arXiv:2306.06857v1 [stat.ME] 12 Jun 2023

FADI: Fast Distributed Principal Component Analysis
With High Accuracy for Large-Scale Federated Data
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Abstract

Principal component analysis (PCA) is one of the most popular methods for dimen-
sion reduction. In light of the rapidly growing large-scale data in federated ecosystems,
the traditional PCA method is often not applicable due to privacy protection con-
siderations and large computational burden. Algorithms were proposed to lower the
computational cost, but few can handle both high dimensionality and massive sample
size under the distributed setting. In this paper, we propose the FAst DIstributed
(FADI) PCA method for federated data when both the dimension d and the sample
size n are ultra-large, by simultaneously performing parallel computing along d and
distributed computing along n. Specifically, we utilize L parallel copies of p-dimensional
fast sketches to divide the computing burden along d and aggregate the results distribu-
tively along the split samples. We present FADI under a general framework applicable
to multiple statistical problems, and establish comprehensive theoretical results under
the general framework. We show that FADI enjoys the same non-asymptotic error rate
as the traditional PCA when Lp > d. We also derive inferential results that characterize
the asymptotic distribution of FADI, and show a phase-transition phenomenon as Lp
increases. We perform extensive simulations to show that FADI substantially outper-
forms the existing methods in computational efficiency while preserving accuracy, and
validate the distributional phase-transition phenomenon through numerical experiments.
We apply FADI to the 1000 Genomes data to study the population structure.

Keyword: Computational efficiency; Distributed computing; Efficient communication; Fast
PCA; Large-scale inference; Federated learning; Random matrices; Random sketches.

1 Introduction

As one of the most popular methods for dimension reduction, principal component analysis
(PCA) finds applications in a broad spectrum of scientific fields including network studies
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[3], statistical genetics [35] and finance [31]. Methodologically, parameter estimation in
many statistical models is based on PCA, such as spectral clustering in graphical models
2], missing data imputation through low-rank matrix completion [23], and clustering with
subsequent k-means refinement in Gaussian mixture models [12]. When it comes to real data
analysis, however, several shortcomings of the traditional PCA method hinder its application
to large-scale datasets. First, the high dimensionality and large sample size of modern big
data can render the PCA computation infeasible in practice. For instance, PCA is commonly
used for controlling for ancestry confounding in Genome-Wide Association Studies (GWAS)
[33], yet biomedical databases, such as the UK Biobank [39], often contain hundreds of
thousands to millions of Single Nucleotide Polymorphisms (SNPs) and subjects, which entails
more scalable algorithms to handle the intensive computation of PCA. Second, large-scale
datasets in many applications are stored in federated ecosystems, where data cannot leave
individual warehouses due to privacy protection considerations [8, 14, 15, 29, 34]. This calls
for federated learning methods [26, 30] that provide efficient and privacy-protected strategies
for joint analysis across data warehouses without the need to exchange individual-level data.

The burgeoning popularity of large-scale data necessitates the development of fast al-
gorithms that can cope with both high dimensionality and massiveness efficiently and
distributively. Indeed, efforts have been made in recent years on developing fast PCA and
distributed PCA algorithms. The existing fast PCA algorithms use the full-sample data and
apply random projection to speed up PCA calculations [11, 20|, while the existing distributed
PCA algorithms apply the traditional PCA method to the split data and aggregate the results
[18, 28].

Specifically, fast PCA algorithms utilize the fact that the column space of a low-rank
matrix can be represented by a small set of columns and use random projection to approximate
the original high-dimensional matrix [4]. For instance, Halko et al. [20] proposed to estimate
the K leading eigenvectors of a d x d matrix (K < d) using Gaussian random sketches, which
decreases the computation time by a factor of O(d) at the cost of increasing the statistical
error by a factorial power of d. Chen et al. [11] modified Halko et al. [20]’s method by
repeating the fast sketching multiple times and showed the consistency of the algorithm using
the average of i.i.d. random sketches when the number of sketches goes to infinity. However,
they did not study the trade-off between computation complexities and error rates in finite
samples, and hence did not recommend the number of fast sketches that optimizes both the
computational efficiency and the statistical accuracy. As the fast PCA methods use the full
data, they have two major limitations. First, they are often not scalable to large sample sizes
n. Second, they are not applicable to federated data when data in different sites cannot be
shared.

The existing distributed PCA algorithms reduce the PCA computational burden by
partitioning the full data “horizontally” or “vertically” [18, 27, 28]. The horizontal partition
splits the data over the sample size n, whereas the vertical partition splits the data over
the dimension d. Horizontal partition is useful when the sample size n is large or when the
data are federated in multiple sites. For example, Fan et al. [18] considered the horizontally
distributed PCA where they estimated the K leading eigenvectors of the d x d population



covariance matrix by applying traditional PCA to each data split and aggregating the PCA
results across different datasets. They showed when the number of data splits is not too large,
the error rate of their algorithm is of the same order as the traditional PCA. Since they used
the traditional PCA algorithm for each data partition, the computational complexity is at
least of order O(d?), which will be computationally difficult when d is large, e.g., in GWAS,
d is hundreds of thousands to millions. Kargupta et al. [28] considered vertical partition and
developed a method that collects local principal components (PCs) and then reconstructs
global PCs by linear transformations. However, there is no theoretical guarantee on the error
rate compared with the traditional full sample PCA, and the method may fail when variables
are correlated.

Apart from the aforementioned PCA applications in parameter estimation, inference also
constitutes an important part of PCA methods. For example, when studying the ancestry
groups of whole genome data under the mixed membership models, while the estimation error
rate guarantees the overall misclustering rate for all subjects, one may be interested in testing
whether two individuals of interest share the same ancestry membership profile and assessing
the associated statistical uncertainty [16]. Furthermore, despite the rich literature depicting
the asymptotic distribution of traditional PCA estimators under different statistical models
[16, 32, 41], distributional characterization of fast PCA methods and distributed PCA methods
are not well-studied. For instance, Yang et al. [44] characterized the convergence of fast
sketching estimators in probability but gave no inferential results. Halko et al. [20] provided
error bound for the fast PCA algorithm, but there is no characterization of the asymptotic
distribution and hence no evaluation of the testing efficiency. Fan et al. [18] derived the
non-asymptotic error rate of the distributed PC estimator but did not provide distributional
guarantees, and inference based upon their estimator is computationally intensive when the
dimension d is large.

In summary, the existing fast PCA algorithms accelerate computation along d by fast
sketching, but cannot handle distributed computing along n. The existing distributed PCA
methods mainly focus on dividing the computing burden along n, while distributed computing
along d is complicated by variable correlation and lacks theoretical guarantees. It remains an
open question how to develop fast and distributed PCA algorithms that can handle both large
d and n simultaneously, while achieving the same asymptotic efficiency as the traditional
PCA.

In view of the gaps in existing literature, we propose in this paper a scalable and
computationally efficient FAst DIstributed (FADI) PCA method applicable to federated data
that could be large in both d and n. More specifically, to obtain the K-leading PCs of a d x d
matrix M from its estimator M, we take the divide-and-conquer strategy to break down
the computation complexities along the dimension d: we generate the p-dimensional fast
sketch Y = M and perform SVD on Y instead of M to expedite the PCA computation,
where ©Q € R¥? is a Gaussian test matrix with K < p < d; meanwhile, to adjust for the
additional variability induced by random approximation, we repeat the fast sketching for L
times in parallel, and then aggregate the SVD results across data splits to restore statistical
accuracy. When the data are distributively stored, the federated structure of Y also enables



its easy implementation without the need of sharing individual-level data, which in turn
facilitates distributing the computing burden along n among the split samples, as opposed to
the existing fast PCA methods that are not scalable to large n. We will show that FADI has
computational complexities of smaller magnitudes than existing methods (see Table 3), while
achieving the same asymptotic efficiency as the traditional PCA. Moreover, we establish
FADI under general frameworks that cover multiple statistical models. We list below four
statistical problems as illustrative applications of FADI, where we will define M and M in
each setting:

(1) Spiked covariance model: let X, ..., X, € R? be i.i.d. random vectors with spiked
covariance X = VAVT + 021, where M VAV is the rank-K spiked component of
interest. Define M = 1 Ly X X" — 571 to be the estimator for M, where 62 is a
consistent estimator for o%. We assume that the data are split along the sample size n
and stored on m servers.

(2) Degree-corrected mixed membership (DCMM) model: let X be the adjacency
matrix for an undirected graph of d nodes, where the connection probabilities between
nodes are determined by their membership assignments to K communities and node-
associated degrees. Consider the data M = X to be split along d on m servers, and we
aim to infer the membership profiles of nodes by recovering the K-leading eigenspace
of the marginal connection probability matrix M = E(X) using the data M.

(3) Gaussian mixture models (GMM): let Wy,..., W, € R" be independent ran-
dom vectors drawn from K Gaussian distributions with different means and iden-
tity covariance matrix. We are interested in clustering the samples by estimating
the eigenspace of M = [M;;] = [E(W,)"E(Wj)], whose estimator is given by
M = [ﬁjj/] = [WWj] — nl. Assume the data are distributively stored on m
servers along the dimension n.

(4) Incomplete matrix inference: we have a low-rank matrix M of interest, and we
observe M as a perturbed version of M with missing entries. Assume M to be vertically
split along d on m servers, and we aim to infer the eigenspace of M through M.

We will elaborate on the above examples in Section 2. We consider distributed settings
for all the four problems, where the data are split along n for the spiked covariance model
and the GMM, and along d for the DCMM model and the incomplete matrix inference
model given that d coincides with n for those two. We will establish in Section 4.1 a general
non-asymptotic error bound applicable to multiple statistical models as well as case-specific
error rates for each example, and show that the non-asymptotic error rate of FADI is of the
same order as the traditional PCA as long as the sketching dimension p and the number of fast
sketches L are sufficiently large. Inferentially, we provide distributional characterizations of
FADI under different regimes of the fast sketching parameters. We observe a phase-transition
phenomenon where the asymptotic covariance matrix takes on two different forms as Lp
increases. When Lp > d, the FADI estimator converges in distribution to a multivariate



Gaussian, and the asymptotic relative efficiency (ARE) between FADI and the traditional
PCA is 1 (see Figure 1). On the other hand, when Lp < d, FADI has higher computational
efficiency and still enjoys asymptotic normality under certain models, but will have a larger
asymptotic variance.

(a) Example 1: Spiked Covariance Model (b) Example 3: Gaussian Mixture Models
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Figure 1: Asymptotic relative efficiency (ARE) between the FADI estimator and the tra-
ditional PCA estimator under Example 1 and Example 3, where the ARE is measured by
det(SFAPTL/K . qet(SPCA)-1/K with SIFADT apd IPCA heing the empirical covariance matrices
for the FADI and traditional PCA estimators [36].

Related Papers on Inferential Analysis of PCA

There has been a great amount of literature depicting the asymptotic distribution of traditional
PCA estimators. Anderson [5] characterized the asymptotic normality of eigenvectors and
eigenvalues for traditional PCA on the sample covariance matrix with fixed dimension. Paul
[32] and Wang and Fan [41] extended the analysis to the high-dimensional regime and
established distributional results under the spiked covariance model. Similar efforts were
made by Johnstone [25] and Baik et al. [6], where they studied the limiting distribution of
the largest empirical eigenvalue when both the dimension and the sample size go to infinity.
Apart from inference on the sample covariance matrix of i.i.d. data, previous works also made
progress in inferential analyses for a variety of statistical models including the DCMM model
[16], the matrix completion problem [13], and high-dimensional data with heteroskedastic
noise and missingness under the spiked covariance model [43]. Specifically, Fan et al. [16]
employed statistics based on principal eigenspace estimators of the adjacency matrix to
perform inference on whether two given nodes share the same membership profile under
the DCMM model. Chen et al. [13] constructed entry-wise confidence intervals (Cls) for a
low-rank matrix with missing data and Gaussian noise based on debiased convex/nonconvex
PC estimators. A similar missing data inference problem was conducted in Yan et al. [43],



where they adopted a refined spectral method with imputed diagonal for CI construction of
the underlying spiked covariance matrix of corrupted samples with missing data.

The aforementioned works were all based upon the traditional PCA approach and con-
sidered no distributed data setting, and hence will suffer from low computational efficiency
when the data are high-dimensional or distributively stored across different sites. Our paper
fills the gap in the literature and provides general inferential results on the fast sketching
method with high computational efficiency adapted to high-dimensional federated data.

Our Contributions

We summarize the major contributions of our paper as follows.

First, the existing PCA methods either handle high dimensions d or large sample sizes
n, but not both. Specifically, fast PCA [20] handles large d but has elevated error rates
and is difficult to apply when n is large. Distributed PCA [18] handles large n but is not
scalable to large d, as it applies traditional PCA to each data split. FADI overcomes the
limitations of these methods by providing scalable PCA when both d and n are large or
data are federated. Due to the fact that variables are usually dependent, it is challenging to
achieve parallel computing along d and distributed computing along n simultaneously. To
address this challenge, FADI splits the data along n and untangles the variable dependency
along d by dividing the high-dimensional data into L copies of p-dimensional fast sketches.
Namely, for each split dataset, FADI performs multiple parallel fast sketchings instead of the
traditional PCA, and then aggregates the PC results distributively over the split samples.
We establish theoretical error bounds to show that FADI is as accurate as the traditional
PCA so long as Lp 2 d.

Second, we provide distributional characterizations for inferential analyses and show a
phase-transition phenomenon. We provide distributional guarantees on the FADI estimator to
facilitate inference, which is absent in previous literature on fast PCA methods and distributed
PCA methods. More specifically, we depict the trade-off between computational complexity
and testing efficiency by studying FADI’s asymptotic distribution under the regimes Lp < d
and Lp > d respectively. We show that the same asymptotic efficiency as the traditional
PCA can be achieved at Lp > d with a compromise on computational efficiency, while faster
inferential procedures can be performed at Lp < d with suboptimal testing efficiency. We
further validate the distributional phase transition via numerical experiments.

Third, we propose FADI under a general framework applicable to multiple statistical
models under mild assumptions, including the four examples discussed earlier in this section.
We provide a comprehensive investigation of FADI’s performance both methodologically and
theoretically under the general framework, and illustrate the results with the aforementioned
statistical models. In comparison, the existing distributed methods mainly focus on
estimating the covariance structure of independent samples [18].



Paper Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the problem setting and
provides an overview of FADI and its intuition. Section 3 discusses FADI’s implementation
details, as well as the computational complexity of FADI and its modifications when K is
unknown. Section 4 presents the theoretical results of the statistical error and asymptotic
normality of the FADI estimator. Section 5 shows the numerical evaluation of FADI and
comparison with several existing methods. The application of FADI to the 1000 Genomes
Data is given in Section 6.

Notation

We use 15 € R? to denote the vector of length d with all entries equal to 1, and denote
by {e;}¢; the canonical basis of R?. For a matrix A = [A;;] € R™", we use 0;(A)
(respectively \;(A)) to represent the i-th largest singular value (respectively eigenvalue)
of A, and oax(A) or omin(A) (respectively Apax(A) or Anin(A)) stands for the largest
or smallest singular value (respectively eigenvalue) of A. If A has the singular value
decomposition (SVD) A = UAVT = Z]K:l oju;v], then we denote by AT = VAU the
pseudo-inverse of A, Po = AAT the projection matrix onto the column space of A, and
sgn(A) =32, u;v, the matrix signum. If A is positive definite with eigen-decomposition
A = UDU', we define AY? = UDY?U" and A~'/2 = UD'/2UT. We denote by ® the
Kronecker product. For two orthonormal matrices V, U € R™*"2 with n; > ny, we measure
the distance between their column spaces by p(U,V) = |[UU" — VV T ||z. For a vector v,
we use ||v]|s to denote the vector fo-norm, and ||v||s to denote the vector {,-norm. For a
matrix A = [A;;], we denote by ||A||2 the matrix spectral norm, ||A||r the Frobenius norm,
[Al2,00 = SUP|yp=1 AKX (oo = max; [|A ;|2 the 2-to-00 norm and [|Allmax = max;; [A;| the
matrix max norm. For an integer n, define [n| = {1,2,...,n}. For two positive sequences
x, and y,, we say x, <y, or z, = O(y,) if x, < Cy, for C > 0 that does not depend on n.
We say x,, < y, if z, <y, and y,, < @y, If limy, o0 2, /Yy, = 0, we say x,, = o(y,,) or x, <K Y.
Let I{-} be an indicator function, which takes 1 if the statement inside {-} is true and 0
otherwise. Throughout the paper, we use ¢ and C to represent generic constants and their
values might change from place to place.

2 Preliminaries and Problem Setup

We aim to estimate the eigenspace of the rank-K symmetric matrix M € R%*? whose
eigen-decomposition is given by M = VAV T ! where A = diag(\y, ..., \k), |\ > [Ao| >
... > |Ag| >0 and V is the stacking of the K leading eigenvectors. We denote by A = |\g|
the eigengap of M, and assume without loss of generality that A\; > 0. M is a corrupted

'When M is asymmetric, we can deploy the “symmetric dilation” trick and take S(M) = (1\/(I)T 1:)/[> to

fit it into the setting.



version of M obtained from observed data, with E = ﬁ/\— M representing the error matrix.
Our goal is to estimate the column space of V from M distributively and scalably. The
following four examples provide concrete statistical setups for the above problem.

Example 1 (Spiked Covariance Model [25]). Let Xi,..., X, € R be i.i.d. sub-Gaussian
random vectors with E(X;) = 0 and E(X;X,") = £.? We assume the following decomposition
for the covariance matrix: ¥ = VAV + ¢2I;, where V € R¥¥ is the stacked K leading
eigenvectors and A = diag(\y, ..., Ag) with Ay > ... > Ag > 0. Assume that the data
are split along the sample size n and stored on m different sites. Denote by {Xi(s) », the
sample split of size n, on the s-th site, and by X = (Xl(s), . ,X,(fs))T the corresponding
data matrix split (s = 1,...,m and >.", ns = n). Denote by X = (Xj,...,X,)" the full
n x d data matrix. Then M = VAV, and M = & — 5L, where £ = 15" X, XT is the

sample covariance matrix and o2 is a consistent estimator for o2.

Ezample 2 (Degree-Corrected Mixed Membership (DCMM) Model [16]). Let X € R4 be
a symmetric adjacency matrix for an undirected graph of d nodes, where X;; = 1 if nodes
i,j € [d] are connected and X;; = 0 otherwise. Assume X;;’s are independent for i < j and
E(X) = OIIPII' ©, where © = diag(fy,...,0,) stands for the degree heterogeneity matrix,
Il = (my,...,my)" € R™E is the stacked community assignment probability vectors and
P € RE*K is a symmetric rank-K matrix with constant entries Py € (0,1) for k, k' € [K].
Then M = E(X) = OIIPII' © and M = X.® The goal is to infer the community membership
profiles II. Recall M = VAV . Since V and OII share the same column space, we can
make inference on IT through V. * In this paper, we assume that there exist constants
C > ¢ > 0 such that o (IT) > ¢\/d/K, ¢ < Ag(P) < \(P) < CK and max; §; < C'min; 0;,
where we define § = max; 67 as the rate of signal strength. We assume that the adjacency

matrix is distributed across m sites, where on the s-th site we observe the connectivity matrix
X&) € R4 and X = (XM, X)),

Ezample 3 (Gaussian Mixture Models (GMM) [12]). Let Wy, ..., W, € R™ be independent
samples with W, (j € [d]) generated from one of K Gaussian distributions with means
0, €R" (k=1,---,K). More specifically, for j € [d], W; is associated with a membership
label k; € [K], and W; ~ N (3.8 0,1{k; = k},1,). Our goal is to recover the unknown
membership labels k;’s. Denote X = (Wy,...,W,) = (X1,...,X,)", where X is the i-th
row of X. Without loss of generality, we order W;’s such that E(X) = OF ', where

©=(0),...,05) c RF F =diag(ly,..., 14, ) € R*E,

with dj, denoting the number of samples drawn from the Gaussian distribution with mean 6y.
Then we define M = E[XTX] —nl; = FOTOF" and M = X"X —nl;. Recal M = VAV,
Since V and F share the same column space, we can recover the memberships from V. We

2We assume {X;}7_; are i.i.d. for the simplicity of presentation. We will generalize the theoretical results
to non-i.i.d. and heterogeneous data in Section 4.1.

