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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 X n symmetric matrix M, the prototypical RSVD
algorithm outputs an approximation of the k leading singular vectors of M
by computing the SVD of MYG; here g > 1 is an integer and G € R"*F
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 M is assumed to be an additive perturbation of some
true but unknown signal matrix M. We first derive upper bounds for the ¢
and fo_, distances between the approximate singular vectors of M 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 {9 and {o_, o, 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 M 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 [2@, 27], etc. A common unifying theme for
many spectral algorithms is, given a data matrix M, first compute a factorization of M 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 £ is usually chosen to be as small as
possible while still preserving most of the information in M.

Classical algorithms for SVD, such as those based on pivotal QR decompositions and/or
Householder transformations, require O(m?n) 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(m?n) flops is a
severe computational burden when m is large. These algorithms also require random access
to the entries of M and are thus inefficient when M 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
M is an_m X n matrix and we are interested in finding the % leading (left) singular vec-
tors of M for some k < n. The prototypical RSVD algorithm [58] first sketches M into a

smaller matrix Y = (MMT)QMG € R™** where g >1and k > k are user-specified pa-

rameters and G € R™*¥ is a random matrix, and then uses the & leading left singular vectors
of Y as an approximation to the k leading left singular vectors of M. The parameter g is
usually chosen to be a small integer and k 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(mnlogk) flops when the sketching matrix G is structured. These O(mnk) or
O(mn log k) flops are also very fast as the main operatlons are the matrix-matrix products
MX and M" X where X is either a m x k or n x k 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 M is assumed to be noise-free; these results either bound the
approximation error between U and U or bound the difference between the low-rank ap-

proximation error of ||(I—U UT)MH| and that of |[|(I— UUT)M]|. Here U denote the

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

Estimation errors between U 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 {5~
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 Ijg 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(a,,gmn) complexity where a,, is the number of random
sketches and ¢ is the number of power iterations of M see Section 2. The choice a,, = 1
corresponds to the PowerRangeFinder and SubspacePowerMethod described in
[58, 89, 124]. Theoretical results for »s-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 {3 or /3_,,, norm between the approximate singular vectors U, of

M and the true singular vectors U of M, normal approximations for the row-wise fluctu-
ations of Ug, and entrywise concentration and normal approximations for U UTM M.
The ¢5 and ¢5_, o, bounds exhibit a phase-transition phenomenon in that as the s1gnal -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
ﬂg achieve the same or nearly the same theoretical guarantees as that for the true singular

vectors U; 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 M and M in the main paper. Extension of these results
to the case of asymmetric M 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 {a,}n>1 and {b, },>1, we write a,, 3 by, if there exists a constant c not
depending on n such that a,, < cb,, for all but finitely many n > 1; we write a,, = by, if
b, = ay and we write a,, < by, if a, =X b, and a,, 7= by,.

The set of d x d’ matrices with orthonormal columns is denoted as Q4,4 when d # d’ and
is denoted as Q4 otherwise. Let N1 and No be symmetric matrices. We write N1 > Ny if
N; — Ny is positive semidefinite and we write N; > Ny if N7 — N> is positive definite. Let
N be an arbitrary matrix. We denote the ith row of N by [N];, and the ijth entry of N by
[N];;. We write tr N and rk N to denote the trace and rank of a square matrix N, respectively.
The spectral and Frobenius norm of N are denoted as ||N|| and ||IN||r, respectively. The
maximum (in modulus) of the entries of N is denoted as || N||max. In addition we denote the
2 — oo norm of N by

INll2—00 = max |[Najeo = max |[N]:l,
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i.e., ||N||2—y00 is the maximum of the o norms of the rows of IN. We have the relationships

02N < INJlzs00 < INJly - N limax < [INl2s00 < d2 | N/max,

where n and d are the number of rows and columns of N, respectively. Given two matrices
U; € O,,%xq and Uy € O,, 4, we define their ¢5 and ¢5_, ., distances as

da(Uy,Uy) := V‘}ggd U1 —UaWl,
dy oo (U, Us) = inf [[U; — UsWyllpsoo.
2-00(U1,U2) V‘IIIGIQdH 1 2 Walla—s

Recall that do(U1, Us) < v/2|sin ©(Uy, Uy)|| where ©(Uy, Uy) are the principal angles
between U; and Us. Furthermore, by the relationship between the spectral and £5_,, norms,
d2—s00 yields finer and more uniform control of the row-wise differences (up to orthogonal
transformations) between U and Us. See [3, 22, 28, 34, 75] for further discussions of the
ds—00 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 x n symmetric matrix M = [m;;] with rk(M) = k*, we consider
the additive perturbation

M=M+E,

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

M:=(UUy) <ﬁ ./&) (ED |

- o (A0 (UT

M= 00 (54 (o)
where A = diag(\q,..., \x) and A= diag(j\l, e, Xk) are k* x k* diagonal matrices con-
taining the k* largest (in magnitude) nonzero eigenvalues of M and M, respectively. Let
1 :=|A1/Ag~| denote the condition number for the first £* eigenvalues of M.

We focus mainly on the setting where M has an approximately low-rank structure, i.e.,
both k£* and ¢ are either bounded or slowly diverging; we say that a quantity z depending
on n is slowly diverging if |z| = O(logn) as n — co. 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||.

2.1

ASSUMPTION 1 (Signal-to-Noise Ratio). Let S;, = || M]|. There exists fixed but arbitrary
constants Sa > 0, Ny > 0 and a quantity F,, depending on n such that S,,/E,, = nPs and

(2.2) P[|E| < E,] >1-n"",
whenever n > Ny. We view E,, as the noise level of E and n°2 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) nPa. As Ba > 0, Assumption 1 guarantees that S,, > F,, and hence,
by Weyl’s inequality, there exists with high probability a sufficiently large gap between the
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leading eigenvalues of M (as induced by the signal M) and the remaining eigenvalues of
M (as induced by the noise E). This allows us to relate the singular vectors of the sketched
matrix MYG to the leading singular vectors of M as ¢ 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 MYG..

We emphasize that Assumption 1 generally holds if E is a symmetric matrix whose up-
per triangular entries are independent mean O random variables. Examples include the case
where the entries of E are either Gaussian random variables with variances bounded by
n~(+202) G2 or bounded random variables with variances bounded by n~(11202)G2; 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 — 7% in Eq. (2.2) is somewhat arbitrary and is chosen mainly for
convenience. Indeed, the above cited results also show that for any constant ¢ > 0 there exists
a constant C' > 0 depending only on ¢ such that || E|| < C'E,, with probability at least 1 —n~°.
This constant C' can then be subsumed into the definition of E,, without changing the SNR
nPa. 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 x 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 E,, in Assumption 1 is possibly decoupled from the
signal strength \S,,. 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 M are binary random variables with E[ri;;] = m;;.
The distribution of E therefore depends only on M and thus E, is also a function of .S,,. In

particular nPs < B, = S,l/ 2 and so as the signal level .S,, decreases (for example either by
decreasing the number of non-zero entries and/or their magnitudes) the SNR also decreases
and inference using M 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 .S, and E,, without changing
the SNR, thereby not affecting the general behavior of M.

2.3. Randomized SVD with repeated sampling. ~Given M we wish to find the eigenvec-
tors U associated with the k* largest eigenvalues (in magnitude) of M. One popular and
widely used approach for finding U is via randomized subspace iteration. More specifically
we first sample an n x k matrix G whose entries are iid standard normals and compute
Y = MYG for some positive integer g > 1. Now let Ijg be the n x k* matrix whose columns
form an orthonormal basis for the £* leading left singular vectors of Y. The matrix ﬂgﬂ;M
is a low rank approximation to M and we can take ﬂg as an approximation to U. We note
that %, the number of columns of G, is often chosen to be slightly larger than &* in order
to increase the probability that the column space of Y also include the column space of U;
empirical observations suggest that £ = k* + 5 or k = 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 k for the general RSVD in practice.

This paper considers a variant of the above procedure in which we sample independent re-
alizations G1, Go, ..., G,, and choose the G which maximizes o (MYG,,); here oy (-) 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: M € R™*"™ rank k > 1 and sketching dimension & > k. Integers an, g > 1.

1. Generate ar, iid standard Gaussian sketching matrices G, ... Gq,, € R"¥K ;
2. For a € [an], form MY G by computing MGa, M(MGy), ..., M(M9 1 Gq);
3. For a € [an], compute the exact SVD of MI G and retain the k leading singular values

{o;(MY Ga) i<k of MG, and the n x k matrix of corresponding left singular vectors Ijga);

4. Choose & = argmax,¢[q,,] ok (M?Ga) and G = Gg. Let Ug = fjg&);
5.Let 61 > --- > G}, be the singular values of ﬁ;—M

Output: Estimated singular vectors ﬂg, singular values {51, ..., 5}, low-rank approximation
M = U, U] M or M= L (U,0] M + MU, 0.

rationale for the repeated sampling step is that letting a,, > 1 allows us to choose k= k",
which results in MYG having the smallest number of columns while still obtaining an es-
timate U, of U that is qualitatively similar to that when £ > 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 M arises from the additive model described in
Section 2.2 then k& = k* also leads to simpler theoretical results compared to & > 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 a,, different sketches {Mg Gala<a, - As
the computation of MYG,, involves g passes through the data matrix M, having a,, > 1 is
undesirable if we then require a, g passes, especially when the dimensions of M are large. In
practice we can combine all a,, > 1 different sketches into a single sketch, i.e., as the {G.}
are iid, we first generate a standarfl Gaussian matrix G, with n rows and a,k columns,
compute a single sketched matrix M9G,, and then form the {M9G, }4<q, by sequentially
extracting (without replacement) £ columns from MYG,,. 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 MY "G (using QR
decomposition) for g’ < g before computing MY +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 a,, =1 and g =1 in Algorithm 1
then we get the “sketched SVD” algorithm described in [81, 83]. Sketched SVD is very useful
when M 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 k> k*; indeed the theoretical analysis in this paper can be extended
to show that if g = 1 then k£ = (2(n) is possibly necessary to guarantee accurate estimation of
U using rs-RSVD; the choice & = Q(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 k as small as possible, thus we will not present theoretical

results for the g = 1,k = 2(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 U, of M (as obtained via rs-RSVD) and the true



8

singular vectors U of the signal matrix M. In particular Sections 3.1 and 3.2 give high-
probability /2 and /5_,, perturbation bounds (deviations) of U,. The normal approximation

for the row-wise fluctuations of Ijg is given in Section 3.4.
We first introduce some notation. Let the SVDs of M9YG and MYG be denoted as

MYG :=U, 8,V ;

3.1 . N 3, 0 \Z
MIG := 9 . ~9 .
0,0, (s, ) (37,
where ¥, = diag(oy,...,0%) and 29 = diag(d1,...,0%~) contain the largest k* singular

values of MYG and MYG, respectively. Recall that we assumed rk(M) = £*. The following
proposition shows that the leading singular vectors of M9G and M are equivalent.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Let G € R™F be a Gaussian random matrix with k > k*. Let g be
a finite positive integer. Then da(Ugy, U) = do—,0(Uy, U) = 0 almost surely.

Proposition 3.1 requires the sketching dimension k 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 M is generally more difficult compared to that of M, even when ||M — M| = o(||M]))
with high probability. Indeed, M is usually full-rank and hence the leading £* singular vec-
tors of MYG need not be close to that of M for any arbitrary g.

REMARK 3.1. (Known &™) In this paper we focus on the scenario where the parameter &
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 £* 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 M 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 £* 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(UTG) = 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. 4y error bound. Proposition 3.1 implies the almost-sure equivalence between U,
and U. Thus, to obtain a ¢» perturbation bound between Ijg and U, we can alternatively
study the /o perturbation between Ijg and Ug; Recall that ﬂg and U, are the left singular
matrices of MYG and MYG. We first derive an upper bound for || MYG — MYG || using the
expansion for MY — MY 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 M = M+ E where M and E satisfy the conditions in Assumption 1.
Let G be generated via Algorithm 1 with a fixed g > 1, a, 3 log?n, and k > k*. Denote
¥ :=max{1, k= 1/? log!/? n}. We then have, with probability at least 1 —n =5,

(32) NG — MG 30! Y+ 1(g > 2) - 9K S5 B
Furthermore, if g > 1+ (28a) ! then the above bound can be simplified to
(3.3) ||M9G—M9G|| 519]%1/257%_1En-

By Wedin’s Theorem [122], the spectral-norm concentration in Theorem 3.1 together with
the lower bound for o1, (MYG) in Lemma S.4.5 yield the following bound for da(U,, U).

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

(a) both k and k are fixed.
(b) k is fixed and k is growing with n.
(c) kis growing with n and k > cepk for any fixed cgqp > 1.

Assume the condition number ) satisfies 1 = 0(S,,/ Ey). Choose a,, > [Ck~'logn] where
C is a constant not depending on n. Then for any g > 1+ (28a) "1 we have, with probability

at least 1 — n=5,

(3.4) d2(U,, U) < V2||sin©(U,, U))| iﬁwg%.

n

Recall ¥ is defined in Theorem 3.1.

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

1. If (26a) "' < g <1+ (28a)~! then a weaker bound than Eq. (3.4) still holds, namely

(3.5) do(U,, U) < /25129 (@f +1(g > 2)oen
Sn Sn
with probability at least 1 —n~°. The upper bound in Eq. (3.5) diverges and thus becomes
trivial when g < (28a)7!; indeed, we always have dg(ﬂg, U) < V2.
2. The constant C' in Theorem 3.2 does not depend on 7 but can depend on other parameters
such as k, k and cgap,. More specifically the proof of Lemma S.4.5 shows that
¢ (' depends only on k and k under scenario (a).
e (' < 15 under scenario (b).
* ( depends only on c,,, under scenario (c) with C' decreasing as ¢, increases.
3. The error bounds given in Theorem 3.2 also hold for dQ(Vg, V).
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4. The bound in Eq.(3.4) depends on the condition number ¢ and large values of ¢/ can lead
to sub-optimal bounds. Nevertheless the bound in Eq. (3.4) is meaningful provided that
Y = O(n) for any € < 2% /(1 +26a).

Theorem 3.2 also yields a perturbation bound between the (approximate) singular values
01,.-..,0% obtained from Algorithm 1 and the true singular values o1, ..., 0% of M.

COROLLARY 3.1.  Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2. Let {5;}¥_, be the output of Algo-
rithm 1 and o1 > --- > oy, be the leading singular values of M. Then for g > 1+ (26a) "
we have, with probability at least 1 —n9, maxey) |50 — 0¢| 3 IPIE,.

Assumption 1 together with Weyl’s inequality implies that maXye k] |60 — 00| 2 E, with
high probability where 6, are the (exact) leading singular values of M. Corollary 3.1 thus
indicates that the estimation error rate of gy is the same as that for 4, up to some factors
depending on the conditional number v and 9; recall that ¥ = O(1) when k < log'/?n and
1) is either bounded or, at most, slowly-diverging.

3.2. {3 o norm error bound. We now study the /o, perturbation between fJg and U.
As the /5, norm is generally more stringent than the {5 norm, we introduce an additional
assumption on the row-wise fluctuations of E9 for g > 2.

ASSUMPTION 2. There exist positive constants § > 1 and Ny > 0 such that, for any
n > Ny, any positive integer g < logn, any standard basis e; € R", and any vector u € R"
not dependent on E, we have with probability at least 1 — n~% that
(3.6) max le] B9u| < Co oo B9 (log 1) ||t max-
cn
Here €; is the ith basis vector in R and Cs_, is a finite constant depending possibly on g
but not on n and g.

The concentration bound in Eq. (3.6) appears frequently in the literature on £s_,, 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~2 of Eq. (3.6) is somewhat arbitrary and is chosen
mainly for convenience. Indeed, Proposition 3.2 shows that for any ¢ > 0 there exists a Ny
depending on c such that the left hand side of Eq. (3.6) holds with probability at least 1 —n~=°¢
whenever n > Ny. See also the discussion after Assumption 1.

PROPOSITION 3.2. Let E = [e;;] be a n x n matrix whose entries (or upper triangular
entries if E is symmetric) are independent zero-mean random variables. Suppose that there
exist a constant C7 > 0 not depending on n and a quantity q,, such that

¢) “*Elej/Enl? < C{n”!
foralli € [n],j € [n), and integer ' € [2, (logn)A0198198™] - here Ay > 10 is a fixed constant,
E,, is the quantity appearing in Assumption I, and q, — o0 as n — oo. Then for any fixed
constant 6 > 1, any integer g < logn, and any vector u € R™ not dependent on E, we have

max ‘eiTEgu‘ < 2E9(logn)% ||w| max
1€[n]
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with probability at least 1 — exp {—V(log n)‘;}, provided that n > N. Here N and v are
constants depending only on C1,6, and the divergence rate of qy.

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

EXAMPLE 1 (Bernoulli Entries). Let Cg; > 0 be a finite constant not depending on n.
Let E = [e;;] € R™™™ be a symmetric matrix with independent upper triangular entries such
that, for all (i, ) € [n]? we have ei; = 1 — Cj;p,, with probability Cj;p, and e;; = —Cjjpn
with probability 1 — Cj; py,, for some Cj; < Cry. Suppose furthermore that p,, € [0, 1] satisfies
np, — 00 as n — oo. This type of matrix E appears frequently in random graph inference;
see Section 4. Now let E,, = (np,)"/2. If g =1 then Eq. (3.6) follows from Bernstein’s
inequality with § = % (see e.g. Lemma 16 in [3]). Now suppose that g > 2 and let ¢,, = F,.
Then, after some straightforward algebra, we have (1) E[E] = 0 and (2) there exist some
C > 1 such that for all ¢’ > 2,

qg_zE’eij/En’g, < (npn)_1E|€ij|2 < Cln—1

where the first inequality is because |e;;| < 1 for all (i,5) € [n]?. The matrix E satisfies the
conditions in Proposition 3.2 and hence E satisfies Assumption 2.

EXAMPLE 2 (Sub-Gaussian Entries). Let E = [e;;] € R"*" be symmetric with indepen-
dent zero-mean sub-Gaussian entries whose Orlicz-2 norms are bounded from above by 2.
Let E, = v/2no,,. 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 § = % Now suppose g > 2. We then have

P(n'/2|e;;/ En| > 2) < exp(—2?) [120, § 2.5.2] which implies the moment condition
(/27
Eleij/ Enl” < = 25—
Let Ay = 10, g, = (2n)"/?{(logn)'0lgloen}~1/2 "and C) =2, we have
/ 2 /
-2 ! /2—1 —g'/2 1(9/2)9/ q'/2 -1
@i PEles/ Eal <0271 /2) 0 BEIT— — SE < O
We have thus verified all conditions in Proposition 3.2 hence E satisfies Assumption 2.

Given Assumption 2, the derivation of our da_,o, bounds proceeds as follows. We first
combine the Procrustean matrix decomposition in Theorem 3.1 of [22] with the series expan-
sion for MYG — MYG given in Lemma S.4.2. This yields an expression for dy_ (U, U)
that depends mainly on two type of terms, namely (1) terms of the form ||E9X]||s—,~ for

some matrix X of dimensions R™** or R"** where X does not depend on E, and (2) terms
of the form || X " G/|| for some X € Q,,«}, not depending on G. The terms ||E9X||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+ (28a) " then, with probability at least 1 —n =5,

. E,
(3.7) d2-00(Ug, U) 3 On o= [[Ufl200-
Here ©,, := (logn)® 99k, and §* = § if either g > 1+ (28a) " or | Ul|a 00 75 n /2

for some 3. € [0,1); the constant § is defined in Assumption 2. Otherwise, if g = 1+ (28x) %,
then 0* =dg +1/2.
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The upper bound in Eq. (3.7) decreases with ||U||2—,~. Furthermore, as U € Q,,x, we
have k/2n71/2 < ||U||2500 < k'/2 always. The quantity ||U||3_, . is termed the coherence
of U [20]. A matrix U with n!/2 |U||200 = 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 + (26a)~! and is slightly
sharper when g > 1 + (28a)7'; indeed 6* =6 if g > 1+ (26a) " while 6* = 6g + 1/2 if
g=14(28a) " and || U||2_,00 =< n~ /2. This difference is, however, very minor. Indeed, as
g is an integer, g = 1 + (28a) ! is possible only when Sa = (2¢)~! for integers £ > 1. If
g <1+ (28a)~! 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) do—500(Ug, U) Z o0 U]J2s00 + 2,

where p%l) and p,(f) 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 § > 1
for all g € {1,2,...,logn}. We can instead assume that there exists a non-decreasing and
bounded sequence ¢, such that, for all g <logn we have

max e/ Bu| < Co o0 B (log 7)Y |||

with probability at least 1 — n~8. Then Theorem 3.3 still holds under the above assumption
but with 6 = §; and this allows for a more precise control of the factor ©,, 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; Eu using either Bernstein’s inequality or
Hoeffding’s inequality so that §; = %; the remaining J, are bounded from above by some
finite constant Cs > 1 via Proposition 3.2. With §; = % the term ©,, in Theorem 3.3 (and
Corollary 3.2 later) is simplified to ©,, = (logn)"/2 when k = Q(logn) and g > 1+ (26a) "%
this factor ©,, = (logn)'/? is generally optimal.

REMARK 3.6. Bounds for dgﬁoo(ﬂ, 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
da—0(Uy, U). As Uy is obtained from the SVD of MG, the bounds for da_, (U, U) de-
pends on (Mg — MY)G which has a substantially more complicated entrywise dependency
structure than that in E = M — M. As a result not all of the above cited techniques are directly

applicable for bounding d>_, (U, U). For this paper we combine the Procrustean analysis
argument from [22] with the expansion for MYG — MIG given in Lemma S.4.2. This ap-
proach yields a perturbation expansion for Ing — U that includes auxiliary terms of the
form [[E9X||2—;0c where X € O, ; 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 ﬁg for future work.

The row-wise fluctuation for Tjg in Theorem 3.3 also yields an entrywise concentration
bound for UgU;M — 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 1 are
bounded as n increases. Let g > 1+ (23a) L. We then have

[T Uy M = M|max 3 OnEnl[U|[3 o

with probability at least 1 — n=°; here ©,, satisfies ©,, < (logn)®9 if g > 1+ (28a) " and
0, = (logn)%t1/29 otherwise.

3.3. Comparison with existing results. We now compare the perturbation bounds for Ijg
in {5 and /5, norms with existing results in the literature. As we mentioned in the iqtro—
duction, most theoretical analysis of RSVD focused exclusively on the setting where M is
assumed to be noise-free and the quantities of interest are bounds for (I -U ﬂT)M in either
spectral norm or Frobenius norm. For example by combining Theorem 9.2 and Theorem 10.8
in [58] we have that if M is symmetric and k > k + 2 then

39 [[(I- ﬂgﬁ;)M” < [(1 + (gfll/jl/z)agﬂ( Y ck!/? {Zazg }1/2} 1/g

with high probability. Here ¢ = k — k and oj (M) denote the jth largest singular value of M.
If M =M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 1 then, without additional information,
we can only conclude that max;~; 0;(M) < E,. Eq. (3.9) then reduces to

I(T- 0,0 M| 3nt/¥E,,

with high probability, for any fixed g. Recall that ﬂg fIgTM is a low rank approximation of M
and serves as an estimate of the true but unknown signal matrix M. Invoking Assumption 1
again we obtain

(3.10) IM — G, U M| < [M - U0y M| + M~ M| 30!/,
with high probability. On the other hand, Theorem 3.2 of this paper implies
G [IM-U, UM < [(UU" -0, 07)M]| + [U,0; (M~ M)|| 3 909 E,,

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 ¥ is bounded or slowly
diverging then the multiplicative factor in Eq. (3.11) is either bounded or of order o(n°) for
any arbitrary constant ¢ > 0 while the multiplicative factor in Eq. (3.10) is ©(n!/29) 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 4 (28a)~!, our bounds are more closely tailored to the
settmg of noisy M. Fmally note that [|[M — UUTMH < 2E, with high probability. Thus
, up to some (at most) loga-

rithmic factor.

