3.2 to E+ and show, for any standard basis ei ∈ Rn1 , any vector u ∈ Rn1 and
g ≤ logn with g even, that∣∣e>i (EE>)g/2u

∣∣= ∣∣∣(e>i 0>
)
(E+)g

(
u
0

)∣∣∣≤ 2Egn1,n2
(logn)δg‖u‖max,

with high probability. Bound for e>i (EE>)(g−1)/2Eu when g ≤ logn is odd is derived sim-
ilarly and hence E satisfies Assumption S.2.

The following bounds for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) for asymmetric M̂ follow mutatis
mutandis from the proofs of Theorems 3.1–3.3 and the conditions posited in Assumptions S.1
and S.2; see Section S.6.6 for a sketch of the arguments. We surmise that normal approxima-
tions for the row-wise fluctuations of Ûg are also available in the asymmetric setting and we
leave the precise formulation of this result and its conditions to the interested reader.
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THEOREM S.2.1. Suppose Assumption S.1 holds, and that Ûg is computed using Al-
gorithm S.1 with k = k∗ ≤ k̃ satisfying one of the three conditions (a)–(c) as specified in
Theorem 3.2. Assume also that ψ = o(Sn1,n2

/En1,n2
). Denote ϑ= max{1, k̃−1/2 log1/2 n}.

Let g ≥ (4β∆)−1 and an = dCk̃−1 logne where C is a constant not depending on n. We then
have the following bounds.

(Spectral-norm Concentration): With probability at least 1− n−5,

(S.2.1) ‖(M̂M̂>)gM̂G− (MM>)gMG‖- ϑk̃1/2S2g
n1,n2

En1,n2
.

(`2 Perturbation): With probability at least 1− n−5,

(S.2.2) d2(Ûg,U)≤
√

2‖ sin Θ(Ûg,U)‖- ϑψ2g+1En1,n2

Sn1,n2

.

(`2,∞ Perturbation): If E satisfies Assumption S.2 then, with probability at least 1− n−5,

(S.2.3) d2→∞(Ûg,U)- (logn)δ
�
ϑψ2g+1k1/2En1,n2

Sn1,n2

‖U‖2→∞,

where δ� = δ if g > (4β∆)−1 and δ� = (2g+ 1)δ+ 1/2 if g = (4β∆)−1.

Note that the parameter g in Algorithm S.1 and Theorem S.2.1 actually represents 2g + 1
power iterations of M̂. We show in Section 4 that, in the context of random graphs inference,
doing 3 or 5 power iterations is often sufficient for Ûg to converge to U in both d2 and
d2→∞ distances. This is consistent with the recommendation of g = 1 or g = 2 provided in
[58, Section 1.6].

S.3. General theoretical results for any G. We first state a set of slightly more general
versions of Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.2, and Theorem 3.3. More specifically the following re-
sults provide bounds for d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U) conditional on G, i.e., the resulting
bounds depend on several quantities associated with G such as ‖G‖. Given these results,
we derive Theorem 3.1 through Theorem 3.3 by bounding the quantities that depend on G
separately through a set of technical lemmas. In particular Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.5
provide these bounds for the case where G is chosen via repeated sampling of independent
Gaussian matrices as described in Algorithm 1 of this paper. We note that this type of ap-
proach allow us to easily extend our results to other class of sketching matrices. Indeed,
suppose G is a random Rademacher matrix or a random column-subsampling matrix. Then
Theorem 3.1 through Theorem 3.3 will continue to hold for this choice of G provided that
we can establish analogous results to that of Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.5.

THEOREM S.3.1. Let M̂ = M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 1. Let g ≥ 1 be
a fixed but arbitrary integer and let G be any n× k̃ matrix. For ξ ≥ 1 let Ṽξ ∈Rk×n be the
matrix whose columns are the right singular vectors of U>Eξ and define

(S.3.1) r2(G) :=Egn‖G‖+ I(g ≥ 2)Sg−1
n En

{
max
ξ≤g−1

‖Ṽ>ξ G‖+ ‖U>G‖
}
.

Then for sufficiently large n, we have with probability at least 1− n−6 that

(S.3.2)
∥∥M̂gG−MgG

∥∥- r2(G).

The bound for ‖M̂gG−MgG‖ in Theorem S.3.1 together with the Wedin sin Θ Theo-
rem [122] implies the following bound for d2(Ûg,U) and d2(V̂g,V).
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THEOREM S.3.2. Assume the setting in Theorem S.3.1. Then for sufficiently large n, we
have with probability at least 1− n−6 that

(S.3.3) max
{
d2(Ûg,U), d2(V̂g,Vg)

}
-

r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
.

THEOREM S.3.3. Assume the setting in Theorem S.3.1. Suppose furthermore that E sat-
isfies Assumption 2. Next define

r2→∞(G) := k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg‖G‖max

+ I(g ≥ 2)(logn)δ
{
‖U>G‖+ max

ξ≤g−1
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

}
k1/2Sg−1

n En‖U‖2→∞,

where δ is the constant appearing in Assumption 2. Then for sufficiently large n, we have
with probability at least 1−Cgn−6 that

d2→∞(Ûg,U)-
r2→∞(G)

σk(M̂gG)
+

r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
‖U‖2→∞ .

Note Cg > 0 is a fixed constant only dependent on g.

S.4. Technical lemmas. Before commencing with the proofs of the main results, we
first state some technical lemmas that we will repeatedly use throughout this paper. We start
by listing some basic properties of the `2→∞ norm.

LEMMA S.4.1. For any M1 ∈Rd1×d2 ,M2 ∈Rd2×d3 and M3 ∈Rd4×d1 , we have

‖M1M2‖2→∞ ≤ ‖M1‖2→∞‖M2‖;

‖M3M1‖2→∞ ≤ ‖M3‖∞‖M1‖2→∞;

‖M1‖∞ ≤
√
d2‖M1‖2→∞.

For a proof of Lemma S.4.1, see e.g., [22]. The next two results, namely Lemma S.4.2 and
Lemma S.4.3, will be used for bounding M̂gG−MgG in Theorem 3.1.

LEMMA S.4.2 (Decomposition of powered matrices difference). Let M̂ and M be two
square matrices. Denote E = M̂−M. Then for any integer g ≥ 2 we have the expansion

M̂g −Mg = Eg +

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`Eξ +

g−2∑
ξ=0

Mg−1−ξEξ+1.

PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.2. Let E = M̂−M. We then have the expansion

(S.4.1)

M̂g −Mg =

g−2∑
`=0

M̂`EMg−1−` + M̂g−1E

=

g−2∑
`=0

M̂`EMg−1−` + Mg−1E + (M̂g−1 −Mg−1)E.

If g ≥ 3 then we can repeat the above step for M̂g−1 −Mg−1 and obtain

M̂g −Mg =

1∑
ξ=0

{ g−2−ξ∑
`=0

M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`
}

Eξ +

1∑
ξ=0

Mg−1−ξEξ+1 + (M̂g−2 −Mg−2)E2.
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In summary, by iterating the expansion in Eq. (S.4.1) a total of g− 1 times, we derive

M̂g −Mg =

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`Eξ +

g−2∑
ξ=0

Mg−1−ξEξ+1 + Eg

as desired.

LEMMA S.4.3. Let M̂ = M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 1. Let G be any
given matrix. Then ‖MgG‖ - Sgn‖U>G‖. Let g ≥ 1 be fixed but arbitrary. Then for suffi-
ciently large n, we have with probability at least 1− n−6 that simultaneously,

‖M̂‖- Sn,

‖U>EgG‖-Egn‖Ṽ>g G‖.

Here Ṽξ ∈Rn×k for any ξ ≥ 1 is the right singular matrix of U>EξG ∈Rk×n and r2,n(G)
is as defined in Theorem S.3.1.

PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.3. By definition, we have

‖MgG‖= ‖UΛgU>G‖= ‖ΛgU>G‖ ≤ ‖Λg‖ · ‖U>G‖ � Sgn‖U>G‖.

Next, by Assumptions 1, we have ‖M̂‖ ≤ ‖M̂−M‖+ ‖M‖- Sn +En - Sn, with proba-
bility at least 1− n−6 as Sn ≥C0n

β∆En�En. We now bound U>EgG. Since U>Eg is a
k× n matrix, let us denote the SVD of U>EgG by

U>EgG = ŨΣ̃Ṽ>g ,

where Ũ is a k × k matrix, Σ̃ is a k × k diagonal matrix, and Ṽg is a n× k matrix. Once
again by Assumption 1 we have

(S.4.2) ‖U>EgG‖= ‖ŨΣ̃Ṽ>g G‖ ≤ ‖Σ̃‖‖Ṽ>g G‖ ≤ ‖E‖g‖Ṽ>g G‖-Egn‖Ṽ>g G‖

with probability at least 1− n−6. Note the above upper bounds only relies on the high prob-
ability bound of ‖E‖, with probability at least 1− n−6, and thus they hold simultaneously
with probability at least 1− n−6.

The following Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.5 provide a collection of bounds for the quan-
tities depending on G in the statement of Theorem S.3.1 through Theorem S.3.3, when G is
chosen via repeated sampling of independent Gaussian matrices as described in Algorithm 1.

LEMMA S.4.4. Consider the setting in Lemma S.4.3 and let G be the sketching matrix
generated via Algorithm 1 where an - (logn)β2 for some fixed β2 > 0. Then for sufficiently
large n, we have with probability at least 1− n−6 that simultaneously,

‖G‖max ≤Cu(logn)1/2,

‖G‖ ≤Cu
√
n,

‖U>G‖+ max
1≤ξ≤g

‖Ṽ>ξ G‖ ≤Cuϑk̃1/2.

Here Ṽξ is as defined in Lemma S.4.3, ϑ := max{1, k̃−1/2 log1/2 n}, and Cu is a constant
depending only on β2.
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PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.4. In the following argument we always condition on M and M̂.
As the final bounds for ‖G‖max,‖G‖ and ‖U>G‖+ max1≤ξ≤g ‖Ṽ>ξ G‖ does not depend
on the choice of M and M̂, we can then uncondition with respect to M and M̂ to obtain the
desired results.

We first bound ‖G‖max. We have

‖G‖max = max
a∈[an]

‖Ga‖max = max
a∈[an]

max
i∈[n],j∈[k̃]

|g(a)
ij |,

where g(a)
ij is ijth entry of Ga. Since g(a)

ij is standard Gaussian, there exists a universal con-

stant K > 0 such that P
(
|g(a)
ij |< t

)
= 1− 2 exp(−t2/K) for all t > 0; see e.g Section 2.5.1

of [120]. Let c > 8 be arbitrary. Then by the union bound, we have

(S.4.3)
P
(
‖G‖max ≤ (cK logn)1/2

)
= P

(
max
i,j,a
|g(a)
ij | ≤ (cK logn)1/2

)
≥ 1− 2nk̃an · exp

{
− c logn

}
≥ 1− n−6/3.

Note that the last inequality follows from k̃an ≤ n logβ2 n.
We next bound ‖G‖. Recall the non-asymptotic bound for the spectral norm of a Gaussian

random matrix (see e.g. Corollary 5.35 in [119]). Then for a d1×d2 standard Gaussian matrix
Zd1,d2

and t≥ 0, we have

(S.4.4) ‖Zd1,d2
‖ ≤

√
d1 +

√
d2 + t,

with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2/2). As each Ga is a n× k̃ matrix with iid standard
Gaussian entries, we can set d1 = n, d2 = k̃ ≤ d1 and t = n1/2 in Eq. (S.4.4) to obtain
‖Ga‖ ≤ 3

√
n with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−n/2). A union bound over all a ∈ [an]

yields

(S.4.5) P
(
‖G‖ ≤ 3

√
n
)
≥ P( max

a∈[an]
‖Ga‖ ≤ 3

√
n)≥ 1− 2an exp(−n/2)≥ 1− n−6/3.

We finally bound ‖U>G‖+ max1≤ξ≤g ‖Ṽ>ξ G‖. Recall that in Algorithm 1 the G1, . . . ,Ga

are generated independently of the M̂ and M. Hence, conditional on M̂, the U>Ga and
Ṽ>ξ Ga, for ξ ∈ [g] and a ∈ [an], are k × k̃ standard Gaussian matrices. Recall also that
k̃ ≥ k. By Eq. (S.4.4), we therefore have ‖Ṽ>ξ Ga‖ ≤ 2k̃1/2 + (2c logn)1/2 with probability
at least 1− 2n−c. The same bound also holds for U>Ga. Now choose c > 7. We then have,
by a union bound over a ∈ [an] and ξ ∈ [g], that when n is sufficiently large,

P
(

max
{
‖U>G‖,max

ξ≤g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

}
≤ 2k̃1/2 + (2c logn)1/2

∣∣∣M̂)
≥ 1− 2an(g+ 1)n−7

≥ 1− n−6/3,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that ang = o(n).

LEMMA S.4.5. Suppose Assumption 1 hold, and G is generated via Algorithm 1 with
1≤ k ≤ k̃ ≤ n where k and k̃ satisfy either one of the three following conditions

(a). Both k and k̃ are fixed.
(b). k is fixed and k̃ is growing with n.
(c). k is growing with n and k̃ ≥ cgapk for some fixed cgap > 1.
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Now choose an ≥max{Ck̃−1 logn,1} for some sufficiently large but fixed constant C > 0; a
detailed discussion for the value of C is given in Remark 3.3. Assume also that the condition
number ψ satisfies ψ = o(Sn/En). Let g ≥ 1 be fixed but arbitrary. Then with probability at
least 1− 2n−6, we have

σ−1
k (M̂gG)- k̃−1/2ψgS−gn .

PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.5. We recall the notations in Eq. (2.1). For any a ∈ [an] we have

(S.4.6) G>a M̂2gGa = G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga + G>a Û⊥Λ̂2g
⊥ Û>⊥Ga.

Now G>a Û⊥Λ̂2g
⊥ Û>⊥Ga is positive semi-definitive and hence, by Weyl’s inequality,

(S.4.7) σ2
k

(
M̂gGa

)
= λk(G

>
a M̂2gGa)≥ λk

(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
.

From the description of Algorithm 1 we have

(S.4.8) σ2
k

(
M̂gG

)
= max
a∈[an]

σ2
k

(
M̂gGa

)
≥ max
a∈[an]

λk
(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
.

We now show that the term on the right-hand side of the above display can be lower-bounded
by a term of the form k̃ψ−2gS2g

n .
As G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga is positive semi-definitive for all a, we have

max
a∈[an]

λk
(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
≥ λk(Λ̂)2g · max

a∈[an]
λk
(
G>a ÛÛ>Ga

)
= σ2g

k (M̂) · max
a∈[an]

σ2
k(Û

>Ga).

Note that, by Assumption 1 and Weyl’s inequality, we have

σk(M̂)≥ σk(M)− ‖M̂−M‖ ≥ ψ−1clSn −En,

with probability at least 1−n−6. Recall that we had assumed ψ = o(Sn/En) in the statement
of Lemma S.4.5. ThusEn is negligible compared to ψ−1clSn when n increases. We therefore
have

(S.4.9) σk(M̂)≥ ψ−1clSn/2.

with probability at least 1− n−6.
Thus, to obtain a lower bound for σ2

k(M̂
gG) in Eq. (S.4.8), we only need to lower bound

maxa∈[an] σ
2
k(Û

>Ga) in Eq.(S.4.9). Let Zk,k̃ ∈Rk×k̃ be a random matrix whose entries are
independent standard normal random variables and let Ψk,k̃(t) be the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) for the smallest singular value of Zk,k̃, i.e., define

(S.4.10) Ψk,k̃(t) = P
(
σk(Zk,k̃)≤ t

)
.

for all t≥ 0. We first condition on an observed M̂. Then for any a ∈ [an], the matrix Û>Ga

is identically distributed as Zk,k̃ and furthermore the collection of matrices {Û>Ga}a∈[an]

are mutually independent. Thus, by the definition of Ψk,k̃, we have

P
(

max
a∈[an]

σk(Û
>Ga)≥ εn | M̂

)
= 1−

(
Ψk,k̃(εn)

)an .
for any arbitrary εn > 0. As the probability on the right-hand side above does not depend on
the particular choice of M̂, we can now uncondition on M̂ to obtain

P
(

max
a∈[an]

σk(Û
>Ga)≥ εn

)
= 1−

(
Ψk,k̃(εn)

)an .
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Combining Eq.(S.4.9) and Eq. (S.4.11) we have

(S.4.11) max
a∈an

λk
(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
% ε2nψ

−2gS2g
n ,

with probability at least 1− n−6 −
(
Ψk,k̃(εn)

)an .
We now consider three scenarios, namely (a) k and k̃ are both fixed, (b) k is fixed and k̃ is

growing with n and (c) k and k̃ are both growing with n.
Case (a). Suppose both k and k̃ ≥ k are fixed. Then for any arbitrary η0 > 0 there exists

a finite ε∗ > 0 such that Ψk,k̃(ε
∗)≤ 1− η0 (see e.g. Section 4.4 in [43]); we emphasize that

ε∗ depends on η0, k and k̃ but does not depend on n. There thus exists a constant C > 0
depending only on ε∗ such that if an ≥C logn then

{
Ψk,k̃(ε

∗)
}an ≤ n−6. Set εn = ε∗. Then

by Eq. (S.4.11), we have maxa∈[an] λk(G
>
a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga) % ψ−2gS2g

n with probability at
least 1− 2n−6.

Case (b). Suppose k is fixed and k̃ ≥ k is growing with n. Then by the non-asymptotic
bound of a “tall” Gaussian matrix [37] we have

(S.4.12) Ψk,k̃

(
k̃1/2 − k1/2 − t

)
≤ 2e−t

2/2 = exp(log 2− t2/2).

Now let t= 0.9k̃1/2 +C ′ and εn = 0.1k̃1/2 − k1/2 −C ′ for some sufficiently large but finite
C ′ > 0. As k is fixed, Eq. (S.4.11) implies

(S.4.13) max
1≤a≤an

λk
(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
% ε2nψ

−2gS2g
n % k̃ψ

−2gS2g
n ,

with probability at least

1− n−6 −
{

Ψk,k̃

(
0.1k̃1/2 − k1/2 −C ′

)}an ≥ 1− n−6 − exp
[

1
2an
{

log 2− (0.9k̃1/2 +C ′)2
}]

≥ 1− n−6 − exp(−0.4ank̃).

Note that the second to last inequality in the above display follows from Eq. (S.4.12), pro-
vided that C ′ ≥ (2 log 2)1/2. Let C ≥ 15. Then for an ≥Ck̃−1 logn we have that Eq. (S.4.13)
holds with probability at least 1− n−6 − exp(−0.4C logn)≥ 1− 2n−6.

Case (c). Suppose k̃ ≥ cgapk for some cgap > 1. Let t= 1
2(1− c−1/2

gap )k̃1/2 +C ′ for some
C ′ ≥ (2 log 2)1/2. Then by Eq. (S.4.12), we have

(S.4.14) Ψk,k̃

(
1
2(1 + c

−1/2
gap )k̃1/2 − k1/2 −C ′

)
≤ exp

(
− 1

8(1− c−1/2
gap )2k̃

)
.

Note that 1− c−1/2
gap > 0 as cgap > 1. Let εn = k̃1/2 − k1/2 − t. We then have

(S.4.15) εn = 1
2(1 + c

−1/2
gap )k̃1/2 − k1/2 −C ′ ≥ 1

2(1− c−1/2
gap )k̃1/2 −C ′ % k̃1/2.

Combining Eq. (S.4.11), Eq. (S.4.12), Eq. (S.4.14), and Eq. (S.4.15), we obtain

(S.4.16) max
a∈[an]

λk
(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
% ε2nψ

−2gS2g
n % k̃ψ

−2gS2g
n ,

with probability at least 1 − n−6 − exp(−1
8(1 − c−1/2

gap )2k̃an) ≥ 1 − 2n−6, provided that
an ≥Ck̃−1 logn for some finite C > 0. We emphasize that C depends only on cgap such that
C decreases when cgap increases.