3In the case where self-loops are absent, X will be replaced by X’ = X — diag(X) and E will be replaced
by E' = E — diag(X). Our theoretical results hold for both cases.

4To address the degree heterogeneity, one can perform the SCORE normalization to cancel out © [24].
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consider the regime where n > d. Besides, we assume that there exists a constant C' > 0
such that maxy d < C'ming dy, and 01(0) < Cog(©). We consider the distributed setting
where the data are split along the dimension n and distributively stored on m sites. Denote
by X© = (X X7 the data split on the s-th site of size n, (s € [m]).

Example 4 (Incomplete Matrix Inference [13]). Assume that M = VAV is a symmetric
rank-K matrix, and S C [d] x [d] is a subset of indices. We only observe the perturbed
entries of M in the subset S. Specifically, for i < j, we denote d;; = 0,;; = I{(¢,7) € S}, and

dij Sy Bernoulli(f) is an indicator for whether the (7, j)th entry is missing. Then for ¢, j € [d],
the observation for M;; is X;; = (M;; + €;;)6;;, where €;; = ¢; are i.i.d. random variables
satisfying E(e;;) = 0, E(e};) = 0 and sup;; |e;;| < ologd.” Then to adjust for scaling, we
define the observed data as M = [ﬁw} = 5‘1[XU], where 0 = 2|S|/(d(d +1)).% Consider the
distributed setting where the data are split along d on m servers, where X € R¥*ds gtands
for the observations on the s-th server and M = §~1(X® ... X)) The goal is to infer V
from M in the presence of missing data.

Table 1 provides the complexities of FADI for the four problems and suggested choice of

parameters for optimal error rates. We will further discuss the computational complexities in
detail in Section 3.4.

Complexity P L
Spiked covariance model  O(dnp/m + dKpLlogd) K Vlogd d/p
DCMM model O(d2p/m + dKpLlog d) Vd Vd
Gaussian mixture models  O(dnp/m +dKpLlogd) K Vlogd d/p

vd  Vd

Incomplete matrix inference O(d*p/m + dKpLlogd

~—

Table 1: Computational complexities and parameter choice of FADI for PCA estimation
under different models, where K is the rank of M, d is the dimension of M, n is the sample
size, m is the number of data splits, p is the fast sketching dimension and L is the number of
repeated sketches.

®We can generalize the results to sub-Gaussian error €4;'s with variance proxy o? by taking the truncated
error sgj = g;;I{|e;;| < 40+/logd}, and by the maximal inequality for sub-Gaussian random variables we
know that with probability at least 1 — O(d~°), ;; = 5%, Vi, j € [d], and the theorems can be generalized
with minor modifications.

6In practice, we can estimate V by X rather than by M= a_lX, since the two matrices share exactly
the same eigenvectors. However, we need the factor 6! to preserve correct scaling for the estimation of
eigenvalues as well as the follow-up matrix completion. Please see Theorem 4.3 and Corollary 4.9 for more
details.



3 Method

In this section, we present the FADI algorithm and its application to different examples.
We then provide the computational complexities of FADI and compare it with the existing
methods. We also discuss how to estimate the rank K when it is unknown.

3.1 Fast Distributed PCA (FADI): Overview and Intuition

For a given matrix ﬁ € R4 the computational cost of the traditional PCA on M is O(d?).

In the case where M is computed from observed data, e.g., the sample covariance matrix
=1 Ly X X[ extra computational burden comes from calculating M, e.g., O(nd?)
flops for computing the sample covariance matrix. Hence performing traditional PCA for
large-scale data with high dimensions and huge sample sizes can be considerably expensive.

To reduce the computational cost when d is large, the most straightforward idea is
to reduce the data dimension. One popular method for dimension reduction is random
sketching [20]. For instance, for a low-rank matrix M of rank K, its column space can be
represented by a low-dimensional fast sketch M € R¥P, where Q € R¥? is a random
Gaussian matrix with K’ < p < d. In practice, M is usually replaced by an almost low-rank
corrupted matrix M calculated from observed data. Traditional fast PCA methods then
consider performing random sketching on M instead, and use the full sample to obtain
the fast sketch Y = MQ ~ VAV TQ that almost maintains the same left singular space
as M —AVAVT. It is hence reasonable to estimate V by performing SVD on the d x p
matrix Y that has a much smaller computational cost than directly performing PCA on
M. However, one major drawback of this approach is that information might be lost due
to fast sketching. Furthermore, the method is not scalable when n is large or the data are
federated. This motivates us to propose FADI, where we repeat the fast sketching multiple
times and aggregate the results to reduce the statistical error. Besides, instead of performing
the fast sketching on the full sample, we apply multiple sketches to each split sample, and
then aggregate the PC results across the data splits.

Spec1ﬁcally, assume the data are stored across m sites, and we have the decomposition
M = >y M , where M® is the component that can be computed locally on the s-th
machine (s € [m]). Then instead of applying random sketching dlrectly to M, FADI
computes in parallel the local fast sketching for each component M® and aggregates the
results across m sites, Wthh will reduce the cost of computing MQ by a factor of 1/m. Note
that this representatlon of M is legitimate in many models. Taking Example 1 for instance,
define M) L(X®TXE)) — (6% /m)1,, and we have M=% —-32,=Y", M®. We will
verify the decomposmon for Examples 2 - 4 in Section 3.3.

We will see in Section 4.1 that when the number of repeated fast sketches is sufficiently
large, FADI enjoys the same error rate as the traditional PCA. From this perspective, FADI
can be viewed as a “vertically” distributed PCA method as it allocates the computational
burden along the dimension d to several machines using low-dimensional sketches while
maintaining high statistical accuracy through the aggregation of local PCs. FADI overcomes
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the difficulties of vertical splitting caused by the correlation between variables.

3.2 General Algorithmic Framework

Recall we aim to estimate the K leading eigenvectors V of a rank-K matrix M from its
estimator M = P M), Figure 2 illustrates the fast distributed PCA (FADI) algorithm:
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Flgure 2: Hlustration of FADI. Here {X(S ™ , are the raw data stored distributively on m sites,
and M is the s-th component of M that can be calculated from X®), Y = Zse[m] Y (&)

(¢ € [L]) is the ¢-th copy of the fast sketch obtained by aggregating the fast sketches calculated
distributively for each data split.

In Step 0, we perform preliminary processing on the raw data to produce {M(S)}ZLI. We
will elaborate on the case-specific preprocessing in Section 3.3.

In Step 1, we calculate the distributed fast sketch Y = M = S M©® €, where 0
isadxp standard Gaussian test matrix and K < p < d. To reduce the statlstlcal error,
we repeat the fast sketching L times and aggregate the results from the L copies of Y.
Speciﬁcally, we generate L 1.i.d. Gaussian test matrices {Q®}YL | and for each ¢ € [L], we
apply Q) dlstrlbutwely to M) for each s € [m] and obtain the ¢-th fast sketch of M® as
YO = MOQO, We send Y (s=1,---,m) to the ¢-th parallel server for aggregation.

In Step 2, on the ¢-th server, the random sketches Y0 (s=1,---,m) from the m split
datasets corresponding to the (-th Gaussian test matrix Q© will be collected and added
up to get the (-th fast sketch: Y = Z YO (0 e [L]) We next compute in parallel
the top K left singular vectors VO of YO and send the V®’s to the central processor for
aggregation. _ L

In Step 3, on the central processor, calculate 3 = %25:1 VOVOT = %Zle P,, where
P, = }?(Z)\A/'(Z)T is the projection matrix of V©. We next calculate the K leading eigenvectors
V of ¥, which will serve as the final estimator of V.
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To further improve the computational efficiency, we might conduct another fast sketching
in Step 3 to compute V. More SpeC1ﬁcally, we apply the power method [20] to > by calculating

Y = S1QF = ( S VOV®© ) QF for ¢ > 1, where QF € R¥? is a Gaussian test matrix

with dimension p’ that can be set different from p for optimal efficiency. Here, Y can be
calculated iteratively: Y(z =7 Ly~ (V(K)V(E)TY(i_lo fori =1,...,q, where Y = QF

and Y = Y(q). We denote by V¥ the leading K left singular vectors of Y. We will show in
Section 4 that when ¢ is properly large, the distance between V and V¥ will be negligible.
Remark 1. We refer to Theorem 4.1 for the choice of p and L. In general, taking p = 2K is

sufficient. For now, we assume K is known, and the scenarios where K is unknown will be
discussed in Section 3.5.

3.3 Case-Specific Processing of Raw Data

In this section, we discuss the calculation of M in Step 0 of FADI specifically for each example.

Example 1: Recall that in Step 0 of FADI, to obtain /M, we need a consistent estimator
of the residual variance 0. Denote by S = {21, igy...,ir} C [d] an arbitrary index set of
size K’ > K + 1. Then we estimate o2 by 02 = O'mm(is), where f]g is a K’ x K' principal
submatrix of 3 computed using only data columns in the set .S. Due to the additive structure
of the sample covariance matrix, is can be easily computed distributively (see Figure 9 in
Appendix E for reference). Then for s € [m], we have M(®) = L(X®TXE) — (52 /m)1,. Note
that since computing MEQ = 1X IT(XE)Q) — m~1520 is much faster than first computing
M then computing | M® 2, we will calculate MEQ by calculating X ()€ first rather than
directly computing M®.

Example 2: Recall that the adjacency matrix is stored distributively on m sites, and
for the s-th site we observe the connectivity matrix X®). Then for s € [m], define M(S =
(e] ®1,) diag(X®, ..., X™) where {e,}™, C R™is the canonical basis for R™. Namely, M
is the s-th observation X(®) augmented by zeros, and M = o M) = (XM, XMy = X,
No preliminary computation is needed.
Example 3: Recall that the data {W;}_,
sites, and {X ()}, are the corresponding data splits. For the s-th site, we have M) =
XOTXE — (n/m)I,, and for ¢ € [L], we compute Y& by XOT(X®Q®) — (n/m)Q®.
Example 4: Recall that we observe the split data {X(®)}™ | with missing entries on m servers.
Define M(®) = - (e ®Id) diag(X ., X ™) for the s-th server, where = 2|S|/(d(d+1)),
then we have M = >y M) = §- ( Do X)),

C R”™ are vertically distributed across m

3.4 Computational Complexity

In this section, we provide the computational complexity of FADI for each example given in
Section 2. The complexity of each step is listed in Table 2.
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Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 Example 4

Ss: 0K | K2m) 2
Step 0 52 B N/A O(1) O(%)
Step 1 L0 ; (e 0 o(Le) Y0 o(dne) Y0 o(Le)
Step 2 YO : O(mdp) YO : O(mdp) YO : O(mdp) YO : O(mdp)
p VO . 0(dp?) VO . 0(dp?) VO . 0(dp?) VO . 0(dp?)
V : O(d?pL + d3) N/A V : O(d?pL + d3) N/A
Step 3

VF . O(dKp'Lq + dp’?)

Total — O(“2 +dKp'Lg) O(%L2 +dKp'Lg) O(%L +dKp'Lg) O(L2 4 dKp'Lq)

Table 2: Computational costs for Examples 1-4. For the simplicity of presentation, we assume
MaXge[m] s < 1/m for Examples 1 and 3 and MAX s¢[pn] ds =< d/m for Examples 2 and 4. In
Step 3, the calculation of V involves computing ¥ at O(d*pL) flops and SVD on ¥ at O(d3)
flops, while computing VF involves s computing 20 at O(dKp'Lq) flops and SVD on 240QF
at O(dp’?) flops. We recommend VT instead of V in practice. The total complexity in the
last line refers to the total computational cost for VF.

When m can be customized, we recommend taking m =< n/d for Examples 1 and 3,
and m = v/d for Examples 2 and 4 for optimal efficiency. For Examples 1 and 3, when
= (K Vlogd), L < d/p, p < K and g =< logd, the total computational cost will be
O(dn(K Vv logd)/m + d®K logd). For Examples 2 and 4, direct SVD on ¥ will induce

computational cost of order d* and we only suggest VF as the eigenspace estimator. If
we take p < Vd, L =< d/p, p =< K and ¢ = logd, the total computational cost will
be O(d?/m + K?d*?logd). Inference on eigenspace will require the calculation of the
asymptotic covariance, whose formula and computational costs will be discussed in Sections
4.3 and 4.4.

Method Error Rate Computational Complexity
FADI O(y/Kr/n) | O(dn(K Vlogd)/m + d*K logd)
Traditional PCA | O(y/Kr/n) O(d*n + d°)
Fast PCA O(/Kdr/n) O(dnK + d*K)
Distributed PCA | O(\/Kr/n) O(d*n/m + d®)

Table 3: Error rates and computational complexities for FADI, traditional PCA, fast PCA
(one sketching) [20] and distributed PCA [18] for Example 1, where the error rate is evaluated

by (Elp(- ,V)|2)1/2. Here r = tr(X)/||X]|2 is the effective rank of the covariance matrix and
m is the number of sites. For FADI, we take p < (K Vlogd), L < d/p, p' < K and ¢ < logd.

For a comparison of FADI with the existing works, we provide in Table 3 the theoretical
error rates and the computational complexities of FADI against different PCA methods

13



under Example 1 (please refer to Therem 4.1 for the error rates of FADI). We choose
Example 1 for illustration, as the existing distributed PCA methods mainly consider this
setting [18]. The results show that under the distributed setting, FADI has a much lower
computational complexity than the other three methods, while enjoying the same error rate
as the traditional full-sample PCA. In comparison, the distributed PCA method in [18] is
slowed down significantly by applying traditional PCA to each data split. The fast PCA
algorithm in [20] has suboptimal computational complexity and theoretical error rate due to
their downstream projection that hinders aggregation.

3.5 Estimation of the Rank K

FADI requires inputting the rank K of the matrix M. In practice, if we are only interested in
estimating the leading PCs, the exact value of K is not needed as long as the fast sketching
dimensions, p and p/, are sufficiently larger than K. Yet knowing the exact value of K will
improve the computational efficiency as well as facilitate inference on PCs. In fact, the

estimation of K can be incorporated into Step 2 and Step 3 of FADI. Specifically, for the ¢-th

parallel server ( ¢ € [L]), after performing the SVD Y = VIPAL UL | we estimate K by

KO = min{k < p: 0k+1(?(£)) - Up(?(g)) < VPHo},

where py > 0 is a user-specified parameter (we refer to Theorem 4.3 for the choice of ).
Then send all the left singular vectors V;(f) and K ¢ € [L] to the central processor. Finally,
on the central processor, take K = [median { KV, K@ ... K" 1] as the estimator for K,

and obtain V # (respectively {f%) by performing PCA (respectively powered fast sketching)
on the aggregated average of {\A/'}?}gem and taking the K leading PCs, where \A/'%) is the K
leading PCs of Y. We will show in Theorem 4.3 that K is a consistent estimator of K.

4 Theory

In this section, we will establish a theoretical upper bound for the error rate of FADI in
Section 4.1, and characterize the asymptotic distribution of the FADI estimator in Section 4.3
and Section 4.4 to facilitate inference.

4.1 Theoretical Bound on Error Rates

We need the following condition to guarantee that the error term converges at a proper rate.

Assumption 1 (Convergence of ||E||2). Recall that E = M — M is the error matrix. Assume
that ||El||2 is sub-exponential, and there exists a rate r1(d) such that

IEllly, = supg™ (EIE"" < ri(d).
q=
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Remark 2. By standard probability theory [40], we know that there exists a constant ¢, > 0
such that for any ¢t > 0 we have P(||E||s > t) < exp (—c.t/ri(d)) and ||E|s = Op (r1(d)).

We will conduct a variance-bias decomposition on the error rate p(\~f, V). To facilitate the
discussion, we introduce the intermediate matrix 3’ = Eq (\A/'“ V© ) where the expectation
is taken with respect to 2. Let V' be the top K eigenvectors of 3'. Note that both 3’
and V' are random depending on M. For the FADI PC estimator V we have the following
“variance-bias” decomposition of the error rate:

p(V.V) < p(V. V) +p(V' V).
Conditional on all the available data, the first term characterizes the statistical randomness of
V due to fast sketching, whereas the second bias term is determinig:cic &/x\nd depends on all the
information provided by the data. Intuitively, since ¥ = + ZZL_ VOVOT converges to the

conditional expectation X, V will also converge to V'. Hence the first variance term goes to
0 asymptotically. As for the second bias term, let V be the K leading eigenvectors of M, then
we further break the bias term into two components: p(V', V) < ,O(V, V) +p(V', V). We can
see that the first term is the error rate for the traditional PCA, whereas the second term is the
bias caused by fast sketching. We can show that the second term is 0 with high probability
and is hence negligible compared to the first term (see Lemma B.1 in Appendix B.1 for
details), and the bias of the FADI estimator is of the same order as the error rate of the
traditional PCA. In other words, the bias of the FADI estimator mainly comes from \Af, which
is due to the information we can get from the available data. The following theorem gives
the overall error rate of the FADI PC estimator. Its proof is given in Appendix B.2.

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumption 1, if p > max(2K, K +7) and (logd)~'+/p/dA/r(d
for some large enough constant C > 0, we have

)’2>1/2 VK Kd

(E]p({/',V S T'rl(d> + mﬁ(‘ﬁ (1)

Furthermore, recall V¥ s the K leading left singular vectors of $IQF for some power
q > 1, where QF € R s a random Gaussian matriz and p' > max(2K, K +7), then under
Assumptwn 1 and the conditions that p > max(2K, K +8q—1) and (logd)~ \/_A/rl
C, there exists some constant n > 0 such that

(o VP) S @y [ ) \f (nq\/—m >> )

Remark 3. On the RHS of (1), the first term is the bias term, while the second term is the
variance term. We can see that when the number of sketches L reaches the order d/p, the
variance term will be of the same order as the bias term, which is the same as the error rate of
the traditional PCA method. As for (2), the first term and the second term on the RHS are the
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same as the bias and the variance terms in (1), while the third term comes from the additional
fast sketching. In fact, if we properly choose ¢ = [(log (\/p/dA/rl(d)))fl logd] + 1 < logd,
the third term in (2) will be negligible. Theorem 4.1 also indicates that p only needs to

be of order K V logd, which significantly reduces the communication costs from O(d?) to
O (d(K Vlogd)) for each server.

Based upon Theorem 4.1, we provide the case-specific error rate for each example given
in Section 2 in the following corollary. Please refer to Appendix B.3 for the proof.