The above bounds for |[M — ﬁgﬂ;MH are based on do(U,, U). We now consider
the implication of the bounds for d2_>oo(ﬂg, U). Suppose U has bounded coherence, i.e.,
|U|l2—00 = k'/2n~1/2_ and E satisfies Assumption 2. Let g > 1 + (28a) ! and k, a,, are as
specified in Theorem 3.3. If k and v are slowly growing then Corollary 3.2 implies

(3.12) IM — UyU) Ml|max = (logn) 99k —"
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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M and the underlying signal matrix M, and provides much finer control for M — ﬂgﬂ;M.
Eq. (3.12) cannot be obtained by simply combining existing bounds for |||(I — [AJgIAJ;)l\A/I]H
(as given in the RSVD literature) and bounds for ||M — 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 — UU " M||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, U is proved to
have a row-wise limiting distribution [21]. In this section we prove that Ijg also has row-wise
asymptotic normal distributions, provided that M and E satisfy the following condition.

ASSUMPTION 3. Let {0, },>1 be a sequence of bounded non-negative numbers which
can converge to 0 as n — co. Assume that both of the following conditions hold as n — co.

(a). E satisfies Assumption 1 with E,, = ©(y/no,,) and % =< nPa for some constant 5 > 0.
(b). For any fixed i € [n], we have

(3.13) Snoy T 2 [EUATY] ~ N(0,T).

where I'; is a deterministic matrix depending possibly on ¢ 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 ©(n?) entries in
E are of the same asymptotic order © (o2 ), 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 ). Let ﬂg

be generated via Algorithm 1 with k > k, a, > [C k=1 log n| where the universal constant C'
is given in Remark 3.3, and g > 2 + (23A) 1. Now suppose that as n — co, we have

(3.14) max {o,![UTEU|

nontenS7 0] 0.
in probability, where L.y is a logarithmic factor such that

IRTRES {(logn)gﬂl/2 ifg=2+(262)",

(3.15) (logn)20y ifg>2+(28a)""

Then there exist a sequence of orthogonal matrices W iy = Wgﬁ) such that for any i € [n],

Snoy T (Wei [U,], — [U],) ~ N (0,T).

For each n the matrix Wy, solves the orthogonal Procrustes problem between ﬂg and U
(see Eq. (S.5.47)).

The condition g > 2 + (28A) ! in Theorem 3.4 is slightly more stringent than the condi-
tion g > 1+ (26a)~! in Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3. The main reason for this discrep-
ancy is that while g > 1 + (28a)~! might be sufficient for d2(Uy, U) and d2—00(Uy, U)
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to achieve the optimal error rate, it does not guarantee that the row-wise fluctuations of
UgW;Et — U is asymptotically equivalent to the row-wise fluctuations of EUA ™! 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 U, when M is the adjacency matrix of a
SBM random graph; our simulations indicate that the condition g > 2 + (284) ! 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 1) and k are slowly
diverging, provided that we also increase the exponent for logn in the definition of /..

2. Theterm o, '||{U T EU]||||U||2_s00 in Eq. (3.14) can usually be bounded by polylog(n)||U||2_s00
with high probability. More specifically, let E = [e;;],,x» be a symmetric matrix whose
upper triangular entries are independent mean 0 random variables with E[efj] < o2 and

leij| < By, for all i, j. Now if B,, % o, (logn)~1/2|[U||; . then, by Bernstein inequality,
o, [[UTEU| 2 log'?n

with high probability; see Eq. (4.137) in [28] for more details. Thus o, ! |[UTEU||[| U200
converges to 0 in probability whenever ||U]j2_00 = O(log~'/?n). Recall that n=/2 %

3. The term 10, S, ;|| U|l2s00 in Eq. (3.14) depends on the SNR and the coherence of
U i.e., this term is equivalent to n(!/2=52) £ ||U||2_,0. Thus larger values of | U|2_00
require larger SNR 772 in order to guarantee convergence in Eq. (3.14). If U has bounded
coherence, i.e., n'/?||U||2_so is bounded, then n*/2=52)¢ 1 ||U|2_ 00 — 0 due to our as-
sumption that 5 > 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]. o

4. Theorem 3.4 can be used to derive normal approximations for the entries of UgUgTM. 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 M = [17;;]
be the adjacency matrix of a random graph on n vertices with edge probabilities M = [m;;] €
[0,1]™*™ i.e., M is a symmetric, binary matrix whose upper triangular entries are indepen-
dent Bernoulli random variables with P(772;; = 1) = m;;. Next assume that M is of rank & for
some fixed k& > 1 and has bounded condition number, i.e., ¥ < Ccg for some fixed constant
Ccg > 0. Let 8 € (0,1] and suppose that Assumption 1 holds with

4.1) S, < n” and E, = n®/?

for some fixed constant 3 € (0, 1]. We interpret n” as the average expected degree for the ver-
tices of M, i.e., with high probability M has O(n'*+#) non-zero entries. Smaller values of /3
thus implies sparser networks. We note that Eq. (4.1) is satisfied by many random graph mod-
els including Erd6s—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.,
> mi =< n? 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_00 =< /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 M, is large and the graph M is possibly semi-sparse, and we are interested in
computing the k leading singular vectors of M 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 M. Now suppose we choose a fixed g > 1, and either k=kanda, = logn
or k< logn and a,, = 1; recall that k > k is the sketching dimension and a,, 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,

polylog(n) x n=?/2 ifg>1+p371,
d2(U,,U) 3 { polylog(n) x n(-98+D/2 if g1 < g <14 51,
1 if1<g<p

“4.2)
polylog(n) x n=(B+D/2 if g > 1 4 571,

a0 (Uy, U) 2 { polylog(n) x n=9%/2  if gt < g<14 471,
n~1/2 if1<g<pl.

Here polylog(n) denote log®n for some fixed ¢ > 0. Eq. (4.2) implies a phase transition for
dg(ﬂg, U) and dgﬁoo(fjg, U) as g changes. Recall that U is the matrix whose columns are
the (exact) leading k singular vectors of M and Eq. (4.1) together with the Davis-Kahan
theorem implies dy (U, U) < n~?/2 with high probability. On the other hand, it has recently
been shown that with high probability dg_m(U U) = (logn)/?n=(B+D/2; see e.g., [21
75]. Therefore if g > 1+ 37! then both dg(Ug,U) and dgﬂoo(Ug,U) converges to 0 at
the same rates as dz (U, U) and dy_,oo (U, U), up to some logarithmic factors. Meanwhile,
if 7' < g <1+ ! then dg(ﬂg,U) and dg_mo(]jg,U) converge to 0 at the slower rates
of n(=98+1)/2 and n=95/2, repectively. Convergences of dg(ﬂg,U) and dgﬁoo(fjg, U) are
not guaranteed when g < 3~!. These different convergence rates can be motivated by the
observation that, since M is a binary matrix, the main thing that changes when [ decreases is
the number of non-zero entries in M. In other words, we are estimating the leading k singular
vectors of M using a noisy realization M that, when 3 decreases, contains less information
about M. It is thus unlikely that any fixed value of g will work uniformly well for all values
of 3. Indeed, as we will see in Theorem 4.1 and Section S.1.1, both of the thresholds g > 31
and g > 1+ B! in Eq. (4.2) are necessary and sufficient. We now provide three examples
illustrating the relationships between g and [3; see also the visual summary in Figure 1.

* First consider the dense regime with 3 = 1. Then g > 2 is sufficient for do(Uy,, U) to
attain the optimal rate n~1/2: and for dg_m(Ug, U) to attain the optimal rate n~'. No
convergence is guaranteed when g = 1. X

* Next consider a semi-sparse regime with 5 = 2/3. For dy(U,, U), the optimal rate

n~1/3 is attained when ¢ > 3, the sub- -optimal rate n~1/6 is attained when ¢ = 2. For
dgﬁoo(Ug, 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 § = 1/2. For dg(fj ,U), the optimal rate
n~* is attained when g > 3. For da_,, (U, U), the optimal rate n~%/* is attained when
g Z 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 k are essential to the success of RSVD in practical
applications [86].



PERTURBATION ANALY SIS OF RANDOMIZED SVD FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL STATISTICS 17

. Optimal Rate ! Degenerated Rate E_J No Convergence

0.75-

Sparsity (Beta)
=
W
=}

0.25-

FIG 1. Phase transition diagram for the error rate do (ﬁg,U) and d2_>oo(flg,U) in Eq. (4.2) as 8 and g

changes. Recall that | M|| < n® and |E| < 7512 and hence n®/? represents the signal to noise ratio. The dif-
ferent regions represent different convergence rates for do(Ug, U) or do_, oo (Ug, U). For example, dy(Ug, U)

converges at the optimal rate of n P /2 (blue region), converges at the slower rate of n(_g A+1)/2 (green region),
and has no convergence (yellow region). The solid line represents the transition threshold g =1+ f3 1 and the
dashed line represents the transition threshold g = 3~ ~.

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 ds (ﬂg,U) and da_o0 (ﬁg,U), and thereby show that the conditions g > 371
and g > 1+ 5! are both necessary and sufficient for do (U, U) and dy_o0(Uy, 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(U,, U) and da—.o (U, U) depend on the following assumption
on the growth rate of tr E?9, namely that for any finite g > 1 there exists some fixed constant

cg > 0 such that,
(4.3) EtrE2 > cyn!*o.

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 o2 < n®~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 Erd6s—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[e;;| < nP=1 for all i, j, or equivalently, that
mgj =< nP~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) Sy, = nP
and E, =< nb/2 for some fixed constant 3 € (0,1]; (ii) there exists a constant ¢4 > 0 not
depending on n but can depend on g such that EtrE?9 > cgn1+ﬁ , (iii) k,v 3 1. Choose



18

k=Fkand a, = o(log®n). Let py € (0,1) be fixed but arbitrary. Then there exists a constant
Crp > 0 depending only on py such that, with probability approaching pg, we have

Crp(loglogn) /2. n(=aft1/2 =l < g <14 g~
CrB ifl<g<pt

Crp(loglogn)™/2.n=98/2 ifg~1 <g <1487
Crp-n~1/? ifl<g<p! ‘

)

dy(U,,U) > {
d?%oo(ﬂgaU) Z {

REMARK 4.1.  For simplicity we had presented Theorem 4.1 in the case where k=k.
An almost identical lower bound is available for the case where k = O(logn), provided that
we replaced the (loglogn)~'/2 term in the above expressions with a (logn)~'/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 < 3~! and the sub-optimal regime where
Bt <g<1+ 71 recall that if g > 1+ 871 then d2(U,, U) and do_00(Uy, U) has
the same convergence rate as do(U, U) and dy_,oo (U, U), respectively, and are thus rate-
optimal. Here we note that in Theorem 4.1, dy_00(Uy,, U) = n~'/2 when 1 < g < g~*
is equivalent to dgﬁoo(ﬁg,U) showing no convergence as | U||2_00 =< 1~ '/2. See Sec-
tion S.1.1 in the Supplemenatry File for simulation results illustrating these upper and lower
bounds for both d2(U,, U) and da—.o (U, 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| < n%/? with high probability
and E tr E?9 satisfies Eq.(4.3).

4.3. Exact recovery for stochastic blockmodels. 'We now apply the ¢2_, ., bound for ﬂ'g
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 = € R¥ be positive
vector satisfying ), 7, = 1. Let B be a symmetric K x K matrix whose entries are in [0, 1].
We say that (A, 7) ~ SBM(B, ) is a K-blocks stochastic blockmodel (SBM) graph with
parameters B and 7r, and sparsity factor p,, if the following holds. First 7 = (71,...,7,)
where the 7; are iid with P(7; = ¢) = 7y for all £ € [K]. Then A is a n X n symmetric binary
matrix such that, conditioned on 7, for all ¢ < j the {Aij} are independent Bernoulli random
variables with E[A;;] = p,, B, -,

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 U of eigenvectors corresponding to the d largest (in modulus) eigenvalues of
A. Next we cluster the rows of U into K cluster using either the K -means or K-medians al-
gorithms and let 7; be the resulting cluster membership for the ith row of U. The motivation
behind spectral clustering is that for stochastic blockmodel graphs (1) U serves as an estimate
for the leading eigenvectors U of the underlying edge probabilities matrix P = (p, B, 7,)
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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, k>d.

1. Obtain f]y via Algorithm 1 with M=A,k=d, sampling times an,, power g, sampling dimension k;
2. Estimate the community membership 7, by performing either K -means or K -medians on rows of Ijg;

Output: Membership estimation 7 and singular matrix recovery ﬂg.

and (2) the rows of U contain all of the necessary information for recovering 7, i.e., there
exists a collection of K distinct vectors {v1, s, ..., vk} such that [U]; = v,, forall i € [n].

Statistical properties of spectral clustering had been widely studied in recent years, see e.g.,
[3, 67, 74-T76, 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 7 for SBM graphs as well as its variants including degree-corrected SBM [69]
and popularity adjusted SBM [108], i.e., spectral clustering yields a 7 such that with high
probability there exists a permutation ¢ of [K] for which 7; = ¢(7;) for all ¢ € [n].

In many real-world applications like social or biological networks, the number of nodes
can be on the order of 105, see e.g. [56]. As a result, the computation of Uin 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 M we propose an economical spectral clustering procedure (see Al-
gorithm 2) that replaces U by its approximation Ug produced by rs-RSVD. We note that the
time complexity of Algorithm 2 is on the order of O(a,g x 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 p, of A, Algorithm 2 will, with high probability, also exactly recovers 7.

THEOREM 4.2. Let (A, T) ~ SBM(B, ) be a K -blocks SBM with sparse parameter py,
where 1y > 0 for all £ € [K| and np, 75 n” for some B € (0,1]. Let d = rk(B) and suppose
that T is given by Algorithm 2 wherein we choose: (i) k> d, (i) ap > max{C’k Hogn, 1}
for some universal constant C and (iii) g > 7. Then for sufficiently large n, we have that

7 exactly recovers T with probability at least 1 — n™5.

REMARK 4.2. In practice one may consider clustering with the (1 + €)-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
(14 €)-approximate K -medians and the exact & -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 np,, = w(logn) then weak recovery is possible using
ﬁg, provided that one choose k>k+4and g= Q(n®) for any fixed but arbitrary € > 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 np,, = w(logn) in [130] is less
stringent than the condition np,, = Q(n°) 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 ¢5_,~, perturbation bounds given in Eq. (4.2).
More specifically, if g > 3~ then, with high probability,

(4.4) Vndy_ o (U, U) — 0.

If Eq. (4.4) holds then the arguments for exact recovery of 7 using U can be easily adapted
to show exact recovery using U; 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 = [37!]
is sufficient to show exact recovery using ﬂg when 37! is not an integer, in practice we rec-
ommend choosing the slightly larger value of g = [371] + 1. Indeed, as shown in Section
4.2, the convergence rate for da_,o(Uy, U) when g = [3~'] + 1 is generally faster than that
for g = [371], and this can lead to better finite-sample performance.

Theorem 4.2 also indicates that smaller values of 5 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 T in the very
sparse asymptotic regime where np, = w(logn) and this is due entirely to the use of fJg,
as an approximation for U. More specifically, if np, = w(logn) then [3, 75, 112] showed
that exact recovery of T is possible using U. In contrast, by Theorem 4.1, we see that neither
d2(U,, U) nor n'/2dy_, (U, 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 ¢ when g — oo. 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 M 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, log n = o(n) for any € > 0, in prac-
tice logn > n%! for all n < 10'°. Hence, while asymptotic results in the w(log n) regime are
interesting, they need not lead to better understanding of RSVD for practical applications.

4.4. Normal approximation for fJg. We now consider the row-wise fluctuations of fJg.
Recall the setting at the beginning of this section where M is the adjacency matrix of an edge
independent random graph whose edge probabilities matrix M has rank k&* matrix with k*
bounded, S,, = | M|| < n” and E,, < n®/2. Suppose furthermore that the entries of M are ho-
mogeneous so that max;; m;; < min;; m;;. Then ||M||g = n||M||max and hence m;; < nf-1
for all 7, j. In addition the {ml(l2 ) }_, are also homogeneous; here ml(.f) denote the diagonal el-
Z(ZZ ) = I[UA];||? and M has bounded condition number, we conclude that
U has bounded coherence, i.e., | U||2—00 < k'/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 F, < nb/? take On = nB=1/2 We now verify Eq (3.13). Note,
Spo  [EUAY; = n(HA/2A-1 1 €iju; where e;; is the ijth entry of E and w; is the
jthrow of U. For a fixed i, the {e;; } j<,, are independent mean 0 random variables and hence,
by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

ements of M2. As m

SnaglI‘;l/z[EUA_l]i = p(IF8)/2 A1 Z eiju; ~ N(0,I),
j=1
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where I'; is the £* x k™ matrix of the form

r; =ntAHA ZVar[eij]uju;rA_l = n(1+ﬂ)A_1{ me — Mij)u;u }A_
j=1

Note that I'; is non-degenerate. Indeed, as M is homogeneous, we have

1+ _1 . T —1 2 —2
T, = nTAA nilenmngujuj A7 = n?PA2 = o,
J

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

Spoy ' T2 (W, [0 — [U);) ~ N(0,T)

as n — oo. 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 Uy, i.e., for any
g > 2+ B! there exists a sequence of orthogonal matrix W7 such that

Snoy T2 (WE[O,]; - [U];) ~ N (0,T)

as n — oo. 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 Ijg is (almost) identical to that for the exact singular vectors U of the
noisily observed matrices.

5.1. Matrix completion with noises. Let T € R™*™ 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 R? 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 € R™*" is symmetric, rank k, and we observed

(5.1) T=Pq(T+N):=Qo(T+N).

Here N is an unobserved n X n noise matrix, {2 is a symmetric binary matrix, and o denote
the Hadamard product. The matrix N and €2 induces noise and missingness in the entries
of T, respectively. We shall assume, for ease of exposition, that the (upper triangle) entries
of N are iid N(0,0?) random variables while the (upper triangular) entries of €2 are iid
Bernoulli random variables with success probability p. The aim of matrix completion is to
recover T from T. Since E[p~ T} T, one simple and Widely used estimate for T is given
by p 1T(k) where T( k) is the truncated rank-k SVD of T; see [3, 19, 23, 28, 70] and the
references therein.

In many real-world applications, the dimensions of T can be rather large and yet T can
be quite sparse compared to T, i.e., the number of non-zero entries of T is much smaller
than n2. It is thus computationally attractive to approximate the left singular vectors of T
using randomized algorithms such as rs-RSVD. More specifically, let U'g be the output of

Algorithm 1 with M = T for some properly specified choices of k. k, a,, and g. We view ﬂg
as an approximation for U, and thus as an estimate of U. Given Ijg we compute a rank-k
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Algorithm 3: RSVD-based Matrix Completion
Input: Observed matrix T, rank k. Sampling probability p. Integers an,g > 1 and k> K.

1. Get Ijg, M via Algorithm 1 with M = p_l'i‘, rank k, sampling times an, power g and dimension k;
2.Set Tg = M as either Tg = p_lﬂgﬂ;—’i‘ or Tg = (2p)_1(ﬂgﬂ;—’i‘ + Tﬂgﬂ;),

Output: Approximate singular vectors Ijg of T and estimate ’i‘g of T.

approximation for T via ﬂgﬁ;’i‘. We can then take Tg = pilﬂgﬁ;'i‘ as an estimate for
T or, in the event that we desire symmetry, take 2*1(’1‘9 + T;) as an estimate for T. The
resulting algorithm, termed RSVD-based matrix completion, is presented in Algorithm 3.

Using the 2 and f2_, 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 U, and T,. Fur-
thermore, by extending Theorem 3.4, we establish the general entrywise limiting distribution
for the RSVD-based low-rank approximation M, in Theorem S.6.1 of the supplementary doc-
ument. This result allows us to construct confidence interval for any [T,];; with (i, j) € [n]?.
For ease of exposition we shall assume that both k£ and 1) 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 p 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 X n matrix with k.1 = 1. Let T 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 S > 0 and 3 € (0, 1] such that

L (| Tlhmas +0) - sy
vp o AT
Let Ijg and Tg be obtained from Algorithm 3 wherein we chose: (i) k> k; (ii) a, >
max{[Ck~logn],1} and (iii) g > 1+ (26a) L. Denote 9 = max{1,k~/21og'/?n}.
(Error Bounds) We then have, with probability at least 1 — n™, that
O (|| T|lmax + o)
vip o e(T)
9(10gn)°" (| T||max + )
VP Ak (T)]

5.2) np n® and

dQ(fJg?U) r—j

dz00(Ug, U) 3 1020,

(5.3)

1,4 9
EHTg —Tlr 3 \/TTQ(HTHmaX +0),

- vnid(logn)®
[Ty — Tmax T T(HTHmax + ) U[[3 - 00

where §* 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., mingy |Tie| =< || T|lmax- Let Coe = [UU T |ie and denote the variance
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of [UUTE]ij + [EUUT]ij by
2
=Y E(E]Z); + > E(E) +E(EL) (Gi + ¢j)

#] 07
(54) 72{ €+U2}CZ] Z{ 1_ TZ]+O-2}CM
f;ﬁ] @751

+- { (1—p)T% + 0%} (G + Gj)?
Choose k and a,, as above and let g > 2+ (28a)~Y. Then for any given pair (i, j) € R2,
we have
(5.5) (vf;) " /3[Ty — T)i; ~ N(0,1)

as n — oo. Furthermore, for any finite set of indices T = {(i1,j1),- ., (im,Jm)}, the col-
lection of random variables { [Ty —Ti, ;. }Z;l are (asymptotically) mutually independent.

(Entrywise confidence interval) Suppose above assumptions hold. Let fkg = [ﬂgﬂ;] ke
Define the RSVD-based estimate of v;; by

(5.6) o= Y (BAG + D B + B2 {Gi + &)
0#£j 12

where E := Tg — p_l’i‘. Then for any indices pair (i,j) we have

(57) ()" 2[E, — T1yy — N0, 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 Tg= 1T(k) where T}, is the truncated rank-k

SVD of T; for conciseness we refer to P lTk as the deterministic SVD-based estimator for
T. First suppose that Eq. (5.2) holds for some constants 3 € (0, 1] and 5a > 0. We then have

s — T < [ Elmex 0
VP
- (log )% n(|| T/ max + )
5.8 oo (U, U) < Ullgseo,

~ n
1T — Tl 5 <1ogn>1/2<uTumax+a>\/;uUH§W

with high probability. The above bound for | T'g — T||y 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 U, and T, given in Theorem 5.1. For ease of presentation
we choose k = Q(logn) and g > 1+ (28a)~!. These choices for k and g allow us to set
¥ =1and §* = for any arbitrary § > 1. Eq. (5.3) then implies

T
N
- (logn)° n(|| T max + )
(5.9) do—soo (U, U) = Ullos oo

A~ (5 n
1Ty — T = (log 1) (HTumma)\fpuUH%W
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with high probability. Comparing Eq. (5.8) and Eq. (5.9) we see that the rs-RSVD estimate
Tg achieves the same Frobenius norm error rate as that for the deterministic SVD estimate
T. Note that the Frobenius norm error for T is rate-optimal whenever o = ||| max [3, 19].
The max-norm error rate for Tg is also almost identical to that of T with the only difference
being the extra (log n)l/ 2+€ factor for Tg; here ¢ is an arbitrary positive constant. Similarly,
dgﬁoo(ﬂg, U) converges to 0 at the same rate as dQA)OO(-[A]—, U) up to the (log n)l/“E factor.
These (log n)l/ 2+¢ extra factors for Tg can be removed with more careful book keeping; see
Remark 3.5 for more details. If k is either bounded or diverge at a slower rate than logn, or
when g = 1 + (26a) !, then Eq. (5.9) still holds but with the (logn)? factor replaced by a
(logn)®" factor for some finite 6* > 4.

