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Abstract. We develop a data-driven optimal shrinkage algorithm for matrix

denoising in the presence of high-dimensional noise with a separable covariance

structure; that is, the noise is colored and dependent across samples. The al-
gorithm, coined extended OptShrink (eOptShrink) depends on the asymptotic

behavior of singular values and singular vectors of the random matrix associ-

ated with the noisy data. Based on the developed theory, including the sticking
property of non-outlier singular values and delocalization of the non-outlier

singular vectors associated with weak signals with a convergence rate, and

the spectral behavior of outlier singular values and vectors, we develop three
estimators, each of these has its own interest. First, we design a novel rank

estimator, based on which we provide an estimator for the spectral distribution

of the pure noise matrix, and hence the optimal shrinker called eOptShrink. In
this algorithm we do not need to estimate the separable covariance structure

of the noise. A theoretical guarantee of these estimators with a convergence
rate is given. On the application side, in addition to a series of numerical

simulations with a comparison with various state-of-the-art optimal shrinkage

algorithms, we apply eOptShrink to extract maternal and fetal electrocardio-
grams from the single channel trans-abdominal maternal electrocardiogram.

Keywords: matrix denoising; random matrix; high dimensional noise noise; spike
model; separable covariance.

1. Introduction

We aim to denoise a p× n data matrix S̃, comprised of n ∈ N noisy samples of
dimension p ∈ N. The data matrix is modeled as:

(1) S̃ = S + Z =

r∑
i=1

diuiv
⊤
i + Z ∈ Rp×n,

where Z is a noise-only random matrix, potentially with a dependence structure
that will be detailed later, S denotes a low-rank signal matrix with the singular
value decomposition (SVD)

∑r
i=1 diuiv

⊤
i , where r ≥ 1 is assumed to be small

compared with p and n, ui ∈ Rp and vi ∈ Rn are left and right singular vectors
respectively prescribing the signal, and di > 0 are the associated singular values
describing signal strength that may depend on n. To simplify the discussion, we
call the pair ui and vi the i-th signal and di the i-th signal strength hereafter. A

weighting approach to recovering S from S̃ by SVD, widely known in the literature
as the singular value shrinkage, for recovering S has been actively studied, which
was first mentioned, to the best of our knowledge, in [25, 45, 32]. The idea is to
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select a proper function φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞), often nonlinear, and construct

(2) Ŝφ =

p∧n∑
i=1

φ(λ̃i)ξ̃iζ̃
⊤
i

as an estimate of S, where λ̃1 ≥ λ̃2 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̃p∧n ≥ 0 are common eigenvalues

of S̃S̃⊤ and S̃⊤S̃ and {ξ̃i} and {ζ̃i} are the left and right singular vectors of S̃
respectively. φ is termed as a shrinker. By employing a loss function Ln :

Rp×n ×Rp×n → R+ to quantify the discrepancy between Ŝφ and S, the associated

optimal shrinker, if exists, is defined as φ∗ := argminϕ limn→∞ Ln(Ŝϕ, S). Common

loss functions include the Frobenius norm and operator norm of Ŝφ − S. This
approach is termed as Optimal Shrinkage (OS), as named in previous literature
[22, 30].

In this paper, we investigate the matrix denoising problem and develop the asso-
ciated OS under the model (1) in the high dimensional setup, where p = p(n) and
p/n→ β ∈ (0,∞) as n→ ∞. We begin by considering the white noise as a special
example, where Z = X in (1), and the entries of X are i.i.d. with zero mean, vari-
ance σ2/n with σ > 0, and finite fourth moment. Under this setup, asymptotically
the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of ZZ⊤ follows the Marchenko-Pastur
(MP) law [44]. A phase transition occurs when the signal strength di exceeds a
critical value, usually referred to as the BBP (Baik-Ben Arous-Pèchè) phase tran-
sition named after the authors of [8]. Due to these peculiar behaviors, we need to

modify the traditional SVD truncation scheme [32] to recover S from S̃. In [30],
the optimal shrinker φ∗ with various loss functions is derived using the closed form

of the rightmost bulk edge λ+, and φ∗ is determined solely by λ̃i, σ and β. See
an earlier work [52] as well. Note that we do not mention the similar but different
OS for the covariance structure. Overall, such OS approach under the white noise
assumption (referred to as TRAD hereafter) has found wide applications, such as
fetal electrocardiogram (fECG) extraction from the trans-abdominal maternal ECG
(ta-mECG) [55], ECG T-wave quality evaluation [56], otoacoustic emission signal
denoising [43], stimulation artifact removal from intracranial electroencephalogram
(EEG) [1], and cardiogenic artifact removal from EEG [16].

We illustrate the application of TRAD to the fECG extraction problem in Figure
1. The ta-mECG recorded from the mother’s abdomen during pregnancy is shown
in Figure 1(a). It is truncated into pieces marked by the red boxes and aligned based
on the maternal R peaks. The fetal R peaks are labeled by blue crosses. Figure

1(b) illustrates the associated data matrix S̃, where the maternal ECG (mECG)
is considered the signal and saved as matrix S, while the fECG and inevitable
noise are jointly considered as the noise and saved as matrix Z. The results of

TRAD, represented by Ŝ, are shown in red curves in Figure 1(c), representing the

recovered mECG after denoise. In 1(d), S−Ŝ is depicted, representing the recovered
fECG. The decomposition of mECG and fECG is accomplished, allowing for clearer
visualization of the fetal R peaks in Figure 1(d). However, there are noticeable
poorly recovered segments, as indicated by the black box, which is magnified in
Figure 1(e). For further details, a literature review of relevant algorithms, and
clinical applications, readers are referred to [55].
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While TRAD has been successfully applied to various scenarios, the assumption
of white noise is overly restrictive. For instance, physiologically, the fECG (con-
sidered noise) typically deviates from white characteristics. Within a sample, it is
evident that the fECG exhibits dependencies due to electrophysiology. Moreover,
across different samples, there is dependence due to the long-range dependence in
fECG recordings. In essence, in the fECG problem, noise manifests both intra-
sample and inter-sample dependencies. Refer to Figure 1(e) for an illustration, and
Figure 1(f) for the nontrivial estimated covariance structure of the fECG. Another
source of non-white noise arises from the application of different filters. Even if we
assume the noise to be white, commonly employed filters can disrupt this white
structure. Therefore, a modification of the white noise model and TRAD to handle
scenarios with more complicated noise is needed.

A natural generalization is considering the high dimensional setting with a de-
pendent noise structure in (1). This model is a generalization of the traditional
high dimensional spiked model [6, 7, 9]. It has been shown in [13] that if the ESD
of singular values from Z converges to a non-random compactly supported proba-

bility measure, the top singular values of S̃ and associated left and right singular
vectors are all biased from those of S. These biases converge to a closed form
depending on the D-transform [13] and the Stieltjes transform [62] of the limiting
singular value distribution of the noise only matrix Z. Moreover, we also have the
BBP transition. Under this setup, the optimal shrinker when Ln is the Frobenius
norm loss is derived in [46] (See Proposition 2.6 below) under the following assump-
tions. First, the ESD of Z asymptotically converges to a non-random compactly
supported probability measure µZ so that the derivative of the D-transform of µZ
is −∞ at the right most edge of the compact support. Second, a critical delocal-
ization conjecture of singular vectors holds. An OS algorithm named OptShrink is
provided in [46] by approximating the D-transform with respect to the truncated

singular value distribution of S̃ assuming the knowledge of rank. OptShrink is very
general, but to our knowledge, it is challenging to directly apply it to real-world
problems, unless some assumptions are imposed and we know the rank.

Inspired by the OptShrink algorithm and driven by practical requirements and
common dependence structures encountered, such as the fECG extraction problem
described above, this paper concentrates on noise exhibiting a separable covariance
structure. [50]:

(3) Z = A1/2XB1/2 ,

where X is a random matrix with independent entries and some moment conditions
that will be specified later in Section 2.2, and A and B are respectively p×p and n×n
deterministic positive-definite matrices that describe the colorness and dependence
structure of noise, respectively. A random matrix satisfying the separable covari-
ance structure has been studied and applied to many problems, like spatiotemporal
analysis, wireless communication and several recent applications [26, 33, 31, 24].
When B = In, it is known that the ESD of ZZ⊤ converges to the deformed MP law
[44], and the distribution of the largest eigenvalue follows the Tracy-Widom law
[58, 59], or commonly referred to as the edge universality. The edge universality
has been proved for A = Ip [34, 51] and for general A [27, 47, 10, 38, 20, 37] under
various moment assumptions on the entries for X. For the sample singular vectors,
the delocalization [37, 48] and ergodicity [14] have been shown. When the general
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separable covariance structure is assumed, the convergence of the ESD to a limiting
law is shown in [50, 61, 65], the edge universality and delocalization of eigenvectors
is established in [20, 64], and the local law (local estimates of the resolvents or the
Green’s functions) of ZZ⊤ is recently proved in [63, 64].

Building upon the aforementioned theoretical results under various random ma-
trix assumptions, significant efforts have been dedicated to designing matrix de-
noising algorithms tailored to the separable covariance noise model. The special
B = I is discussed in [41] and the general B is discussed in [42]. They propose ap-
plying the whitening technique before applying TRAD; that is, performing TRAD

on the whitened matrix Â−1/2S̃B̂−1/2, where Â and B̂ are the estimated A and

B respectively. This process yields Q̃, from which S is estimated as Â1/2Q̃B̂1/2,
which is unwhitening. This approach is effective when accurate estimates of A and
B are obtainable, such as when both are diagonal. A fast numerical algorithm for
λ+ and the Stieltjes transform is available [39] when Z = A1/2XB1/2 and accurate
estimates of the asymptotic spectral distribution of A and B are feasible. In [23],
if the upper bound of r is known, di’s are distinct and several assumptions about
the asymptotic ESD of Z hold, an algorithm named ScreeNOT (Scree reminds the
commonly used Scree plot [15] in practice and NOT stands for Noise-adaptive Op-
timal Thresholding) is introduced, which evaluates the optimal threshold ϑSN > 0
via optimizing the Frobenius norm of the recovered data matrix and the clean data
matrix and a technique termed imputation. The optimal threshold could be ap-
plied to discard weak components that are very close to the noise bulk edge, and
approximates the underlying signal matrix, or denosing the matrix, by retaining

the top r̂SN singular values via ŜSN :=
∑r̂SN
i=1

√
λ̃iξ̃iη̃i

⊤ [23, (1.2)], where

(4) r̂SN = |{λ̃i|λ̃i > ϑSN}|

could be viewed as an estimated rank of the clean data matrix. The authors in [23]
also provide a quantitatively interpretation of the Scree plot heuristic [15].

Inspired by the success and limitation of existing algorithms and their broad
application in data science, within the separable covariance noise model (3), in this
paper we introduce a novel OS algorithm for matrix denoisng tailored for real world
data. This algorithm extends OptShrink [46] and is coined extended OptShrink
(eOptShrink). Our contributions are multifold. First, we extend the results in [11]
and derive the asymptotic behavior of the outlier singular values and associated

biased singular vectors of the noisy data matrix S̃ = S+A1/2XB1/2. This includes
the BBP phase transition, the sticking properties of non-outlier singular values, and
the delocalization of the non-outlier singular vectors, with established convergence
rate. These results align with those for deformed Wigner matrices [35, 36], de-
formed rectangular matrices [13, 18] and spiked covariance matrices [49, 14, 21, 19],
although they have not yet been established for our setup to the best of our knowl-
edge. Recall that the delocalization is an essential condition needed for OptShrink
[46]. Second, based on the developed theorems, we propose a fully data-driven OS
algorithm leveraging these results. While OptShrink [46] typically requires spike
rank information or an overestimated rank, our approach substitutes this require-

ment with a data-driven effective rank estimation from S̃. Numerically we show
that the proposed effective rank estimation outperforms r̂SN in (4) by ScreeNOT,
and the rank estimation has its own interest. Moreover, whereas OptShrink esti-
mates the D-transform based on the “truncated” singular value distribution, our
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(e)

(a)

(b)

(c) (d)

(f)

Figure 1. An illustration of extracting fECG from the ta-mECG
shown in (a), where the fetal R peaks labeled by experts are marked
as blue crosses. (b) is the data matrix including the pieces truncated
from the ta-mECG and aligned by the maternal R peaks. The results
of TRAD and our eOptShrink (both with the operator norm) as the
estimated mECG are shown as red and black curves shown in (c) re-
spectively. By subtracting the estimated mECG from the ta-mECG,
we obtain the estimated fECG shown in (d). The mECG estimation
error could be visualized in the estimated fECG indicated by the black
box, zoomed in in (e). The covariance structure of the fECG as noise is
shown in (f).

approach replaces this process with a novel method to estimate the spectral density
distribution of Z. This method relies on accurately recovering the singular values

of Z from those of S̃ that are perturbed by signals. With these two components, we
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develop a more precise estimate of the Stieltjes transform and D-transform com-
pared to existing imputation [23] and truncation [46] methods. Additionally, we
extend OptShrink [46] to accommodate various loss functions beyond the Frobe-
nius norm. Numerically, we evaluate the proposed algorithm by comparing it with
existing algorithms [46, 30, 23] in simulated datasets and a real-world ta-mECG
database. Overall, eOptShrink outperforms other algorithms.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides essential mathematical
background and summarizes optimal shrinkage, along with outlining the precise
model assumptions. In Section 3, we elaborate on the main theoretical results pre-
sented in this study. Section 4 introduces our proposed algorithm, eOptShrink.
Section 5 conducts a series of numerical evaluations of eOptShrink, including com-
parisons with existing algorithms using both simulated and real databases. Addi-
tional numerical simulations, technical details, and proofs of theorems can be found
in the appendix.

NOTATION: For any random variable X, denote X̃ as the perturbed X, and

X̂ as the estimator of X. C denotes a generic positive constant, whose value
may change from one line to another. For sequences {an} and {bn} indexed by
n, an = O(bn) means that |an| ≤ C|bn| for some constant C > 0 as n → ∞ and
an = o(bn) means that |an| ≤ cn|bn| for some positive sequence cn ↓ 0 as n → ∞.
We also use an ≲ bn if an = O(bn), |an| ≪ |bn| if an = o(bn), and an ≍ bn if
an = O(bn) and bn = O(an). For a matrix M , ∥M∥ means its operator norm and
we may abuse the notation and write M = O(a) if ∥M∥ = O(a). I is reserved
for the identity matrix of any dimension. For a, b ∈ R, a ∨ b and a ∧ b mean the
maximal and minimal value of a and b respectively. We reserve E+ iη to indicate a
point in C+, the upper half plan of C. See Tables S.1 and S.2 for a list of notations.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Background on random matrix theory. In this subsection, we review
the following results necessary for our exploration. The Stieltjes transform of a
probability measure ν on R is mν(z) :=

∫
1

λ−zdν(λ), where z ∈ C+. The ESD of an

n×n symmetric matrix H is defined as πH := 1
n

∑n
i=1 δℓi , where ℓ1 ≥ ℓ2 ≥ · · · ≥ ℓn

are the eigenvalues of H and δ means the Dirac delta measure. Denote the common

eigenvalues of ZZ⊤ and Z⊤Z (respectively S̃S̃⊤ and S̃⊤S̃) by {λi}p∧ni=1 (respectively

{λ̃i}p∧ni=1 ). For z ∈ C+, denote the Green functions (or resolvents) of ZZ⊤ and Z⊤Z
as

(5) G1(z) := (ZZ⊤ − zIp)
−1 and G2(z) := (Z⊤Z − zIn)

−1

respectively. The Stieltjes transforms of ESDs of ZZ⊤ and Z⊤Z are formulated
respectively by the Green functions G1(z) and G2(z) via

(6) m1(z) :=
1

p
TrG1(z) and m2(z) :=

1

n
TrG2(z).

Denote βn := p
n . By a direct calculation, we have the relationshipm2(z) = − 1−βn

z +

βnm1(z). Similarly, we denote the Green functions of S̃S̃⊤ and S̃⊤S̃ as

(7) G̃1(z) := (S̃S̃⊤ − zIp)
−1 and G̃2(z) := (S̃⊤S̃ − zIn)

−1
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respectively and the Stieltjes transforms of ESDs of S̃S̃⊤ and S̃⊤S̃ as

(8) m̃1(z) :=
1

p
TrG̃1(z) and m̃2(z) :=

1

n
TrG̃2(z) .

Next we summarize existing knowledge about the behavior of m1(z) and m2(z)
under mild assumptions. Assume when n → ∞, if βn → β ∈ (0,∞) and πA
and πB converge weakly to deterministic probability distributions ρA∞ ̸= δ0 and
ρB∞ ̸= δ0, and the entries of X are independent with mean 0, the same variance
and finite fourth moments. The first result is from [65, Chapter 4] (See also [17,
Proposition 1.1] for a summary), which says that when n → ∞, almost surely
πZZ⊤ and πZ⊤Z converge to deterministic distributions, denoted as ρ1∞ and ρ2∞,
respectively with desirable properties. Without loss of generality, we detail this
result assuming τ ≤ βn ≤ 1 for all n and βn → β, where τ ∈ (0, 1), and the
case 1 ≤ βn ≤ τ−1 holds similarly by taking a transpose. This result comes from
analyzing the Stieltjes transforms of available ESDs. For any z ∈ C+, denote
(M1∞(z),M2∞(z)) ∈ C+ × C+ as the unique solution to the following system of
self-consistent equations [65, Chapter 4]
(9)

M1∞(z) = β

∫
x

−z[1 + xM2∞(z)]
ρA∞(dx) and M2∞(z) =

∫
x

−z[1 + xM1∞(z)]
ρB∞(dx) .

Instead of working on the above two equations, it is sometimes more convenient to
consider a function f∞ on C+ × C+ satisfying

(10) f∞(z,m) := −m+

∫
x

−z + xβ
∫

t
1+tmρA∞(dt)

ρB∞(dx) ,

so that M2∞(z) is the unique solution to the equation f∞(z,m) = 0; that is,
f∞(z,M2∞(z)) = 0 for z ∈ C+. With the above quantities, we define
(11)

m1∞(z) :=

∫
1

−z[1 + xM2∞(z)]
ρA∞(dx) and m2∞(z) :=

∫
1

−z[1 + xM1∞(z)]
ρB∞(dx) ,

wherem1∞ is the Stieltje’s transform of a deterministic probability measure µ1∞ on
R with the support in [0,∞) and m2∞ is the Stieltje’s transform of a deterministic
probability measure µ2∞ = βµ1∞ + (1 − β)δ0 on R with the support in [0,∞).
Moreover, for all E ∈ R\{0}, limη↓0m1∞(E + iη) and limη↓0m2∞(E + iη) exist,
and if we denote

(12) m1∞(E) := lim
η↓0

m1∞(E + iη) and m2∞(E) := lim
η↓0

m2∞(E + iη) ,

it is shown in [17, Theorem 3.1] that Im m1∞(E) and Im m2∞(E) are continuous
on E ∈ R\{0}, and the probability measure µ1∞ has a continuous density function,
which is denoted as ρ1∞ on E ∈ (0,∞). It can be further shown that ρ1∞ is
analytic for every E ∈ (0,∞) for which ρ1∞(E) > 0 [17, Theorem 3.2]. Since
µ2∞ = βµ1∞ + (1 − β)δ0 on R, we similarly have the continuous density function
ρ2∞ on R\{0} associated with the probability measure µ2∞. See [17, Section 2]
for other properties of µ1∞. We also know that when n→ ∞, almost surely πZZ⊤

and πZ⊤Z converge weakly to ρ1∞(x)dx and ρ2∞(x)dx respectively [65, Chapter 4]
(See also [17, Proposition 1.1]). Moreover, we have the edge universality and the
averaged local law [64].
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Several properties of M1∞ and M2∞ have been established as well. M1∞ (M2∞
respectively) is the Stieltje’s transform of a Radon positive measure q1∞ (q2∞ re-
spectively) on R with the support in [0,∞) [17, Proposition 1.2]. For all E ∈ R\{0},
limη↓0 M1∞(E + iη) and limη↓0 M2∞(E + iη) exist, and if we denote

M1∞(E) := lim
η↓0

M1∞(E + iη) and M2∞(E) := lim
η↓0

M2∞(E + iη) ,

Im M1∞(E) and Im M1∞(E) are continuous on E ∈ R\{0} [17, Theorem 3.1]. Also,
the measures q1∞ and q2∞ have continuous derivatives on R\{0}, which are denoted
as ℘1∞ and ℘2∞ on E ∈ R\{0}, and we have [17, Theorem 3.1] supp(ρ1∞)∩(0,∞) =
supp(℘1∞) ∩ (0,∞) = supp(℘2∞) ∩ (0,∞).

The above results have parallel results under the finite n setup [64, Theorem 2.3,
Theorem 2.4, Lemma 2.5], using tools from [37, 2, 3]. We will develop our algorithm
and theory based on these results, which we summarize here. Similar to the
asymptotic statement above, for any z ∈ C+, define (M1c(z),M2c(z)) ∈ C+×C+ as
the unique solution to the following system of self-consistent equations [64, Theorem
2.3]

M1c(z) = βn

∫
x

−z[1 + xM2c(z)]
πA(dx) and M2c(z) =

∫
x

−z[1 + xM1c(z)]
πB(dx) .

Similarly, M2c(z) is the unique solution to the function f defined on C+ × C+ by

f(z,m) := −m+

∫
x

−z + xβn
∫

t
1+tmπA(dt)

πB(dx)

for z ∈ C+. Define
(13)

m1c(z) :=

∫
1

−z[1 + xM2c(z)]
πA(dx) and m2c(z) :=

∫
1

−z[1 + xM1c(z)]
πB(dx) ,

which are the Stieltjes transform of probability measures µ1c and µ2c with con-
tinuous density functions ρ1c and ρ2c [64, Theorem 2.3]. Moreover, M1c(z) and
M2c(z) are the Stieltjes transforms of two Radon positive measures with the den-
sities ℘1c and ℘2c with the same support of ρ1c on R\{0}. It has been known that
when n→ ∞, m1c(z)−m1(z) and m2c(z)−m2(z) converge to zero uniformly over
properly chosen z [21, Theorem S.3.9(b)].

Next, we summarize relevant results for ρ1c, ρ2c, ℘1c and ℘2c when πA and πB
are compactly supported with mild assumptions in the following lemma [64, Lemma
2.5].

Lemma 2.1. Let A and B be deterministic symmetric matrices with eigenvalues
σa1 ≥ σa2 ≥ . . . ≥ σap and σb1 ≥ σb2 ≥ . . . ≥ σbn respectively and satisfy σa1 ∨ σb1 ≤ τ−1

and πA([0, τ ]) ∨ πB([0, τ ]) ≤ 1 − τ for a small τ > 0. Then, supp(ρ1c) is compact
with

(14) supp(℘1c) = supp(℘2c) = supp(ρ1c) =

L⋃
k=1

[e2k, e2k−1] ,

where e1 > e2 > . . . > e2L. Moreover, (x,m) = (ek,M2c(ek)) are the real solutions
to the equations

f(x,m) = 0 and
∂f

∂m
(x,m) = 0 .

Finally, e1 is bounded, M1c(e1) ∈ (−(σb1)
−1, 0) and M2c(e1) ∈ (−(σa1 )

−1, 0).
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Note that this is the parallel result of that shown in [17, Proposition 3.3, Propo-
sition 3.4, Theorem 3.3], which says that if supp(ρA∞) ∩ (0,∞) and supp(ρB∞) ∩
(0,∞) consist of K and K̃ connected components respectively, then supp(ρ1∞) ∩
(0,∞) consists of L connected components, where L ≤ KK̃ depends only on ρA∞
and ρB∞. Second, supp(ρA∞) and supp(ρB∞) are compact if and only if supp(ρ1∞)

is compact with supp(ρ1∞) =
⋃L
k=1[e2k,∞, e2k−1,∞], where e1,∞ > e2,∞ > . . . >

e2L,∞. Moreover, (x,m) = (ek,M2∞(ek)) are the real solutions to the equations

f∞(x,m) = 0 and ∂f∞
∂m (x,m) = 0. Finally, e1,∞ is bounded, M1∞(e1,∞) ∈

(−(max supp(ρB∞))−1, 0) and M2∞(e1,∞) ∈ (−(max supp(ρA∞))−1, 0).
From now on, we will carry out analysis following [37, 14, 64, 21]. We call ek

spectral edges or bulk edges. In this paper, we focus on the rightmost edge

λ+ := e1 .

[e2L, e1] could be viewed as the “spectral spreading” of the noise, and intuitively,
the signal should be sufficiently strong compared with λ+ “in some way” so that
the signal can be observed. This “strength” will be precisely described below.

For z ∈ C+, denote the D-transform of ρ1c as

(15) T (z) := zm1c(z)m2c(z) .

The D-transform is the key tool we count on to design our algorithm, and here are
some of its basic properties. Similar to the asymptotic case in (12), m1c and m2c

can be extended from C+ to x > λ+ via

(16) m1c(x) =

∫ λ+

0

ρ1c(t)

t− x
dt and m2c(x) =

∫ λ+

0

ρ2c(t)

t− x
dt .

Hence, when x > λ+, m1c(x), m2c(x) and T (x) are well-defined. Moreover, by a
direct calculation, both m1c(x) and m2c(x) are negative and monotonically increas-
ing over x > λ+ and hence T (x) is monotonically decreasing over x > λ+, such
that m1c(x), m2c(x) and T (x) are invertible over x > λ+. This is the key property
we count on to study the signal deformation under the high dimensional noise. See
[13, Section 2.5] for more discussion of the D-transform. Denote the j-th classical
location of the probability density ρ2c, where j = 1, . . . , n, as

(17) γj := sup
x

{∫ +∞

x

ρ2c(x)dx >
j − 1

n

}
.

In particular, we have γ1 = λ+.