Summarizing the results for the above three cases considered in Lemma S.4.5, we have
that if an ≥max{Ck̃−1 logn,1} then

(S.4.17) σ2
k

(
M̂gG

)
≥ max
a∈[an]

λk
(
G>a ÛΛ̂2gÛ>Ga

)
% k̃ψ−2gS2g

n ,
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with probability at least 1− 2n−6. We therefore have

σ−1
k (M̂gG)- k̃−1/2ψgS−gn ,

with probability at least 1−2n−6. Finally the above derivations also show that (a) C depends
only on k and k̃ if k and k̃ are both fixed, (b) C can be any constant larger than 15, and (c) C
depends only on cgap when both k and k̃ are growing.

The last technical lemma is used when bounding d2→∞(Ûg,U) in Theorem 3.3.

LEMMA S.4.6. Let M̂ = M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 2. Let G be any
arbitrary matrix not depending on M̂. Let g be fixed but arbitrary. Then for sufficiently large
n, we have with probability at least 1−C ′gn−6, that simultaneously

‖EgU‖2→∞ - k1/2Egn(logn)δg‖U‖2→∞,

‖EgG‖2→∞ - k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg‖G‖max,

‖M̂gEU‖2→∞ - k1/2EnS
g
n‖U‖2→∞,

where C ′g > 0 is some constant dependent only on g.

PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.6. Under Assumption 2, a similar argument to the section 3.5 of
[22] yields

(S.4.18)
‖EgU‖2→∞ ≤ k1/2 max

i∈[n]
max
j∈[k]

∣∣e>i Eguj
∣∣- k1/2Egn(logn)δg max

j∈[k]
‖uj‖max

- k1/2Egn(logn)δg‖U‖2→∞,

with probability at least 1− (nk) ·n−8 · k̃−1 ≥ 1−n−6. Here ei denote the ith standard basis
in Rn and uj is the jth column vector of U. The same argument also yields

(S.4.19)
‖EgG‖2→∞ ≤ k̃1/2 max

i∈[n]
max
j∈[k̃]

∣∣e>i Eggj
∣∣- k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg max

j∈[k̃]
‖gj‖max

- k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg‖G‖max,

with probability at least 1− (nk̃) · n−8 · k̃−1 ≥ 1− n−6. Here gj is the jth column of G.
Finally we bound ‖M̂gEU‖2→∞. We start with the expansions

(S.4.20)

M̂gEU = EM̂g−1EU + MM̂g−1EU

= E2M̂g−2EU + EMM̂g−2EU + MM̂g−1EU (if g ≥ 2)

= · · ·= Eg+1U +

g−1∑
ξ=0

EξMM̂g−1−ξEU.

We will bound the 2 →∞ norm for each individual term in the right hand side of the above
display. By Eq. (S.4.18), we have

‖Eg+1U‖2→∞ - k1/2Eg+1
n (logn)δ(g+1)

∥∥U∥∥
2→∞(S.4.21)

with probability at least 1− n−6.
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Now let ξ = 0. We then have, with probability at least 1− n−6,

(S.4.22)

∥∥MM̂g−1EU
∥∥

2→∞ ≤ ‖U‖2→∞ · ‖ΛU>M̂g−1EU‖

≤ ‖U‖2→∞ · ‖Λ‖ · ‖U>‖ · ‖M̂‖g−1 · ‖M̂−M‖ · ‖U‖

- SgnEn‖U‖2→∞

- k1/2SgnEn‖U‖2→∞,
where the first inequality in the above display follows from Lemma S.4.1 and the last two
inequalities follow from Lemma S.4.3 and k ≥ 1.

Next suppose ξ > 0. Then using Eq. (S.4.18) we have, with probability at least 1− 2n−6,

(S.4.23)

‖EξMM̂g−1−ξEU‖2→∞ ≤ ‖EξU‖2→∞ · ‖ΛU>M̂g−ξ−1EU‖

- k1/2Eξn(logn)δξ‖U‖2→∞ · Sg−ξn En

- k1/2Eξ+1
n Sg−ξn (logn)δξ‖U‖2→∞,

for any ξ ≤ g − 1. Recall that under Assumption 1, we have Sn % nβ∆Enfor some β∆ > 0.
We therefore have

k1/2SgnEn‖U‖2→∞ % k1/2Eξ+1
n Sg−ξn (logn)δξ‖U‖2→∞

for any ξ > 0. In other words, the bound in Eq. (S.4.23) when ξ > 1 is dominated by that
when ξ = 1. Collecting the bounds in Eq.(S.4.21), Eq. (S.4.22) and Eq. (S.4.23), we obtain

(S.4.24)
‖M̂gEU‖2→∞ - k1/2Eg+1

n (logn)δ(g+1)
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞ + k1/2SgnEn‖U‖2→∞

- k1/2SgnEn‖U‖2→∞.

with probability at least 1− (C ′g− 2)n−6 with some large enough yet fixed C ′g > 0 when g is
fixed. Note that we had used Assumption 1 to bound k̃1/2Eg+1

n (logn)δ(g+1) = o
(
SgnEn

)
as

n increases. The desired results follow immediately by unifying Eq. (S.4.18), Eq. (S.4.19),
and Eq. (S.4.24).

S.5. Proofs for Section 3.

S.5.1. Proof of Theorem S.3.1. If g = 1 then, by Assumption 1, we have

‖M̂G−MG‖ ≤ ‖E‖‖G‖-En‖G‖ ≤ r2(G)

with probability at least 1− n−6. We next consider g ≥ 2. Let ∆g = (M̂g −Mg)G. Using
the expansion for M̂g −Mg in Lemma S.4.2, we have

(S.5.1)
∆g = EgG︸ ︷︷ ︸

L1

+

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`EξG︸ ︷︷ ︸
L2

+

g−2∑
ξ=0

Mg−1−ξEξ+1G︸ ︷︷ ︸
L3

.

We now bound the spectral norms of each of the terms L1 through L3.
Bounding ‖L1‖. By Assumption 1 we have, with probability at least 1− n−6,

(S.5.2) ‖L1‖ ≤ ‖E‖g‖G‖-Egn‖G‖.
Bounding ‖L2‖. By the triangle inequality we have

(S.5.3) ‖L2‖ ≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

∥∥M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`EξG
∥∥.
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First suppose that ξ ≥ 1. Then with probability at least 1− n−6, we have

(S.5.4)

∥∥M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`EξG
∥∥=

∥∥M̂`EMg−2−ξ−`MEξG
∥∥

=
∥∥M̂`EMg−2−ξ−`UΛU>EξG

∥∥
≤ ‖M̂‖` · ‖E‖ · ‖M‖g−2−ξ−` · ‖Λ‖ · ‖U>EξG‖

- Sg−1−ξ
n Eξ+1

n ‖Ṽ>ξ G‖.

where the last inequality follows from Lemma S.4.3 and Assumption 1.
If ξ = 0 then, with probability at least 1− n−6,

(S.5.5)

∥∥M̂`EMg−1−`G
∥∥= ‖M̂‖` · ‖E

∥∥ · ‖M‖g−1−`−1 · ‖Λ‖ · ‖U>G‖

- Sg−1
n En‖U>G‖

where the last inequality follows from Lemma S.4.3.
Plugging the bounds from Eq. (S.5.4) and Eq. (S.5.5) into Eq. (S.5.3) yield

‖L2‖-
g−2∑
ξ=0

(g− 1− ξ) · Sg−1−ξ
n Eξ+1

n ·
{

max
ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖+ ‖U>G‖

}
- Sg−1

n En

{
max
ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖+ ‖U>G‖

}
.

(S.5.6)

with probability at least 1−n−6. Here we had used the fact that g is fixed and that ‖Sg−1
n En‖

dominates ‖Sg−1−ξ
n Eξ+1

n ‖ for all ξ ≥ 0 as ‖En‖- nβE = o(‖Sn‖).
Bounding ‖L3‖ A similar argument to that for bounding ‖L2‖ yields,

(S.5.7)

‖L3‖ ≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

∥∥Mg−1−ξEξ+1G
∥∥

≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

‖Mg−2−ξ‖ · ‖Λ‖ · ‖U>Eξ+1G‖

-
g−2∑
ξ=0

Sg−1−ξ
n Eξ+1

n max
ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖- Sg−1

n Enmax
ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

where the penultimate inequality follows from Lemma S.4.3 and Assumption 1.
Combining Eq. (S.5.2), Eq. (S.5.6), and Eq. (S.5.7), we obtain

‖(M̂g −Mg)G‖ ≤ ‖L1‖+ ‖L2‖+ ‖L3‖

-Egn‖G‖+ I(g ≥ 2)Sg−1
n En

{
max
ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖+ ‖U>G‖

}
,

with probability at least 1− n−6, as desired. Note the only probabilistic bound used in proof
is ‖E‖- En with probability at least 1− n−6, and thus, the final result’s probability is still
larger than or equal to 1− n−6.

S.5.2. Proof of Theorem S.3.2. We note that M̂gG is an additive perturbation of MgG,
i.e.,

M̂gG = MgG + (M̂gG−MgG).
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Since M is rank k, we have that MgG is also rank k and hence σk+1(MgG) = 0. Let Ug

and Vg be the matrix of left and right singular vectors of MgG, respectively. We thus have,
by Wedin’s sin-Θ theorem [122], that

(S.5.8)
max{‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖,‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖} ≤

‖M̂gG−MgG
∥∥

σk(M̂gG)− σk+1(MgG)

- σ−1
k (M̂gG) · r2(G)

with probability at least 1 − n−6. Note that the last equality follows from the bound for
‖(M̂g −Mg)G‖ in Theorem S.3.1.

The bound for d2(V̂g,Vg) given in Theorem S.3.2 follows from Eq. (S.5.8) and the rela-
tionship d2(V̂g,Vg)≤

√
2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖ (see Lemma 1 in [17]). Similarly, the bound for

d2(Ûg,U) follows from Eq (S.5.8) and the fact that ‖ sin Θ(U,Ug)‖= 0 almost surely (see
Proposition 3.1).

S.5.3. Proof of Theorem S.3.3. We denote by WU and WV the solution to the
Frobenius-norm Procrustes problems

(S.5.9) WU = argmin
Wk∈Ok

‖Ûg −UgWk‖F, WV = argmin
Wk∈Ok

‖V̂g −VgWk‖F.

We note that the convergence rate of d2→∞(Ûg,U) is equivalent to the convergence rate
of d2→∞(Ûg,Ug) since, by Proposition 3.1, d2→∞(Ûg,U) = 0 almost surely. Furthermore,
from the definition of d2→∞, we have d2→∞(Ûg,Ug)≤ ‖Ûg −UgWU‖2→∞.

We will thus focus our effort on bounding ‖Ûg−UgWU‖2→∞. Let ∆g = M̂gG−MgG.
Taking r = k in Theorem 3.1 of [22], we have the decomposition

(S.5.10)

Ûg −UgWU = (I−UgU
>
g )∆gVgWVΣ̂−1

g︸ ︷︷ ︸
R0

+Ug(U
>
g Ûg −WU)︸ ︷︷ ︸

R3

+ (I−UgU
>
g )∆g(V̂g −VgWV)Σ̂−1

g︸ ︷︷ ︸
R1

+ (I−UgU
>
g )MgG(V̂g −VgV

>
g V̂g)Σ̂

−1
g︸ ︷︷ ︸

R2

Note that if k = k̃ then R2 = 0 since VgV
>
g = I, as Vg ∈ Ok. We now bound the `2→∞

norms of the three terms (or four terms when k̃ > k) on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.5.10).
Bounding ‖R0‖2→∞. We have, with probability at least 1− n−6, that,

(S.5.11)

‖R0‖2→∞ ≤ ‖∆gVgWVΣ̂−1
g ‖2→∞ + ‖UgU

>
g ∆gVgWVΣ̂−1

g ‖2→∞

≤ ‖∆g‖2→∞ · ‖Σ̂−1
g ‖+ ‖Ug‖2→∞ · ‖∆g‖ · ‖Σ̂−1

g ‖

= ‖∆g‖2→∞ · σ−1
k (M̂gG) + ‖∆g‖ · ‖U‖2→∞ · σ−1

k (M̂gG)

- ‖∆g‖2→∞ · σ−1
k (M̂gG) + r2(G) · ‖U‖2→∞ · σ−1

k (M̂gG).

Here the last inequality uses the bound for ‖∆g‖ given in Theorem S.3.1 together with the
fact that Ug = UWk,g for some Wk,g ∈Ok×k almost surely (see Proposition 3.1) and thus
‖Ug‖2→∞ = ‖UWk,g‖2→∞ = ‖U‖2→∞.

We now consider ‖∆g‖2→∞. If g = 1 then by Lemma S.4.6 we have

‖∆1‖2→∞ = ‖EG‖2→∞ - k̃1/2En(logn)δ‖G‖max
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with probability at least 1−n−6. For g ≥ 2 we first recall the expansion ∆g = L1 + L2 + L3

given in Eq. (S.5.1). We now bound ‖L1‖2→∞ through ‖L3‖2→∞.
Bound for ‖L1‖2→∞. By Lemma S.4.6 we have, with probability at least 1−C ′gn−6, that

(S.5.12) ‖L1‖2→∞ = ‖EgG‖2→∞ - k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg‖G‖max.

Bound for ‖L2‖2→∞. Using the expansion in Eq. (S.5.3) and Eq. (S.5.4), we have

(S.5.13)

‖L2‖2→∞ ≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

∥∥M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`EξG
∥∥

2→∞

=

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

∥∥M̂`EUΛg−1−ξ−`U>EξG
∥∥

2→∞

≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

‖M̂`EU
∥∥

2→∞ · ‖Λ‖
g−1−ξ−` · ‖U>EξG‖

Recall the bound for ‖U>EξG‖ given in Lemma S.4.3. Let ϕg(G) = ‖U>G‖+maxξ≤g−1 ‖Ṽ>ξ G‖.
We then have, with probability at least 1−C ′gn−6,

(S.5.14)

‖L2‖2→∞ - ϕg(G)

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

∥∥M̂`EU
∥∥

2→∞S
g−1−ξ−`
n Eξn

- ϕg(G)k1/2
g−2∑
ξ=0

(
Sg−1−ξ
n (logn)δ +

g−2−ξ∑
`=1

Sg−1−ξ
n

)
Eξ+1
n ‖U‖2→∞

- k1/2ϕg(G)Sg−1
n En(logn)δ‖U‖2→∞.

where the penultimate inequality in the above display follows from Lemma S.4.6.
Bound for ‖L3‖2→∞. From Lemma S.4.3 we have, with probability at least 1−C ′gn−6,

(S.5.15)

‖L3‖2→∞ ≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

∥∥Mg−1−ξEξ+1G
∥∥

2→∞

≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

∥∥U‖2→∞ · ‖Λ‖g−1−ξ · ‖U>Eξ+1G‖

-
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞S
g−1
n En max

ξ≤g−1
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖.

Combining the above bounds for ‖L1‖2→∞, ‖L2‖2→∞ and ‖L3‖2→∞, we obtain

(S.5.16)

‖∆g‖2→∞ - k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg‖G‖max

+ I(g ≥ 2)k1/2Sg−1
n En(logn)δ

{
‖U>G‖+ max

ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

}
‖U‖2→∞

= r2→∞(G).

with probability at least 1−C ′gn−6. Recalling Eq. (S.5.11), we conclude that

(S.5.17) ‖R0‖2→∞ -
r2→∞(G)

σk(M̂gG)
+
r2(G)‖U‖2→∞
σk(M̂gG)
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with probability at least 1− (C ′g + 1)n−6.
Bounding ‖R1‖2→∞. We have, with probability at least 1− (1 +C ′g)n

−6, that

(S.5.18)

‖R1‖2→∞ = ‖(I−UgU
>
g )∆g(V̂g −VgWV)Σ̂−1

g ‖2→∞

≤
(
‖∆g‖2→∞ + ‖Ug‖2→∞ · ‖∆g‖

)
·
√

2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖
σk(M̂gG)

-
r2→∞(G)

σk(M̂gG)

{ r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
∧ 1
}

+
r2(G)‖U‖2→∞
σk(M̂gG)

{ r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
∧ 1
}

Note that the last inequality in the above display follows from Theorem S.3.2 and Eq. (S.5.16)
while the bound ‖V̂g −VgWV‖ ≤

√
2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖ is given in Lemma 6.8 of [22]. Fi-

nally we had used the fact that ‖Ug‖2→∞ = ‖U‖2→∞; see the discussion after Eq. (S.5.11).
Bounding ‖R2‖2→∞: Recall Eq. (3.1). We immediately have,

(S.5.19)

R2 = (I−UgU
>
g )MgG(V̂g −VgV

>
g V̂g)Σ̂

−1
g

= (I−UgU
>
g )UgΣgV

>
g (V̂g −VgV

>
g V̂g)Σ̂

−1
g

= (UgΣgV
>
g −UgΣgV

>
g )(V̂g −VgV

>
g V̂g)Σ̂

−1
g

= 0.

Bounding ‖R3‖2→∞. We have, by Lemma S.4.1 and Theorem S.3.2, that

(S.5.20)

‖R3‖2→∞ ≤ ‖Ug‖2→∞ · ‖U>g Ûg −WU‖

≤ ‖Ug‖2→∞ · ‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2 (Lemma 6.7 in [22])

-
{ r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
∧ 1
}2
· ‖U‖2→∞ (Eq. (S.5.8))

with probability at least 1−n−6. The last inequality uses the fact that ‖Ug‖2→∞ = ‖U‖2→∞
as discussed in Eq. (S.5.11).

Collecting the bounds for ‖R0‖2→∞ through ‖R3‖2→∞ and recalling Eq. (S.5.10), we
obtain

d2→∞(Ûg,U)-
r2→∞(G)

σk(M̂gG)
+
r2(G)‖U‖2→∞
σk(M̂gG)

with probability at least 1−Cgn−6 where Cg is a constant depending only on g. Eq. (S.3.4)
is thus established.

S.5.4. Proof of Theorem 3.1. We prove Theorem 3.1 by combining Theorem S.3.1 and
Lemma S.4.4. More specifically, by Theorem S.3.1 we have

(S.5.21) ‖(M̂g −Mg)G‖-Egn‖G‖+ I(g ≥ 2) · Sg−1
n En

{
‖U>G‖+ max

ξ<g
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

}
.

with probability at least 1− n−6, where G is chosen among an independent standard Gaus-
sian matrices G1,G2, . . . ,Gan according to Algorithm 1. Substituting the bounds for ‖G‖
and ‖U>G‖+ maxξ<g ‖Ṽ>ξ G‖ from Lemma S.4.4 into Eq. (S.5.21) we obtain

(S.5.22) ‖(M̂g −Mg)G‖-
√
nEgn + I(g ≥ 2) · ϑnk̃1/2Sg−1

n En

with probability at least 1− 2n−6 ≥ 1− n−5 when n is sufficiently large. The first part of
Theorem 3.1 is thus established.
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We now consider the case when g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 and thus g ≥ 2. Recall that, from As-
sumption 1, we have Sn/En % nβ∆ with β∆ > 0, and hence

(S.5.23)

ϑnk̃
1/2Sg−1

n En√
nEgn

= ϑnk̃
1/2n−1/2Sg−1

n E1−g
n

% ϑnk̃
1/2n(g−1)β∆−1/2 % ϑnk̃

1/2 % 1.

Eq. (S.5.21) and Eq. (S.5.23) together imply

‖M̂gG−MgG‖- ϑnk̃1/2Sg−1
n En

with probability at least 1− 2n−6 ≥ 1− n−5 when n is sufficiently large, as desired.