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 T'g. 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 + (28a)~! in Theorem 5.1 is
then similar to that in Theorem 3.4 for the row-wise limiting distribution of Ijg, i.e., we need
g > 2+ (28a)7! to guarantee that the entrywise fluctuation of [’i‘g — TJ;; is asymptotically
equivalent to the entrywise fluctuation of [UUT E|;; + [EUU "];;. For any given pair (i, ) €
R?, we can thus quantify the uncertainty of the [’i‘]l ;j by constructing the confidence interval:

([Tgli; — Za/2\/ Vijs [T,lij + Za/21/0ij)
where z,/9 is the (1 — «/2) quantile of A(0,1). The resulting confidence interval has

(asymptotic) coverage of 1 — . We emphasize that the estimated variance ©;; are computed
using only the rs-RSVD outputs U, and T'y; see Eq. (5.6).

REMARK 5.1. The conditions posited in Theorem 5.1 for the estimator Tg is slightly
more restrictive than those for Ts in the current literature. Recall that from Eq. (5.2), we
have np = n® for some arbitrary 5 € (0,1]. Eq. (5.2) also implies a lower bound for the
signal-to-noise ratio of the form

(| Tmax +0) 1 }‘1> Ba
A(T)] yap)

for some arbitrary SA > 0. In contrast, the conditions for TS given in Theorem 3.4 of [3]
is that np > logn and S,,/E,, = (logn)/2. The conditions np >~ n® and S,,/E,, == n in
Theorem 5.1 is analogous to the condition np, = w(logn) for exact recovery of SBM using
fJg. In particular for matrix completion using rs-RSVD to work in the np = w(logn) and
Sn/E, = w(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 1) 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 A depends on the parameters o, i (T), ||T||max and p. In particular, if
T is homogeneous (as assumed in [28]) so that min;; |T5;| < || T||max, then n(||T||max +0) =
|Ax(T)| and Eq. (5.2) simplifies to the condition that ,/np 77 n4 and hence 8 = 3 8.

Su/Bn % {
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Algorithm 4: RSVD-based PCA with Missing Data
Input: Partially observed data matrix Pg (X). Sampling probability p. Integers an > 1,g > 1 and k> k.

1. Form Q = Poff.diag [P72779(X)7’Jz (X)] ;

2. Generate I:Jg via Algorithm 1 with M= Q, rank k, an, repeated samples, power g and sketching
dimension k;

Output: Principal Component Recovery ﬂg.

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,...,X;] € R?™ is a data matrix with {x;} being d-dimensional iid random
vectors, B is a d x k matrix, F = [fi,...,f,] € R¥™ is a k x m matrix whose entries

are iid A/(0,1) random variables, and N is a d x m matrix whose entries are iid N'(0,c?)
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| =
mBBT + ¢2I,;. We denote the SVD of BB ' by BB' = UAU' where U € Qg and
A =diag(\q, ..., \z); the columns of U € R%** 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 €2 be a d x m binary
matrix whose entries are iid Bernoulli random variables with success probability p. Then,
instead of observing X, we only observed P (X) = €2 o X where o denote the Hadamard
product between matrices. Given an observed Pq(X), [18] propose the following spectral
procedure for recovering the principle components U. First form the symmetric matrix

1
(5.11) Q = Poft-diag [FPQ(X)PSTZ(X) )

where Poff_diag[~] sets diagonal entries of the corresponding matrix to zero. Next compute the
d x k matrix U whose columns are the left singular vectors corresponding to the & largest
singular values of Q; U serves as an estimate of U. The authors of [18] then derive high-
probability error bounds for dz (U, U) and dy_,o (U, U).

As the dimension d can be reasonably large compared to the number of samples m while
the number of non-zero entries in Pq(X) can be much smaller than md, we consider replac-
ing the singular vectors U of Q by the approximate singular vectors ﬂg computed using
RSVD; see Algorithm 4. The following result shows that by choosing either k= logd or
aq =< log d, the approximate singular vectors U, achieve the same estimation rate as that for
U given in [18]. For ease of presentation, and following [18], we shall assume that B has a
bounded condition number, i.e., K := A1 /A S 1.

THEOREM 5.2. Suppose X is a d X m matrix generated according to Eq. (5.10). Let
p=drY||U|3._, . denote the coherence parameter for U and let s, = log(m + d). Suppose
there exist constants ¢ and ¢1 such that k < 61% and m satisfies the sample size condition

2k2s8 puks?  ots? azds*}

_ 1
5.12 m>é max{ iy ,
.12 = dp> 7 p T NEp2T A
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Define 9 = max{1,k~'/21log"/? d} and

(5.13) oo bk (Wh)'Ps, | PdPs, od' /25, L
' T(md)Y2p T (md)V2  Nem2p  (\emp)t2 T d

Suppose that & = d=P¢ for some e > 0. Let ﬂg be generated via Algorithm 4, wherein
we choose: (i) k > cgqpk for any fixed cgqp > 1; (ii) ag > max{Ck~logd, 1} and (iii) g >
1+ (2B¢)~". Then with probability at least 1 — d—°, we have dy(U,, U) 39'&.

REMARK 5.2. The assumption of bounded « 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,
k 3 11is 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 «. If x grows with d then the sample size requirement
in Eq. (5.12) depend on polynomial factors x° of x 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 dy(U,, U) and do(U, U) converges to 0 at the same rate &, up
to a logl/ 2 d factor; furthermore this logarithmic gap can be removed by choosing k= log d.
The condition g > 1+ (28¢)~! in Theorem 5.2 indicates that an appropriate value for g will
depend on the relationship between p, d, o and m, e.g., larger dimensions d (compared to m)
will require larger power iterations g. In particular, suppose p =c =p=XA; =k =1 and
d =< mP for some Ba € (0,1); here B4 < 1 is necessary for Eq. (5.12) to hold. Then from the
definition £ in Eq. (5.13), we have, after some straightforward algebra, that

E=d B VP2 ogd+d ' 3 {d_(ﬁ‘; “D2logd if Ba € [1/3,1),

~

d—1 if B4 €[0,1/3).

To attain the rate in Eq. (5.13), we thus need g > ﬁ + €, where € > 0 is any small constant.

We note that Theorem 5.2 only provides perturbation bound for dg(ﬂg, U) and not more

refined results such as perturbation bound for da_, (fJg, 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
_p L x| - T
E= Poff—dlag p2 Pa (X)Pﬂ (X) BF(BF) :

The (upper triangular) entries of E are therefore not mutually independent and this leads
to non-trivial technical challenges in deriving dgﬁoo(ﬂg,U) bounds for Q. In particular,
Assumption 2 need not hold. In contrast, existing bounds for dg_m(ﬂ, 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 dgﬁoo(ﬂg, U) because ﬂg depends on (MY — M9)G and the entrywise
dependency structure in (M9 — MY) is more complicated than that in E.

Recent work show that we can estimate the principal components U by using the & leading
left singular vectors of Pq(X) directly (as opposed to U which uses the & leading eigenvec-
tors pf Q); the resulting estimate has ¢s and ¢5_, o, error bounds that are comparable to those
for U 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 Pq(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 7s-RSVD in Section S.2 in the Supplementary File, to derive perturbation bounds for
the approximate singular vectors of Pa(X). A sketch of this argument is given below.

Let U be the k leading singular vectors of M :=m~1/2 *1739( ) and let U, be the rs-
RSVD approximation of U obtained from Algorithm S.1 for M. Then En[M] = BF where
En denote the expectation with respect to IN only. Define, with a slight abuse of notation,

M=m"Y?BF and E=M - M =m""/?p"' P (X) — m~'/?BF.

Denote n := max{d,m} and 7 := max{ng,logn}. Then E satisfies Assumption S.1 with
Egm =< v/no; see Lemma 1 in [125]. Now suppose Sy, /Eqm =< nﬁﬂ for some constant
Ba > 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 dz(U,, U) and da_,00(Uy, U) when g > (48a) "
these bounds are the same, up to some logarithmic factors, as those given in Lemmas 1-4
and Theorem 1 of [125] for dg(fJ,U) and dg_mo(fj, U).

6. Discussions. In this paper we analyzed the statistical behavior of RSVD algorithms
under the assumption that the observed matrix M is generated according to a low-rank
“signal-plus-noise” model. In particular, we derived /5 and {5, perturbation bounds for
Ug, entrywise concentration bounds for U U M, and normal approximations for the row-

wise fluctuations of Ug. There are several dlrectlons to pursue for the future research. Firstly,
our upper and lower bounds for ds and do_,, include factors depending on the rank k, condi-
tion number v 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 dy 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 £* and ) 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 n° for some ¢ € (0, 1), when the noise ma-
trix K has more complicated entrywise dependence structure, when the SNR is only of order
w(log®n) for some ¢ > 1, or when g — co. We note that these extensions are related, e.g.,
k* = Q(n°) for some ¢ will, in general, require g — oo for consistent estimation of U using
ﬂg. 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 ¢_,, 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 M 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

0.80.3
Bo=pn <0.3 0.8) '
Recall that p,, is the sparsity scaling parameter. We consider three different values for p,,,
namely p, = 1 (dense setting), p, = 3n~ /3 (semi-sparse setting I), p, = 4n~"/? (semi-
sparse setting II). As the edge probability matrix is of rank 2, we set £ = 2. Let U and
U € R"*? be the n X k matrix whose columns are the leading k singular vectors of P and

A, respectively. Let U be the approximation of U computed using Algorithm 2 for some
choices of ay,, g and k that are specified subsequently.

S.1.1.1. Phase transition. We first verify the convergence rate for dg(ﬂg, U) and
dg_mo(fjg,U) as we vary g and p,; see Section 3.1 and Section 3.2. For simplicity we
only consider p, =1 and p,, = 3n~1/3, and we ignore any potential logarithmic factors in
the convergence rate for da(Uy, U) and da—,0(Uy, U) as n increases, i.e., we ignore the
polylog terms in Eq. (4.2). ~ ~

We apply rs-RSVD with two settings of a,,, k, namely, (i) a,, = [logn]| and k = 12; (ii)
an =1 and k = 5[logn|. For each combination of (py,, an, k), we numerically estimate the
polynomial convergence rates of da(U,, U) and da_,o(U,, U) as follows. For each n =
2000,.. .., 7000 and specific p,,, we generate one realization of A with equal block sized and
block probabilities By and then compute Uy, via Algorithm 2 for each g € {1,2,...,5}. We
then evaluate do (U, U) and da_s00 (U, 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 log n as the predictor variable. The
estimated coefficient 3 are then recorded. We repeat the above simulations for 500 Monte
Carlo (MC) iterations. The box-plots of the estimated convergence rate [ over these 500
iterations are presented in Figure S.1. For comparison we had also included the (estimated)
convergence rate for dy(U, U) and da—,o (U, 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 p,, = 1, slow or no
convergence when ¢ < 2 and p, = 3n~'/3, and asymptotically optimal convergence when
g>2and p,=1org>3and p, =3n"1/3
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FIG S.1. The left panel reports box-plots of simulated ,6 when rs-RSVD is implemented with an = [logn| and
k =12. The right panel reports box-plots of simulated B when rs-RSVD is implemented with an =1 and k=

5[logn]. In both panels, the top plot reports the 3 for dy (Ug,
True SVD) and the bottom plot reports the 3 for do_so0 (f,Tg,

U) (x-axis: g=1,...

) (x-axis: g =1,..
,5) or do_y o0 (U, U) (x-axis:

.,5) or do(U, U) (x-axis:

True SVD). Box-plots for dense (pn = 1) and sparse (pn = 3n71/ 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 = [logn] and k = 12. Standard errors are reported in

parentheses.

Sparsity n g=1 g=2 g=3 0OSC
pn =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)
pn=n"13 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)
pn=n"Y2 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 p,, € {1,3n~1/3,4n~1/2}. For each combination
of (pn,an, k) and for each n, we generate an adjacency matrix A with equal sized blocks and
block probabilities By. 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 ﬂg. For comparison, we also use Gmedian to perform
K-medians clustering on the rows of U. 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 ﬂg or U 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 k = 5[logn]. Standard

errors are reported in parentheses.

Sparsity n g=1 g=2 g=3 OSC
pn <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 ((') 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)
pn =X n~ /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)
pn =X /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 p,, € {1, 3n~Y 3 and g > 3 when p,, = 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 > ~!. Note that 5~! =1 for p, =1, B~ = % when p, < n~1/3 and g1 =2
when p, =< n~'/2. Finally we note that if g = 1 and p,, = 1 then RSVD-based spectral
clustering occasionally recovers the community membership for all nodes. This is due to
the fact that although da_+ (U1, U) = Q(n'/2) with high probability, it does not prevent
do—y00 (ﬂl,U) < (« where (, is the minimum /¢y distance between any two nodes ¢ and j
belonging to different communities; exact recovery is certainly expected if ds (fIl, U) < (..

S.1.1.3. Limiting distribution. We now illustrate the normal approximations for the row-
wise fluctuations of Uy, as implied by Theorem 3.4. For brevity we fixed k¥ = 2 and
an = [logn]. Similar results are available for k= logn and a, = 1. We generate a single
realization of A on n = 10000 vertices and p,, = 4n~1/2 with equal sized blocks and block
probabilities By. Scatter plots of the rows of U, for g € {1,2,...,5} as well as the rows of
U are presented in Figure S.2. From Figure S.2 we see that g > 3 is sufficient for the rows of
ﬂg to be clustered into two clusters but g > 4 is necessary for the empirical 95% confidence
ellipses of fJg 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 U. In other words,
the more stringent threshold g > 2 + 3~ ! in Theorem 3.4 is both necessary and sufficient for
the normal approximations of Ug, note that for the current setting we have p, <n ~1/2 and
hence S~ = 2.

Additional simulation results with respect to p, =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 x n matrix X* whose columns are iid multivariate normal
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the rows of Ug when g € {4,5}, and the rows of U. 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
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the scatter plots of row-wise vectors in fJg with g = 1,2, 3; (From bottom left to bottom right) the scatter plots of
row-wise vectors in ﬂ') g with g =4,5 and U. 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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the 95% theoretical confidence ellipses according to Theorem 3.4
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random vectors with mean 0 and covariance matrix U*U* " ; here U* is a d x 4 matrix whose
entries are iid standard normals. We then generate Pq(X) = Q o (X* + E) where the entries
of E are iid NV (0, 02), the entries of §2 are iid Bernoulli(p) and o denote the Hadamard prod-
uct. The matrix Pq(X) represent a noisily observed version of X* (with missing entries).

Given Pq(X) we compute U, using Algorithm 4 with k =4, k = 14, a4 = [logd] and
g€{1,2,...,5}. We then record dQ(fIg, U); here U denote the d x 4 matrix whose columns
are the leading eigenvectors of U*U*T . For comparison we also record dy (Ij, U) where U
is the d x 4 matrix of leading eigenvectors of QQ and Q is as defined in Eq. (5.11).

Figure S.6 reports sample means for ds (ﬂg, U) and dy(U, U) as we vary the sampling
probability p, data dimension d, sample size n, and noise level o; these sample means are
computed based on 500 Monte Carlo replicates where we resampled the matrices U*, E and
2 in each replicate. Figure S.6 shows that Algorithm 4 yields nearly-optimal performance
(as compared to U) when g > 3 for most settings of p, d, o and n. It is only when d is large
with respect to n that Uj have worse performance compared to Uy, Us and U. Finally, U, 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 x 4428
matrix D = [D;;] whose elements are

Dij = (Loni — Lonj)2 + (Latl- — Latj)2.
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FI1G S.7. Matrix plots for the true D (Left), partially observed D g (Middle), and partially observed D 4
(Right).
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Here Lon; and Lat; represent the longitude and latitude of the ith city, respectively. We then
sample a matrix Do g (resp. Dy 4) by keeping roughly 80% (resp. 40%) of the entries in D,
i.e., Dgg = QoD where € is a symmetric matrix whose upper triangular entries are iid
Bernoulli(0.8). We now recover D from Dy g (resp. Dy 4) using Algorithm 3. As the entries
of D are Euclidean distances between points in R?, We have rk(D) < 4. We therefore choose
k=4, a,=k=15and g € {1,2,5}, and let D (resp D ) be the resulting estimate
of D. For comparison we also consider the spectral estimate Do,g (resp. D0,4) obtained by
truncating the exact SVD of Dy g (resp. Dg.4); see [70] for more details.

A plot of the true distance matrix D and one random realization of the partially observed
Dy.s and Dy 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
]A)Efg and D(5) both have comparable accuracy to Dy s while Figure S.9 shows that D(() i has
much worse accuracy compared to Dé. i and Dy 4.

We also record the entrywise relative errors between the RSVD-based estimates ]31(,9)
(resp. the exact SVD-based estimate f)p) against that of D. A summary of the quantile lev-
els for these relative errors are presented in Tables S.3. The ath—quantile of the entrywise
relative errors between an estimate Z and the true distance D is defined as the ath quantile
of {|[Z — DJ;;/[DJi|: (i,5) € [4428] x [4428]}; for example the median relative error for
D( ) and f)gfi are ~ 0.029 and =~ 0.086, respectively. Note that the numbers in Table S.3 are
averaged over 200 independent random samples of either Dy g or Dg 4. From Table S.3 we
see that the relative error decreases as g increases with p fixed; indeed, the relative error of
D(S) is exactly the same as that for f)o.g. Table S.3 also indicates that as p decrease we need
to increase g to achieve a recovery rate close to that of D. These observations are consistent
with the theoretical results in Theorem 5.1.



40

FIG S.9. From left to right: matrix plots of RSVD-based estimates D
D4

]5(2) ]j(() e and exact SVD estimate

O/\
gv
=]
g;

TABLE S.3
A (9)

ath—quantiles for the relative entrywise errors of the RSVD-based estimates Dy’ and exact SVD estimate ljp,'
standard errors for these quantiles are given in the parenthesis.

o 0.05 0.15 0.35 0.5 0.65 0.85 0.95
f)(()fg 0.0169 (13101 0.0515 (3.9 10 0.1315(9.2x 107 1) 02203 (1.4x107%)  0.4232(2.7x107 %)  2.4408 (1.9x10%) 152389 (1.1x 10" 1)
Dézg) 0.0035 (1.4x10°7) 00107 (425107 7)  0.0273 (12107 ") 0.0453 (23x10") 00789 (4.6x10° ") 02798 (19107 7)  1.5766 (1.3x10 )
f)((f‘g 0.0024 (1.4x1077)  0.0073 (2.8x1077)  0.0182(6.6x107 ) 0.0289 (1.1x10"7)  0.0464 (23x1070)  0.1531(1.0x107")  0.7823 (6.7 10"
Dos 0.0024 0.0073 0.0182 0.0289 0.0464 0.1530 0.7816
f)((,ﬁ 0.0371 3.6x10° ) 0.1112(1.0x10 %) 02644 (2.1x1077) 04049 (2.7x10° %) 0.6715(3.0x10 ") 3.8785(2.0x10 %) 244391 (1.4x10" 1)
D) 00106371077 00323 (12x10 %) 0.0849 3510 %) 01472(72%10 ) 02717 (15x10° %) 13069 (1010 %) 8.9068 (7.0x10 %)
D((fl 0.0070 (9.6x10°%) 00211 (3.0x1077)  0.0531 (82x107 ")  0.0860 (1.5x10 ") 0.1454 3.4x 10~ %) 05072 (1.2x10%)  3.0309 (9.8x10
Doy 0.0064 0.0194 0.0484 0.0774 0.1269 0.4439 24614

Algorithm S.1: rs-RSVD for asymmetric M
Input: M € R™ *™2 rank k > 1 and sketching dimension & > k. Integers an, g > 1.

1. Generate ap, iid standard Gaussian sketching matrices G, ... Gg,, € R™2 xk ;

2. For a € [an], form (MMT)QMGG by computing MG, v (MGaq),. .., (MMT)QMGQ;

3. For a € [an], compute the rank-k SVD of (MMT)g MG, to obtain the kth largest singular values
ak{(MMT)gMGa} and the nq X k matrix of left singular vectors ﬂ(ga);

4. Choose @ = argmax,eq, | ak{(MMT)QMGa} and G = Gj. Let ]jg - ]jgd);
5.Let 1 > --- > G}, be the singular values of ﬁ;—M

Output: Estimated singular vectors ﬂg, singular values {51, ...,6%}.

S.2. Extension to asymmetric matrices. We now extend Theorems 3.1-3.3 to the set-
ting where M and M are either asymmetric or rectangular. Let M be a n1 X ng matrix with
rk(M) = k* and consider the additive perturbation M = M + E where E is a n; X ngy noise
matrix. We once again assume that both M and E are unobserved, i.e., we only observed M.
Let n = max{nj,ny} and let ¢» denote the condition number of M. Finally denote the SVD
of Mas M =UXV " where 3 € R¥"**" is the diagonal matrix of non-zero singular values.

Given a matrix M the rs-RSVD procedure for approximating the leading left singu-
lar vectors of M is presented in Algorithm S.1. The leading right singular vectors of M
can be approximated by considering M and thus, without loss of generality, we will
only focus on the left singular vectors of M. 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 Sy, n, = ||[M||, n = max{n;,nz}, and
n = max{ng,logn}. There exist fixed but arbitrary constants Sa > 0, Ny > 0, and a quantity
Ep, n, > 0 depend on ny, ng, such that Sy, n,/En, n, 71 and

P[HEH < Enlﬂlz] > 11— n76

whenever n > Ny. We view E,,, 5, as the noise level of E and n? as a lower bound on the
SNR.

ASSUMPTION S.2. S.2 There exists some positive constants § > 1 such that, for any
positive integer g < logn, any standard basis e; € R™, and any given vector « not dependent
on n, we have with probability at least 1 — n~3 that

e BETE B u| < Ch, BY, ., (1ogn) ||t max,

ni,n2

g terms

when 7 is sufficiently large. Here w € R™ and E* = ET when g is even, and u € R™ and
E* = E otherwise. The C5_, _ 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 Sy, ,, and E,, ,, now depend on both n; and n and hence S now depends
on the growth rate of n; compared to ny. For an illustrative example, suppose that M is a
homogenous matrix whose entries are all of order ©(1) and let E be a standard Gaussian
matrix. Assume also that rk(M) = k* for some constant £*. We then have S,,, ,,, < \/n1n2
and Ej,, ,, =< y/n. Next suppose n; and ny are growing such that ny = n{ for some constant

c> 1. We then have n = na, Sy, n,/En, n, < né/(%), and Ba = (2¢)7 L.

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 E,,, ,,, < \/n. Now define

E+ = <:EOT ](5))> & Rnxn.

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 e; € R™, any vector u € R™ and
g <logn with g even, that

Uu
el B2 = (el 07) 7 (§ ) < 252, Q0) s
with high probability. Bound for e;r (EET)(Q_I)/ 2Eu when g < logn is odd is derived sim-
ilarly and hence E satisfies Assumption S.2.