Corollary 4.2. For Examples 1 — /, we have the following error bounds for each case under
corresponding reqularity conditions.

e Ezample 1: Define k; = (A +02)/A, then under the conditions that p' > max(2K, K +
7), p > max(2K, K + 8logd — 1), ¢ = [logd] and n > C(rd/p)x?log*d for some large
enough constant C > 0, it holds that

~ 1/2 Kr Kdr
F 2 < i -
(E|0(V , V)| ) S R\ ==+ k1 T (3)

where r = tr(X)/[|X||2 is the effective rank.

o Example 2:  Suppose 6>K2d='/?t¢ for some constant € > 0. If we take p' >
max(2K, K +7), p > V/d and ¢ = [logd)], it holds that

(Eyp(VF,Vw)m < K\/g + K\/g. ()

o Ezample 3: Under the conditions that A3 > CK (logd)* max (d(log d)?/p, \/n/p) for
some large enough constant C' > 0, where Ay = ||®||2, if we take p’ > max(2K, K +7),
p > max(2K, K +8logd — 1) and q = [logd], it holds that

. e (K K [Kn\. [d (K K [En
VAT e Ry B LY L 5
(BIp(V"VF) "5 (AO+A3 d >+\/ pL <A0+A§ d ) ®)

e Ezample 4: Define ky = |M\i|/A. Suppose 0 > d~/?*< for some constant ¢ > 0,
o/A < d D0, | V]ewe < /uK/d for some pp > 1 and rouK < d'/*, if we take
P >max(2K,K +7), p 2 Vd and q = [logd], it holds that

~ 1/2 K do? Kd K do?
<E’p(VF,V)|2> 5@(/{2” + o )+ _(52/11 + g ) (6)

NG A20 pL\ Vdb A2

Remark 4. We can generalize the results of Example 1 to the heterogeneous residual variance
model for non-i.i.d. data, under which {X;}";, C R are centered random vectors with
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covariance matrices satisfying lim, o = > .7 | E(X;X,") = ¥ = D + VAV, where D =
diag(c?,...,07) and A{[|V]3 /A = o(1). Then we have M = S — diag(S), where S =
P2 XX M = VAVT and B[y < 2|[S ~ £z + || diag(VAVT) 2 < 2|8~ £ +
AlVI3 - Then by plugging in r1(d) = A\ ||V||3,, + [ 32|l , we have the error bound
under the heterogeneous scenario. While the first term is deterministic, the second term

depends on the dependence structure of the sample. Many studies depicted the convergence
of the sample covariance matrix for non-i.i.d. data [7, 17].

For Example 1, when Lp 2 d, our error rate in (3) is optimal [18]. Under the distributed
data setting, we require the total sample size n to be larger than rd/p, while Fan et al.
[18]’s distributed PCA requires n/m > r, where n/m is the sample size for each data split.
Compared with [18], our method has theoretical guarantees regardless of the number of data
splits, but our scaling condition n 2 rd/p has an extra factor of d/p in exchange for reduced
computation cost. As for Example 2, our estimation rate in (4) matches the inferential
results in [16]. Please also refer to Section 4.3 for a detailed comparison with the method
in [16] in terms of the limiting distributions. For Example 3, our estimation rate in (5) is
the same as in [12]. For Example 4, our error rate in (6) matches the results in [12]. When
the rank K is unknown and estimated by FADI, the following theorem shows that under
appropriate conditions, our estimator K presented in Section 3.5 recovers the true K with
high probability.

Theorem 4.3. Under Assumption 1, define ny = 480c; +/d/(A2p)ry(d)logd, where ¢, > 0
is the constant defined in Remark 2. When d > 2, 2K < p < d(logd)™ and ny <
(32log d)~¥@=K+V) if we choose g such that Ang/24 < pig < A\/1o/12, then with probability

at least 1 — O(d~EN20/2) | = K.

We defer the proof to Appendix B.4. We provide case-specific choices of the thresholding
parameter i in the following corollary, whose proof can be found in Appendix B.5.

Corollary 4.4. For Examples 1 to 4, we specify the choice of g under certain reqularity
conditions.

e Example 1: Under the conditions that 2K < p < (logd)™2d, n > r?rd/p(logd)*,
(M + 0?) < (an/(dlogd))u4 and A > (0’2(np)*1/2dlogd)l/3, if we take py =
(d(np)~'/*1og d)?’/4 /12, with probability at least 1 — O (d~*"29/2) " we have K =K.

o Example 2: Define 8 = d2 > i<i /1\/\Iij, then under the condition that 6 > K2d~1/2te
for some constant € > 0 and Vd < p < (logd)~2d, if we take po = (6/p)/2dlogd/12,
with probability at least 1 — O (d*(LMO)/Q), we have K = K.

e Example 3: Under the conditions that 2K < p < (logd)™2d and K (logd)*\/n/p <
A} < nK/d(logd)?, if we take po = d(log d)?+/n/p/12, with probability at least 1 —
O (d~E"20/2) "we have K = K.
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o Ezample /: When 6 > d='/?*¢ for some constant e > 0, || V|00 < /K /d for some
p > 1, k32K < (logd)?, Vd < p < (logd)~%d and (pf)~'/*\/do/Alogd = o(1),
if we take po = doolog d(ph)~1/2/12, where Gy = (Z(M)es(mm)?/w\)lﬂ, then with
probability at least 1 — O (d*(L/\ZO)/Q), we have K = K.

Remark 5. For Example 3, we impose the upper bound on A because in practice the eigengap
A is unknown, and estimation of A requires knowledge of K. Imposing the upper bound on
Ag makes the term in pg involving knowledge of A vanish and enables the estimation of K
from observed data.

4.2 Inferential Results on the Asymptotic Distribution: Intuition
and Assumptions

In Section 4.1, we discuss the theoretical upper bound for the error rate and present the
bias-variance decomposition for the FADI estimator V¥. From (2), we can see that when
Lp > d, the bias term will be the leading term, and the dominating error comes from ,0(\7, V),
whereas when Lp < d, the variance term will be the leading term and the main error derives
from p(V¥ V). This offers insight into conducting inferential analysis on the estimator and
implies a possible phase transition in the asymptotic distribution. Before moving on to further
discussions, we state the following assumption to ensure that the bias of M is negligible.

Assumption 2 (Statistical Rate for the Biased Error Term). For the error matrix E we have
the decomposition E = Eq + E,;, where E(Eq) = 0 and E, is the biased error term satisfying
llmd_)oo]P)(HEb||2§T2(d)) = 1 with Tg(d) = O(Tl(d)).

In fact, we will later show in Section 4.3 and Section 4.4 that the leading term for the
distance between VY and V takes on two different forms under the two regimes:

VFH-V~P, E;VA! | ifLp>d;
VFH - V=P, EQBol! , if Lp<d,

where H is some orthogonal matrix aligning V¥ with V,P, =1—-VV' is the projection
matrix onto the linear space perpendicular to V, = (Q(l)/\/ﬁ, e Q(L)/\/ﬁ) € R¥>LP and
Bo = (BWT, ... .BENT with BY = (AVTQW/, /p)T € RP*K for £ =1,..., L. To get an
intuitive understanding on the form of the leading error term, let’s start with the regime
Lp > d where p(V¥, V) ~ p(V, V) and consider the case where {|\;|}£, are well-separated
such that H ~ I . Following basic algebra, we have

VE_VaV-VaP (V-V)=P,(MVA! - MVA™)
~P, (M—-M)VA ' =P E VA,

where A is the K -leading eigenvalues of M corresponding to {\/', and the second approximation
is due to the fact that V and V are fairly close and Py (V — V) will be negligible.
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Now we turn to the scenario Lp < d, where the error mainly comes from VF V. For a
given ¢ € [L], denote Y®) = MQ® = VAQY where Q) = VTQO is also a Gaussian test
matrix. Intuitively, p~1Q2OQOT ~ Ic when p is much larger than K. Hence Q© acts like an
orthonormal matrix scaled by ,/p, and the rank-K truncated SVD for Y/ vpand YO/ /p

will approximately be VIOA(Q®) /. /p) and VA(Q /,/p) respectively. Then following similar
arguments as when Lp > d, we have

VO _VaP, <(?(f)/\/]3)(§(€)/\/2—,)TK—1 _ (Y(f)/\/]—))(ﬁ(ﬁ)/\/]—))TA—1>
~P, (?(f)/\/z‘g - Y(@/\/ﬁ) (ﬁ(f)/\/ﬁ)TAfl ~ PLEO(Q(Z)/\/E)B“),

where the last approximation is because when QO /+/P is almost orthonormal we have
B = (AQW/ /p)" ~ (2 /,/p)TA~!. Then aggregating the results over ¢ € [L] we have

L L

- 1 (o 1

V-V {V“) - V} ~+ Y PIE(Q//p)BY = PLEQBaL .
/=1 /=1

It is worth noting that

TOBg~ (Z(ﬂ/mm/@f) VAT S VAT (7)

=1
when Lp > d, which demonstrates the consistency of the leading term across different regimes

of Lp. To unify the notations, we denote the leading term for VFH -V by

V(Ey) = P, E,;VA! . if Lp>d;
/7 PLENBgL! | ifLp<d.

Before we formally present the theorems, we introduce the following extra regularity conditions
necessary for studying the asymptotic features of the eigenspace estimator.

Assumption 3 (Incoherence Condition). For the eigenspace of the true matrix M, we assume

[Vll200 < VpK/d,

where p > 1 may change with d.

Assumption 4 (Statistical Rates for Eigenspace Convergence). For the unbiased error term
Eq and the traditional PCA estimator V, we have the following statistical rates

lim P(|[Vsgn(V'V) = V]|s00<r3(d)) =1, lim P(|Eo(Iy — VV )V |p00<ra(d)) = 1.
d—o0 d—00

Assumption 5 (Central Limit Theorem). For the leading term V(Eg) and any j € [d], it holds
that

S PV(E) e S N(0,1x),

where ; = Cov(V(Ey) "e;|2) when Lp < d and X; = Cov(V(Eo)"e;) when Lp > d.
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Assumption 3 is the incoherence condition [10] to guarantee that the information of the
eigenspace is uniformly spread. In Assumption 4 , r3(d) bounds the row-wise estimation
error for the eigenspace, while r4(d) characterizes the row-wise convergence rate of the
residual error term projected onto the spaces spanned by \Y 1 and V consecutively, i.e.,
IEo(Is = VV ) V]l200 = [[EgPg Pvll2,00. Assumption 5 states that the leading term satisfies
the central limit theorem (CLT). These assumptions are for the general framework and will
be translated into case-specific conditions for concrete examples. With the above assumptions
in place, we are ready to present the formal inferential results.

4.3 Inference When Lp > d

Recall that V is the K leading eigenvectors of the matrix > = %Zle \A/'“)\A/(Z)T, and VF is
the K leading left singular vectors of the matrix Y = 290F. We define H = H,H, H, to be
the alignment matrix between VF and V, where Hy = sgn(VFTV), H; = sgn(V'V) and
H, = sgn(\AfTV). The follow theorem provides the distributional guarantee of FADI when
Lp>d.

Theorem 4.5. When Lp > d, under Assumptions 1 - 5, recall 3; = Cov (V(EO)Tej) for

j € [d]. Define r(d) = A™*(, /f—Ldrl(d) + r3(d)ri(d)+1/ L5 11 (d)*+r2(d)+74(d)), and assume
that there exists a statistical rate ny(d) such that

min Ax (X;) 2 m(d) and m(d)"?r(d) = o(1).

j€ld]
If A™lry(d)(log d)*\/d/p = o(1) and we take
q>2+log(Ld)/loglogd, p'>max(2K,K+7) and p>max(2K,K +8¢—1),

we have

S (VIH - V) Te; 5 N (0,1x), V) € [d]. (8)

Remark 6. Please refer to Appendix B.9 for the proof of Theorem 4.5. Here 7;(d) guarantees
that the asymptotic covariance of the leading term is positive definite, and the rate r(d)
bounds the remainder term stemming from fast sketching approximation and eigenspace
misalignment. When the rate 7, (d) is not too small relative to r(d), Theorem 4.5 guarantees
the distributional convergence of the FADI estimator. We will see in the concrete examples
that the asymptotic covariance of the FADI estimator under the regime Lp > d is the same
as that of the traditional PCA estimator. In other words, we can increase the number of
repeated sketches in exchange for the same testing efficiency as the traditional PCA.

We present the corollaries of Theorem 4.5 for Examples 1 to 4 as follows.
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4.3.1 Spiked Covariance Model

Recall the set S of size K’ defined in Section 3.3 for estimating 2. We denote by Xy
the population covariance matrix corresponding to 3g and define g; = ||Xg]|2. Denote by
§ = Ax(X5) — o2 the eigengap of 3g. We have the following corollary of Theorem 4.5 for
Example 1.

Corollary 4.6. Assume that { X;}, are i.i.d. multivariate Gaussian. If we take K' = K+1,
P > max(2K, K +7), ¢ > 2+ log(Ld)/loglogd and p > max(2K, K + 8q — 1), then when
Lp > Kdrk?\i/o?, under Assumption 3 and the conditions that

n > max (f@‘ll(log d)'r* )\ /o2, (/<;1>\1/02)6> and K < min <(31/5) “rar, u’2/3f£1_4/3d2/3> :
we have that (8) holds. Furthermore, we have
S7AVIH - V) Te; 5 N(0,Ix), V) € [d], 9)

where f]j = (‘%AflVTZ]VA*1 is a simplification of 3; under Example 1. Besides, if we
define A = VETMVF and estimate 3; by 3; = L(G2A 4 64A2), then we have

S-1/2 /S d .

SAVE - VH)Te; S N(0,1x), V€ [d]. (10)
Remark 7. Please refer to Appendix B.10 for the proof. We compute A distributively
across the m data splits, and the cost for computing 3; is O(ndK/m). We recommend
taking p = [V/d], L = [k?Kd*?logd] and q = [logd] > 2 + log(Ld)/loglog d for optimal
computational efficiency, where the total computation cost will be O(K3d*?(logd)?). Our
asymptotic covariance matrix is the same as that of the traditional PCA estimator under
the incoherence condition [5, 32, 41]. Specifically, Wang and Fan [41] studied the asymptotic
distribution of the traditional PCA estimator by assuming that the spiked eigenvalues are
well-separated and diverging to infinity, which is not required by our paper. Our scaling
conditions are stronger than the estimation results in Corollary 4.2 to cancel out the additional
randomness induced by fast sketching and allow for efficient inference.

4.3.2 Degree-Corrected Mixed Membership Models

Corollary 4.7. When 0 > K2d='/?>%¢ for some constant € > 0 and K = o(d"/??), if we take
p=>Vd, p > max(2K, K +7), L > K%d?/p and q > 2 + log(Ld)/loglog d, then (8) holds.
Furthermore, if we denote 3; = A~'VT diag ( [M;; (1 — ij’)]j’e[d] YVA™!, we have

STA(VEH - V) Te; 5 N(0,1x), Vi€ [d]. (11)

Besides, define M = (VF{/'FT)M({/'F{/FT) and A = VETMVY, then if we estimate ij by

Ej = Xﬁl{/—FT dlag ([ij/(]_ — ij’)]j/e[d}){}inlz we have
SAVE - VH) Te; 5 N(0,1x), V)€ [d]. (12)

J
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Remark 8. The proof is deferred to Appendix B.11. We can obtain A by computing VETX ()
in parallel for s € [m], and the computational cost for X; is O(d*K/m). To achieve the
optimal computational efficiency, we would take p = [v/d] and L = [K°d*?logd]. Hence
taking ¢ = [logd] is sufficient, and the total computational cost will be O(K"d*?(log d)?).
Inferential analyses on the membership profiles has received attention in previous works
[16, 37]. Fan et al. [16] studied the asymptotic normality of the spectral estimator under
the DCMM model with complicated assumptions on the eigen-structure (see Conditions 1,
3, 6, 7 in their paper). In comparison, we only impose non-singularity conditions on the
membership profiles, but have a stronger scaling condition on the signal strength to facilitate
the divide-and-conquer process. Our asymptotic covariance is almost the same as Fan et al.
[16]’s, suggesting the same level of asymptotic efficiency.

4.3.3 Gaussian Mixure Models

Denote by p1g = Ay'\/n/K||©]|2.0 the incoherence parameter for the Gaussian means. Then
we have the following corollary for Example 3.

Corollary 4.8. When Lp > d, If we take ¢ > 2+log(Ld)/loglogd, p > max(2K, K +8q¢—1)
and p' > max(2K, K + 7), under the conditions that
n4/3 K d2
K =o(d), n>d* Kyn(logd?< A%< 7 and L>—,
Ho p
we have that (8) holds. Furthermore, if we denote £; = A-'VT{FOTOFT + nI;} VA, we

have
SAVEH - V)Te; S N(0,1x), V)€ [d]. (13)

If we define A = VETMVY and estimate f]j by f]j = A1+ nK—2, we have

5,2V — VHT) Te; 5 N(0,1x), V€ [d]. (14)

J

Remark 9. Please refer to Appendix B.12 for the proof. We impose the upper bound on A
to guarantee that the leading term satisfies the CLT. The distributive computation cost of
3, is O(ndK/m). We recommend taking p = [V/d], L = [Kd*/?logd] and q = [logd], with
total complexity of O(K3d*/?(logd)?). In Corollary 4.8, the scaling condition for n is n > d?
compared to n > d in Corollary 4.2, where the extra factor d is to guarantee fast enough
convergence rate of the remainder term for inference. It can be verified that the Cramér-Rao
lower bound for unbiased estimators of V'e; is A~!, and thus we can also see from (13) that

when A is large enough, the asymptotic efficiency of VF is 1 under the regime Lp > d.

4.3.4 Incomplete Matrix Inference

Corollary 4.9. When Lp > k2Kd? and § > d='/** for some constant ¢ > 0, if we take
P > max(2K, K +7), p > Vd and q > 2 + log(Ld)/ loglog d, then under Assumption 3 and
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the conditions that
KSK3® = o(d?) and o/A < \/0/d-min ((mgx/u[( - /12\/Klogd)_l, p/d) )

we have that (8) holds. Furthermore, if we denote flj = A 'V diag ([Mij,(l —0)/0 +
o?/0)%_)VA~', we have

S (VPH - V) Te; 5 N (0,1x), V) € [d]. (15)

Define A = VFTMVF and M = VFAVFT. [f we estimate o by 62 = Z(M,)Es(aﬁii, —
M;i)?/|S| and 25 by X; = A-'VFT diag (M2, (1 —0)/0 +52/0]%_, ) VFA™!, we have

S(VE - VH)Te; 5 N(0,1x), V5 € [d]. (16)

Remark 10. Please see Appendix B.13 for the proof of Corollary 4.9. We compute A by
calculating VFTX(S in parallel, and then A can be communicated across servers at low cost for
computing o2. The total computational cost for calculating E is O(d*K/m). We recommend
taking p = [Vd], L = [k3Kd*?logd] and ¢ = [logd], and the total computational cost
will be O(K3d*/%(log d)?). Chen et al. [13] studied the incomplete matrix inference problem
through penalized optimization, and their testing efficiency is the same as ours.

4.4 Inference When Lp < d

Similar as when Lp > d, we first redefine the alignment matrix between VF and V as
H = H,H,, where H; = sgn(V¥TV) and Hy = sgn(V'V). Then we have the following
theorem characterizing the limiting distribution for V¥,

Theorem 4.10. For the case when Lp < d, under Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 5, for j € [d],
recall ¥; = Cov(V(Eo) "e;|Q) and assume that there exists a statistical rate ny(d) such that

d?”g(d)Q — 0
LpA2ny(d) (1)-

. B d’ri(d)*(logd)*
min \x (Ej)an(d)) =1, A (772(61)/\(108; d)*l) =o(1) and

Then if we take K (logd)* < p =< p' < d/(logd)? and g > logd we have

limPg, (
d—o0 JE[d]

=2 (VIH - V) Te; 5 N (0,1x), V) € [d]. (17)

Remark 11. Theorem 4.10 states that under proper scaling conditions, the FADI estimator
still enjoys asymptotic normality even when the aggregated sketching dimension Lp is much
smaller than d. The rate 7,(d) is usually at least of order (d/A?Lp)Amin(Cov(Ege;)). In
comparison, the rate 1;(d) in Theorem 4.5 is usually of order A} * i (Cov(Ege;)), suggesting
a larger variance and lower testing efficiency of FADI at Lp < d than at Lp > d. The proof
is deferred to Appendix B.6.

The following corollaries of Theorem 4.10 provide case-specific distributional guarantee
for Examples 1 and 3 under the regime Lp < d.
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4.4.1 Spiked Covariance Model

Corollary 4.11. Assume {X;}, are i.i.d. multivariate Gaussian. When Lp < \{*A%d,
if we take K' = K + 1, K(logd)? < p=<p' < d/(logd)? and q > logd, under Assumption 3
and the conditions that

KN2dr2L N25OK? KX [
n > max< L pla4 : A12514a4>(10gd)4 and A—Ql\/g: o(1),

we have that (17) holds. Furthermore, if we define flj = %BEQTEQBQ, we have

STVA(VIH - V) ey 5 N(0, 1), Vi€ [d] (18)

Besides, if we further assume o 2N\ k] d2r/(np2L) = o(1) and estimate flj by flj =
= BLOQTSOBg, where Bg = (BOT,... . BT with BO = (VETY O/ /p)T for ¢ € [L],
we have R N .