S.5.5. Proof of Theorem 3.2. We prove Theorem 3.2 by combining Theorem 3.1, Theo-
rem S.3.2 and Lemma S.4.5. More specifically, by Theorem S.3.2 we have

(S.5.24) d2(Ûg,U)≤
√

2‖ sin Θ(Ûg,U)‖ ≤ r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)

with probability at least 1− n−6. Recall that we assumed ψ = o(Sn/En) in the statement of
Theorem 3.2. Lemma S.4.5 then implies

(S.5.25) σ̂−1
k (M̂gG)- k̃−1/2ψgS−gn ,

with probability at least 1− 2n−6. Now when g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1, Eq. (3.3) in Theorem 3.1
implies,

(S.5.26) r2(G)- Sg−1
n Enmax

{
k̃1/2, log1/2 n

}
with probability at least 1− 2n−6 when n→+∞. Substituting Eq. (S.5.25) and Eq. (S.5.26)
into Eq. (S.5.24) yields the desired result. Note when g < 1 + (2β∆)−1, Eq. (3.2) and
Eq. (S.5.25) similarly yields a weaker bound in Eq. (3.5).

S.5.6. Proof of Corollary 3.1. Let Wn ∈ Ok minimizes ‖Ûg −UWn‖ over all k × k
orthogonal matrices. Then {σ`}`≤k are also the singular values of W>

nU>M. We thus have∥∥Û>g M̂−W>
nU>M

∥∥≤ ∥∥Û>g (M̂−M
)∥∥+

∥∥(Ûg −UWn

)>
M
∥∥

≤ ‖E‖+ d2(Ûg,U)‖M‖

-En + ϑψg
En
Sn
Sn - ϑψ

gEn,

with probability at least 1− n−5, where the third inequality follows from Assumption 1 and
Theorem 3.2.

S.5.7. Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let ϑ= max{1, k̃−1/2 log1/2 n}. Now define the quantities

ρ(1)
n :=

√
nψg

k̃1/2

(En
Sn

)g
+ I(g ≥ 2)ϑψg

En
Sn
,(S.5.27)

ρ(2)
n := (logn)δg+1/2ψg

(En
Sn

)g
+ I(g ≥ 2)(logn)δ

√
kϑψg

En
Sn
‖U‖2→∞.(S.5.28)



PERTURBATION ANALYSIS OF RANDOMIZED SVD FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL STATISTICS 55

Recall Theorem 3.2, Theorem S.3.3, and the error bounds in Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.5.
In particular, with probability at least 1− n−5, we have simultaneously,

σ−1
k (M̂gG)- k̃−1/2ψgS−gn ,

r2(G)-Egnn
1/2 + I(g ≥ 2)Sg−1

n Enk̃
1/2ϑ,

r2→∞(G)- k̃1/2Egn(logn)δg(logn)1/2 + I(g ≥ 2)k1/2Sg−1
n En(logn)δϑk̃1/2‖U‖2→∞.

We therefore have, with probability at least 1− n−5,

r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
- ρ(1)

n ,
r2→∞(G)

σk(M̂gG)
- ρ(2)

n .

Hence, by Theorem S.3.3, we have

(S.5.29) d2→∞(Ûg,U)- ρ(1)
n ‖U‖2→∞ + ρ(2)

n ,

with probability at least 1− n−5,
Now consider g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1. Recalling Eq. (S.5.23), we have

(S.5.30) ρ(1)
n � ϑψg

En
Sn
.

For ρ(2)
n , recall that ‖U‖2→∞ % n−βc/2 for some βc ∈ [0,1]. We then have

(logn)δ
√
kϑψg EnSn ‖U‖2→∞

(logn)δg+1/2ψg
(
En
Sn

)g = k1/2(logn)δ−δg−1/2ϑ‖U‖2→∞
Sg−1
n

Eg−1
n

% k1/2(logn)δ−δg−1/2ϑn(g−1)β∆−βc/2

%

{
1 if g > 1 + (2β∆)−1 or βc < 1

(logn)δ−δg−1/2 otherwise,

We therefore have

(S.5.31) ρ(2)
n - (logn)δ

∗√
kϑψg

En
Sn
‖U‖2→∞ =: ρ̃(2)

n .

where δ∗ = δ if either g > 1 + (2β∆)−1 or βc < 1, and δ∗ = δg+ 1/2 otherwise.
Combining Eq. (S.5.30) and Eq. (S.5.31), we can now rewrite Eq. (S.5.29) as

(S.5.32) d2→∞(Ûg,U)- ρ(1)
n ‖U‖2→∞ + ρ̃(2)

n

We now note that ρ̃(2)
n

ρ
(1)
n ‖U‖2→∞

� k1/2(logn)δ
∗
% 1 and hence, by using Eq. (S.5.30) and

Eq. (S.5.31), we can further simply Eq. (S.5.32) to

d2→∞(Ûg,U)- ρ̃(2)
n .

Eq.(3.7) is thus established.

S.5.8. Proof of Corollary 3.2. We only consider the case where M̃ = ÛgÛ
>
g M̂ as

‖1
2(ÛgÛ

>
g M̂ + M̂ÛgÛ

>
g )−M

∥∥
max
≤ 1

2

∥∥ÛgÛ
>
g M̂−M

∥∥
max

+ 1
2

∥∥M̂ÛgÛ
>
g −M

∥∥
max

=
∥∥ÛgÛ

>
g M̂−M

∥∥
max

.
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Recall Proposition 3.1. Let Ūg = UgWU and R? = Ûg− Ūg = R0 +R1 +R2 +R3 where
WU and R0 through R3 are the matrices appearing in Eq. (S.5.10). We then have

(S.5.33)

ÛgÛ
>
g M̂−M = ÛgÛ

>
g M̂−UU>M

= ÛgÛ
>
g M̂−UgU

>
g M

= (Ūg + R?)(Ūg + R?)
>M̂−UgU

>
g M

= UU>E + ŪgR
>
? M̂ + R?Ū

>
g M̂ + R?R

>
? M̂

We now bound the max norm of the four terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.5.33). Recall
that from the proofs of Theorem S.3.3 and Theorem 3.3 we have

‖R?‖2→∞ -Θn
En
Sn
‖U‖2→∞

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). We now bound ‖R?‖ and ‖ER?‖2→∞. Our bounds for
these quantities depend on bounds for ‖∆g‖,‖ sin Θ(V̂g,V)‖, etc., given in Theorem 3.1,
Theorem 3.2 and Lemma S.4.4 through Lemma S.4.6. For conciseness we generally omit
specific references to these bounds in the following derivations.

Bounding ‖R?‖. Using the expressions for R0 through R3 given in the proof of Theorem
S.3.3, we have (recall that g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1)

‖R?‖ ≤ ‖R0‖+ ‖R1‖+ ‖R2‖+ ‖R3‖

≤ ‖∆g‖σ−1
k (M̂gG) +

√
2‖∆g‖σ−1

k (M̂gG) · ‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖+ ‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2

- ϑψg
En
Sn

+ ϑ2ψ2gE
2
n

S2
n

+ ϑ2ψ2gE
2
n

S2
n

- ϑψg
En
Sn
,

with probability at least 1−O(n−6).
Bounding ‖ER?‖2→∞. We first bound ‖E∆g‖2→∞ where ∆g = L1 + L2 + L3 and the

Lk are as given in Eq. (S.5.1).

• Similar to Eq. (S.5.12), with probability at least 1−O(n−6), we have

‖EL1‖2→∞ ≤ ‖Eg+1G‖2→∞ - (logn)(g+1)δ+1/2 · k̃1/2Eg+1
n .

• Recall Eq. (S.4.20). We then have

EM̂`EU = E`+2U +
∑̀
ξ=1

EξUΛU>M`−ξEU.

Using a similar argument to that for deriving Eq. (S.4.21) through Eq. (S.4.24), we obtain

‖EM̂`EU‖2→∞ - ‖E`+2U‖2→∞ +
∑̀
ξ=1

‖EξU‖2→∞‖ΛU>M`−ξEU‖

- (logn)δk1/2E2
nS

`
n‖U‖2→∞

(S.5.34)

with probability at least 1−O(n−6).
• Let ϕg(G) = ‖U>G‖+maxξ≤g−1 ‖Ṽ>ξ G‖. Eq. (S.5.34) together with a similar argument

to that for deriving Eq. (S.5.14) yield

‖EL2‖2→∞ - ϕg(G)

g−2∑
ξ=0

(
‖E2U‖2→∞Sg−1−ξ

n +

g−2−ξ∑
`=1

‖EM̂`EU‖2→∞Sg−1−ξ−`
n

)
Eξn

- (logn)2δϑk1/2 · k̃1/2E2
nS

g−1
n ‖U‖2→∞.
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with probability at least 1−O(n−6).
• Similar to Eq. (S.5.15), with probability at least 1−O(n−6), we have

‖EL3‖2→∞ ≤
g−2∑
ξ=0

∥∥EU‖2→∞ · ‖Λ‖g−1−ξ · ‖U>Eξ+1G‖

- (logn)δϑk̃1/2k1/2E2
nS

g−1
n ‖U‖2→∞.

Combining the above bounds we have

(S.5.35) ‖E∆g‖2→∞ = fnk̃
1/2k1/2E2

nS
g−1
n ‖U‖2→∞,

with probability at least 1−O(n−6); here fn = (logn)2δϑ+I{g = 1+(2β∆)−1}(logn)(g+1)δ+1/2

is a poly-log factor.
Using the above bounds for E∆g in spectral and 2→∞ norms, we obtain

‖ER?‖2→∞ ≤ ‖ER0‖2→∞ + ‖ER1‖2→∞ + ‖ER2‖2→∞ + ‖ER3‖2→∞

≤ ‖E∆g‖2→∞σ−1
k (M̂gG) + ‖EU‖2→∞‖∆g‖σ−1

k (M̂gG)

+
(
‖E∆g‖2→∞ + ‖EUg‖2→∞ · ‖∆g‖

)
·
√

2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖
σk(M̂gG)

+ ‖EU‖2→∞‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2

= o
(
En‖U‖2→∞

)
,

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). In the above derivations, we had used the assumption
that En/Sn - n−β∆ which converges to 0 faster than any poly-logarithmic factor in n.

Given the above bounds for ‖R∗‖ and ‖ER∗‖2→∞, we are now ready to bound the max
norm of each term in the right-hand side of Eq. (S.5.33). We will frequently use the inequality
‖AB‖max ≤ ‖A‖2→∞‖B>‖2→∞.

1. Bounding ‖UU>E‖max. By Lemma S.4.6 we have

‖UU>E‖max ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞ - (logn)δk1/2En‖U‖22→∞ -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞
with probability at least 1−O(n−6).

2. Bounding ‖ŪgR
>
? M̂‖max. Note that ŪgR

>
? M̂ = ŪgR

>
? E + ŪgR

>
? UΛU>. We then

have, with probability at least 1−O(n−6),

‖ŪgR
>
? E‖max ≤ ‖ER?‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞ = o(En‖U‖22→∞)

‖ŪgR
>
? UΛU>‖max ≤ ‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖R?‖‖Ūg‖2→∞ -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞

and thus ‖ŪgR
>
? M̂‖max -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞.

3. Bounding ‖R?Ū
>
g M̂‖max. Note that R?Ū

>
g M̂ = R?Ū

>
g E + R?Ū

>
g UΛU>. We then

have, with probability at least 1−O(n−6),

‖R?Ū
>
g E‖max ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖R?‖2→∞ = o(En‖U‖22→∞)

‖R?Ū
>
g UΛU>‖max ≤ ‖R?‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖-ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞

and thus ‖R?Ū
>
g M̂‖max -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞.
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4. Bounding ‖R?R
>
? M̂‖max. Decompose R?R

>
? M̂ = R?R

>
? E + R?R

>
? M. Then with

probability at least 1−O(n−6)

‖R?R
>
? E‖max ≤ ‖R?‖2→∞‖ER?‖2→∞ = o(En‖U‖22→∞)

‖R?R
>
? M‖max ≤ ‖R?‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖R?‖= o(En‖U‖22→∞)

and thus ‖R?R
>
? M̂‖max = o(En‖U‖22→∞).

Combining the above results yield ‖ÛgÛ
>
g M̂−M‖max -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞ as desired.

S.5.9. Proof of Theorem 3.4. We first make a few remarks. For ease of presentation, and
as Theorem 3.4 is a limit result, we say that an event E happens with high probability (whp)
if E happens with probability at least 1 − Cn−6. Here C > 0 is a finite constant that can
change from line to line. In addition, the conditions assumed in Theorem 3.4 are at least as
restrictive as those assumed in Theorems 3.1 through Theorem 3.3 and Lemmas S.4.4 through
Lemma S.4.6. and hence the error bounds provided in Theorems 3.1 through Theorem 3.3
and Lemmas S.4.4 through Lemma S.4.6 still hold whp. For example, when k,ψ - 1 and
g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1 we have by Eq. (S.5.30) and Eq. (S.5.31) that, whp,

(S.5.36)

r2(G)

σk
(
M̂gG

) - ρ(1)
n - ϑEn/Sn,

r2→∞(G)

σk
(
M̂gG

) - ρ̃(2)
n - ϑ(logn)δ‖U‖2→∞En/Sn

where the constant δ is specified in Assumption 2.
Our main proof strategy is as follows. First, we derive an upper bound for the `2→∞ norm

of R := {Ûg −UWU} − {EUΛ−1
k WU}. In particular we show that the row-wise fluctu-

ations of R is negligible compared to the row-wise fluctuations for EUΛ−1
k WU. The row-

wise limiting distributions of Ûg −UWU are thus the same as those for EUΛ−1
k WU. The

proof is then completed by invoking limiting distribution for EUΛ−1
k WU in Assumption 3.

We now bound ‖R‖2→∞. Let ∆g = (M̂g −Mg)G. Recalling Eq. (S.5.10), we have

(S.5.37) Ûg −UgWU = (I−UU>)∆gVgWVΣ̂−1
g + R1 + R2 + R3

where R2 = 0 and UgU
>
g = UU> by Proposition 3.1. Then by Eq. (S.5.18) we have, whp,

‖R1‖2→∞ -
r2→∞(G)

σk(M̂gG)

r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)
+

[
r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)

]2

‖U‖2→∞

- (logn)δϑ2(En/Sn)2‖U‖2→∞.

Similarly by Eq. (S.5.20) we have, whp,

‖R3‖2→∞ -

[
r2(G)

σk(M̂gG)

]2

‖U‖2→∞ - ϑ2(En/Sn)2‖U‖2→∞.
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We further decompose the term (I−UU>)∆gVgWVΣ̂−1
g in Eq. (S.5.37) as follows. By

splitting the second term in the expansion for M̂g −Mg given in Lemma S.4.2’s, we have

(S.5.38)

∆g =
(
Eg + EMg−1 +

g−2∑
ξ=1

EMg−1−ξEξ +

g−3∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=1

M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`Eξ
)
G

+

g−2∑
ξ=0

Mg−1−ξEξ+1G.

Let G̃g := GVgWVΣ̂−1
g . Reordering the terms in Eq. (S.5.38), we obtain

(I−UU>)∆gVgWVΣ̂−1
g = (I−UU>)EMg−1G̃g

+ (I−UU>)
(g−2∑
ξ=1

EMg−1−ξEξ +

g−3∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=1

M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`Eξ
)
G̃g︸ ︷︷ ︸

R4

+ (I−UU>)EgG̃g︸ ︷︷ ︸
R5

.

Note that in the above derivations we had used the fact that, by the definition of M in
Eq. (2.1), we have (I −UU>)Mg−1−ξ = 0 for all ξ ≤ g − 2. We now show that, ignor-
ing logarithm terms, ‖R4‖2→∞ and ‖R5‖2→∞ can be bounded by (En/Sn)2‖U‖2→∞ whp.

Bounding ‖R4‖2→∞. The following claim provides a high-probability bound for
‖R4‖2→∞. For ease of exposition we defer its proof to Section S.7.16

CLAIM S.1. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.4, we have whp,

‖R4‖2→∞ - (logn)2δϑ(En/Sn)2‖U‖2→∞.

Bounding‖R5‖2→∞. For R5, by Lemma S.4.1, we have

(S.5.39)

‖R5‖2→∞ ≤
∥∥(I−UU>)EgGVgWVΣ̂−1

g

∥∥
2→∞

≤
∥∥EgGVgWVΣ̂−1

g

∥∥
2→∞ +

∥∥UU>EgGVgWVΣ̂−1
g

∥∥
2→∞

≤ ‖EgG‖2→∞ · ‖Σ̂−1
g ‖+ ‖U‖2→∞ · ‖U>EgGVgWVΣ̂−1

g

∥∥.
For the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.5.39), we have whp

(S.5.40)

∥∥EgG
∥∥

2→∞ · ‖Σ̂
−1
g ‖

(En/Sn)2(logn)δ∗∗‖U‖2→∞
- (En/Sn)g−2‖U‖−1

2→∞(logn)δg+1/2−δ∗∗

- n−(g−2)β∆+1/2(logn)δg+1/2−δ∗∗

- 1 (By g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1),

by Lemma S.4.6, where we define

(S.5.41) δ∗∗ :=

{
gδ+ 1/2 g = 2 + (2β∆)−1

0 g > 2 + (2β∆)−1,
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and the second inequality is by ‖U‖2→∞ % n−βc/2,En/Sn % nβ∆ , and g ≥ 3. For the second
term in Eq. (S.5.39), we have whp

(S.5.42)

∥∥U∥∥
2→∞

∥∥U>EgGVgWVΣ̂−1
g

∥∥≤ ‖U‖2→∞ · ‖U>EgG‖ · ‖Σ̂−1
g ‖

-
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞(En/Sn)g‖Ṽ>g G‖

-
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞(En/Sn)g(logn)1/2

-
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞(En/Sn)2,

where the second inequality is by Lemmas S.4.3 and S.4.5, the third inequality is from the
bound ‖Ṽ>g G‖- (logn)1/2 whp by Lemma S.4.4, and the last inequality is because g ≥ 3
and En = o(Sn). As δ > 1, combining Eq. (S.5.40) and Eq. (S.5.42) yields, whp,

‖R5‖2→∞ - (En/Sn)2(logn)δ
∗∗‖U‖2→∞.

Summarizing the above results, we have

Ûg −UgWU = (I−UU>)EMg−1GVgWVΣ̂−1
g +

∑
`≤5

R`

= (I−UU>)EMg−1GVgΣ
−1
g WU

+ (I−UU>)EMg−1GVg

(
WVΣ̂−1

g −Σ−1
g WU

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
R6

+
∑
`≤5

R`

Now for any g ≥ 2, we have UΛ−1U>Mg = Mg−1. Recall that UgΣgV
>
g is the singular

value decomposition of MgG and furthermore, U = UgW∗ for some orthogonal matrix
W∗. We therefore have

Mg−1GVgΣ
−1
g = UΛ−1W>

∗ .

Substituting the above relationship into Eq.(S.5.43), we obtain

(S.5.43) Ûg −UgWU = EUΛ−1W>
∗ WU −UU>EUΛ−1W>

∗ WU︸ ︷︷ ︸
R7

+

6∑
`=1

R`

We now bound ‖R6‖2→∞ and ‖R7‖2→∞.
Bounding ‖R6‖2→∞. We first state the following claim whose proof, for ease of exposi-

tion, is deferred to Section S.7.4.

CLAIM S.2. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2 where ψ - 1 and g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 is
fixed. We then have whp,

‖WVΣ̂−1
g −Σ−1

g WU‖-EnS−g−1
n ϑk̃−1/2.

Let R̃6 = WVΣ̂−1
g −Σ−1

g WU. By Claim S.2 we have

(S.5.44)

‖R6‖2→∞ = ‖(I−UU>)EMg−1GVgR̃6‖2→∞

≤ ‖EMg−1GVgR̃6‖2→∞ + ‖UU>EMg−1GVgR̃6‖2→∞

≤
(
‖EU‖2→∞ + ‖U‖2→∞ · ‖U>EU‖

)
‖Λ‖g−1 · ‖U>G‖ · ‖R̃6‖

-
(
En(logn)δ + ‖U>EU‖

)
‖U‖2→∞ ·EnS−2

n ϑ2

=
{

(logn)δϑ2(En/Sn)2 + ϑ2‖U>EU‖EnS−2
n

}
‖U‖2→∞,
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whp, where the second inequality in the above display is by Lemma S.4.1 while the third
inequality is by Assumption 1, Lemma S.4.5, and Claim S.2.