The following bounds for da (U, U) and da_s00 (U, U) for asymmetric M 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 ﬁg 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 fJg is computed using Al-
gorithm S.1 with k = k* < k satisfying one of the three conditions (a)—(c) as specified in
Theorem 3.2. Assume also that ) = 0(Sy, n,/ En, n, ). Denote 9 = max{1,k~/?log!/?n}.
Let g > (48a) " and a,, = [Ck~"logn]| where C' is a constant not depending on n. We then
have the following bounds.

(Spectral-norm Concentration): With probability at least 1 —n5,

(S.2.1) (MM )IMG — (MM )YMG | 2 0k'/252%9 E

Nni,Mg —~N1,N2"

(¢ Perturbation): With probability at least 1 — n2,

i & En o
(S.2.2) dy(U,,U) <V2||sinO(U,, U)|| 2 W?gﬂﬁ,

ny,n2

(2,0 Perturbation): If E satisfies Assumption S.2 then, with probability at least 1 — n =",

N o Enn,
(S.2.3) dz—00(Uy, U) = (logn)? 929 1L/ 22000 1|y,

n1,N2

where §° =0 if g > (48a) L and 6° = (29 +1)6 +1/2 if g = (48x) L.

Note that the parameter g in Algorithm S.1 and Theorem S.2.1 actually represents 2g + 1
power iterations of M. We show in Section 4 that, in the context of random graphs inference,
doing 3 or 5 power iterations is often sufficient for fJg to converge to U in both do and
da—yc0 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(Ug, U) and dao—0(Uy, 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 M =M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 1. Let g > 1 be
a fixed but arbitrary integer and let G be any n x k matrix. For { > 1 let V¢ € R¥X™ pe the
matrix whose columns are the right singular vectors of UTE¢ and define

31 ra(G) =BG +1(g =258 B max V]G] +UTG .

<g
Then for sufficiently large n, we have with probability at least 1 — n=5 that
(S3.2) MG — MG | Z72(G).

The bound for |[MYG — MYG|| in Theorem S.3.1 together with the Wedin sin © Theo-
rem [122] implies the following bound for dz(U,, U) and d2(V,, 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~5 that

R N G
(S3.3) max {d2(U,, U),d2(Vy, V) } 3 (M

THEOREM S.3.3. Assume the setting in Theorem S.3.1. Suppose furthermore that E sat-
isfies Assumption 2. Next define
ra-s00(G) 1= K2 B3 (log )| Gl max
+1(g > 2)(logn)’{ [UT G| + mas, [V G| k258 B[ Ul

where § is the constant appearing in Assumption 2. Then for sufficiently large n, we have
with probability at least 1 — an_ﬁ that

=< 7“2_>OO(G) + T'Q(G)
~ o (MIG) 0 (MIG)
Note Cy > 0 is a fixed constant only dependent on g.

d-30(U,, U) [Ul2-00

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 M; € Rh*% M, € R%2*% gnd My € R%“*%  we have
M1 Ma||2—00 < M [[2-00 [ M2][;

MM [|2-500 < [[Mi]]oc [[Mi[|2-00;
M [ee < V/da|[Mi]l2-00-

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 M9G — MYG in Theorem 3.1.

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

9—2g—2-¢§ g—2
MY —MI=E+Y Y MEMIIES 4 MRS
=0 £=0 =0

PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.2. Let E = M — M. We then have the expansion
g—2
MY - MY =Y MEM/*+MI'E

(S.4.1) =0

g—2
=Y MEM/ '+ MTE+ (MY - MYTHE.

=0

If g > 3 then we can repeat the above step for M9~1 — M9~ and obtain

1 g—2—¢& 1
M- M= { 3 MéEMg—l—f—f}Ef + 3 MRS 4 (N2 - MY Y)E,
£=0 (=0 £=0
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In summary, by iterating the expansion in Eq. (S.4.1) a total of g — 1 times, we derive

g—2g9-2-¢ g—2
MY —M=)" > MEMY RS+ MRS 4 R
£=0 (=0 £=0
as desired. O

LEMMA S.4.3. Let M =M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 1. Let G be any
given matrix. Then |MYG|| 2 Sp||[UT G| Let g > 1 be fixed but arbitrary. Then for suffi-
ciently large n, we have with probability at least 1 — n~5 that simultaneously,

IM]| 3 S,
IUTE‘G| 3 BV, G-
Here \75 € R for any € > 1 is the right singular matrix of UTESG € R**™ and ro ,(G)
is as defined in Theorem S.3.1.
PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.3. By definition, we have
IM/G|| = [UAYUTG| = |AUTG| < |AY] - [[UTG| = SEIUTG].

Next, by Assumptions 1, we have | M|| < [|[M — M|| + |[M|| = S,, + E,, = S,,, with proba-

bility at least 1 — n=%as S, > CynP2E, > E,. We now bound UTEYG. Since UTEY is a
k x n matrix, let us denote the SVD of UTEYG by

U'E'G=TU3V,,
where Uisa k x k matrix, Sisakxk diagonal matrix, and \~/'g is a n X k matrix. Once
again by Assumption 1 we have
(S42)  |U'E'G| =|[UZV, G| <[Z]IV, G| <|E|I*|V, Gl S EJIV, Gl

with probability at least 1 — n 5. Note the above upper bounds only relies on the high prob-
ability bound of ||E||, with probability at least 1 — n~5, and thus they hold simultaneously
with probability at least 1 — n 6. O

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 a,, = (log n)52 for some fixed B > 0. Then for sufficiently
large n, we have with probability at least 1 — n~5 that simultaneously,

|G llmax < Cu(logn)l/Q,

|G| < Cuv/n,

IUTG| + max |V{G| < C,0k">
1<€<g

Here \75 is as defined in Lemma S.4.3, ¥ := max{1, k—1/2 logl/2 n}, and C,, is a constant
depending only on (s.
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PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.4. In the following argument we always condition on M and M.
As the final bounds for ||G||max, |G| and |[UT G| + maxj<¢<, HVgTGH does not depend

on the choice of M and M, we can then uncondition with respect to M and M to obtain the
desired results.

We first bound || G ||max- We have
(a)

|G|[max = max [[Ga|lmax = max max _|[g,;

a€lay) a€lan]icln),jelk]
(a) (a)
1) )
stant K > 0 such that P(|g§;)| <t) =1-2exp(—t?/K) for all t > 0; see e.g Section 2.5.1
of [120]. Let ¢ > 8 be arbitrary. Then by the union bound, we have

where g’ is ijth entry of G,. Since ¢ .’ is standard Gaussian, there exists a universal con-

IP’(HGHmaX < (cKlogn)1/2> :P(max\gg)\ < (cKlogn)1/2>

1’7.7’(1

(S.4.3)
> 1 — 2nka,, - exp{ — clogn} >1— n*6/3.
Note that the last inequality follows from kan, <n log;ﬁ2 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 d; x d2 standard Gaussian matrix
Z4, 4, and t > 0, we have

(S.4.4) |Za, 0, < Vdi ++/da+t,

with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—t%/2). As each G is a n x k matrix with iid standard
Gaussian entries, we can set di =n, do = k < dj and t = nl/2 in Eq. (S.4.4) to obtain
|Gall < 3y/n with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—n/2). A union bound over all a € [a,,]
yields

s.4.5) PG| <3vn) >P( max |Gl < 3vn) >1—2a,exp(—n/2) >1—n"°/3.
ac|an

We finally bound ||[UT G|| 4+ max; <¢<, ||\~/§TGH Recall that in Algorithm 1 the G1,..., G,

are generated independently of the M and ‘M. Hence, conditional on M, the U' G, and
VgGa, for € € [g] and a € [a,], are k x k standard Gaussian matrices. Recall also that

k > k. By Eq. (S.4.4), we therefore have HVgGaH < 2k'/% 4 (2¢clogn)'/? with probability
at least 1 — 2n—¢. The same bound also holds for U G,. Now choose ¢ > 7. We then have,
by a union bound over a € [a,] and & € [g], that when n is sufficiently large,

P(max{||UTG||,r£1<a;< IV{ G} < 2k"% + (2clogn)'/2 lm) >1—2a,(g+ 1)n~"

>1-n"9/3,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that a,,g = o(n). O

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

(a). Both k and k are fixed.
(b). k is fixed and k is growing with n.
(¢). kis growing withn and k > cgqpk for some fixed cgqp > 1.



46

Now choose a,, > max{C k1 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 1) satisfies 1 = o(Sy,/Ey). Let g > 1 be fixed but arbitrary. Then with probability at
least 1 — 2n=5, we have

o (MIG) 3 k129989,
PROOF OF LEMMA S.4.5. We recall the notations in Eq. (2.1). For any a € [a,,] we have
(S.4.6) G/ M¥G,=G]UAYU'G, +G] U, AYU]G,.
Now G;rﬂ 1 Aig U'IGa is positive semi-definitive and hence, by Weyl’s inequality,
(S.4.7) o2 (MIG,) = \,(Gg M¥G,) > )\, (G UAYUTG,).
From the description of Algorithm 1 we have

(S.4.8) op (MQG) = m[ax} op (MgGa) > max A\ (GIﬂAQQﬁTGQ).
ac|an

a€lan)

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 kap—29.529
As G/ UAYUT G, is positive semi-definitive for all a, we have

max A\, (G, UAYU'G,) > A\p(A)% - max A\ (G, UU'G,)

a€lan) a€la,]
=0, (M) - max o (UTGy).
Note that, by Assumption 1 and Weyl’s inequality, we have
or(M) > (M) — |[M — M|| >~ 1¢S,, — E,,

with probability at least 1 —n~6. Recall that we had assumed 1) = o(S,,/E,,) in the statement
of Lemma S.4.5. Thus E,, is negligible compared to 1) ~'¢;S,, when n increases. We therefore
have

(S.4.9) or(M) > 1S, /2.

with probability at least 1 —n 6.

Thus, to obtain a lower bound for o7 (Mg G) in Eq. (S.4.8), we only need to lower bound
maXgeq,] U,%(I]'TGG) in Eq.(S.4.9). Let Z, ; € R¥*¥ be a random matrix whose entries are
independent standard normal random variables and let W, ; (¢) be the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) for the smallest singular value of Z, ;, i.e., define

(S.4.10) U, () =P(or(Z, ;) <t).

for all ¢ > 0. We first condition on an observed M. Then for any a € [ay], the matrix U'G,
is identically distributed as Z, ; and furthermore the collection of matrices {UTGG}GE[%]
are mutually independent. Thus, by the definition of ¥, ;, we have
P( m[ax} o (UTGy) > €, | M) =1— (T, z(en))™.

aclan ’
for any arbitrary €, > 0. As the probability on the right-hand side above does not depend on
the particular choice of M, we can now uncondition on M to obtain

IP’( m[ax] O’k(ﬂTGQ) > en) =1- (\I/k %(en))a".

a€la ’

n
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Combining Eq.(S.4.9) and Eq. (S.4.11) we have
(S4.11) max A\ (G, UAMUTG,) Z v 5%,

a€a,
with probability at least 1 —n =6 — (¥, ,;(en))a".

We now consider three scenarios, namely (a) k and k are both fixed, (b) k is fixed and kis
growing with n and (¢) k and k are both growing with n.

Case (a). Suppose both k and k > k are fixed. Then for any arbitrary 7y > 0 there exists
a finite €* > 0 such that \I’k,,;(e*) <1 —1p (see e.g. Section 4.4 in [43]); we emphasize that

¢* depends on 79, k and & but does not depend on n. There thus exists a constant C' > 0
depending only on €* such that if a,, > C'logn then {\Ifk,;(e*) “r <n76. Sete, = €*. Then
by Eq. (S.4.11), we have max,cf, ] A\i(G4 UAYUTG,) 7 =295 with probability at
least 1 — 2n75,

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

(S.4.12) U, (K2 = kY2 —t) <27/ = exp(log 2 — 12/2).

Now let t = 0.9%Y/2 + ¢’ and €, = 0.1kY/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 A\, (G, UAYUTG,) &7 229829 = k29529,

1<a<an

with probability at least
1—n0— {\I/kJ;(O.l/;;l/Q — k2 - C’)}a" >1-n"0%—exp [%an{ log2 — (0.91271/2 + C’)z}}

>1—n"%—exp(—0.4a,k).

Note that the second to last inequality in the above display follows from Eq. (S.4.12), pro-
vided that C' > (2log 2)1/2. Let C' > 15. Then for a,, > Ck~! log n we have that Eq. (S.4.13)
holds with probability at least 1 — n~% — exp(—0.4Clogn) > 1 —2n~5.

Case (c). Suppose k> Cgapk for some cgap, > 1. Let t = %(1 — c;,/Q)lgl/Q + C' for some
C’ > (2log2)'/2. Then by Eq. (S.4.12), we have

(S.4.14) L% (%(1 +eg! HEM? — gl/2 - c/) < exp ( —3(1- cg;;m)z;;).
Note that 1 — cgan/ > > 0 as cgqp > 1. Let €, = &/ — k/2 — t. We then have

(SA415) =L+ e/ 2 — kY2 = C' > L1 — e/ RV — O m B2
Combining Eq. (S.4.11), Eq. (S.4.12), Eq. (S.4.14), and Eq. (S.4.15), we obtain
(S.4.16) max Ay (G, UAYU'G,) 1 €29~ 29529 = kep 29529,

a€la,]

- exp(—%(l - Cé%,m)z%an) > 1 — 2n75, provided that

an > Ck~'logn for some finite C' > 0. We emphasize that C' depends only on Cgap Such that
C decreases when cq,, increases.

Summarizing the results for the above three cases considered in Lemma S.4.5, we have
that if @, > max{Ck~'logn, 1} then
(S.4.17) o7 (MYG) > max M\ (G, UAYUTG,) = k=959,

a€lan]

with probability at least 1 — 16



48

with probability at least 1 — 2n~6. We therefore have
oy (MIG) 3 k™1/2995,9,

with probability at least 1 — 2179, Finally the above derivations also show that (a) C' depends
only on k and k if k and k are both fixed, (b) C' can be any constant larger than 15, and (c) C
depends only on cg,p, when both £ and % are growing. O

The last technical lemma is used when bounding dg_m(ﬂg, U) in Theorem 3.3.

LEMMA S.4.6. Let M =M + E where M and E satisfy Assumption 2. Let G be any
arbitrary matrix not depending on M. Let g be fixed but arbitrary. Then for sufficiently large
n, we have with probability at least 1 — C 'n~5, that simultaneously

IE9U 200 3 kY2 B (log )| U[l2-s00,
IEYG 200 3 K2 E5 (10g 1) | G| imases
||M9EU||2—>00 j kl/QEnSZ”UHZ—mOv
where Cg > 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

|E9U 200 < k'/? maxmax |e] Bu;| 3 k'/2E4(logn)% max [ || max
(S.4.18) i€[n] jE[k] JEK]
3 k2 BY(1ogn)* [ U2 50,

with probability at least 1 — (nk) -n=%- k= >1—n"5. Here e; denote the ith standard basis
in R™ and w; is the jth column vector of U. The same argument also yields

|EYG |20 < k/?maxmax |e] E9g;| 3 k'/2E9 (logn)% max||g; [l max
(S.4.19) €l jelk] jelk]
3 k2 EY(1ogn)% || Gl|max,

with probability at least 1 — (nk) -n=% - k~! > 1 — n~5, Here g; is the jth column of G.
Finally we bound | MYEU |2_, . We start with the expansions
MYEU = EM?"'EU + MMY'EU
= EMY2EU + EMMY2EU + MMY'EU (if g > 2)
g—1
—...=F/tU + Z EEMMY—€EU.
£=0

We will bound the 2 — oo norm for each individual term in the right hand side of the above
display. By Eq. (S5.4.18), we have

(5.4.20)

(S4.21) B9 U 200 3 KBS (logn)°@ )| U||,_,

with probability at least 1 —n =6
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Now let £ = 0. We then have, with probability at least 1 —n =5,
IMM?'EU|, < |Ulj2e - |[AUM'EU|
<[ Ullosoo - 1Al - U - IV~ M- M- U]
3 ShEn||Ull2—00
SkESEE U lamscc,

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 & > 0. Then using Eq. (S.4.18) we have, with probability at least 1 — 2n =5,

|EEMMI ' EU |00 < ||ESU |00 - [AU TMISIEU||

(S.4.22)

(S.4.23) S EYV2ES (logn)% || U2 - SESE,
S KPESTSE (1ogn) (U |2 0,
for any £ < g — 1. Recall that under Assumption 1, we have S, =~ n”» E, for some a > 0.
We therefore have
k288 Bal|U 2500 2 kY2 BS54 (log ) [ U200

for any £ > 0. In other words, the bound in Eq. (5.4.23) when & > 1 is dominated by that
when £ = 1. Collecting the bounds in Eq.(S.4.21), Eq. (S.4.22) and Eq. (S.4.23), we obtain

sangy Ul KB logm) U |[U], oo, + K2SEE Ul
k2SI U 200
with probability at least 1 — (C; — 2)n_6 with some large enough yet fixed C; > 0 when g is

fixed. Note that we had used Assumption 1 to bound k'/2ES*! (logn)o(9+1) = o(SHEy) as
n increases. The desired results follow immediately by unifying Eq. (S.4.18), Eq. (5.4.19),
and Eq. (S.4.24). O

S.5. Proofs for Section 3.

S.5.1. Proof of Theorem S.3.1. If g =1 then, by Assumption 1, we have
IMG —~MG|| < [|E[||G|| 3 E.|G]| < 72(G)

with probability at least 1 — n~%. We next consider g > 2. Let Ay = (Mg — MY)G. Using
the expansion for MY — MY in Lemma S.4.2, we have

g—2g—2-¢ g—2
A, =FEIG + MEMY 1 ESG+ ) MY EESG.
(8.5.1) =~ X_: z_: X_:
L, £=0 (=0 £=0
Lo L3

We now bound the spectral norms of each of the terms L; through Ls.
Bounding ||L; ||. By Assumption 1 we have, with probability at least 1 —n =5,

(8.5.2) L[ < [[EIYIGI 2 EZIGI.
Bounding ||L;||. By the triangle inequality we have
g—29—-2-¢

M‘EMY 1 ¢‘E*G|.

(S.5.3) Lol <> )

£=0 (=0
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First suppose that ¢ > 1. Then with probability at least 1 — n =%, we have

| ~

VM'EMY 2 ME‘G||
= |[MEM/ 2 UAUTESG|

(S.5.4) . e e
< (M7 1 - v [IA[l- U EG]
3B VLG

where the last inequality follows from Lemma S.4.3 and Assumption 1.
If £ = 0 then, with probability at least 1 — n 6,
¥ A —1-¢ rié 1
IMEMY G| = M| [Ef - M A U G|

(S.5.5)
389 E, UG

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. (5.5.3) yield

g—2
Lo 2D (0—1-€) 577 ¢BE - {max | VIG| +UTG] |
(8.5.6) £=0 g

3807 B max |[V{ G| + luTG}.

~

with probability at least 1 —n 6. Here we had used the fact that g is fixed and that ||Sg ™" B, |
dominates || S5~ ESTY|| for all € > 0 as | E,|| X nf2 = o(||Sy]|).
Bounding ||L3|| A similar argument to that for bounding || Lz || yields,

g—
L3 < Z\lMg*l*fE“lG\\

O

Q
l\')

(8.5.7) | M2 Al [UTES G

IN
||
w =)

@

S9—1-E g+l VG| <59 1E, V.G
n rgg;d! ¢ Gl 3 S rgggH ¢ G

LA
OM

where the penultimate mequahty follows from Lemma S.4.3 and Assumption 1.
Combining Eq. (S.5.2), Eq. (5.5.6), and Eq. (5.5.7), we obtain

1M — M) G| < | Ly | + || L + |[Ls]|
SERG + 1o > 258 By max ||V G|+ |[UT G .
g
with probability at least 1 — n~%, as desired. Note the only probabilistic bound used in proof

is |E|| 2 E,, with probability at least 1 — n %, and thus, the final result’s probability is still
larger than or equal to 1 — n 5. O

S.5.2. Proof of Theorem S.3.2.  We note that MG is an additive perturbation of MYG,
1.e.,

MYG = MG + (MG — MYG).
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Since M is rank k, we have that MYG is also rank k& and hence oj,11(MYG) = 0. Let Uy,
and V4 be the matrix of left and right singular vectors of MYG, respectively. We thus have,
by Wedin’s sin-O theorem [122], that

. R IMYG — MYG|
max{| sin®(U,, Uy)|,[|sinO(Vy, Vo[ } < -
(S.5.8) 7 (MIG) — 01,11 (MIG)

30, (MIG) - 72(G)
with probability at least 1 — n~%. Note that the last equality follows from the bound for
|(M9 — MY)G]| in Theorem S.3.1.
The bound for ds (Vg, V,) given in Theorem S.3.2 follows from Eq. (S.5.8) and the rela-
tionship da(V,, V) < v/2||sin©®(V,, V)| (see Lemma 1 in [17]). Similarly, the bound for

dQ(fIg, U) follows from Eq (S.5.8) and the fact that || sin ©(U, U)|| = 0 almost surely (see
Proposition 3.1).

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

(S.5.9) Wy =argmin Uy — UWy|p, Wy =argmin|[Vy — V,Wy||p.
Wke@k Wke@k

A

We note that the convergence rate of ds,o.(Ug, U) is equivalent to the convergence rate
of dg_,oo(ﬂg, U, ) since, by Proposition 3.1, dg_,oo(ﬂg, U) = 0 almost surely. Furthermore,
from the definition of dy_,o, We have da—o(Uy, Uy) < ||Uy — UsWyl|2—00-

We will thus focus our effort on bounding ||U, — Uy Wy |2_s00. Let A, = MYG — MYG.
Taking r = k in Theorem 3.1 of [22], we have the decomposition

U, - U,Wy =(I1-U,U))A,V,WyS, '+ U, (U] U, — Wy)

Ro R,
T y o —1
(S.5.10) + (I =UgU; )Ay(Vy - V,Wy)3,
Ry
+(1-U,U )MIG(V, — V, V] V)51
R,

Note that if k = k& then Ry = 0 since VgV;7r =1, as V,; € O;. We now bound the f3_,

norms of the three terms (or four terms when k> k) on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.5.10).
Bounding || Ro||2_s00. We have, with probability at least 1 —n =5, that,

IRoll200 < 189 VoW S, lasoo + [UgUg AgVeWyE 200
<[ Agllasoo - 55T+ 1Ugll2s00 - Al - 1135
= [Agll2-oc - 0 H(MIG) + [ Ag]| - [[Ul|2300 - 07, (MIG)
2 A l200 - 0 (MIG) +72(G) - [|[U|2500 - 07, (MYG).