S2(VE - VH)Te; 5 N(0,1x), V5 € [d]. (19)

Remark 12 Please refer to Appendix B.7 for the proof. For the computation of f]j, apart

from V(© , the /-th machine on layer 2 (see Figure 2) will send Q%) and Y® to the central
processor, and the total communication cost for each server is O(dp). On the central
processor, the total computational cost of Bg will be O(dpK L). Then we will compute
QTS0 = \%QT(?“), -, YE)152Q7Q with total computational cost of O (d(Lp)?) = o(d®).
Compared to Corollary 4.6, Corollary 4.11 has stronger scaling conditions on the sample size
n to compensate for the extra variability due to less fast sketches. As indicated by (7), the
asymptotic covariance matrix of Corollary 4.12 is consistent with Corollary 4.8.

4.4.2 Gaussian Mixture Models

Corollary 4.12. When Lp < d, if we take K(logd)* < p < p' < d/(logd)? and q > logd,
we have that (17) holds under the conditions that

K d3L dnL n*/3
—logd=0(1), n>——, and K(logd)? —<<A2<<min<n,—).
\/ 5 togd = 0(1) . (og | =2 < &3 -

Furthermore, if we define flj = L72B,Q" (F@T@FT + nId> QBq, then we have
SA(VPH - V) Te; 5 N (0,1x), V) € [d]. (20)

If we further assume d*A% < K Lp®n* and estimate E by E = %]/_5) Q' (M\ + nId> Qﬁg,
where Bq = (BOT, ... BOT)T with BO = (VFTY @/ /)T for € € [L], we have

STVAVE - VHT) e, 5 N(0, 1), Vi € [d] (21)
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Remark 13. The proof of Corollary 4.12 is deferred to Appendix B.8. Computation of flj is
very similar to Example 1 as described in Remark 12, and the total computational cost is
O(d(Lp)?) = o(d?). The stronger scaling conditions are the trade-off for higher computational
efficiency with less fast sketches.

We do not have distributional results for Examples 2 and 4 under the regime Lp < d. An
intuitive explanation would be that the information contained in each entry is independent
for Example 2 and Example 4, and when Lp < d, too much information will be lost from the
d x d graph or matrix. In comparison, we can still recover information from Examples 1 and
3 under the regime Lp < d due to the correlation structure of the matrix.

5 Numerical Results

We conduct extensive simulation studies to assess the performance of FADI under each
example given in Section 2 and compare it with several existing methods. We provide in this
section the representative results for Examples 1 and 2. The results for Examples 3 and 4
are given in Appendix A.

5.1 Example 1: Spiked Covariance Model

We generate {X;}7, i.i.d. from N(0,X), where ¥ = VAV + ¢%I;. We consider K = 3,
n = 20000 and set d = 500, 1000, 2000 respectively to study the asymptotic properties of the
FADI estimator under different settings. To ensure the incoherence condition is satisfied, we
set V to be the left singular vectors of a d x K i.i.d. Gaussian matrix. We take A = diag(6,4, 2)
and 02 = 1. For the estimation of o2 in Step 0, we set K’ = 6. We split the data into m = 20
subsamples, and set p = p’ = 12 and ¢ = 7 in Step 3 to compute V¥. We set L at a range of
values by taking the ratio Lp/d € {0.2,0.6,0.9,1,1.2,2,5,10} for each setting and compute
the asymptotic covariance via Corollary 4.6 and Corollary 4.11 correspondingly. We define
vV = f]l_l/Z(\NfF — VH")Te;, where H = sgn(VFTV), and calculate the coverage probability
by empirically evaluating P(||v||3 < x3(0.95)) with x%(0.95) being the 0.95 quantile of the
Chi-squared distribution with degrees of freedom equal to 3. Results under different settings
are shown in Figure 3. Figure 3(a) shows that as Lp/d increases, the error rate of FADI
converges to that of the traditional PCA. From Figure 3(b) we can see that when Lp/d is
approaching 1 from the left, the computational efficiency drops due to the cost of computing
3},. For Figure 3(c), convergence towards the nominal 95% level can be observed when
Lp/d is much smaller or much larger than 1, while the valley at Lp/d around 1 is consistent
with the theoretical conditions on Lp/d in Section 4 and implies a possible phase-transition
phenomenon on the distributional convergence of FADI. Note that the empirical coverage
is closer to the nominal level 0.95 at d = 2000 than at d € {500,1000}, which might be
caused by the vanishing of some error terms for approximation of the asymptotic covariance
matrix as d grows larger. The good Gaussian approximation of vy is further validated by
Figure 3(d), where vy is the first entry of v. Based upon the low computational efficiency
and poor empirical coverage at Lp/d around 1, we recommend conducting inference based
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on FADI at regimes Lp > d and Lp < d only. In particular, we suggest the regime Lp > d
if priority is given to higher testing efficiency, and the regime Lp < d if one needs valid
inference with faster computation. We also compare FADI with the distributed PCA in [18].
Results over 100 Monte Carlos are given in Table 4. We can see that FADI outperforms both
distributed PCA and the traditional PCA under the distributed setting.
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Figure 3: Performance of FADI under different settings for Example 1 (with 300 Monte
Carlos). (a) Empirical error rates of p(\~/'F, V), where the grey dashed lines represent the error
rates for the traditional PCA estimator V; (b) Running time (in seconds) under different
settings (including the computation time of f)l) For the traditional PCA, the running time
is 4.86 seconds at d = 500, 20.95 seconds at d = 1000 and 99.23 seconds at d = 2000; (c)
Empirical coverage probability, where the grey dashed line represents the theoretical rate at

0.95; (d) Q-Q plot for v; at Lp/d € {0.2,10}.

5.2 Example 2: Degree-Corrected Mixed Membership Models

We consider the mixed membership model without degree heterogeneity for the simulation,
i.e., ® = V0I;, and M = TIPII". For two preselected nodes 7, j' € [d], we test Hy : T =T
vs. Hy : m; # m; by testing whether V' (e; —e;) = 0. To simulate the data, we set 6 = 0.9,
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Parameters Error rate Running time (seconds)

d n m L | FADI Traditional Distributed | FADI Traditional Distributed
400 30000 15 40 | 0.068 0.065 0.065 | 0.07 4.53 0.59
400 60000 30 40 | 0.048 0.046 0.046 | 0.05 8.84 0.60
400 100000 50 40 | 0.037 0.036 0.036 | 0.05 14.84 0.62
800 100000 50 80 | 0.052 0.050 0.050 | 0.10 55.76 3.66
800 5000 50 80 | 0.230 0.220 0.230 | 0.05 3.76 2.56
800 25000 50 80 | 0.106 0.103 0.103 | 0.07 15.07 2.82
800 50000 50 80 | 0.073 0.070 0.070 | 0.07 28.68 3.23
1600 30000 15 160 | 0.134 0.130 0.130 | 0.31 80.72 27.02
1600 60000 30 160 | 0.095 0.092 0.092 | 0.35 150.75 27.29
1600 100000 50 160 | 0.074 0.071 0.071 | 0.34 243.83 27.38

Table 4: Comparison of the empirical error rates (of p(-, V)) and the running times (in
seconds) between FADI, traditional full sample PCA and distributed PCA [18] under different
settings of d,n and m at 3 = diag(50,25,12.5,1,...,1). For FADI, p = p' = 12, K = 3,
K' =4, A =115 and ¢ = 7 in all settings.

K = 3, and set the membership profiles IT and the connection probability matrix P to be

(1,0,0) " if 1 <j<|d/6]
(0,1,0)7 if |d/6] <j < |d/3]
(0,0,1)7 if |d/3] <j < |d/2] 1 02 0.1
mi =14 (0.6,0.2,02)" if |d/2|] <j<|[5d/8] , P=[02 1 02].
(0.2,0.6,0.2) " if |5d/8| < j < |3d/4] (0.1 02 1 )
(0.2,0.2,0.6)"  if [3d/4| < j < |7d/8]
L (1/3,1/3,1/3)T i [7d/8] < j < |d]

We test the performance of FADI under d € {500, 1000,2000} respectively, and under
each setting of d, we take m = 10, p = p’ = 12, ¢ = 7 and set L by the ratio Lp/d €
{0.2,0.6,0.9,1,1.2,2,5,10}. For each setting, we conduct 300 independent Monte Carlo
simulations. To perform the test, with minor modifications of Corollary 4.7, we can show
that B B

S AVIH - V) (e; —ey) % N(0,1), (22)

where the asymptotic covariance is defined as iml = ij + ij/ and can be consistently
estimated by flj,j/ = f]j + f]j/. We first preselect two nodes, which we denote by j and 7/,
with membership profiles both equal to (0.6,0.2,0.2)" and calculate the empirical coverage
probability of ]P’(Hc?H% < x3(0.95)), where d= 2;;/2{7FT(ej —e;r). We also evaluate the power
of the test by choosing two nodes with different membership profiles equal to (0.6,0.2,0.2)"
and (1/3,1/3,1/3)" respectively, which we denote by j and k. We empirically calculate the
power P(HJ’H% > x3(0.95)), where d = 2;;/2\7”(% — ;). Under the regime Lp/d < 1, we
calculate the asymptotic covariance referring to Theorem 4.10 by

ij,j/ _ L_zﬁgQT diag ([Mjk(l — Mjk) + ﬁj/k(l — ﬁj/k)]z:1> Qﬁﬂa

27



where Bg = (ﬁ(l)T, . ,]§(L)T)T with B® = (\N/'FT?((@/\/QE)T e RPK for ¢ =1,...,L. We
also apply k-means to VT to differentiate different membership profiles and compare the
misclustering rate with the traditional PCA. The results of different settings are shown
in Figure 4. We can see from Figure 4(d) that under the regime Lp/d < 1, the empirical
coverage probability is zero under all settings, which validates the necessity of Lp/d > 1
for performance guarantee. Figure 4(f) demonstrates the asymptotic normality of d; at
Lp/d = 10 and poor Gaussian approximation of FADI at Lp/d = 0.2, where Jl is the first
entry of d.

We also compare FADI with the SIMPLE method [16] on the membership profile inference
under the DCMM model. The SIMPLE method conducted inference directly on the traditional
PCA estimator V and adopted a one-step correction to the empirical eigenvalues for calculating
the asymptotic covariance matrix. We compare the inferential performance of FADI at
Lp/d = 10 with the SIMPLE method (under 100 independent Monte Carlos), and summarize
the results in Table 5, where the running time includes both the PCA procedure and the
computation time of 3, . Compared to the SIMPLE method, our method has a similar
coverage probability and power but is computationally more efficient.

Parameters Coverage probability Power Running time (seconds)
d p L |FADI SIMPLE | FADI SIMPLE | FADI SIMPLE
500 12 417 0.91 092 | 0.87 0.88 | 0.21 0.73
1000 12 833 0.94 094 | 1.00 1.00 | 0.69 6.77
2000 12 1667 | 0.95 0.98 | 1.00 1.00 | 2.61 59.42

Table 5: Comparison of the coverage probability, power and running time (in seconds)
between FADI and SIMPLE [16] under different settings of d. In all settings, we take m = 10,
p=p =12, ¢ =7 and set Lp/d = 10 for FADI.

6 Application to the 1000 Genomes Data

In this section, we apply FADI and the existing methods to the 1000 Genomes Data [1]. We
use phase 3 of the 1000 Genomes Data and focus on common variants with minor allele
frequencies larger than or equal to 0.05. There are 2504 subjects in total, and 168,047
independent variants after the linkage disequilibrium (LD) pruning. As we are interested in
the ancestry principal components to capture population structure, the sample size n is the
number of independent variants after LD pruning (n = 168,047), and the dimension d is the
number of subjects (d = 2504) [33]. The data were collected from 7 super populations: (1)
AFR: African; (2) AMR: Ad Mixed American; (3) EAS: East Asian; (4) EUR: European;
(5) SAS: South Asian; (6) PUR: Puerto Rican and (7) FIN: Finnish; and 26 sub-populations.
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Figure 4: Performance of FADI under different settings for Example 2.
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(a) Empirical

error rates of p(V¥,V): (b) Misclustering rate for V¥ by K-means with grey dashed lines
representing the misclustering rates for the traditional PCA estimator V; (¢) Running time

(in seconds) under different settings (including computing flj’j/). For the traditional PCA,

the running time is 0.43 seconds at d = 500, 3.77 seconds at d = 1000 and 32.62 seconds at

d = 2000; (d) Empirical coverage probability (1— Type I error); (e) Power of the test; (f)
Q-Q plot for d; at Lp/d € {0.2,10}.
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6.1 Estimation of Principal Eigenspace

For the estimation of the principal components, we assume that the data follow the spiked
covariance model specified in Example 1. We perform FADI with K’ = 27, p = 50, p’ = 100,
q =3, m =100 and L = 80, where we choose p and L according to Table 1. For the estimation

of the number of spikes, we take the thresholding parameter pg = (al(np)_l/2 log d) 3/4 /12.

The estimated number of spikes from FADI is K= 26, which is close to 25, the number
of self-reported ethnicity groups minus 1, i.e., K = 26 — 1. The results of the 4 leading
PCs are shown in Figure 5, where a clear separation can be observed among different super-
populations. Figure 10 and Figure 11 in the appendix show a good alignment between the
PC results calculated by the traditional PCA and FADI. We compare the computational
times of different methods for analyzing the 1000 Genomes Data. FADI takes 5.6 seconds at
q = 3, whereas the traditional PCA method takes 595.4 seconds and the distributed PCA
method [18] takes 120.2 seconds. These results show that FADI greatly outperforms the
existing PCA methods in terms of computational time.

6.2 Inference on Ancestry Membership Profiles

We also generate an undirected graph from the 1000 Genomes Data. To increase the ran-
domness for better fitting of the model setting in Example 2, we sample 1000 out of the
total 168047 variants for generating the graph. More specifically, we treat each subject
as a node, and for each given pair of subjects (i,7), we define a genetic similarity score
ZIOOO]I {xi = z;1}, where z;;, refers to the genotype of the k-th variant for subject
We denote by s"% the 0.95 quantile of {s;;}i<;. Subjects ¢ and j are connected if and
only if s;; > s%%. Denote by A the adjacency matrix (allowing no self-loops). We include
only four super populations: AFR, EAS, EUR and SAS, with 2058 subjects in total. We are
interested in testing whether two given subjects ¢ and 7 belong to the same super population,
ie, Hy:V;=V;vs. Hi:V;#V; Wedivide the adjacency matrix equally into m = 10
sphts and perform FADI with p = 50 p' =50, ¢ =3 and L = 1000. The rank estimator from
FADI is K = 4 by setting 1o = (Q/p)l/leog d/12 where 8 is the average degree estimator
defined in Section 3.3. We can see the estimated rank is consistent with the number of super
populations. We apply K-means clustering to the FADI estimator V%, and calculate the
misclustering rate by treating the self-reported ancestry group as the ground truth. The
misclustering rate of FADI is 0.135, with computation time of 3.7 seconds. In comparison,
the misclustering rate for the traditional PCA method is 0.134 with computation time of 26.5
seconds, and the correlation between the top four PCs for the traditional PCA and FADI are
0.997, 0.994, 0.994 and 0.996 respectively.

To conduct pairwise inference on the ancestry membership profiles, we preselect 16
subjects, with 4 subjects from each super population. We apply Bonferroni correction to

correct for the multiple comparison issue and set the level at 0.05 x (126)71 =4.17x107% We

estimate the asymptotic covariance matrix by Corollary 4.7 and correct M by setting entries
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Figure 5: The top 4 principal components of the 1000 Genomes Data. For the first two PCs,
PC 1 separates African (AFR) super-population from the others, whereas PC 2 separates
East Asian (EAS) from the others. As for PC 3 and PC 4, South Asian (SAS) and Ad Mixed
American (AMR) are well separated from the rest of the super-populations by PC 3, while
PC 4 presents some additional separation.
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larger than 1 to 1 and entries smaller than 0 to 0. The pairwise p-values are summarized
in Figure 6. The computational time for computing the covariance matrix is 0.31 seconds.
We can see that most of the comparison results are consistent with the true ancestry groups,
while the inconsistency could be due to the mixed memberships of certain subjects and the
unaccounted sub-population structures.

1 2 3 4 5] 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1.0000 0.1290 0.5478 0.0169 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.1290 1.0000 0.8137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.5478 0.8137 1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0169 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.2621 0.1150 0.0129 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2621 1.0000 0.7227 0.0158 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1150 0.7227 1.0000 0.0385 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0129 0.0158 0.0385 1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.2774 0.0067 0.0102 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

10 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2774 1.0000 0.0130 0.0253 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
11 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0067 0.0130 1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
12 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0102 0.0253 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
13 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.0855 0.0194 0.0014
14 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0855 1.0000 0.5623 0.0000
15 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0194 0.5623 1.0000 0.0000
16 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0014 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
Node Degrees 31 11 26 52 376 377 367 391 90 77 123 48 38 20 20 80

oG NN AW N~

[ | AFR | | EAS | | EUR | | sas

Figure 6: p-values for pairwise comparison among 16 preselected subjects. For subjects pair
(i,7), p-value is defined as P(x% > [|d||3), where x7% is Chi-squared distribution with degrees
of freedom equal to K , and d= f};jl/ Qv%(ei — e;) with 2” being the asymptotic covariance
matrix defined in Section 5.2.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we develop a FAst DIstributed PCA algorithm FADI that can deal with high-
dimensional PC calculations with low computational cost and high accuracy. The algorithm
is applicable to multiple statistical models and is friendly for distributed computing. The
main idea is to apply distributed-friendly random sketches so as to reduce the data dimension,
and aggregate the results from multiple sketches to improve the statistical accuracy and
accommodate federated data. We conduct theoretical analysis as well as simulation studies
to demonstrate that FADI enjoys the same non-asymptotic error rate as the traditional
full sample PCA while significantly reducing the computational time compared to existing
methods. We also establish distributional guarantee for the FADI estimator and perform
numerical experiments to validate the potential phase-transition phenomenon in distributional
convergence.

Fast PCA algorithms using random sketches usually require the data to have certain
“almost low-rank” structures, without which the approximation might not be accurate [20].
It is of future research interest to investigate whether the proposed FADI approach can
be extended to non-low-rank settings. In Step 3 of FADI, we aggregate local estimators
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by taking a simple average over the projection matrices. It would be of future research
interest to explore the performance of other weighted averages and investigate the best convex
combination to reduce the statistical error.
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Supplementary Materials to

“FADI: Fast Distributed Principal Component Analysis With High
Accuracy for Large-Scale Federated Data”

This file contains the supplementary materials to the paper “FADI: Fast Distributed Principal
Component Analysis With High Accuracy for Large-Scale Federated Data”. In Appendix
A we provide numerical results for Example 3 and Example 4 along with some additional
simulation results for Example 1 under the genetic setting. In Appendix B, we present the
proofs for the main theorems, propositions and corollaries given in Section 4 of the main
paper. In Appendix C we give the proofs of some technical lemmas useful for the proofs of
the main theorems. In Appendix D, we present the modified version of Wedin’s theorem,
which is used in several proofs. Appendix E provides the supplementary figures deferred from
the main paper.

A Additional Simulation Results

In this section we present the simulation results for Example 3 and Example 4, and we
provide some additional simulation results for Example 1 to evaluate the performance of
FADI under the genetic settings.