2.2. Model Assumption. In this subsection we impose assumptions on the model
(1). We follow [64, 19] and consider the following bounded support condition to
simplify the following discussion.

Definition 2.2. (Bounded support condition). A random matrix X = [xij ]i=1,...,p
j=1,...,n

is said to have a bounded support ϕn > 0 if maxi,j |xi,j | ≤ ϕn, where ϕn = n2/a−1/2

for some constant a > 4 is a deterministic parameter.

The bounded support assumption is introduced to simplify the discussion and
it can be easily removed. Recall that for a random matrix X whose entries are inde-
pendent random variables fulfilling Exi,j = 0, E|xi,j |2 = n−1 and maxi,j E|

√
nxi,j |a ≤

C for C > 0 and a > 4, it can be truncated to a random matrix X̃ with bounded
support ϕn = n2/a−1/2+ε′ , where ε′ > 0 is a constant that can be arbitrarily small,
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fulfilling Assumption 2.3(i), so that P(X̃ = X) = 1−O(n−aε
′
). Refer to [5, Section

4.3.2] and [19, Corollary 3.19] for details. Consequently, all arguments and theo-
retical results with the bounded support condition can be extended to the setup
without the bounded support condition with probability 1− o(1).

Assumption 2.3. Fix a small constant 0 < τ < 1. We need the following assump-
tions for the model (1):

(i) (Assumption on xij). Suppose X = [xij ]i=1,...,p
j=1,...,n

∈ Rp×n has a bounded

support ϕn and its entries are independent and satisfy

max
i,j

|Exij | ≤ n−2−τ , max
i,j

∣∣E|xij |2 − n−1
∣∣ ≤ n−2−τ(18)

and

(19) max
i,j

E|
√
nxij |4 ≤ C4

for a constant C4 > 0.
(ii) (Assumptions on p/n). p = p(n) satisfies

(20) τ <
p

n
< τ−1 .

(iii) (Assumption on A and B). Assume A and B are deterministic symmetric
matrices with eigendecompositions

(21) A = QaΣa(Qa)⊤ and B = QbΣb(Qb)⊤

respectively, where Σa = diag(σa1 , . . . , σ
a
p), Σb = diag(σb1, . . . , σ

b
n), σ

a
1 ≥

σa2 ≥ . . . ≥ σap , σ
b
1 ≥ σb2 ≥ . . . ≥ σbn, Q

a = (qa1 , · · · ,qap) ∈ O(p) and

Qb = (qb1, · · · ,qbn) ∈ O(n). We assume that for all sufficiently large n,

(22) 1 +M1c(λ+)σ
b
1 ≥ τ and 1 +M2c(λ+)σ

a
1 ≥ τ

and

(23) σa1 ∨ σb1 ≤ τ−1 and πA([0, τ ]) ∨ πB([0, τ ]) ≤ 1− τ.

(iv) (Assumption on the signal strength). We assume

(24) d1 ≥ d2 ≥ · · · ≥ dr > 0

for some r ≥ 1 and d1 < τ−1. We allow the signal strength di to depend
on n but r is independent of n. Denote a fixed value α > 0 as

(25) α := 1/
√
T (λ+) .

We allow the singular values dk to depend on n under the condition that

there exists an integer 1 ≤ r+ ≤ r, called the effective rank of S̃, such that

(26) dk − α > ϕn + n−1/3 if and only if 1 ≤ k ≤ r+ ,

(v) (Assumption on the distribution of singular vectors). Let Gpu ∈ Rp×r and
Gnv ∈ Rn×r be two independent matrices with i.i.d entries distributed ac-
cording to a fixed probability measure ν on R with mean zero and variance
one, and satisfy the log-Sobolev inequality (see below). We assume that the
left and right singular vectors, ui ∈ Rp and vi ∈ Rn, are either
a. the i-th column of 1√

pG
p
u and 1√

n
Gnv respectively, or

b. the i-th columns obtained from the Gram-Schmidt (or QR factoriza-
tion) of Gpu and Gnv respectively.
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We comment on these assumptions. First, in (iii), (22) guarantees a regular
square-root behavior of the spectral densities ρ1c and ρ2c near λ+ (See Lemma
S.1.6), which is based on the behavior of M1c(e1) and M2c(e1) in Lemma 2.1, and
rules out the existence of outlier eigenvalues of ZZ⊤. Therefore, it also makes sure
that T (λ+) is well-defined so as α in (iv). (23) means that the spectra of A and B
cannot concentrate at zero.

In (iv), di fulfilling (26) is considered to be the singular value associated with a
“sufficiently strong” signal. Recall that the signal is described by singular vectors
in (1). Below, we will show that when a signal is sufficiently strong, it leads to a
singular value outside the spectral bulk of Z. It is the reason that it is possible to
study the signal. If di does not satisfy (26), they are considered “weak”, associated
with a “weak signal”. In Theorem 3.2, we will show that weak signals will be
“sticked” to the bulk edge of Z, which is related to the BBP phase transition. This

is why r+ is called the effective rank of S̃ in (26). See Figure S.1 for an illustration of
the relationship of T , α and λ+. From now on, we call the top r+ singular values of

S̃ outlier signal strengths or simply outliers, and the corresponding singular vectors

the outlier signals, and call the r+ + 1, . . . , r-th singular values of S̃ non-outlier
signal strengths or simply non-outliers, and the corresponding singular vectors the

non-outlier signals. Similarly, we call the top r+ eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ outliers, and

call the r+ + 1, . . . , r-th eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ non-outliers.
The random signal setup in (v) is the same as that in [13] and others. The

log-Sobolev inequality (see [4, Section 2.3.2] for the definition) implies that entries
of ui and vi have sub-Gaussian tails, which leads to the desired concentration
property [11, Proposition 6.2] that is summarized in Lemma S.1.5. If ui and vi have
deterministic entries and Z is random but has a bi-unitarily invariant distribution,
then we are in the same setting as the second model of (v) [13, Remark 2.6].
However, we know that Z is bi-unitarily invariant if A and B are both unitarily
invariant, which is not applicable to our case. How to handle the deterministic
signal setup will be explored in our future work.

2.3. Optimal shrinkers for various loss functions. Recall the definition of
asymptotic loss and optimal shrinker provided in [30, Definitions 1 and 2] .

Definition 2.4 (Asymptotic loss). Let L := {Lp,n|p, n ∈ N} be a family of loss
functions, where each Lp,n : Mp×n × Mp×n → [0,∞) is a loss function obeying

that Ŝ → Lp,n(S, Ŝ) is continuous and Lp,n(S, S) = 0. Suppose p = p(n) and
limn→∞ p(n)/n → β > 0. Let φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be a nonlinear function and

consider Ŝφ to be the singular shinkage estimate (2). When limn→∞ Lp,n exists,
we define the asymptotic loss of the shrinker φ with respect to Lp,n with the signal

d = (d1, · · · , dr) as L∞(φ|d) = limn→∞ Lp,n(S, Ŝφ), where S is defined in (1).

Definition 2.5 (Optimal shrinker). Let L∞ and φ as defined in Definition 2.4.
If a shrinker φ∗ has an asymptotic loss that satisfies L∞(φ∗|d) ≤ L∞(φ|d) for
any other shrinker φ, any r ≥ 1, and any d ∈ Rr, then we say that φ∗ is unique
asymptotically admissible (or simply “optimal”) for the loss family L and that class
of shrinkers.

From now on, we denote the optimal shrinker of λ̃i as

(27) φ∗
i := φ∗(λ̃i)
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for convenience. In [30, Sections IV. A and C], the optimal shrinkers under different
loss functions were computed. When the loss function is the operator norm, the
optimal shrinker was proved to be φ∗

i = di when p = n in [30, Section IV.B].

Later in [40, Lemma 5.1], it is shown that φ∗
i = di

√
a1,i∧a2,i
a1,i∨a2,i when p ̸= n, where

a1,i := limn→∞⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩2 and a2,i := limn→∞⟨vi, ζ̃i⟩2. We list the results here for
readers’ convenience.

Proposition 2.6 ([30, 40]). When di ≥ α, the optimal shrinker is φ∗
i = di

√
a1,ia2,i,

φ∗
i = di

√
a1,i∧a2,i
a1,i∨a2,i and φ∗

i = di
(√
a1,ia2,i −

√
(1− a1,i)(1− a2,i)

)
when the Frobe-

nius norm, operator norm and nuclear norm are considered in the loss function
respectively. When di < α, for any loss function, we have φ∗

i = 0.

With Proposition 2.6, if we can estimate di, a1,i and a2,i using the eigenstruc-

ture of the noisy matrix S̃S̃⊤, we could obtain the desired optimal shrinkers. For
example, as shown in [13], if the ESD of Z converges almost surely weakly to a com-
pactly supported probability measure, then when di > α, we have that di =

1√
T (λ̃i)

,

a1,i =
m1c(λ̃i)

d2iT ′(λ̃i)
and a2,i =

m2c(λ̃i)

d2iT ′(λ̃i)
, based on which the optimal shrinker with respect

to the Frobenius norm is derived by replacing di
√
a1,ia2,i with the corresponding

values in [46]. Moreover, as shown in [30], when the noise is white with σ > 0, andX
have independent entries with zero mean, unit variance, and finite fourth moment, if

di > β1/4, we have λ̃i > σ(1+
√
β) as n→ ∞. Denote yi = λ̃i/σ

2. We have di = ℓi,

a1,i =
ℓ4i−β
ℓ4i+βℓ

2
i
and a2,i =

ℓ4i−β
ℓ4i+ℓ

2
i
, where ℓi :=

1√
2

√
yi − β − 1 +

√
(yi − β − 1)2 − 4β.

In this special case, when λ̃i > σ(1 +
√
β), the optimal shrinker has the closed

form φi =
σ
yi

√
(y2i − β − 1)2 − 4β, φi = σℓi and φi =

σ
ℓ2i yi

(ℓ4i −β−
√
βℓiyi) respec-

tively when the Frobenius norm, operator norm, and nuclear norm respectively is

considered, and when λ̃i ≤ σ(1 +
√
β), φ∗

i = 0 for any loss function. The rank

can be decided by how many λ̃i > σ(1 +
√
β). If σ is unknown, it is suggested in

[29], among others, e.g., [52], to estimate σ by σ̌(S̃) := smed/
√
µβ , where smed is a

median singular value of S̃ and µβ is the median of the MP distribution. To extend
OptShrink under our noise setup (3), we study the asymptotic behavior of singular
values and vectors and their relation with di, a1,i and a2,i with a convergence rate.

3. Main Results

In this section we state the main theoretical results about the biased singular
values and vectors, including the limiting behavior and the associated convergence
rate. These results form the foundation of the proposed eOptShrink algorithm
and could be of its own interest. To simplify the presentation of our results and
their proofs, we apply the notion of stochastic domination, which is a systematic
framework to state results of the form “ξ is bounded by ζ with high probability up
to a small power of n” [28].

Definition 3.1 (Stochastic domination). Let ξ =
(
ξ(n)(u) : n ∈ N, u ∈ U (n)

)
and ζ =

(
ζ(n)(u) : n ∈ N, u ∈ U (n)

)
be two families of nonnegative random vari-

ables, where U (n) is a possibly n-dependent parameter set. We say ξ is stochas-
tically dominated by ζ, uniformly in u, if for any fixed (small) ϵ > 0 and (large)
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D > 0, supu∈U(n) P
[
ξ(n)(u) > nϵζ(n)(u)

]
≤ n−D for large enough n ≥ n0(ϵ,D),

and we shall use the notation ξ ≺ ζ or ξ = O≺(ζ). Throughout this paper, the sto-
chastic domination will always be uniform in all parameters that are not explicitly
fixed, such as matrix indices, and z that takes values in some compact set. Note
that n0(ϵ,D) may depend on quantities that are explicitly constant, such as τ in
Assumption 2.3. Moreover, we say an event Ξ holds with high probability if for any
constant D > 0, P(Ξ) ≥ 1− n−D, when n is sufficiently large.

We denote {ξi}pi=1 and {ζi}ni=1 as respectively the left and right singular vectors

of the noise matrix Z, and {ξ̃i}pi=1 and {ζ̃i}ni=1 as respectively the left and right

singular vectors of S̃, which can be viewed as a perturbation of Z by adding S. For
x > α, denote θ(x), a1(x) and a2(x) by

(28) θ(x) := T −1(x−2), a1(x) =
m1c(θ(x))

x2T ′(θ(x))
, a2(x) =

m2c(θ(x))

x2T ′(θ(x))
.

Clearly, on (λ+,∞), T (x) is monotonically decreasing as x→ ∞, so θ(x) is mono-
tonically increasing as x→ ∞. These terms are used to estimate the signal strength

di and inner products of the clean and noisy left singular vectors ⟨ui, ξ̃j⟩ and clean

and noisy right singular vectors ⟨vi, ζ̃j⟩, which we will detail in the following theo-
rems.

3.1. Results of singular values. We first state the results for singular values.
Define

(29) O+ = {1, · · · , r+} and ∆(di) := |di − α|1/2 .
In other words, the outlier singular values are indexed by O+. The followings are
our main theorems, and their proofs are postponed to the supplementary. Part of
the proof of the following theorems is motivated by [64] and [21], where the focus
is the covariance matrix analysis. The main difference comes from the fact that in
general, the covariance model in [64, 21] cannot be directly decomposed into the
summation of two independent matrices, like S and Z = A1/2XB1/2 in our model,
so the results cannot be directly applied. We first state the location of the outlier

eigenvalues and the first a few non-outlier eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds. Then we have for 1 ≤ i ≤ r+,

(30) |λ̃i − θ(di)| ≺ ϕn∆(di)
2 + n−1/2∆(di) .

Furthermore, for a fixed integer ϖ > r+, we have for r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ,

(31) |λ̃i − λ+| ≺ ϕ2n + n−2/3 .

The above theorem gives the absolute error bounds for the locations of the

outlier eigenvalues and the top finite non-outlier eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ and implies
the occurrence of the BBP transition [8]. When ϕn ≤ n−1/3, the right-hand side of
(31) becomes n−2/3; that is, the non-outliers associated with weak signals deviate
from the bulk edge with the order of the Tracy-Widom law [60].

Next, we study the eigenvalue sticking, which states how the non-outlier eigen-

values of S̃S̃⊤ “stick” to the eigenvalues of ZZ⊤.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds and assume

(32) α+ := min
1≤i≤r

∆(di)
2 ≥ nε(ϕn + n−1/3)
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for a small positive constant ε < 1
2 − 2

a . Fix a small constant c > 0. We have

(33)
∣∣∣λ̃r++i − λi

∣∣∣ ≺ 1

nα+
+ n−3/4 + i1/3n−5/6 + n−1/2ϕn + i−2/3n−1/3ϕ2n

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ cn. If either (a) Ex3ij = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ p and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, or (b)
either A or B is diagonal, we have a stronger bound

(34)
∣∣∣λ̃r++i − λi

∣∣∣ ≺ 1

nα+

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ τn.

Theorem 3.3 establishes the absolute error bound for the non-outlier eigenvalues

of S̃S̃⊤ with respect to the eigenvalues of ZZ⊤. The parameter α+ impacts how

strongly non-outlier eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ stick to eigenvalues of ZZ⊤. We shall
mention that when (32) holds, for r++1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ, where ϖ > r+ is a fixed integer,
the right-hand side of (33) is consistently better than that of (31), particularly
when ϕn ≫ n−1/3; that is, we obtain a sharper sticking bound for non-outliers.
When (32) fails, for example, when di = α for some i, we cannot get this sharper

bound and we can only control the behavior of λ̃i for i = r+ + 1, . . . , r by (31).
When α+ ≫ n−1/3 and ϕn ≤ n−1/6, the right-hand side of (33) and (34) are much
smaller than n−2/3.

3.2. Results of singular vectors. Next we discuss the singular vectors. We

first show that when i /∈ O+, the non-outlier singular vectors, ξ̃i and ζ̃i, are dis-
tributed roughly uniformly and approximately perpendicular to the space spanned
by {uj}rj=1 and {vj}rj=1 respectively. This delocalization is the key step toward
designing eOptShrink. Moreover, for i ∈ O+, if the signal is strong but not strong
enough, a similar behavior appears.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds. For i = 1, . . . , n, denote ηi :=
n−3/4+n−5/6i1/3+n−1/2ϕn and κi := i2/3n−2/3. For any sufficiently small constant
c > 0 and r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ cn, we have for j = 1, . . . , r,

(35) |⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vj , ζ̃i⟩|2 ≺
n−1 + ϕ3n + ηi

√κi
∆(dj)4 + ϕ2n + κi

.

If either A or B is diagonal, the right hand side of (35) becomes
n−1+ϕ3

n

∆(dj)4+ϕ2
n+κi

.

Moreover, fix a constant τ̃ ∈ (0, 1/9) such that nτ̃ (ϕn + n−1/3) → 0 as n → ∞. If
i ∈ O+ satisfies

(36) ∆(di)
2 ≤ nτ̃ (ϕn + n−1/3) ,

we have for j = 1, . . . , r,

(37) |⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vj , ζ̃i⟩|2 ≺ n3τ̃
(
n−1 + ϕ3n + ηi

√κi
∆(dj)4 + ϕ2n + κi

)
.

To appreciate this theorem, assume ϕn ≤ n−1/3 and dj , 1 ≤ j ≤ r+, satisfies

dj − α ≳ 1. Then, for all r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ n1/4, ξ̃i and ζ̃i are delocalized with

|⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vj , ζ̃i⟩|2 ≺ n−1. On the other hand, when dj is close to the threshold

α, for a fixed finite i so that λ̃i is near the edge λ+, (35) gives |⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2∨|⟨vj , ζ̃i⟩|2 ≺
n−1

|dj−α|2+n−2/3 ; that is, the delocalization bound changes from the optimal order n−1

to n−1/3 as dj approaches α.
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Next, we state the behavior of the outlier singular vectors. For any A ⊂ O+,
define

(38) νi(A) :=

{
minj /∈A |dj − di| if i ∈ A

minj∈A |dj − di| if i /∈ A

and two projections,

(39) PA :=
∑
k∈A

ξ̃kξ̃
⊤
k and P ′

A :=
∑
k∈A

ζ̃kζ̃
⊤
k .

Theorem 3.5. Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds. Fix any A ⊂ O+, we have∣∣⟨ui,PA uj⟩ − δij1(i ∈ A)a1(di)
∣∣∨ ∣∣⟨vi,P ′

Avj⟩ − δij1(i ∈ A)a2(di)
∣∣(40)

≺ Q(i, j,A, n)

for all i, j = 1, · · · , r, where

Q(i, j,A, n) =1(i ∈ A, j /∈ A)∆(di)

[√
ϕ2n

νj(A)
+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]

+ 1(i /∈ A, j ∈ A)∆(dj)

[√
ϕ2n

νi(A)
+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

]
+
√
R(i,A)R(j,A) ,

ψ1(di) := ϕn + n−1/2

∆(di)
, and

R(i,A) := 1(i ∈ A)ψ1(di) + 1(i /∈ A)
ϕ2n

νi(A)
+
ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
.(41)

Theorem 3.5 establishes the relationship between outlier singular vectors of S̃
and S. To read this seemingly complicated bound, we take a look at all quantities
one by one. Note that the quantity νi(A) encodes the spectral gap in that νi({i})
is the spectral gap of di. Also, νi({j}) = νj({i}) is the distance between di and dj .
Next, the quantity ψ1(di) could be understood as the “minimally required spectral
gap” that we need to recover a single singular vector even if it is strong. We have
ψ1(di) → 0 as n → ∞, which implies R(i,A) → 0 and hence Q(i, j,A, n) → 0 as
n → ∞ when νi(A) and νj(A) are both away from zero since we assume singular
values are bounded in Assumption 2.3.

Next, take the left singular vectors ui and ξ̃i as an example. Let A = {i}.
From (40), since ⟨ui,P{i} ui⟩ = |⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩|2 and Q(i, i, {i}, n) = R(i, {i}) = ψ1(di) +
ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

ν2
i ({i})

, we have that

(42)
∣∣|⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩|2 − a1(di)

∣∣ ∨ ∣∣|⟨vi, ζ̃i⟩|2 − a2(di)
∣∣ ≺ ψ1(di) +

ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i ({i})
.

When di is well-separated from other signals in that νi({i}) ≫ ψ1(di) = ϕn+
n−1/2

∆(di)
,

the error term converges to 0 and hence the biases of ξ̃i recovering ui and ζ̃i
recovering vi are determined by

√
a1(di). If further di is sufficiently strong, a

direct calculation using (15), (16), and (30) shows that a1(di) = m1c(θ(di))
d2iT ′(θ(di))

≈ 1

and a2(di) ≈ 1, which leads to |⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩|2 ≈ 1 and |⟨vi, ζ̃i⟩|2 ≈ 1. Similarly, we
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can set A = {k}, where k ̸= i. In this situation, Q(i, i, {k}, n) = R(i, {k}) =
ϕ2
2

νi({k}) +
ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

ν2
i ({k})

, and hence we have

(43) |⟨ui, ξ̃k⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vi, ζ̃k⟩|2 ≺ ϕ22
νi({k})

+
ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i ({k})
,

which is sufficiently small when νi({k}) = |di − dk| ≫ ψ1(di) = ϕn + n−1/2

∆(di)
; that

is, ξ̃k and ui, as well as ζ̃k and vi, are almost perpendicular. In the last example,
we assume there are two consecutive singular values, di ≥ di+1, that are close,
or even the same, but away from other singular values; that is, νi({i}) ≪ ψ1(di)
and νi({i, i + 1}) ≫ ψ1(di). In this case, we expect difficulties to recover ui and
ui+1. Consider A := {i, i + 1}. In this case, we have Q(i, i,A, n) = R(i,A) =

ψ1(di) +
ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

ν2
i (A)

and hence the desired result that

(44)
∣∣⟨ui,PA ui⟩ − a1(di)

∣∣ ∨ ∣∣⟨vi,P ′
Avi⟩ − a2(di)

∣∣ ≺ ψ1(di) +
ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
,

which the error term converges to 0. This means that ui can be well recovered by

a vector in the vector space spanned by ξ̃i and ξ̃i+1.
Finally, we shall compare (42) in Theorem 3.4 and (37) when i ∈ O+ and

∆(di)
2 = di − α ≤ nτ̃ (ϕn + n−1/3) holds. To simplify the discussion, we as-

sume again di is well-separated from other signals in that νi({i}) ≫ ψ1(di), and
let ϕn ≲ n−1/3. With the lower bound of di − α given in (26) when i ∈ O+,
now we have n−1/3 < ∆(di)

2 ≤ n−1/3+τ̃ . Without loss of generallity, we let
∆(di)

2 = n−1/3+τ̃ and compare the error bounds in (42) and (37) for τ̃ ∈ (0, 1/9).
The above conditions give us ψ1(di) ≍ ϕn + n−1/3−τ̃/2. Also, by the definition of
a1(x) and a2(x) in (28) and the approximations of integral transforms in (S.1.8),
(S.1.11), and (S.1.12), we have |a1(di)| ≍ |a2(di)| ≍ n−1/3+τ̃ . Above approxi-
mations of ∆(di), ψ(di), a1(di), and a2(di) and (42) give us the following bound

|⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vi, ζ̃i⟩|2 ≺ n−1/3+τ + ϕn. Moreover, together with i = j ∈ O+, (37)

gives us |⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vi, ζ̃i⟩|2 ≺ n−1/3+τ̃ . Therefore, as mentioned above in Theo-
rem 3.4, for i ∈ O+, if the signal is strong but not strong enough, then (37) gives
us a smaller absolute error bound compared to (42).

4. Proposed eOptShrink algorithm

We are ready to introduce a data-driven algorithm to estimate the optimal
shrinker φ. We call this algorithm extended OptShrink (eOptShrink). There are
three main steps in eOptShrink. Based on the delocalization and bias estimate of
singular vectors in Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 and the sticking result in Theorem 3.3,
we show that under a mild condition, we could accurately estimate λk for the top
finite k eigenvalues of ZZ⊤ when n is sufficiently large and when r+ is known, and
hence a more precise estimate of πZZ⊤ . However, in practice r and r+ are unknown,
and based on the established theory, estimating r might be challenging. We show
that we could accurately estimate r+ via estimating λ+. The pseudocode of eOpt-
Shrink is summarized in Algorithm 1. The Matlab implementation can be found
in https://github.com/PeiChunSu/eOptShrink. Below we detail the algorithm
and its associated theoretical support with a asymptotic convergence rate.

https://github.com/PeiChunSu/eOptShrink
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Algorithm 1 eOptShrink

Input: S̃ =
∑p∧n
i=1

√
λ̃iξ̃iζ̃

⊤
i , a constant c = min( 1

2.01 ,
1

log(logn) ), and the desired

loss function.
Compute:

(i) λ̂+ in (48) and r̂+ in (49).

(ii) F̂e(x) in (54) and d̂e,j , âe,1,j and âe,2,j for 1 ≤ j ≤ r̂+ in (57).
(iii) φ̂e,i for 1 ≤ i ≤ r̂+ in (58) for the associated norm.

Output: The estimator of the clean data matrix Ŝφ̂ =
∑r̂+

i=1 φ̂e,iξ̃iζ̃
⊤
i .