Here the last inequality uses the bound for ||A,|| given in Theorem S.3.1 together with the
fact that U, = UW,, , for some Wy, , € O\ almost surely (see Proposition 3.1) and thus

HU9H2—>00 = ||UWk,g||2—>oo = [| U2 c0-
We now consider ||Ag|[2—o0. If g =1 then by Lemma S.4.6 we have

1A [0 = [TEG 1200 3 ¥/ En(logn)’ | Gl max

(S.5.11)
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with probability at least 1 —n 5. For g > 2 we first recall the expansion A, = L; + Lo + L3
given in Eq. (S.5.1). We now bound || L ||2— oo through ||L3||2—00-
Bound for ||L||2—00. By Lemma S.4.6 we have, with probability at least 1 — C’;n_G, that

(S.5.12) L1200 = [|[BIG|l2m00 = kY2EI (10g 1) || G| max.
Bound for ||L2||2—0. Using the expansion in Eq. (S.5.3) and Eq. (S.5.4), we have
g—29—2—¢
o1t —1-6—¢
[Lallnoe <> > [MEMSTEESG],
£=0 (=0
9729 2-¢
(S.5.13) =Y > |MEUATTUTESG,
£=0 (=0
9-292-¢
< IMEU|,_, - [A[S~ ¢ [UTESG
2—00

—0 ¢=0

Recall the bound for [|[UT EG || givenin Lemma S.4.3. Let ¢, (G) = |[UT G| +maxg<,—1 ||\~72—GH
We then have, with probability at least 1 — C’n =5,

9
g—29—2-¢
L2 (l2—00 j%"g(G)Z Z |’M£EUH2_>OOSZ_1_€_KE§
£=0 ¢=0
(S.5.14) @ = logny? 92 N een
3 Z(sg (logn)’ + > S5 B U 2roc
£=0 (=1

2 k20,(G) ST B, (1og n)? | Ul|2500-

where the penultimate inequality in the above display follows from Lemma S.4.6.
Bound for ||L3||2—0. From Lemma S.4.3 we have, with probability at least 1 — C’;n_G,

||L3||2~>oo < Z Mg_l_gEg—’—lGHQ—wo

l\')O

$.5.15
( : ZHUHz—»oo IA[7~¢ - [UTES G

t/‘l’}

<Ol 52 e g VTG
Combining the above bounds for || L1 ||2— 00, || L2||2—00 and ||L3||2— 0, We obtain
[Agll2—00 2 %I/QEgL(lOgn)égHGHmax
(5:5.16) +1(g > 2)k/5¢ By logn)’ { [ UT G 4+ max [ V{ G }[U]lo-o
=T9500(G).
with probability at least 1 — C!’]n*6. Recalling Eq. (S.5.11), we conclude that

(G G)[Ullsse
(8.5.17) IRo|2-00 = 7”2—>A (G) i 72( )HA ll2—
O’k(MgG> O'k(MgG>
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with probability at least 1 — (C, + 1)n°.
Bounding ||R; [|2-;00. We have, with probability at least 1 — (1 + C)n ™%, that

Ri[l200 = (1= UgUyg ) Ag(Vg = VyWv) 35 2
V2| sin®(Vy, V)|

(S.5.18) < (IAgll2-s00 + [[Ugll2—s00 - | A]]) - o (VIG)
< 7“2—>oo(G){ r2(G) /\1} N 7“2(G)HUH2—><><>{ r(G) 1}
~ o (MIG) Lo, (M9IG) o (M9IG)  Lop(MIG)

Note that the last inequality in the above display follows from Theorem S.3.2 and Eq. (S.5.16)

while the bound ||V, — V,Wy|| < v/2||sin©®(V,, V,)|| is given in Lemma 6.8 of [22]. Fi-

nally we had used the fact that || U||2—00 = ||U||2—o0; see the discussion after Eq. (S.5.11).
Bounding ||R2||2—00: Recall Eq. (3.1). We immediately have,

Ry =(I-U,U, )MYG(V, - V,V, V)5 !
55.19) =(1-U,U) ) UE,V, (V, =V, V Vs
=(UgZ,V, — U8V, ) (V= ViV, V)t
=0.
Bounding ||R3||2— 0. We have, by Lemma S.4.1 and Theorem S.3.2, that
IR3l2 500 < [[Ugllas00 - U, Uy = Wy |
<[|Uy 2200 - |sin©(U,, U,)||>  (Lemma 6.7 in [22])

o apa N Ul (Ba5:59)

(S.5.20)

with probability at least 1 —n~5. The last inequality uses the fact that || U ||2—00 = || U||2—00
as discussed in Eq. (S.5.11).

Collecting the bounds for ||Rql[2—c0 through ||R3|2—00 and recalling Eq. (S.5.10), we
obtain
(@) (Gl
™ op (MIG) o1 (M9G)

d2ﬁ\oo (fjm U)

with probability at least 1 — an_G where Cj is a constant depending only on g. Eq. (S.3.4)
is thus established. 0

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

(5:521) (N ~ MG 2 BLGl +1(g > 2)- 5 Eu{ U7 Gl + max [ V{ G .

with probability at least 1 — n~, where G is chosen among a,, independent standard Gaus-
sian matrices G1, Ga, ..., G,, according to Algorithm 1. Substituting the bounds for || G|
and |[UT G| + max¢<, HV;GH from Lemma S.4.4 into Eq. (S.5.21) we obtain

(5.5.22) (M9 —MI)G|| 2 VnEI +1(g >2) -9,k /2597 E,

with probability at least 1 — 2n =% > 1 — n=> 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 + (QBA)_I and thus g > 2. Recall that, from As-
sumption 1, we have S,,/E,, 7 nPa with Ba > 0, and hence

1.1/2 g9—1
79nk / Sr% E, :ﬁn%l/anl/ZnglElfg
(S.5.23) VnE; oo

0k Pnlam DB =1/2 g B2 -
Eq. (5.5.21) and Eq. (S.5.23) together imply
IMIG — MIG|| 29,k /28971 E,

with probability at least 1 — 2n~6 > 1 — n~> when n is sufficiently large, as desired. O

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
- . o Tg((;)

S.5.24 d2(U,, U <V2||sin®(U , <=7

( ) 2(Uy, U) < V2 (Ug )H_Uk( el

with probability at least 1 — n~6. Recall that we assumed 1 = 0(S,,/E,,) in the statement of
Theorem 3.2. Lemma S.4.5 then implies

(S.5.25) 6. (MIG) 2 kY2998, 9,

with probability at least 1 — 2n~%. Now when g > 1 + (28A)7!, Eq. (3.3) in Theorem 3.1
implies,

(S.5.26) r2(G) 2 8971 E, max {k/2,log"/? n}

with probability at least 1 — 2n~% when n — 4-00. Substituting Eq. (S.5.25) and Eq. (S.5.26)
into Eq. (S.5.24) yields the desired result. Note when g < 1 + (28A)7%, Eq. (3.2) and
Eq. (5.5.25) similarly yields a weaker bound in Eq. (3.5). O

S.5.6. Proof of Corollary 3.1. Let W, € O minimizes ||Ijg —UW,,|| over all k£ x k
orthogonal matrices. Then {0y }/<}, are also the singular values of W,I U M. We thus have

[UgM =W, UM < [|O; (M~ M)||+ [T, - UW,,) 'M]|

A

< |[E[ + d2(Uy, U)[M]

2 Bt 0095, 3009 E,,

n

with probability at least 1 — n~>, where the third inequality follows from Assumption 1 and
Theorem 3.2. O

S.5.7. Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let 9 = max{1,k~/2log"/?n}. Now define the quantities

(1) ._ V1t (Ep\g < 999 B
(S.5.27) o = (Sn) +1g > 2000 "
E,

E,
(5528)  pZ = (logn)™ /299 (L) 4 T(g > 2)(logn) VAIH " U2

Sn
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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 >, we have simultaneously,

o) {(MIG) k2095,
ra(G) 3 Egn'? +1(g > 2)S5 7" B, k20,
900 (G) I kY2 EI(logn)® (logn)'/? + (g > 2)k'/289 7 E,, (log n) 0k ? | U |2 0.
We therefore have, with probability at least 1 — n >,

2G) oy m2ox(G) 4 e

o (M9G) ~ ey~
Hence, by Theorem S.3.3, we have
(5.5.29) dy00(Ug, U) 3 oD [0l + o2,

with probability at least 1 — n =5,
Now consider g > 1 + (28a)~!. Recalling Eq. (S.5.23), we have

(S.5.30) ) = ﬂng%

n

For p,(f), recall that ||U||a_o0 2 n 2/ for some B, € [0, 1]. We then have
S

s B,
(logn) \/Eﬂwgs—nHUH%oo k1/2(1 gn)d—09- 1/219HUH2H
(logn)agﬂ/%g(%)g B!
i kl/Q(logn)é—&g—l/Q,ﬁn(g—l)ﬁA—ﬁc/Q

c )1 ifg>1+(28a)""1 or B.<1
(logn)3=99=1/2  otherwise,
We therefore have
(S.5.31) P2 < (logn)® Vk wgfnU”Q%o =: 52,

where §* = § if either g > 1+ (28a) ! or B. < 1, and §* = §g + 1/2 otherwise.
Combining Eq. (5.5.30) and Eq. (S.5.31), we can now rewrite Eq. (S.5.29) as

(S.5.32) dy500(Ug, U) 3 p0 U 2500 + 5

We now note that % = k'2(logn)® = 1 and hence, by using Eq. (S.5.30) and

Eq. (S§.5.31), we can further simply Eq. (5.5.32) to
da—s00 (Ugv U)3 Pg) .
Eq.(3.7) is thus established. ]

S.5.8. Proof of Corollary 3.2.  'We only consider the case where M = ﬂgﬁgTM as

13(0,U, M+MU,U,) - M|| U,U; M - M|

- M|

max max

= HUgUJM—MH

max’
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Recall Proposition 3.1. Let U, = U,Wy and R, = U, — U, = Ry + Ry + Ry + R3 where
Wy and Ry through R are the matrices appearing in Eq. (S.5.10). We then have
T TN T TN T
U,Uu M-M=U,U M-UU M
=U,U/M-U,U/M
(S.5.33) gTeTm o memaeTE
=(Uy+R,)(Uy,+R,)'M-U,U;M
=UU'E+UR/M+R,U;M+R,R/M
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

E
”R'*H2—>oo ~ nSinHUHQ—mo
n

with probability at least 1 — O(n~%). We now bound ||R.|| and ||ER.||2— 0. Our bounds for
these quantities depend on bounds for || A, || sin @(Vg, V)l
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 Ry through R given in the proof of Theorem
S.3.3, we have (recall that g > 1 + (28a) !

IRl < |[Roll + [IR1 | + [IR2l + [ Rs]|

<[l Aglloy ' (MYG) + \/§HA9HU;§1 MIG) - [|sin ©(Vy, V)| + [|sin ©(Ty, Uy) |
gL
Sn

N wg -+ 19%29 s 922 52 3 Nl

with probabihty at least 1 — (’)(n‘6).
Bounding || ER,||2—;. We first bound |[EA|l2—cc Where Ay =L + Ly + L3 and the
Ly, are as given in Eq. (S.5.1).

* Similar to Eq. (S.5.12), with probability at least 1 — O(n~%), we have
IBL1 200 < B Glloso0 3 (logn) 0T B2 ESHL
* Recall Eq. (S5.4.20). We then have

¢
EM'EU=E"?U+) E‘UAU'M"‘EU.
£=1
Using a similar argument to that for deriving Eq. (S.4.21) through Eq. (S.4.24), we obtain
L

[ENCEU o0 3 [E2U3 0 + 3 [EU 2 JAUTMA<ED|
(S.5.34) Pt

3 (logn) k2 ELSy|| U200
with probability at least 1 — O(n~9).
¢ Letp,(G) = || U G|+ maxe<y1 HV G||. Eq. (S.5.34) together with a similar argument

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

g—2 g—2—¢
IELsll2 o0 3 96(G) Y (IE?Ull00083 7€ 4 > [EMEU o055~ ) S
£=0 /=1

= (logn)?9k"? . EV2E28971U] 22 o0
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with probability at least 1 — O(n~5).
* Similar to Eq. (S.5.15), with probability at least 1 — O(n~%), we have
g—2
IELs[l2500 < D [EU 2500 - [|A¢71 ¢ - [UTESH G|
£=0
< (logn) 0k K2 ELSET [ U120
Combining the above bounds we have

(S.5.35) IEA|l200 = frk2EY2E2S971 U200,

with probability at least 1 —O(n~%); here f,, = (logn)?9+1{g = 14 (26a) "} (logn)g+1)9+1/2

is a poly-log factor.
Using the above bounds for EA in spectral and 2 — oo norms, we obtain

IERL|2500 < |ERo]|2500 + [|ER1 2500 + [[ER2|[22500 + [|ER3||2-500
< |EA|l2-000; H(MIG) + [ EU|200]| Ag|loy  (MUG)

V2||sin©(Vy, V)|
or(MIG)

+ ([EAgll2—00 + [EUg 200 - [|Ag]]) -

+ [|E U200l sin ©(Uy, U, ) |1
:O(EnHUHQ—>oo)7

with probability at least 1 — O(n ). In the above derivations, we had used the assumption
that E,,/S,, 3 n~?5 which converges to 0 faster than any poly-logarithmic factor in 7.

Given the above bounds for |R.| and ||ER.||2— 0, 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—>00||BTH2—>00-

1. Bounding |[UU "E||ax. By Lemma S.4.6 we have
HUUTEHmaX < [[EUl2500(|Ull2500 2 (10g”)6k1/2En”U”%—>oo N @nEnHUH%—mo

with probability at least 1 — O(n~6).
2. Bounding ||U,;R) M||;pax- Note that U,R]M = U,R/E + U,R] UAU'. We then
have, with probability at least 1 — O(n~9),
TR, Ellmax < [|ER.[l2500[Ull2s00 = 0(En | U|13_,00)
IO4RUAU [|inax < [[Ull200 | AR [T gll200 3 On Bl Ull3 o0

and thus ||09RIMH1’H&X N @TLETLHUH%—)oo

~Y

3. Bounding |R. U/ M|/max. Note that R,U;M = R, U] E + R,U/UAU. We then
have, with probability at least 1 — O(n~9),
IR Uy Eflmax < [|IEU 200 |Rull2s00 = 0(En|U|13_,0)
IR Uy UAU linax < [ Rl l2-500[|Ull2so0 | A 3 00 En || U350
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4. Bounding |R,R.] M||;ax. Decompose R,R/M = R,R]E + R, R M. Then with
probability at least 1 — O(n=%)

IRAR, Ellnax < [IRull2-500 | ER4|2-500 = 0( En[| U130

IRR, Mfimax < [Rell2-s00l[Ull2s00 | A RAll = o( Bul[UI13,.0)

and thus | RaR] M |[imax = o(E,[|U|2_,.).
Combining the above results yield ]\ﬂgﬂgTM — M||max 2 0,.E,||U|%., . 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 £ happens with high probability (whp)
if £ happens with probability at least 1 — Cn~5. 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,% = 1 and
g>2+(26a)~! we have by Eq. (S.5.30) and Eq. (S.5.31) that, whp,

ﬂ < p) <9E,/S,,

T2ﬁ\oo(G)
Ok (MQG)

(S.5.36)
252 29(10g 1) | U|l2—s 00 En/Sn

~

where the constant § is specified in Assumption 2.

Our main proof strategy is as follows. First, we derive an upper bound for the ¢5_,, norm
of R:={U, - UWy} — {EUA,?WU}. In particular we show that the row-wise fluctu-
ations of R is negligible compared to the row-wise fluctuations for EUA;IWU. The row-
wise limiting distributions of Ijg — UW(yy are thus the same as those for EUA,;IWU. The
proof is then completed by invoking limiting distribution for EUAlleU in Assumption 3.

We now bound ||R|2_s00. Let A, = (M9 — M9)G. Recalling Eq. (S.5.10), we have

(S.5.37) U, - U,Wy=(I-UUNAV,WyE, '+ R; +Ra+ Rs
where R =0 and UgU;r =TUU' by Proposition 3.1. Then by Eq. (S.5.18) we have, whp,
2
ro—oo(G)  1o(G ro(G
N i L e
or(MIG) 0, (M9IG) | 0,(MIG)

= (logn)*9*(Ep/80)? (U 200
Similarly by Eq. (S.5.20) we have, whp,

TQ(G)

2
2 U o e < 92(E /S)2 U |9 s oo
Uk(MgG)] [Ull2—00 Z9°(En/Sn)" | Ull2—

IR3]l200 2 [
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We further decompose the term (I — UUT)AngWVZA]g*1 in Eq. (S5.5.37) as follows. By
splitting the second term in the expansion for MY — MY given in Lemma S.4.2’s, we have

g9—2 g—39—2—¢
A, = (ES+EMO 4 Y EMIEE 4 YD Y MOEMY T RS G
£=1 £=0 (=1
(8.5.38)
g—2
+) MITIEESG.
£=0

Let Gg = GVgWVﬁlgl. Reordering the terms in Eq. (5.5.38), we obtain
I-UUNHA,V,WyS, ' =(I-UUEMY'G,

g—2 g—39—2-¢
+(I-UUT) (Z EMIES LY Y MeEMg‘l_f_ZE5> G,
&=1 0 (=1

E°<f”n

+(I-UU"E'G,.

Rs

Note that in the above derivations we had used the fact that, by the definition of M in
Eq. (2.1), we have (I - UUT)M9~1=¢ = 0 for all £ < g — 2. We now show that, ignor-
ing logarithm terms, ||R4/[2—00 and ||R5]/2—00 can be bounded by (E;, /Sy )?||U||2—00 Whp.

Bounding ||R4|2—,0c. The following claim provides a high-probability bound for
|R4||2—s00- 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,

Rall2500 3 (l0gn)* (B /Sn)?[Ull2-sc.

Bounding||R5||2—,~. For R5, by Lemma S.4.1, we have
IR5 /2500 < ||I- UUNEGV, Wy 3,

1”2—>oo

(S.5.39) < |E‘GV, Wy, +|UUTE‘GV, Wy,

1H2—>oo 1”2—>oo

< [BYGllasoc 125 )|+ [Ull2ooe - [UTE/GV, Wy S|
For the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S5.5.39), we have whp

Gl - 1% .
o) — < En Sn g—2 U -1 logn d0g+1/2—6

(5.5.40) n_(g_Q)BA'H/Q(10gn)69+1/2_6**

2
31 (Byg>2+(28a)7"),
by Lemma S.4.6, where we define

5 {95 +1/2 g=2+(282)""

S.5.41
( ) 0 9>2+(26a)71,
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and the second inequality is by || U||200 &= n~7/2, E,,/S,, 7= 0P, and g > 3. For the second
term in Eq. (S5.5.39), we have whp

U] UTEgcngVE:;lH < U250 - [UTEIG] - IISQIH
SOy (Ba/Sn)? IV G|

2—)00”

(5.5.42) 12
2]y, o0 (Bn/ S2)? tog )
RN Ol-oo B/ Sn)*,

where the second inequality is by Lemmas S.4.3 and S.4.5, the third inequality is from the
bound HV;GH = (logn)'/? whp by Lemma S.4.4, and the last inequality is because g > 3
and F,, = o(S,). As § > 1, combining Eq. (S.5.40) and Eq. (S.5.42) yields, whp,

IRs5ll200 3 (En/Sn)*(logn)” [ Ull2-sc.
Summarizing the above results, we have
U, - U,Wy=I-UUHEMY 'GV, Wy, '+ Ry
<5
=(I-UU"EM! 'GV,=;'Wy

+(I-UUNHEM/'GV,(WyE, ' -5 'Wy) + ) Ry
<5

Rg

Now for any g > 2, we have UA'UTMY9 = M9~ !, Recall that Ugi)ngT is the singular
value decomposition of MYG and furthermore, U = U, W, for some orthogonal matrix
W... We therefore have

MY IGV, 2, =UA W],
Substituting the above relationship into Eq.(S.5.43), we obtain

6
5543 Uy—U,Wy=EUA'W/Wy - UU'EUA'W]Wy+) Ry
(=1

R;

We now bound || Rg||2—00 and ||R7||2-00-
Bounding ||Rg|/2— 0. 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 1) 31 and g > 1+ (28a) 7L is
fixed. We then have whp,

Wy, ! -3 "Wyl 2 E,S, 9 ok~ /2.

Let Rg = WyX;! — X7 'Wy. By Claim S.2 we have
IR6]l2-500 = [(I- UUT)EM? ' GV Re]l2 00
< |[EMYTIGV Rell200 + [UUTEMY GV Re2-00
(8.5.44) < (|IEU 2500 + [[Ull2500 - [UTEU|) A" - [[UT G| - | Re]|
3 (En(logn)’ + [UTEU||)[|Ul2-s00 - Bn S, ?0?
= {(logn)’9*(E,/Sn)? + 9| UTEU| E,S,, * U200,
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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—,c0. By definition, we have, whp,

IR7[l200 = [[UUTEUA ™' Wyll2 00
(S.5.45) <|Ull2500 - [UTEU|| - |[A7Y|  (by Lemma S.4.1)
38, IUTEU]| - | Ul|2-s00-

Let R=R; +R3+--- + Ry. As E, = O(n'/?0,,), we have from the above bounds for
{Ry} that

SnU;1|’RH2—>oo < Sno'gl Z HR£||2—>OO
<7

(S.5.46) 38002 (Ba/$0)? Lo + 0, [UTEU| U],

3 {nouS; o+ 07 [UTEU U200 — 0,

in probability, where the final convergence in Eq. (S.5.46) follows from Eq. (3.14). Here £,
is given in Eq. (3.15) and is an upper bound for logarithmic factors appearing in R through
R~. Recalling Eq. (S.5.43) and the relationship U = U, W, we obtain

U,W{W, - U=EUA"! + RW W,.

Therefore, by Slutsky’s theorem, we have

Suo (WIWy[U,], - [U],) = Spo [EUAT, + oy [RWEW. ]~ AG(0,T)

as n — oo. Indeed, by Eq. (5.5.46), Sno, ' [RW W, ]  is negligible in the limit while

the convergence of S,0, ' [EUA']. to N}%(0,T) is by Assumption 3. Note since U and
U,W, are exactly equal, by the rotation invariant of Frobenius norm, we actually have

WI Wy = Wy, where W, solves Procrustes problem between ﬂg and U such that

in|[U, - UW]||...
(S.5.47) agvgé%ljl\} p I

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

S.6.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1. Recall that k =k and ﬂg e R™*k is the left singular ma-
trix of MYG € R"*¥_ For this proof we define a sparsity scaling parameter p,, =< n°~!
such that S,, = np, and E, < (npn)l/Q. By Lemma S.4.5, G MG e RF** is invertible
with probability at least 1 — 2n~%. Now suppose that GTM29G € R*** is invertible. Then
MIG(G'M*G)'G"MY =U,U, and hence

N 1 -~ A
4 (0,0 > 3 [0,0] - UUT |}

_ i{% - 2tr(UTfJgﬂ;U)} 1 %tr UTNIG(G TN G) - G TN,
Let ¢; =tr UTMQG(GTM29G)—1GTM9U and Ay = M9 — MY. We then have.
G=trG'M¥YG(G'™M¥YG) ! +trGT(MYA, + A,M)G(GM¥G)™!

(S.6.1) )
+trU'A,G(G'M¥G)'G"TA,U.
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In the above derivations we used the fact tr AB = tr BA for any matrices A and B whose
products AB and BA are well defined, and the relationship M9UU T = M9 = UU " MY.
Next note that

trGTMYG(GTMYG) ' =k —tr GTE¥G(G'M¥G)™!
—trGT{M%» - M% - E¥}G(G'M¥G) ™,

which together with Eq. (S.6.1) yields

G=k—trG'E¥G(G'M¥G) ' +trUTA,G(G'TM¥G)'GTA,U
(502 +trG T {M% - M + E¥ + MYA, + A,M?}G(G M¥G) .
Let Ag =A,-E= MY — MY — E9. We then have the identity

M? — M% + E% + MYA, + A;MY =E% — A2 =-AZ - A E’ - E‘A,.

Define the quantities

Ti=trUTA,G(G'M¥G)'GTA,U

T =trG'AZG(G'M¥G)™

T:=trGTAE'G(G™M¥G) ' =tr GTEYA ,G(G "M¥G)~L.

We now bound 77 through 7.
Bounding 7. Write the SVD of UT A, as UanXaAV ) where Ua € R¥*F 35 € RFxF

and Vo € R"™* As E and G are independent, there exists a constant C!, > 0 such that,

with probability at least 1 — n 6,

(S.6.3) IVAG| < Clog!?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,

[UTA,G|r = [UAZAVAG|r < [UaZAllr|VAG]
<VE|A - [VAG| Z (npn)9~/?1og!? n.

where the last inequality in the above display used the following claim whose proof can be
derived using the expansion for A, 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~% we have 1A, 2 (npn)g_l/Q.