A.1 Example 3: Gaussian Mixture Models

Under this setting, we take K = 3, fix the Gaussian vector dimension at n = 20000 and set
A2 = n?3. Then we generate the Gaussian means by 6), =" N <0, ?—ELJ, k € [K]. We set the
sample size at d = 500, 1000, 2000 respectively and generate independent Gaussian samples
{W;}4_, € R from a mixture of Gaussian with means 6y, k € [K] to study the performance
of FADI under different settings. We assign each cluster k£ € [K] with d/K Gaussian samples.
We divide the data vertically along n into m = 20 splits, set p = p’ = 12 and ¢ = 7 for the
final powered fast sketching. We take the ratio Lp/d € {0.2,0.6,0.9,1,1.2,2,5,10} for each
setting and compute the asymptotic covariance via Corollary 4.8 and Corollary 4.12 under
different regimes of Lp. We define v = 2;1/ 2(VF — VHT)Te; where 3 is the asymptotic
covariance for the first row of VF and H = sgn({/'FTV) is the alignment matrix, and calculate
the empirical coverage probability by empirically evaluating P(H?H% < X%(O.95)), where
x5(0.95) is the 0.95 quantile of the Chi-squared distribution with degrees of freedom equal to
3. We perform 300 Monte Carlo simulations and the results under different settings are shown
in Figure 7. We can see that the error rate of FADI gets closer to that of the traditional
PCA estimator as Lp/d increases while FADI greatly outperforms the traditional PCA in
terms of running time under different settings. Note that here d is the sample size, and the
decreasing of error rates with increasing d and fixed n (at the same Lp/d ratio) is consistent
with Corollary 4.2. Similar to Example 1 in Section 5.1, we can see from Figure 7(b) the

running time is large due to the calculation of 21 at Lp/d approaching 1 from the left, and
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we do not recommend inference at this regime. Validation of the inferential properties are
shown in Figure 7(c) and Figure 7(d).
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Figure 7: Performance of FADI under different settings for Example 3. (a) Empirical error
rates of p(\~/'F, V), where the grey dashed lines represent the error rates for the traditional
PCA estimator V; (b) Running time (in seconds) under different settings (including the
runtime for computing EA)l) For the traditional PCA, the running time is 5.43 seconds at
d = 500, 23.32 seconds at d = 1000 and 105.58 seconds at d = 2000; (c¢) Empirical coverage
probability, where the grey dashed line represents the theoretical rate at 0.95; (d) Q-Q plot
for vi at Lp/d € {0.2,10}.

A.2 Example 4: Incomplete Matrix Inference

For the true matrix M, we consider K = 3, take V to be the K left singular vectors of a
pregenerated d x K ii.d. Gaussian matrix, and take A = diag(6,4,2). We consider the
distributed setting m = 10, and set the dimension at d € {500, 1000, 2000} respectlvely, and set

6 = 0.4 and o = 8/d for each setting. Then we generate the entry-wise noise by ¢;; N (0,0%)
for ¢ < j, and subsample non-zero entries of M with probability § = 0.4. Under each setting,
we perform FADI at p = p/ = 12, ¢ = 7 and Lp/d € {0.2,0.6,0.9,1,1.2,2,5,10} for the
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computation of VF. Define v = %;/*(VF — VH")Te; with 3 being the asymptotic
covariance for V¥Te; defined in Corollary 4.9 and H = sgn(V¥TV), and empirically calculate
the coverage probability, i.e., P(||v]|3 < x3(0.95)). Similar as in Section 5.2, for the regime

~

Lp < d, we refer to Theorem 4.10 and calculate 3; by
S = L2BLOT diag ([M3,(1 - 0)/6 + 5%/0]%_,) QBaq.

Results over 300 Monte Carlo simulations are provided in Figure 8. Figure 8(a) illustrates
that the error rate of FADI is almost the same as the traditional PCA as Lp/d gets larger,
and Figure 8(b) shows that the computational efficiency of FADI greatly outperforms the
traditional PCA for large dimension d. We can observe from Figure 8(c) that the confidence
interval performs poorly at Lp/d < 1 with the coverage probability equal to 1, which is
consistent with the theoretical conditions in Corollary 4.9 for distributional convergence.
Figure 8(d) shows the good Gaussian approximation of FADI at Lp/d = 10, and the results
at Lp/d = 0.2 is consistent with Figure 8(c).

A.3 Additional Results for Example 1 in the Genetic Setting

Section 5.1 compares FADI with several existing methods under a relatively large eigengap.
In practice, the eigengap of the population covariance matrix may not be large. To assess
different methods in a more realistic scenario, we imitate the setting of the 1000 Genomes
Data, where we take the number of spikes K = 20, 02 = 0.4 and the eigengap to be A = (.2.

We generate the data by { X}, R N(0,X), where
> = diag(2.4,1.2,0.6,...,0.6,0.4...,0.4).
———

K-2

The dimension is d = 2504 and the sample size is n = 160, 000. Error rates and running times
using different algorithms are compared under different number of splits m for the sample
size n. For FADI, we take L =75, p=p' =40 and ¢ = 7.

Table 6 shows that the number of sample splits m has little impact on the error rate
of FADI as expected, while the error rate of Fan et al. [18]’s distributed PCA increases as
m increases. FADI is much faster than the other two methods in all the practical settings
when the eigengap is small. This suggests that in practical problems where the sample size is
large and the eigengap is small, FADI not only enjoys much higher computational efficiency
compared to the existing methods, but also gives stable estimation for different sample splits
along the sample size n. Although the settings of small eigengap are of major interest in this
section, we still conduct simulations where the eigengap increases gradually to see how it
affects the performance of FADI. Table 7 shows that as the eigengap gets larger, the error
rate of FADI gets closer to that of the traditional full sample PCA, whereas the error rate
ratio of distributed PCA to FADI gets below 1, but are still above 0.9 when the eigengap
is larger than 1. As to the running time, FADI outperforms the other two methods in all
the settings. In summary, when the eigengap grows larger, the performance of the three
algorithms becomes similar to what we see in Section 5.1.
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Figure 8: Performance of FADI under different settings for Example 4. (a) Empirical error
rates of p(V¥, V) with traditional PCA error rates as the reference; (b) Running time (in

seconds) under different settings (including the computational time of 3;). For the traditional
PCA, the running time is 0.42 seconds at d = 500, 3.48 seconds at d = 1000 and 30.62
seconds at d = 2000; (c) Empirical coverage probability; (d) Q-Q plot for v; at Lp/d = 10.

FADI Traditional PCA Distributed PCA | m

Error Rate 2.296 1.811 (0.79) 2.629 (1.15) 10
2.294 1.811 (0.79) 3.412 (1.49) 20

2.294 1.811 (0.79) 3.955 (1.72) 40

2.294 1.811 (0.79) 4.215 (1.84) 80

Running Time 5.76 983.86 (170.8) 189.76 (32.9) 10
3.82 992.09 (259.8) 144.18 (37.8) 20

2.86 972.47 (339.5) 119.29 (41.6) 40

2.37 968.43 (408.5) 99.39 (41.9) 80

Table 6: Comparison of the error rates and running times (in seconds) among FADI, full
sample PCA and distributed PCA [18], using different numbers of sample splits m in the
genetic setting. Values in the parentheses represent the error rate ratios or the computational
time ratios of each method with respect to FADI.



FADI Traditional PCA Distributed PCA | Eigengap
Error Rate 1.28 1.06 (0.82) 1.57 (1.22) 0.4
0.77 0.65 (0.85) 0.71 (0.92) 0.8
0.48 0.42 (0.88) 0.43 (0.90) 1.6
0.31 0.29 (0.92) 0.29 (0.93) 3.2
Running Time 2.76 925.15 (334.7) 115.29 (41.7) 0.4
2.77 916.52 (331.4) 114.76 (41.5) 0.8
2.60  922.85 (342.7)  114.75 (42.6) 1.6
2.77 919.20 (332.2) 115.26 (41.7) 3.2

Table 7: Comparison of the error rates and running times (in seconds) among FADI, full
sample PCA and distributed PCA [18] for different eigengaps A in the genetic setting. The
number of sample splits m is 40 for FADI and distributed PCA. The settings of the other
parameters are the same as those in Table 6.

B Proof of Main Theoretical Results

In this section we provide proofs of the theoretical results in Section 4. For the inferential
results, we will present proofs of the theorems under the regime Lp < d first, which takes
into consideration the extra variability caused by the fast sketching, and then give proofs of
the theorems under the regime Lp > d where the fast sketching randomness is negligible.

B.1 Unbiasedness of Fast Sketching With Respect to M

We show by the following Lemma B.1 that the fast sketching is unbiased with respect to M
under proper conditions.

Lemma B.1. Let \Aded\Af} be the eigen-decomposition of ﬁ, and let V = (Vi,...,VE) be the
stacked K leading eigenvectors of M corresponding to the eigenvalues with largest magnitudes.
When | — VV Ty < 1/2, we have that Col(V') = Col(V), where Col(-) denotes the column
space of the matriz.

Proof. We will first show that V;{E V, is dlagonal For - any j € [d] we let D; =1, — 2ejejT,

and recall we denote the eigen-decomposition of M by M = VdAdVd Then conditional on
M we have

VD, VIV OV OTY,D,V] = VD, VI VAN 0000V, ANV VaD, V]
V., ALD VOO (QOTV,D AN L VAN Q000TV,AV] = YOTOT
where the second equality is due to the fact that diagonal matrices are commutative, and the

last but one equivalence in distribution is due to the fact that Dj\A/JQ(Z) 4 i\/—gﬁ(@. Also
we know the top K eigenvectors of V,D,;V]YOYOTV,D, V] are V,D,;V]V® and thus



{\/dDj\A/J\Af(‘Z) 4 V©® . Hence we have
VJE <\7“)\7“)T|M\> Vy=V,V,D,V]E <\7“)\7<m|ﬁ) V,.D, V]V,
=D,V,E (VOVOTM) V,D; = D, V] 5'V,D;.

The above equation holds for any j € [d], which suggests that {/JE (\A/'(g)\A/'(@Trl\/\I) Vg is
diagonal and that X' and M share the same set of eigenvectors.
Now under the condition that HE’ —VVT ‘ < 1/2, for any j € [K], we denote by Vv, the
2

j-th column of {\7, and we have

1 1
>1—=-=—.
2 2 2

1%, = ||(5 - VVT + VT3,

>1— HE’—\Af\A/T

2

In other words, the corresponding eigenvalue of v; in ¥’ is larger than 1/2. On the other
hand, by Weyl’s inequality [19], the rest of the d — K eigenvalues of ¥ should be less than
1/2. Therefore, V are still the leading K eigenvectors for ', and thus Col(V’) = Col(V). O

Recall in Section 4 we discuss that the bias term has the following decomposition
p(V', V) < p(V,V) +p(V', V). Lemma B.1 shows that as long as ' and VV " are not too

far apart, V' and V will share the same column space. In fact, Lemma B.4 in Section B.2
will show that the probability that ¥ and VV are not sufficiently close converges to 0,
and p(V', V) = p(V, V) with high probability. With the help of Lemma B.1, we present the

proof of the main error bound results in the following section.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Recall the problem setting in Section 2. It is not hard to see that we can write A = PyA?,
where A” = diag(|\i1], ..., | k|) and Py = diag ([sgn(A\x)}f_;). Then M = (VP()A’VT is
the SVD of M. "

We begin with bounding (EHV{/'T - VVTH%) . Before delving into the detailed proof,

the following two lemmas provide some important properties of the random Gaussian matrix.

Lemma B.2. Let Q € R¥? be a random matriz with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries,
where p < d. For a random variable, recall that we define the ¢ norm to be || - ||y, =
sup,>; (E| - IP)Y/P /p. Then we have the following bound on the ¥y norm of the matriz Q/\/p:

12/ vl S Vd/p. (B.23)

Lemma B.3. Let Q € REX? denote a random matriz with i.i.d. Gaussian entries, where
p > 2K. For any integer a such that 1 < a < (p — K + 1)/2, there exists a constant C > 0
such that

E ((0min(R/y/5) ™) < C°. (B.24)
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The following lemma shows that || £’ — VV |5 and ||%' — VV ||, are bounded by a small
constant with high probability.

Lemma B.4. If Assumption 1 holds and p > max(2K, K + 3), there exists a constant ¢y > 0
such that for any € > 0, we have

max {IP(HE’ R VAVARNTIS 5>,19> (||z’ VYT, > 5)} < exp (—co\/gﬁ) .

The proof of Lemma B.2, Lemma B.3 and Lemma B.4 are deferred to Appendix C. Now
we can start with the proof. We first decompose the bias term into two parts,

(BIAV.VIF) " < (BlAV.VP) "+ (BIotV VE) (B.25)

-~ -~

I II

Term I can be regarded as the variance term, whereas term II is the bias term. We will
consider the bias term first.

B.2.1 Control of the Bias Term

We can see that term II can be further decomposed into two terms
/ 2\1/2 T ootz taval T2}
Elp(V,V)P)" < (EIVVT=VVT|Z) + (E|[VVI =VVT|}] . (B.26)

We can bound both terms separately. First note that ||[V/V'T — \Af\AfTHF <V2K|V'V'T —
VVT|, < V2K. Thus we have,

o~ 1/2 N . 1/2
(BIVVT=VVTIR) " < (BIV'VT = VVTRI{|[Z = YV, > 1/2})

N R 1/2
+ (BIV'VT = VTR - YV < 1/2})

o~ 1/2 co |p A
< r_ T, > < _o g =
NO+\/K<]P’<HE \'aY% ||2_1/2)) N\/Kexp( 4\[”1(@),

where the last but one inequality follows from Lemma B.1, and the last inequality is a result
of Lemma B.4. As for the second term on the RHS of (B.26), by Davis-Kahan’s Theorem
[45], we have

VK

= (EIIE]3)"

~ 1/2 _ 1/2
(BIVVT - vVT2) s 2 (BIM-MJ3) =

VE
< SO NE e, S “5or1(d).

Therefore, the bound for the bias term is

II < VK exp ( \/grfd)) + Erl(d).

ﬂﬂ%
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B.2.2 Control of the Variance Term

Now we move on to control the variance term. Suppose that HE’ — VVTH2 < 1/4. Then by
Weyl’s inequality [19] we have that ox(X') > 1 —1/4 = 3/4 and ok 1(X’) < 1/4. Thus by
Davis-Kahan theorem [45]

<]E (H\?\?T—V’V'TH%H{HE' ~VVT|, < 1/4}))1/2

> 1/2
1= - 3|12 / .
. (E <(UK(2,) - UK+1(2’))2H{H2 - Vv Hz < 1/4})>

‘s 2 / T 1/2 . 12 1/2
S (E(E - - vV, <1/4})) " < (BIZ - 23)

II1

We will bound term IIT later. Also similar as previously, note that |[VVT=V'V'T||p < v2K.
Thus by Lemma B.4,

o 1 1/2 1 1/2
<IE (||VVT—V’V/T\|§]1{H2/ A= Z})) SVE (IP (Hz/ A= Z))
p A
<\/_exp( 8\/;r1(d))'

Therefore, we have

T T < @ [p A s vz}
(BIVVTvv) \/Eexp( 8\/;r1(d))+\<EHE |3

J/

T
Now we move on to bound term III.
o\ 1/2

. 1/2 PN _
(EHE—E’H%) - ZV“)V@T <V<1>V<1>T|M>

F

PR

1/2
_ b (E H{;w{ﬂm & ({;(1){;(1>T|ﬁ) HQ)
F

2

)"

F

VL

1 2\ 1/2
\/_(EHVK)VZ)T VVTH) +E<E||VVT—E’HF>

where the last but one equality is due to the independence of estimators from different
sketches conditional on M. By Jensen’s inequality [22], we have

1

/
— (B|IVVT - 2’\\2)1/2 <L (IE H\Aﬂ@\?(m - VVTH2>1 2
VL A F

VL
8



Thus we have

<E||§3 - E/H%) 1/2 S L (]E H{\/’(Z){\/’(Z)T R Vaval
VL

Before bounding the RHS, let’s consider the matrix Y := VP A'VTQWO  If QO =
VOO € REXP does not have full row rank, then the entries will be restricted to a linear
space with dimension less than K x p. Since Q) is a K x p standard Gaussian matrix, the
probability that QO has full row rank is 1. And thus with probability 1, the matrix Y is of
rank K, and V and the top K left singular vectors of Y/ /P span the same column space.
In other words, if we let I‘%) be the left singular vectors of Y/, /p, then I‘%)I‘(I?T =VV'.

Now consider the K-th singular value of Y(Z)/\/]_), we let UﬁDﬁVg be the SVD of

©/\/p, and we have

9\ 1/2
F) : (B.27)

orc (YO \/p) = oic (VPoA' R/ /) = o1 (A"UgDg)
= min HAOUﬁDﬁwHQ é O min (ﬁ(e)/\/ﬁ> min ||A0U§'01H2
[|lll2=1 [[v1]l2=1

2 i (29/V5) min [A%.]], > Ao (207 V5)

[[v2]l2=1

where v; = Dgx/||Dgx|2, and v, = Ugwv;. Inequality (i) follows because

IDglls 2 ouin (R0/V5) 22 = o (/)

and inequality (ii) is because ||vs||2 = [Jv1]]2 = 1.
Now by Wedin’s Theorem [42] we have the following bound on the RHS of (B.27),

32 @ 01) " Y (][00 301 (smei11))
A\ 1/4 _ »
a7z (7 ne Y ral)) (5 unt@onm) )

\/\/_—HHEH lor - 1129/ v/Plalle, <

1/4

Kd Kd
E
Bl S 4 3o

1 (d)>

where the last but one inequality is due to Lemma B.3. Therefore, we have the final error
rate for the estimator V:

(E\|VVT—VV\|§>1 <\/_exp< 8\/5 A >+\/Kr1(d)+ Kl .

dri(d) A2pL
v~ —/_/
bias

variance




Now consider the function g(x) := exp(ao \/_ x ), where ap > 0 is a fixed constant.

We have
| 2 2
dx d = ap \| p

Thus g(z) is increasing on x > 21/d/p/ag, and if we take = > C\/glogd for some large

enough constant C' > 0, we have that g(x) > 1. Then by plugging inz = A/ry(d) and
taking ag = ¢/8, under the condition that (logd)~'+\/p/dA/r(d) > C for some large enough
constant C' > 0, we have that

o ()= (4 ()

and the error rate simplifies to

\/E Kd

bias v

variance

(mWVT—VVH) S

- 1/2
Now we move on to bound <IE||VFVFT — VVT||%> . Since| - |37 is convex, by Jensen’s

inequality [22], under the condition that p > max(2K,8¢ + K — 1) we have that there exists
some constant 7 such that

L
E|¥ - VVTI' < - Z IVOVOT - VVT [ =E[VOVET - vVT|y
/=1
2q ~ 2q
(6) —_Y® ) 0)
<[P0 xOraf! / (s (20105))")

< s (IR0 voral))” (som (@018) )

2q
d
2
S,(nq A—%HIIEIIszl) .

Thus by Markov’s inequality, we also have

> 1 S 1 -
P (HZ - VVi; > 5) =P (HE —~VVT|5 > ﬁ) < PE(||S - VVT||2)

2q
d
5(%f Z%mmmmj .
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Since 3 is the summation of positive semi-definite matrices by construction, 5) is also positive
semi-definite. By Weyl’s inequality [19], we know that ox(X) > 1 — || — VV |, and
ox+1(8) <X = VV .. o

Now if we denote the SVD of 3¢ by VA%V + VATV ], then with probability 1,
VAL VTQF and V share the same column space. By the relationship oy (2£9) = ag(i) for
k € [d] and Davis-Kahan’s Theorem [45], we have

E(IVIVIT - VVT2]S) S E (K|Z/Q° - VALV Q" 3/02,, (VALVTQ") T
< ( VK

2
= IVLALV - 128 /P N2l
0k (2)

_Kd_ [Z-VVT|}
V(1€ -VVT])

~Y

2q°

Therefore we have,

o~ -~ 1/2 S -~ ~ 1/2
(BIVEVIT - VVTR) T S (BIVEVET = VVTRI{IS - vV, < 1/2})
o~ -~ ~ 1/2
+ (IE||VFVFT —VVTRI{E - VVT |, > 1/2})
Kd [, ~ S\ 1/2 - 1\ "2
<20 [— (Euz - VVTH;) + \/?{IP (Hz ~VVT;, > 5)}
p
Kd d ' d ’
2 2
S ' (2?7q A—2p”|’EH2Hw1> +VE (277(1 A—QPHHEM\%)
q
Kd , | d
N ' (277q \/A—%HHEMle) :
where the last but one inequality is by Markov’s inequality, i.e.,
2q
= 1 = d
PI15- VY72 ) < 20B1E - VTR < (W A—QPH\IEIwal) .
Thus by previous results and triangle inequality we have
1/2 1/2

~ 9\ 1/2 ~ o~ o~ ~
(El(VE V)[F) 7 < (BIVIVIT = VVT )+ (BIVVT = VVT[2)
q
vK Kd Kd d
< - - i 2 [
~ A 7”1(d)+ AQPLTI(d)+ p/ 277(] AQpTl(d) .