Bounding ‖R7‖2→∞. By definition, we have, whp,

(S.5.45)

‖R7‖2→∞ = ‖UU>EUΛ−1WU‖2→∞

≤ ‖U‖2→∞ · ‖U>EU‖ · ‖Λ−1‖ (by Lemma S.4.1)

- S−1
n ‖U>EU‖ · ‖U‖2→∞.

Let R = R1 + R3 + · · · + R7. As En = O(n1/2σn), we have from the above bounds for
{R`} that

(S.5.46)

Snσ
−1
n ‖R‖2→∞ ≤ Snσ−1

n

∑
`≤7

‖R`‖2→∞

-
{
Snσ

−1
n (En/Sn)2 `clt + σ−1

n ‖U>EU‖
}
‖U
∥∥

2→∞

-
{
nσnS

−1
n `clt + σ−1

n ‖U>EU‖
}
‖U‖2→∞ −→ 0,

in probability, where the final convergence in Eq. (S.5.46) follows from Eq. (3.14). Here `clt

is given in Eq. (3.15) and is an upper bound for logarithmic factors appearing in R1 through
R7. Recalling Eq. (S.5.43) and the relationship U = UgW∗, we obtain

ÛgW
>
UW∗ −U = EUΛ−1 + RW>

UW∗.

Therefore, by Slutsky’s theorem, we have

Snσ
−1
n

(
W>
∗ WU

[
Ûg

]
i
−
[
U
]
i

)
= Snσ

−1
n

[
EUΛ−1

]
i
+ Snσ

−1
n

[
RW>

UW∗
]
i
 Nk(0,Γi)

as n→∞. Indeed, by Eq. (S.5.46), Snσ−1
n

[
RW>

UWn

]
i

is negligible in the limit while
the convergence of Snσ−1

n

[
EUΛ−1

]
i

to Nk(0,Γi) is by Assumption 3. Note since U and
UgW∗ are exactly equal, by the rotation invariant of Frobenius norm, we actually have
W>
∗ WU = Wclt, where Wclt solves Procrustes problem between Ûg and U such that

(S.5.47) argmin
W∈Ok

∥∥Ûg −UW
∥∥

F
.

S.6. Proofs for Section 4, Section 5, and Section S.2.

S.6.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1. Recall that k̃ = k and Ûg ∈ Rn×k is the left singular ma-
trix of M̂gG ∈ Rn×k. For this proof we define a sparsity scaling parameter ρn � nβ−1

such that Sn = nρn and En � (nρn)1/2. By Lemma S.4.5, G>M̂2gG ∈ Rk×k is invertible
with probability at least 1− 2n−6. Now suppose that G>M̂2gG ∈ Rk×k is invertible. Then
M̂gG(G>M̂2gG)−1G>M̂g = ÛgÛ

>
g and hence

d2(Ûg,U)2 ≥ 1

2k
‖ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>‖2F

=
1

2k

{
2k− 2tr(U>ÛgÛ

>
g U)

}
= 1− 1

k
trU>M̂gG(G>M̂2gG)−1G>M̂gU.

Let ζ1 = trU>M̂gG(G>M̂2gG)−1G>M̂gU and ∆g = M̂g −Mg . We then have,

(S.6.1)
ζ1 = trG>M2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 + trG>(Mg∆g + ∆gM

g)G(G>M̂2gG)−1

+ trU>∆gG(G>M̂2gG)−1G>∆gU.
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In the above derivations we used the fact trAB = trBA for any matrices A and B whose
products AB and BA are well defined, and the relationship MgUU> = Mg = UU>Mg .
Next note that

trG>M2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 = k− trG>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1

− trG>
{
M̂2g −M2g −E2g

}
G(G>M̂2gG)−1,

which together with Eq. (S.6.1) yields

(S.6.2)
ζ1 = k− trG>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 + trU>∆gG(G>M̂2gG)−1G>∆gU

+ trG>
{
M2g − M̂2g + E2g + Mg∆g + ∆gM

g
}
G(G>M̂2gG)−1.

Let ∆̃g = ∆g −Eg = M̂g −Mg −Eg . We then have the identity

M2g − M̂2g + E2g + Mg∆g + ∆gM
g = E2g −∆2

g =−∆̃2
g − ∆̃gE

g −Eg∆̃g.

Define the quantities

T1 = trU>∆gG(G>M̂2gG)−1G>∆gU

T2 = trG>∆̃2
gG(G>M̂2gG)−1

T3 = trG>∆̃gE
gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 = trG>Eg∆̃gG(G>M̂2gG)−1.

We now bound T1 through T3.
Bounding T1. Write the SVD of U>∆g as U∆Σ∆V>∆ where U∆ ∈ Rk×k,Σ∆ ∈ Rk×k
and V∆ ∈ Rn×k. As E and G are independent, there exists a constant C ′u > 0 such that,
with probability at least 1− n−6,

(S.6.3) ‖V>∆G‖ ≤C ′u log1/2 n.

See the proof of Lemma S.4.4 for a derivation of the above bound. We thus have, with prob-
ability at least 1− n−5,

‖U>∆gG‖F = ‖U∆Σ∆V>∆G‖F ≤ ‖U∆Σ∆‖F‖V>∆G‖

≤
√
k‖∆g‖ · ‖V>∆G‖- (nρn)g−1/2 log1/2 n.

where the last inequality in the above display used the following claim whose proof can be
derived using the expansion for ∆g given in Lemma S.4.2 together with the high probability
bound for ‖E‖ from Assumption 1.

CLAIM S.3. Assume the setting of Theorem 4.1. Choose a fixed g ≥ 1. Then with proba-
bility at least 1− n−6 we have ‖∆g‖- (nρn)g−1/2.

Now ψ - 1, Sn/En � (nρn)1/2, and an = dCk̃−1 logne. Therefore by Lemma S.4.5 we
have, with probability at least 1− n−6,

‖(G>M̂2gG)−1‖= σ−2
k (M̂gG)- (nρn)−2g.

We therefore have, with probability at least 1− 2n−6,

|T1| ≤ ‖U>∆gG‖2F · ‖(G>M̂2gG)−1‖- (nρn)−1 logn.

Bounding T2 and T3. Recall the proof of Theorem S.3.1, in particular the bounds for L2 and
L3 in Eq. (S.5.6) and Eq. (S.5.7). Now ∆̃gG = L2 + L3 and hence

(S.6.4) ‖∆̃gG‖- (nρn)g−1/2
{

max
ξ≤2g−1

‖Ṽ>ξ G‖+ ‖U>G‖
}
- (nρn)g−1/2 log1/2 n
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with probability at least 1− 2n−6. We therefore have

|T2| ≤ ‖∆̃gG‖2F · ‖(G>M̂2gG)−1‖ ≤ k‖∆̃gG‖2‖(G>M̂2gG)−1‖- (nρn)−1 logn

with probability at least 1− 2n−6. Next let U∗ be the n× k matrix whose columns are the
left singular vectors of Eg∆̃gG. We then have, by Claim S.3 and Eq. (S.6.4),

|T3| ≤ ‖G>Eg∆̃gG‖F · ‖(G>M̂2gG)−1‖F

≤ k‖G>U?‖ · ‖Eg‖ · ‖∆̃gG‖ · ‖(G>M̂2gG)−1‖- (nρn)−1 logn,

with probability at least 1− 6n−6. Note that we had bound ‖G>U?‖- log1/2 n with proba-
bility at least 1− n−6 similar to Eq. (S.6.3). Collecting the above bounds for T1 through T3

and recalling Eq.(S.6.2), we obtain

(S.6.5) d2(Û1,U)2 ≥ 1− 1

k
ζ1 =

1

k
trG>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 +

r′n
k
,

where |r′n|=O{(nρn)−1 logn}=O(n−β logn) with probability at least 1− n−5.
Our last step is to lower bound trG>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 . As G>E2gG and (G>M̂2gG)−1

are both positive semi-definite matrices, we have

trG>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 ≥ trG>E2gG

‖G>M̂2gG‖

≥
mina∈[an]

∑k
j=1{g

(a)
j }>E2gg

(a)
j

‖G>M̂2gG‖
,

where g(a)
j is the jth column of Ga.

Now by Theorem 3.1, Lemma S.4.4, and Assumption 1, we have

(S.6.6)
‖G>M̂2gG‖= ‖M̂gG‖2 ≤ 2‖(M̂g −Mg)G‖2 + 2‖UΛgU>G‖2

- ng+1ρgn + I(g ≥ 2)(nρn)2g−1 log1/2 n+ (nρn)2g‖U>G‖2,

with probability at least 1 − n−5. Recall that U>Ga for a ∈ [an] are iid k × k standard
Gaussian matrices. By the spectral norm bound of a standard Gaussian matrix [45], we have

(S.6.7) ‖U>G‖2 ≤ max
a∈[an]

‖U>Ga‖2 ≤ (2
√
k+C1

√
log logn)2 - log logn,

with probability at least 1 − (logn)5 exp{−(kC2
1/2) · (log logn)} → 1 where C1 is some

large but finite constant. Together with Eq. (S.6.6), we have with probability approaching 1,

(S.6.8) ‖G>M̂2gG‖- ng+1ρgn + (nρn)2g log logn,

noting here (nρn)2g−1 log1/2 n is negligible as nρn � nβ for some β > 0.
In summary, with probability approaching 1, we have

(S.6.9) trG>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1 %
mina∈[an]

∑k
j=1{g

(a)
j }>E2gg

(a)
1

ng+1ρgn + (nρn)2g log logn
.

We now bound {g(a)
j }>E2gg

(a)
j . Let p0 ∈ (0,1) be an arbitrary constant and let CE,3 be a

finite constant such that P
(
trE2g ≥ CE,3ng+1ρgn

)
≥ p0. The existence of CE,3 follows from

the assumption EtrE2g ≥ clown
g+1ρgn and Markov’s inequality. Next define the event

E = {‖E2g‖F ≤CE,1ng+1/2ρgn} ∩ {‖E2g‖ ≤CE,2(nρn)g} ∩ {trE2g ≥CE,3ng+1ρgn}
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where CE,1 and CE,2 are constants not depending on n. Assumption 1 implies that E occurs
with probability approaching p0. Now suppose that E occurs. and let g∗ be an n-dimensional
standard Gaussian random vector that is independent of E. We then have

(S.6.10) E
[
g>∗ E2gg∗

]
= trE

[
g∗g

>
∗ E2g

]
= tr

(
E
[
g∗g

>
∗
]
E2g
)

= trE2g % ng+1ρgn,

where the above expectations are with respect to g∗ and conditional on E.
Now fix an a ∈ [an] and a j ∈ [k]. As g(a)

j is a random vector whose elements are iid
standard normal independent of E, the Hanson-Wright inequality for quadratic forms [61]
implies

P
{
{g(a)

j }
>E2gg

(a)
j ≥ trE2g − t | E

}
≤ exp

{
−C2 min

( t2

‖E2g‖2F
,

t

‖E2g‖

)}
≤ exp

{
−C3 min

( t2

n2g+1ρ2g
n

,
t

(nρn)g

)}
,

for any t≥ 0; here C2 ≥ 0 and C3 ≥ 0 are constants not depending on n. We thus have, by a
union bound over all a ∈ [an] and j ∈ [k],

P
{

min
a∈[an],j∈[k]

{g(a)
j }

>E2gg
(a)
j ≥ trE2g−t

∣∣∣E}≤ kan exp
{
−C3 min

( t2

n2g+1ρ2g
n

,
t

(nρn)g

)}
.

Recall that k is fixed and an = o(log5 n). We now choose t=C4n
g+1/2ρgn log1/2 n for some

sufficiently large C4 ≥ 0. Then, with high probability (assuming E occurs)

(S.6.11) min
a∈[an],j∈[k]

{g(a)
j }

>E2gg
(a)
j ≥ trE2g −C4n

g+1/2ρgn log1/2 n% ng+1ρgn,

where the last inequality follows from Eq. (S.6.10). As E occurs with probability approaching
p0, we can now uncondition with respect to E and still have the bound in Eq. (S.6.11) holding
with probability approaching p0.

In summary, combining Eq. (S.6.5), Eq. (S.6.9) and Eq. (S.6.11), we have with probability
approaching p0 that

d2(Ûg,U)2 % tr{G>E2gG(G>M̂2gG)−1} − |r′n|

%
ng+1ρgn

ng+1ρgn + (nρn)2g log logn
− |r′n|

%

{
1 if g < β−1,

(log logn)−1 · n1−βg if β−1 ≤ g < 1 + β−1.

Note that for the above derivations if β−1 ≤ g < 1 + β−1 then

ng+1ρgn
ng+1ρgn + (nρn)2g log logn

%
ng+1ρgn

(nρn)2g log logn
=

n

(nρn)g log logn
� n1−gβ

log logn
� n−β logn,

and therefore r′n is negligible, while if g < β−1 then ng+1ρgn dominates (nρn)2g log logn

which makes the first term Θ(1); thus r′n is also negligible. The lower bound for d2(Ûg,U)

is thereby established. The lower bound for d2→∞(Ûg,U) follows immediately from the
lower bound for d2(Ûg,U) and the relationship d2→∞(Ûg,U)≥ 1√

n
d2(Ûg,U).
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S.6.2. Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let M̂ = A,M = P and E = A−P. We will verify that
these matrices satisfy Assumption 2. Let n` be the number of nodes in the `th community.
By the law of large numbers, we have for all ` ∈ [K∗] that,

(S.6.12) n`/n→ π`,

almost surely as n→∞. We now define the normalized membership matrix

Θ̄ :=


n
−1/2
1 1n1

0 . . . 0

0 n
−1/2
2 1n2

. . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . n

−1/2
K 1nK

 ,

and let D̄ := n−1/2diag(
√
n1, . . . ,

√
nK). Without loss of generality, e.g., by reordering the

rows and columns of P so that the first n1 vertices are assigned to community 1, the next n2

vertices are assigned to community 2, and so on, P can be represented as

P = nρnΘ̄D̄BD̄Θ̄>.

By Eq. (S.6.12) and an elementwise argument, ‖D̄BD̄−D∗BD∗‖→ 0 almost surely, where
D∗ = diag(

√
π1, . . . ,

√
πK). Weyl’s inequality then implies

max
`∈[d]

∣∣λ`(D̄BD̄
)
− λ`

(
D∗BD∗

)∣∣→ 0,

where d= rk(B). Now D∗BD∗ is a fixed matrix not depending on n and λ`(D∗BD∗)> 0
for all ` ∈ [d]. As Θ̄ is an orthogonal matrix, we have

lim
n→∞

1

nρn
λ`(P) = lim

n→∞
λ`
(
Θ̄D̄BD̄Θ̄>

)
= lim
n→∞

λ`
(
D̄BD̄

)
= λ`

(
D∗BD∗

)
> 0.

Therefore M = P with ψ - 1, k∗ = d and Sn � nρn, asymptotically almost surely. Next by
the definition of P we have nmaxij [P]ij - nρn with nρn � logn. Hence, by Theorem 5.2
in [76], there exist a constant CE > 0 such that, with probability at least 1− n−6,

(S.6.13) ‖A−P‖ ≤CE
√
nρn,

Assumption 1 therefore holds with En =CE
√
nρn and β∆ = β/2. Furthermore by Proposi-

tion 3.2 we have that E = A−P satisfies Assumption 2. See Example 1 for more details.
Given Assumptions 1–2, and with k̃, an satisfying the conditions in Theorem 3.3, we have

that if g > β−1 then

(S.6.14) d2→∞(Ûg,U)- ρ(1)
n ‖U‖2→∞ + ρ(2)

n

with probability at least 1 − n−5. Here ρ(1)
n and ρ

(2)
n are as defined in Eq. (S.5.27) and

Eq. (S.5.28). It is well-known that the coherence is bounded: ‖U‖2→∞ - n−1/2 a.s. (see e.g.
the proof of Theorem 5.2 in [75]). Therefore, since ψ - 1, nρn % nβ , g > β−1 and β ∈ (0,1],
we have

ρ(1)
n ‖U‖2→∞ - n−gβ/2 + n−β/2−1/2 log1/2 n= o(n−1/2),

ρ(2)
n - (logn)δg+1/2n−gβ/2 + n−β/2−1/2(logn)δ+1/2 = o(n−1/2),

which, when combined with Eq. (S.6.14), yields

(S.6.15) n1/2d2→∞(Ûg,U)→ 0

with probability at least 1 − n−5. Eq. (S.6.15) implies that, with high probability, the `2
distance between the ith and jth rows of Û when τi = τj is always smaller then the `2
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distance when τi 6= τj . Hence, clustering the rows of Û using either the K-means or K-
medians algorithm will exactly recover τ with probability at least 1− n−5. See for example
Theorem 2.6 in [82] and Theorem 5.2 in [75] for proofs of this claim for K-means and
K-medians, respectively.

S.6.3. Proof of Theorem 5.1.

S.6.3.1. Preliminary. Let M̂ = p−1T̂ and M = E
[
p−1T̂

]
= E[p−1{PΩ(T + N)}] = T.

Now define U, Û and Ûg accordingly. We have two choices for T̂g , namely, 1
pÛgÛ

>
g T̂ and

1
2p(ÛgÛ

>
g T̂ + T̂>ÛgÛ

>
g ). Since ||| 1

2p(ÛgÛ
>
g T̂ + T̂>ÛÛ>g )−T||| ≤ |||1pÛgÛ

>
g T̂−T|||

for any norm ||| · |||, we choose T̂g = 1
pÛgÛ

>
g T̂ and bound T̂g −T in Frobenius norm and

max-norm. Finally we also derive the entrywise limiting distribution for T̂g −T.

S.6.3.2. Assumption verification. We first verify that M and E = M̂ −M satisfy As-
sumption 1. As T has bounded condition number, we have Sn � |λk(T)|. Next write

(S.6.16)
E = M̂−M =

1

p

{
PΩ(T)− pT

}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

E1

+
1

p
PΩ(N)︸ ︷︷ ︸

E2

.

Now E1 is a random symmetric matrix whose upper triangular entries are independent mean
0 random variables with

1

‖T‖max
max

(i,j)∈[n]2

∣∣p[E1]ij
∣∣= 1

p‖T‖max
max

(i,j)∈[n]2

{
(1− 2p)

∣∣[T]ij
∣∣, p∣∣[T]ij

∣∣}≤ 1.

Furthermore we also have

(S.6.17)

max
i

n∑
j=1

E
∣∣p[E1]ij

∣∣2
‖T‖2max

= max
i

n∑
j=1

p
{

[T]ij − p[T]ij
}2

+ (1− p)
{
−p[T]ij

}2

‖T‖2max

≤max
i

n∑
j=1

[
{p(1− p)2 + (1− p)p2}

]
≤ np.

By Remark 3.13 in [11], there exists a universal constant c > 0 such that for t= (np)1/2,

P
[ p

‖T‖max
‖E1‖ ≥ 4(np)1/2 + t

]
≤ n exp

(
− t2/c

)
,

which immediately implies, ‖E1‖- (n/p)1/2‖T‖max with probability at least 1− 1
2n
−6. On

the other hand, p−1‖E2‖ ≤ ‖PΩ(N)‖- σ(n/p)1/2, with probability at least 1− 1
2n
−6, see

e.g., Lemma 13 in [3]. Eq. (S.6.16) therefore implies

(S.6.18) ‖E‖- (σ+ ‖T‖max)

√
n

p

with probability at least 1− n−6. We can thus choose En =CMC(σ + ‖T‖max)(n/p)1/2 for
some finite constant CMC > 2. In summary we have

(S.6.19)
En
Sn
� 1
√
np

n(σ+ ‖T‖max)

|λk(T)|
- n−β∆

where the last inequality follows from the assumption in Eq. (5.2).
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We next verify Assumption 2. Recall Proposition 3.2. Now let A0 = 10 and

qn =
√

2np
[
{(logn)10 log logn}−1/2 ∧ 1

]
Note that we require qn = ω(1) in the statement of Proposition 3.2 and this is satisfied when
np% nβ for some arbitrary constant β > 0 as assumed in Eq. (5.2). We then have,
(S.6.20)
qg
′−2
n E

∣∣[E]ij/En
∣∣g′ ≤ 2g

′−1
{
qg
′−2
n E|[E1]ij/En|g

′
+ qg

′−2
n E|[E2]ij/En|g

′}
≤ 2g

′−1
{

(q(1)
n )g

′−2E
∣∣[E1]ij/E

(1)
n

∣∣g′ + (q(2)
n )g

′−2E
∣∣[E2]ij/E

(2)
n

∣∣g′}
where q(1)

n , q
(2)
n ,E

(1)
n , and E(2)

n are defined as follows

q(1)
n =

√
np≥ qn, q(2)

n =
√
np{(logn)10 log logn/2}−1/2 ≥ qn,

E(1)
n =CMC‖T‖max

√
n/p≤En, E(2)

n =CMCσ
√
n/p≤En.