Now ¢ 21, Sp/En = (npy)'/?, and a,, = [Ck~'logn]. Therefore by Lemma S.4.5 we
have, with probability at least 1 — n6,

(GTM¥G) ™| =0}, > (MYG) 3 (npn) .
We therefore have, with probability at least 1 — o2n=6,
T < UTAGR - [(GTM*G) | 3 (npn) ™' logn.

Bounding 7> and 73. Recall the proof of Theorem S.3.1, in particular the bounds for Ly and
L3 in Eq. (5.5.6) and Eq. (S5.5.7). Now A,G = Ly + L3 and hence

(564 18,6l 3 (mp)* ™2 max [VIG]+[UTGI} 3 (npu)? 2105 2
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with probability at least 1 — 2n~6. We therefore have
T2 < [AgGIE - [(GTMYG) | < k| A,GP(GTMXG) | 3 (npy) ' logn

with probability at least 1 — 219, Next let U, be the n x k matrix whose columns are the
left singular vectors of E9A ,G. We then have, by Claim S.3 and Eq. (S.6.4),

T3] < |G EYA,Gllr - [ (GTMG)
<kK|GTUL| - [E7] - | A, G - (GTM>G) ™| X (npn) " logn,

with probability at least 1 — 6n~5. Note that we had bound ||G T U, || < log'/? n with proba-
bility at least 1 — n % similar to Eq. (S.6.3). Collecting the above bounds for 7; through 73
and recalling Eq.(S.6.2), we obtain

- 1 1 ~ !
(S.6.5) d(01,0)? 21— (1 = G EYG(GTM¥G) ™ + %"
where |r/| = O{(np,) " 'logn} = O(n~Plogn) with probability at least 1 — n=>.
Our last step is to lower bound tr G "E*G (G "TM*G)~!' . AsG'E?G and (G M%G)~!
are both positive semi-definite matrices, we have

. Tw29
trG'E¥G(G'M¥G)"! > rG EPG
IGTM>G]

S miNge|q,,] Z?:l {g]('a) }TEQQQJ('CL)
B IGTM>G||

)

where gj(.a) is the jth column of G.

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

|GTM»G| = |[MYG|* < 2| (MY — M¥)G|? + 2| UAUT G|
(S.6.6)
39T g +1(g > 2)(np,)*9  og 2 n + (np,) 2| UTG|)?,

with probability at least 1 — n~°. Recall that UT G, for a € [a,] are iid k x k standard
Gaussian matrices. By the spectral norm bound of a standard Gaussian matrix [45], we have

(S.6.7) I[UTG|? < max |UTGalf? < (2VE + C1y/loglogn)? < loglogn,

with probability at least 1 — (logn)’ exp{—(kC?/2) - (loglogn)} — 1 where C; is some
large but finite constant. Together with Eq. (S.6.6), we have with probability approaching 1,
(5.6.8) |G "M G| 309t pd + (npn)??loglogn,

noting here (np,)29 1 log'/? n is negligible as np, = n? for some 3 > 0.
In summary, with probability approaching 1, we have

Minge(q, ] Z§:1{g§a)}TEQQQ§a)
n9tlpd + (np,)29loglogn

(S.6.9) trGTE¥G(GTM¥G)™! &

We now bound {g](-a)}TEQQ g](-a). Let pg € (0,1) be an arbitrary constant and let Cg 3 be a
finite constant such that P(tr E?%9 > Cg,3n9+1 p%) > po. The existence of C¢ 3 follows from
the assumption Etr E29 > ¢j,,,n91! pf and Markov’s inequality. Next define the event

& = {I|E® [ < Ce /208 } N {|[ B < Ce 2(npn)?} N {rEY > C gn 8}
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where C¢ 1 and Cg > are constants not depending on n. Assumption 1 implies that £ occurs
with probability approaching pg. Now suppose that £ occurs. and let g, be an n-dimensional
standard Gaussian random vector that is independent of E. We then have

(8.6.10)0  E[g,E¥g,] =tE[g.g, E¥] =tr(E[g.g,) |E¥) =tr E* 7 n™p,

where the above expectations are with respect to g, and conditional on E.

Now fix an a € [a,] and a j € [k]. As g§a) is a random vector whose elements are iid
standard normal independent of E, the Hanson-Wright inequality for quadratic forms [61]
implies

2
(A T2g ,(a) 29 _ } {_ . ( t t )}
P{{QJ } E QJ 2 trE t ‘ E S exp CQ min ||E29”12;" HEQQH

<o {~Comin (55 o)
— eXp 3 min n29+1pig ) (npn)g Y

for any ¢ > 0; here C'y > 0 and C'3 > 0 are constants not depending on n. We thus have, by a
union bound over all a € [a,] and j € [k],

2
(a)yT 29 (a) > 29 ‘ < . . t t
IE”{ s ,Je[k]{g HE trE“9—t 5} <kay exp{ C3 min (nQQ"‘lp%g’ (npn)g) }

Recall that & is fixed and a,, = o(log5 n). We now choose ¢t = C’4n9+1/2p% logl/2 n for some
sufficiently large C'y > 0. Then, with high probability (assuming £ occurs)

(S.6.11)

n’

(an] {99 NTEYg > rE% — Cyn9™Y/2p% log" /> n i n+1pf
an J
where the last inequahty follows from Eq. (S.6.10). As £ occurs with probability approaching
Po, we can now uncondition with respect to £ and still have the bound in Eq. (S.6.11) holding
with probability approaching py.

In summary, combining Eq. (5.6.5), Eq. (S5.6.9) and Eq. (S.6.11), we have with probability
approaching pg that

d2(U,, U)? - tr{GTE¥G(G'M¥G)™ 1} — ||

. nt1p8

~ notpd + (np,)29loglogn Iral

)1 ifg<p,
(loglogn)™-n!=89 if g1 <g<14p57L.

Note that for the above derivations if 57! < g <1+ 3! then

nI+1pd nI+1pd n nl—98

] nPlogn,
n9t1pf + (np,)29loglogn ™~ (np,)29loglogn (npn)glog logn loglogn
and therefore 7/, is negligible, while if g < 87! then n9*!p}, dominates (np,)?9loglogn
which makes the first term ©(1); thus 7/, is also negligible. The lower bound for d2(U,, U)
is thereby established. The lower bound for dg_m(Ug, U) follows 1mmed1ate1y from the

lower bound for do(U,, U) and the relationship dy_0 (Uy, U) > \}dg (U,,U). O
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S.6.2. Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let M = A M=P and E=A — P. We will verify that
these matrices satisfy Assumption 2. Let ny be the number of nodes in the ¢th community.
By the law of large numbers, we have for all ¢ € [K*] that,

(S.6.12) ne/n — my,

almost surely as n — co. We now define the normalized membership matrix
1/2

ny 1y, 0 0
6 0 n2—1/.21n2 0 ’
0 0 ...ng1,,

and let D := n_l/Qdiag(,/nl, ...,/Nx ). Without loss of generality, e.g., by reordering the
rows and columns of P so that the first n; vertices are assigned to community 1, the next no
vertices are assigned to community 2, and so on, P can be represented as

P= npn@f)Bf)@T.
By Eq. (S.6.12) and an elementwise argument, | DBD — D*BD*|| — 0 almost surely, where
D* = diag(y/m1,---,+/TK ). Weyl’s inequality then implies
max |A¢(DBD) — \;(D*BD*)| — 0,
€

where d = 1k(B). Now D*BD* is a fixed matrix not depending on n and A\;(D*BD*) >0
for all £ € [d]. As © is an orthogonal matrix, we have

lim LAZ(P) = lim \(6DBD@ ') = lim \,(DBD) = \;(D*BD") > 0.

n—00 NPy, n—00

Therefore M = P with ¢ X 1, k* = d and S,, < np,,, asymptotically almost surely. Next by

the definition of P we have nmax;;[P];; < np, with np, > logn. Hence, by Theorem 5.2

in [76], there exist a constant C'g > 0 such that, with probability at least 1 — n=5,

(S5.6.13) |A — P < Cgy/npn,

Assumption 1 therefore holds with E,, = Cg./np,, and Sa = [3/2. 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 k, a,, satisfying the conditions in Theorem 3.3, we have

that if g > 37! then

(5.6.14) dy00(U5, U) 3 0 U 2500 + o2

with probability at least 1 — n~>. Here p,(ll) and pg) are as defined in Eq. (S.5.27) and

Eq. (S.5.28). It is well-known that the coherence is bounded: || U||a—00 < n~"1/2 as. (see e.g.

the proof of Theorem 5.2 in [75]). Therefore, since ¢» < 1, np, ©=n”, g > B~ and B € (0,1],

we have

I Ulloso0 39 4 /271210812 o(n/2),
,0%2) = (logn)5g+l/2n—gﬂ/2 + n—5/2—1/2(logn)6+1/2 _ O(n—1/2),
which, when combined with Eq. (S.6.14), yields
(S.6.15) n'2dy_00(U,, U) = 0

with probability at least 1 — n~°. Eq. (S.6.15) implies that, with high probability, the (5
distance between the ith and jth rows of U when 7; = 7; is always smaller then the /3
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distance when 7; # 7;. Hence, clustering the rows of U using either the K-means or K-
medians algorithm will exactly recover T 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. O

S.6.3. Proof of Theorem 5.1.

S.6.3.1. Preliminary. LetM =p~'T and M = E[p_l’i‘] =E[p H{Pa(T+N)}]=T.
Now define U, U and ﬁg accordingly. We have two choices for Tg, namely, %ﬂgﬂ;’i‘ and
3 (U, Uy T+ TTU, U, ). Since \H%A(UAQUEZTT + TTUU;) T <[5 U,U; T —T|
for any norm ||| - ||, we choose T, = %UgUgTT and bound Ty — T in Frobenius norm and

max-norm. Finally we also derive the entrywise limiting distribution for Tg —T.

S.6.3.2. Assumption verification. We first verify that M and E = M-M satisfy As-
sumption 1. As T has bounded condition number, we have .S,, < |A;(T)|. Next write

E:M—M:;{PQ(T) —pT}—i—;'PQ(N).

~ S——
E1 E2

(S.6.16)

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

1
max
||T||max (i,9)€[n]?

1
Ei]ij| = == 1—2p)|[T);
= g e L 22T

D [T]z‘j‘} <1

Furthermore we also have

" EpEy]T & p{[T)y — o[l + (1= p){—p[T];;}’
maxy e = max ) T

(S.6.17)

<max) [{p(1-p)*+ (1 -p)p?}] <np.
j=1

By Remark 3.13 in [11], there exists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that for ¢ = (np)'/?,
Pl — B > 4(np)/? + t] < nexp (—t2/c),
1T llmax

which immediately implies, ||E1|| = (n/p)"/?||T||max with probability at least 1 — $n76.0n
the other hand, p~!||Es|| < || Pa(N)|| 3 o(n/p)'/2, with probability at least 1 — 2n 75, see

e.g., Lemma 13 in [3]. Eq. (S5.6.16) therefore implies

n
(5.6.18) 1Bl < (0 + |Tr|max>\/;

with probability at least 1 — 5. We can thus choose E,, = Cyc (0 + || T||max)(n/p)"/? for
some finite constant Cyic > 2. In summary we have

E” 1 T|| max _
(S.6.19) o 1 00+ Tllwax) o s,

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 Ap = 10 and

an = /2np|[{(logn) 01088} 712 A 1]

Note that we require g, = w(1) in the statement of Proposition 3.2 and this is satisfied when
np -, nP for some arbitrary constant 3 > 0 as assumed in Eq. (5.2). We then have,
(5.6.20)

¢ 2E|[El;j/Ea|” <297 {gf *E|[E1lij/Enl? + qf T2E|[Ealij/Eal” }
< 29'71{(%9))9/*215\ [B1)i5/ELP|” + ()7 72E|[Ea)i;/ EP \gl}

where qﬁll), qﬁlg), E,(ll), and Eq(f) are defined as follows

QS) _ /fnp > gn, qg) _ /fnp{(logn)lOloglogn/z}—l/Q > g,
E{Y = Cncl| TlhmaxV/n/p < En,  EP) = Cvco/n/p < En.
We now bound the two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (S.6.20).

 Let E; = E1/(Cpmc||T||max/p). Each entry of E; takes on two distinct values and are
uniformly bounded from above by 1. There thus exists some constant Cfl) > 0 such that

(a) | [Bn]yy /EXM|T = (vip)? *E|[Bali;//mp|” < oMnt

forall ¢ > 2. See Example 1 for more details.
* Now Ey = Pq(N) where N = p~ !N is symmetric with iid (0, p~?¢?) upper triangular
entries and the random sampling Pq(+) is independent of IN. We therefore have

E|[Es);j/ED|* = pE|[N];j/EP|” + (1 - p)-0=pE|[N];/EP|".
Recall Example 2 and note that Clyic > 2. There thus exists a constant C£2) > ( such that
for any ¢’ € [2, (logn)'01°818"] we have
’_ 4 r_ — 4 2 r
(@) E|[Belij /ED|” = (a7 E|[N)yy/EP | < (Gr7)n™
where we had defined ) := n'/2{(logn)'0108l0gn /21 -1/2 and ES) .= Cyev/no /p.
In summary if ¢’ € [2, (logn)!01°81°8"] then
o E|[Ely/Ea|” <2771+ (P < 0f 7!
for all (4, 5) € [n]?; here C; > 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 dy(U,,U) and dy_(U,,U). Recall Eq. (5.6.19). Let g > 1 +
(28a)~". We then have, by Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3, that
NI T max +0) 1

A(T)[ y/mp’
2 (|| T|max + o) (IOg”)(S*
d U, U) 29
S e R WG R

with probability at least 1 — n~°. Here 6* is the constant defined in Theorem 3.3.

dQ(Ijng) r_j v

(S.6.21)

102500
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S.6.3.4. Bounding | Ty — T|r. Recall that we defined T, = p~'U, U] T. Now by
Eq. (5.6.18), Eq. (S.6.19), and the assumption || T|| < A\¢x(T) (as T has bounded condition
number), we have with probability at least 1 — n ¢ that

a n
(5.6.22) IT] < 1E[| + IT[| S (o + HT\max)\/;Jr I = [T

We now bound || T, — T||r for some fixed g > 1 +2(6a)~". As T = UU' T we have
T,-T= (0,0, —-UU")T+UU(T-T)

(5.6.23) ~
D, D-

Since ﬂg,U € R™*¥, we have rk(D;) < 2k and rk(D>) < k. Eq. (S.6.21) and Eq. (S.6.22)
therefore imply

ID1[le < V2K U, Uy — UUT || T < 2v2kd2(Uy, U) x | T|| 3 O(| T lmax + o)\/Z
with probability at least 1 — n~°. Similarly, by Eq. (S.6.18),
IDafle = [UU(T = T)[[r < VEIE| 2 (I Tlmax + 0)\/2
with probability at least 1 — n~5. Combining the above results with Eq. (S.6.23) we obtain

1. - 1
EHTg — Tlr 2 (| T|max + U)\/T—p-

with probability at least 1 — n >,

S.6.3.5. Bounding HTg — T||max- Fixa g>1+ (26a)"'. Then under the condition of
Theorem 5.1 we have by Corollary 3.2 that

. . n
(8:624) Ty — Tlmax 3 OnEnl| U300 3 9(10gn)" (| T lmax + J)\/;HU‘@—)oo,
with probability at least 1 — n=°.

S.6.3.6. Entrywise limiting distribution and confidence interval. Fixa g > 2+ (28a)7 1.
We will derive the limiting distribution of [T,];; for any (i,5) € [n]> where T, =
p‘lﬂgﬂgTT; the same result also holds for T, = (2p)_1(ﬂgﬂgTT + Tﬂgﬂ;). For ease
of exposition we say that an event £ happens with high probability (whp) if £ happens with
probability at least 1 — Cn~5. 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 ). Let M
be generated via Algorithm 1 with k > k, a,, > [Ck~1logn]| where the universal constant C
is given in Remark 3.3, and g > 2 + (23A) 1. Define the random variable,

E, |UTEU|?

tn 1= Lot () Bul[ U3 + U TBU| [ U] +
n

= 013
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where (e is defined in Theorem 3.4. Fix an (i,j) € [n]? and suppose that there exists a
quantity v;; > 0 depending possibly on n such that

[UUTE]Z‘]‘ + [EUUT]Z‘j

Uij

- N(0,1).

Then, provided that (Uij)_l/ 2ay,, — 0 in probability, we also have

M=Mlys _ r0,1).

Uij

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 |[UTEU]|| (see Claim S.4). We next compute v;; =
Var([UUTE];; + [EUUT];;) where E is obtained by truncating the entries of E. Using this
vij we show that {[UUTE];; + [EUU];;}/,/vij ~ N(0,1) and e, /,/T3; — 0 in proba-
bility. Theorem S.6.1 then implies {[T, — TJ;; [T}/ /v ~ N(0,1). Finally we show that
the quantities v}; and 9;; defined in Eq.(5.6) satisfy v;; /vi; — 1 and 9;;/v;; — 1 in probabil-
ity. Our derivation of the limiting distribution for {[UU"E];; + [EUU"};;}/,/vi; follows
the same ideas as that presented in [28] but our derivations are for the RSVD estimates Ijg

while the derivations in [28] are for U. 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

nl/z(HTHmax +0)

(5.6.25) cWV =g, -0,
t P ()]
* ”1/2(||T||max+0)
(5.6.26) C?) .= Y(logn)? /2 — 0.
(log ) P 2T

where both of the above convergence are in probability.
We first consider a truncated version of T. Recall [N];; = n;; where 1;; ~ N(0,02). Let
75 = 0ij1{|mij| < 5ov/logn} and let N be the matrix whose entries are the 7);;. Now define

(8.6.27) T:=Pq(T+N)and E=T/p—T.

Now by the tail bounds for Gaussian distribution, we have
P(max |n;j| <50+/logn) >1 — n2}P’(|77ij| >504/logn) >1— n~ 10,
ij

See [28, Section 3.2.3] for more details. We thus have E=EandT=T whp. The following
result uses E to bound |[UTEU||; see Section S.7.6 for a proof.

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

[logn logn
”UTEU”j T(HTHmaXWLU)JF D (HTHmax+U\/logn)HUng—mo'

Claim S.4 implies

logn log?’/2 n logg/2 n
U'EU| 34/ E E, U3, 2 E
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whp and hence |[UTEU|/S,, = (logn)*?(np)~/?(E,/S,) — 0 in probability. Recalling
the definition of «,, in Theorem S.6.1 we obtain

(HT”max—’_U ) 2 logn
n 3 le U T | max U
an B lan—— e U o+ | == (1T e+ 0) [Vl

logn
+ D (HTHmaxTLU\/ logn)HUHg—mo

with high probability. ~ ~

Let v;; be the variance of [UU " E];; + [EUU'],;. We first bound v;; from below using a
similar argument to the proof of Theorem 4.12 in [28]. Using this bound we then show that
/5 is negligible whp. Denote (o = [UU "x and note that

Cie = (U] [U]0)? < [I[U]1? I [U)el|?
for all (k, ) € [n?]. Following the proof of Lemma 4.19 in [28] we have

UU_ZE zZ Ck2+ZE é] C@E+E( zj){CZZ‘i‘C]J}
3 01

> min B(ER) 0L + 1012}

(k,0)€n?]

(S.6.28)

(S.6.29)

As the distribution of 7;; is symmetric around 0, the distribution of 7;; is also symmetric
around 0 and E[7);;] = 0. We therefore have

(8.6.30) 1—p ] 1 ,
- T[T]?j + EE[U%) Z > " Thel* + %02,

provided that n is sufficiently large. The inequality in the above display is derived as follows.
Let t, = 5y/logn. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality we have

(S8.6.31) %E[ngjﬂ(\mﬂ > O’tn] < (E[(nij/a)ﬂ]?“nij/a\ > tn}>1/2 =o0(1),
and hence
E([NJ3/0%) = 072E [} {1 = I(nij| > ota}| =1+ 0(1).

Under the conditions of Theorem 5.1 we have that p is bounded away from 1 and
mingy |Tkg| = ||THmaXa and thus

T max
(5632 v (e 2. fiOLde + e
We therefore have, by Eq. (S.6.28), that

Qn {nHTHmax no } HUH%—mo
~ tclt +
5.633) V/Vij VPAR(T) — /PA(T) D \/JI[UL[12 + ([T
(1Ogn)1/2”UH2—>oo (1Ogn)3/2\|U||2_>oo

VITOLIP +0L1P - vp VUL + UL

We now show that o, /,/;; — 0 in probability. As ming |Tje| < || T||max and k,9 2 1, we
have n||T||max =< Ax(T) and thus

(logn)' 2| U138 oo~ , 7l Tlmax 1015 o

VIO +OLIE ~ " V() /0L + 0L
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Also, since T is homogeneous, the {[T?];}? , are homogeneous. As [T?];; = ||[[UA];|?
and T have bounded condition number, the {|[[U];]|}#~; are also homogeneous, i.e.,
min; ||[U];||* < max; ||[U];|* and hence

(5.6.34) VOB + [UL 112 < [0 laso0 < 172

Combining Eq.(S.6.33), Eq. (S.6.34), and Eq. (S.6.25), and recalling the assumption np = n/®
for some constant § > 0, (see (5.2)) we conclude that a,, / /v;; — 0 in probability.

Now we show the limiting distribution of L;; := ((UU"E];; + [EUU"];;)/,/;;. Write
1

Ez‘j = m[; zf(ﬁ] +; Z]Czé+ Z]{CZZ+C]J}:|

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
Lij’ 1e

Tn = ( 3/2 ZE| ’€| |C€J‘3+ZE| fj‘ |Cl]|3+E‘ zy| {CZZ‘FCJJ‘
J#L 01
2 UU T |[max 1B | max - . N
< S I (BBl + Y BIB) P + IR (G + )
“ U] (£

_ 2HUUTHmaXHEHmaX < 2||U||%~>oo||E||maX = logn ||U||%~>OO
Vi B Vi P IIMULIP +[1[U]12

in probability. Note that the penultimate inequality in the above derivations follows from
Eq. (5.6.32) and the bound

~ ~ 1
(8.6.35) [Bllmase = 1T/p = Tl 3 { Tl + 0/ logn |

with high probability, and the last inequality follows from Eq. (S.6.34) and Eq. (5.6.25).
Let ®(-) be the CDF of A/(0,1) and denote L;; = (([UUTE];; + [EUU'};;)/,/vi;. Then
by the Berry—Esseen bound (see e.g. Theorem 4.21 in [28]), we have

sup |P(Li; < 2) — ®(2)| < 107, — 0.
z€R

as n — 00. Now L;; = L;; whenever E = E and hence

sup [P(Lij < 2) — ®(2)| < sup [P[{Lij <z} N{E=E}] - @(2)| + P(E#E)
= sup IP[{Lij <z}N{E=E}| - &(z)| + (E#£E)

<sup|P[Li; <z] — ®(z)| + 2P(E #E)
z€R
<An+2P[E#E] =0

as n — oo. In summary we have L;; ~» N (0, 1). Recall that o,/ /v;; — 0 in probability and
hence, by Theorem S.6.1, we have

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

p~'Po(T + N) — T and hence

B(ER) = LT, + Bl

Then, by Eq. (5.6.30) and Eq. (S.6.31), we have

2 =12 1 9 1 9 0.2 . 12
|E[El, — E[E]{| = ‘];E[Ukz] - BE[UM)‘ < ;(E[(nkl/U) 1P (|| > 50@))
and thus
(S.6.37) max [E[E[}, — E[E?,| = o(p~10?).