4.1. Existing imputation approach. We review an imputation scheme proposed
in [23]. With the square root behavior that ρ1c(x) ≍ (λ+−x)1/2 as x→ λ+, where
x ∈ R, when Z = A1/2X [54], for a fixed large integer ϖ, when p and n are
sufficiently large, we have

(45)
ℓ− 1

p
=

∫ λ+

γℓ

ρ1c(z)dz = C ′
∫ λ+

γℓ

(λ+ − z)1/2dz =
2C ′

3
(λ+ − γℓ)

3/2

for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ ϖ and C ′ > 0, where γℓ is the classical location defined in (17). Since γℓ
can be approximated by λℓ (see Lemma S.1.10 for details), this leads to an estimate
of the distance between the j-th and ℓ-th eigenvalues, where 1 ≤ j, ℓ ≤ ϖ,

(46) λℓ − λj ≈ C ′′

[(
j − 1

p

)2/3

−
(
ℓ− 1

p

)2/3
]
,

for some unknown C ′′ > 0. In [23], by fixing an integer k so that r ≤ k and
2k + 1 < ϖ for a large constant ϖ, C ′′ is estimated by

Č ′′ :=
λ̃k+1 − λ̃2k+1

(2k/p)2/3 − (k/p)2/3

and the j-th eigenvalue, where j = 1, . . . , k, as a missing value is imputed by

λ̌j := λ̃k+1 +
1− ( j−1

k )2/3

22/3 − 1
(λ̃k+1 − λ̃2k+1) ,

where k = 4r is suggested in [23, p33]. The cumulative distribution function (CDF)
of πZZ⊤ is estimated by

(47) F̂imp(x) :=
1

p

p∑
j=k+1

1(λ̃j ≤ x) +
1

p

k∑
j=1

1(λ̌j ≤ x) .

With F̂imp, the matrix denoising algorithm, ScreeNOT, is given in (4)

4.2. Proposed data-driven optimal shrinker, eOptShrink.

4.2.1. Step 1: estimate r+. We estimate λ+ first and use it to estimate r+. With
the discussion for (46) and the sticking behavior in (33), we modify the estimator
Č ′′ for the constant C ′′ by constructing

Ĉ :=
λ̃k+r++1 − λ̃2k+r++1

(2k/p)2/3 − (k/p)2/3
.
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Since r+ is unknown but fixed, we set k = ⌊nc⌋ ≫ r+, where ⌊·⌋ is the floor
function, for a small fixed constant c > 0 and construct an estimator of λ+ as

(48) λ̂+ := λ̃⌊nc⌋+1 +
1

22/3 − 1

(
λ̃⌊nc⌋+1 − λ̃2⌊nc⌋+1

)
.

Then we estimate r+ based on Theorem 3.2 and set

(49) r̂+ =
∣∣∣{λ̃i|λ̃i > λ̂+ + n−1/3}

∣∣∣ .
The following theorems guarantee the performance of λ̂+ and r̂+.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose Assumption 2.3 and (32) hold and c ∈ (0, 1). We have

(50) |λ̂+ − λ+| ≺
1

nα+
+ n−min{ 2

3+
c
3 ,

3
4 ,

5
6−

c
3 ,

4
3−

4c
3 } + n−1/2ϕn + n−1/3−2c/3ϕ2n.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumption 2.3 and (32) hold true for some ε such that
nε(ϕn+n

−1/3) > n−1/6. Denote the event Ξ(r+) := {r̂+ = r+} and let 0 < c < 1/2.
Then Ξ(r+) is an event with high probability.

4.2.2. Step 2: estimate the CDF of the eigenvalue distribution of ZZ⊤. We achieve

this goal by modifying the eigenvalue distribution of S̃S̃⊤. Similar to the idea of the

truncated spectrum in [46], we omit the first r̂+ eigenvalues of S̃S̃T . Moreover, as

the discussion in the last section, we estimate C ′′ via Ĉ ′′ :=
λ̃⌊nc⌋+r̂++1−λ̃2⌊nc⌋+r̂++1

(2⌊nc⌋/p)2/3−(⌊nc⌋/p)2/3 ,

and thus we reconstruct the (r̂+ + 1)th to the (r̂+ + ⌊nc⌋)th eigenvalues by

(51) λ̂j := λ̃⌊nc⌋+r̂++1 +
1−

(
j−r̂+−1
⌊nc⌋

)2/3
22/3 − 1

(
λ̃⌊nc⌋+r̂++1 − λ̃2⌊nc⌋+r̂++1

)
,

where 1 ≤ j ≤ ⌊nc⌋ and c is a small fixed positive constant. By (33) and the fact
that |γ⌊nc⌋ − γ⌊nc⌋+r++1| ≍ n−2/3, we immediately have the following comparison

for λ̌j and λ̂j .

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Assumption 2.3 and (32) hold true and c ∈ (0, 1/2). With
high probability, for i = 1, . . . , ⌊nc⌋, we have

|λ̌i − λi| ∨ |λ̌i+r̂+ − λi| ≺
1

nα+
+ n−2/3 + n−1/2ϕn + n−1/3−2c/3ϕ2n ,(52)

|λ̂i+r̂+ − λi| ≺
1

nα+
+ n−min{ 2

3+
c
3 ,

3
4 ,

5
6−

c
3 ,

4
3−

4c
3 } + n−1/2ϕn + n−1/3−2c/3ϕ2n.(53)

Recall that ϕn = n2/a−1/2 with a > 4, which corresponds to the entries of
random matrix X before truncation having finite a-moment. When 4 < a ≤ 6, the
right-hand side of both (52) and (53) are both dominated by n−1/2ϕn + n−1/3ϕ2n.

When a > 6, our estimator λ̂j exhibits a lower upper bound on absolute error

compared with λ̌j . Finally, we propose to estimate the CDF of πZZ⊤ by

(54) F̂e(x) :=
1

p− r̂+

⌊nc⌋+r̂+∑
j=r̂++1

1(λ̂j ≤ x) +

p∑
j=⌊nc⌋+r̂++1

1(λ̃j ≤ x)

 .
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4.2.3. Step 3: estimate the optimal shrinker. With F̂e, we now state our optimal
shrinker with the proposed rank estimator. The CDF of ESD of ZZT is estimated
by (54) with r+ estimated by r̂+ in (49). Consider the following “discretization”

of the associated quantities. For 1 ≤ i ≤ r̂+, denote the estimators of m1c(λ̃i) and

m2c(λ̃i) as

m̂e,1,i :=

∫
dF̂e(x)

x− λ̃i
=

1

p− r̂+

⌊nc⌋+r̂+∑
j=r̂++1

1

λ̂j − λ̃i
+

p∑
j=⌊nc⌋+r̂++1

1

λ̃j − λ̃i

 ,

m̂e,2,i :=
1− βn

λ̃i
+ βnm̂e,1,i.(55)

Similarly, denote the discretization of m′
1c(λ̃i) and m

′
2c(λ̃i) as

m̂′
e,1,i =

1

p− r̂+

⌊nc⌋+r̂+∑
j=r̂++1

1

(λ̂j − λ̃i)2
+

p∑
j=⌊nc⌋+r̂++1

1

(λ̃j − λ̃i)2

 , m̂′
e,2,i =

1− βn

λ̃2i
+βnm̂

′
e,1,i.

For 1 ≤ i ≤ r̂+, the estimators of the D-transform T (λ̃i) and its derivative T ′(λ̃i)
are

(56) T̂e,i = λ̃im̂e,1,im̂e,2,i, T̂ ′
e,i = m̂e,1,im̂e,2,i + λ̃im̂

′
e,1,im̂e,2,i + λ̃im̂

′
e,2,im̂e,1,i,

and the estimators of di, a1,i = ⟨ui, ξ̃i⟩2, and a2,i = ⟨vi, ζ̃i⟩2 are

(57) d̂e,i =

√
1

T̂e,i
, âe,1,i =

m̂e,1,i

d̂2e,iT̂ ′
e,i

, and âe,2,i =
m̂e,2,i

d̂2e,iT̂ ′
e,i

.

As a result, we estimate the optimal shrinker, φ∗
i in Proposition 2.6, by

(58)

φ̂e,i = d̂e,i
√
âe,1,iâe,2,i, (Frobenius norm)

φ̂e,i = d̂e,i

√
âe,1,i ∧ âe,2,i
âe,1,i ∨ âe,2,i

, (Operator norm)

φ̂e,i = d̂e,i

(√
âe,1,iâe,2,i −

√
(1− âe,1,i)(1− âe,2,i)

)
, (Nuclear norm)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ r̂+, and φ̂e,i = 0 otherwise. The following theorem gives the convergence
guarantee of the proposed estimator.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose Assumption 2.3 and (32) hold true for some ε such that
nε(ϕn + n−1/3) > n−1/6, and c ∈ (0, 1/2). For all three types of loss functions
mentioned in Proposition 2.6, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r̂+, conditional on Ξ(r+), we have
|φ∗
i − φ̂e,i| ≺ ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di).

If we replace F̂e(x) by

(59) F̂T(x) :=
1

p− r̂+

p∑
i=r̂++1

1(λ̃i ≤ x) ,

then by Theorem 4.2, eOptShrink with the Frobenius norm loss is reduced to Opt-

Shrink proposed in [46]. It is possible to estimate φ∗
i by F̂T(x) or F̂imp(x). We

denote that resulting estimates of φ∗
i as φ̂T,i and φ̂imp,i respectively. In the next

section, we numerically show that using F̂e(x) results in a lower estimation error

compared to either using F̂T(x) or F̂imp(x).
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4.2.4. Selection of c in practice. Recall that in Step 1, we necessitate a constant c

such that ⌊nc⌋ ≫ r+ to compute the estimator of bulk edge λ̂+ and the estimated
effective rank r̂+. Conclusions from Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 necessitate c ∈ (0, 1/2)
for our estimators to converge to the ground truth when n is sufficiently large.
Similarly, in Step 2, based on Theorems 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3, we require c ∈ (0, 1/2)

for λ̂i+r̂+ to accurately estimate λi for i = 1, . . . , ⌊nc⌋ when n is sufficiently large.
In both cases, smaller error rates occur with smaller c > 0. However, in practical
scenarios where n is not significantly large, e.g., when n = 300, a small c may fail
to guarantee ⌊nc⌋ ≫ r+. To be safe, it is natural to consider a c close to 1/2. With

this approach, computing λ̂i+r̂+ for ⌊nc⌋ times becomes time-consuming for large
n. To balance various practical situations, it is logical to opt for a small c > 0
when n is large and a large c < 1/2 when n is small. Hence, we propose considering
c = 1

2.01 ∧ 1
log(log(n)) , ensuring the convergence conditions mentioned above while

computing λ̂i+r̂+ for ⌊n1/2.01∧1/ log(log(n))⌋ iterations. It is important to emphasize
that this choice of c is not necessarily optimal, but in practice, we found it to work
effectively.

5. Numerical evaluation

We assess the performance of eOptShrink through numerical simulations involv-
ing various types of noise and the single-channel fECG extraction problem. In all
our findings, we use interquartile range error bars or present means with standard
deviations to establish performance superiority between methods. Paired t-tests
are conducted, and when multiple testing is involved, we implement the Bonferroni
correction. We consider p < 0.005 as statistically significant.

Regarding c, it is worth noting that 1
log(log(n)) > 1

2.01 for n < 1743, while
1

log(log(n)) < 1
2.01 when n ≥ 1743. Hence, in the subsequent numerical simula-

tions, we vary n within the range of 300 to 2100 to illustrate the performance of
this choice of constant c, showcasing scenarios where either 1/2.01 or 1/ log(log(n))
dominates.

5.1. Simulated signals. We consider different types of noises. Suppose X ∈ Rp×n
has i.i.d. entries with Student’s t-distribution with 10 degrees of freedom followed
by a proper normalization that EX2

ij = 1/n. Set A = 1
LA
QADAQ

T
A ∈ Rp×p,

where DA = diag{ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . , ℓp}, QA ∈ O(p) is generated by the QR decompo-
sition of a p × p random matrix independent of X, and LA =

∑p
i=1 ℓi is a nor-

malizing factor. The same method is applied to generate B = 1
LB
QBDBQ

T
B ∈

Rn×n, which is assumed to be independent of A and X. Here we consider three
types of noise. The first one is the white noise (called TYPE1 below); that is,
DA = Ip and DB = In. The second one has a separable covariance structure
(called TYPE2 below) with a gap in the limiting distribution; that is, DA =

diag
{√

1 + 9× 1
p ,
√

1 + 9× 2
p , · · · ,

√
1 + 9× p−1

p ,
√
10
}
and

DB = diag
{√

10 + 1
n ,
√

10 + 2
n , · · · ,

√
10 + ⌊n/4⌋

n ,
√
0.3, · · · ,

√
0.3,

√
0.3
}
. The

third one (called TYPE3 below) has a more complicated separable covariance struc-

ture with DA = diag
{
exp( 1p ), exp(

2
p ) · · · , exp(

p−1
p ), exp (1)

}
and DB = diag

{
1.1+

sin(4π( 1n )), 1.1 + sin(4π( 2n )), · · · , 1.1 + sin(4π(n−1
n )), 1.1 + sin(4π)

}
. The signal
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matrix is designed to be S =
∑r
i=1 diuiv

⊤
i , where r = 15, di are i.i.d. sampled

uniformly from [0, 4] and ordered so that d1 ≥ d2 . . . ≥ d15, and the left and right
singular vectors are generated by the QR decomposition of two independent random
matrices. Below, we independently realize S̃ = S + A1/2XB1/2 for 100 times for
different n, different noise types and p/n = 0.5 or 1, and report the comparison of
different algorithms from different angles. More simulations are provided in Section
S.7 in the supplementary material.

To compare the performance of different algorithms, we need to calculate α (25).
For Type I noise, α is determined by α̂ := (p/n)1/4 as described in the paragraph
after Proposition 2.6. For TYPE2 and TYPE3 noises, it is challenging to directly
calculate α from its definition, so we apply the following numerical calculation
to determine α. For the chosen p/n, construct Z = A1/2XB1/2 ∈ Rp′×n′

with

n′ large and p′/n′ = p/n, and denote the eigenvalues of Z⊤Z as {λi}n
′

i=1. De-

note α̂ := 1/
√
λ1m̌1(λ1)m̌2(λ1), where m̌1(x) =

1
p′−1

(∑p′

j=2
1

λj−x

)
and m̌2(x) =

1
n′−1

(∑n′

j=2
1

λj−x

)
. By Lemma S.1.10 and Theorem S.1.15, |α̂ − α| ≲ (n′)−1/3,

which is sufficiently small when n′ is large. We set n′ = 10000 and independently
construct α̂ for 100 times. For TYPE2 noise, we have α̂ = 1.3495 ± 0.0290 when
p/n = 0.5, and α̂ = 1.6515± 0.0180 when p/n = 1, and for TYPE3 noise, we have
α̂ = 1.5242±0.0320 when p/n = 0.5, and α̂ = 1.8115±0.0348 when p/n = 1, where
we show the mean ± standard deviation. We take the mean of the 100 constructions
to determine α, and for simplicity we still denote the mean as α̂ afterwards.

5.1.1. Visualization of ESDs and thresholds. For TRAD, the noise level is estimated

by σ̌(S̃) for a fair comparison. For ScreeNOT, we use the ground truth rank and set
k = 4r and call the estimated rank by the hard threshold ϑSN in (4) the ScreeNOT

rank. Figure 2 illustrates ESDs of S̃ = S +A1/2XB1/2 for all three types of noises
when n = 2000, where there is an obvious gap in the bulks associated with the
TYPE2 noise when p/n = 1. The black line indicates the the estimated bulk edge
from (48), which separates the noise and signal for all three types of noises. The

yellow line is the estimated bulk edge by TRAD using σ̌(S̃)(1 +
√
p/n), which

separate the noise and the signal well for TYPE1 noise but not for TYPE2 and
TYPE3 noises. The red line is the ScreeNOT rank, which discards weak components
of signals that are very close to the noise bulkedge. Note that with TYPE1 noise,
the black and yellow lines are exactly around 1 +

√
p/n.

5.1.2. Rank estimation. To evaluate the rank estimation, the ground truth is de-
termined with α̂; that is r+ is determined by r+∗ := #{i|di − α̂ > n−2/5}, where
n−2/5 comes from the fact that the entries of X are of 10 degrees of freedom. Note
that since α̂ is sufficiently close to α, we can safely assume that r+ = r+∗ and check
the performance of our rank estimator r̂+. In Figure 3, we compare the estimated
rank using (49), the ScreeNOT rank, and the rank estimated by TRAD, which is

the number of eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ larger than σ̌(S̃)(1+
√
p/n). TRAD always over-

estimates the rank for TYPE2 and TYPE3 noises and sometimes overestimates the
rank for TYPE1 noise. ScreeNOT rank purposely discards weak components and
thus often underestimating the rank, with a larger error compared to our approach,
and it does not seem to improve when n grows. Our approach outperforms others.
Note that since there is a gap of order n−1/3 as in (49) to rule out eigenvalues of
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Figure 2. ESD of S̃ when n = 2000. The black and yellow lines are
the estimated bulk edge from (48) and TRAD respectively. The red line
is ϑ in (4) by ScreeNOT. The first row has p/n = 0.5 and the second row
has p/n = 1. The first, second, and third columns are TYPE1, TYPE2,
and TYPE 3 noise respectively.

S̃S̃⊤ that do not contain information, when n is small, like 300, our rank estimator
sometimes underestimates the rank.

Figure 3. A comparison of different rank estimators, where we show
r̂+− r+. The black (red and yellow respectively) lines are errors of rank
estimator from our estimator (49) (ScreeNot and TRAD respectively).
The first row has p/n = 0.5 and the second row has p/n = 1. The first,
second, and third columns are TYPE1, TYPE2, and TYPE 3 noise
respectively.

Results in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 show that when TYPE1 noise is considered,
TRAD always has the best performance. This is because TRAD has the closed form
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of λ+ and optimal shrinkers. However, when the noise is of TYPE2 or TYPE3, the
closed form is invalid and TRAD leads to a large error. ScreeNOT cannot detect
weak signals and does not perform shrinkage, thus it always has high errors for
both types of noise. eOptShrink has a similar performance as TRAD when n is
large under TYPE1 noise and has the best performance under TYPE2 and TYPE3
noises. In summary, these simulations guarantee that (49) is a precise estimator of
r+. This finding supports the application of r̂+ (49) in the proposed eOptShrink.

5.1.3. Optimal shrinkage estimation via F̂T(x), F̂imp(x) and F̂e(x). We compare

how well we could use the proposed pseudo-distribution F̂e and existing F̂T(x)

and F̂imp(x) to estimate the optimal shrinkage in Proposition 2.6 via estimating

dr+ and
√
a1,r+a2,r+ . Set k = 2r for F̂imp(x) in (47) by using the oracle rank

information. For a fair comparison, we set c so that ⌊nc⌋ = 2r when we modify

the top 2r̂+ eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ in F̂e(x) (54). As shown in the last simulation,
our rank estimator is precise when n is large, but errors happen when n is small.

Since F̂T(x) and F̂e(x) depend on the estimated rank r̂+, we consider the case
when r̂+ satisfies r̂+ − r+ = −2, . . . ,+2; that is, we study how badly the erroneous
rank estimate could impact the final result. In Figures 4 and 5, the error ratio
of estimating dmin{r+,r̂+} and

√
a1,min{r+,r̂+}a2,min{r+,r̂+} respectively for n = 300

and n = 600 with different pseudo-distributions. Note that the r+th singular value
is the smallest “strong” one, which is the most challenging one to recover. For each
n, we repeat the simulation for 100 times. Clearly, our approach has the lowest
error ratio with a statistical significance, and the error decreases when n grows from
300 to 600. This result shows that compared with ScreeNot, eOptShrink is robust
to a slightly erroneous rank estimation. We thus have a theoretical guarantee for

the application of F̂e(x) in eOptShrink.

5.2. Fetal ECG extraction problem. In our previous work [55], TRAD is the
critical step of the algorithm to recover the mECG when we have only one or two
ta-mECG channels. The algorithm is composed of two steps. The first step is
mainly for two channels, and we ignore it when we only have one channel. The sec-
ond step is composed of two substeps. Step 2-1 is designed to detect the maternal
R peaks from the single channel ta-mECG, which is not the concern of OS. Step 2-2
is mainly illustrated in Figure 1, where we view fECG as noise and mECG as the
signal, and OS is applied to recover mECG from the ta-mECG. As is mentioned
in Introduction, fECG, when viewed as noise, is not white, and there is a depen-
dence among segments. Thus, it is natural to consider replacing TRAD in [55]
by ScreeNOT or eOptShrink. We consider a semi-real simulated database and a
real-world database from 2013 PhysioNet/Computing in Cardiology Challenge [53],
abbreviated as CinC2013.

5.2.1. Semi-real simulated database. The semi-real ta-mECG data is constructed
from the Physikalisch-Technische Bundesanstalt (PTB) Database https://physionet.
org/physiobank/database/ptbdb/, abbreviated as PTBDB following the same way
detailed in [55]. The database contains 549 recordings from 290 subjects (one to
five recordings for one subject) aged 17 to 87 with the mean age 57.2. 52 out of 290
subjects are healthy. Each recording includes simultaneously recorded conventional
12 lead and the Frank lead ECGs. Each signal is digitalized with the sampling rate
1000 Hz. More technical details can be found online. Take 57-second Frank lead

https://physionet.org/physiobank/database/ptbdb/
https://physionet.org/physiobank/database/ptbdb/


24 PEI-CHUN SU AND HAU-TIENG WU

Figure 4. Interquartile errorbars of error ratios of estimating

dmin{r+,r̂+} by using F̂e(x), F̂T(x) and F̂imp(x), shown in black, yellow,
and red lines respectively. If the corresponding error ratio is too high,
the associated curve is not totally plotted to enhance the visualization.
From the first row to the third row: TYPE1, TYPE2, and TYPE3 noise.
From the first column to the fourth column: p/n = 0.5 and n = 300,
p/n = 1 and n = 300, p/n = 0.5 and n = 600, and p/n = 1 and n = 600.

ECGs from a healthy recording, denoted as Vx(t), Vy(t) and Vz(t) at time t ∈ R, as
the maternal vectocardiogram (VCG). Take (θxy, θz) = (π4 ,

π
4 ), and the simulated

mECG is created by mECG(t) = (Vx(t) cos θxy + Vy(t) sin θxy) cos θz + Vz(t) sin θz.
We create 40 mECGs. The simulated fECG of healthy fetus are created from an-
other 40 recordings from healthy subjects, where 114-second V2 and V4 recordings
are taken. The simulated and simulated fECG come from different subjects. The
simulated fECG then are resampled at 500 Hz. As a result, the simulated fECG
has about double the heart rate compared with the simulated mECG if we consider
both signals sampled at 1000 Hz. The amplitude of the simulated fECG is nor-
malized to the same level of simulated mECG and then multiplied by 0 < R < 1
shown in the second column of Table 1 to make the amplitude relationship consis-
tent with the usual situation of real ta-mECG signals. We generate 40 simulated
healthy fECGs. The clean simulated ta-mECG is generated by directly summing
simulated mECG and fECG. We then create a simulated noise starting with a ran-
dom vector x = (x1, x2, x3, . . .) with i.i.d entries with student t-10 distribution.
The noise is then created and denotes as z with the entries zi = (1 + 0.5 sin((i
mod 500)/500))(xi + xi+1 + xi+2). The final simulated ta-mECG is generated by
adding the created noise to the clean simulated ta-mECG according to the desired
SNR ratio shown in the first column of Table 1. As a result, we acquire 40 recordings
of 57 seconds simulated ta-mECG signals with the sampling rate 1000 Hz.

Assuming that the covariance structure of the summation of fECG and back-
ground noise can be explained by our separable covariance model Z = A1/2XB1/2,
we apply our eOptShrink algorithm to each recording in the simulated database
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Figure 5. Interquartile errorbars of error ratios of estimating
√
a1,min{r+,r̂+}a2,min{r+,r̂+} using F̂e(x), F̂T(x) and F̂imp(x), shown in

black, yellow, and red lines respectively. If the corresponding error ratio
is too high, the associated curve is not totally plotted to enhance the
visualization. From the first row to the third row: TYPE1, TYPE2, and
TYPE3 noise. From the first column to the fourth column: p/n = 0.5
and n = 300, p/n = 1 and n = 300, p/n = 0.5 and n = 600, and p/n = 1
and n = 600.

in Step 2-2. We then compare its performance with TRAD and OptShrink and
report the root mean square error (RMSE) of the recovered mECG by comparing
it with the ground truth mECG. It is claimed that OptShrink works when the
effective rank is overestimated [46]. Thus, similar to Section 4.2.4, we set the re-
quired overestimated rank to ⌊nc⌋ ≫ r+, where c = min( 1

2.01 ,
1

log(log(n)) ), the same

constant chosen in Algorithm 1. Additionally, note that OptShrink only discusses
the OS with Frobenius norm loss, so we apply both TRAD and eOptShrink with
the Frobenius loss for comparisons. The results are shown in Table 1. Clearly,
eOptShrink has the smallest RMSE in all scenarios compared with TRAD and
OptShrink. Overall, a lower SNR results in a higher RMSE across every amplitude
ratio R for all OS methods. Moreover, a higher fECG amplitude results in a higher
noise level for the recovery of mECG, thus yielding a higher RMSE across all SNRs
for all OS methods.