We now bound the two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.6.20).

• Let Ē1 = E1/(CMC‖T‖max/p). Each entry of Ē1 takes on two distinct values and are
uniformly bounded from above by 1. There thus exists some constant C(1)

1 > 0 such that

(q(1)
n )g

′−2E
∣∣[E1]ij/E

(1)
n

∣∣g′ = (
√
np)g

′−2E
∣∣[Ē1]ij/

√
np
∣∣g′ ≤C(1)

1 n−1

for all g′ ≥ 2. See Example 1 for more details.
• Now E2 =PΩ(N̄) where N̄ = p−1N is symmetric with iid N (0, p−2σ2) upper triangular

entries and the random sampling PΩ(·) is independent of N̄. We therefore have

E
∣∣[E2]ij/E

(2)
n

∣∣g′ = pE
∣∣[N̄]ij/E

(2)
n

∣∣g′ + (1− p) · 0 = pE
∣∣[N̄]ij/E

(2)
n

∣∣g′ .
Recall Example 2 and note that CMC ≥ 2. There thus exists a constant C(2)

1 > 0 such that
for any g′ ∈ [2, (logn)10 log logn] we have

(q(2)
n )g

′−2E
∣∣[E2]ij/E

(2)
n

∣∣g′ = (q(3)
n )g

′−2E
∣∣[N̄]ij/E

(3)
n

∣∣g′ ≤ (C
(2)
1 )g

′
n−1

where we had defined q(3)
n := n1/2{(logn)10 log logn/2}−1/2 and E(3)

n :=CMC
√
nσ/p.

In summary if g′ ∈ [2, (logn)10 log logn] then

qg
′−2
n E

∣∣[E]ij/En
∣∣g′ ≤ 2g

′−1{(C(1)
1 )n−1 + (C

(2)
1 )g

′
n−1} ≤Cg

′

1 n
−1

for all (i, j) ∈ [n]2; here C1 > 0 is a finite constant. As EE = 0, E satisfies all conditions in
Proposition 3.2 and hence also satisfies Assumption 2.

S.6.3.3. Bounding d2(Ûg,U) and d2→∞(Ûg,U). Recall Eq. (S.6.19). Let g ≥ 1 +
(2β∆)−1. We then have, by Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3, that

(S.6.21)

d2(Ûg,U)- ϑ
n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
1
√
np
,

d2→∞(Ûg,U)- ϑ
n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
(logn)δ

∗

√
np

‖U‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− n−5. Here δ∗ is the constant defined in Theorem 3.3.
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S.6.3.4. Bounding ‖T̂g − T‖F. Recall that we defined T̂g = p−1ÛgÛ
>
g T̂. Now by

Eq. (S.6.18), Eq. (S.6.19), and the assumption ‖T‖ � λk(T) (as T has bounded condition
number), we have with probability at least 1− n−6 that

(S.6.22) ‖T̂‖ ≤ ‖E‖+ ‖T‖- (σ+ ‖T‖max)

√
n

p
+ ‖T‖ � ‖T‖.

We now bound ‖T̂g −T‖F for some fixed g ≥ 1 + 2(β∆)−1. As T = UU>T we have

(S.6.23)
T̂g −T = (ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>)T̂︸ ︷︷ ︸

D1

+UU>(T̂−T)︸ ︷︷ ︸
D2

Since Ûg,U ∈ Rn×k, we have rk(D1)≤ 2k and rk(D2)≤ k. Eq. (S.6.21) and Eq. (S.6.22)
therefore imply

‖D1‖F ≤
√

2k‖ÛgÛ
>
g −UU>‖‖T̂‖ ≤ 2

√
2kd2(Ûg,U)× ‖T̂‖- ϑ(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p

with probability at least 1− n−5. Similarly, by Eq. (S.6.18),

‖D2‖F = ‖UU>(T̂−T)‖F ≤
√
k‖E‖- (‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p

with probability at least 1− n−5. Combining the above results with Eq. (S.6.23) we obtain

1

n
‖T̂g −T‖F - ϑ(‖T‖max + σ)

1
√
np
.

with probability at least 1− n−5.

S.6.3.5. Bounding ‖T̂g −T‖max. Fix a g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1. Then under the condition of
Theorem 5.1 we have by Corollary 3.2 that

(S.6.24) ‖T̂g −T‖max -ΘnEn‖U‖22→∞ - ϑ(logn)δ
∗
(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p
‖U‖22→∞,

with probability at least 1− n−5.

S.6.3.6. Entrywise limiting distribution and confidence interval. Fix a g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1.
We will derive the limiting distribution of [T̂g]ij for any (i, j) ∈ [n]2 where T̂g =

p−1ÛgÛ
>
g T̂; the same result also holds for T̂g = (2p)−1(ÛgÛ

>
g T̂ + T̂ÛgÛ

>
g ). For ease

of exposition we say that an event E happens with high probability (whp) if E happens with
probability at least 1 − Cn−6. Here C > 0 is a an arbitrary constant that can change from
line to line.

Compared with the entrywise concentration bound in Eq. (S.6.24), the entrywise limiting
distribution requires substantially more detailed analysis. For clarity we first state a general
entrywise CLT result which does not depend on the matrix completion setting and then apply
this result to derive the normal approximations in Eq. (5.5) and Eq. (5.7).

THEOREM S.6.1. Suppose Assumptions 1–2 hold with fixed k∗ and bounded ψ. Let M̃
be generated via Algorithm 1 with k̃ ≥ k, an ≥ dCk̃−1 logne where the universal constant C
is given in Remark 3.3, and g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1. Define the random variable,

αn := `clt

(En
Sn

)
En‖U‖22→∞ + ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞ +

‖U>EU‖2

Sn
‖U‖22→∞,
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where `clt is defined in Theorem 3.4. Fix an (i, j) ∈ [n]2 and suppose that there exists a
quantity vij > 0 depending possibly on n such that

[UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij√
vij

 N (0,1).

Then, provided that (vij)
−1/2αn→ 0 in probability, we also have

[M̃−M]ij√
vij

 N (0,1).

The proof of Theorem S.6.1 is deferred to Section S.6.5. To apply Theorem S.6.1,
we first derive an upper bound for ‖U>EU‖ (see Claim S.4). We next compute vij =

Var([UU>Ẽ]ij + [ẼUU>]ij) where Ẽ is obtained by truncating the entries of E. Using this
vij we show that {[UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij}/

√
vij  N (0,1) and αn/

√
vij → 0 in proba-

bility. Theorem S.6.1 then implies {[T̂g−T]ij [T]ij}/
√
vij N (0,1). Finally we show that

the quantities v∗ij and v̂ij defined in Eq.(5.6) satisfy v∗ij/vij→ 1 and v̂ij/vij→ 1 in probabil-
ity. Our derivation of the limiting distribution for {[UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij}/

√
vij follows

the same ideas as that presented in [28] but our derivations are for the RSVD estimates Ûg

while the derivations in [28] are for Û. Nevertheless, for completeness we will present most
of the technical details with references to [28] when appropriate.

Before getting into the proof note that by Eq. (5.2) we have

C(1)
n := `clt

n1/2(‖T‖max + σ)

p1/2|λk(T)|
→ 0,(S.6.25)

C(2)
n := ϑ(logn)δ

∗+1/2n
1/2(‖T‖max + σ)

p1/2|λk(T)|
→ 0.(S.6.26)

where both of the above convergence are in probability.
We first consider a truncated version of T̂. Recall [N]ij = ηij where ηij ∼N (0, σ2). Let

η̃ij := ηijI{|ηij | ≤ 5σ
√

logn} and let Ñ be the matrix whose entries are the η̃ij . Now define

(S.6.27) T̃ :=PΩ(T + Ñ) and Ẽ = T̃/p−T.

Now by the tail bounds for Gaussian distribution, we have

P
(

max
ij
|ηij | ≤ 5σ

√
logn

)
≥ 1− n2P

(
|ηij |> 5σ

√
logn

)
≥ 1− n−10.

See [28, Section 3.2.3] for more details. We thus have Ẽ = E and T̃ = T̂ whp. The following
result uses Ẽ to bound ‖U>EU‖; see Section S.7.6 for a proof.

CLAIM S.4. Assume the setting of Theorem 5.1. We then have whp that

‖U>EU‖-

√
logn

p
(‖T‖max + σ) +

logn

p
(‖T‖max + σ

√
logn)‖U‖22→∞.

Claim S.4 implies

‖U>EU‖-
√

logn

n
En +

log3/2 n
√
np

En‖U‖22→∞ -
log3/2 n
√
np

En,
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whp and hence ‖U>EU‖/Sn = (logn)3/2(np)−1/2(En/Sn)→ 0 in probability. Recalling
the definition of αn in Theorem S.6.1 we obtain

(S.6.28)
αn - `clt

n
(
‖T‖2max + σ2

)
pλk(T)

‖U‖22→∞ +

√
logn

p

(
‖T‖max + σ

)
‖U‖22→∞

+
logn

p

(
‖T‖max + σ

√
logn

)
‖U‖42→∞.

with high probability.
Let vij be the variance of [UU>Ẽ]ij + [ẼUU>]ij . We first bound vij from below using a

similar argument to the proof of Theorem 4.12 in [28]. Using this bound we then show that
αn/vij is negligible whp. Denote ζk` = [UU>]k` and note that

ζ2
k` = ([U]>k [U]`)

2 ≤ ‖[U]k‖2 × ‖[U]`‖2

for all (k, `) ∈ [n2]. Following the proof of Lemma 4.19 in [28] we have

(S.6.29)

vij =
∑
6̀=j

E
(
[Ẽ]2i`

)
ζ2
k` +

∑
`6=i

E
(
[Ẽ]2`j

)
ζ2
i` +E

(
[Ẽ]2ij

){
ζii + ζjj

}2

≥
{

min
(k,`)∈[n2]

E
(
[Ẽ]2k`

)}{
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

}
.

As the distribution of ηij is symmetric around 0, the distribution of η̃ij is also symmetric
around 0 and E[η̃ij ] = 0. We therefore have

(S.6.30)
E([Ẽ]2ij) = p−1E

{
([T]ij − p[T]ij + [Ñ]ij)

2
}

+ (1− p)[T]2ij

=
1− p
p

[T]2ij +
1

p
E[η̃2

ij

)
≥ 1− p

p
min
k`
|Tk`|2 +

1

2p
σ2,

provided that n is sufficiently large. The inequality in the above display is derived as follows.
Let tn = 5

√
logn. By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality we have

(S.6.31) 1

σ2
E
[
η2
ijI(|ηij |> σtn

]
≤
(
E
[
(ηij/σ)4

]
P
[
|ηij/σ|> tn

])1/2
= o(1),

and hence

E
(
[Ñ]2ij/σ

2
)

= σ−2E
[
η2
ij

{
1− I(|ηij |> σtn

}]
= 1 + o(1).

Under the conditions of Theorem 5.1 we have that p is bounded away from 1 and
mink` |Tk`| � ‖T‖max, and thus

(S.6.32)
√
vij %

(‖T‖max√
p

+
σ
√
p

)√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2.

We therefore have, by Eq. (S.6.28), that

(S.6.33)

αn√
vij
- `clt

{n‖T‖max√
pλk(T)

+
nσ

√
pλk(T)

} ‖U‖22→∞√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

+
(logn)1/2‖U‖22→∞√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

+
(logn)3/2‖U‖42→∞√
p
√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

We now show that αn/
√
vij → 0 in probability. As mink` |Tk`| � ‖T‖max and k,ψ - 1, we

have n‖T‖max � λk(T) and thus

(logn)1/2‖U‖22→∞√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

- `clt
n‖T‖max√
pλk(T)

‖U‖22→∞√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

.
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Also, since T is homogeneous, the {[T2]ii}ni=1 are homogeneous. As [T2]ii = ‖[UΛ]i‖2
and T have bounded condition number, the {‖[U]i‖}ni=1 are also homogeneous, i.e.,
mini ‖[U]i‖2 �maxi ‖[U]i‖2 and hence

(S.6.34)
√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2 � ‖U‖2→∞ � n−1/2

Combining Eq.(S.6.33), Eq. (S.6.34), and Eq. (S.6.25), and recalling the assumption np= nβ

for some constant β > 0, (see (5.2)) we conclude that αn/
√
vij→ 0 in probability.

Now we show the limiting distribution of L̃ij := ([UU>Ẽ]ij + [ẼUU>]ij)/
√
vij . Write

L̃ij =
1
√
vij

[∑
6̀=j

[Ẽ]i`ζ`j +
∑
`6=i

[Ẽ]`jζi` + [Ẽ]ij
{
ζii + ζjj

}]
.

The summands on the right-hand side of the above display are independent mean 0 random
variables. Similar to the proof of Lemma 4.19 in [28], we invoke the Berry–Esseen Theorem
to show the desired limiting distribution. We first check the third-order moment condition for
L̃ij , i.e.,

γn :=
1

(vij)3/2

∑
j 6=`

E|[Ẽ]i`|3|ζ`j |3 +
∑
`6=i

E|[Ẽ]`j |3|ζij |3 +E|[Ẽ]ij |3
∣∣ζii + ζjj

∣∣3
≤ 2‖UU>‖max‖Ẽ‖max

|vij |3/2
(∑
6̀=j

E|[Ẽ]i`|2ζ2
`j +

∑
`6=i

E|[Ẽ]`j |2ζ2
i` +E|[Ẽ]ij |2(ζii + ζjj)

2
)

=
2‖UU>‖max‖Ẽ‖max√

vij
≤ 2‖U‖22→∞‖Ẽ‖max√

vij
-

√
logn

p

‖U‖22→∞√
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

→ 0

in probability. Note that the penultimate inequality in the above derivations follows from
Eq. (S.6.32) and the bound

(S.6.35) ‖Ẽ‖max = ‖T̃/p−T‖max -
1

p

{
‖T‖max + σ

√
logn

}
with high probability, and the last inequality follows from Eq. (S.6.34) and Eq. (S.6.25).

Let Φ(·) be the CDF of N (0,1) and denote Lij = ([UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij)/
√
vij . Then

by the Berry–Esseen bound (see e.g. Theorem 4.21 in [28]), we have

sup
z∈R
|P(L̃ij ≤ z)−Φ(z)| ≤ 10γn→ 0.

as n→∞. Now Lij = L̃ij whenever E = Ẽ and hence

sup
z∈R
|P(Lij ≤ z)−Φ(z)| ≤ sup

z∈R

∣∣P[{Lij ≤ z} ∩ {Ẽ = E}
]
−Φ(z)

∣∣+ P(Ẽ 6= E)

= sup
z∈R

∣∣P[{L̃ij ≤ z} ∩ {Ẽ = E}
]
−Φ(z)

∣∣+ P(Ẽ 6= E)

≤ sup
z∈R

∣∣P[L̃ij ≤ z]−Φ(z)
∣∣+ 2P(Ẽ 6= E)

≤ γn + 2P[Ẽ 6= E]→ 0

as n→∞. In summary we have Lij N (0,1). Recall that αn/
√
vij→ 0 in probability and

hence, by Theorem S.6.1, we have

(S.6.36)
[T̂g −T]ij√

vij
 N (0,1).
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We next show that vij/v∗ij → 1 in probability and hence vij can be replaced by v∗ij in
without changing the limit result in Eq.(S.6.36); here v∗ij is defined in (5.4). Recall that E =

p−1PΩ(T + N)−T and hence

E([E]2k`) =
1− p
p

[T]2k` +
1

p
E[η2

ij ].

Then, by Eq. (S.6.30) and Eq. (S.6.31), we have∣∣E[E]2k` −E[Ẽ]2k`
∣∣= ∣∣∣1

p
E[η2

kl]−
1

p
E[η̃2

k`

)∣∣∣≤ σ2

p

(
E
[
(ηkl/σ)4

]
P
(
|ηkl|> 5σ

√
logn

))1/2

and thus

(S.6.37) max
(k,`)∈[n]2

∣∣E[E]2k` −E[Ẽ]2k`
∣∣= o

(
p−1σ2).

Now recall the definitions of vij and v∗ij . Then by Eq. (S.6.32) and Eq. (S.6.37), we have

∣∣∣v∗ij − vij
vij

∣∣∣≤ { max
(k,`)∈[n]2

∣∣E[E]2k` −E[Ẽ]2k`
∣∣} ·

[∑
`6=j ζ

2
`j +

∑
`6=i ζ

2
i` +

{
ζii + ζjj

}2
]

vij

≤
2 max(k,`)∈[n]2

∣∣E[E]2kl −E[Ẽ]2k`
∣∣ ·{‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

}
min(k,`)∈[n2] E

(
[Ẽ]2kl

)
·
{
‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

} = o(1),

where the last equality is because min(k,`)∈[n2] E
(
[Ẽ]2kl

)
}−1 ≥ (2p)−1σ2; see Eq. (S.6.30). In

summary we have v∗ij/vij→ 1 in probability, as desired.
We now derive the confidence interval for [T̂g]ij given in Eq. (5.7). This is equivalent to

showing that v̂ij/vij→ 1 in probability where v̂ij is defined in Eq. (5.6). We first define

ṽij :=
∑
6̀=j

[Ẽ]2i`ζ
2
`j +

∑
`6=i

[Ẽ]2ljζ
2
i` + [Ẽ]2ij(ζii + ζjj)

2.

Using the same argument as that for deriving Eq. (4.171) in [28], we have

(S.6.38)

|ṽij − vij |-
(‖T‖max + σ)2logn

(np)3/2
+

(‖T‖max + σ)2(logn)2

(np)2

� (‖T‖max + σ)2logn

(np)3/2
.

with high probability. We now bound |ṽij − v̂ij |. Recall that we had defined Ê = T̂g − p−1T̂

in the statement of Theorem 5.1. Now let Ĕ := ÛgÛ
>
g T̃/p− p−1T̂ where T̃ is defined in

Eq. (S.6.27) and let

v̆ij =
∑
6̀=j

[Ĕ]2ilζ
2
`j +

∑
`6=i

[Ĕ]2`jζ
2
i` + [Ĕ]2ij(ζii + ζjj)

2.

Then whp Ĕ = Ê and v̆ij = v̂ij . As Ẽ = E whp, we have by Eq. (S.6.24) that

‖Ĕ− Ẽ‖max = ‖Ê−E‖max = ‖p−1ÛgÛ
>
g T̂−T‖max - ϑ(logn)δ

∗
(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p
‖U‖22→∞.
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whp. Now recall Eq. (S.6.34) and Eq. (S.6.35). We then have

‖Ĕ‖max - ‖Ẽ‖max + ‖Ĕ− Ẽ‖max

- ϑ(logn)δ
∗
(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p
‖U‖22→∞ +

1

p

{
‖T‖max + σ

√
logn

}
-

1

p

{
‖T‖max + σ

√
logn

}
,

whp. Furthermore, we have by Eq. (S.6.21) that

‖Ûg‖2→∞ ≤ ‖U‖2→∞ + d2→∞(Ûg,U) = (1 + o(1))‖U‖2→∞)

whp and hence

‖ÛgÛ
>
g −UU>‖max ≤ d2→∞(Ûg,U)

(
‖Ûg‖2→∞ + ‖U‖2→∞

)
- ϑ

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
(logn)δ

∗

√
np

‖U‖22→∞ = o(‖U‖22→∞),

whp. In summary we have whp that

‖ÛgÛ
>
g ‖max ≤ ‖ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>‖max + ‖UU>‖max - ‖U‖22→∞.