(k,0)€[n)

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

2 2
v}; — vij 2 e | [Ze;éjCejJFZe# 7+ G+ Gt }
o < {(k%gf;P |E[E]}, E[E]M} v
2max e ez [EEJ — BIEJ| - { UL + 1[U); 12}

= o(1),

ming, pefoe) E((E) - { UL + 1011}

where the last equahty is because min g g)[n?] E([ 12)}71 > (2p)~'o?; see Eq. (S.6.30). In
summary we have v; / v;; — 1 in probability, as desired.

We now derive the confidence interval for [Tg]ij given in Eq. (5.7). This is equivalent to
showing that ©;;/v;; — 1 in probability where ¥;; is defined in Eq. (5.6). We first define

Vi ::Z ZECEJ +Z lj z€+ z](CM"‘CJJ) .
0#£j 1)

Using the same argument as that for deriving Eq. (4.171) in [28], we have
(T lmax +0)*logn (T lmax + )*(logn)?

|05 —vi5] 3 3
~ np)3/2 np)>2
(5.6.38) () ) ()
_ (IT[max +0)*logn
h (np)*/2
with high probability. We now bound |v;; — v” |. Recall that we had defined E = T p 1T

in the statement of Theorem 5.1. Now let E := U U T /p—p ~IT where T is deﬁned in
Eq. (5.6.27) and let

ﬁij = Z 'LlCE] + Z Z]CZZ + ]7,] (CZZ + Cj]) .
Iz 01

Then whp E=E and Vij = V5. As E=E whp, we have by Eq. (5.6.24) that

v = . e T . n
B — Eflmax = 1B — Ellmax = [[p” UgUy T — Tlmax 3 9(logn)° (HTHmax"'o')\/;”U”%—)oo'
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whp. Now recall Eq. (S.6.34) and Eq. (5.6.35). We then have
Bl max 3 B lmax + B — El|max

. n 1
% 9008n)" (1T + )y /SN0 e+ 2 { I s+ 0o
1
2 {1l + 7 v/l0gm

whp. Furthermore, we have by Eq. (S.6.21) that
1Ugll2-500 < [Ull200 + d2500(Ug, U) = (14 0(1)) [ U]| 2500)

whp and hence

||Ijgﬁ;— - UUTHmax < dQﬁOO(ﬂg?U)(HﬁgH2~>oo + ||U||2ﬁ00)

1T s + o) (log n)”
ST e

whp. In summary we have whp that
10,0, llmax < 1040, = UU flmax + U0 ||inax 3 U130

We can now use the same arguments as that presented in Eq. (4.176)-Eq. (4.177) of [28],
but with terms depending on U replaced by terms depending on U More specifically let

Cre = [U U ] gle- We then have, after some straightforward but tedious algebra, that
(S.6.39)

|06 — Vig| = [Bi5 — Ui

< ]Z([E]?g@"j EJ3(7;) ‘JF)Z 1%:C — [B15;¢% ‘+2‘ 12:GiiCis — [BI3Ciiss
l#j

IU113 00 = o1 U113 00)

2 B max + [ Blmax) 1B — Eflmasx | Og U lmax
+ (10 max + [UU T [[mac) [0 U} — UU | ax ]| E ]2
+ (1Bl max + | Bllma) 1B = Ellmax [ Ug U [
+ 1B 20x ([T} [lmax + 10U imas) [Ug U, = UUT [[yax

* 3/2 3
< 0(logn)® +1/2(g> 2 (| llax + 0)*

U 4

Cn

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

(i) Letd; = (HEHmaX + HE”maX)HE - EHmaX”ﬂgﬂ;—Hmax- Then

1 . n
nz3 2;{ IT | imasx + ov/logn} - 9(10g 1) (|| T | imax + U)\/;HU”L%OO

* T”maX"'o') | T max
< (logny+1/2(2)¥> Ul 36
—= ( g ) (p) nHTHmaX || ||2~> NC

whp. Note that we had used the fact that | A\;(T)| < n||T||max in the above derivations.
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(i) Nextlet &2 = (|[UgU |lmax + |[UU T lmax) [Ug U} = UUT [|1nax || E||%. Then
(|| T ||max + o) (logn)®”

5y 30 U3 E|?
. T||lmax + )3
< (1 g 3/2M ullA < ¢

whp where we used the fact that ||E|| has the same upper bound as ||E|| given in (S.6.18).
(iii) Finally let 63 = || E[|Z,,, (UgU; [max + [UUT [max)[[UgU) — UUT || ax. Then

max

1 (| T max + )3
03 Z9(lo n1+5\/7 U3,

<@ Q(HTHmaX"‘U)g
Ve (T
whp where we had used the fact that np >~ n® = w(J9(logn)*9").

10112500 5 G

Note that 41 + do and &1 + J3 are upper bounds for the terms denoted by <1 and ag in
Eq. (4.176) and Eq. (4.177) of [28], respectively. Combining Eq. (S.6.29), Eq. (5.6.38), and
Eq. (5.6.39), we have whp that

|@ij - Uij| =< (HTHmax +0')210gn s +1/2( 1 3/2(||T||max + 0)3 4
- ¥(1 — - |U
1 . T max 5

j OggL 5 —|—19(10gn)5 +1/2\/ﬁn(H H +U) ||-['21—”2—>oo -
Vvrp - n([|[UL][2 + [[[U];]1%) p (T [I[UL2 + [U]]
logn sz [Pn([Tlmax +0)  [[U]l3

= +d(logn)? /2, [ = e
Vip p o (D) [I[UL[12+ [[[U];]?

s 8 (Tl + U
< d(logn) \/; (D) (I[UT 2 + 10T, )

=o(1),

where the last equality is by Eq. (S.6.34) and Eq. (S.6.26). In summary we have \/v;;/0;; —
1 in probability and hence, by Slutsky’s Theorem and Eq. (S.6.36), we have

Ty — T}y _ [0 [Ty =Tl - N(0,1)
V0ij by Vi T

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—°, we have

(S.6.40) A (QF)| < mA; fori € [k].
and conditional on given Q*, with probability at least 1 — d 5,
1Q - Q[ I mArE.

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 |\;(Q")| < mA; for all ¢ € [k]. Recall that we have assumed bounded condition number
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among Aq, ..., Ax. So we then take M = Q* and M = Q in Assumption 1 with bounded
and S, = Cym\; for some fixed constant C; > 0. By (S.6.40), we further have E,, = m\,&.
Then by Theorem 3.2 and the fact that G is independent with QQ and Q*, we can uncondition
the high-probability event of M = Q*, and the desired results follow immediately. 0

S.6.5. Proof of Theorem S.6.1. We first recall the decomposition of Ijg - U,Wy in
Eq. (5.5.43),i.e.,

(S.6.41) UW), -~ U=EUA '+ [R; + -+ R; W/, =EUA ! + RW],,

where Rj,...,R3 are defined in the proof of Theorem S.3.3 in Section S.5.3, and
Ry, ...,R7, Wy, are defined in the proof of Theorem 3.4 in Section S.5.9; in particular
W,y solves the orthogonal Procrustes problem between U, and U (see Eq. (S5.5.47)). We
emphasize that Eq. (S.6.41) holds for general matrices M and M, and does not require As-
sumption 3 and Eq.(3.14) to be satisfied. For this proof we only consider M = UgU;M and
note that the same arguments also apply when M = 2*1(ﬂgﬁ;1\7[ + Mﬂgﬂ;). For ease
of exposition we say that an event £ happens with high probability (whp) if £ happens with
probability at least 1 — Cn~% where C > 0 is a finite constant that can change from line to
line.

Let R := RW/, and note that EUA~'U "M = EUU' + EUA"'UTE. Then from
Eq. (S.6.41) we have

M-M=U,U/M-UU'M=U,Wj, W, U/ M-UUM
—(U+EUA'+R)(U+EUA' +R) M-UU'M
(5.6.42) =UU'E+UA'UTEM+UR"M+EUA'UTE+EUUT
+EUA2U'EM +EUA'R'™M+RU'M
+RAT'UTEM + RR™M,
The following claim provides upper bound for |R|[2—c0, |R|| and [[ER||2—0; We de-

ferred its proof to Section S.7.7. As Wy is orthogonal, the same bounds also hold for
[R[|l200, R and [[ER[2— 0.

CLAIM S.5.  Assume the setting of Theorem 3.2 with k) bounded. Let g > 2+ (26a) L.
We then have whp,

E,\2 U'EU
Rllaoo 3 fee(20) N0 e + 122 U,
s, S
E,\2 |[UTEU
(S.6.43) IR| 2 max{ﬁQ,(logn)l/Q}(S—) + HSH,
o s Ea[UTEU]
[ER 2 soe 3 Lot (l0gm)" 21Ul o0+ (logm)? Z21 20 U] o,
where L. is specified in Theorem 3.4.
Recall that
E, I[UTEU|?2
on = Lo () B U+ 1UTBU U+ 12 o

We now bound the max norm of each term on the right-hand side of Eq. (5.6.42) by ay,.
We will repeatedly use the observations that (1) E,,/S,, < n~"4 for some 3 > 0 and thus
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decreases to 0 faster than any polylog(n) factor and (2) [|[M1M3 ||max < |[Mi]l2s00 X
M2 |2 00-

1. [UA'UTEM||pmax- As UA"'UTEM = UA"'UTE? + UA'UTEM and thus

_ _ E,
[UA™ U E? e < [[Ullaoc AT [ E?Ul2soc 3 (logm)? (22 ) Eal[ U3

[UAT'UTEUAU |[max < U3 [ATH[UTEU[|A]
S IUTEU||[U)3
Each of the above terms are less than a,, and hence |[UA YU TEM]||nax = O(as,) whp.
2. |[URTM||smax. We decompose URTM = URTE + URT M. First we have
IUR"E|[max < |ER||2-500/[ U200

s En|[UTEU||

2
S, ||U||2—>oo = ap.

EqN2
S ta(logn)’ (Z2) Ball U, + (10gm)

Furthermore we have
[UR"M|[imax < IMR/2-00 | U l2500 < [[U[5 o [ AR

= a,.

~

E
< max{v?, (logm) "/} (G ) Bl U[3 e + [UTEU[ U3
n

In summary, we have |[UR M||max = O(ay,) whp.
3. |[EUA'UTE||uax. We have whp,

_ _ E,
|EUA™UTE | < [BU[ oA 5 (logn)? (T2 ) EallUJ3 0 <

4. |[EUA2UTEM]||jax. We have EUA2UTEM = EUA2U'E24+ EUA 2UTEM.
First, we have

_ B E N2
[EUA"2UTE2 i < [BU l2-socl[E*Ul2-soc |42 3 (log ) (") EullUJ3 oo
n
whp. Second, we have whp,
IEUA2UTEM [y < [[EU2-00 [ U]l | Al [UTEU | A2

Ey,
< (logn)’ () [UTEU[ U ..

In summary, we have |[EUA"2U T EM]||nax = O(cv,) whp.

5. |[EUA'RTM]||nax. We decompose EUA"'R'TM = EUA'RTE+ EUA'RTM.
First we have

IEUA™'R"E|lmax < [EUl|2-00 [ER 20| A7

EpN3 EpN2
< la(1ogn)® (1) Bul[UJ3, + (logn)® () [UTEU[U[ o

whp. Second we have whp

IEUA R M s < [EU3ocl|A [ U ]2 e | AR
En\2 En
< d(logn)’ () Eul[Ul3n + (logn)’ [ UTEU[|U,..

In summary, we have |[EUA 'R "M nax = O () whp.
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6. ||RUTM||mmax. We decompose RUTM =RU'E+RU "M =RUTE+RAU . First
we have
HRUTEHmaX = HEU”QHOOHRM%OO
En\2 E
3 La(logn)’ (?n) Eo|[U[300 + (logn)5?"IIUTEUII Loy
n n

Second we have

- - E,
IRAU s < (Rl UA J2-s00 3 e (" ) EallUIB o + [UTEU U

whp. In summary we have |[RU T M||max = O(a,) whp.
7. |RATTUTEM]||nax. We decompose RA"'UTEM = RA'UTE2 + RA'UTEM.
First we have
IRA™'U " E?|[max < [E*Ul|2s 00| R|2-500 || A1
En

2
=) IUTBU[ U]

EoN\3
2 Lanllogn) (" ) EullU[13 0 + (log ) (

whp. Second we have whp
IRA™UTEM [max < | RA™!||2500 [MEU |25

< IR|l2-5oc AT [ Ul2-oc AU TEU|

E,\2 U'EU|]?
a2 UTBU U+ PR

In summary we have [|[RA~ UTEM]||jpax = O(ay,) whp.
8. |RRTM]||max. We decompose RRTM = RR"E + RR."M. First whp
IRR " Ellmax < [ER||2-s00|Rl|2-500
I[UTEU]|?

EpN3
3(38) BalUR e + IUTBU U3 o + = U}
Second we have whp,
IRR M < R0 [UAUT R oo
< R l2-so0 U 2o [ AR
En\? |[UTEU|?
3(35) BalU e + IUTBUJ[U[3 o + U} e

In summary we have [|RR.M]||max = O(av,) whp.
Substituting the above bounds into Eq. (S.6.42) we have, for any (i,5) € [n]?, that
[M];; — [M];; = [UU'E];; + [EUU]; + Ry,
where |R;;| < o, whp. Then, under the condition of Theorem S.6.1, we have

[M];; — [M];; _ [UUTE]; + [EUUT]; + Ky ~ N(0,1),

Ui Vij \/@

by Slutsky’s theorem. O
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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 T)YMG — (MM " )9MG | and dy(U,, U) given in Eq. (S.2.1) and Eq. (S.2.2). The
bound for da 00 (Ijg, U) in Eq.(S.2.3) is also straightforward but requires more tedious book-
keeping and is thus omitted. ~

Let U, be the left singular vectors of (MM ")YMG = UX29+U T G where G is n x k
matrix whose enties are iid standard normals. As rk(UT G) = k almost surely, U, is equiv-

alent to U, i.e.,
(S.6.44) d2(U,,U) = ||sin©®(U,, U)|| = d2—00(U,y, 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 My,..., M be
arbitrary matrices of dimensions n; X ny. First define

<M1 .. -MJ> — M1M2TM3MI Y
where M = M; if J is even and M’ = M otherwise. Next, for /1,...,£; > 0, define

<M€1---Mf}’>::<M1---M1---MJ---MJJ>.

~
¢ terms £ terms

Finally, define
Ay=(MM"YMG — (MM )YMG = {(M**!) — (M*1)1G.
We say that an event A happens with probability at least 1 — O(n=%) if P(A) >1 - Cn=°

where C' is some fixed constant not depending on n.
We now derive the bound for ||A,|| given in Eq. (S.2.1). Similar to Lemma S.4.2, we have

2g—12g—1-¢ 29—1
A, = <EQg—i-1>GJr Z Z <M£EM2Q—£—ZEE>G+ Z <M2g_§E£+1>G.
T =0 (=0 £=0
L, Ls

Bounding ||L; ||: Similar to Eq. (S.5.2), we have with probability at least 1 — O(n~%),
I || < [E>FH | < |Gl < B < |G| 3 B2 IG-

ni,n2

Then similar to Eq. (S.4.4) and Eq. (S.4.5), we have

1G] 2 max{né/Q, 7?1/27 10g1/2 n}= max{néﬂ, logl/2 n,

with probability at least 1 — O(n~%). In summary, ||Li|| X E2H! max{ném, log/?n} with

probability at least 1 — O(n~5).
Bounding ||L;||: First we note that

2g—12g—1-¢
Lo <) > IMEM* ¢ E‘G|.
=0 (=0

We now bound || (M‘EM29—¢—{E$ GH Suppose that £ is odd (the case when £ is even fol-
lows the same identical argument). We then have

(M'EM*¢E%)G = (M'EM* ¢ 1) VEUT(EET) ¢ V/2EG.
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Then, similar to Eq. (S.5.3), we have,
I(MEM* ¢ ES) G| < M| x |[E[| x [M[* ¢! x |5 x [UT(EBE") ¢ DEG|
389 LB,

n1,N2 1,2 |’UT(EET)(£_1)/2EG||
with probability at least 1 — O(n~°). Similar to Lemma S.4.3, let V¢ € R"2*¥ be the right
singular vectors of UT (EET)(¢~1)/2E. We then have
[UT(BET)ED2EG| < [UT(BET)ED2E|| x [V G|
(S.6.45) N
< ES . max{k'/? log"?n},

n1,N2
with probability at least 1 — O(n~%). Therefore, with probability at least 1 — O(n~9),
[(MEM* ¢ E$)G|| 3§20 £ ESTL max{k'/? log"/n},

Mn1,N2 " N1,N2

and thus || La|| < S22, En, ., max{k'/2,1og!/? n}.
Bounding ||L;||: Once again we focus on the case where ¢ is odd. First note that
(MY ESTHG = (M2 S HUSVT(ETE)EHD/2G,
Next, similar to Eq. (S.5.7) and Eq. (5.6.45), we have
(MP—SES DG < M5 x |3 > [VT(ETE) D26
(S.6.46) -
= Sff;é Egﬂm max{k1/2, logl/2 n}

with probability at least 1 — O(n~%). In summary, similar to Eq. (S.5.7), we have

2g9—1
Ll < 3 (MBS )G 3 527, By ma(F12, log ),
£=0

with probability at least 1 — O(n~6).
Combining the upper bounds above for || L1 ||, ||Lz|| and ||Ls|| we obtain

Al < ([Tl + [T + (L]
< B2 4620 B max (kY2 log! 2 n),

ny,N2 n1,N2

with probability at least 1 — O(n~%), where = max{nz,logn}. Now recall Assumption S.1.

Then by choosing g > (48a) ™!, we have
(S.6.47) 1A 5529 En, p, max{k'/? log"?n},

ny,Nn2

with probability at least 1 — O(n~%). Eq. (S.2.1) is thereby established.
Bounding o}, ' {(MM ")MG }: Denote the SVD of M as
M=UZV'+U,2 V],
where 3 € RF*F is the diagonal matrix formed by the k largest singular values of M and

3 e R=k)x(n=k) ig the diagonal matrix for the remaining singular values. Similar to
Eq. (S.4.6)- Eq. (S.4.9), we have for any a € [a,] that

G/ M"(MM"¥MG, =G VEYTVTG, + GV, 39V G,.
Therefore, by Weyl’s inequality,
cH{(MM)IMG} = max MG MT(MMT)29MG,}
a€la,
> max A\ { G/ VEW2VTG,) > 00 (M) m[ax] o H{VTG,}.
ac|an

a€lan]
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When 1 = 0(Sy, 1,/ En, ny)» similar to Eq. (S.4.9), we have oy, (M) = ¢~ 1S,,, ,,, with prob-
ability at least 1 — n 5. Next, using the same arguments as that for deriving Eq. (S.4.11)—
Eq. (S.4.17), we obtain

max 02 {V ' Gy} = k,

a€lan]
with probability at least 1 — O(n~%), provided that £ and k satisfy one of the conditions
(a)—(c) as specified in Theorem 3.2 and a,, > Ck~'logn for some universal constant C. In
summary we have, with probability at least 1 — O(n~9),

(S.6.48) o, {MMT)IMG} 3 k1220t g (1420),
Bounding dg(ﬁg, U): We apply Wedin’s sin-© theorem [122], i.e.,
. A
Jsin @0, U < — 2l
o {(MMT)IMG } — o441 {(MMT)9MG }

Enl,nz

Sn17n2

= [Aglloy {(MM ") MG} S 992! :
with probability at least 1 — O(n~°). The equality in the above display is because
tk{(MM ")9MG} < k while the last inequality follows from Eq. (S.6.47) and Eq. (S.6.48).
Eq. (S.2.2) is thereby established. O

S.7. Additional Proofs.

S.7.1. Proof of Proposition 3.1.  When tk(M) = k*, we have M = UAU by Eq. (2.1).
Then MYG = UAIU " G where A9 is a k* x k* diagonal matrix with full rank. In addition,
since G is chosen from many standard Gaussian matrix G, with a € [a,,], and U € Oy, 1, it
is easy to see each U'G,is a k* x k standard Gaussian matrix. Recall that k£ > k*.

Now if UTG has rank k* then AU G is k* x k matrix with rank k* and thus, as a
result, the column space of MYG = U - A9U " G coincides with the column space of U. As
U, € O, x4~ is the left singular matrix of MYG and U € O, -, there exists an orthogonal
Wi, € O« such that Uy = UW,. 4. By the definition of d, for * € {2,2 — oo}, we have
(S.7.1) 0<d(Uy,U) = Wigf@k HUQ — UWg- H* < HUg - UWk*»QH* =0.
Finally, since }P’(rk(UTGa) = k*) =1 for any a € [a,] (see e.g. [44]) and G is chosen from
Gi,...,Gg, , we immediately have }P’(rk(UTG) = k*) = 1. Therefore, we conclude that
Eq. (S.7.1) holds almost surely. O

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 e;- and a vector u € R" not depending on E. Our target event can be
written as
(S.7.2)

A= {E: le] E'ul < 1.5E§L(logn)g5HuHmaX} - {H: el HY4| < 1.5(1ogn)95},

where H := E/E,, = (hij)nxn and @ := w/||t| max = (41, ...,%,)" . We now derive an
upper bound for P(A). Denote, for brevity, X := e, HI%.
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Case a. (g = 1) When g = 1, we have

X = e;EH’L_L = i hii ;.

i=1
By the moment conditions of ¢;;, we know for any 2 < ¢’ < (log n)Aologlogn,
, e
(S.7.3) Elhii-|9 =E[|eij/Enl’ ] < —=-
ngy,
In addition, hj«1,..., h;-, are independent mean zero random variables. Then, by taking

a=1,6=-2,7v=1in Lemma 3.8 in [48], we have when ¢ > 1 is fixed,
sup; |u; 1 — 1/2
!X\—(th ] < Qognp [P {15 ]

n i=1
s L 5
< (logn) [— + 1} <1.1(logn)
dn

with probability at least 1 — exp{—v(logn)’}, provided that n > N(C1,6, Ao, {qn }n>1)-
Here N(C1,0, Ao, {gn}n>1) is a constant depending only on C',d, Ay, and the divergence
rate of ¢,, while v is a constant depending only on C;. Eq. (S.7.3) can be rewritten as
lel Eu| < 1.1E,(logn)°||t||max Which implies the desired result.

Case b. (2 < g <logn) We first note the following two deterministic bounds: By the
moment condition of e;;, we have when g =2,

2
Elhij|* =E[|e;| "]/ En < CF/n,
for any i,j € [n]. Next, if 3 < ¢’ < (logn)°*? and n is sufficiently large such that
(logn)Aelegloen > (1og1)9+2 and ¢,, > 3log C1, then
g’
1

C 1
E[hw|g < e 5 :ﬁexp{g’(logC’l—logqn)+210gqn}.

n

1 C?
< —exp {3(logCl —logqn) + 2logqn} <L,
n n

In other words, there exists a constant N;(C1, Ao, {gn}n>1) (henceforth N7) depending
only on Cq,Ap > 0, and the divergence rate of ¢, such that for all n > Ny, for any
g €[2,(logn)°*?], and for all i, j € [n] we have

2
(S.7.4) E|hy;|¢ < =L 1
n

We next introduce some additional notation. Let v denote a generic pair (¢, j) with 4, j €
[n]. The sth coordinate of o (with s € {1,2}) is denoted as a'*). For two pairs c and &,

define xag = 1{a® =aM}.
We now bound the ¢th moment of X for integer ¢ > 0. By definition, we have

X = E hi*il hi1i2 cee hig,lig'aig
(i1,010g)E[n]9

= Z Xapars Xajas " Xay,_10y hal e ag a(2) Z Cﬁ,

(a1,aq)€([n]?)9 Be([n]?)