5.2.2. CinC2013 database. Each recording in CinC2013 comprises four ta-mECG
channels and simultaneously recorded directly contacted fECG, all resampled at a
sampling rate of 1000 Hz and lasting for 1 minute. For each channel of every record-
ing, we execute the fECG extraction algorithm using various OS algorithms in Step
2-2. In Figure 6, we compare the recovered mECG and the detected fetal R peak lo-
cations using TRAD, OptShink, and eOptShrink. Similar to the semi-real simulated
database, we utilize the required overestimated rank equal to ⌊nc⌋ for OptShrink,
where c aligns with Algorithm 1, and employ both TRAD and eOptShrink with
the Frobenius norm loss. It is evident that eOptShrink produces a more accurate
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SNR R TRAD OptShrink eOptShrink

1 dB
1/4 21.88 ± 4.84 13.36 ± 1.82 7.88* ± 1.82
1/6 18.23 ± 4.15 10.94 ± 1.49 6.65* ± 1.46
1/8 16.22 ± 3.62 9.49 ± 1.29 5.92* ± 1.26

0 dB
1/4 22.40 ± 4.99 13.79 ± 1.97 8.04* ± 1.76
1/6 18.52 ± 4.19 11.31 ± 1.62 6.82* ± 1.50
1/8 16.60 ± 3.89 9.82 ± 1.40 6.05* ± 1.27

−1 dB
1/4 22.94 ± 5.23 14.31± 2.10 8.28* ± 1.78
1/6 18.97 ± 4.42 11.69 ± 1.74 6.95* ± 1.50
1/8 16.91 ± 3.97 10.15 ± 1.50 6.21* ± 1.28

Table 1. The comparison of RMSE for the mECG morphology of
different algorithms applied to the simulated ta-mECG database. R is
the simulated fECG amplitude. All results are presented as mean ±
standard deviation. The asteroid next to mean stand for the statistical
significance when comparing eOptShrink to OptShrink and TRAD using
the paired t-test. Optimal shrinkers with respect to Frobenius norm loss
is applied for both TRAD and eOptShrink

recovery of the morphology of mECG and consequently the fECG. Notably, we ob-
serve ventricular activity residues from fECG in the estimated mECG recovered by
OptShrink, indicated by purple arrows, which are absent in eOptShrink. Conse-
quently, eOptShrink enables better evaluation of the electrophysiological properties
of both maternal and fetal hearts. The clinical implications will be detailed in our
forthcoming work.

Figure 6. A comparison of mECG and fECG recovery using different
algorithms (recording 1 and channel 1 from CinC2013) is illustrated.
The left panel depicts results obtained by TRAD, the middle one by
OptShrink, and the right one by eOptShrink. The original ta-mECG
is depicted in black, with the recovered mECG overlaid in red, and the
fetal R peaks labeled by experts are indicated as green dots. The dif-
ference between the ta-mECG and the recovered mECG is displayed in
blue, representing the recovered fetal ECG. The purple arrows highlight
ventricular activity residue, a limitation of OptShrink due to the lack of
a precise estimator of effective rank.
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Appendix S.1. Background knowledge

S.1.1. Some linear algebra tools. We recall a perturbation bound for determi-
nants.

Lemma S.1.1. Let A and E be two m ×m matrices, where σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σm
are singular values of A. Then

|det(A+ E)− det(A)| ≤
m∑
i=1

sm−i ∥E∥i2 ,

where sk :=
∑

1≤i1<i2<···<ik≤m σi1 · · ·σik is the k-th elementary symmetric func-
tions of singular values of A and s0 := 1.

Lemma S.1.2. For any a, b, α1, . . . , αr ∈ R and r ∈ N, we have

(S.1.1) det

(
aIr diag{α1, · · · , αr}

diag{α1, · · · , αr} bIr

)
=

r∏
i=1

(ab− α2
i ) .

This lemma can be proved by a direct expansion. Further, we summarize the
Weyl’s inequality for the singular values of rectangular matrix.

Lemma S.1.3. [57, p.46] For any p × n matrices A and B, denote σi(A) as the
i-th largest singular value of A. Then we have

σi+j−1(A+B) ≤ σi(A) + σj(B), 1 ≤ i, j, i+ j − 1 ≤ p ∧ n.

Lemma S.1.4. [12, Lemma F.5] Let z = E + iη ∈ C+. For n × n Hermitian

matrices A and Ã, denote s(z) and s̃(z) to be the Stieltjes transforms of their
ESD’s. Then we have

(S.1.2) |s(z)− s̃(z)| ≤ rank(A− Ã)

n

(
2

η
∧ ∥A− Ã∥

η2

)
.

Lemma S.1.5. [11, Proposition 6.2] Take a centered probability measure ν on R
with variance one, and assume it satisfies the log-Sobolev inequality. Then there
exists a constant c > 0 so that for any matrix A := (ajk)1≤j,k≤n with complex
entries, any δ > 0, and any g = (g1, . . . , gn)

⊤ with i.i.d. entries with law ν, we
have

P (|⟨g,Ag⟩ − E⟨g,Ag⟩| > δ) ≤ 4e
−c
(

δ
C ∧ δ2

C2

)
,

where C =
√
Tr(AA∗).

S.1.2. Some complex analysis tools. We first provide the following lemma,
which is from Lemma 2.6 of [64].

Lemma S.1.6. Assume Assumption 2.3 holds. Then there exist constants c1, c2 >
0 such that for x ↓ 0, where x is real, so that

ρ1c(λ+ − x) = c1x
1/2 +O(x) and ρ2c(λ+ − x) = c2x

1/2 +O(x) ,(S.1.3)

and for z ∈ C+ and Im z ≥ 0, we have

m1c(z) = m1c(λ+) + πc1(z − λ+)
1/2 +O(|z − λ+|) ,

m2c(z) = m2c(λ+) + πc2(z − λ+)
1/2 +O(|z − λ+|) ,(S.1.4)

where (z − λ+)
1/2 is taken with the positive imaginary part as the branch cut (the

same convention holds in the following). These estimates also hold for ℘1c, ℘2c,
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M1c and M2c with different constants. Moreover, there exists a constant cT > 0
such that for z → λ+ and Im z ≥ 0, we have

(S.1.5) T (λ+)− T (z) = πcT (z − λ+)
1/2 +O(|z − λ+|) .

Proof. Equations (S.1.3) and (S.1.4) are directly from Lemma 2.6 of [64]. By (S.1.4)
and the definition of T in (15), we obtain (S.1.5). □

For some properly chosen constants ς1 > 0 and ς2 > 1, we denote a domain of
spectral parameters z as

(S.1.6) S(ς1, ς2) := {z = E + iη : λ+ − ς1 ≤ E ≤ ς2λ+, 0≤η ≤ 1} .

Moreover, for any z = E + iη, denote

(S.1.7) κz := |E − λ+| .

The following lemma is similar to Lemma 3.4 in [64] and Lemma S.3.5 in [21].

Lemma S.1.7. Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds. Then we have

(i) for z ∈ S(ς1, ς2),

|T (z)| ≍ |m1c(z)| ≍ |m2c(z)| ≍ 1 ,(S.1.8)

Im T (z) ≍ Im m1c(z) ≍ Im m2c(z) ≍


η√

κz + η
if E ≥ λ+

√
κz + η if E ≤ λ+ ,

and

|Re T (z)− T (λ+)| ≍ |Re m1c(z)−m1c(λ+)| ≍ |Re m2c(z)−m2c(λ+)|

≍


√
κz + η if E ≥ λ+
η√

κz + η
+ κz if E ≤ λ+ .

(S.1.9)

The estimates (S.1.8)-(S.1.9) hold for M1c and M2c with different constants.
(ii) there exists constant τ ′ > 0 such that for any z ∈ S(ς1, ς2),

(S.1.10) min
j=1,...,n

|1 +M1c(z)σ
b
j | ≥ τ ′ and min

i=1,...,p
|1 +M2c(z)σ

a
i | ≥ τ ′ ,

where σai and σbj are eigenvalues of A and B stated in Assumption 2.3.

Proof. The estimates for m1c and m2c have been proved in Lemma S.3.5 in [21].
Estimates for T in (S.1.8) and (S.1.9) can be directly derived from (S.1.5), and we
omit details. □

The following lemma describes the behavior of θ and the derivatives of m1c, m2c

and T on the real line.

Lemma S.1.8. Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds. For d ↓ α, where d is real, we have

(S.1.11) |θ(d)− λ+| ≍ (d− α)2.

For x ↓ λ+, where x is real, we have

(S.1.12) m′
1c(x) ≍ κ−1/2

x , m′
2c(x) ≍ κ−1/2

x and T ′(x) ≍ κ−1/2
x .
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Proof. By the definition of θ(·) in (28) and α in (25), d ↓ α implies θ(d) ↓ λ+. Let
ς > 0 be a small constant. When 0 < θ(d)− λ+ < ς, by (S.1.5) we obtain that

α−2 − d−2 = T (λ+)− T (θ(d)) = C
√
θ(d)− λ+ +O(|θ(d)− λ+|).

The above estimation implies α−2−d−2 ≍
√
θ(d)− λ+ when ς is sufficiently small.

Since α−2−d−2 = (d−α) d+αd2α2 ≍ d−α, we obtain (S.1.11). The first two statements
of (S.1.12) have been proved in Lemma S.3.6 in [21], and the third statement then
can be derived by

T ′(x) = m1c(x)m2c(x) + xm′
1c(x)m2c(x) + xm1c(x)m

′
2c(x)

≍ C1 + C2κ
−1/2
x ≍ κ−1/2

x ,(S.1.13)

where we used the first statement of (S.1.12) and (S.1.8) in the first ≍ and the fact

that κ
−1/2
x blows up when x→ λ+ in the last approximation. □

Note that by (S.1.11) and (S.1.12), for d ↓ α, where d is real, we have

(S.1.14) m′
1c(θ(d)) ≍

1

d− α
, m′

2c(θ(d)) ≍
1

d− α
, T ′(θ(d)) ≍ 1

d− α

and

(S.1.15) θ′(d) ≍ d− α .

In the next lemma, more quantifications are provided in a more general spectral
domain.

Lemma S.1.9. [21, Lemma S.3.7] Suppose Assumption 2.3 holds. Then for any
constant ς > λ+, there exist constants τ1, τ2 > 0 such that the following statements
hold.

(i) T is a holomorphic homeomorphism on the spectral domain

(S.1.16) D1(τ1, ς) := {z = E + iη : λ+ < E < ς, −τ1 < η < τ1}.
As a consequence, the inverse of T exists and we denote it by θ.

(ii) θ is holomorphic homeomorphism on D2(τ2, ς), where

(S.1.17) D2(τ2, ς) := {ζ = E + iη : α < E < 1/
√

T (ς), −τ2 < η < τ2},

such that D2(τ2, ς) ⊂ 1/
√
T (D1(τ1, ς)).

(iii) For z ∈ D1(τ1, ς), we have

(S.1.18) |T (z)− T (λ+)| ≍ |z − λ+|1/2 and |T ′(z)| ≍ |z − λ+|−1/2.

(iv) For ζ ∈ D2(τ2, ς), we have

(S.1.19) |θ(ζ)− λ+| ≍ |ζ − α|2 and |θ′(ζ)| ≍ |ζ − α|.
(v) For z1, z2 ∈ D1(τ1, ς) and w1, w2 ∈ D2(τ2, ς), we have

(S.1.20) |T (z1)− T (z2)| ≍
|z1 − z2|

maxi=1,2 |zi − λ+|1/2
,

and

(S.1.21) |θ(w1)− θ(w2)| ≍ |w1 − w2| · max
i=1,2

|wi − α|.

Note that in (28), θ is only defined on the real line, but in Lemma S.1.9(i), we
extend its definition to the complex plane. The relationship between θ and T is
summarized in Figure S.1.
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Figure S.1. An illustration of the relationship of T , θ and several
quantities used in the proof. Note that θ(α) = λ+.

Proof. Similar results for m1c and m2c and their proofs can be found in [21, Lemma
S.3.7]. We derive this Lemma specifically using the definition of T (z) and θ(ζ) with
the same approach, and we omit the detail here. □

S.1.3. Some existing random matrix tools and results. We record some re-
sults from the random matrix theorem that we will repeatedly apply in the following
proofs. Denote [64, (3.18)]

(S.1.22) Ψ(z) :=

√
Im M2c(z)

nη
+

1

nη
.

Note that for any z = E + iη ∈ S(ς1, ς2), from (i) of Lemma S.1.7 and (S.1.10), we
have [64, (3.19)]

(S.1.23) Ψ(z) ≳ n−1/2, Ψ2(z) ≲
1

nη
.

Clearly, for any fixed E, Ψ2(E + iη) + ϕn

nη is monotonically decreasing with respect

to η, so for E ≤ λ+, find the unique ηl(E) such that

(S.1.24) n1/2
[
Ψ2(E + iηl(E)) +

ϕn
nηl(E)

]
= 1 .

and set ηl(E) := ηl(λ+) for E > λ+. The following approximation holds [21,
(S.54)]:

(S.1.25) ηl(E) ≍ n−3/4 + n−1/2 (
√
κE + ϕn)

for E ≤ λ+ and

ηl(E) = O(n−3/4 + n−1/2ϕn)



OS UNDER NOISE WITH SEPARABLE COVARIANCE STRUCTURE S.5

for E > λ+. Then we have the following rigidity result. Recall the definition of
classical location γj in (17) and the eigenvalues of ZZ⊤ are λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λp∧n.

Lemma S.1.10. (Rigidity of eigenvalues [21, Lemma S.3.11]). Suppose Assump-
tion 2.3 holds. Then, for a fixed small constant ς > 0, for any j such that
λ+ − ς ≤ γj ≤ λ+, we have

(S.1.26) |λj − γj | ≺ n−2/3
(
j−1/3 + 1(j ≤ n1/4ϕ3/2n )

)
+ ηl(γj) + n2/3j−2/3η2l (γj) ,

where ηl(γj) ≍ n−3/4 + n−5/6j1/3 + n−1/2ϕn. Moreover, if either (a) Ex3ij = 0 for
all 1 ≤ i ≤ p and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, or (b) either A or B is diagonal, the bound (S.1.26)
is improved to

(S.1.27) |λj − γj | ≺ n−2/3j−1/3.

Also, we have the delocalization result for eigenvectors.

Lemma S.1.11. (Isotropic delocalization of eigenvectors [21, Lemma S.3.13]) Sup-
pose Assumption 2.3 hold. Then, for a fixed small constant ς > 0, for any deter-
ministic unit vectors u ∈ Cp and v ∈ Cn, we have

(S.1.28) |⟨u, ξk⟩|2 + |⟨v, ζk⟩|2 ≺ n−1 + ηl(γk)

(
k

n

)1/3

+ ηl(γk)ϕn

for all k such that λ+ − ς ≤ γk ≤ λ+, where ηl(γk)≍n−3/4 + n−5/6k1/3 + ϕnn
−1/2.

If either (a) Ex3ij = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ p and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, or (b) either A or B is
diagonal, the bound is improved to

(S.1.29) |⟨u, ξk⟩|2 + |⟨v, ζk⟩|2 ≺ n−1

for all k such that λ+ − ς ≤ γk ≤ λ+.

Next, we discuss some properties of resolvents and local laws. For any z ∈ C+,
denote

H := H(z) :=

(
0 z1/2Z

z1/2Z⊤ 0

)
∈ C(p+n)×(p+n)

and

(S.1.30) H̃ := H̃(z) :=

(
0 z1/2S̃

z1/2S̃⊤ 0

)
∈ C(p+n)×(p+n),

where z1/2 is defined with the positive imaginary part as the branch cut. Note that
we have

(S.1.31) H̃(z) =

(
0 z1/2Z

z1/2Z⊤ 0

)
+

(
0 z1/2S

z1/2S⊤ 0

)
= H(z) +UDU⊤,

where

(S.1.32) D =

(
0 z1/2D

z1/2D 0

)
∈ C2r×2r and U =

(
U 0
0 V

)
∈ R(p+n)×2r

such that D = diag{d1, · · · , dr} ∈ Rr×r is a diagonal matrix formed by singular
values, and U = (u1, · · · ,ur) ∈ Rp×r and V = (v1, · · · ,vr) ∈ Rn×r are matrices

formed by left and right singular vectors defined in (1). The eigenvalues of H̃
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coincide with the singular values of z1/2S̃. Therefore, it suffices to study the matrix

H̃. Further, we denote the Green functions of H and H̃ respectively as

G := G(z) := (H − zIp+n)
−1 and G̃ := G̃(z) := (H̃ − zIp+n)

−1 ,

where z ∈ C+. By the Schur’s complement, we have

G(z) =

(
G1(z) z−1/2G1(z)Z

z−1/2ZTG1(z) G2(z)

)
G̃(z) =

(
G̃1(z) z−1/2G̃1(z)Z

z−1/2ZTG̃1(z) G̃2(z)

)
,(S.1.33)

where G1 and G2 are defined in (5). Further, by the spectral decomposition, we
have

G(z) =

p∧n∑
k=1

1

λk − z

(
ξkξ

⊤
k z−1/2

√
λkξkζ

⊤
k

z−1/2
√
λkζkξ

⊤
k ζkζ

⊤
k

)
∈ C(p+n)×(p+n)

G̃(z) =

p∧n∑
k=1

1

λ̃k − z

(
ξ̃kξ̃

⊤
k z−1/2

√
λ̃kξ̃kζ̃

⊤
k

z−1/2
√
λ̃kζ̃kξ̃

⊤
k ζ̃kζ̃

⊤
k

)
∈ C(p+n)×(p+n) .

(S.1.34)

The following lemma characterizes the locations of the outlier eigenvalues of H̃.

Lemma S.1.12. [35, Lemma 6.1] Assume µ ∈ R− Spec(H). Then µ ∈ Spec(H̃) if
and only if

(S.1.35) det(U⊤G(µ)U+D−1) = 0 .

Next lemma provides a link between the Green functions G(z) and G̃(z). The
proof is straightforward depending on the Woodbury formula and the basic identity
A−A(A+B)−1A = B −B(A+B)−1B when A, B and A+B are all invertible.

Lemma S.1.13. [18, Lemma 4.8] For z ∈ C+, we have

(S.1.36) G̃(z) = G(z)−G(z)U(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1U⊤G(z) .

This lemma immediately leads to the following relationship.

(S.1.37) U⊤G̃(z)U = D−1 −D−1(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1D−1.

Next, for any z ∈ C+, denote

(S.1.38) Π(z) :=

(
Π1(z) 0
0 Π2(z)

)
∈ C(p+n)×(p+n),

where

Π1(z) := −z−1 (1 +M2c(z)A)
−1

and Π2(z) := −z−1(1 +M1c(z)B)−1 .

Denote

(S.1.39) Π(z) :=

(
m1c(z)Ir 0

0 m2c(z)Ir

)
∈ C2r×2r .

Note that by (13), Π(z) and Π(z) are related via

m1c(z) =
1

p
TrΠ1(z), m2c(z) =

1

n
TrΠ2(z) ,



OS UNDER NOISE WITH SEPARABLE COVARIANCE STRUCTURE S.7

and the relationship between Π(z) and Π(z) and how U⊤Π(z)U converges to Π(z)
will be stated below. Denote the difference

(S.1.40) Ω(z) := U⊤G(z)U−Π(z) ,

which will be used to control the noise part in the analysis. With Ω(z), we have
the following identity

(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1(S.1.41)

= (D−1 +Π(z))−1 + (D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1.

Iteration leads to the following ℓ-th resolvent expansion.

Lemma S.1.14. (Resolvant identity [12]) For ℓ ≥ 1, we have the following ℓ-th
order resolvent expansion:

(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1 =

ℓ−1∑
k=0

(D−1 +Π(z))−1[Ω(z)(D−1 +Π(z))]k(S.1.42)

+ [(D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)]ℓ[D−1 +U⊤G(z)U]−1.

We define the following spectral regions. Recall the definition of S(ς1, ς2) in
(S.1.6), where ς1 > 0 and ς2 > 1, and Ψ defined in (S.1.22). Fix any constant
ω > 0. Denote the following spectral domains of parameter z as

S0(ς1, ς2, ω) :=S(ς1, ς2) ∩ {E + iη : η ≥ n−1+ω} ,(S.1.43)

S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω) :=S0(ς1, ς2, ω) ∩
{
E + iη : n1/2

(
Ψ2(z) +

ϕn
nη

)
≤ n−ω/2

}
and

(S.1.44) Sout(ς2, ω) := {E+iη : λ++nω(n−1/3ϕ2n+n
−2/3) ≤ E ≤ ς2λ+, η ∈ [0, 1]}.

Inside these domains, the following local laws have been established in the literature.

Theorem S.1.15. (Local laws “near” λ+ [21, Theorem S.3.9]). Suppose that As-
sumption 2.3 holds. Fix constant ς1 > 0 and ς2 > 1 as those in Lemma S.1.7. Then
for any fixed ω > 0, the following estimates hold.

(1) Anisotropic local law: For any z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω) and deterministic unit vec-
tors µ,ν ∈ Cp+n, we have

(S.1.45) |⟨µ, (G(z)−Π(z))ν⟩| ≺ ϕn +Ψ(z).

(2) Averaged local law: For any z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω), we have

(S.1.46) |m1(z)−m1c(z)|+ |m2(z)−m2c(z)| ≺
1

nη
.

Moreover, when z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω)∩{z = E+ iη : E ≥ λ+, nη
√
κz + η ≥ nω},

we have the following stronger bound

(S.1.47) |m1(z)−m1c(z)|+|m2(z)−m2c(z)| ≺
n−ω/4

nη
+

1

n(κz + η)
+

1

(nη)2
√
κz + η

.

If either (a) Ex3ij = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ p and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, or (b) either A or B is
diagonal, the bounds (S.1.45), (S.1.46) and (S.1.47) hold for z ∈ S0(ς1, ς2, ω).

The term “anisotropic” means that the resolvent G(z) is well approximated by
a deterministic matrix that is not a multiple of an identity matrix.
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Theorem S.1.16. (Anisotropic local law beyond λ+ [21, Theorem S.3.12]). Sup-
pose Assumption 2.3 holds. For any 0 < ω < 2/3, z ∈ Sout(ς2, ω) and deterministic
unit vectors v,w ∈ Cp+n, we have

(S.1.48) |⟨v, (G(z)−Π(z))w⟩| ≺ ϕn +

√
Imm2c(z)

nη
≍ ϕn + n−1/2(κz + η)−1/4.

Finally, we derive the following lemma to describe the difference between Π(z)
and Π(z) when z is away from λ+.

Lemma S.1.17. Under Assumption 2.3, for any z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω)∪Sout(ς2, ω) and
i, j = 1, . . . , r, we have

|⟨ui, −z−1(1+M2c(z)A)
−1uj⟩ − δijm1c(z)|

∨ |⟨vi, −z−1(1 +M1c(z)B)−1vj⟩ − δijm2c(z)| ≺ n−1 ;

that is,

(S.1.49)
∥∥U⊤Π(z)U−Π(z)

∥∥ ≺ n−1 .

Proof. When z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω)∪ Sout(ς2, ω), by Lemma S.1.5, for any δ > 0 we have
that

P
(
|⟨ui, −z−1(1 +M2c(z)A)

−1uj⟩ − δijm1c(z)| > p−1δ
)

=P
(∣∣∣⟨√pui, −z−1(1 +M2c(z)A)

−1√puj⟩ − δijpm1c(z)
∣∣∣ > δ

)
≤ 4e

−c
(

δ
C ∧ δ2

C2

)

for some constants c > 0 and C =
√
Tr(|z|−2(1 +M2c(z)A)−1)(1 +M2c(z)∗A)−1) <

∞ since z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω) ∪ Sout(ς2, ω), where p is used to normalize ui and uj to
fulfill the condition in Lemma S.1.5. Thus, given any small constant ϵ > 0 and
large constant D > 0, by letting δ = nω, we have

P
(
|⟨ui,−z−1(1 +M2c(z)A)

−1uj⟩ − δijm1c(z)| > n−1+ϵ
)
≤ 4n−

cnω

C ≤ n−D

when n is sufficiently large. By a similar approach we have the same control for
the other term, and hence the proof. □

Appendix S.2. Proof of Theorem 3.2

Fix a sufficiently small constant ϵ > 0. With Lemmas S.1.10, S.1.15, S.1.16 and
S.1.17 and the triangle inequality, there exists an event Ξϵ of high probability such
that the followings hold when conditional on Ξϵ:

(i) For z ∈ S̃0(ς1, ς2, ϵ), from Lemmas S.1.15 and S.1.17, and since r is fixed,
we have that

(S.2.50)
∥∥U⊤G(z)U−Π(z)

∥∥ ≤ nϵ/2(ϕn +Ψ(z)).

(ii) For z ∈ Sout(ς2, ϵ), from Lemmas S.1.15 and S.1.17, and since r is fixed, we
have that ∥∥U⊤G(z)U−Π(z)

∥∥ ≤ nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2(κz + η)−1/4) .(S.2.51)



OS UNDER NOISE WITH SEPARABLE COVARIANCE STRUCTURE S.9

(iii) From Lemma S.1.10, there exists a large integer ϖ, such that for 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ,
we have

(S.2.52) |λi − λ+| ≤ nϵ(n−1/3ϕ2n + n−2/3) ,

where ϖ > r is a fixed integer.

Below, the proof of Theorem 3.2 is conditioned on Ξϵ such that (S.2.50), (S.2.51)
and (S.2.52) hold.

Step I. Find asymptotic outlier locations θ(di) and the threshold α. We

start with finding the asymptotic outlier locations for eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤. By com-
bining (S.2.51) and the continuity of determinant, µ > λ+ is asymptotically an
outlier location if and only if

(S.2.53) lim
n→∞

det(U⊤G(µ)U+D−1) = det
(
Π(µ) +D−1

)
= 0

due to Lemma S.1.12. By Lemma S.1.2,

det
(
Π(µ) +D−1

)
= det

((
m1c(µ)Ir 0

0 m2c(µ)Ir

)
+D−1

)
=µ−r

r∏
i=1

(µm1c(µ)m2c(µ)− d−2
i ) = µ−r

r∏
i=1

(T (µ)− d−2
i ) = 0 .(S.2.54)

By the definition of θ(·), the determinant is zero when µ = θ(di) for 1 ≤ i ≤ r.
Note that since T (x) is a monotonically decreasing function for x > λ+, we have
θ(di) as a solution of (S.2.54) if and only if d−2

i < λ+m1c(λ+)m2c(λ+)= T (λ+),

which is equivalent to di > α = 1/
√
T (λ+) defined in (25). In other words, α is

the desired signal strength threshold.