We can now use the same arguments as that presented in Eq. (4.176)–Eq. (4.177) of [28],
but with terms depending on Û replaced by terms depending on Ûg . More specifically let
ζ̂k` = [ÛgÛg]

>
k`. We then have, after some straightforward but tedious algebra, that

(S.6.39)
|v̂ij − ṽij |= |v̆ij − ṽij |

≤
∣∣∣∑
6̀=j

(
[Ĕ]2i`ζ̂

2
`j − [Ẽ]2i`ζ

2
`j

)∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∑
` 6=i

(
[Ĕ]2`j ζ̂

2
i` − [Ẽ]2`jζ

2
i`

)∣∣∣+ 2
∣∣∣[Ĕ]2ij ζ̂iiζ̂jj − [Ẽ]2ijζiiζjj

∣∣∣
- (‖Ẽ‖max + ‖Ĕ‖max)‖Ĕ− Ẽ‖max‖ÛgÛ

>
g ‖max

+ (‖ÛgÛ
>
g ‖max + ‖UU>‖max)‖ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>‖max‖Ẽ‖2

+ (‖Ẽ‖max + ‖Ĕ‖max)‖Ĕ− Ẽ‖max‖ÛgÛ
>
g ‖2max

+ ‖E‖2max(‖ÛgÛ
>
g ‖max + ‖UU>‖max)‖ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>‖max

- ϑ(logn)δ
∗+1/2

(n
p

)3/2 (‖T‖max + σ)3

|λk(T)|
‖U‖42→∞︸ ︷︷ ︸

ζn

,

whp. In particular the last inequality in the above display is derived as follows.

(i) Let δ1 = (‖Ẽ‖max + ‖Ĕ‖max)‖Ĕ− Ẽ‖max‖ÛgÛ
>
g ‖max. Then

δ1 -
1

p

{
‖T‖max + σ

√
logn

}
· ϑ(logn)δ

∗
(‖T‖max + σ)

√
n

p
‖U‖42→∞

≤ ϑ(logn)δ
∗+1/2

(n
p

)3/2 (‖T‖max + σ)2‖T‖max

n‖T‖max
‖U‖42→∞ - ζn

whp. Note that we had used the fact that |λk(T)| � n‖T‖max in the above derivations.
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(ii) Next let δ2 = (‖ÛgÛ
>
g ‖max + ‖UU>‖max)‖ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>‖max‖Ẽ‖2. Then

δ2 - ϑ
n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
(logn)δ

∗

√
np

‖U‖42→∞‖Ẽ‖2

- ϑ(logn)δ
∗
(n/p)3/2 (‖T‖max + σ)3

|λk(T)|
‖U‖42→∞ ≺ ζn

whp where we used the fact that ‖Ẽ‖ has the same upper bound as ‖E‖ given in (S.6.18).
(iii) Finally let δ3 = ‖E‖2max(‖ÛgÛ

>
g ‖max + ‖UU>‖max)‖ÛgÛ

>
g −UU>‖max. Then

δ3 - ϑ(logn)1+δ∗ 1

p2

√
n

p

(‖T‖max + σ)3

|λk(T)|
‖U‖42→∞

≤ np

p2

√
n

p

(‖T‖max + σ)3

|λk(T)|
‖U‖42→∞ - ζn

whp where we had used the fact that np% nβ = ω(ϑ(logn)1+δ∗).

Note that δ1 + δ2 and δ1 + δ3 are upper bounds for the terms denoted by α1 and α3 in
Eq. (4.176) and Eq. (4.177) of [28], respectively. Combining Eq. (S.6.29), Eq. (S.6.38), and
Eq. (S.6.39), we have whp that

|v̂ij − vij |
vij

-
(‖T‖max + σ)2logn

(np)3/2vij
+ ϑ(logn)δ

∗+1/2
(n
p

)3/2 (‖T‖max + σ)3

|λk(T)|vij
‖U‖42→∞

-
logn

√
np · n(‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2)

+ ϑ(logn)δ
∗+1/2

√
n

p

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
‖U‖42→∞

‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

-
logn
√
np

+ ϑ(logn)δ
∗+1/2

√
n

p

n(‖T‖max + σ)

|λk(T)|
‖U‖42→∞

‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2

- ϑ(logn)δ
∗+1/2

√
n

p

n(‖T‖max + σ)‖U‖42→∞
|λk(T)|(‖[U]i‖2 + ‖[U]j‖2)

= o(1),

where the last equality is by Eq. (S.6.34) and Eq. (S.6.26). In summary we have
√
vij/v̂ij→

1 in probability and hence, by Slutsky’s Theorem and Eq. (S.6.36), we have

[T̂g −T]ij√
v̂ij

=

√
vij
v̂ij
· [T̂g −T]ij√

vij
 N (0,1),

as desired.

S.6.4. Proof of Theorem 5.2. The proof uses the same ideas as that presented in the proof
of Theorem 3.3 and thus, for conciseness, we only sketch some of the main steps here. Define
Q∗ = BF(BF)>. Then with probability at least 1− d−6, we have

(S.6.40) |λi(Q∗)| �mλi for i ∈ [k].

and conditional on given Q∗, with probability at least 1− d−6,

‖Q−Q∗‖-mλkE .

See Section 8.2 and Section 10.2 in the supplementary material of [18] for derivations of
these bounds. Then we can condition on a high-probability event such that given Q∗ satisfy-
ing |λi(Q∗)| �mλi for all i ∈ [k]. Recall that we have assumed bounded condition number
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among λ1, . . . , λk. So we then take M = Q∗ and M̂ = Q in Assumption 1 with bounded ψ
and Sn =C1mλk for some fixed constant C1 ≥ 0. By (S.6.40), we further have En =mλkE .
Then by Theorem 3.2 and the fact that G is independent with Q and Q∗, we can uncondition
the high-probability event of M = Q∗, and the desired results follow immediately.

S.6.5. Proof of Theorem S.6.1. We first recall the decomposition of Ûg −UgWclt in
Eq. (S.5.43), i.e.,

(S.6.41) ÛgW
>
clt −U = EUΛ−1 + [R1 + · · ·+ R7]W>

clt = EUΛ−1 + RW>
clt,

where R1, . . . ,R3 are defined in the proof of Theorem S.3.3 in Section S.5.3, and
R4, . . . ,R7, Wclt are defined in the proof of Theorem 3.4 in Section S.5.9; in particular
Wclt solves the orthogonal Procrustes problem between Ûg and Û (see Eq. (S.5.47)). We
emphasize that Eq. (S.6.41) holds for general matrices M̂ and M, and does not require As-
sumption 3 and Eq.(3.14) to be satisfied. For this proof we only consider M̃ = ÛgÛ

>
g M̂ and

note that the same arguments also apply when M̃ = 2−1(ÛgÛ
>
g M̂ + M̂ÛgÛ

>
g ). For ease

of exposition we say that an event E happens with high probability (whp) if E happens with
probability at least 1− Cn−6 where C > 0 is a finite constant that can change from line to
line.

Let R̃ := RW>
clt and note that EUΛ−1U>M̂ = EUU> + EUΛ−1U>E. Then from

Eq. (S.6.41) we have

(S.6.42)

M̃−M = ÛgÛ
>
g M̂−UU>M = ÛgW

>
cltWcltÛ

>
g M̂−UU>M

=
(
U + EUΛ−1 + R̃

)(
U + EUΛ−1 + R̃

)>
M̂−UU>M

= UU>E + UΛ−1U>EM̂ + UR̃>M̂ + EUΛ−1U>E + EUU>

+ EUΛ−2U>EM̂ + EUΛ−1R̃>M̂ + R̃U>M̂

+ R̃Λ−1U>EM̂ + R̃R̃>M̂,

The following claim provides upper bound for ‖R‖2→∞, ‖R‖ and ‖ER‖2→∞; we de-
ferred its proof to Section S.7.7. As Wclt is orthogonal, the same bounds also hold for
‖R̃‖2→∞,‖R̃‖ and ‖ER̃‖2→∞.

CLAIM S.5. Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2 with k,ψ bounded. Let g ≥ 2+(2β∆)−1.
We then have whp,

(S.6.43)

‖R‖2→∞ - `clt

(En
Sn

)2
‖U‖2→∞ +

‖U>EU‖
Sn

‖U‖2→∞,

‖R‖ - max
{
ϑ2, (logn)1/2

}(En
Sn

)2
+
‖U>EU‖

Sn
,

‖ER‖2→∞ - `clt(logn)δ
E3
n

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞ + (logn)δ
En‖U>EU‖

Sn
‖U‖2→∞,

where `clt is specified in Theorem 3.4.

Recall that

αn = `clt

(En
Sn

)
En‖U‖22→∞ + ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞ +

‖U>EU‖2

Sn
‖U‖22→∞.

We now bound the max norm of each term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.6.42) by αn.
We will repeatedly use the observations that (1) En/Sn - n−β∆ for some β∆ > 0 and thus
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decreases to 0 faster than any polylog(n) factor and (2) ‖M1M
>
2 ‖max ≤ ‖M1‖2→∞ ×

‖M2‖2→∞.

1. ‖UΛ−1U>EM̂‖max. As UΛ−1U>EM̂ = UΛ−1U>E2 + UΛ−1U>EM and thus

‖UΛ−1U>E2‖max ≤ ‖U‖2→∞‖Λ−1‖‖E2U‖2→∞ - (logn)2δ
(En
Sn

)
En‖U‖22→∞

‖UΛ−1U>EUΛU>‖max ≤ ‖U‖22→∞‖Λ−1‖‖U>EU‖‖Λ‖

- ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞
Each of the above terms are less than αn and hence ‖UΛ−1U>EM̂‖max =O(αn) whp.

2. ‖UR̃>M̂‖max. We decompose UR̃>M̂ = UR̃>E + UR̃>M. First we have

‖UR̃>E‖max ≤ ‖ER̃‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞

- `clt(logn)δ
(En
Sn

)2
En‖U‖22→∞ + (logn)δ

En‖U>EU‖
Sn

‖U‖22→∞ - αn.

Furthermore we have
‖UR̃>M‖max ≤ ‖MR‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞ ≤ ‖U‖22→∞‖Λ‖‖R‖

-max{ϑ2, (logn)1/2}
(En
Sn

)
En‖U‖22→∞ + ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞ - αn.

In summary, we have ‖UR̃>M̂‖max =O(αn) whp.

3. ‖EUΛ−1U>E‖max. We have whp,

‖EUΛ−1U>E‖max ≤ ‖EU‖22→∞‖Λ−1‖- (logn)2δ
(En
Sn

)
En‖U‖22→∞ - αn

4. ‖EUΛ−2U>EM̂‖max. We have EUΛ−2U>EM̂ = EUΛ−2U>E2 +EUΛ−2U>EM.
First, we have

‖EUΛ−2U>E2‖max ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖E2U‖2→∞‖Λ−2‖- (logn)3δ
(En
Sn

)2
En‖U‖22→∞

whp. Second, we have whp,

‖EUΛ−2U>EM‖max ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖U>EU‖‖Λ−2‖

- (logn)δ
(En
Sn

)
‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞.

In summary, we have ‖EUΛ−2U>EM̂‖max =O(αn) whp.

5. ‖EUΛ−1R̃>M̂‖max. We decompose EUΛ−1R̃>M̂ = EUΛ−1R̃>E+EUΛ−1R̃>M.
First we have
‖EUΛ−1R̃>E‖max ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖ER̃‖2→∞‖Λ−1‖

- `clt(logn)2δ
(En
Sn

)3
En‖U‖22→∞ + (logn)2δ

(En
Sn

)2
‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞

whp. Second we have whp

‖EUΛ−1R̃>M‖max ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖Λ−1‖‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖R̃‖

- ϑ(logn)δ
(En
Sn

)2
En‖U‖22→∞ + (logn)δ

En
Sn
‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞.

In summary, we have ‖EUΛ−1R̃>M̂‖max =O(αn) whp.
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6. ‖R̃U>M̂‖max. We decompose R̃U>M̂ = R̃U>E+R̃U>M = R̃U>E+R̃ΛU>. First
we have

‖R̃U>E‖max = ‖EU‖2→∞‖R̃‖2→∞

- `clt(logn)δ
(En
Sn

)2
En‖U‖22→∞ + (logn)δ

En
Sn
‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞

Second we have

‖R̃ΛU>‖max ≤ ‖R̃‖2→∞‖UΛ‖2→∞ - `clt

(En
Sn

)
En‖U‖22→∞ + ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞

whp. In summary we have ‖R̃U>M̂‖max =O(αn) whp.

7. ‖R̃Λ−1U>EM̂‖max. We decompose R̃Λ−1U>EM̂ = R̃Λ−1U>E2 + R̃Λ−1U>EM.
First we have

‖R̃Λ−1U>E2‖max ≤ ‖E2U‖2→∞‖R̃‖2→∞‖Λ−1‖

- `clt(logn)2δ
(En
Sn

)3
En‖U‖22→∞ + (logn)2δ

(En
Sn

)2
‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞

whp. Second we have whp

‖R̃Λ−1U>EM‖max ≤ ‖R̃Λ−1‖2→∞‖MEU‖2→∞

≤ ‖R̃‖2→∞‖Λ−1‖‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖U>EU‖

- `clt

(En
Sn

)2
‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞ +

‖U>EU‖2

Sn
‖U‖22→∞.

In summary we have ‖R̃Λ−1U>EM̂‖max =O(αn) whp.

8. ‖R̃R̃>M̂‖max. We decompose R̃R̃>M̂ = R̃R̃>E + R̃R̃>M. First whp

‖R̃R̃>E‖max ≤ ‖ER̃‖2→∞‖R̃‖2→∞

-
(En
Sn

)3
En‖U‖22→∞ + ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞ +

‖U>EU‖2

Sn
‖U‖22→∞,

Second we have whp,

‖R̃R̃>M‖max ≤ ‖R̃‖2→∞‖UΛU>R̃‖2→∞

≤ ‖R̃‖2→∞‖U‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖R̃‖

-
(En
Sn

)2
En‖U‖22→∞ + ‖U>EU‖‖U‖22→∞ +

‖U>EU‖2

Sn
‖U‖22→∞.

In summary we have ‖R̃R̃>M̂‖max =O(αn) whp.

Substituting the above bounds into Eq. (S.6.42) we have, for any (i, j) ∈ [n]2, that

[M̃]ij − [M]ij = [UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij +Rij ,

where |Rij |- αn whp. Then, under the condition of Theorem S.6.1, we have

[M̃]ij − [M]ij√
vij

=
[UU>E]ij + [EUU>]ij√

vij
+
Rij√
vij
 N (0,1),

by Slutsky’s theorem.
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S.6.6. Proof of Theorem S.2.1. Theorem S.2.1 follows mutatis mutandis from the proofs
of Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3, with the conditions in Assumptions 1 and 2 replaced by
those in Assumptions S.1 and S.2. For brevity we only present proof sketches for the bounds
‖(MM>)gMG− (M̂M̂>)gM̂G‖ and d2(Ûg,U) given in Eq. (S.2.1) and Eq. (S.2.2). The
bound for d2→∞(Ûg,U) in Eq.(S.2.3) is also straightforward but requires more tedious book-
keeping and is thus omitted.

Let Ug be the left singular vectors of (MM>)gMG = UΣ2g+1U>G where G is n× k̃
matrix whose enties are iid standard normals. As rk(U>G) = k almost surely, Ug is equiv-
alent to U, i.e.,

(S.6.44) d2(Ug,U) = ‖ sin Θ(Ug,U)‖= d2→∞(Ug,U) = 0

almost surely. See also the proof of Proposition 3.1 in Section S.7.1.
We now introduce some notations. Let J be any positive integer and M1, . . . ,MJ be

arbitrary matrices of dimensions n1 × n2. First define〈
M1 · · ·MJ

〉
:= M1M

>
2 M3M

>
4 · · ·M?

J ,

where M?
J = M>

J if J is even and M?
J = MJ otherwise. Next, for `1, . . . , `J > 0, define〈

M`1
1 · · ·M

`J
J

〉
:=
〈
M1 · · ·M1︸ ︷︷ ︸
`1 terms

· · ·MJ · · ·MJ︸ ︷︷ ︸
`J terms

〉
.

Finally, define

∆g = (M̂M̂>)gM̂G− (MM>)gMG =
{〈

M̂2g+1
〉
−
〈
M2g+1

〉}
G.

We say that an event A happens with probability at least 1−O(n−6) if P(A)≥ 1− Cn−6

where C is some fixed constant not depending on n.
We now derive the bound for ‖∆g‖ given in Eq. (S.2.1). Similar to Lemma S.4.2, we have

∆g =
〈
E2g+1

〉
G︸ ︷︷ ︸

L1

+

2g−1∑
ξ=0

2g−1−ξ∑
`=0

〈
M̂`EM2g−ξ−`Eξ

〉
G︸ ︷︷ ︸

L2

+

2g−1∑
ξ=0

〈
M2g−ξEξ+1

〉
G︸ ︷︷ ︸

L3

.

Bounding ‖L1‖: Similar to Eq. (S.5.2), we have with probability at least 1−O(n−6),

‖L1‖ ≤ ‖〈E2g+1〉‖ × ‖G‖ ≤ ‖E‖2g+1 × ‖G‖-E2g+1
n1,n2
‖G‖.

Then similar to Eq. (S.4.4) and Eq. (S.4.5), we have

‖G‖-max{n1/2
2 , k̃1/2, log1/2 n}= max{n1/2

2 , log1/2 n},

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). In summary, ‖L1‖-E2g+1
n1,n2 max{n1/2

2 , log1/2 n} with
probability at least 1−O(n−6).
Bounding ‖L2‖: First we note that

‖L2‖ ≤
2g−1∑
ξ=0

2g−1−ξ∑
`=0

‖M̂`EM2g−ξ−`EξG‖.

We now bound ‖〈M̂`EM2g−ξ−`EξG
∥∥. Suppose that ξ is odd (the case when ξ is even fol-

lows the same identical argument). We then have〈
M̂`EM2g−ξ−`Eξ

〉
G =

〈
M̂`EM2g−ξ−`−1

〉
VΣU>(EE>)(ξ−1)/2EG.
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Then, similar to Eq. (S.5.3), we have,

‖〈M̂`EM2g−ξ−`Eξ〉G‖ ≤ ‖M̂‖` × ‖E‖ × ‖M‖2g−ξ−`−1 × ‖Σ‖ × ‖U>(EE>)(ξ−1)/2EG
∥∥

- S2g−ξ
n1,n2

En1,n2
‖U>(EE>)(ξ−1)/2EG‖

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). Similar to Lemma S.4.3, let V̄ξ ∈ Rn2×k be the right
singular vectors of U>(EE>)(ξ−1)/2E. We then have

(S.6.45)

∥∥U>(EE>)(ξ−1)/2EG
∥∥≤ ‖U>(EE>)(ξ−1)/2E‖ × ‖V̄>ξ G‖

-Eξn1,n2
max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n},

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). Therefore, with probability at least 1−O(n−6),∥∥〈M̂`EM2g−ξ−`Eξ
〉
G
∥∥- S2g−ξ

n1,n2
Eξ+1
n1,n2

max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n},

and thus ‖L2‖- S2g
n1,n2En1,n2

max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n}.
Bounding ‖L3‖: Once again we focus on the case where ξ is odd. First note that〈

M2g−ξEξ+1
〉
G =

〈
M2g−ξ−1

〉
UΣV>(E>E)(ξ+1)/2G.