11



B.3 Proof of Corollary 4.2

The case-specific error rates can be calculated by computing r1(d) and studying the proper
value of ¢ for each example.

e Example 1: we know that E = 3 — 5 + (02 — 62)I. Now consider the K’ x K’
submatrix of X corresponding to the the index set S, which we denote by ¥g = X5 5. We
have X5 = oIy + (V)[S,:]A(V)&:p where (V)s is the submatrix of V composed of the
rows in S. Then since (V)5 A(V)f, = 0 and rank ((V)s, ]A(V)[T ;) < K, we know that
Tmin(Es) = 0®. By Weyl's inequality [19], we know |0 — 57| < =5 — Sslla < | = 2.
Thus we have ||E||2 < || =32+ |02 = 5% < 2| — ||s. Then by Lemma 3 in Fan et al.
[18], we have that there exists some constant ¢ > 1 such that for any ¢ > 0, we have

t

2¢(M +02)y/r/n

where r = tr(X)/||X]]2 is the effective rank of 3. Thus we can see that ||E||5 is sub-exponential
with

P(|E[s > t) < P2||E — Z]s > t) < exp(—

),

3 r
B laller £ NS = Shalle S O+ 02y

and hence we can take r1(d) = (A + 0°)/Z. When n > C(dr/p)~3(log d)*, by Theorem 4.1

we have
(E|p(VF /Kr /Kdr | Kd <q . /dr) 7
an

where the third term will be dominated by the first bias term when taking ¢ = logd, and
hence (3) holds.

e Example 2: Under the problem settings we know that E = M — M = X — EX. For the
eigenvalues of M, under the given conditions we know that

ox(M) 2 0ok (P)oi(IT) 2 dO/K, o1(M) < 001 (P)oi(I) S KdO|[TI|[3,,, < Kdf,

where the last inequality is because for i € [d], we have that

K

K
Il = (Y m(0)?) ' < (Y mi(k)? =1 and [[H]ae < 1.

k=1 k=1

Thus we know that A 2 df/K.
We then bound the entries of M. We know M,; = 6;6; S0 S8 (k) 7w; (k') Py, and

12



thus we have that

M)~
]~

2 Hﬂj 71'1(]{7)71'](]{?/) min(Pkk/)

kE’

/

B
Il

1

o

1
K

K
= 0,0, mm (Prrr) Z Z 7 (k = 0,0, mln(Pkk/)

k=1 k'=1

Mx
M)~

J

i (k)7 (K) max(Py)

/

B
Il

1

K K
= 0:f); max(P) Z Z = 0:0; max(Pyyy).

o

1

Thus we can see that My; < 6, max; E(E};) < 6 and max; y, E(E};) < d. By Theorem
3.1.4 in [12], we know that there exists some constant ¢ > 0 such that for any ¢ > 0,

P{||E||y > 4Vdf + t} < dexp (—t*/c).

Also, since for t > 5v/df, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that P(||E||; > t) < exp(—t?/c),
we have that ||||E||2||y, < V/df, and hence we can take ri(d) = V/df. Besides, \/p/dA/ri(d) =
VPO K 2 d“/?, and hence by Theorem 4.1 we have

~ 1/2 K K Kd K \?
E[p(VE, V)? SK\/—=+4+K/— — p—
(v V) s 1y g+ 1y o o (s

log (\/W\/@/IQ
log <\/m\/@/K> |

When

g=logd>1+2" >

the third term is negligible and (4) holds.

Remark 14. It’s worth noting that here in Example 2 ||E||2 converges faster than sub-
Exponential random variables and ||E|s < v/df with probability at least 1 — d~1°, which we
will take into account in later proofs.

Remark 15. Under the case where no self-loops are present, E is replaced by E' = E —
diag(X) = E — diag(E) — diag(M). With similar arguments we can show that

HE l2llo S HIE — diag(E)||2ly, + || diagM) |l S vV +6 S Vdb,

and  ||E||; < ||E — diag(E)||5 + || diag(M) ||z < Vdf + 6 < V6,
with probability at least 1 — d~1°, and hence (4) also holds for the no-self-loops case.

13



e Example 3: From the problem setting we know that we can represent W; as W; =

SK 1{k; = k}6, + Z;, where Z; X' N(0,1,), j € [d]. Denote Z = (Z,,...,Z,), then it
can be seen that E(X'X) = E(X)'E(X) +E(Z'Z) = FO'OF " + nl,, and we can write

E=X'X-EX'X)=FO'Z+Z'OF" +Z'Z —nl,,

then we know that |E|js < 2|FOTZ|s + n||Z"Z/n — 1,||,. We consider |[FOTZ]||, first. We
know that Z := ©@TZ = O (Z,,...,2Z,) = (Z\, ..., Z,) € RE*4 where Z S N(0,070).
Under the given conditions we know that ||©70||s < A2. Since (@T©)~ 1/2Z isa K xdiid.
Gaussian matrix, by Lemma B.2, we have that

< AgVd.

~Y

Zlall, S 1(©7©) 2 2][[|(©T©) 7 Z]2]|y,

As for ||Z"Z/n — 14)|s, when n > d, by Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18] we know that
I1Z"Z/n — Lill2|ly, < 4/d/n, and hence in summary we have

< Aod/VE 4 Vnd,

Y

WElllo S IFIlIZlls, + 2 Z"Z/n — Tall2llo

and we can take i (d) = Agd/VK + v/nd. We know that A = 0,,;,(FOTOF ") > dAZ/K,
and thus under the condition that A2 > CK (log d)? (d(log d)?/pV \/n/p> for some large
enough constant C' > 0, by Theorem 4.1 we have that

_ 2 (K K [Kn i (K K [Kn
F 2 < N -
(Ep(v" VP) <A0+A2 )ﬂ/ oL <A0+A3 d )
( d q

Now for the third term to be dominated by the bias term, we can take

log (d/~/pp’) log (d/v/pr)
REAAL +
loglog d log (\/—Tﬁd»

q=logd >

and hence (5) holds.

Remark 16. In fact we can derive a slightly sharper tail bound for the convergence rate of
|E||2. More specifically, for any t > Agv/d, by Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18] there exists some
constant ¢ > 1 such that

P(|Z|jy > t) = P(||ZZ ||y > t*) = P(d||ZZ" /d - ©"© + @' O], > 1?)
<P(d|ZZ"/d—©"O|, > t* - d|©"e|,) <P(|ZZ"/d—- 00|, > t*/d - A})
t2/d — A2 )

< exp ( YN WIT
A2\ /K]d
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which indicates that 1Z]> < AgvV/d with probability at least 1 — d~'°. Hence under the
condition that /K /dlogd = O(1), with probability at least 1 — O(d~1°) we have that
IE|lz < dAy/VEK + vdnlogd, which will be used as the statistical rate of |E||; in later
proofs.

e Example 4: We define £ = [g;], then M = (1/5)733(1\/[ + &), where Ps is the
projection onto the subspace of matrices with non-zero entries only in §. Since M and
M = (6/0)M = (1/6)Ps(M =+ &) differ only by a positive factor, M and M’ share exactly
the same sequence of eigenvectors and VF ¢ can be viewed as the output by applying FADI to
M’ Thus we will establish the results for M’ instead, and abuse the notation by denoting
E := M’ — M. We first study the order of | M||max- When [|V||2.00 < +/pk/d for some rate
i > 1 (that may change with d), for any i, ; € [d], we have that

A1 [
M| = le] VA(e; V) ' < [|A]lslle] Vilollej Vl> < Ml VIE o < ——
Thus we have [|[M||nax = O(|A1|p/d). Also, we can write E = Eq + Ey, where (Eq);; =

M,;(8;; — 0)/0, (Ez);; = €,50;;/0, and for i < j

M pK)?
—( 1[; ) ), Var ((EQ)Z]) = 0'2/9.
d20
It is not hard to see that Cov((Ey);;, (E2);;) = 0. Also, by the setting of Example 4 we have

that [(E1)ij| < [|M|max/0 = O(‘)‘ldng), and there exists a constant C' > 0 independent of d

such that |(Eg);;| < Cologd/f for all i < j. Then we will study ||E;||2 and ||E;||2 separately.
We denote v, = d||M|2,./0 and v, = do?/6. Under the condition that § > d~'/2*¢ for some
constant € > 0, by Theorem 3.1.4 in Chen et al. [12], there exists constant ¢ > 0 such that
for any ¢ > 4 we have

P(IP - ) < (I l/ o > 4 41) = B(IE o > 0y +1y5%)

2/
td|| M, /6
l[ M0/ 02

Var ((B1);) = MZ,(1 - 0)/0 < M]3,/ = O(

< dexp < ) = exp(—dft*/c + log d)

dot?
< exp(—T) < exp(—tQ).

Very similarly for ||Esgl|2, there exists ¢ > 0 such that for any ¢t > 4, we have

||E2||2 t2d02/0
_— > < > 4./ N/ < _
P( 2./ t> - P(HEQHQ =4yt VQ) < dexp < cdo?(log d)2/92)
dot? dot?
— - < - V< —12).
P ( d(log d)? +log d) = &P < 2¢/(log d)z) < exp(=t)

Thus we can see that

A | do?
Nl < 1B lall + I1Ballalln S v+ v 5 A 4+ /2
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By Theorem 4.1, under the condition that p = Q(V/d), 0 /A < (logd)~2d~'\/pf and kopuK <
d'*, it holds that

- KQ/LK do? d [ kopuK do?
(EI(v" . VIB) s VR ( et A29>+K\/p:L< N M)

q
Kd o [ KopKK d?o?
NV (nq (\/19_9 “\am ) )

Furthermore, the third term vanishes when ¢ = logd and (6) holds.

Remark 17. Here we can also obtain a statistical rate sharper than subexponential rate for ||E||,
that would be used in later proofs. Combining the above results for any ¢ > 16 max(y/v1, /72)
we have

P(|Elly > t) <P(|[Eills > t/2) + P([|Eall2 > t/2) < exp(—

dot? ) te (_ dot? )
c P 32¢ (log d)?vy
d*0%t> 0%t
= exp < — —Cl<)\1,UK)2> + exp < - —Cg(lOg d>20_2>7

where C1, Cy > 0 are constants. Thus ||Eljs < ‘{;liK +1/9%% with probability at least 1 —d~1°.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4.3

We first bound the recovery probability of K® for each ¢ € [L]. Recall that ?(Z)/ VP =
VAQO/ /p+EQO/ /p, where QO = VTQO
For the residual term EQ) /, /p, by Lemma 3 in [18], under the condition that /p/dlogd =

o(1), with probability at least 1 — d~'° we have || /,/p[]» < 2\/% Denote by Ag the
event {|E|s < 10c,'ri(d) logd}, where ¢, > 0 is the constant defined in Remark 2. Then
conditional on Ag, we have that [|EQ® /,/p|l» < 20c, [ 1(d) log d with probability at least

1 —d'° for each ¢ € [L]. Recall ny = 480c; !, /A—prr’l(d) log d. From Proposition 10.4 in [20],
we know that when p > 2K,

p—K+1

m)sw

p—K+1
ep

P (o @/V5) < 5 ) <P (o O/ 1) <

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — nP~**1/2,

Tmin (VARO[ /D) > Acin (9 / /D) > AV/io/6 > 2p0.
By Weyl’s inequality [19], we know that conditional on Ag, with probability at least
1—d™ o1 (YO, /D) < |EQY/ /B2 < 2006_1\/%“1((1) = Ang/24 < g for large enough
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d, which indicates that 0;€+1(?(@) — ap(?(é)) < \/Pho for any k > K. For k < K — 1, under
the same event we have

o1 (YO) = 0, (YD) > 01 (YD) = 0,(YD) > 000 (VAQY) — 2|[EQO,
> /P(AV1N0/6 — Ano/12) > /D(AV10/6 — Ay/0/12) = Ay/Dio/12 > /Pro.

Then we have

P(RO =K |Ag) 2 P (¥") = 0,(Y) > Vono, oicra@) = ¥) < Vo | As)
> P (0 (VAR //5) > Ay, [EQO/ /Bl < Aro/24 | Ag)

p—K+1

Zl_dflo_no 2

We know that conditional on E, ]I{K O £ K \ Ag} are i.i.d. Bernoulli variables with

Jr
expectation pyx = P(K® # K | Ag) < d~10 + 77 2 < 1/4 and variance pg (1 — px) < pk-.
Since the estimators {K OYL  are all integers, we know that if K # K, at least half of
{K®}E | are not equal to K. Then by Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

P(R£K) < ]P’(EL:H {f(“) ” K}—pKng) —Eg (IP’(EL:]I {f(“);éK}—pKL > g | E))

/=1 (=1
(AE GXp{ L/4 / 2LpK)} -+ 1-— P(AE)

< exp {—L /(324710 + 32, 7 )} +O(d ).

We know that 32d71° < (logd)~! for d > 2, and under the condition that ny < (32logd)~ R
we have P(K # K) < exp(—~Llogd/2) + O(d~'%) < d~(-/20)/2,

B.5 Proof of Corollary 4.4

e Example 1: From the proof of Corollary 4.2 we know that we can take ri(d) = (A +
02)\/5 logd. Then by plugging in each term we know that under the condition that (\; +
0?) (d(np)~'/*log d) e _ o(1) and A > (0~%(np)~'/?dlog d)l/g, we have Ang/24 < py <
Ay/no/12. Besides, under the condition that kiy/dr/(np)(logd)* = o(1), we also have
no < (32logd) 7= =71, Thus the conditions for Theorem 4.3 are satisfied and we have K = K
with probaility at least 1 — O(d~(£20)/2),

e Example 2: We know from the proof of Corollary 4.2 that A 2 df/K. Also from
Remark 14 we know that ||E||> < v/df with probability at least 1 — d~'°, and thus we have

o = /A/(APp)Vd S K/Vpl = 1/3/d12p, A = d\/B]p and A /g Z d*/*p K2,

Also recall from the proof of Corollary 4.2 that E(M,;) = M,; < 6 for any i,j € [d], and
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hence d—2 > i<; My; < 0. By Hoeffding’s inequality [21], we have that

—1

Thus we can see with probability at least 1 — O(d~1°), |§ — d~2 >oici Mij| S Voed 3nd 0 =0,

and in turn Any/24 < prg < Ay/no/12. Thus by Theorem 4.3 the claim follows.

e Example 3: We know from the proof of Corollary 4.2 and Remark 16 that A > dAZ/K

and |E||s < dA¢/vVK + Vdnlogd with probability at least 1 — d~'°. Thus we have Ny =
d/(A2p)(dAg/VK + Vdnlogd). Under the condition that /K (log d)3 (n/p)"* < Ay <

V/nK/dlogd, we know that dAg/vVK + Vdnlogd < Vdnlogd, Any < dy/n/plogd and

VTologd = o(1), and thus Any/24 < po < A,/mo/12. By Theorem 4.3 the claim follows.

o Example 4: By Hoeffding’s inequality [21], with probability at least 1 —d~'° we have that

|9 9|/0 < Cy/logd/df. As for 53, we have

G = | Z j |S| Zéw ;T2 Z Mijei; + Z

(i,7)€S 1<j (4,5)€S (i,7)€S

<exp (—11d(d — 1) logd/d*) < d™".

zy_

1<j

We consider the latter two terms first. We know that |e;;| < Cologd for some constant
C > 0 and |M;;| < [A|pK/d, for any i < j. Denote by ¢ = (|A\|uK/d) V o, then we have

[ Ar K

Var(MijEij) S ( d

K
)2o? < 7, |M;jei5] < ‘)\1‘: Cologd < Co°logd, Vi< j,
and

Var(e}) < C'o*(logd)* < C'5*(logd)*,  |e}}| < C*0*(logd)’ < C°3*(logd)*, Vi < j.

Thus by Bernstein inequality [9], conditional on S, with probability at least 1 — 2d~'°
have that there exists a constant C’ > 0 independent of S such that

~2 ~9 2
Z Miey| < ¢ a*y/logd LG (logd) ’ (B.28)
VS| S|

(4,7)€S

and

2 72(logd)®?  5%(logd)®
Z ( N LT ) (B.29)

(4,7)€S

Now we consider the first term. Since J;;’s are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with
expectation 6, we have

Var<M?j5ij) < 954, ’M?jéljl < 5:2, 1 < j

18



Also, we know that Y . M7 > [M[§/2 > KA?/2 and 37, M}, < [M][§ < KA}, and
hence KA%0/2 < IE( > i< (5ijM?j> < K\?¢. Then by Bernstein inequality [9] with probability
at least 1 — d~19, it holds that

‘ (D ounz) ~E(D oMz )| s &

i<j i<y

o%y/0logd *logd
<O dog + dog ) *(dv/0logd +logd).

(B.30)
Thus combining (B.28), (B.29) and (B.30) with the fact that |S| < d?§ with probability
at least 1 — d~1°, under the condition that rx3u?K < (logd)?, with probability at least
1 —O(d™'Y) we have
~ (A\/E logd )
Y Vo

oK

|)\1|\/Elogd
g V

+o0(0) Soplogd < ( 0) +o0(0) < ologd.

From the proof of Corollary 4.2 and Remark 17, we know that with probability at least

1—d
é\ﬁ_MH < |)\1|\/10g P‘l’MK /d
0
2

~

8/\ —~
-M-M
0

M — My < +

~

and hence 7y < do(Ay/pd)~" and Any < do/+/pf.
Under the condition that (pf)~'/*y/do/Alogd = o(1), with probability at least 1—O(d~1°)
we have Ang/24 < py < Ay/1o/12. Thus by Theorem 4.3 the claim follows.

B.6 Proof of Theorem 4.10

We first decompose VFH-V = VFH - \7H0 +\~7H0 —V, and we consider the term \~7H0 -V
first.

By Lemma 8 in Fan et al. [18], we have that |[VHy — V — P (X — VV)V|, <
| — VVT|5||PL(X - VVT)V|,. Note that in Lemma 8 of Fan et al. [18], the norm is
Frobenius norm rather than operator norm, and the modification from Frobenius norm to
operator norm is trivial and hence omitted. We first study the leading term P (X—~VV ")V =
LS PL(VOVOT —VVT)V. R R

For a given ¢ € [L], we know that V(¥ is the top K left singular vectors of Y(*) =

@/ /p=VAVTQO/ p+EQY/ /p=YO 4+ EO where

YO =VAVTQY/ /p and €Y =EQY//p.