Step II. Define the permissible intervals for the spectrum. Now the strategy
is to prove that with high probability there are no eigenvalues outside a neighbour-
hood of each θ(di). Define the index set

(S.2.55) Oϵ := {i : di − α ≥ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3)} = {1, 2, . . . , rϵ} ⊂ O+

for some rϵ ≤ r+. We can understand d1, . . . , drϵ as “strong” outliers, and drϵ , . . . , dr+
as “weak” outliers if rϵ < r+. For 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ, define the interval

(S.2.56) Ii := [θ(di)− nϵω(di), θ(di) + nϵω(di)] ,

where

(S.2.57) ω(di) := ϕn∆(di)
2 + n−1/2∆(di) .

Also, define

I0 := [0, λ+ + n3ϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3)] and I := I0 ∪
⋃
i∈Oϵ

Ii .

Note that we can choose a sufficiently small ϵ so that |Ii| → 0 and n3ϵ(ϕ2n+n
−2/3) →

0. Thus, when n is sufficiently large, Ii ⊂ Sout(ς2, ϵ) for i ∈ Oϵ.
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Step III. Show that I contains all eigenvalues of H̃. Note that for µ ∈
Sout(ς2, ϵ) ∩ R, by Lemma S.1.12 and (S.2.51), µ ∈ Spec(H̃) if and only if

0 = det(U⊤G(µ)U+D−1)(S.2.58)

= det(Π(µ) +D−1) +O(nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4
µ ))

=µ−r
r∏
i=1

(µm1c(µ)m2c(µ)− d−2
i ) +O(nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4

µ )) ,

where the second bound comes from Lemma S.1.1 with the fact that there are
bounded 2r eigenvalues of Π(µ) + D−1. Therefore, to prove Spec(H̃) ⊂ I, by
(S.2.58) and the fact that λ+ = O(1), it suffices to show that

(S.2.59) min
1≤i≤r

|µm1c(µ)m2c(µ)− d−2
i | ≫ nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4

µ )

when µ /∈ I. Before proving (S.2.59), we claim that for any µ /∈ I and 1 ≤ i ≤ r,

(S.2.60) |µ− θ(di)| > nϵω(di)

when n is sufficiently large.

Step IV. Prove Claim (S.2.60). To show that the claim is true, we consider
two cases. (i) When i ∈ Oϵ, (S.2.60) is true by the definition of Ii. (ii) When
i /∈ Oϵ, by the definition of Oϵ in (S.2.55) we have

(S.2.61) ∆(di)
2 = di − α < nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3) .

Thus, by (S.1.11), we have

(S.2.62) θ(di)− λ+ ≍ (di − α)2 < 2n2ϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3) ,

and hence θ(di) ∈ I0. As a result, when µ /∈ I, |µ − θ(di)| > n3ϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3) by
the definition of I0. Moreover, by the definition of ω(di) and (S.2.61), we have

(S.2.63) ω(di) < n2ϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3)

for i /∈ Oϵ, which leads to |µ− θ(di)| > nϵω(di). We thus obtain the claim.

Step V. Prove (S.2.59). Note that

(S.2.64) |µm1c(µ)m2c(µ)− d−2
i | = |T (µ)− d−2

i | = |T (µ)− T (θ(di))| .

We decompose the problem into the following two cases when µ /∈ I.

Case (a): Suppose θ(di) ∈ [µ− cκµ, µ+ cκµ] for a positive constant c, which is
chosen sufficiently small so that x− λ+ = κx ≍ κµ for x ∈ Ii, where i ∈ Oϵ. From
(S.1.19), we have

(S.2.65) |θ(di)− λ+| ≍ ∆(di)
4 .

Together with T ′(x) ≍ κ
−1/2
x from (S.1.18), for x ∈ Ii, we have

(S.2.66) |T ′(x)| ≍ |T ′(θ(di)))| ≍ ∆(di)
−2 .
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From the claim in (S.2.60), when µ /∈ Ii, it is either µ < θ(di) − nϵω(di) or µ >
θ(di) + nϵω(di). When µ < θ(di)− nϵω(di), we have

T (µ)− T (θ(di))

> T (θ(di)− nϵω(di))− T (θ(di)) ≳ nϵω(di)∆(di)
−2

=nϵϕn + n−1/2+ϵ∆(di)
−1 ≍ nϵϕn + n−1/2+ϵ(θ(di)− λ+)

−1/4

≫nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4
µ ) ,(S.2.67)

where we use the monotonicity of T in the first step, the mean value theorem and
(S.2.66) in the second step, the definition of ω(di) in the third step, and (S.2.65)
in the fourth step. Similarly, when µ /∈ Ii such that µ > θ(di) + nϵω(di), the same
argument leads to

T (θ(di))− T (µ) ≫ nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4
µ ) .(S.2.68)

By (S.2.67) and (S.2.68), the relationship (S.2.64) leads to (S.2.59) when θ(di) ∈
[µ− cκµ, µ+ cκµ].

Case (b): Suppose θ(di) /∈ [µ− cκµ, µ+ cκµ] for the same constant c in the pre-
vious case. For θ(di) > µ+ cκµ, since T is monotonically decreasing on (λ+,+∞),
we have that

T (µ)− T (θ(di)) > T (µ)− T (µ+ cκµ) ≍ κ1/2µ ≫ nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4
µ ).

(S.2.69)

where we use (S.1.18) and the mean value theorem in the second step and κµ >

n3ϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3) for µ /∈ I0 by the definition of I0 in the last step. By a similar
argument, when θ(di) < µ− cκµ, we have

T (θ(di))− T (µ) ≫ nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2κ−1/4
µ ) .(S.2.70)

By (S.2.69) and (S.2.70), we obtained (S.2.59) when θ(di) /∈ [µ− cκµ, µ+ cκµ], and
hence the proof of (S.2.59).

Step VI. Show that each Ii contains exactly the right number of strong

outliers. Based on Spec(H̃) ⊂ I, to finalize the proof, we need that each Ii con-

tains exactly the right number of outliers so that the relationship between λ̃i and
θ(di) is established. We apply the continuity argument used in [35, Section 6.5] to
this end. Set

S̃(t) = S(t) +A1/2XB1/2 ,

where the singular values of S(t) are (d1(t), . . . , dr(t)) so that di(t) is a continuous
function on [0, 1] for i = 1, . . . , r satisfying some conditions detailed below.

We set the conditions for the continuous paths di(t) for t ∈ [0, 1]. Assume
(d1(1), . . . , dr(1)) = (d1, . . . , dr) satisfy Assumption 2.3(iv). Consider d1(0), · · · , dr(0) >
0 so that Assumption 2.3(iv) is satisfied but independent of n. Assume further that
d1(0) > d2(0) > · · · > drϵ(0) and di(0)− di+1(0) ≳ 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ − 1, such that

(S.2.71) θ(d1(0)) > θ(d2(0)) > · · · > θ(drϵ(0)) .

We require that di(t), i = 1, . . . , rϵ, possibly n-dependent, satisfies the following
properties:
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(i) For all t ∈ [0, 1], the number rϵ is unchanged. Moreover, we always have
the following order of the outliers:

θ(d1(t)) ≥ θ(d2(t)) ≥ · · · ≥ θ(drϵ(t)) > λ+ .

(ii) For all t ∈ [0, 1], denote the permissible intervals as Ii(t), where

Ii(t) := [θ(di(t))− nϵω(di(t)), θ(di(t)) + nϵω(di(t))] ,

and set
I(t) := I0 ∪

⋃
1≤i≤rϵ

Ii(t) .

If Ii(1)∩Ij(1) = ∅ for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ rϵ, then we set di(t) so that Ii(t)∩Ij(t) =
∅ for all t ∈ [0, 1). The interval I0 is unchanged along the path.

It is straightforward that such paths di(t) exist. The corresponding continuous

path of outliers is denoted as {λ̃i(t)}rϵi=1. Since t → S̃(t)S̃(t)⊤ is continuous, we

find that λ̃i(t) is continuous in t ∈ [0, 1] for all i. Denote

x(t) := (x1(t), x2(t), · · · , xrϵ(t)) = (θ(d1(t)), . . . , θ(drϵ(t)) .

By the continuity of θ, x(t) is a continuous path over [0, 1].
We first claim that when n is sufficiently large, each Ii(0), 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ, contains

only the i-th eigenvalue of S̃(0)S̃(0)⊤. To show this, fix any 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ and choose
a small positively oriented closed contour C ⊂ C\[0, λ+] so that C only enclose Ii(0)
but no other intervals Ij(0) for j ̸= i. Define two functions,

f0(z) := det(U⊤G(z)U+D(0)−1) and g0(z) := det(Π(z) +D(0)−1) ,

where D(0) is defined in the same way as (S.1.32) with d1(0), . . . , dr(0). Both
f(z) and g(z) are holomorphic on and inside C by definition. By Lemma S.1.2 we
have g0(z) = z−r

∏r
i=1(zm1c(z)m2c(z)− di(0)

−2) = z−r
∏r
i=1(T (z)−T (θ(di(0)))).

Thus, g0(z) has precisely one zero at z = θ(di(0)) inside C. So, by a proper choice
of the contour C, we have

min
z∈C

|g0(z)| = min
z∈C

|z|−r
r∏
i=1

|T (z)− T (θ(di(0)))| ≳
nϵω(di(0))∏r

i=1 |θ(di(0))− λ+|1/2

≳ nϵω(di(0)) ≳ n3ϵϕn(ϕn + n−1/3)2 + n2ϵn−1/2(ϕn + n−1/3) ,

where first bound comes from the fact that λ+ ≤ |z| ≤ τ−1, the control of T (z)−
T (θ(dj(0))) by (S.1.20) for any 1 ≤ j ≤ r, and the control of |z − θ(dj(0))| ≥
|θ(di(0)) − θ(dj(0))|/2 ≳ 1 for any j ̸= i by (S.1.21) and the assumption di(0) −
di+1(0) ≳ 1, the second bound comes from (S.1.11) since |θ(di(0)) − λ+|1/2 ≍
|di(0)− α|1/2 ≲ τ−1, and the last bound comes from the definition of ω(di(0)) and
the lower bound assumption of di(0). Also, by (S.2.51), we have for any z ∈ C that

|f0(z)− g0(z)| ≲ nϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/2(κz + η)−1/4) ,

which is clearly dominated by minz∈C |g0(z)|. Hence, the claim follows from Rouché’s

theorem. In other words, when t = 0, we have λ̃i(0) ∈ Ii(0) for 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ and

λ̃i(0) ∈ I0 for i > rϵ.
By the same approach shown in Step III and IV, we can also show that all the

eigenvalues {λ̃i(t)} ⊂ I(t) for all t ∈ [0, 1].
With the above preparation, we can now show that each Ii = Ii(1) contains

exactly the right number of outliers. We prove this in two cases.
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Case (a): If I1(1), . . . , Irϵ(1) are disjoint, then I1(t), . . . , Irϵ(t) are disjoint for
all t ∈ [0, 1) by property (ii). Together with the results that each Ii(0), 1 ≤ i ≤
rϵ, contains only the i-th eigenvalue of S̃(0)S̃(0)⊤ and the continuity of λ̃i(t), we

conclude that λ̃i(t) ∈ Ii(t), 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ for all t ∈ [0, 1], and hence the claim.

Case (b): If some of the intervals are not disjoint at t = 1, let B denote the finest
partition of {1, · · · , rϵ} such that i and j belong to the same block if Ii(1)∩Ij(1) ̸= ∅.
This is the case when two outliers “cannot be distinguished”. Denote by Bi the
block of B that contains i. Note that elements of Bi are sequences of consecutive
integers. We now pick any 1 ≤ i ≤ rϵ so that |Bi| > 1, and let j ∈ Bi such that it
is not the smallest index in Bi. Note that

(S.2.72) xj−1(1)− xj(1) ≤ 2nϵω(dj)

by assumption. Since the number of elements in Bi is bounded by rϵ, we obtain
that

(S.2.73)
∣∣∣ ⋃
j∈Bi

Ij(1)
∣∣∣ ≤ rϵn

ϵω(dmin{j:j∈Bi}) = rϵn
ϵω(di) ,

where
∣∣∣⋃j∈Bi

Ij(1)
∣∣∣ stands for the length of

⋃
j∈Bi

Ij(1). Thus, by the continuity

construction, we have

(S.2.74) |λ̃j(1)− θ(dj)| ≤ rϵn
ϵω(di), j ∈ Bi ,

and hence the claim.

Step VII. Locations of weak outlier and non-outlier signals. First, we
fix a configuration x(0) satisfying the same setup in Step VI. In this setup, when
t = 0, for i = rϵ + 1, . . . , r, we set

(S.2.75) λ̃i(0) ∈ I0 and λ̃i(0) ≥ λ+ − nϵ(n−1/3ϕ2n + n−2/3) ,

and hence

|λ̃i(0)− λ+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3) .

Next we employ a similar continuity argument as that in Step VI. For t ∈ [0, 1],
by (S.1.10) and Lemma S.1.3, for any t ∈ (0, 1], we always have that

(S.2.76) λ̃i(t) ≥ λ+ − nϵ(n−1/3ϕ2n + n−2/3), i /∈ Oϵ.

If I0 is disjoint from the other Ij ’s, then by the continuity of λ̃i(t) and Spec(S̃S̃⊤) ⊂
I, we can conclude that λ̃i(t) ∈ I0(t) for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Otherwise, we again consider
the partition B as in Step VI, and let B0 be the block of B that contains i. With
the same arguments, we can prove that

I0(1) ∪

 ⋃
j∈B0

Ij(1)

 ⊂ [0, λ+ + Cnϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3)]

for some C > 0. Then using (S.2.75), (S.2.76) and the continuity of the eigenvalues
along the path, we obtain that for all rϵ < i ≤ r,∣∣λ̃i(t)− λ+

∣∣ ≤ Cnϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3)

for all t ∈ [0, 1]. We thus finish the proof.
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Appendix S.3. Proof of Theorem 3.3

Similar to the beginning of the proof of Theorem 3.2, by Theorem 3.2, Lemma
S.1.15, Lemma S.1.10, Theorem S.1.16 and Lemma S.1.11, for any small constant
ε > 0, we can choose a high-probability event Ξε in which (S.2.50)-(S.2.52) and the
following estimates hold:

(S.3.77) |λ̃i − λ+| ≤ nε/2(ϕ2n + n−2/3), for r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ,

for some fixed large integer ϖ ≥ r and

|λi − γi| ≤n−2/3+ε/2
(
i−1/3 + 1(i ≤ n1/4ϕ3/2n )

)
+ nε/2ηl(γi)

+ n2/3+ε/2i−2/3η2l (γi)
(S.3.78)

for i ≤ τp, where τ > 0 is a small constant. For any i, define a set

Ωi :=
{
x ∈ [λi−r−1, λ+ + c0n

2ε(ϕ2n + n−2/3)]
∣∣∣

dist
(
x, Spec(ZZ⊤)

)
> n−1+εα−1

+ + nεηl(x)
}
,

(S.3.79)

where ηl(x) is defined in (S.1.24), λi := ∞ if i < 1, λi = 0 if i > p, Spec(ZZ⊤)
stands for the spectrum of ZZ⊤ and c0 > 0 is a small constant. Note that Ωi = ∅
for i = 1, . . . , r + 1, and by (S.3.78), we have

(S.3.80) |x− λ+| > n−1+εα−1
+ + nεηl(x)

for all x ∈ Ωi. We then have the following Lemm.

Lemma S.3.1. For α+ ≥ nε(ϕn+n
−1/3) and i ≤ n1−2εα3

+, there exists a constant

c0 > 0 such that the set Ωi contains no eigenvalue of S̃S̃⊤.

With Lemma S.3.1, the rest of the proof is exactly the same as the proof for [21,
Lemma S.4.5] by letting s = 0. Thus we omit it here. Below is the proof of Lemma
S.3.1.

Proof. (Proof of Lemma S.3.1) Define

(S.3.81) ηx := n−1+εα−1
+ + nεηl(x) and zx := x+ iηx ,

where x ∈ Ωi. Denote Gab(z) = a′G(z)b for z ∈ C+ and a,b ∈ Cp+n. Recall

(S.1.34) and set u =

(
u1

0

)
and v =

(
0
v2

)
, we have

|Guv(zx)−Guv(x)|

≲ ηx|Guv(zx)|+
p∧n∑
k=1

√
λk |⟨u, ξk⟩⟨ζk,v⟩|

∣∣∣∣ ηx
(λk − x− iηx)(λk − x)

∣∣∣∣
≲
∑
k

(
|⟨u, ξk⟩|2 + |⟨ζk,v⟩|2

) ηx
(λk − x)2 + (ηx)2

= ImGuu(zx) + ImGvv(zx),
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where in the second step we use |x− λk| ≥ ηx for x ∈ Ωi. We have similar bounds
for Guu(·), Gvu(·) and Gvv(·). Now together with (S.2.50), we obtain that

D−1 +U∗G(x)U(S.3.82)

=D−1 +U∗G(zx)U+U∗(G(x)−G(zx))U

=D−1 +U∗Π(zx)U+O
(
nε/2Ψ(zx) + nε/2ϕn + Imm2c(zx)

)
=D−1 +U∗Π(x)U+O

(
nε/2 Imm2c(zx) +

nε/2

nηx
+ nε/2ϕn

)
,

where in the last step we used (S.1.8) and

Ψ(zx) ≲ Imm2c(zx) + (nηx)
−1.

Therefore, by Lemma S.1.12 and Lemma S.1.1, we conclude that for x ∈ Ωi, x is

not an eigenvalue of Z̃Z̃⊤ if

min
1≤j≤r

|µm1c(x)m2c(x)− d−2
j | ≫ nε/2 Imm2c(zx) +

nε/2

nηx
+ nε/2ϕn .(S.3.83)

Since i ≤ n1−2εα3
+, by (S.3.78) we have

−c0n2ε(ϕ2n + n−2/3) ≤ λ+ − x

≲

(
i

n

)2/3

+ n−2/3+ε/2 + nε/2ηl(γi) +
n2/3+ε/2

i2/3
η2l (γi) ≲ n−4ε/3α2

+

(S.3.84)

for x ∈ Ωi, where we also used γi ≍ (i/n)2/3 and α+ ≥ nε(ϕn + n−1/3). Then by
(S.1.4), we have

|m2c(x)−m2c(λ+)| ≤ Cn−2ε/3α+ ≪ α+

for x ∈ Ωi ∩ {x : x ≤ λ+} and

|m2c(x)−m2c(λ+)| ≤ C
√
c0n

ε
(
n−1/3 + ϕn

)
≤ C

√
c0α+

for x ∈ Ωi ∩ {x : x > λ+}, where the constant C > 0 is independent of c0. Using
similar approach, we can derive the same bounds for m1c(x). Plugging the above
two estimates into (S.3.83) and using |λ+m1c(λ+)m2c(λ+)− d−2

j | ≍ |dj − α| ≥ α+

(S.3.80) and the triangle inequality, we obtain that

min
1≤j≤r

|µm1c(x)m2c(x)− d−2
j | ≳ α+

as long as c0 is sufficiently small. On the other hand, using (S.1.8), (S.3.81) and
(S.3.84), we can verify that for x ∈ Ωi and x ≤ λ+,

nε/2
(
Imm2c(zx) +

1

nηx
+ ϕn

)
≲ nε/2

(√
κx + ηx +

1

nηx
+ ϕn

)
≪ α+ ,

and for x ∈ Ωi and x > λ+,

nε/2
(
Imm2c(zx) +

1

nηx
+ ϕn

)
≲ nε/2

(
ηx√

κx + ηx
+

1

nηx
+ ϕn

)
≪ α+.

This proves (S.3.83), which further concludes the proof of Lemma S.3.1. □
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Appendix S.4. Proof of Theorem 3.4

The proof is composed of several steps.

Step I. Prepare an event. Let ϵ > 0 be a small positive constant and take
0 < ω < 2/3. By Theorems 3.2 and S.1.16, and Lemmas S.1.10 and S.1.17, we find
that there exists some high probability event Ξ such that the followings hold when
conditional on Ξ.

(i) Recall the definition of Sout in (S.1.44). Fix ς1 > 0 and let ς2 = (λ+ω)
−1,

such that λ̃i ∈ S(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ cn and (S.1.8) applies for all

z ∈ S(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1). Also,

Sout((λ+ω)
−1, ω)

= {E + iη : λ+ + nω(n−2/3 + n−1/3ϕ2n) ≤ E ≤ ω−1, η ∈ [0, 1]} .(S.4.85)

For all z ∈ S̃0(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1, ω), from Lemmas S.1.15 and S.1.17, and since

r is fixed, we have that

(S.4.86) ∥Ω(z)∥ =
∥∥U⊤G(z)U−Π(z)

∥∥ ≤ nϵ/2(ϕn +Ψ(z)).

Alos, for all z ∈ Sout((λ+ω)
−1, ω), by Theorem S.1.16 and Lemma S.1.17,

we have

(S.4.87) ∥Ω(z)∥ =
∥∥U⊤G(z)U−Π(z)

∥∥ ≤ nϵ[ϕn + n−1/2(κz + η)−1/4] .

(ii) From Theorem 3.2 and the rigidity of eigenvalues in Lemma S.1.10, we have

(S.4.88) |λ̃i − θ(di)| ≤ nϵ(n−1/2∆(di) + ϕn∆
2(di)), 1 ≤ i ≤ r+,

(S.4.89) |λ̃i − λ+| ≤ nϵ/2
(
ϕ2n + n−2/3

)
, r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ

for some fixed large integer ϖ ≥ r, and

|λi − γi|(S.4.90)

≤nϵ/2
[
n−2/3

(
i−1/3 + 1(i ≤ n1/4ϕ3/2n )

)
+ ηl(γi) + n2/3i−2/3η2l (γi)

]
for 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ.

The rest of the proof is restricted to the event Ξ.

Step II. Prepare some quantities. We prepare some notations that will be
used in the following proofs. For i = 1, · · · , r, let uei = (u⊤

i ,0)
⊤ be the embedding

of ui in Rp+n. By (S.1.33), it is easy to see that

(S.4.91) u⊤
i G̃1(z)uj = (uei )

⊤G̃(z)uej = e⊤i U
⊤G̃(z)Uej ,

where ej ∈ R2r is a unit vector with the j-th entry 1. When 1 ≤ i, j ≤ r, by
(S.1.37), we have

u⊤
i G̃1(z)uj = e⊤i [D

−1 −D−1(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1D−1]ej .

To study (D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1, by the resolvent expansion from (S.1.42), we will
encounter the term (D−1+Π(z))−1 and Ω(z). By an elementary computation based
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on the Schur complement, we have

(S.4.92) [(D−1 +Π(z))−1]ij =



δij
zm2c(z)

zm1c(z)m2c(z)−d−2
i

, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ r;

δij
zm1c(z)

zm1c(z)m2c(z)−d−2
i−r

, r ≤ i, j ≤ 2r;

−δīj
z1/2d−1

i

zm1c(z)m2c(z)−d−2
i

, 1 ≤ i ≤ r, r ≤ j ≤ 2r;

−δij̄
z1/2d−1

j

zm1c(z)m2c(z)−d−2
j

, r ≤ i ≤ 2r, 1 ≤ j ≤ r.

For the following, we will show the approximation of ∥Ω(zi)∥ for all λ̃i + iη ∈
S(ς1, (λ+ω)

−1) and 1 ≤ i ≤ cn. We claim that for any 1 ≤ i ≤ cn, the equation

(S.4.93) η Imm1c(λ̃i + iη) = n2ϵϕnη + n−1+6ϵ

over η ∈ [0, 1] has a unique solution. Indeed, note that η Imm1c(λ̃i+iη) is a strictly

monotonically increasing function of η. Since λ̃i+iη ∈ S(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1) with a proper

selection of ς1 and ω, the behavior of η Imm1c(λ̃i+ iη) is detailed in (S.1.8). First,

consider the case 1 ≤ i ≤ r+. Since λ̃i is of order 1 in this case, η Imm1c(λ̃i + iη)
grows quadratically when η ≤ n3ϵϕn. Thus we find a unique solution η̂i over the
region 0 ≤ η ≤ n3ϵϕn. When η > n3ϵϕn, we cannot find a solution since η2

dominates n2ϵϕnη. Second, consider the case r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ. In this case, we

should consider the case when λ̃i is less than or greater than λ+. When λ̃i ≥ λ+,

η Imm1c(λ̃i + iη) grows approximately like η3/2 when η > nϵϕn, and we can find a
unique solution η̂i of order n

4ϵϕ2n. When 0 ≤ η < nϵϕn, we cannot find a solution

since n2ϵϕnη dominates η Imm1c(λ̃i + iη) in this region. The case λ̃i < λ+ can be
argued in the same way. We thus obtain the claim. More precisely, with (S.1.8),
one can check that

η̂i ≍


n4ϵ
(
ϕ2n + n−2/3

)
if |λ̃i − λ+| ≤ n4ϵ

(
ϕ2n + n−2/3

)
n2ϵϕn

√κλ̃i
+ n−1/2+3ϵκ

1/4

λ̃i
if λ̃i ≥ λ+ + n4ϵ

(
ϕ2n + n−2/3

)
n−1+6ϵκ

−1/2

λ̃i
if λ̃i ≤ λ+ − n4ϵ

(
ϕ2n + n−2/3

) .(S.4.94)

Based on the above claim, in the discussion afterwards, we fix zi = λ̃i + iηi ∈
S(ς1, (λ+ω)

−1) with a proper selection of ω, where ηi := η̂i ∨ nϵηl(γi). Next, we
claim that for such zi, we have

∥Ω(zi)∥ =
∥∥U⊤G(zi)U−Π(zi)

∥∥ ≲ n−ϵ Imm1c(zi) .

To show this claim, we discuss two cases: (i) η̂i ≥ nϵηl(γi) and (ii) η̂i < nϵηl(γi).