Next, similar to Eq. (S.5.7) and Eq. (S.6.45), we have

(S.6.46)
‖
〈
M2g−ξEξ+1

〉
G‖ ≤ ‖M‖2g−ξ−1 × ‖Σ‖ × ‖V>(E>E)(ξ+1)/2G‖

- S2g−ξ
n1,n2

Eξ+1
n1,n2

max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n}

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). In summary, similar to Eq. (S.5.7), we have

‖L3‖ ≤
2g−1∑
ξ=0

∥∥〈M2g−ξEξ+1
〉
G
∥∥- S2g

n1,n2
En1,n2

max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n},

with probability at least 1−O(n−6).
Combining the upper bounds above for ‖L1‖, ‖L2‖ and ‖L3‖ we obtain

‖∆g‖ ≤ ‖L1‖+ ‖L2‖+ ‖L3‖

-E2g+1
n1,n2

η1/2 + S2g
n1,n2

En1,n2
max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n},

with probability at least 1−O(n−6), where η = max{n2, logn}. Now recall Assumption S.1.
Then by choosing g ≥ (4β∆)−1, we have

(S.6.47) ‖∆g‖- S2g
n1,n2

En1,n2
max{k̃1/2, log1/2 n},

with probability at least 1−O(n−6). Eq. (S.2.1) is thereby established.
Bounding σ−1

k {(M̂M̂>)gM̂G}: Denote the SVD of M̂ as

M̂ = ÛΣ̂V̂> + Û⊥Σ̂⊥V̂>⊥,

where Σ̂ ∈ Rk×k is the diagonal matrix formed by the k largest singular values of M̂ and
Σ̂⊥ ∈ R(n−k)×(n−k) is the diagonal matrix for the remaining singular values. Similar to
Eq. (S.4.6)– Eq. (S.4.9), we have for any a ∈ [an] that

G>a M̂>(M̂M̂>)2gM̂Ga = G>a V̂Σ̂4g+2V̂>Ga + G>a V̂⊥Σ̂4g+2
⊥ V̂>⊥Ga.

Therefore, by Weyl’s inequality,

σ2
k{(M̂M̂>)gM̂G}= max

a∈[an]
λk{G>a M̂>(M̂M̂>)2gM̂Ga}

≥ max
a∈[an]

λk
{
G>a V̂Σ̂4g+2V̂>Ga

}
≥ σ4g+2

k (M̂) max
a∈[an]

σ2
k{V̂>Ga}.
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When ψ = o(Sn1,n2
/En1,n2

), similar to Eq. (S.4.9), we have σk(M̂)% ψ−1Sn1,n2
with prob-

ability at least 1 − n−6. Next, using the same arguments as that for deriving Eq. (S.4.11)–
Eq. (S.4.17), we obtain

max
a∈[an]

σ2
k{V̂>Ga}% k̃,

with probability at least 1 − O(n−6), provided that k and k̃ satisfy one of the conditions
(a)–(c) as specified in Theorem 3.2 and an ≥ Ck̃−1 logn for some universal constant C . In
summary we have, with probability at least 1−O(n−6),

(S.6.48) σ−1
k {(M̂M̂>)gM̂G}- k̃−1/2ψ2g+1S−(1+2g)

n1,n2
.

Bounding d2(Ûg,U): We apply Wedin’s sin-Θ theorem [122], i.e.,

‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖ ≤
‖∆g‖

σk
{

(M̂M̂>)gM̂G
}
− σk+1

{
(MM>)gMG

}
= ‖∆g‖σ−1

k

{
(M̂M̂>)gM̂G

}
- ϑψ2g+1En1,n2

Sn1,n2

,

with probability at least 1 − O(n−6). The equality in the above display is because
rk{(MM>)gMG} ≤ k while the last inequality follows from Eq. (S.6.47) and Eq. (S.6.48).
Eq. (S.2.2) is thereby established.

S.7. Additional Proofs.

S.7.1. Proof of Proposition 3.1. When rk(M) = k∗, we have M = UΛU> by Eq. (2.1).
Then MgG = UΛgU>G where Λg is a k∗× k∗ diagonal matrix with full rank. In addition,
since G is chosen from many standard Gaussian matrix Ga with a ∈ [an], and U ∈On×k, it
is easy to see each U>Ga is a k∗ × k̃ standard Gaussian matrix. Recall that k̃ ≥ k∗.

Now if U>G has rank k∗ then ΛgU>G is k∗ × k̃ matrix with rank k∗ and thus, as a
result, the column space of MgG = U ·ΛgU>G coincides with the column space of U. As
Ug ∈On×k∗ is the left singular matrix of MgG and U ∈On×k∗ , there exists an orthogonal
Wk,g ∈Ok∗ such that Ug = UWk∗,g . By the definition of d∗ for ∗ ∈ {2,2→∞}, we have

(S.7.1) 0≤ d∗(Ug,U) = inf
Wk∈Ok∗

∥∥Ug −UWk∗
∥∥
∗ ≤

∥∥Ug −UWk∗,g

∥∥
∗ = 0.

Finally, since P
(
rk(U>Ga) = k∗

)
= 1 for any a ∈ [an] (see e.g. [44]) and G is chosen from

G1, . . . ,Gan , we immediately have P
(
rk(U>G) = k∗

)
= 1. Therefore, we conclude that

Eq. (S.7.1) holds almost surely.

S.7.2. Proof of Proposition 3.2. The ideas of this proof are adapted from the proof of
Lemmas 6.5 and 7.10 in [48]. We first assume that E is entrywise independent and then
extend it to the case where E is symmetric with independent (upper-triangular) entries. Fix a
particular basis vector ei∗ and a vector u ∈Rn not depending on E. Our target event can be
written as
(S.7.2)
A=

{
E : |e>i∗E

g
u| ≤ 1.5Egn(logn)gδ‖u‖max

}
=
{

H : |e>i∗Hgū| ≤ 1.5(logn)gδ
}
,

where H := E/En = (hij)n×n and ū := u/‖u‖max = (ū1, . . . , ūn)>. We now derive an
upper bound for P(A). Denote, for brevity, X := e>i∗H

gū.
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Case a. (g = 1) When g = 1, we have

X = e>i∗Hū=

n∑
i=1

hi∗iūi.

By the moment conditions of eij , we know for any 2≤ g′ ≤ (logn)A0 log logn,

(S.7.3) E|hii∗ |g
′
= E

[∣∣eij/En∣∣g′]≤ Cg
′

1

nqg
′−2
n

.

In addition, hi∗1, . . . , hi∗n are independent mean zero random variables. Then, by taking
α= 1, β =−2, γ = 1 in Lemma 3.8 in [48], we have when δ > 1 is fixed,

|X |=
∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

hi∗iūi

∣∣∣≤ (logn)δ
[supi |ūi|

qn
+
{ 1

n

n∑
i=1

ū2
i

}1/2]
≤ (logn)δ

[ 1

qn
+ 1
]
≤ 1.1(logn)δ

with probability at least 1 − exp{−ν(logn)δ}, provided that n ≥ N(C1, δ,A0,{qn}n≥1).
Here N(C1, δ,A0,{qn}n≥1) is a constant depending only on C1, δ,A0, and the divergence
rate of qn, while ν is a constant depending only on C1. Eq. (S.7.3) can be rewritten as
|e>i∗Eu| ≤ 1.1En(logn)δ‖u‖max which implies the desired result.

Case b. (2 ≤ g ≤ logn) We first note the following two deterministic bounds: By the
moment condition of eij , we have when g′ = 2,

E|hij |2 = E
[∣∣eij∣∣2]/E2

n ≤C2
1/n,

for any i, j ∈ [n]. Next, if 3 ≤ g′ ≤ (logn)δ+2 and n is sufficiently large such that
(logn)A0 log logn ≥ (logn)δ+2 and qn > 3 logC1, then

E|hij |g
′ ≤ Cg

′

1

nqg
′−2
n

=
1

n
exp

{
g′(logC1 − log qn) + 2 log qn

}
.

≤ 1

n
exp

{
3(logC1 − log qn) + 2 log qn

}
≤ C2

1

n
.

In other words, there exists a constant N1(C1,A0,{qn}n≥1) (henceforth N1) depending
only on C1,A0 > 0, and the divergence rate of qn such that for all n ≥ N1, for any
g′ ∈ [2, (logn)δ+2], and for all i, j ∈ [n] we have

(S.7.4) E|hij |g
′ ≤ C2

1

n
.

We next introduce some additional notation. Let α denote a generic pair (i, j) with i, j ∈
[n]. The sth coordinate of α (with s ∈ {1,2}) is denoted as α(s). For two pairs α and α̃,
define χαα̃ = 1{α(2) = α̃(1)}.

We now bound the ιth moment of X for integer ι > 0. By definition, we have

(S.7.5)

X =
∑

(i1,...,ig)∈[n]g

hi∗i1hi1i2 · · ·hig−1ig ūig

=
∑

(α1,...,αg)∈([n]2)g

χα0α1
χα1α2

· · ·χαg−1αghα1
· · ·hαg ūα(2)

g
:=

∑
β∈([n]2)g

ζβ,
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where (i1, . . . , ig) denote a collection of g integers (not necessarily distinct) from [n],
α0 := (0, i∗), and (α1, · · · ,αg) denote a collection of g pairs (not necessarily dis-
tinct) from [n] × [n]. For brevity we use β to denote a generic (α1, . . . ,αg) and ζβ :=
χα0α1

χα1α2
· · ·χαg−1αghα1

· · ·hαg ūα(2)
g

. Then, for any ι≥ 1,

(S.7.6) X ι =
∑

(β1,β2,··· ,βι)

ζβ1
ζβ2
· · · ζβι ,

where (β1,β2, · · · ,βι) now runs over all possible combinations of β1 . . .βι ∈ ([n]2)g . For a
particular (β1,β2, · · · ,βι), we denote β` = (α1,`, · · · ,αg,`) for ` ∈ [ι]. We denote a generic
(β1, · · · ,βι) by B.

Suppose B is given. We can then construct a partition ΓB over [ι]× [g] (induced by B as
follows). ΓB =

{
γς,B

}
is a collection of disjoint sets such that for any (`, τ) ∈ [ι]× [g] and

(`′, τ ′) ∈ [ι]× [g], (`, τ) and (`′, τ ′) belong to the same partition γς,B ∈ ΓB if and only if,

(S.7.7) β
(τ)
` :=ατ,` =ατ ′,`′ =: β

(τ ′)
`′ .

The above property for γς,B implies the existence of a α ∈ [n]2 such that ατ,` = α for all
(`, τ) ∈ γς,B . We denote this α by αγς,B . There is then a bijection between the set of distinct
B = (β1, . . . ,βι) and the set of partition ΓB and α associated with ΓB , i.e., a bijection
between B and Γ̄B :=

{
(γς,B,αγς,B)

}|ΓB |
ς=1

. We denote the mapping from B to Γ̄B by Υ(·),
i.e., Υ(B) = Γ̄B and the inverse mapping by Υ−1. More specifically, given a partition Γ of
[ι]× [g] together with its α–assignment, i.e.,

(S.7.8) Γ̄ =
{

(γς ,αγς )
}|Γ̄|
ς=1

,

there exists a unique BΓ̄ such that

(S.7.9) BΓ̄ = (β1,Γ̄, . . . ,βι,Γ̄) := Υ−1
(
Γ̄
)
.

For a Γ̄ of the form in Eq. (S.7.8), we can construct a multigraph GΓ̄ =
[
V (GΓ̄),E(GΓ̄)

]
with vertex set V (GΓ̄) and edge set E(GΓ̄) as follows.

• V (GΓ̄) =
{
γ0, γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄|

}
where γ0 is an auxiliary node with αγ0

= (0, i∗). Recall that
we currently assume a fixed i∗ and hence γ0 does not depend on Γ̄.

• For any two indices ς ∈ {0,1, . . . , |Γ̄|} and ς ′ ∈ {0, . . . , |Γ̄|}, the pair (γς , γς′) belongs to
E(GΓ̄) if and only if χαγς ,αγς′ is a factor in one of ζβ`,Γ̄ for some β`,Γ̄ in BΓ̄ = Υ−1(Γ̄),
defined in Eq. (S.7.9).

REMARK S.7.1. The graph GΓ̄ can also be defined using only the Γ = {γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄|}
without explicit reference to the {αγi}. More specifically, for any γς , γς′ , the term χαγς ,αγς′
is a factor in one of the ζβ`,Γ̄ if and only if:

• for γς 6= γ0 and γς′ 6= γ0, there exist some τ, ` such that (`, τ) ∈ γς and (`, τ + 1) ∈ γς′ ;
• for γς = γ0 and γς′ 6= γ0, there exists some ` such that (`,1) ∈ γς′ .

Given the above bijection between B = (β1, . . . ,βg) and Γ̄B , we can rewrite Eq. (S.7.6) as

X ι =
∑

(β1,β2,··· ,βι)

ζβ1
ζβ2
· · · ζβι =

∑
Γ̄B

ζβ1,Γ̄B
ζβ2,Γ̄B

· · · ζβι,Γ̄B

=
∑
Γ̄B

( ∏
(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς ,αγς′

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

h
|γς |
αγς ·

( ι∏
`=1

ū
(2)
αg,`,Γ̄B

)
,
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where αg,`,Γ̄B denote the gth α in β`,Γ̄B .

Now let ι = (logn)δ

CBC1sg
for some fixed s, δ > 0. The constant CB is specified later in

Eq. (S.7.14). Without loss of generality we shall assume that ι is even (otherwise we let
ι= d (logn)δ

CBC1sg
e or ι= d (logn)δ

CBC1sg
e+1 without affecting the subsequent argument). Now there ex-

ists a constantN2(C1, δ) (henceforthN2) such that for any n≥N2 we have (as γς ⊆ [ι]× [g])

(S.7.10) |γς | ≤ ιg ≤ (logn)δ+1/(CBC1sg)≤ (logn)δ+2,

We then have, for n≥max{N1,N2},
(S.7.11)

|EX ι|=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
Γ̄B

E
[( ∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

h
|γς |
αγς ·

( ι∏
`=1

ūα(2)

g,`,Γ̄B

)]∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
Γ̄B

( ∏
(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς ,αγς′

)( ι∏
`=1

ūα(2)

g,`,Γ̄B

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

E
[
h
|γς |
αγς

]∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)
( ∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′

)( ι∏
`=1

ūα(2)

g,`,Γ̄B

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

E
[
h
|γς |
αγς

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∑
Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)
( ∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

∣∣∣E[h|γς |αγς

]∣∣∣
≤
∑
Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)
( ∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

E
[
|hαγς |

|γς |]
≤
∑
Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)
( ∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′

) ∏
γς∈V (GΓ̄B

)\{γ0}

C2
1/n

≤
∑
Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)(C2
1/n)|Γ̄B |

( ∏
(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς ,αγς′

)
where I(Γ̄B) = 1 if |γς | ≥ 2 for all ς ∈ [|Γ̄B|] and I(Γ̄B) = 0 otherwise. Here γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄B |
are the components of Γ̄B (see Eq. (S.7.8)). The third equality in the above display is because,
for a given Γ̄B , if there exists a γς such that |γς | = 1 then E[h

|γς |
αγς ] = E[hαγς ] = 0 as the

entries of E have mean 0.The first inequality is because |ūi| ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [n] while the third
inequality follows from Eq. (S.7.4); indeed, the non-zero summands in E[X ι] all include
terms of the form E|hαγς |

|γς | for some |γς | ∈ [2, (logn)δ+2] (see Eq. (S.7.10)).
It remains to bound∑

Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)(C2
1/n)|Γ̄B |

( ∏
(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς ,αγς′

)
Recall Eq.(S.7.8), i.e., any Γ̄B include two components, namely the partition {γς,B} of [ι]×
[g] and the {αγς} associated with {γς}. We therefore have

|EX ι| ≤
∑
Γ̄B

I(Γ̄B)(C2
1/n)|Γ̄B |

( ∏
(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς ,αγς′

)
=
∑
ΓB

∑
{αγς,B}

I(ΓB,{αγς,B})(C2
1/n)|ΓB |

∏
(γς,B ,γς′,B)∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς,B ,αγς′ ,B
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where the first sum is over all possible partitions ΓB = {γς,B} of [ι]× [g] while the second
sum is over all possible {αγς ,B} of α-assignments of ΓB . We now bound∑

{αγς,B}

∏
(γς,B ,γς′,B)∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς,B ,αγς′ ,B

for some arbitrary but fixed ΓB . By Remark S.7.1, the (γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄|B) corresponds to a multi-
graph GΓ̄B and furthermore GΓ̄B is connected for any ΓB . To see this, take γ0 as the root
node. Then any γς1 for which (`,1) ∈ γς1 for some ` ∈ [ι] will have an edge with γ0. Any γς2
for which (`,2) ∈ γς2 for some ` ∈ [ι] will have an edge to γς1 . Continuing this argument we
obtain a path between any γς ∈ {γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄B |} and γς′ ∈ {γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄B |}. There thus exists a
spanning tree TΓ̄B ⊆GΓ̄B rooted at α0. Now TΓ̄B ⊆GΓ̄B satisfies

(S.7.12)
∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(GΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′ = 1 only if
∏

(γς ,γς′ )∈E(TΓ̄B
)

χαγς ,αγς′ = 1.

We now study the behavior of χαγς ,αγς′ for an arbitrary TΓ̄. For a given ancestor γςa in TΓ̄

withαγa , there are at most n choices ofα–assignment for any of its descendants, say γςd , that
can make χαγςa ,αγςd = 1. This is because α(1)

γd must be α(2)
γa , and α(2)

γd can be any of 1, . . . , n.
Now we count from the root node γ0 in TΓ̄. For each of γ′0s descendants in TΓ̄, there are
at most n different α-assignment that make the corresponding χαγ0

,α = 1. Same argument
also holds for the descendants of γ0’s descendants. There are thus at most n|Γ̄| different
(α1, . . . ,α|Γ̄|) for which

∏
(γς ,γς′ )∈E(TΓ̄)χαγς ,αγς′ = 1. Eq. (S.7.12) therefore implies

(S.7.13)

∑
{αγς,B}

∏
(γς,B ,γς′,B)∈E(GΓ̄B

)

χαγς,B ,αγς′ ,B ≤
∑
{αγς,B}

∏
(γς,B ,γς′,B)∈E(TΓ̄B

)

χαγς,B ,αγς′ ,B

≤ n|Γ̄B |.

Combining Eq. (S.7.4), Eq. (S.7.11) and Eq. (S.7.13), we have∣∣EX ι∣∣≤∑
ΓB

I(ΓB,{αγς,B})(C2
1/n)|Γ̄B | · n|Γ̄B | ≤

∑
ΓB

I(ΓB,{αγς,B})(C1 log logn)ιg,

where the last inequality is because C2
1 ≤C2

1 (log logn)2 when n is large. The number of all
distinct partitions (γ1, . . . , γ|Γ̄|), of {1, · · · , ι} × {1, · · · , g} (under permutation equivalence)
is the Bell number Bgι. In particular we have

(S.7.14) Bgι <
( CBgι

log(gι+ 1)

)gι
where CB = 0.792; see [13] for more details. We therefore have∣∣EX ι∣∣≤ { CBgι

log(gι+ 1)

}gι
· {C1(log logn)}ιg.

Recall that we let ι= (logn)δ

CBC1sg
for any fixed s, δ > 0. Summarizing the results above, we have,

∣∣EX ι∣∣= E
∣∣X ∣∣ι ≤ {CBg(logn)δ/(CBC1sg)

log(gι+ 1)

}ιg
· {C1(log logn)}ιg

=
{

(logn)δ/s
}ιg
·
{ log logn

log(gι+ 1)

}ιg
≤ (logn)ιgδ/sιg,
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provided that ι is assumed to be an even number without loss of generality, n≥N(C1, δ,A0,{qn}n≥1)
(henceforth N ) where N is a constant depending only on C1, δ,A0 and the divergence rate
of the {qn}. Note that the last inequality in the above display is because

log logn

log(gι+ 1)
≤ log logn

log
{

(logn)δ/(CBC1s) + 2
} < 1,

for sufficiently large but finite n (as CB, s, δ are fixed and δ > 1). We therefore have, from
Markov’s inequality, that if n≥N then

P[|X |> (logn)gδ]≤ E|X |ι

(logn)ιgδ
≤ s−ιg = s

− (logn)δ

CBC1s .

Let s= e and ν = 1/(CBC1e), we derives, when n≥N ,

(S.7.15)
P
[
|e>i∗E

g
u| ≤ (nρn)g/2 (logn)gδ‖u‖max

]
= 1− P[|X |> (logn)gδ]

≥ 1− exp
{
− ν(logn)δ

}
.