By the “symmetric dilation” trick, we denote

~ 0o YO 0 YO
S(Y(Z)) = (?(Z}T 0 ) ; S(Y(£)> - <Y(E)T 0 ) )



R )
and 8(5(@) = S(Y(% - S(Y(Z)) = (Q(Z)T(])E/\/Z_? . 0/\/2_9> '

We let TYADUYT be the SVD of YO, and we know that with probability 1 we have

I‘%) = VOgqu, where Ogq is an orthonormal matrix depending on QO Tt is not hard to
verify that the eigen-decomposition of S(Y®) is:

o, 1 (T 1 AD o 1 (T 1 !
SYW)=— |1 |- AR 0] >
V2 \ulY Ul o -AY) v2\u —ul

Where Ag{ = dlag()\l .. )\(f)). First we study the eigengap amin(A%)) = )\%). Recall
QO = vTQ® € RExp, and it can be seen that the entries of Q@ are i.i.d. standard

Gaussian. By Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18], we know that with probability at least 1 — d~19,
we have that |[QOQOT /p — I, < \/%log d, and thus amm(ﬁ(z)/\/ﬁ) >1-— O(\/glog d)

with probability at least 1 — d~1°. Thus under the condition that \/% logd = o(1), under

the same high probability event we have that O'min(A%)) > A/2. Now we let IAJ%) be the top
K right singular vectors of Y. For j € [K] we define

o\ ¢ ¢ ‘ o\
G(é 1 I )z (—A%) — )\(-E)IKY1 F%)e — {IK - F% F%)e F%) F(I()e }
U( J —Ug() )\y) 2 Ug{) —Ug() Ug{) —U%)

Then we have ]|G§.€)||2 < 1/A9 < 2/A with probability at least 1 — d~1°. Correspondingly
we define the linear mapping

f : R(d-ﬁ-p)XK — R(d-ﬁ-p)XK’ (Wla e 7WK) = <_G§£)W1a ) _G(I?WK> )

~ 0)
and denote I‘%) = (E_%) By Lemma 8 in Fan et al. [18], under the condition that
K

IS(ED)||3/A = o(1) we have
H (B ) (7700 - EREY" — st m) T - F )

< A(Z i\/ F( )I‘%)T :(é)ij%)T _ I\%)U%)T
—\uPvoT —uPrPt oRuY T - uQul’

— F(SENTRTYT — T F(sENTR)"

2

S ISED)3/A%
By taking the upper left block of the matrix, we hav2e
H\A[(Z)\A](@T _ F%)I,%)T B f(S(g(ﬂ))lN—‘(E))[1:d7:}r(€) F(Z f(S(E(e )
[VOVOT VYT - p(SEDFY), | TOT - TO 5 (S(EO)TO)!
S IS(ED3/A%

Oinaalle

)[1d ] [1:d,:]H2
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Now for j € [K], we study PL(GE-Z))D:C;,;]. Since I‘g? = VOgq, we have PLF%) = 0. Therefore
we have,

.
L T

P, (—AY — \1g) 1<_[I;@> =0, and
K

¢ ¢ ¢ o\ "
PJ_{IdJr ! FEK@) FEK)@ I‘%) I‘EK)@ }
P2 vy —uR\ul Ul S

T
1, 1Lt i \LdyLd Y Y

=(P,.,00+0=(P,,0),

and as a result we have

1 1 1
P(Gj)pag =50~ NG {(P.,0)-0}= —W(PL,O)-
J J

Thus in turn,

T O\ () T
[1:d,:]) - PLf(S(S( )>FK )[1:d,:]FK

0 EQ(@)/\@ F(f) (O —1a(O)T
:(PL,O)( HnT [i (A )_ r
QOTE/\p 0 ul) ) e T K

PL(f(SENTY) W + T (SEOTY)

For a given ¢ € [L], under the condition that v/p/dlogd = O(1), by Lemma 3 in Fan et al.
[18] we have that with probability at least 1 — d='0, |Q2@||, < v/d. Combined with previous
results on the eigengap Jmin(A%)), we have that with probability 1 — O(d™?), for a fixed
constant C' > 0

1991 < VA, owin(AY) > A/2, Ve [L]

Besides, under Assumption 1, we have that [|E|s < r1(d)logd with probability at least
1 —d™'° and in turn by Wedin’s Theorem [42], with high probability for all £ € [L] we have
that

o g (), [d
[VOVOT —VVT s S €91 /omn(AR) S BRI /VEl/A S 7 logd\ﬁ,
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and thus | — VV |, = Op (r1(d)logd\/d/p/A). Besides, we have

L
~ 1 o~
P, (Z-VVHV = - » P (VOVOT —vvhv

1< N
=< ZP (f(S(g(f )T )[ld ]I‘< )T 4 r(f)f(s(g(e))r(é))[l o ])V LRy
(=1
L
- %ZP@@”/@)( NV () = LS PR BT RS
=1 e 1

where Ry (3) is the residual matrix with [|[Ry ()2 = Op(||[S(E@)|2/A2). Now we study
the matrix BY) = (AVTQ®)/ \/_ )I. From previous results we know that with probability
at least 1 —d ™, 1/2 < 0in (29 / /D) < Omax (@Y / /D) < 3/2 for any ¢ € [L], and in turn
3‘/\” < omin(BY) < omax(BY) < %, V¢ € [L]. Now for any vector y € R¥ such that
lyll2 = 1, with probability 1 — O(d~?) we have that

IBaylls = [y BYT,....y BET)T|, = (Z BOy3) "

[Bals = max HBnsz—max(ZHB“yH) (ZHB“)H) Ea

L 12 2L
Omin (Ba) = Hnﬁm IBayllz = ”rr”nn (Z IBOy|? ) <ZUr2nin(B(£))> > 3|’

Now since we know that the entries of |/p§2 are i.i.d. standard Gaussian, similar as before,
under the condition that Lp < d, by Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18] we have with high probability

that %\/E < Omin(2) < omax(2) < %\/E . Therefore, we have the following upper bound on
p p
the norm of the leading term

~ 1 ~ 1 ~
IPL(2 = VVV: S [7PLEQBa|> + [Ri(3)[|> < EHEHQHQHzHBnHz +[R1(Z)]2

Thus we have the following decomposition
VH,— V=P, (X - VVV +Ry(%)

1 ~ ~
= P.EQBg + Ry () + Ro(%)

1 1 = S
- ZPJ_EQQBQ + ZPJ_E[JQBQ + Rl(E) + Ro(z),
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where Ry(2) is a residual matrix with
[Ro(S)l2 = Or (|3 = VVT[[[PL(E = VVT) V)

_ OP<Tl(d\)/QE(?ij)2d> +op (T’l(d) (log d)? ZQ)

Thus

IRo(2) + Ry ()2 = Op(ﬁ(d) (log d)* pZQ)

Next we consider the term VFH—VH,. We denote the SVD of 34 by {7.7{%({711—{7 Lx‘i{fl
and by Weyl’s inequality [19], we know that A |ls < [|[E=VV T, = Op (r1(d) log d\/%/A)
and O'K(KK) >1—||= - VVT||2 > 1 — Op(ry(d)logdy/d/p/A). Thus under the condition
that ri(d) log d\/_ /p/A = o(1), for large enough d with high probability we have

1AL ||z < (r1(d) log d\/%/ﬁ)q and o (A%) = (1 - O(ri(d) log dv/d/p/A))* > (1/2)".

Similar as before, we know that with probability 1 the left singular vector space of {/'./K(}({/'TQF =
VA%LQF and the column space of V are the same, where QF := VIQF ¢ RE*? s still
a Gaussian test matrix with i.i.d. entries. By Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18], we have with

probability at least 1 — d=10, g (QF /V/P/) > 1 — O(\/glog d). When \/glogd =0(1), by
Wedin’s Theorem [42], there exists a constant 7 > 0 such that with high probability we have

IVEH — VH ||, = [VIH, — Vs S [VLALV QY /Do /o (VALQY /1)

< A" /vl <<2nr1<d>logdm>q \/E
T ok(AL) o (X /VY) T A Y

Denote ' := 2nri(d) log dv/d/p/A = o((logd)~*/*). Then it can be seen that when

log d > 94 log \/W
loglogd — log(1/r")”’
we have that (r')7\/d/p’ = o((r")?) and IVFH — VH|» = Op (Tl(d)Q(log d)i&)_
Now for a given j € [d], recall that with high probability o (2;) = Q(m(d)). Therefore,
under the condition that d*ry(d)*(log d)*(p 2A4772(d))_1 = 0(1) and drs(d)? (LPAQUQ(d))_l _
o(1), we have with probability 1-O(d~?), | 1 P E,Q2Bagl|> = Op<\/AQILpr2(d)> = 0p((omin(2;))2),

and |[Ro(2) + Ry (Z)| = 0p ((0min(2;))"/?). Then under Assumption 5, we have

q>logd>2+

=, AV - V)Te; = 5, 2(V'H - VH, + VH; - V) e,

1 2 Eer - < 1
TBOQEP e+, 1/2(VFH—VHO+RO(E)+R1(2)+ZPLEbQBQ)Tej

_ 2;1/2<
— = PY(E,) " :
= 2 (Eo) €; +0p(1) %N(O,IK)
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B.7 Proof of Corollary 4.11

To prove Corollary 4.11, it suffices for us to show that Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 are met.
From the proof of Corollary 4.2, we know that Assumption 1 is satisfied. We move on to
show that Assumption 2 is met. Define V4 = (V, V1) as the stacking of eigenvectors for the
covariance matrix 3. Note that V< is not identifiable under the spiked covariance model
and is unique up to orthogonal transformation. Let Z; = V;Xi, and Z; ~ N(0,A,), where
Ay = diag(A + 0?1k, 0%y ). Welet T's = (uy, ..., ux.1) be the stacking of eigenvectors for
the matrix g, and let 61 > 09 > ... > g1 be the K +1 eigenvalues of ¥g. Correspondingly,
let 5, > ... > 041 = 02 be the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix Xg. Since
Y= (V)[S ]A(V)[S +0%L 41, we know that g1 = 02 and 6§ = o — k11 > Aoy, (V)s,)-
We define ¢ = (V[&: ) ux 1, and denote ¢y = (0,1, )¢ € R% Then by the proof of Lemma
6.2 in Wang and Fan [41], we know that

n

1 1
~2 2 ~T T ~ 2
E Z.Z' — A +—0p (M )
0°—o0°=¢, (n . ; 4)Co - p (Mg — 0*Wie1)

where M1 =3 fi (Ok + (Ok — 01)) , W1 = D fi and fi is the (K +1)-th element
of the k-th eigenvector of I'§ ST multiplied by v/ for k < K. Welet £ = (f1, ..., fx)" /7.
By Wedin’s Theorem [42] and Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18], we have that with probability

at least 1 —d™1% |6y — o%] < His — sl S o logd\/% for k < K. If we denote by

~

Fs := (Ix,0)" the stacked top K eigenvectors of 't 3sT'g, and by f‘g the stacked top K
eigenvectors of I‘EZSI‘S, then we know that f is the (K + 1)-th row of Fg. By Davis-Kahan’s
Theorem [45], we also know that there exists an orthonormal matrix Og € RE*X such that

I]l2 = |05f - mb<wan—%m<mma/'mmmm

logd
Wi = Y 12 =l 5 ZE0ED
k<K
- &'fK
and MKHSUIka ka HES—25”2N (log d)*.
k<K k<K
Thus we can write 62 — o = ¢ (1 Y1 | Z;Z] — Ag)¢o + Op( X (logd)?).

Now we take Eg = & — 3 — (Co (2301 Z,Z] — Ag)To)ly, and from previous results
we know that with high probability | E|2 = ||E — Eoll2 < 55125 (log d)?, such that we have
ro(d) < 5125(10g d)? = o(ry(d)) and Assumption 2 is satisfied.

Now we move on to study the statistical rate ny(d). For any j € [d]|, we first study
the covariance of EoP e;. We denote E = Z;Z] — Ay, then it’s not hard to verify that
Cov(Est, Egn) = M(Z)M(E)I{s = g,t = h} +I{s = h,t = g}). Since E¢P e; and
V JE(P e, share the same eigenvalues, we can study the covariance of V] EP e; instead.
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Then Cov(VE¢P, e;) can be calculated as following

I 1 .
Cov {V;(ﬁ Z XlXZT — E)VJ-(VJ-)Tej — (CJ(E Z ZZZZT — Ad)Co)V(—ier_ej}
=1

1 < - e I e
= Cov {V}(ﬁ d XX - Z)Va(0,14_x) €~ (cg(ﬁ > Z.Z - Ad)co)eo}
i=1 =

1 U = NS
= Cov { (5 ; ZlZlT - Ad)EO - (CJ(E ; ZZZZT - Ad)Cg)eo},
where € = (V+)"e; and €y = (0,1;_x) €. Then we have

1 ~r TE~ ~
Cov(V,EoP e;) = — Cov(Ee, — ¢, Ecpey)
n

1 ~ T e ~ - ~

—{ Cov(Eeq) + Var (cgEco)eOeg — Cov(Eey, cOTEco)eg — ¢ Cov(Eey, COTECO)T}

n

1. - ~

= —{[[€o]|30°Aa + 30'€pe; — 20"(C, €)(Coey + €oCy )}
n

0
Thus it can be seen that the covariance matrix is block-diagonal:
L (leoll3o*(A + 0%1k) 0
Cov(V E(P e;) = — 2 ,
ov(VaEoP ;) n ( 0 l€oll30* (Xy_ic + 317 — 2pem —2pmiE")

where 71 = €/||€||2 and p = (¢, 71). Then following basic algebra, we can write Cov(EyP | e;)
as:

5{02||€0||§Z+304PlejejTPL— 20‘4[)”60”2 [(PL)[:75}llK_;,_le;-rPl—l—Plej(UK_H)T(PL)[S’:}}} .
To study no(d), we will first define 3 as following

) = mBTQT{ ’% + 3o%eje] = 20" pl[Solla (L).syurcrie] + esufeyy(Lis) 2B,

We know that ||&]|3 = |P.Le;]|3 =1 — O(uK/d), thus we have
uKo?

H02||mej||§z—UZEH2 <0 (02 + A1),

K
130°P Leje; P —30'eje; [la < 30"(|(PLe; —ej)e/ P + 30 |e;(Pre; —e)) [ S o' MT’
[(PL)psiuk1€; TP — (1) SUK+1€; M2 < NP L) s — Ta)ps) Jug e, TP,

L) surcae] (P — 1) \zgx\f \/TK K\f

20" pl|&o]|2 H [(PL)psjuxsie] Pi+Prej(ugit) (Po)isy]— [(La)isuksie)+e;j(aki1) (Id){s,:ﬂ‘L
< Kot P
~Y 0- \/;’
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. ol )\2 g a
and in summary we have [|3; — 3|, = Op(nlgé;p \/g) = Op(%\/g»i—;\% = OP(#&).
Now we study [|X} — 3|2 Since the entries of \/p2 are i.i.d. standard Gaussian, by Lemma
3 in Fan et al. [18], we know that with probability 1 — O(d™?), we have

||9||z,ooN\/_ and || Qsll2 < VL.

Therefore, under the condition that 2

AQd = o(1) we have

IS =Sl =0 H —_BLO (3ej — 20((L).sjugcs1€] +ejujﬂl(ld)m))QBQH2
ot dot

2 _ —
Bl (2 + [ssll) = Or (55) = or( 2

As for ij, by Lemma 3 in Fan et al. [18] with high probability we have that oz (Q27V) > /L
and in turn

> o’ dot alA
7k() 2 g (o(Ba))* (7 @TV)*A 4 (o(R)°0?) 2 s+ T

Therefore, combining the previous results, we have that by Weyl’s inequality [19], with high
probability

M (2)) 2 A (Z)) = 125 — )l — 1= — 52

do? RIAN do? do? ORFAN
5+ —3 — ol 5) 2 5t —3-
nLpA;  n\y nLp\s nLp\;  n\f

z

Thus we know ny(d) < do*/(nLpA\?) + 0?A/(n\?).
Recall from the proof of Corollary 4.2 with probability 1 — O(d~'%) we have ||Eg|l2 <
(M +0°)logdy/Z. Also recall that ry(d) = 6125(10g d)?. Therefore, under the condition that

4 2 4 ~6 172
kiA1dr*(log d) d M\ o K A,
> o AN—L) and Sioiy (logd)* < ()\1) ,

we have d?ri(d)*(logd)* (p?A'ne(d)) = o(1) and drs(d)? (LpA*ns(d)) = o(1).

Now we need to verify Assumption 5. It can be seen that the randomness of the
leading term comes from €2 and E, both. We will first establish the results conditional
on 2. In fact, we will first show a more general CLT that will also cover the case of the
leading term under the regime Lp > d. More specifically, we will show that for any matrix
A € R¥>K that satisfies the following two conditions: (1) oax(A)/omin(A) < C|\|/A; (2)
)\K(COV(ATEOPJ_GJ')) > cn~lot (amin(A))Q, where C, ¢ > 0 are fixed constants irrelevant to
A and we abuse the notation by denoting X; := Cov(A"E¢P e;), it holds that

S PATEGP ey % N(0,Ik). (B.31)
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Now for any matrix A € R¥>¥ satisfying the aforementioned conditions, to show that

ATE(P e, is asymptotically normal, we only need to show that aTE_l/QATEOPLeJ d
N(0,1) for any a € RE with ||alj; = 1. We can write

7

_ 1 — B N

a's; PATEP e, = - Zasz VATIX, X — B — ¢ (Z:2] — AL P e,
=1

- Z { TE_l/QAT Xi XT Y)Pe; — a—)r(ZiZiT — Ad)Eo(aTZ;l/QATPLej)}.

We let 7; = a' =, ?AT(X, X, — )P e; and y; = ¢ (Z:Z] — A))So(a™S;ATP e).
For ¥;, we have that HE_I/QHQ < omin(E;) 72 < /n/(0%0min(A)). Then we have

Elz,? SEla'S;?ATX, X P e < \/]E|aT2;1/2ATXZ-|6E|eJTPLX,~|6

S 11252184/ + 02205 | A,
Ely < (a3 PATP e))Ef¢) Z:Z] S < |2 P AlSEIE] Zi[°
SIS B + o)A,
Elos - uil® S Elal® + Blul® S 157 13(y/ O + 02900l AlI§ + (1 + o*)? | A1)

<02 + 02| A3/ (02 Tmin(A))°.

Thus ) )
2 Bloi—wil®  _n(Ma+?PALR o (At 0?)°A

=o(1).
N 8/2 N 32565 (A)3 o6 A3
Var { S (e - )} ATV

Thus the Lyapunov’s condition is met and (B.31) holds. Then we take A = Q2Bgq, and define
the following event

Aq = {1 /2 < 0in (R0 ) /D) < omax (R0 //D) < 3/2, VL€ [L]}

1 /d 3 |d
— [ = < ; < < —y /= .
M {2 P Um1n(Q) >~ Umax(”) > 2\/;7 NS [L]}

Then from previous results we know that P((Agq)¢) = o(1), and under the event Ag we have

W~

Umax(QBQ)
Umin(QBﬂ)

Q

<ON/A, A(E)) > — (0min(2Bg))’.

)
S

Thus from the above proof, for any vector t € R*, we have P(X; 1/QV(EO)Tej < tlAq) —
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®(t) = o(1), where ®(-) is the CDF for N (0,Ix). Then we have
P(S, V(E)Te; < t) = E(P(X, V(Eo) e, < t/2))
= P(2;*V(Eo)Te; < t|Q € Ag)P(Aq) + P(X;PV(Ey) Te; <t € AG)P(AY)
= (®(t) +o(1)) (1 — o(1)) + o(1) = ®(t) + o(1).

Hence we have that Assumption 5 holds and (18) follows. Next we need to show that the result
also holds for 3. From previous discussion we already know that | %; — %;|l, = op (A K (2, ).

then by Lemma 13 in Chen et al. [13] we have that HE > 1/2 —IL4l2 = Op(HEj 1/2H HEJ1./2—
;/QH ) = Op(/\K( OHE — 3 ill2) = op(1). Then by Slutskys Theorem, we have

S A(VIH - V) ey = (5721 A(VIH - V) Te; 5 N (0, Ix).