In case (i), note that by the definition of S̃0(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1, ω) in (S.1.43) and the

definition of η(γi) in (S.1.24), we conclude that zi ∈ S̃0(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1, ω). Thus,

(S.4.86) can be applied to zi and we have

∥Ω(zi)∥ ≤ nϵ/2(ϕn +Ψ(zi)) ≲ n−3ϵ/2 Imm1c(zi) ,(S.4.95)

where the last inequality is by (S.4.93) and the definition of Ψ(zi) in (S.1.22). In case
(ii), note that ηl(γi) ≍ n−3/4 + n−1/2

(√
κγi + ϕn

)
from (S.1.25). By comparing η̂i

and nϵηl(γi) using (S.4.94), we conclude that λ̃i ≤ λ+−n4ϵ
(
ϕ2n + n−2/3

)
, and hence

κλ̃i
≳ n4ϵ(ϕ2n+n

−2/3). Moreover, with the interlacing lemma from Lemma S.1.3 and

the definition of the classical location γi in (17), we have γi ≈ λi ≤ λ̃i ≤ λi−r ≤ λ+
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and thus κγi ≳ κλ̃i
. By a direct comparison, we derive

(S.4.96) nϵηl(γi) ≪ κγi .

Also, by a direct comparison using (S.4.94), we have

(S.4.97)
n5ϵ

nηl(γi)
≲

√
κγi .

Next, from (S.1.8), we derive that

(S.4.98) Imm1c(zi) ≍
√
κλ̃i

+ nϵηl(γi) ≲
√
κγi ,

where the last approximation comes from (S.4.96) and κγi ≳ κλ̃i
. By putting the

above together, we have

∥Ω(zi)∥ ≤ nϵ/2
(
ϕn +Ψ(λ̃i + inϵηl(γi))

)
≲nϵ/2

(
ϕn +

√ √
κγi

nηl(γi)
+

1

nηl(γi)

)
≤ nϵ/2ϕn + n−2ϵ√κγi ≲ n−ϵ Imm1c(zi),

(S.4.99)

where the second bound comes from the definition of Ψ and (S.4.98), the third
bound comes from (S.4.97), and the last inequality comes from applying (S.4.93)
and (S.4.98).

Step III. Prove the theorem. With the above bounds, we start the proof.
For j = 1, · · · , r, set uej = (u⊤

j ,0)
⊤ be the embedding of uj in Rp+n. We let

zi = λ̃i + ηi ∈ S(ς1, (λ+ω)
−1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ cn as in Step II and thus all the

estimations provided can apply. With the spectral decomposition (S.1.34), we have
that for 1 ≤ i ≤ cn,
(S.4.100)

Im ⟨uej , G̃(zi)uej⟩ =
p∧n∑
k=1

ηi|⟨uj , ξ̃k⟩|2

(λ̃k − λ̃i)2 + η2i
=

|⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2

ηi
+
∑
k ̸=i

ηi|⟨uj , ξ̃k⟩|2

(λ̃k − λ̃i)2 + η2i
,

and thus

(S.4.101) |⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 ≤ ηi Im⟨uej , G̃(zi)uej⟩ .

By Lemma S.1.13, we obtain another identity

⟨uej , G̃(zi)uej⟩ = − 1

zid2j
[(D−1 +U⊤G(zi)U)−1]j̄j̄ .

Using the second order resolvent expansion shown in (S.1.42) for (D−1+U⊤G(zi)U)−1

and (S.4.92), we have

⟨uej , G̃(zi)uej⟩ = − 1

zid2j

[ zim1c(zi)

T (zi)− d−2
j

+
zif(zi)

(T (zi)− d−2
j )2

+
(
[(D−1 +Π(zi))

−1Ω(zi)]
2(D−1 +U⊤G(zi)U)−1

)
j̄j̄

]
,(S.4.102)

where f(z) = f1(z) + f2(z) and

f1(z) := m1c(z)[zm1c(z)Ω(z)j̄j̄ + (−1)rz1/2d−1
j Ω(z)jj̄ ],

f2(z) := d−1
j [(−1)rz1/2m1c(z)Ω(z)j̄j + d−1

j Ω(z)jj ].



OS UNDER NOISE WITH SEPARABLE COVARIANCE STRUCTURE S.19

To estimate the right-hand side of (S.4.102), note that by (S.1.8) and the definition
of f ,

(S.4.103) |f(zi)| ≲ ∥Ω(zi)∥

and

(S.4.104) min
j

|T (zi)− d−2
j | ≥ Im T (zi) ≍

(S.1.8)
Imm1c(zi) ≫

(S.4.95)
∥Ω(zi)∥ .

Jointly by (S.4.103) and (S.4.104), the second term on the right-hand side of
(S.4.102) is dominated by the first term. For the third term in (S.4.102), we apply
the second order resolvent expansion on (D−1 + U⊤G(zi)U)−1, then we acquire
a similar formula as in (S.4.102) times [(D−1 + Π(zi))

−1Ω(zi)]
2. By (S.4.92) and

(S.4.104), we have that∥∥(D−1 +U⊤G(zi)U)−1
∥∥ ≲

1

|T (zi)− d−2
j |

≲
1

Im m1c(zi)
≪ ∥Ω(zi)∥−1 .(S.4.105)

Inserting bounds from (S.4.103)-(S.4.105) into (S.4.102), we obtain that

(S.4.106) ⟨uej , G̃(zi)uej⟩ =
m1c(zi)

1− d2jT (zi)
+O

(
d2j∥Ω(zi)∥

|1− d2jT (zi)|2

)
.

The next lemma provides a lower bound for
∣∣1− d2jT (zi)

∣∣. Its proof is the same as
the one for [18, Lemma 5.6], so we omit it.

Lemma S.4.1. Take zi = λ̃i + iηi and 1 ≤ j ≤ r. For any fixed ϵ0 < 1/3 and

δ ∈ [0, 1/3 − ϵ0), when λ̃i ∈ [0, θ(α + (ϕn + n−1/3)nδ+ω)], there exists a constant
c > 0 such that

|1− d2jT (zi)| ≥ cd2j (n
−2δ|d−2

j − T (λ+)|+ Im T (zi)).

Now we fix the δ in Lemma S.4.1. By (S.4.101) and (S.4.106), we have that∣∣⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩∣∣2 ≤ ηi

(
Im

[
m1c(zi)

1− d2jT (zi)

]
+

Cd2j∥Ω(zi)∥
|1− d2jT (zi)|2

)
=

ηi
|1− d2jT (zi)|2

[Imm1c(zi)(1− Re(d2jT (zi)))

+ d2j Rem1c(zi) Im T (zi) + Cd2j∥Ω(zi)∥]

=
ηi

|1− d2jT (zi)|2
[
Imm1c(zi)(1− d2jT (λ+) + d2j Re(T (λ+)− T (zi)))

+ d2j Rem1c(zi) Im T (zi) + Cd2j∥Ω(zi)∥
]
.(S.4.107)

We next bound the terms in (S.4.107) one by one. For the first term, by (S.1.8)
and (S.1.9), we have

|ηi Imm1c(zi)[(1− d2jT (λ+)) + d2j Re(T (λ+)− T (zi))]|(S.4.108)

≲ |ηi Imm1c(zi)|

(
|dj − α|+

√
κλ̃i

+ η
i
∨
( ηi√

κλ̃i
+ ηi

+ κλ̃i

))
.

For the second item of (S.4.107), by Lemma S.1.7 we have

(S.4.109) |ηiRem1c(zi) Im T (zi)| ≍ |ηi Imm1c(zi)| .
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Note that by (S.4.93), (S.4.97), and (S.1.8), we have

(S.4.110) |ηi Imm1c(zi)| ≲

{
n2ϵϕnη̂i + n−1+6ϵ, if η̂i ≥ nϵηl(γi)

nϵηl(γi)
√
κγi , if η̂i < nϵηl(γi)

.

For the third term, by (S.4.95), (S.4.99) and (S.4.110), we have

(S.4.111) ∥ηiΩ(zi)∥ ≤

{
nϵϕnη̂i + n−1+5ϵ, if η̂i ≥ nϵηl(γi)

ηl(γi)
√
κγi , if η̂i < nϵηl(γi)

.

Inserting the estimates from (S.4.94), (S.4.108), (S.4.109), (S.4.110) and (S.4.111)
into (S.4.107) together, we have

|⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 ≲
n4ϵϕnη̂i + nϵηl(γi)

√
κγi + n6ϵn−1

|1− d2i T (zi)|2
(S.4.112)

≲
n6ϵ+δ(ϕ3n + ηl(γi)

√
κγi + n−1)

|1− d2i T (zi)|2
,

where in the last inequality we used that for η̂i ≥ nϵηl(γi),

ϕnη̂i ≲ n4ϵ+δϕn(ϕ
2
n + n−2/3) ≲ n4ϵ+δ(ϕ3n + n−1) .(S.4.113)

We still need to bound the denominator of (S.4.112) from below using Lemma S.4.1,
which requires a lower bound on Im T (zi). When i /∈ O+, with (S.1.8) and (S.4.94)
and similar approaches in Step II, we find that Im T (zi) ≍ Imm1c(zi) ≳ ϕn+

√
κγi .

Together with (S.4.112), this concludes the proof of (35) for |⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 by choosing

δ = 0 in Lemma S.4.1. The proof of |⟨vj , ζ̃i⟩|2 is based on the same steps and we
omit details. On the other hand, when i ∈ O+ such that (36) holds, with (S.4.88)

and (S.4.94) we can verify that λ̃i ≲ θ(di)+n
ϵ+τ̃ (ϕ2n+n

−/3) and by (S.1.21) we have
θ
(
α+ nτ̃+ϵ(ϕn + n−1/3)

)
− θ(di) ≍ n2ϵ+2τ̃ (ϕ2n + n−2/3). By the two inequalities,

we have

λ̃i ≲ θ
(
α+ nτ̃+ϵ(ϕn + n−1/3)

)
,

and thus by (S.1.18) we have

(S.4.114) |λ̃i − λ+| ≲ n2τ̃+2ϵ(n−2/3 + ϕ2n).

Moreover, together with (S.4.94) and (S.1.8), we conclude that

(S.4.115) Im T (zi) ≍ Imm1c(zi) ≥ n2ϵ+2τ̃ (ϕn + n−1/3) ≥ n2ϵ−2τ̃ (ϕn +
√
κγi).

We can therefore conclude the proof of (37) with (S.4.112) by letting δ = τ̃ − ϵ in
Lemma S.4.1.

Appendix S.5. Proof of Theorem 3.5

We only show the detailed proof for the control of |⟨ui,PAuj⟩−δij1(i ∈ A)a1(di)|
in (40). The control of the other term is the same and we omit details. The proof
is decomposed into three main parts. First, we prove Theorem 3.5 under two
stronger assumptions, which is stated in Proposition S.5.3. Then, we remove these
two assumptions. We start with introducing these two assumptions.

Assumption S.5.1. (Non-overlapping condition). For some fixed constant τ̃ > 0,
we assume that for all i ∈ A,

(S.5.116) νi(A) ≥ nτ̃ ([∆(di)]
−1n−1/2 + ϕn) = nτ̃ψ1(di).
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By Assumption S.5.1, an outlier indexed by A does not overlap with an outlier
indexed by Ac. That is, when di ̸= dj , they are sufficiently separated if i ∈ A and
j ∈ Ac. However, outliers indexed by A can overlap among themselves.

Assumption S.5.2. For some fixed small constant 0 < τ ′ < 1/3, we assume that
for i ∈ A,

(S.5.117) di − α ≥ nτ
′
(ϕn + n−1/3) .

The necessary argument to remove this assumption will be given in Section S.5.3
after we complete the proof of Theorem 3.4, since we need the delocalization bounds
there.

S.5.1. Proof of Theorem 3.5 Under Stronger Assumptions. We first provide
the following proposition, which is needed for Theorem 3.5.

Proposition S.5.3. Grant the assumptions and notations in Theorem 3.5. Then
under Assumptions S.5.1 and S.5.2, we have that for all i, j = 1, . . . , r,

|⟨ui,PAuj⟩ − δij1(i ∈ A)a1(di)|

(S.5.118)

≺1(i ∈ A, j ∈ A)
(
ϕn + n−1/2(∆(di)∆(dj))

−1/2
)

+ n−1

(
1

νi(A)
+
1(i ∈ A)

∆2(di)

)(
1

νj(A)
+
1(j ∈ A)

∆2(dj)

)
+ ϕ2n

[(
∆2(di)

νi(A)
+ 1

)(
1

νj(A)
+
1(j ∈ A)

∆2(dj)

)
∧
(
∆2(dj)

νj(A)
+ 1

)(
1

νi(A)
+
1(i ∈ A)

∆2(dj)

)]
+ 1(i ∈ A, j /∈ A)

ψ1(di)∆
2(di)

|dj − di|
+ 1(i /∈ A, j ∈ A)

ψ1(dj)∆
2(dj)

|dj − di|
.

Proof. Consider the event space Ξ introduced in the proof of Theorem 3.4 in Section
S.4, where ϵ > 0 is a small positive constant satisfying 0 < ϵ < min{τ ′, τ̃}/10, and
let ω < τ ′/2. The rest of the proof is restricted to the event Ξ.

For i ∈ A, we define the contour Γi := ∂Bρi(di), where

(S.5.119) ρi := ci(νi(A) ∧ (di − α)) = ci(νi(A) ∧∆2(di))

for some small constant 0 < ci < 1. Define

Υ := ∪i∈ABρi(di) and Γ := ∪i∈AΓi .(S.5.120)

By choosing small enough ci, we can assume that Υ ⊂ D2(τ2, ς), where D2 is

defined in Lemma S.1.9. The following lemma shows that (i) θ(Υ) is a subset of
Sout(ω) so that we can use the estimates of (S.4.87); (ii) ∂θ(Υ) = θ(Γ) only encloses
the outlier eigenvalues indexed by A. The proof will be provided in Section S.5.4.

Lemma S.5.4. Suppose that Assumptions S.5.1 and S.5.2 hold. The set θ(Υ) lies
in the spectral set Sout(ω) as long as the c′is are sufficiently small. Moreover, by

selecting proper ω and ϵ, we have {λ̃a}a∈A ⊂ θ(Υ) and all the other eigenvalues lie

in the complement of θ(Υ) .

For i = 1, · · · , r, let uei = (u⊤
i ,0)

⊤ be the embedding of ui in Rp+n. By (S.1.33),
it is easy to see that

(S.5.121) u⊤
i G̃1(z)uj = (uei )

⊤G̃(z)uej .
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By expanding G̃(z) by (S.1.34), Cauchy’s integral formula over θ(Γ) and Lemma
S.5.4, we have

(S.5.122) − 1

2πi

∮
θ(Γ)

⟨ui, G̃1(z)uj⟩dz = ⟨ui,PAuj⟩ .

We first analyze the condition when 1 ≤ i, j ≤ r, and then extend the result to
1 ≤ i, j ≤ p afterwards.

Assume 1 ≤ i, j ≤ r. By (S.5.121) and (S.5.122), since (uei )
⊤G̃(z)uej = e⊤i U

⊤G̃(z)Uej ,

where ej ∈ R2r is a unit vector with the i-th entry 1, by (S.1.37), we obtain that

(S.5.123) ⟨ui,PAuj⟩ =
1

2πididj

∮
θ(Γ)

[
(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1

]
ī j̄

dz

z
,

where ī := i+ r and j̄ := j + r. By the resolvent expansion from (S.1.42), we have

(S.5.124) ⟨ui,PAuj⟩ = sij0 + sij1 + sij2 ,

where sijℓ , ℓ = 0, 1, 2, are respectively defined as

sij0 =
1

2πididj

∮
θ(Γ)

[
(D−1 +Π(z))−1

]
ī j̄

dz

z
,

sij1 =
1

2πididj

∮
θ(Γ)

[
(D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +Π(z))−1

]
ī j̄

dz

z
,

sij2 =
1

2πididj

∮
θ(Γ)

[
(D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1

]
ī j̄

dz

z
.

From now on, we write sijℓ as sℓ to simplify the notation. We start with s0. By
using the expansion in (S.4.92), we have

s0 = δij
1

2πid2i

∮
θ(Γ)

m1c(z)

T (z)− d−2
i

dz = δij
1

2πid2i

∮
Γ

m1c(θ(ζ))

ζ−2 − d−2
i

θ′(ζ)dζ

= −δij
dim1c(θ(di))θ

′(di)

2
= δij

m1c(θ(di))

d2i T ′(θ(di))
= δija1(di),(S.5.125)

where in the second equality we use the change of variable z = θ(ζ), in the third
equality of use the residual theorem, and in the fourth equality we simply use
θ′(di) = 2d−3

i (T −1)′(d−2
i ) = 2d−3

i /T ′(θ(di)).
Next, we control s1. Similarly, for s1 we can write it as

s1 =
1

2πididj

∮
θ(Γ)

[
(D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +Π(z))−1

]
īj̄

dz

z

=
didj
2πi

∮
Γ

f(ζ)θ′(ζ)ζ4

(ζ2 − d2i )(ζ
2 − d2j )

dζ,(S.5.126)

where f(ζ) = f1(ζ) + f2(ζ) and

f1(ζ) := m1c(θ(ζ))[θ(ζ)m1c(θ(ζ))Ω(θ(ζ))īj̄ + (−1)ī+jθ(ζ)1/2d−1
j Ω(θ(ζ))ij̄ ],

f2(ζ) := d−1
i [(−1)i+j̄θ(ζ)1/2m1c(θ(ζ))Ω(θ(ζ))īj + (−1)i+j+ī+j̄d−1

i Ω(θ(ζ))ij ].

To continue to bound s1, we prepare a bound. Denote

(S.5.127) fij(ζ) =
f(ζ)θ′(ζ)ζ4

(di + ζ)(dj + ζ)
.
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We know f(ζ) is holomorphic inside the contour Γ by the assumption on ϵ and ω
and θ′(ζ) is holomorphic as well by Lemma S.1.9. So, by Cauchy’s differentiation
formula, we have

(S.5.128) f ′ij(ζ) =
1

2πi

∫
C

fij(ξ)

(ξ − ζ)2
dξ,

where C is the circle of radius |ζ − α|/2 centered at ζ. For ζ = E + iη ∈ Γ,

|f(ζ)θ′(ζ)ζ4| ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2|κE + η|−1/4)|ζ − T (λ+)|

≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2|θ(ζ)− λ+|−1/4)|ζ − T (λ+)|

≲ nϵ(ϕn|ζ − T (λ+)|+ n−1/2|ζ − T (λ+)|1/2) ,(S.5.129)

where in the first inequality we use the bound of ∥Ω∥ provided in (S.4.87) and
θ′(ζ) ≍ |ζ − α| given by (S.1.19), in the second inequality we use (κE + η)|z=θ(ζ) ≳
|θ(ζ) − λ+|, and in the third inequality we use |θ(ζ) − λ+| ≍ |ζ − α|2 given in
(S.1.19). As a consequence, we conclude that

(S.5.130) |f ′ij(ζ)| ≤ Cnϵ(ϕn + n−1/2|ζ − T (λ+)|−1/2) .

We consider three different cases.

(i) Suppose that i ∈ A and j ∈ A. If di ̸= dj , we have

|s1| ≤
∣∣∣∣didj2πi

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∮
Γ

fij(ζ)

(ζ − di)(ζ − dj)
dζ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

∣∣∣∣∮
Γ

1

di − dj

{
fij(ζ)

ζ − di
− fij(ζ)

ζ − dj

}
dζ

∣∣∣∣
= C

∣∣∣∣fij(di)− fij(dj)

di − dj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

|di − dj |

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ dj

di

|f ′ij(ζ)|dζ

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

(S.5.130)
Cnϵ

[
ϕn +

n−1/2

∆(di) + ∆(dj)

]
≤ Cnϵ

[
ϕn +

n−1/2√
∆(di)∆(dj)

]

(S.5.131)

for some constant C > 0, where we use the arithmetic and geometric means
in the last inequality. If di = dj , then by the application of the residue’s
theorem we get a similar bound

|s1| ≤
∣∣∣∣ d2i2πi

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∮
Γ

fii(ζ)

(ζ − di)2
dζ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
∣∣f ′ij(di)∣∣ ≤ Cnϵ

[
ϕn +

n−1/2

∆(di)

]
.(S.5.132)

(ii) Suppose i ∈ A and j /∈ A. Then we get from (S.5.129) that

(S.5.133) |s1| ≤ C
|fij(di)|
|di − dj |

≤ Cnϵ
n−1/2∆(di) + ϕn∆

2(di)

|di − dj |
= Cnϵ

ψ1(di)∆
2(di)

|di − dj |
.

We have a similar estimate if i /∈ A and j ∈ A.
(iii) If i /∈ A and j /∈ A, we have s1 = 0 by Cauchy’s residue theorem since

there is no poles inside the contour. We thus conclude the bound of s1.

It remains to estimate the second order error s2. Recall (S.5.120) that Γ =⋃
i∈A Γi We have the following basic estimates on each of these components, whose

proof is given in Section S.5.4.

Lemma S.5.5. For any k ∈ A, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ r and ζ ∈ Γk, we have

(S.5.134) |ζ − dℓ| ≍ ρk + |dk − dℓ| .
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Now we finish the estimate of s2. By a trivial bound, we have

|s2| ≤
1

2πididj

∮
θ(Γ)

∣∣∣∣((D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +Π(z))−1Ω(z)(D−1 +U⊤G(z)U)−1
)
īj̄

1

z

∣∣∣∣ dz.
(S.5.135)

By the bound of ∥Ω∥ in (S.4.87), (κE + η)|z=θ(ζ) ≳ |θ(ζ) − λ+| and |θ(ζ) − λ+| ≍
|ζ − α|2 given by (S.1.19), the entries of (D−1 +Π(z))−1 in (S.4.92) together with
(S.1.8), and a simple change of variable, (S.5.135) is bounded by

C

∮
Γ

n2ϵ(ϕ2n + n−1|ζ − α|−1)

|ζ − di||ζ − dj |
×
∥∥∥(D−1 +U⊤G(θ(ζ))U

)−1
∥∥∥ |θ′(ζ)|dζ(S.5.136)

for some constant C > 0, which is further bounded by

C

∮
Γ

n2ϵ(ϕ2n|ζ − α|+ n−1)

|ζ − di||ζ − dj |

∥∥∥(D−1 +U⊤G(θ(ζ))U
)−1
∥∥∥ dζ(S.5.137)

by using the fact that |θ′(ζ)| ≍ |ζ−α| from (S.1.19). To continue to bound (S.5.137),
we use the same method as that for (S.4.105). Assume ζ ∈ Γk, we can bound
∥Ω(θ(ζ))∥ using (S.4.87) and obtain

(S.5.138) ∥Ω(θ(ζ))∥ ≲ nϵ
[
ϕn + n−1/2∆(dk)

−1
]
.

By (S.1.18) and (S.1.19), we have for any 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ r,

|T (θ(ζ))− d−2
ℓ | = |ζ−2 − d−2

ℓ | ≳ |ζ − dℓ| ≥ |ζ − dk|

= ρk ≥ nτ̃ (ϕn + n−1/2∆(dk)
−1) ,(S.5.139)

where the last bound comes from Assumption (S.5.1). By (S.5.138) and (S.5.139),
we have |T (θ(ζ)) − d−2

ℓ | ≫ ∥Ω(θ(ζ))∥ since we have assumed τ̃ > ϵ. Hence, as we
derive the bound in (S.4.105), by the resolvent expansion and (S.4.92), we have

(S.5.140)
∥∥∥(D−1 +U⊤G(θ(ζ))U

)−1
∥∥∥ ≲ 1/|T (θ(ζ))− d−2

ℓ | ≲ 1

ρk
,

where the last bound comes from (S.5.139). Together with Assumptions S.5.1 and
S.5.2, and the fact that Γk has length 2πρk, we obtain

|s2| ≲
∑
k∈A

sup
ζ∈Γk

n−1+2ϵ + n2ϵϕ2n∆
2(dk)

|ζ − di||ζ − dj |
(S.5.141)

≍
∑
k∈A

n−1+2ϵ + n2ϵϕ2n∆
2(dk)

(ρk + |dk − di|)(ρk + |dk − dj |)
,

where we apply Lemma S.5.5 in the last inequality. Finally, we bound (S.5.141).
First, by triangle inequality we have

∆2(dk) = |dk − α| ≤ |di − α|+ |dk − di| = ∆2(di) + |dk − di|.

For i /∈ A, k ∈ A, we have

1

(ρk + |dk − di|)
≤ 1

|dk − di|
≤ 1

νi(A)
.

For i, k ∈ A, by triangle inequality, we have

ρk + |dk − di| ≥ ρi.
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Then we have
1

(ρk + |dk − di|)
≤ 1

ρi
≲

1

νi(A)
+

1

∆(di)2
,

where the last inequality is by the definition of ρi. Plugging the above estimates
into (S.5.141), we get that

|s2| ≲n−1+2ϵ

(
1

νi(A)
+
1(i ∈ A)

∆(di)2

)(
1

νj(A)
+
1(j ∈ A)

∆(dj)2

)(S.5.142)

+ n2ϵϕ2n

[(
∆(di)

2

νi(A)
+ 1

)(
1

νj(A)
+
1(j ∈ A)

∆(dj)2

)
∧
(
∆(dj)

2

νj(A)
+ 1

)(
1

νi(A)
+
1(i ∈ A)

∆(di)2

)]
.

Combining (S.5.125) for the bound of s0, (S.5.131), (S.5.132) and (S.5.133) for the
bound of s1, and (S.5.142) for the bound of s2, we obtain (S.5.118) for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ r
since ϵ can be arbitrarily small.