Now consider when E is symmetrically independent. When g = 1, the argument is exactly
same with the elementwise independent case. When g ∈ [2, logn], we can let H = Hu + Hd

where ijth entry in Hu is same with H when i≤ j and 0 otherwise; ijth entry in Hd is same
with H when i > j and 0 otherwise. We decompose

e>i∗H
gu= e>i∗H

g
uu+ e>i∗HdH

g−1
u u+ · · ·+ e>i∗H

g
du,

where there are 2g terms on the right-hand side above. Now it is easy to see Hu is a random
matrix with entrywise independence and the corresponding E = Hu still satisfies (1)–(3)
in Lemma 3.2. So we can bound e>i∗H

g
uu similar to Eq. (S.7.15) with a modified upper

bound (nρn)g/2(logn)gδ‖u‖max/2
g . All other terms can be treated similarly. Consider, for

example, the term e>i∗HdH
g−1
u u. Then, similar to Eq. (S.7.5), we have

e>i∗HdH
g−1
u u=

∑
(α1,...,αg)∈[n]2×···×[n]2

χα0α1
χα1α2

· · ·χαg−1αgh
′
α1
hα2
· · ·hαg ūα(2)

g

=
∑

(α1,...,αg)∈[n]2×···×[n]2

χα0α1
χα1α2

· · ·χαg−1αghᾱ1
hα2
· · ·hαg ūα(2)

g

where h′ij and hij are the entries of Hd and Hu, respectively, and ᾱ1 = (α
(2)
1 ,α

(1)
1 ) as h′ij =

hji and hence h′α1
= hᾱ1

. We can thus bound e>i∗HdH
g−1
u u using the same “partition-and-

moment-bounding” arguments as that for the entrywise independent case described above
(c.f. Eq. (S.7.15)). We only need a small modification of the criteria used for constructing a
partition ΓB over [ι]× [g] in (S.7.7), i.e., for any (`, τ) ∈ [ι]× [g] and (`′, τ ′) ∈ [ι]× [g], we
say (`, τ) and (`′, τ ′) belong to the same partition γς,B ∈ ΓB if and only if,

α̃τ,` = α̃τ ′,`′ ,

where α̃τ,1 := (α
(2)
τ,1,α

(1)
τ,1) and α̃τ,` =ατ,` when `≥ 2. Finally, recall each term has an upper

bound of (nρn)g/2(logn)gδ‖u‖max/2
g . Since 2g ≤ 2logn = n, the bound for e>i∗H

gu is the
same as that in Eq. (S.7.15) even after taking a union bound over these 2g terms, provided
that we modify ν, N , and s accordingly.
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S.7.3. Proof of Claim S.1. If g = 2 then R4 = 0. We thus consider only g ≥ 3. Let G̃g :=

GVgWV Σ̂−1
g . By the triangle inequality we have

(S.7.16)

‖R4‖2→∞ =

g−2∑
ξ=1

∥∥(I−UU>)EMg−1−ξEξG̃g

∥∥
2→∞︸ ︷︷ ︸

R4,1

+

g−3∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=1

∥∥(I−UU>)M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

∥∥
2→∞︸ ︷︷ ︸

R4,2

We now bound R4,1. We first observe that whp,

(S.7.17)
R4,1 ≤

g−2∑
ξ=1

‖EMg−1−ξEξG̃g‖2→∞ +

g−2∑
ξ=1

‖UU>EMg−1−ξEξG̃g‖2→∞

- (En/Sn)2(logn)δ+1/2‖U‖2→∞.

To see this, note that g− 1− ξ ≥ 1 for all ξ ∈ [g− 2] and hence, whp

(S.7.18)

∥∥EMg−1−ξEξG̃g

∥∥
2→∞ =

∥∥EUΛg−1−ξU>EξGVgWV Σ̂−1
g

∥∥
2→∞

≤
∥∥EU

∥∥
2→∞

∥∥Λg−1−ξ∥∥∥∥U>EξG
∥∥∥∥Σ̂−1

g

∥∥
-En(logn)δ‖U‖2→∞Sg−1−ξ

n Eξn‖Ṽ>ξ G‖k̃−1/2S−gn

- (En/Sn)2(logn)δϑ‖U‖2→∞,

where the first inequality follow from Lemma S.4.1, the second inequality follows from Lem-
mas S.4.3 and S.4.5, and the last inequality follows from Lemma S.4.4. Similarly, we have
whp, ∥∥UU>EMg−1−ξEξG̃g

∥∥
2→∞ ≤

∥∥U∥∥
2→∞‖E‖‖Λ

g−1−ξ‖‖U>EξG‖‖Σ̂−1
g ‖

-
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞(En/Sn)ξ+1k̃−1/2‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

- (En/Sn)2ϑ
∥∥U∥∥

2→∞.

We now bound R4,2. For a given 0≤ ξ ≤ g− 3 and 1≤ `≤ g− 2, denote

r4,2(`, ξ) := (I−UU>)M̂`EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

As (I−UU>)M = 0, we have

(S.7.19)

r4,2(`, ξ) = (I−UU>)(M + E)M̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

= (I−UU>)EM̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

= EM̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g −UU>EM̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g,

In particular r4,2(1, ξ) = E2Mg−2−ξEξG̃g −UU>E2Mg−2−ξEξG̃g.
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If `≥ 2 then, by replacing EM̂`−1 with E2M̂`−2 + EMM̂`−2, we obtain

r4,2(`, ξ) = EMM̂`−2EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g + E2M̂`−2EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

−UU>EM̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

= . . .

=

`−1∑
ζ=1

{
EζMM̂`−ζ−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

}
+ E`Mg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g

−UU>EM̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g.

We now bound the `2→∞ norm of r4,2(`, ξ) for each ξ ≤ g − 3 and 2 ≤ ` ≤ g − 2− ξ. For
any ζ ≤ `− 1, using the same argument as that for deriving Eq. (S.7.18), we have
(S.7.20)
‖EζMM̂`−ζ−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g‖2→∞ ≤ ‖EζU‖2→∞‖Λ‖‖M̂‖`−ζ−1‖E‖‖Λg−1−ξ−`‖‖U>EξG‖‖Σ̂−1

g ‖

- (En/Sn)ζ+ξ+1(logn)δζϑ‖U‖2→∞

- (En/Sn)2(logn)δϑ‖U‖2→∞,
whp, where the last inequality is because ζ = 1 and ξ = 0 results in the largest upper bound
for (En/Sn)ζ+ξ+1(logn)δζϑ‖U‖2→∞; indeed, other combinations of ξ, ζ lead to smaller
order terms as En/Sn - n−β∆ for some β∆ > 0 under Assumption 1 which decays to 0
faster than the logarithmic factor (logn)δζ . Similarly, we also have

(S.7.21)
‖E`+1Mg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g‖2→∞ ≤ ‖E`+1U‖2→∞‖Λ‖g−1−ξ−`‖U>EξG‖‖Σ̂−1

g ‖

- (En/Sn)2(logn)2δϑ‖U‖2→∞.
Finally, for any 0≤ ξ ≤ g− 3 and 1≤ ` ∈ g− 2− ξ, we have
(S.7.22)
‖UU>EM̂`−1EMg−1−ξ−`EξG̃g‖2→∞ ≤ ‖U‖2→∞‖E‖‖M̂`−1‖‖E‖‖Λ‖g−1−ξ−`‖U>EξG‖‖Σ̂−1

g ‖

- ‖U‖2→∞(En/Sn)ξ+2ϑ

- (En/Sn)2ϑ‖U‖2→∞.
Combining Eq. (S.7.20), Eq(S.7.21), and Eq. (S.7.22), we have

‖r4,2(`, ξ)‖2→∞ - (En/Sn)2(logn)2δϑ‖U‖2→∞
whp. We therefore obtain

(S.7.23) R4,2 ≤
g−3∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=1

‖r4,2(`, ξ)‖2→∞ - (En/Sn)2(logn)2δϑ‖U‖2→∞,

whp. The desired bound for ‖R4‖ follows directly from Eq. (S.7.17) and Eq. (S.7.23).

S.7.4. Proof of Claim S.2. Let R̃6 = WVΣ̂−1
g −Σ−1

g WU. We then have

‖R̃6‖ ≤ ‖V>g V̂gΣ̂
−1
g −Σ−1

g U>g Ûg‖+ ‖
(
WV −V>g V̂g

)
Σ̂−1
g ‖+ ‖Σ−1

g

(
U>g Ûg −WU

)
‖

≤ ‖V>g V̂gΣ̂
−1
g −Σ−1

g U>g Ûg‖+ ‖Σ̂−1
g ‖‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖2 + ‖Σ−1

g ‖‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 6.7 of [22]. Now recall Theorem 3.2 and
Remark 3.3. Then for g ≥ 1 + (2β∆)−1 and k̃, ψ are bounded, we have whp

(S.7.24) max
{
‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2, ‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖2

}
- (En/Sn)2ϑ2,
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Furthermore, by Lemma S.4.5 we have

(S.7.25)
∥∥Σ̂−1

g

∥∥= σ−1
k (M̂gG)- k̃−1/2S−gn ,

∥∥Σ−1
g

∥∥= σ−1
k (MgG)- k̃−1/2S−gn ,

whp. Combining Eq. (S.7.24)–Eq. (S.7.25), we have whp,

(S.7.26) ‖WVΣ̂−1
g −Σ−1

g WU‖- ‖V>g V̂gΣ̂
−1
g −Σ−1

g U>g Ûg‖+E2
nS
−g−2
n ϑ2k̃−1/2.

We now bound V>g V̂gΣ̂
−1
g −Σ−1

g U>g Ûg . As Û>g Ûg = I and V>g Vg = I, we have

V>g V̂gΣ̂
−1
g −Σ−1

g U>g Ûg = V>g
(
V̂gΣ̂

−1
g Û>g −VgΣ

−1
g U>g

)
Ûg

= V>g

(
(M̂gG)† − (MgG)†

)
Ûg,

where (M̂gG)† := V̂gΣ̂
−1
g Û>g and (MgG)† = VgΣ

−1
g U>g are the Moore-Penrose pseu-

doinverse of M̂gG and MgG, respectively. By Theorem 3.2 in [111], we have,

(S.7.27)

∥∥(M̂gG)† − (MgG)†
∥∥= max

{∥∥Σ̂−1
g

∥∥2
,
∥∥Σ−1

g

∥∥2}∥∥MgG− M̂gG
∥∥

- k̃−1S−2g
n · ϑk̃1/2Sg−1

n En =EnS
−g−1
n ϑk̃−1/2.

Finally, combining Eq. (S.7.26) and Eq. (S.7.27), we have whp,

‖WV Σ̂−1
g −Σ−1

g WU‖-EnS−g−1
n ϑk̃−1/2 +E2

nS
−g−2
n ϑ2k̃−1/2 �EnS−g−1

n ϑk̃−1/2,

where E2
nS
−g−2
n ϑ2k̃−1/2 is negligible as Sn/En is polynomially divergent.

S.7.5. Proof of Claim S.3. By Lemma S.4.2, we have, with probability at least 1− n−6,

‖∆g‖= ‖E‖g +

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

‖M̂‖`‖E‖‖M‖g−1−ξ−`‖E‖ξ +

g−2∑
ξ=0

‖M‖g−1−ξ‖E‖ξ+1

- (nρn)g/2 +

g−2∑
ξ=0

g−2−ξ∑
`=0

(nρn)g−1/2−ξ/2 +

g−2∑
ξ=0

(nρn)g−1/2−ξ/2 - (nρn)g−1/2,

where the first inequality follows from Lemma S.4.3.

S.7.6. Proof of Claim S.4. The current proof follows the same argument as that presented
for the proof of Eq. (4.137) in [28]. First recall the matrix Ẽ defined in Eq. (S.6.27). Let
Zij = [Ẽ]ij

{
[U]i[U]>j + [U]j [U]>i

}
. We then have

U>ẼU =
∑
i≥j

∑
i≥j

Zij .

Next note that (A + A>)2 - 2AA> + 2A>A (where - denote the Lowner ordering for
positive semidefinite matrices) and

(S.7.28)
max
i,j

E[Ẽ]2ij = p−2E
{
p([T]ij − p[T]ij + [Ñ]ij)

2
}

+ (1− p)([T]ij)
2

≤ p−1‖T‖2max + p−1E[Ñ]2ij ≤ p−1
(
‖T‖2max + σ2

)
.

We therefore have

E[Z2
ij ]� 2E[Ẽ]2ij

(
‖[U]i‖2[U]j [U]>j + ‖[U]j‖2[U]i[U]>i

)
� 2p−1

(
‖T‖2max + σ2

)(
‖[U]i‖2[U]j [U]>j + ‖[U]j‖2[U]i[U]>i

)
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and hence

(S.7.29)

∥∥∥∑
i≥j

E
[
Z2
ij

]∥∥∥≤ 2p−1
(
‖T‖2max + σ2

)∥∥∥∑
i

∑
j

‖[U]i‖2[U]j [U]>j

∥∥∥
= 2kp−1

(
‖T‖2max + σ2

)
.

On the other hand, by the definition of Ẽ,

(S.7.30)

max
(i,j)∈[n]2

‖Zij‖ ≤ 2 max
(i,j)∈[n]2

|[Ẽ]ij | · max
(i,j)∈[n]2

‖[U]i‖‖[U]j‖

≤ 2‖Ẽ‖max‖U‖22→∞ ≤
2

p
(‖T‖max + 5σ

√
logn)‖U‖22→∞.

We now apply the matrix Bernstein inequality [115, Theorem 1.4] and obtain

‖U>ẼU‖=
∥∥∥∑
i≥j

Zij

∥∥∥-√ logn

p
(‖T‖max + σ) +

logn

p
(‖T‖max + σ

√
logn)‖U‖22→∞

whp. As E = Ẽ whp, the above bound also holds for E whp.

S.7.7. Proof of Claim S.5. We will bound ‖Ri‖2→∞, ‖Ri‖, and ‖ERi‖2→∞ for 1≤ i≤
7. Combining these bound yield the desired results for R =

∑
iRi. We first summarize a few

frequently used bounds that were derived previously in the proof of Theorems 3.1–3.2. For
any g ≥ 2 + (2β∆)−1 we have whp

‖G‖ -
√
n, ‖G‖max - log1/2 n σ−1

k (M̂gG) - k̃−1/2S−gn(S.7.31)

‖∆g‖ - ϑk̃1/2Sg−1
n En, ‖∆g‖2→∞ - (logn)δϑk̃1/2Sg−1

n En‖U‖2→∞(S.7.32)

max
{
‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖,‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖

}
- ϑ

En
Sn

(S.7.33)

max
{
‖U>G‖, max

ξ≤g−1
‖Ṽ>ξ G‖

}
- ϑk̃1/2(S.7.34)

‖U>Eg′G‖- ϑk̃1/2Eg
′

n , for all g′ ≥ 1(S.7.35)

‖Eg′G‖2→∞ - (logn)δg
′+1/2k̃1/2Eg

′

n , forall g′ ≤ g(S.7.36)

‖Eg′U‖2→∞ = ‖Eg′Ug‖2→∞ - (logn)δg
′
Eg
′

n ‖U‖2→∞, for all g′ ≤ g(S.7.37)

‖E∆g‖2→∞ - (logn)2δϑk̃1/2E2
nS

g−1
n ‖U‖2→∞.(S.7.38)

Eq. (S.7.31) is from Lemma S.4.5 and Lemma S.4.4, while Eq. (S.7.32) is from Theorem 3.1
and Eq (S.5.16). Eq. (S.7.33) is from Theorem 3.2 and Remark 3.3, while Eq. (S.7.34)
and Eq. (S.7.35) are from Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.3, respectively. Eq. (S.7.36) and
Eq. (S.7.37) follow from Eq. (3.6) and Proposition 3.1, and finally Eq. (S.7.38) follows from
Eq. (S.5.35),

We now proceed with the bounds for Ri and ERi.
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R1: Recall Eq. (S.5.18). We then have whp

‖R1‖2→∞ ≤
(
‖∆g‖2→∞ + ‖Ug‖2→∞ · ‖∆g‖

)
·
√

2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖
σk(M̂gG)

- (logn)δϑ2
(En
Sn

)2
‖U‖2→∞,

‖R1‖ ≤ ‖∆g‖ ·
√

2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖
σk(M̂gG)

- ϑ2
(En
Sn

)2
,

‖ER1‖2→∞ ≤
(
‖E∆g‖2→∞ + ‖EUg‖2→∞ · ‖∆g‖

)
·
√

2‖ sin Θ(V̂g,Vg)‖
σk(M̂gG)

- (logn)2δϑ2E
3
n

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞.

R2: ‖R2‖= ‖R2‖2→∞ = ‖ER2‖2→∞ = 0; see Eq. (S.5.19).
R3: Recall Eq. (S.5.20). We then have whp

‖R3‖2→∞ ≤ ‖Ug‖2→∞ · ‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2 - ϑ2
(En
Sn

)2
‖U‖2→∞,

‖R3‖ ≤ ‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2 - ϑ2
(En
Sn

)2
,

‖ER3‖2→∞ - ‖EUg‖2→∞ · ‖ sin Θ(Ûg,Ug)‖2 - (logn)δϑ2E
3
n

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞.

R4: The bound for ‖R4‖2→∞ is given in Claim S.1 while bounds for ‖R4‖2→∞ and
‖ER4‖2→∞ can be extracted from the proof of Claim S.1 (see below). For brevity we
omit the details.

‖R4‖2→∞ - (logn)2δϑ
(En
Sn

)2‖U‖2→∞,
‖R4‖- ϑ

(En
Sn

)2
, ‖ER4‖2→∞ - (logn)3δϑ

E3
n

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞.

R5: Recall Eq. (S.5.39) and Eq. (S.5.40). We then have whp

‖R5‖2→∞ ≤ ‖EgG‖2→∞‖Σ̂−1
g ‖+ ‖U‖2→∞‖U>EgG‖‖Σ̂−1

g ‖- (logn)δ
∗∗
(En
Sn

)2
‖U‖2→∞,

‖R5‖ ≤ ‖EgG‖‖Σ̂−1
g ‖+ ‖U>EgG‖‖Σ̂−1

g ‖- (logn)1/2
(En
Sn

)2
,

‖ER5‖2→∞ ≤ ‖Eg+1G‖2→∞‖Σ̂−1
g ‖+ ‖EU‖2→∞‖U>EgG‖‖Σ̂−1

g ‖- (logn)δ
∗∗+δE

3
n

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞,

where δ∗∗ is defined in Eq. (S.5.41).
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R6: Recall Eq. (S.5.44) and Claim S.2. We then have whp

‖R6‖2→∞ ≤
(
‖EU‖2→∞ + ‖U‖2→∞‖U>EU‖

)
‖Λ‖g−1‖U>G‖‖R̃6‖

- (logn)δϑ2
(En
Sn

)2
‖U‖2→∞ + ϑ2En‖U>EU‖

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞,

‖R6‖ ≤
(
‖EU‖ + ‖U>EU‖

)
‖Λ‖g−1‖U>G‖‖R̃6‖- ϑ2

(En
Sn

)2
+ ϑ2En‖U>EU‖

S2
n

,

‖ER6‖2→∞ ≤
(
‖E2U‖2→∞ + ‖EU‖2→∞‖U>EU‖

)
‖Λ‖g−1‖U>G‖‖R̃6‖

- (logn)2δϑ2E
3
n

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞ + (logn)δϑ2E
2
n‖U>EU‖

S2
n

‖U‖2→∞.

R7: Recall Eq. (S.5.45). We then have whp

‖R7‖2→∞ ≤ ‖U‖2→∞‖U>EU‖‖Λ−1‖- ‖U
>EU‖
Sn

‖U‖2→∞

‖R7‖ ≤ ‖U>EU‖‖Λ−1‖- ‖U
>EU‖
Sn

‖ER7‖2→∞ ≤ ‖EU‖2→∞‖U>EU‖‖Λ−1‖- (logn)δ
En‖U>EU‖

Sn
‖U‖2→∞.
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