(S.7.5)
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where (i1,...,i;) denote a collection of g integers (not necessarily distinct) from [n],
ap = (0,i*), and (ou,---,0y) denote a collection of g pairs (not necessarily dis-
tinct) from [n] x [n]. For brevity we use 3 to denote a generic (ou,...,0y) and (g :=
Xeoos Xeasas " * Xevg_roy Pexy * Ny, U 20 . Then, for any ¢ > 1,

(S.7.6) X= Y (aaCa

(81,82, ,8.)

where (31,32, ,3,) now runs over all possible combinations of 31 ... 3, € ([n]?)9. For a
particular (81,82, ,8,), we denote By = (a1 ¢, -+ , g ) for £ € [¢]. We denote a generic
(/Bla"' ’BL) by B.

Suppose B is given. We can then construct a partition I' g over [¢] X [g] (induced by B as
follows). I'p = {~¢,B} is a collection of disjoint sets such that for any (¢,7) € [¢] X [g] and
(0',7") € [t] x [g], (¢,7) and (¢, 7") belong to the same partition v, g € I'p if and only if,

(S.7.7) B i=ay=amp =8

The above property for 4. g implies the existence of a a € [n]? such that o = « for all
(¢,T) € v, B. We denote this e by a,_,. There is then a bijection between the set of distinct

B = (B1,...,8,) and the set of partition I'p and « associated with I'p, i.e., a bijection
IT's|
_ c=1
i.e., Y(B) =TI'p and the inverse mapping by Y~!. More specifically, given a partition I" of
[t] X [g] together with its a—assignment, i.e.,

between B and I'p := {(y¢,B, 0+, ) }._ - We denote the mapping from B to I'g by Y(-),

= r
(S.7.8) T={(ye )}
there exists a unique By such that
(8.7.9) Br= (B, 5,..-,8,5)="0"1(T).

For a T of the form in Eq. (S.7.8), we can construct a multigraph G = [V (Gr), E(Gy)]
with vertex set V' (Gg) and edge set E(Gr) as follows.

* V(Gp) ={r0,m, - ,7|f|} where 7 is an auxiliary node with av,, = (0,7*). Recall that
we currently assume a fixed ¢* and hence 7 does not depend on I".

* For any two indices ¢ € {0,1,...,|T|} and ¢’ € {0,..., ||}, the pair (7,7 ) belongs to
E(Gy) if and only if o, ., is a factor in one of (g, . for some B, in Br =T~ 1(T),
defined in Eq. (S.7.9). )

REMARK S.7.1. The graph G can also be defined using only the I' = {v4,... ,fym}
without explicit reference to the {cv,, }. More specifically, for any ¢, 7/, the term xq,_ o, |,
is a factor in one of the (g, 1 if and only if:

o for ¢ # o and 7 # 7o, there exist some 7, ¢ such that (¢,7) € v. and (¢{,7 + 1) € /3
o for v, =~y and o' # Yo, there exists some ¢ such that (¢,1) € .

Given the above bijection between B = (31, ..., 3,) and I'B, we can rewrite Eq. (5.7.6) as

X= ) G =Y BBy By
(B1,Ba.B.) Ta

ST vewl) I (IT62.)
(=1

e (’7<7'7<’)6E(Gf‘5) ’7<€V(Gf‘B)\{'VO}



PERTURBATION ANALY SIS OF RANDOMIZED SVD FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL STATISTICS 83

where o, -, denote the gth avin By 1 ..

s
Now let ¢+ = gzggf)s for some fixed s,6 > 0. The constant Cp is specified later in

Eq. (S.7.14). Without lgoss of generality we shall assume that ¢ is even (otherwise we let

8 s
v= g;gcﬁg] ort=| gzgoi‘)sg] + 1 without affecting the subsequent argument). Now there ex-

ists a constant Na(C1,d) (henceforth N2) such that for any n > Ny we have (as v¢ C [¢] X [g])
(5.7.10) Ive| < tg < (logn)®/(CpCisg) < (logn)®*2,

We then have, for n > max{Ny, Ny},
(8.7.11)
L

B =B T xewen)  IT R (TT7ae, )}‘
Th Lo

(Ye:7s)EE(Gryg) Y€V (Gr )\ {0} l=

-1 x)(H) I ek

= PR
I's  (%7)EE(Gry) Y€V (Grg)\ {0}

L

= Ys) (T Xewwo) (I8, ) II EBE]
s (767 )€E(Gr ) =1 P 5 eV(Grg)\ )
<) I Xewwo) IT [E0E]

I's (Ve )EE(Gryg) Y€V (Grg )\ {0}
<) (I Xewwo) I Ellha, ™
T's (Vo1 )EE(Gr ) 1€V (Gr )\ 0}
<Suts) (I xewe.) [T Cim

I's (Ve )EE(Gryg) Y€V (Grg)\ {0}
S T vaa,)

I's (Ye¥s )EE(Gr )

where [(T'g) = 1 if || > 2 for all s € [[T'g|] and [(T'g) = 0 otherwise. Here 71, . .. Y| Ts|
are the components of I' g (see Eq. (S.7.8)). The third equality in the above display is because,

for a given I'pg, if there exists a 7. such that |y.| = 1 then E[hl}i] =E[hq, ] =0 as the
entries of E have mean 0.The first inequality is because |@;| < 1 for all ¢ € [n] while the third
inequality follows from Eq. (S.7.4); indeed, the non-zero summands in E[X"*] all include
terms of the form E|hq.,_ 1<l for some || € [2, (logn)+?] (see Eq. (S.7.10)).

It remains to bound

Sureeym™ (I xaa)
I's (Ye:75)EE(Gryg)

Recall Eq.(S.7.8), i.e., any I'g include two components, namely the partition {y. g} of [¢] x
lg] and the {ex,_} associated with {+,}. We therefore have

Ex| <310 CE/m™ (T Xawa,)

s (¥s7:)EE(Gry)

D DA (N M [ (e:y ) Lc I | (R OS

T'5 {or p) (Yo er B)EB(Gry)
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where the first sum is over all possible partitions I'g = {~, g} of [¢] x [¢g] while the second
sum is over all possible {a,_ B} of a-assignments of I' . We now bound

: : | | Xa7§137a7§/73

{r. 5} (1.8, 8)EE(Gry)

for some arbitrary but fixed I 5. By Remark S.7.1, the (71, ..., vlle) corresponds to a multi-
graph G and furthermore G is connected for any I'g. To see this, take o as the root
node. Then any ~y, for which (¢,1) € 7, for some ¢ € [¢] will have an edge with yy. Any ~,
for which (¢,2) € ~, for some ¢ € [¢] will have an edge to 7., . Continuing this argument we
obtain a path between any . € {71, ... ,fy|fB‘} and v € {71, ... 77lfs\}' There thus exists a
spanning tree 7, C G, rooted at ap. Now Ty C G, satisfies

(8.7.12) [[ xawa, =1 onyif I xewa,=
(Vo1 )EE(Gryg) (Yo7 )EE(Tr )

We now study the behavior of Xa, ., for an arbitrary Tr. For a given ancestor 7y, in T

with a4, there are at most n choices of a—assignment for any of its descendants, say v, that

can make Xq._ = 1. This is because af(yld) must be a,(i), and a,(i) canbeanyofl,...,n.

Now we count from the root node o in 7. For each of (s descendants in 7f, there are

at most n different c-assignment that make the corresponding x o, ,o = 1. Same argument

also holds for the descendants of vy’s descendants. There are thus at most nlTl different
(ai,...,ap) forwhich [T, . \cp) Xa.. e, , = 1. Eq. (5.7.12) therefore implies

Z H Xa%B,an,,B < Z H Xo‘“fc,B’a“fghB
(8.7.13) {a+e, 5} (ve.B Y B)EE(Gry) {ar 5} (ve.B Y0 B)EE(Tr )
< nlfBl.
Combining Eq. (S5.7.4), Eq. (5.7.11) and Eq. (S5.7.13), we have
[EX| < I(Tp, {an DO /m)T2l - nlT2l <3 1T g, {an, 5 })(C1 loglog ),
I's I'e

where the last inequality is because C? < C%(loglogn)? when n is large. The number of all
distinct partitions (v1,...,7p), of {1,--+,¢} x {1,--, g} (under permutation equivalence)
is the Bell number By, . In particular we have

(S7.14) By, < (CBgL))"L

log(ge+ 1

where C'g = 0.792; see [13] for more details. We therefore have

o ) }gL -{C1(loglogn)}*.

52 = g 1)

s
Recall that we let 1 = g:gcrf)sg for any fixed s, § > 0. Summarizing the results above, we have,

Cpg(logn)® /(CECysg) 9 L
log(ge+1) : } -{C1(loglogn)}*

= { (togn)’/s}" {m}bg

B| =Bl < |

< (logn)'?’ /5",
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provided that ¢ is assumed to be an even number without loss of generality, n > N (C1, 0, Ao, {gn }n>1)
(henceforth N') where N is a constant depending only on (', d, Ao and the divergence rate
of the {gy, }. Note that the last inequality in the above display is because

loglogn < loglogn <1
log(ge+1) ~ log {(log n)/(CpCis) + 2} ’

for sufficiently large but finite n (as Cp, s, ¢ are fixed and ¢ > 1). We therefore have, from
Markov’s inequality, that if n > N then

ElX| g lesm?

Let s=eand v =1/(CpCie), we derives, when n > N,

P[|X| > (logn)*] <

P[lef Eu| < (npa)*"? (10g 1) 1] max | = 1 = P[X] > (log )’
(S.7.15)

>1—exp{— V(logn)‘s}.

Now consider when E is symmetrically independent. When g = 1, the argument is exactly
same with the elementwise independent case. When g € [2,1logn|, we canlet H=H,, + H,
where ¢jth entry in H,, is same with H when ¢ < j and 0 otherwise; 7jth entry in H is same
with H when 7 > j and 0 otherwise. We decompose

e, Hu=e Hiu+e HHI 'u+ - +e Hiu,

where there are 29 terms on the right-hand side above. Now it is easy to see H,, is a random
matrix with entrywise independence and the corresponding E = H,, still satisfies (1)—(3)
in Lemma 3.2. So we can bound e;Hﬁu similar to Eq. (S.7.15) with a modified upper
bound (n0,,)9/%(log n)9 ||w||max/29. All other terms can be treated similarly. Consider, for
example, the term eiT* HdH%_lu. Then, similar to Eq. (S.7.5), we have

T -1 § : ! —
ei*HdH% u = Xagoy Xajon ™ Xa_q_la_q ha1 hag e h%ua(f)

(@t sty ) Eln]? - [n]?

= E Xapar Xajoz """ Xay_1ay héq ha2 ce hagﬂaé%

(oty..00)E[N]2 X+ X [n]?

where h;; and h;; are the entries of Hy and H,, respectively, and & = (ag2), a(ll)) as hy; =

h;; and hence h, = hga,. We can thus bound e H/HY ' using the same “partition-and-
moment-bounding” arguments as that for the entrywise independent case described above
(c.f. Eq. (5.7.15)). We only need a small modification of the criteria used for constructing a
partition I'g over [¢] X [g] in (S.7.7), i.e., for any (¢,7) € [] X [g] and (¢, 7") € [s] X [g], we
say (¢,7) and (¢',7') belong to the same partition ., g € I'g if and only if,

Qr = O g,

where a1 1= (ozﬂ, aili) and o, ¢ = o ¢ when £ > 2. Finally, recall each term has an upper

bound of (n,)9/?(1og n)%°||t||max/2?. Since 29 < 21°8™ = p_ the bound for e;. Hu is the
same as that in Eq. (S.7.15) even after taking a union bound over these 29 terms, provided
that we modify v, IV, and s accordingly. O
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S.7.3. Proof of Claim S.1. 1f g = 2 then R4 = 0. We thus consider only g > 3. Let G, :=
GV, Wy Eg_l. By the triangle inequality we have

IR4[l2s00 = Z [(I-UUTEMIEGy||, ,

S.7.16) o
(5.7. g—39—2—¢§
+3° 3 [|[@-UUT)MEM T EESG, ||,
£=0 (=1
R4,2

We now bound R4 1. We first observe that whp,

g—2 g—2

Ryt <) |EMITEGyllasoo + Y [UUTEMI ' E Gy |l 2500

(8.7.17) =1 =1

N (En/sn)z(k)g n)6+1/2HUH2—>oo-
To see this, note that g — 1 — £ > 1 for all £ € [g — 2] and hence, whp
|[EMYEESG|, = |EUA ' CUTE'GV,Wy 3,

1”2%00

<[EU,_ll =

(S.7.18)
3 En(logn)’|Ul2m00Sy T EL |V GRS,

3 (En/Sn)* (1ogn)° 9] U l2-00,

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,

[UUTEMY ' CES G|, < |[|U][,, IEIIAY S UTESG|=, |
Uy o (Bn/Sn) R 2V G
3 (Bn/80)*0|[U]],, .-
We now bound R4 . Foragiven 0 <{ <g—3and1</¢<g—2, denote
r49(0,€) = (1 - UUMEMI 1 ¢‘ESG,
As (I-UUT)M =0, we have
ra0(0,€) = (I —UUN)M+E)MEMII-ESG,
(S.7.19) = (I-UUNEM“'EMY1-¢1ESG,
=EM'EMI I ESG, - UUTEM 'EMY 1 ESG,,

In particular r42(1,€) = E2MY~2~€ESG, — UUTE?MI2~¢E£G,,.
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If ¢ > 2 then, by replacing EM‘~! with E2M‘~2 + EMM?*~2, we obtain
r49(0,€) = EMM‘2EMY 1 ¢ESG, + E2M2EMY 14 YESG,
~UUEM'EMY 1 —¢EfG,

/—1
= {ECMMZ—C—lEMSJ—l—&—fEéég} +EMIIEIRSG,
=

~ UUTEM“'EMY 1 ¢ESG,,.

We now bound the ¢, norm of r42(¢,&) foreach { <g—3and2</¢<g—2—¢. For

any ¢ </ — 1, using the same argument as that for deriving Eq. (S.7.18), we have

(S.7.20)

IESMM T EMI T B Gy [l 00 < B U2 oo | A M| HIE[ A4 UTEGl||2; |

3 (Bn/Sn) 4 (log )"0 U 2500
3 (En/Sn)* (1ogn)° 9| U200,

whp, where the last inequality is because ( = 1 and &£ = 0 results in the largest upper bound
for (E,/Sn) Tt (logn)%¢9||U||2—o0; indeed, other combinations of &,¢ lead to smaller
order terms as E, /S, 3 n~Pa for some Ba > 0 under Assumption 1 which decays to 0
faster than the logarithmic factor (logn)%¢. Similarly, we also have

B MR Gy 00 < BT Ul2moo [A[S7 U TESG| 25|

3 (Bn/Sn)* (10gn)**9|[ U2 00-
Finally, forany 0 < ¢ <g—3and 1 </ €g—2— &, we have
(8.7.22) )
[UUTEM ' EMY 1 ES G, [|goo <

(S.7.21)

1O oo B M HE A UTES G132,
SN Oll2-s00(En/Sn)*+29
3 (En/Sn)*0|[U200-

Combining Eq. (S5.7.20), Eq(S.7.21), and Eq. (S.7.22), we have
Ira,2(£,€)ll200 3 (En/Sn)?(logn)* 0] U 200
whp. We therefore obtain
g—39—2—¢

(S-7-23) R4,2 < Z E ||7"4,2(£7 5)”2%00 j (En/sn)2(10gn)%ﬁHUHQHOW
=0 (=1

whp. The desired bound for ||R4|| follows directly from Eq. (S.7.17) and Eq. (S.7.23). O
S.7.4. Proof of Claim S.2. Let Rg = Wy 371 — 571Wy. We then have
IRl <1V Vo2, =2 U Uy + [(Wy = Vg V)30 + 13, (U, Uy — W) |
<V VeES =20 0|+ (125 [sinO(Vy, Vo) IP + 25 [ sin©(U,, Uy) |1

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 6.7 of [22]. Now recall Theorem 3.2 and
Remark 3.3. Then for g > 1+ (28a) ! and k, v are bounded, we have whp

(S.7.24) max { || sin©(Uy, Uy) |12, [[sin®(Vy, Vo) |2} 3 (En/Sa)*?,
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Furthermore, by Lemma S.4.5 we have

(8.725) || Y| =0 (MIG) kRS9, |87 = 0 HMIG) S ETY2S,0,
whp. Combining Eq. (S.7.24)-Eq. (S.7.25), we have whp,

(8.726) |[WyE ' — S "Wyl 2|V, V31 - 51U U, | + E2S, 97202k 1/2,

‘We now bound V;\Afgﬁ]gl — E;lUgTﬁg. As ﬂ;—ﬂg =Tand V;—Vg =1, we have

V, V3 -3 U U, =V, (V2 '0) -V, 3,0 ) U,

= v, (wr6) - (mee)t) U,

where (MYG)F := V3710 and (MYG)! = V21U, are the Moore-Penrose pseu-
doinverse of M9G and MYG, respectively. By Theorem 3.2 in [111], we have,

|Gt — (MG || = max {2, |12, "} MG ~ M2G|

SET1S, % 0k 2S9T B, = B, 8,9 kT2,
Finally, combining Eq. (S.7.26) and Eq. (S.7.27), we have whp,
Wy, =2, "Wy | 3 EnS, 9 k™12 + E2S, 9729k~ /? < E,S, 9 19k~ 1/2,

(S.7.27)

where E2S;, 97292k ~1/2 is negligible as Sy, /E, is polynomially divergent. O

S.7.5. Proof of Claim S.3. By Lemma S.4.2, we have, with probability at least 1 — n =5,

g—29-2-¢ g—2
A= BN+ 3 IV MBS + > (Mot B+
£=0 (=0 =0
g—29-2-¢ g—2
N (npn)g/2 + Z (npn)g_1/2_5/2 + Z(npn)g—1/2—§/2 = (npn)g—l/Q’
£=0 (=0 £=0

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 E defined in Eq. (S5.6.27). Let

Zj= [E}w{ [U]Z[U];r + [U]][U]j} We then have
U'BU=) ) Z;
127 2]
Next note that (A + AT)2 <2AAT + 2AT A (where < denote the Lowner ordering for
positive semidefinite matrices) and

max E[E]?; = p*E{p([T];j; — p[T};j + [N];;)*} + (1 — p)([T];5)*
(S.7.28) " i
<P T fax + 2 EINTG <p7 (I TR +07)-

We therefore have

E[23) < 2B[E] (I[UL:2[UL, U]} + (U], P[OLu])

=27 (T2 + 0*) (ITOLIPIUL V)] + 10T 2[UL O] )
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and hence

|2 ezl <27 Ui+ o) | 223 SH0NP L0 |

(S.7.29) i>j
= 2kp ™ (IIT [ Fya + 0%).
On the other hand, by the definition of E,

max ||Z;;|| <2 max EZ
(a2l <2 e [[E] (J)G[ x UKL

< 2/|El|nax /U3 00 < (HTHmax +50/logn) || U[3 -

(S.7.30)

We now apply the matrix Bernstein inequality [115, Theorem 1.4] and obtain

logn logn
j\/ B (I T linax + ) + ]g? (1T max + o/ logn) [ Ul5_, o

whp. As E = E whp, the above bound also holds for E whp. O

IUTEU| = |}z,

2]

S.7.7. Proof of Claim S.5. 'We will bound ||R;||2—00, ||Ri[|, and || ER;||2—00 for 1 <i <
7. Combining these bound yield the desired results for R = > . R,;. 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+ (26a) " we have whp

(57.31) 1G] 2 Vi, (|G llmax 3 1og"2n o7 \(NIYG) 3 kY28, 9
(8732) A 2 0R2SS By [ Agllase 3 (logn) 0iY2SS B, [Ull2-sec

(57.33) max { [ sin©(U,, Uy sin©(V,, V)| } 2 19]3:

(S.7.34) max{HUTGH,Erg;z{l HVETGH} < P/

(S.7.35) IUTEY G| 2 0k2ES, forallg >1

(S.7.36) |EY G200 = (logn)?9TYV2EY2ES  forall ' <g

(8.7.37) IEY U200 = |BY Uy llas00 = (logn)® EY |U 900, forallg’ <g
(S.7.38) IEA, |20 = (logn)?9kY?E2897 U |25 00

Eq. (S5.7.31) 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. (5.7.37) follow from Eq. (3.6) and Proposition 3.1, and finally Eq. (S.7.38) follows from
Eq. (8.5.35),

We now proceed with the bounds for R; and ER;;.
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R;: Recall Eq. (S.5.18). We then have whp

\/§||sin®(vg,Vg)||

IR1[l2500 < (1Aglla—s00 + [[Uglla—soo - [1A]]) - o (MIG)

(logn)‘5192( ) |U|l2=00,

V2|[sinO(Vy, V)| ﬁz(&)‘i
0,(MIG)

IRl < [|Ag]l- S,

\/5” sin@(vg,Vg)H
o, (MIG)

IER: |20 < (IEAg[l2500 + [EUg[l2-00 - [|Ag]]) -

N (10gn)25292 2 5 [1Ull200-

TZ

Rgi HRQ” = ”RQHQ_)OO = ”ER2”2_>OO = 0; see Eq. (S.5.19).
R3: Recall Eq. (S.5.20). We then have whp

. - E,
IRl s0e < [Tyl o0 15im 0T, U 3 0%( ) 10l oc

: ~ En\2
IRsl| < [[sin®(0,, U2 397 (") -

. ~ E3
IERs(2-500 3 [EUg|2-500 - | sin ©(Uy, Ug)|* 3 (10gn)51925*§||U||2aoo-
n
R4: The bound for |R4||2—s00 is given in Claim S.1 while bounds for ||R4||2—00 and

IER4]||2—00 can be extracted from the proof of Claim S.1 (see below). For brevity we
omit the details.

||R4||2eoow(10gn)2‘519( ) 10200,

EpN\2
Rl 39(52)" IERua o 3 (logn)®o 2 HUH2—>oo

R5: Recall Eq. (S.5.39) and Eq. (S.5.40). We then have whp

$1— & e ( Ep\2

[Rsll2s0 < IBOG l2msocl| 55 | + [Ull2soe[UTEG 151 5 (logm) () U a-sce
A N E, N2
IRsl| < IB/GIS5 ||+ I1UT /G5 < logm) 2 (52 )

. . s BB
IER5 2500 < B9 G200 |12, | + IEU 2500 [UTESG[[|Z; ]| 3 (log )’ +5753 U |2 00,
n

where §** is defined in Eq. (S.5.41).
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Rg: Recall Eq. (S.5.44) and Claim S.2. We then have whp
IR6]12-500 < (U200 + [[Ull2—00|[UTEUJ|) A9 [UT G| R

E,|UTEU|
L] R

n

B2
< (tog )9 () 1 Ullaoc +9

_ - E,\2 E,|[UTEU|
IRoll < (IBU]| + [UTBUJ) A (U7 GRe | 2 0°(£2)" 4 o222l EU

T
[ERg 2 o0 < (IE*Ulls o0 + [EU [l soe [UTBU]) A4 [UT Gl R
< (ogn) 02 22 Ul + g2 2 By
R7: Recall Eq. (S.5.45). We then have whp
Rl < [0 O BU A 5 T E
IRel < [UTBU) A~ 3 1Y
[ERs 00 < B2 UTEU] A 2 (logn)? 21U B gy,

Sn
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