Finally, we extend the above results to 1 ≤ i, j ≤ p. Define R := {1, · · · , r} ∪
{i, j}. Then we define a perturbed model with SVD as

Sϵ̃ :=
∑
i∈R

d̃iuiv
⊤
i ,

where ϵ̃ > 0 and d̃k = dk when 1 ≤ k ≤ r and d̃k = ϵ̃ when k > r and k ∈ R.
Then all the previous proof goes through for the perturbed model. Taking ϵ̃ ↓ 0
and using continuity, we get (S.5.118) for general i, j ∈ {1, · · · , p}.

□

Note that Proposition S.5.3 is essentially Theorem 3.5 with stronger assumptions.
Thus, to finish the proof of Theorem 3.5, we need to remove Assumptions S.5.1 and
S.5.2, and this is done in the following two subsections.

S.5.2. Removing Assumption S.5.1.

Proof. Recall the constants τ ′ in Assumption S.5.2 and τ̃ in Assumption S.5.1
and set τ̃ < τ ′/4. Recall (S.2.55), we write an index set Oτ ′/2 = {i : di − α ≥
nτ

′/2(ϕn + n−1/3)}. We say that a, b ∈ Oτ ′/2, a ̸= b, overlap if

|da − db| ≤ nτ̃ (ψ1(da) ∨ ψ1(db)) .(S.5.143)

For A satisfying Assumption S.5.2, we define sets L1(A), L2(A) ⊂ Oτ ′/2, such that
L1(A) ⊂ A ⊂ L2(A). L1(A) is constructed by successively removing k ∈ A, such
that k overlaps with an index of Ac. This process is repeated until no such k exists.
In other words, L1(A) is the largest subset of A that do not overlap with L1(A)c.
on the other hand, L2(A) is constructed by successively adding k ∈ Oτ ′/2\A into
A, where k overlaps with an index of A. This process is repeated until no such k
exists. In other words, L2(A) is the smallest subset of Oτ ′/2 that do not overlap
with L2(A)c. See Figure 5.2 in [14] for an illustration of construction of L1(A) and
L2(A). It is easy to see that L1(A) and L2(A) exist and are unique. The main
reason for defining these two sets is that (S.5.118) now holds under Assumption
S.5.2 with the parameter sets as (τ ′/2, L1(A)) or (τ ′/2, L2(A)). Now we are ready
to prove (40). There are four cases, (a)-(d), to consider.
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(a) i, j /∈ A and i = j. If i /∈ L2(A), then using r is bounded, we see that
νi(A) ≍ νi(L2(A)). Then using Proposition S.5.3 and the definition of ψ1,
we have

⟨ui,PAui⟩ ≤ ⟨ui,PL2(A)ui⟩(S.5.144)

≺
(S.5.118)

1

nν2i (L2(A))
+ ϕ2n

∆2(di) + νi(L2(A))

ν2i (L2(A))

≲
ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
+

ϕ2n
νi(A)

.

If i ∈ L2(A), which implies that L2(A) \ A ̸= ∅. Since A overlaps with
L2(A), this gives that

(S.5.145) νi(A) ≤
(S.5.143)

[∆(di)]
−1
n−1/2+τ̃ + nτ̃ϕn = nτ̃ψ1(di) ≤

(S.5.116)
νi(L2(A)),

Then Proposition S.5.3 gives that

|⟨ui,PAui⟩ − a1(di)| ≤ ⟨ui,PL2(A)ui⟩+ a1(di)

≺
(S.5.118)

m1c(θ(di))

d2i T ′(θ(di))
+ ϕn +

1

n1/2∆(di)
+

1

nν2i (L2(A))

+
ϕ2n∆

2(di)

ν2i (L2(A))
+

ϕ2n
∆2(di)

≺∆2(di) ≤
(S.5.145)

n2τ̃ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
,

(S.5.146)

where in the second step we used (S.1.14) such that 1/T ′(θ(di)) ≍ (di −
α) = ∆2(di), and (S.5.145) such that 1

nν2
i (L2(A))

+
ϕ2
n∆

2(di)

ν2
i (L2(A))

≤ ∆2(di), and

(S.5.117) for the rest terms. From (S.5.144) and (S.5.146), we conclude

|⟨ui,PAui⟩ − a1(di)| ≺
n2τ̃ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

ν2i (A)
, i /∈ A.(S.5.147)

(b) i, j ∈ A and i = j. We first consider the case i ∈ L1(A). We can write

(S.5.148) ⟨ui,PAui⟩ = ⟨ui,PL1(A)ui⟩+ ⟨ui,PA\L1(A)ui⟩.

Using (S.5.118) and the fact that νi(A) ≍ νi(L1(A)) (because i do not
overlap with either Ac or L1(A)c), we can estimate the first term as∣∣⟨ui,PL1(A)ui⟩ − a1(di)

∣∣
≺ψ1(di) + ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

(
1

ν2i (L1(A))
+

1

∆4(di)

)(S.5.149)

≺ψ1(di) + ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

(
1

ν2i (A)
+

1

∆4(di)

)
≺ ψ1(di) +

ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
,

where we used that νi(A) ≤ ∆2(di) (by Assumption S.5.2) in the last step.
For the second term in (S.5.148), it suffices to assume that A \ L1(A) ̸= ∅
(otherwise it is equal to zero). Then we observe that νi(A) ≍ νi(A\L1(A)).
By (S.5.118), similar to (S.5.144) with A replaced by A\L1(A), we obtain
that

(S.5.150) ⟨ui,PA\L1(A)ui⟩ ≺
ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
+

ϕ2n
νi(A)

≺ ϕn +
ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)
,
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where the last step comes from the fact that i does not overlap with its
complement since i ∈ L1(A). Next, for the case i /∈ L1(A), this implies
A \ L1(A) ̸= ∅, A overlaps with its complement, and thus L2(A) \A ̸= ∅.
With these conditions, (S.5.145) holds by the same arguments, and with
similar steps in deriving (S.5.146), we get

(S.5.151) |⟨ui,PAui⟩ − a1(di)| ≤ ⟨ui,PL2(A)ui⟩+ a1(di) ≺
n2τ̃ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

ν2i (A)
.

Combining (S.5.147) and (S.5.149)-(S.5.151), we conclude that

|⟨ui,PAui⟩ − 1(i ∈ A)a1(di)| ≺ n2τ̃R(i,A).(S.5.152)

This concludes (40) for the i = j case since τ̃ can be chosen arbitrarily
small.

(c) i ̸= j and i /∈ A or j /∈ A. Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality such that

(S.5.153) |⟨ui,PAuj⟩|2 ≤ ⟨ui,PAui⟩⟨uj ,PAuj⟩,

and combine with (S.5.147) and (S.5.152), we find that in this case (S.5.118)
holds since τ̃ can be chosen arbitrarily small.

(d) i ̸= j and i, j ∈ A. Our goal is to prove that
(S.5.154)

|⟨ui,PAuj⟩| ≺ n2τ̃
[
ψ
1/2
1 (di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
.

We again split PA into

(S.5.155) ⟨ui,PAuj⟩ = ⟨ui,PL1(A)uj⟩+ ⟨ui,PA\L1(A)uj⟩.

There are four cases: (i) i, j ∈ L1(A); (ii) i ∈ L1(A) and j /∈ L1(A); (iii)
i /∈ L1(A) and j ∈ L1(A); (iv) i, j /∈ L1(A). In case (i), we can bound
the first term in (S.5.155) using Proposition S.5.3 and the estimates that
νi(A) ≍ νi(L1(A)) and νj(A) ≍ νj(L1(A)). The second term in (S.5.155)
can be bounded as in case (c) above (with A replaced by A \ L1(A))
together with the estimates ϕn ≤ νi(A) ≤ Cνi(A \ L1(A)) and ϕn ≤
νj(A) ≤ Cνj(A \ L1(A)). In case (ii), we have

νi(A) ≍ νi(L1(A)) ≍ νi(A \ L1(A)), νi(A) ≤ C|di − dj |,

νj(A) ≲ νj(A \ L1(A)) ≲ nτ̃ψ1(dj) ≲ νj(L1(A)).
(S.5.156)

Then with Proposition S.5.3, we can bound the first term in (S.5.155) as∣∣⟨ui,PL1(A)uj⟩
∣∣

≺ 1

nνi(L1(A))νj(L1(A))
+

1

nνj(L1(A))∆2(di)

+ ϕ2n∆(di)∆(dj)

[(
1

νi(L1(A))
+

1

∆2(di)

)(
1

νj(L1(A))
+

1

∆2(dj)

)]
+
ψ1(di)∆

2(di)

|di − dj |

≲

[
ψ
1/2
1 (di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
+
ψ1(di)∆

2(di)

|di − dj |
.
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For the last term, we first assume that dj ≤ di and di − α ≤ 2|di − dj |.
Then

ψ1(di)∆
2(di)

|di − dj |
≤ 2ψ1(di) ≤

√
ψ1(di)ψ1(dj).

On the other hand, if dj ≥ di or di−α ≥ 2|di−dj |, we have ∆(di) ≲ ∆(dj).
Hence using (S.5.156), we get

ψ1(di)∆
2(di)

|di − dj |
≲ nτ̃

ψ1(di)∆(di)ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νi(A)νj(A)
.

The above estimates show that |⟨ui,PL1(A)uj⟩| can be bounded by the
right-hand side of (S.5.154). The second term in (S.5.155) can be bounded
as in case (c) above (with A replaced by A \ L1(A)) together with the
estimates in (S.5.156) such that

νi(A) ≍ νi(A \ L1(A)) ≳ nτ̃ϕn, νj(A) ≲ νj(A \ L1(A)) ≲ nτ̃ψ1(dj).

Then we get that∣∣⟨ui,PA\L1(A)uj⟩
∣∣

≺n2τ̃

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
i (A \ L1(A))

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A \ L1(A))

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A \ L1(A))

]
≺n2τ̃

[
ψ
1/2
1 (di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
.

This concludes the proof of (S.5.154) for case (ii). The case (iii) can be
handled in the same way as case (ii) by interchanging i and j. Finally, we
deal with case (iv). Again we again split PA as (S.5.155). For the first
term in (S.5.155), we have

νi(A) ≲ νi(L1(A)), νi(L1(A)) ≳ ψ1(di),

and similar estimates for the j case. Then using Proposition S.5.3, we can
obtain that∣∣⟨ui,PL1(A)uj⟩

∣∣ ≺ 1

nνi(L1(A))νj(L1(A))

+ ϕ2n

[(
∆2(di)

νi(L1(A))
+ 1

)
1

νj(L1(A))

]
∧
[(

∆2(dj)

νj(L1(A))
+ 1

)
1

νi(L1(A))

]
≲
ψ1(di)ψ1(dj)∆(di)∆(dj)√

νi(L1(A))νj(L1(A))

[(
1

νi(L1(A))
+

1

∆2(di)

)(
1

νj(L1(A))
+

1

∆2(dj)

)]1/2
≲

[
ψ
1/2
1 (di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
.

For the second term in (S.5.155), we use the estimate

νi(A) ≲ νi(A \ L1(A)) ≲ nτ̃ψ1(di)
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and the same discussion in case (b) to get that

⟨ui,PA\L1(A)ui⟩ ≺ ∆2(di) + ψ1(di) + n2τ̃
(
ψ1(di) +

ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A \ L1(A))

)
≲ n2τ̃

(
ψ1(di) +

ψ2
1(di)∆

2(di)

ν2i (A)

)
.

A similar estimate holds for ⟨uj ,PA\L1(A)uj⟩. Then we conclude that

|⟨ui,PAuj⟩| ≤ ⟨ui,PAui⟩1/2⟨uj ,PAuj⟩1/2

≺ n2τ̃
[
ψ
1/2
1 (di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆1(dj)

νj(A)

]
.

This proves (S.5.154) for case (iv), and hence concludes the proof for case
(d).

Combining cases (c) and (d), we conclude (40) for the i ̸= j case since τ̃ can be
chosen arbitrarily small. This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.5 under Assumption
S.5.2 together with (S.5.152). □

S.5.3. Removing Assumption S.5.2. By (iv) of Assumption 2.3, for all i ∈ A ⊂
O+, we have

(S.5.157) ∆2(di) = di − α ≥ ϕn + n−1/3.

Recall in Assumption S.5.2 we had a stronger condition that di−α ≥ nτ
′
(ϕn+n

−1/3)
for 0 < τ ′ < 1/3, and now we remove it.

Proof. The proof is devoted to showing that (40) holds for A ⊂ O+. Fix a small
constant 0 < ϵ < 1/3. Note that the following gap property can be checked by
contradiction; that is, there exists some x0 ∈ [1, r] so that for all k such that
dk > α + x0n

ϵ(ϕn + n−1/3), we have dk ≥ α + (x0 + 1)nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3). Following
the idea in [14, Section 6.2], for such x0, we split A = S0 ∪ S1 such that dk ≤
α+ x0n

ϵ(ϕn + n−1/3) for k ∈ S0, and dk ≥ α+ (x0 + 1)nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3) for k ∈ S1.
Note that Assumption S.5.2 fit in S1 by letting τ ′ = ϵ, thus Theorem 3.5 is valid
when A = S1 as we proved in Section S.5.2. Therefore, without loss of generality,
we assume that S0 ̸= ∅. There are totally six cases: (a) i, j ∈ S0; (b) i ∈ S0 and
j ∈ S1; (c) i ∈ S0 and j /∈ A; (d) i, j ∈ S1; (e) i ∈ S1 and j /∈ A; (f) i, j /∈ A.

(a) i, j ∈ S0. We have the splitting

(S.5.158) ⟨ui,PAuj⟩ = ⟨ui,PS0
uj⟩+ ⟨ui,PS1

uj⟩.

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality as in (S.5.153) and (37) to the first
term, and Theorem 3.5 to the second term, we get that

|⟨ui,PAuj⟩ − δija1(di)|

≺
n3ϵ
(
ϕ3n + n−1

)
∆2(di)∆2(dj)

+

(
ϕn

ν
1/2
i (S1)

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(S1)

)(
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (S1)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(S1)

)
≲n4ϵψ

1/2
1 (di)ψ

1/2
1 (dj) ,
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where in the first step we use ηl(γi)
√
κγi ≲ n−1 + ϕnn

−5/6 ≲ n−1 + ϕ3n for

i ∈ A derived by (S.1.25) and κγi ≍ n−2/3, and

n3ϵ
(
ϕ3n + n−1

)
∆2(di)∆2(dj)

≲ n3ϵ(ϕn + n−1/3) ≲ n4ϵψ
1/2
1 (di)ψ

1/2
1 (dj),

and

ϕn

ν
1/2
i (S1)

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(S1)
≲

ψ1(di)

ν
1/2
i (S1)

≲ ϕ1/2n +
n−1/3

∆(di)
≲ (ϕn + n−1/3)1/2 ≲ ψ

1/2
1 (di)

in the second step, since for d = di or d = dj , we have ϕn + n−1/3 ≤
∆2(d) ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3) ≲ νi(S1) and ψ1(d) = ϕn + n−1/2/∆(d) ≳ ϕn +

ϕ
−1/2
n n−1/2−ϵ/2 + n−1/3−ϵ/2 ≳ n−ϵ/2(ϕn + n−1/3).

(b) i ∈ S0 and j ∈ S1. Similar to the previous case, by applying Cauchy-
Schwarz and Theorem 3.4 to the first term in (S.5.158), we get that

|⟨ui,PS0
uj⟩| ≺

n3ϵ(n−1 + ϕ3n)

∆2(di)∆2(dj)
≲ n4ϵψ

1/2
1 (di)ψ

1/2
1 (dj) .(S.5.159)

For the second term, we first let Assumption S.5.1 hold and apply Propo-
sition S.5.3 and get that

|⟨ui, PS1
uj⟩|

≺ ψ1(dj)∆
2(dj)

|dj − di|
+ ψ2

1(di)∆
2(di)

(
1

νi(S1)
+

1

∆2(di)

)(
1

νj(S1)
+

1

∆2(dj)

)

≲

[
ψ
1/2
1 (di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ
1/2
1 (dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,

(S.5.160)

where we use

νi(S1) ≳ ∆2(di), νj(S1) ≳ ∆2(dj) ∧ νj(A), ψ1(dj) ≲ ψ1(di) ,

|dj − di| ≳ ∆2(dj) ≳ ∆2(di), ψ1(dj)∆(dj) ≳ ψ1(di)∆(di) .

This concludes the proof of case (b) if the non-overlapping condition hold.
Otherwise, we can remove the non-overlapping condition as in Section S.5.2.

(c) Since (e) and (f) follow the same proof, we prove them together here. Note
that in all cases j /∈ A, and we have νj(A) ≤ νj(S1). In case (c) with i ∈ S0

and j /∈ A, we use the splitting in (S.5.158) and apply Cauchy-Schwarz,
Theorem 3.4, and Proposition S.5.3 to the first term to obtain that

|⟨ui,PS0uj⟩| ≲ n5ϵψ
1/2
1 (di)

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (A)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,(S.5.161)

and then we use Theorem 3.5 to the second term and obtain that

|⟨ui,PS1
uj⟩| ≺

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
i (S1)

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(S1)

][
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (S1)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(S1)

]

≲ ψ
1/2
1 (di)

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (A)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,(S.5.162)
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where in the last step we also used the last inequality in solving case (a).
In case (e) with i ∈ S1 and j /∈ A, |⟨ui,PS0uj⟩| can be bounded in the
same way as case (c). On the other hand, by Theorem 3.5 we have

|⟨ui,PS1
uj⟩| ≺∆(di)

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (S1)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(S1)

]

+

[
ψ1/2(di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(S1)

] [
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (S1)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(S1)

]

≲∆(di)

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (A)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]

+

[
ψ1/2(di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (A)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,

where we used νi(S1) ≳ ∆2(di) ∧ νi(A) in the second bound. In case (f)
with i, j /∈ A, by Theorem 3.4 we obtain that

|⟨ui,PS0
uj⟩| ≺

n3ϵ(n−1 + ϕ3n)(
∆2(di) + ϕn + n−1/3

) (
∆2(dj) + ϕn + n−1/3

)
≲ n5ϵ

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
i (A)

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

][
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (A)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,

where in the second bound we use the fact that for some k ∈ S0,

νi(A) ≲ |di − α|+ |dk − α| ≲ nϵ(∆2(di) + ϕn + n−1/3),

νj(A) ≲ |dj − α|+ |dk − α| ≲ nϵ(∆2(dj) + ϕn + n−1/3),

and

∆(di)ψ1(di) + ϕnvi(A)1/2 ≳ ϕ3/2n + ϕnn
−1/6 + n−1/2 + ϕnv

1/2
i (A) ≳ (ϕ3n + n−1)1/2,

∆(dj)ψ1(dj) + ϕnvj(A)1/2 ≳ ϕ3/2n + ϕnn
−1/6 + n−1/2 + ϕnv

1/2
j (A) ≳ (ϕ3n + n−1)1/2,

by ∆(dk)
2 = dk − α ≳ ϕn + n−1/3, for k = 1, . . . r. For the PS1 term, we

have

|⟨ui,PS1uj⟩| ≺

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
i (S1)

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(S1)

][
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (S1)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(S1)

]

≤

[
ϕn

ν
1/2
i (A)

+
ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

][
ϕn

ν
1/2
j (A)

+
ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,

where we use νi(A) ≤ νi(S1) and νj(A) ≤ νj(S1) in the second bound.
(d) i, j ∈ S1. Again, using (S.5.158), Theorem 3.4, Theorem 3.5, and similar

steps in case (a), we get that

|⟨ui,PAuj⟩ − δija1(di)|

≺n4ϵψ
1/2
1 (di)ψ

1/2
1 (dj) +

[
ψ1/2(di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(S1)

] [
ψ1/2(dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(S1)

]
≺n4ϵ

[
ψ1/2(di) +

ψ1(di)∆(di)

νi(A)

] [
ψ1/2(dj) +

ψ1(dj)∆(dj)

νj(A)

]
,
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where we used νi(S1) ≳ ∆2(di)∧ νi(A) and νj(S1) ≳ ∆2(dj)∧ νj(A) in the
second step.

Combining all the above six cases, we conclude that even without Assumption
S.5.2, the estimate (40) still holds with an additional factor n6ϵ multiplying on the
right hand side. Since ϵ can be arbitrarily small, we conclude the proof. □

S.5.4. Proof of Lemmas S.5.4 and S.5.5.

Proof of Lemma S.5.4. Let ζ ∈ Γ. We first show that there exists c̃0 := c̃0(ci),
such that when ci is sufficiently small, then ζ satisfies (1) Re ζ ≥ α, (2) |Imζ| ≤
c̃0(Re ζ − α) and (3) |ζ| ≤ C, and then there exists a constant c̃1 := c̃1(c̃0, C) such
that

(S.5.163) Re θ(ζ) ≥ λ+ + c̃1(Re ζ − α)2.

By Assumption S.5.2 and the definition of ρi, (1) and (3) are satisfied. For (2),
because we have that for all ζ ∈ Γi,

| Im ζ| ≤ ρi ≤ ci(di − α)

and

Re ζ − α ≥ di − ρi − α ≥ di − ci(di − α)− α = (1− ci)(di − α),

which together lead to

|Imζ| ≤ ci
1− ci

(Re ζ − α).

Thus (1), (2) and (3) are fulfilled. To show (S.5.163), by (1) and (3), we have
0 ≤ Re ζ − α ≤ c0 for some constant c0 > 0, then (S.5.163) follows from (S.1.19)
that

Re θ(ζ)− λ+ ≍ Re(ζ − α)2 ≍ (Re ζ − α)2 ,

where the second ≍ comes from (2) shown above. The claim (S.5.163) then follows
by first choosing a sufficiently small constant c̃0 and then choosing an appropriate
constant c̃1.

Now we can finish the proof of the first statement in the Lemma. By (S.1.19),
we have |θ(ζ)| ≤ ω−1 for all ζ ∈ Γ as long as ω is sufficiently small. Also, using
(S.5.163), we can find the lower bound of ℜθ(ζ). Thus we can conclude that θ(Γi) ⊂
Sout((λ+ω)

−1, ω) as long as ci is sufficiently small, so as θ(Υ).
To prove the second statement, it suffices to show that:

(i) λ̃i ∈ θ(Υi) for all i ∈ A;

(ii) λ̃j /∈ θ(Υi) for all j /∈ A and i ∈ A.

To prove (i), we notice that under Assumptions S.5.1,

(S.5.164) ρi ≥ ci([∆(di)]
−1
n−1/2 + ϕn)n

τ̃ .

Together with (S.1.15), by mean value theorem we get that

|θ (di + ρi)− θ (di)| ≳ (∆(di)n
−1/2 + ϕn∆

2(di))n
τ̃

and

|θ (di − ρi)− θ (di)| ≳ (∆(di)n
−1/2 + ϕn∆

2(di))n
τ̃

for i ∈ A. Then we conclude (i) using (S.4.88). In order to prove (ii), we consider
the two cases: (1) j ∈ O+ \A; (2) j /∈ O+. In case (1), if dj > di, we have

λ̃j−θ(di) > θ(dj−ρj)−θ(di) ≥ θ′(dj)(dj−di−ρj) ≳ (∆(dj)n
−1/2+∆2(dj)ϕn)n

τ̃ ,
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where we used that θ is monotone in the first inequality, mean value theorem in
the second inequality, and the definition of ρi, (S.5.116), and (S.1.15) in the third
inequality. Similarly, when dj < di, we have

θ(di)− λ̃j ≳ (∆(dj)n
−1/2 +∆2(dj)ϕn)n

τ̃ .

In conclusion, we have

|λ̃j − θ(di)| ≳ (∆(dj)n
−1/2 +∆2(dj)ϕn)n

τ̃ .

Together with (S.4.88) and that ϵ < τ̃ , case (1) is proved. For case (2), the claim
follows from (S.4.89) and (S.1.19). This concludes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma S.5.5. The upper bound in (S.5.134) follows from the triangle in-
equality and the definition of ρk in (S.5.119):

|ζ − dℓ| ≤ ρk + |dk − dℓ|.

It remains to prove a lower bound. For ℓ /∈ A, again by the definition of ρk, we
trivially have |dk − dℓ| ≥ 2ρk, from which we obtain that

|ζ − dℓ| ≥ |dk − dℓ| − ρk ≥ ρk.

Next we consider the case ℓ ∈ A. Define δ := |dk − dℓ| − ρℓ − ρk, which is the
distance between Bρk(dk) and Bρℓ(dℓ). First suppose that C0δ > |dk−dℓ| for some

constant C0 > 1. It then follows that ρk + ρℓ ≤ C0−1
C0

|dk − dℓ|. As a consequence,
we obtain

|ζ − dℓ| ≥ |dk − dℓ| − ρk ≥ 1

C0
|dk − dℓ|+ ρℓ(S.5.165)

>
1

C0
|dk − dℓ| ≳ ρk + |dk − dℓ| .

Suppose now that C0δ ≤ |dk − dℓ|. Then we have

|dk − dℓ| ≤
C0

C0 − 1
(ρk + ρℓ).

We claim that for a sufficiently large constant C0 > 0, there exists a constant

C̃(ck, cℓ, C0) > 0 such that

(S.5.166) C̃−1ρk ≤ ρℓ ≤ C̃ρk.

If (S.5.166) holds, then we have

|ζ − dℓ| ≥ ρℓ ≳ ρk + ρℓ ≳ ρk + |dk − dℓ| .

This concludes (S.5.134).
It remains to prove (S.5.166). Recall the definition of ρk in (S.5.119). Consider

the following two cases. (i) If ρℓ = cℓ |dℓ − ds| for some s such that s /∈ A, we have

(S.5.167)
ρℓ
cℓ

= |dℓ − ds| ≤ |dk − ds|+ |ds − dℓ| ≤
ρk
ck

+
C0

C0 − 1
(ρk + ρℓ).

Thus as long as cℓ and C0 is chosen such that c−1
ℓ > C0

C0−1 , we obtain the upper

bound in (S.5.166). (ii) If ρk = ck(dk−α), the proof is the same as that in case (i),
and we omit details. □
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Appendix S.6. Proof of Theorems in Section 4

We have the following remarks that guide us toward the proof. Suppose As-
sumption 2.3 and (32) hold. Give any constant 0 < ϵ ≤ ε, we find that there exists
an event Ξ of high probability such that the followings hold when conditional on Ξ:

(1) By Theorem 3.2, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r+,

(S.6.168) |λ̃i − θ(di)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn∆
2(di) + n−1/2∆(di)) .

Together with (S.1.11) and (32), for 1 ≤ i ≤ r+ we have

(S.6.169) λ̃i − λ+ ≍ ∆(di)
4 .

Moreover, for a fixed integer ϖ > r, when r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ ϖ we have

(S.6.170) |λ̃i − λ+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3).

(2) By Theorem 3.5 and (32), let A = O+, we have that for i = 1 . . . r+ and
for j = 1, · · · , r,

|⟨ui,PAuj⟩ − δij1(i ∈ A)a1(di)| ∨ |⟨vi,P ′
Avj⟩ − δij1(i ∈ A)a2(di)|

≤nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)) .(S.6.171)

Moreover, by Theorem 3.4, for r+ + 1 ≤ i ≤ r, we have for j = 1, . . . , r

(S.6.172) |⟨uj , ξ̃i⟩|2 ∨ |⟨vj , ζ̃i⟩|2 ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3).

(3) From Theorem S.1.16 and that r is bounded, we have that for z ∈ Sout(ς2, ϵ)

(S.6.173) |m1(z)−m1c(z)|+ |m2(z)−m2c(z)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2(κz + η)−1/4).

(4) By Lemma S.1.10, for for a fixed small constant ς > 0, for any j such that
λ+ − ς ≤ γj ≤ λ+, we have

(S.6.174)

|λj − γj | ≤ nϵ[n−2/3
(
j−1/3 + 1(j ≤ n1/4ϕ3/2n )

)
+ ηl(γj) + n2/3j−2/3η2l (γj)] ,

(5) By Theorem 3.3, for any sufficiently small constant τ > 0. We have that
for 1 ≤ i ≤ τn,

(S.6.175)
∣∣∣λ̃i+r+ − λi

∣∣∣ ≤ nϵ(
1

nα+
+n−3/4+ i1/3n−5/6+n−1/2ϕn+ i

−2/3n−1/3ϕ2n).

Hereafter, we restrict our discussion in the event space Ξ.

S.6.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1 and 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Fix a constant 0 < c < 1. Note that nc ≫ r holds when n
is sufficiently large, since r is fixed. From the definition of ρ2c, we have

n

∫ γnc−r++1

γ2nc−r++1

ρ2c(x)dx = n

∫ λ+

γnc−r++1

ρ2c(x)dx+ r+ = nc.(S.6.176)

Together with (S.1.3) from Lemma S.1.6 to approximate ρ2c(x) as x ↓ 0, after
taking the integration we have

2(λ+ − γnc−r++1)
3/2 = (λ+ − γ2nc−r++1)

3/2 +O((λ+ − γ2nc−r++1)
2 + n−1) .

(S.6.177)

Similarly, again from (S.1.3) and nc ≫ r+, we have

(S.6.178) λ+ − γ2nc−r++1 = O(n2(c−1)/3).
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Thus, we have

λ+ = γnc−r++1 +
1

22/3 − 1
(γnc−r++1 − γ2nc−r++1) + O(n4(c−1)/3 + n−1)

(S.6.179)

=λnc−r++1 +
1

22/3 − 1
(λnc−r++1 − λ2nc−r++1) + O(n4(c−1)/3 + n−1) + O(λnc − γnc)

= λ̃nc+1 +
1

22/3 − 1
(λ̃nc+1 − λ̃2nc+1) + O(n4(c−1)/3 + n−1) + O(λnc − γnc) + O(λ̃nc+1 − λnc−r++1)

= λ̂+ +O
(
nϵ
[ 1

nα+
+ n−min{ 2

3+
c
3 ,

3
4 ,

5
6−

c
3 ,

4
3−

4c
3 } + n−1/2ϕn + n−1/3−2c/3ϕ2n

])
,

where in the first equation we used (S.6.177) and (S.6.178), and in the last equality
we used (S.6.174) and (S.6.175). □

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Note that nε(ϕn + n−1/3) > n−1/6 by assumption of ε.
When 0 < c < 1/2, together with (S.6.179), with high probability we have that

(S.6.180) |λ̂+ − λ+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2nn
−1/3 + n−2/3) .

Moreover, (S.6.180), (32) and (S.6.169) lead to

(S.6.181) λ̃i − λ̂+ ≳ n2ε(ϕ2n + n−2/3) > n−1/3 ,

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r+. Also, by (S.6.180) and (S.6.175), we have

(S.6.182) |λ̃i − λ̂+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2nn
−1/3 + n−2/3) ≤ n−1/3

for i = r+ + 1, . . . , r when ϵ is chosen small enough. We thus conclude that Ξ(r+)
is an event with high probability. □

S.6.2. Proof of Theorem 4.4. In the event space Ξ(r+) we have r̂+ = r+, so

from now on we will replace r̂+ with r+ in equation (51) for the definition of λ̂i,
i = 1 . . . ⌊nc⌋. Denote the CDF of ZZ⊤ as F1(x) :=

1
p

∑p
j=1 1(λj ≤ x). Recall the

following Lemma that compares Fe and F1.

Lemma S.6.1. [23, Lemma 4] Suppose k ≥ r. Then the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
(KS) distance between Fe and F1 is controlled by

dKS(Fe, F1) = sup
x

|Fe(x)− F1(x)| ≤
k

p
.

The proof is then divided into several steps for clearance.

Step 1: Bound |m1(λ̃i)− m̂e,1,i| and |m2(λ̃i)− m̂e,2,i|: As the bound derived in
[23, page 30], if Fa and Fb are CDFs of probability measures supported on an in-
terval I and g : I → R is bounded and continuously differentiable, with an integral
by part we have∣∣∣∣∫ g(t)(dFa(t)− dFb(t))

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣g(t)(Fa(t)− Fb(t))|I +
∫
g′(t)(Fa(t)− Fb(t))dt

∣∣∣∣
≤ ∥g′∥L1(I)dKS(Fa, Fb)(S.6.183)

Fix 1 ≤ i ≤ r+. Note that |λ1 − λ+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3) by (S.6.174) and |λ̂r++1 −
λ+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3) by the same approach for deriving (S.6.180). Together
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with (S.6.169), we have λ1 ∨ λ̂r++1 < λ̃i. Thus, if we take Fa = Fe, Fb = F1,

g(t) = 1/(t− λ̃i) and I = [0, λ1 ∨ λ̂r++1] in (S.6.183), we have

(S.6.184) |m1(λ̃i)− m̂e,1,i| ≲
1

n(|λ̃i − λ1| ∨ |λ̃i − λ̂r++1|)
,

where the last bound comes from Lemma S.6.1. Together with (S.6.169) and

|λ̂r++1 − λ+| ≤ nϵ(ϕ2n + n−2/3), we have

(S.6.185) |m1(λ̃i)− m̂e,1,i| ≲
1

n∆4(di)
.

With the same approach, we have

(S.6.186) |m2(λ̃i)− m̂e,2,i| ≲
1

n∆4(di)
.

Step 2: Bound |m̂e,1,i − m1c(λ̃i)| and |m̂e,2,i − m2c(λ̃i)|: By (S.6.169) and
(S.6.173), we have that for 1 ≤ i ≤ r+,

|m1(λ̃i)−m1c(λ̃i)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)),(S.6.187)

|m2(λ̃i)−m2c(λ̃i)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)).

By (S.6.185), (S.6.186) and (S.6.187), we conclude that for 1 ≤ i ≤ r+,

|m̂e,1,i −m1c(λ̃i)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)),(S.6.188)

|m̂e,2,i −m2c(λ̃i)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)).

Step 3: Finish the claim: With the above preparation and that λ̃i, m1c(λ̃i),

m2c(λ̃i), m̂e,1,i, and m̂e,2,i are all ≍ 1 by (S.1.8) and (S.6.188), we immediately
have

|T̂e,i − T (λ̃i)|

= |λ̃i(m̂e,1,im̂e,2,i −m1c(λ̃i)m2c(λ̃i))|

= |λ̃i((m̂e,1,i −m1c(λ̃i))m̂e,2,i +m1c(λ̃i)(m̂e,2,i −m2c(λ̃i)))|

≲nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)) .(S.6.189)

Together with (S.1.8) we also have T̂e,i ≍ T (λ̃i) ≍ 1. Recall the definition of d̂i in
(57). We have ∣∣∣∣d̂e,i − 1/

√
T (λ̃i)

∣∣∣∣ ≍ ∣∣∣∣√T (λ̃i)−
√
T̂e,i
∣∣∣∣(S.6.190)

≍
∣∣∣T (λ̃i)− T̂e,i

∣∣∣ ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)) .

Also, with (S.6.168), (S.1.15), and the mean value theorem, for some d between di

and 1/

√
T (λ̃i) we have that

(S.6.191) |di − 1/

√
T (λ̃i)| = |θ(di)− λ̃i|/θ′(d) ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)).
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Thus, by combining (S.6.190) and (S.6.191), and the triangle inequality, we have

(S.6.192) |d̂e,i − di| ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)) ,

which concludes the case of the operator norm.
For the case of the Frobenius norm, by triangle inequality, we can show that for

1 ≤ i ≤ r+

(S.6.193) |a1,i − âe,1,i| ≤ |a1,i − a1(di)|+ |a1(di)− âe,1,i|.

Now we need to bound the two terms on the right hand side. For the first term, by
(S.6.171) we have

(S.6.194) |a1,i − a1(di)| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)).

For the second term, again by triangle inequality, we have

|a1(di)− âe,1,i| =

∣∣∣∣∣ m1c(θ(di))

d2i T ′(θ(di))
− m̂e,1,i

d̂2i T̂ ′
e,i

∣∣∣∣∣(S.6.195)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣ m1c(θ(di))

d2i T ′(θ(di))
− m1c(λ̃i)

d2i T ′(λ̃i)

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣ m1c(λ̃i)

d2i T ′(λ̃i)
− m̂e,1,i

d̂2i T̂ ′
e,i

∣∣∣∣∣ .
For some s between θ(di) and λ̃i, by mean value theorem and the order of m′

1c, T ′

and T ′′ from (S.1.14), together with the bound of |θ(di)− λ̃i| in (S.6.168) we have∣∣∣∣∣ m1c(θ(di))

d2i T ′(θ(di))
− m1c(λ̃i)

d2i T ′(λ̃i)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣m′

1c(s)T
′(s)−m1c(s)T

′′(s)

d2i (T
′(s))2

∣∣∣∣ |θ(di)− λ̃i|

≲ nϵ(ϕn∆
2(di) + n−1/2∆(di)) .(S.6.196)

Also, again by triangle inequality, the order of T ′ from (S.1.14), and the error
bounds from (53), (S.6.188) and (S.6.192), we have∣∣∣∣∣ m1c(λ̃i)

d2i T ′(λ̃i)
− m̂e,1,i

d̂2i T̂ ′
e,i

∣∣∣∣∣(S.6.197)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣ m1c(λ̃i)

d2i T ′(λ̃i)
− m̂e,1,i

d2i T ′(λ̃i)

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣ m̂e,1,i

d2i T ′(λ̃i)
− m̂e,1,i

d̂2i T ′(λ̃i)

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣ m̂e,1,i

d̂2i T ′(λ̃i)
− m̂e,1,i

d̂2i T̂ ′
e,i

∣∣∣∣∣
≲nϵ(ϕn + n−1/3)∆2(di) .

Combine (S.6.193)-(S.6.197) and the upper bound from (iv) of Assumption 2.3, we
conclude that

(S.6.198) |a1,i − âe,1,i| ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)).

Also, with similar approach, we have

(S.6.199) |a2,i − âe,2,i| ≲ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)).

Thus, with (S.6.192),(S.6.198), and (S.6.199), we have

|di
√
a1,ia2,i − d̂i

√
â1,iâ2,i|(S.6.200)

≤ |di
√
a1,ia2,i − d̂i

√
a1,ia2,i|+ |d̂i

√
a1,ia2,i − d̂i

√
â1,ia2,i|

+ |d̂i
√
â1,ia2,i − d̂i

√
â1,iâ2,i| ≤ nϵ(ϕn + n−1/2/∆(di)) ,
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which concludes the case of the Frobenius norm. The proof for the nuclear norm
follows the similar approach and we omit the detail.

Appendix S.7. More simulated results

Following the same approach in Section 5.1, in this section we provide a more
extensive numerical study with moreDA andDB using the distributions proposed in
[23]. We create three types of one-sided noises so that DB is the identity matrix In
and DA follows the eigenvalue distribution of Mix2, Unif[1,10], or Fisher3n, where
Mix2 stands for an equal mixture of 1 and 10 as eigenvalues, Unif[1,10] stands
for sampling eigenvalues uniformly from [1, 10], and Fisher3n stands generating
eigenvalues from the eigenvalues of W⊤W , where W ∈ R3p×p is a random matrix
with i.i.d Gaussian entries with mean 0 and variance 1/(3p). Moreover, by the same
approach mentioned in Section 5.1, the resulting α̂ for Mix2, Unif[1,10], or Fisher3n
are 1.9160 ± 0.0211, 1.2477 ± 0.0182, and 1.2237 ± 0.0156 respectively, where we
show the mean ± standard deviation over 100 realizations with n′ = 10000. We
also generate three types of two-sided noises, where DA and DB follow Mix2 and
Unif[1,10], Mix2 and Fisher3n, and Unif[1,10] and Fisher3n respectively, and the
resulting α̂ has mean ± standard deviation as 2.0784±0.0369, 2.0105±0.0446, and
1.3860 ± 0.0173 respectively, where we show the mean ± standard deviation over
100 realizations with n′ = 10000. The signal matrix is designed in the same way as
that in Section 5.1.

As in Section 5.1.1, in Figure S.2, we compare the estimated rank using (49), the
ScreeNOT rank, and the rank estimated by TRAD when p/n = 1 with different n.
Similar to the results of TYPE2 and TYPE3 noises, TRAD always overestimates the
rank for all combinations of noise types, and ScreeNOT rank often underestimates
the rank with a larger error compared to eOptShrink.

In Figure S.3 and S.4, we compare the error ratio of estimating dmin{r+,r̂+} and√
a1,min{r+,r̂+}a2,min{r+,r̂+} with different pseudo distributions as that in Section

5.1.3 for different combinations of A and B. We fix n = 600 and p/n = 1. The

black, yellow, and red lines indicate the estimator using F̂e(x), F̂T(x), and F̂imp(x)

respectively. Clearly, our F̂e(x) always has a lower error ratio over every r̂+ with
statistical significance over every r̂+ while comparing each estimator. This result
shows that eOptShrink is robust to a slightly erroneous rank estimation.
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Figure S.2. A comparison of different rank estimators when p/n = 1,
where we show r̂+ − r+. The black (red and yellow respective) lines are
errors of rank estimator from our rank estimator (49) (ScreeNot and
TRAD respectively). The one-sided noises are shown in the first row,
where from left to right are the results whenDA follows Mix2, Unif[1,10],
and Fisher3n respectively. The two-sided noises are shown in the second
row, where from left to right are the results when DA and DB follow
Mix2 and Unif[1,10], Mix2 and Fisher3n, and Unif[1,10] and Fisher3n
respectively. If the corresponding error ratio is too high, the associated
curve is not totally plotted to enhance the visualization.

Figure S.3. Interquartile errorbars of error ratios of estimating

dmin{r+,r̂+} using F̂e(x), F̂T(x), and F̂imp(x), shown in black, yellow and
red lines respectively. The one-sided noises are shown in the first row,
where from left to right are the results whenDA follows Mix2, Unif[1,10],
and Fisher3n respectively. The two-sided noises are shown in the second
row, where from left to right are the results when DA and DB follow
Mix2 and Unif[1,10], Mix2 and Fisher3n, and Unif[1,10] and Fisher3n
respectively. We fix n = 600 and p/n = 1.
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Figure S.4. Interquartile errorbars of error ratios of estimating
√
a1,min{r+,r̂+}a2,min{r+,r̂+} using F̂e(x), F̂T(x), and F̂imp(x), shown in

black, yellow and red lines respectively. The one-sided noises are shown
in the first row, where from left to right are the results when DA fol-
lows Mix2, Unif[1,10], and Fisher3n respectively. The two-sided noises
are shown in the second row, where from left to right are the results
when DA and DB follow Mix2 and Unif[1,10], Mix2 and Fisher3n, and
Unif[1,10] and Fisher3n respectively. We fix n = 600 and p/n = 1.
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Table S.1. List of default notations, part 1.

S clean data matrix of size p× n p.2
βn,β βn := p/n → β as p, n → ∞ p.7, p.2
r rank of S p.2
{di}r

i=1 singular values of S, d1 ≥ d2 ≥ . . . ≥ dr p.2
{ui, vi}r

i=1 left and right singular vectors of S p.2

Z Z = A1/2XB1/2, noise matrix of size p× n p.4
X noise matrix with i.i.d. entries p.4
A,B colorness and dependence for noise p.4
{σa

i }
p
i=1 eigenvalues of A p.9

{σb
i }

n
i=1 eigenvalues of B p.9

{λi}p
i=1 eigenvalues of ZZ⊤ p.7

S̃ S̃ = S + Z, noisy data matrix p.2

{λ̃i}p
i=1 eigenvalues of S̃S̃⊤ p.2

{ξ̃i}p
i=1 left singular vectors of S̃ p.2

{ζ̃i}n
i=1 right singular vectors of S̃ p.2

φ, φ∗ the shrinker and optimal shrinkger p.2

Ŝφ Estimator constructed by shrinker φ. p.2
ϑSN, r̂SN The hard threshold and estimated rank from ScreeNot p.5

π
(n)
H empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of an n× n symmetric matrix H p.7

mν(z) Stieljes transform for probability measure ν for z ∈ C+ p.7

G1, G2 Green functions for ZZ⊤ and Z⊤Z p.7

m1, m2 Stieltjes transforms of ESD of ZZ⊤ and Z⊤Z p.7

G̃1, G̃2 Green functions for S̃S̃⊤ and S̃⊤S̃ p.7

m̃1, m̃2 Stieltjes transforms of ESD of S̃S̃⊤ and S̃⊤S̃ p.7
ρA∞, ρB∞ πA → ρA∞ and πB → ρB∞ weakly p.7
M1∞(z), M2∞(z) β

∫
x

−z[1+xM2∞(z)]
ρA∞(dx),

∫
x

−z[1+xM1∞(z)]
ρB∞(dx) p.8

℘1∞, ℘2∞ Corresponding densities derived from M1∞(z) and M2∞(z) p.8
m1∞(z), m2∞(z)

∫
1

−z[1+xM2∞(z)]
ρA∞(dx),

∫
1

−z[1+xM1∞(z)]
ρB∞(dx) p.8

ρ1∞, ρ2∞ Corresponding densities derived from m1∞(z) and m2∞(z) p.8
M1c(z), M2c(z) βn

∫
x

−z[1+xM2c(z)]
πA(dx),

∫
x

−z[1+xM1c(z)]
πB(dx) p.9

℘1c, ℘2c Corresponding densities derived from M1c(z) and M2c(z) p.9
m1c(z), m2c(z)

∫
1

−z[1+xM2c(z)]
πA(dx),

∫
1

−z[1+xM1c(z)]
πB(dx) p.9

ρ1c, ρ2c Corresponding densities derived from m1c(z) and m2c(z) p.9

Department of Mathematics, Duke University, Durham, NC, USA

Department of Mathematics and Department of Statistical Science, Duke Univer-
sity, Durham, NC, USA
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Table S.2. List of default notations, part 2.

λ+ the right most edge of support of ℘1c, ℘2c, ρ1c, and ρ2c on (0,∞) p.10

γj γj := supx{
∫+∞
x

ρ1c(x)dx >
j−1
n }, the classical locations p.10

T (z) T (z) = zm1c(z)m2c(z), the D-transform of ρ1c p.10

α threshold α = 1/
√

T (λ+) p.10
ϕn bound for entries of X p.10

r+ effective rank, dk − α > ϕn + n−1/3 if and only if 1 ≤ k ≤ r+ p.12
Gn

u , G
n
v independent matrices for generating ui and vi p.12

ν probability measure of entires in Gn
u and Gn

v p.12

∆(di) (di − α)1/2 p.15

O+ the set {1, · · · , r+} p.15

νi(A) defined as

{
minj /∈A |dj − di|, if i ∈ A,

minj∈A |dj − di|, if i /∈ A
p.16

PA, P′
A the random projections for A ⊂ O+, PA :=

∑
k∈A ξ̃k ξ̃

⊤
k and P′

A :=
∑

k∈A ζ̃k ζ̃
⊤
k p.17

λ̂+ λ̂+ := λ̃⌊nc⌋+1 + 1

22/3−1

(
λ̃⌊nc⌋+1 − λ̃2⌊nc⌋+1

)
, the estimator for λ+, p.20

r̂+ r̂+ :=
∣∣{λ̃i|λ̃i > λ̂+ + n−1/3}

∣∣, the estimator of r+, p.20

λ̂j λ̂j := λ̃⌊nc⌋+r̂++1 +
1−
(

j−r̂+−1
⌊nc⌋

)2/3

22/3−1

(
λ̃⌊nc⌋+r̂++1 − λ̃2⌊nc⌋+r̂++1

)
, the esti-

mator of λj

p.20

F̂e F̂e(x) := 1

p−r̂+

(∑⌊nc⌋+r̂+

j=r̂++1
1(λ̂j ≤ x) +

∑p

j=⌊nc⌋+r̂++1
1(λ̃j ≤ x)

)
, the esti-

mated CDF of πZZT

p.21

m̂e,1,i, m̂e,2,i Estimators of m1c(λ̃i) and m2c(λ̃i) p.21

m̂′
e,1,i, m̂

′
e,2,i Estimators of m′

1c(λ̃i) and m′
2c(λ̃i) p.21

φ̂e,i estimator of φ∗
i = φ∗(λ̃i) by eOptShrink p.22

θ(x) := T −1(x−2), a1(x) :=
m1c(θ(x))

x2T ′(θ(x))
, a2(x) :=

m2c(θ(x))

x2T ′(θ(x))
p.14

κi := i2/3n−2/3, for i = 1, . . . , n p.16

ηi := n−3/4 + n−5/6i1/3 + n−1/2ϕn p.16

ψ1(di) := ϕn + n−1/2

∆(di)
p.17

T̂e,i = λ̃im̂e,1,im̂e,2,i, T̂ ′
e,i = m̂e,1,im̂e,2,i + λ̃im̂

′
e,1,im̂e,2,i + λ̃im̂

′
e,2,im̂e,1,i p.21

d̂e,i =
√

1

T̂e,i
, âe,1,i =

m̂e,1,i

d̂2
e,i

T̂ ′
i

and âe,2,i =
m̂e,2,i

d̂2
e,i

T̂ ′
i

p.21

S(ς1, ς2) := {z = E + iη : λ+ − ς1 ≤ E ≤ ς2λ+, 0 < η ≤ 1} p.S.2

κz := |E − λ+|, for z = E + iη ∈ C+ p.S.2

Ψ(z) :=
√

Im m2c(z)
nη + 1

nη P.S.4

dist
(
x, Spec(ZZ⊤)

)
> n−1+ϵα−1

+ + nϵηl(x)
}

D1(τ1, ς) := {z = E + iη : λ+ < E < ς, −τ1 < η < τ1} p.S.4

D2(τ2, ς) := {ζ = E + iη : α < E < 1/
√

T (ς), −τ2 < η < τ2} p.S.4

ηℓ(E) satisfies n1/2
[
Ψ2(E + iηl(E)) + ϕn

nηl(E)

]
= 1 p.S.5

H(z) :=

(
0 z1/2Z

z1/2Z⊤ 0

)
, H̃(z) :=

(
0 z1/2S̃

z1/2S̃⊤ 0

)
p.S.6

G(z) := (H − zIp+n)
−1, G̃(z) := (H̃ − zIp+n)

−1, D =

(
0 z1/2D

z1/2D 0

)
, U =

(
U 0
0 V

)
p.S.6

Π(z) :=

(
Π1(z) 0

0 Π2(z)

)
, Π1(z) := −z−1 (1 + M2c(z)A)−1 , Π2(z) := −z−1(1 + M1c(z)B)−1. p.S.7

S0(ς1, ς2, ω) := S(ς1, ς2) ∩ {z = E + iη : η ≥ n−1+ω} p.S.8

S̃0(ς1, ς2, ω) := S0(ς1, ς2, ω) ∩
{
z = E + iη : n1/2

(
Ψ2(z) + ϕn

nη

)
≤ n−ω/2

}
p.S.8

Sout(ς2, ω) := {E + iη : λ+ + nω(n−2/3 + n−1/3ϕ2
n) ≤ E ≤ ς2λ+, η ∈ [0, 1]} p.S.8

Π(z) :=

(
m1c(z)Ir 0

0 m2c(z)Ir

)
, Ω(z) := U⊤G(z)U − Π(z) p.S.8

Ii := [θ(di) − nϵω(di), θ(di) + nϵω(di)] p.S.10

ω(di) := ϕn∆
2(di) + n−1/2∆(di) p.S.11

I0 := [0, λ+ + n3ϵϕ2
n + n−2/3+3ϵ] p.S.11

I := I0 ∪
⋃

i∈Oϵ
Ii p.S.11

Ωi :=
{
x ∈ [λi−r−1, λ+ + c0n

2ϵ(ϕ2
n + n−2/3)] : p.S.15
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