J J

Finally, we move on to verify the validity of the estimator ) ; for the asymptotic covariance
matrix. From Lemma 7 in Fan et al. [18], it can be seen that with probability 1 — o(1), H is
orthonormal. When H is orthonormal, by Slutsky’s Theorem we have that

S—1/2 /G s-1/2 v d
HE 2(VPH - V) e; = HE"HT (VF — VH") Te; % N(0,Ix),

where it can be seen that HE_l/QHT (HE HT)~'/2. Therefore, it suffices to show that

||E] HE]HTHQ =op ()\K(EJ)), and the results will hold by Slutsky’s Theorem. Recall from
the proof of Corollary 4.2, we have the following bounds

a r - |K
12 - Sl = 0p(n +0)/1). 5l = Oplany/ 5,

We will bound the components of Hf]] - f]ng respectively. We have

~ S ~ K
|05 = 328> S [6° = 0?|1Bl2 + *| T = Slla = Op (510 + 0/~

+Op( (/\1—1-0)\/;) Op( 2(A1+02)\/§>, :

Also, from proof of Theorem 4.10, we have that with high probability

R N dr
[V = Vo = V5 = VH [ < [Bolls[ 2] Balls/L = Or(ray [,

and | ZF — VAV ||, = Op (()\1 +0?) \/§>, where £ = 33 — 521, Then with high probability,
for all ¢ € [L] we have that

(VTS — HAVHQO /5, N\[(m“ VAV ||y + M [[VF = VHT )

d?r
=Op (fﬁ)\l np2L> =op(A),
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and thus by Theorem 3.3 in Stewart [38], with high probability for all ¢ € [L] we have that

IBY —BYH||; = [[(VITE"QY/\/p)' — (HAV' QY /p)T],

d?r
= A2
OP< K11 np2L>’

np

and in turn we have [Bg — BoH'||2 = Op (A_Q’fﬁm/ Jf&) VL =0p (A_Q’ﬁ)\l ﬂg)

)\1“1 d?r
np2L

Thus combining the above results, under the condition that = o(1), following

basic algebra we have

d dv'L d2r
Ty < r _avib 9, 9 a~r
HE HE H' < Op( (A +o? )\/>> i 5+0p (nLQp nd (0“+ A1) k1A np2>

A2 ry\ do* ANkt | d?roN  do? =
- OP<A2 s to )\/7) nLp)\; OP( o2 np2L> nLpA? ~ or(Ar(3)

Therefore, by Slutsky’s Theorem, under the event B := {H is orthonormal}, for any vector
t € RX, we have that P(E_l/Q(VF VH")"e; < t|B) — ®(t) = o(1), and thus

P(E;A(VE - VHT)Te; <t) = P(S;(VF — VHT)Te; < t|B)P(B)
+P(E;A(VE - VHT)Te; < t|B)P(B)
=P(Z;*(VF — VH")Te; < t|B) (1 — o(1)) +o(1) = (t) + o(1).

Hence the claim follows.

B.8 Proof of Corollary 4.12

We will verify that Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 5 hold. First, it is not hard to see that there exists
some orthonormal matrix O € RE*¥ guch that V.= FC~10, where C = diag(+/dy, . .., Vdk).
From the problem setting of Example 3 we also know that there exists a constant C' > 0 such
that

C’le]?Xdk < Kmkindk <d< Kml?xdk, dy <...=<dg <d/K,

and thus that \/d/K < 0x¢(C) < [Cll2 S V/ATK. Then [Vloe < /5 [Flloe = /5. Thus
Assumption 3 holds with p = O(1).

From the proof of Corollary 4.2 we know that Assumption 1 is satisfied. Besides, recall
from Remark 16, under the condition that /K /dlogd = O(1), with probability at least

1—d~'° we have that ||E||y < dAo/VK ++Vdnlogd := r!(d), which is sharper than r,(d) log d.
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Since E, = 0, we have ry(d) = 0 and Assumption 2 holds trivially. Now we move on to study
the minimum covariance eigenvalue rate 7,(d). From the proof of Corollary 4.2, we know that

E—E,=FO'Z+Z OF +Z'7Z —nl, — Z {Qz! +7Z,Q +Z,Z] —1,},

i=1

where Q; = FO, € R? with ©, being the i-th row of ©, Z, is the i-th row of Z and
Z; N(0,1;). Then for j € [d], we have

Cov(EoP e;) = Cov <Z {QZ] +72,Q] +Z,Z] - Id}PLej>
i=1

= i Cov ({szzT +7Z;,Q] +7Z,Z] — Id}PLe])
i=1

- i Cov <{QlZzT + Zi.ZI - Id}PJ_ej>7
i=1

where the last equality is due to the fact that P, Q; = P, F®,; = 0. Now for i € [n], we
calculate Cov ({QZZZT + Zi.ZI — Id}PLe]). Following basic algebra, we have that

Cov ({Qiz] +2, 2] ~1,}P.e;)
~E({QZ[+Z,Z]}Pe;je] P {Z,Q] +Z.Z]}) P eje] P,

= ||PLejH§(QiQZ-T +1;) + QPLeje;rPL - PLejejTPL
= |PLe;|3(QiQ, + 1) + Pieje;PL7

and thus

n

COV(E()PJ_ej) = Z (HPJ_e]”g(Q’LQ:_’_Id)—i_PJ_e]eIPL)

i=1

=|PLe; 30D QiQ[ +nly)+nP eje] P,

i=1

= |PLe;|3(FOTOF " +nl,) +nP eje/P,.

Then since |[Pejlls = 1 — K/d = 1 — o(1), we have that A\q( Cov(EoP e;)) 2 n, and
hence we have 1y(d) < dn/(A?Lp). Then under the condition that n > d®L/p and A >
K (log d)?\/dnL/p, we have that

r’l(d)4<)\%Lp d*Ad
n(d) ~ d K2n

NP Ay _prat - End)t
K2d? d> 7 p*Atn(d) '

+ d’n(log d)4) <
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Now we move on to check Assumption 5. Similar as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, we
will first show the results conditional on €2 by establishing a more general CLT . More
specifically, we will show that for any a € R¥ with |lall, = 1, and A € R™¥ such that
)\K(COV(ATEOPLej)) > cnomin(A)? and opax(A)/omin(A) < C, where C,c > 0 are con-
stants irrelevant to A and we abuse the notation by denoting X; := Cov(ATE,P e;), we

have aTZ;1/2ATE0PLej KN N(0,1). Define Q = OF . We know that
d
Qe = max Q1L < P10 00 % ooy %, and

aT2;1/2ATEoPLej — Z {asz_—mAT(QizI +Z,Z] —1,)Pe;},
i=1
and we denote
AT Ll/24 T T AT Ll/24T T
Then we have

Elz; + y,* < Elai® + Elyil® < 12, AT Qi + 1= 2AT |3

_ _ |A 3 d.\3/2
< 12 P IAR QI + 1 S 2R gy sy

_ dysp  _
< 32,8034 3/2
~n Mg O(n) +n
Then

Z?:l E|xz + ?Jz|3
Var { 30 (@ + )}

Then under the condition that A2 < n*3/(u2d), we have that

= ZIE|Iz + il ST gAY 4 02,
i=1

n

"2 A3d*? = o(1) and (Z E|z; + yz|3> Var (Z(Il + yi))_g/2 =o(1).
=1

=1

Thus the Lyapunov’s condition is met and the CLT holds. Also recall from previous arguments,
there exists a fixed constant C' > 0 such that with high probability we have

O-max(QBQ) 0-1(@) 2
Umin<QBQ> = 9 (O-K<®>> < C, )\K(Ej) >

(Umin(QBg))2.

NS

Then by taking A = Q2Bg and following similar steps as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, we
know that Assumption 5 is satisfied. Then by Theorem 4.10, (17) holds.
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We move on to prove (20). It suffices to show that || %; — fleg = op ()\K(flj)) When
A2 < n and K < d, with high probability we have

- d
135 = Zll2 < m{(” + A)(1—|Poejll3) + nlPLeje,PL —eje/ |2}

n 2 < d (Kn 9 K RO dn
+ 7l e S 75, (T + A8+ ) + 3 = olgy) = 0r Ok (E)

Thus (20) holds.

Last we verify the validity of ij. Similar as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, it suffices
to show that Hﬁj - HinTHg = op ()\K(fij)). Recall with high probability Hﬁ - M| <
1 (d) = dAo/VK + Vdnlogd.

Also, from the proof of Theorem 4.10, we have that

1 — d ri(d
[V¥H = Vlls = [ V¥ — VET |2 = £0n(I8M — Mla| 2] [Ball) = 0r (1) 5 147).

Then with high probability, for all ¢ € [L] we have that

||(\7FTﬁ—HAVT /\f\}gw\[HM M||s + A |[VF — VH'|,)

az
= Op (\/ pg_Lrl(d)) = op(4),

and thus by Theorem 3.3 in Stewart [38], we have that

- e [ d% r (d
||B(Z) . B([)I_IT”2 _ ||(VFTMQ(€)/\/]_))T _ (HAvTQ(f)/\/]_))THQ = OP < ﬁr22)> y

and in turn we have ||]§Q —BoH'||s = Op ( /;lQ_QL’“lA(g ) VL =0p <d7"1(d )

Therefore, under the condition that A2 < K Lp®n?/d*, we have

S d — d d r(d)
o el < o 1
1)~ M £ 79— Ml (0 ) 0p (22500
dn =
m) = OP(AK(EJ»

— op(

Thus the claim follows.
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B.9 Proof of Theorem 4.5
We will first decompose VEH-V = (VFH — {/HlHO) + ({/HlHO — \AfHO) + (\A/'HO —-V).
We will show that when L is sufficiently large the first two terms are negligible, and we will
consider the third term VHy — V first. We will first study ||[VHy — V — P E¢VA ™[5 o
by conducting decomposition of the error term. For the convenience of notations, we let
P = V'V for short. If we define Hy = V'V, we can decompose

VH, -V —P,E,;VA™!

=P, VH,—P,E\VA'+P, V(H,—H)+(PVH,— V).

Under the condition that ||E|[2/A = Op(ri(d)/A) = op(1), we have that Hy is a full-rank
orthonormal matrix with probability 1 — o(1). Then we have with probability 1 — o(1) that

[PV (Hy — Hy)|loeo = |1 = VVT)(VH, — V)H] (Hy — Hy)|}2,0c
< [[(VHy — V)H; (Hy — Ho)|l2,00 + [VV T (VH, — V)H; (Hy — Ho)||2,00
< [[VHy — V||2,00[[Ho — Hol|2 + || V|2,00[| VHo — V||2|[Ho — Ho||2

K ||E ~
< (ro) + 2 B g, g,

From Lemma 7 in Fan et al. [18], we know that |[Ho—Hol|ls < [[VVT=VVT|2 < (|E|l2/A)? =
Op(ri(d)?/A?), and thus we have

1PV (Hy — Hy)|l2 = Op <<7’3(d) + \/%rlid)>r1(d)2/A2> .

We move on to bound HP\A/'HO — V2,00

IPVH, — V|00 = |V (] Ho — Ix) 2,00 < [|V]]2,00/Ho — Holl2
K
— Op ( %rl(d)Q/AQ) .
Finally, we consider the term P l\Afﬁo — P ,EyVA~!. We can decompose

P, VH, - P, E,VA ! =P, VH,AA ' - P, E,VA™!
=P, (EVH; — E,V + V(A — A)H, + V(HyA — AHp))A™".
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We bound the three terms separately, with high probability

IP(EVH—EqV)A Y20 < [PLEo(VHo— V)A 5 oot [P EVHoA Y5 0
< |[Eo(VHy — V)A g0 + [VVEo(VHy — V)A ™ |g00 + || Esl2/A
< |Eo(VHo = V) [l2,00/A + || V|2,00 | Eol|2/| VE = V[|2/A + ra(d) /A

— Op (m(d, A)/A + ,/%rl(df/y +1ro(d) /A) .

As for P, V(A — A)HyA !, we have

IPLV(A — A)HoA Yoo < [(VH, — V)H] (A — A)HoA 500
+[[VVT(VHy — V)H] (A — A)HoA ™ 2,00
< [VHo — Vljo.cc|[Eoll2/A + [ V|20l VH) — V|2 Eolla/A

- Op{rg(d)rl(d) /A + @rl(d)Q/AQ},

|PLV(AHy — HyA)A™ o < [|(VHg — V)H] (AHy — HyA)A™ 2
+[|[VVT(VHy — V)H] (AHy — HyA)A ™[50

=Op ((7’3(61) 1/ %Tl(d)/A)HAﬁo - IroAH2/A>

— Op ((rg(d) n ,/%n(@ /A (d) /A) ,

where the last inequality is due to the fact that

and finally

IAH, — HoAll» = [AVTVVT = VTVAVT |,
= [AVTVVT =V TMVVT|,
<AVTVVT —VIMVVT |, + [VTEVVT|,
= [(A=R)VIVVT |, + [VIEVV [, < 2|E|.

Thus in summary, we have

O v “1 - r3(d)ri(d) pKri(d)?  ro(d)+rs(d)
[VHy-V-PLEGVA o =0p {2 4 [T Dl
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Now we move on to bound |[VH;Hy — \AfH0||2. By Theorem 4.1, we know that

IVHHy — VH ||, < [VH; = V[, S [VVT = VV |
<IVVT = V'V |3+ [VVT =VVT|,
< H{}{}T . V/V/THF + ||V/V/T . {/{}le

~ Op (%mﬁﬁ . /AIQ(ZLﬁ(d)).

Finally, we consider |[VFH — VH;Hg||5. From the proof of Theorem 4.1, we know that

IVIH — VH H|, < [VIH, — V|, S [VIVIT - VVT |,

SEOFT OO (2 ld  |Z-VVT|4
V(1-IE-VVT])

From the proof of Theorem 4.1, we know that with probability converging to 1, there exists
some constant 1 > 0 such that |2 — VV ||, <nri(d)logdy/d/p/A = o(1), and thus that

q
~ ~ d [ d

When we choose ¢ to be large enough, i.e.,

log(Ld) log <10g dW)
¢ 2+ > 1+ ’
loglogd log <(277 logd)~*A/r1(d) p/d)

we have |[VFH, — V|, = Op(, /Alff—;lLrl(d)). Therefore, if we denote

Kd K
r(d) = A7y )+ rs(d)r(d)+ o) +ra(d)+ri(d)),
we can write B
VFH -V =P, E;VA ' + R(d),
where [|[R(d)||2,00 = Op(r(d)). Then under the condition that ;(d)~/?r(d) = o(1), we have
that [|R(d)||2,00 = 0P (amin (Ej))1/2>. Thus by Assumption 5,

S A(VIH - V) ey = 27 2(A'VTEGP e;) +op(1) % N(0, Ix).
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B.10 Proof of Corollary 4.6

We define Ey and E, the same as in the proof of Corollary 4.11. Then Assumptions 1 and 2 are
satisfied as been proven for Corollary 4.11. As for Assumption 5, we have shown that under
the condition that x3(\;/0?)% = o(y/n), the results (B.31) holds for any matrix A € R¥>K
such that opax(A)/omin(A) < C|A1|/A and /\K(COV(ATEOPLGJ')) > en~lo? (Umin(A))2 in
the proof of Corollary 4.11. Under the regime Lp > d, the leading term V(Eo) = P, E,VA™!,
and by taking A = VA™!, it can be seen that

UmaX(VA_l)/Jmin(VA_l) = UmaX<A)/0min(A) < |>‘l|/A>

and if we can show that 7, (d) > (2n) 7'\ %0*, we have Ag(2;) > mi(d) = (2n) 10! (crmin(VA_l))2
and Assumption 5 is satisfied. Thus we only need to verify Assumption 4 and the conditions
for 11(d). Recall from the proof of Corollary 4.11 we have the following rates

n 0%n

S
ri(d) = (M + ‘72)\/2 ra(d) = = (log d)?,
and we can further derive that the following bounds hold with high probability

[Vsgn(VTV) = Vs < [Vsgn(VTV) = Vs S [[Eoll2/A < ri(d) log d/A;
IEo(V(VTV) = V)[ae S IEoll2lV sgn(VTV) = Vs S r1(d)?(log d)?/A.

Thus we know r3(d) < k1 logdy/r/n and 74(d) < r1(d)*(logd)?/A = k(M + 0?)(log d)?r/n.
From the proof of Corollary 4.11, we know that 3; = n‘lA_lVTE?-VA—l, where

X = {02 IPLe;[[52+30"P L eje] P —20"p||P e; H2[(Pl)[:,S]uK+1e;rPL+PLej(UKH)T(PL)[S,:]]}-
Similar as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, we will first define 3’ as following
1
5 = EA_IVT{JZE +30%ese] — 20%p||Pe; o (Ta)pspuncsie] + ejupe, (T)s.) }VA—l.
Then following similar arguments as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, we have that
Ko* [u KX [u\ o* ot
% - Sl = O E)=0(555) 5 = .
12 =25l = 0053 &\ a) e = oGw)

Besides, under the condition that p?x]K? < d* we have

> SH <@HVHQ <“K—W:O prtKVE o :0<‘74>
J Jl2 2,00 ~ dnAQ d n)\% n)\% .

nA?2
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Then we know that g (Ej) > % + % and we can take n;(d) = ﬁ + #f\l Thus

Assumption 5 holds. Then by plugging in the above rates, we can derive the rate r(d) as

r(d) = \/ %rléd) +r3(d)ri(d)/A 44/ %rl(d)Q/A2 + (Tg(d) + r4(d))/A

Kdr N k2(log d)?r N mK
npL n 0°nA

< K1

~

(log d)?.

o2
have 0y (d)~/?r(d) = o(1), and hence the condition for 7:(d) is satisfied and (8) holds. Also
recall from the above proof that ||X; — 3;[j» = o(Ax(X;)), and (9) holds.

Now we verify the validity of 3,. Similar as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, it suffices to

show that ||§]] - HinTHg = op ()\K(ij)), and the results will hold by Slutsky’s Theorem.
From proof of Corollary 4.11, we have

Atr_ T _ 2 z
% — VAV ||2—OP<()\1+U )\/2)

Also, we know that with high probability

Then under the condition that L > %Ii%(%), n>> kj(logd)*r?(2%) and K(%)? < ki1, we

Kd
A%pL

IV = VH | = [[VTH - V], £ r1(d)logd + ri(d) log d/A

< ri(d)logd/A < Ky logd\/z.
n
Then we have
|A —HAHT[, < [VFT(E" = VAV VE|l, + [ (VF = VHT) [ (VAV )V,
I HVT(VAVT)(VE = VHT)||; = Op (Am log d\/g).
Then if we denote D = (A—HAHT)HA'H", we have that [|Da ||z = Op(x2log d\/I) =
op(1), and thus we have

|A~ — HA'H'[l, = [|(HAHT + A - HAHT)™ — (HAH') |,

— HHA_1HT [(IK +Dy) ' - IK] H2 < HA_1H2|| ;<_DA)i||2
r _
=0Op (Iﬁ% logd\/%) AT
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and furthermore, we have
A7~ HA P < AR~ HA = O (wlogay[2) a2
Then following basic algebra, under the condition that n > x1(log d)*r?(\;/c?)* we have
[HS,HT — Syl = [H?A™ + o* A HT — (0%A +5'A 7))
< % <||02HA‘1HT — Ay + |o'HAHT — 342{—2”2)
=0Op (/{%logds—i\/Z) + Op <;—A\/?> + Op (ﬂllogd ;2 ) + Op (iij\/%)
—0p (mf log d(%)\/?> n“; Op (nl log d()\l) (21)\/i) n";

4 ~

= Op(#ilog d(%) 1) 25 = op(Ak(E)).

n/ nA\2

Therefore, by Slutsky’s Theorem, the claim follows.

B.11 Proof of Corollary 4.7

The proof for the case where no self-loops are present is almost identical to the case where
there are self-loops except for some modifications. We will first prove the results for the case
when self-loops are present, then in the end we will discuss how to modify the proof for the
case where self-loops are absent.

We only need to verify that Assumptions 1 to 5 hold. Recall from the proof of Corollary 4.2
that we have ||||E|[2|ly, < 71(d) = v/df, and thus we know that Assumption 1 is satisfied. Also
Assumption 2 holds trivially due to the unbiasedness of E. We will then verify Assumption 3
holds under the model. We know that OII and V share the same column space, and thus
there exists a non-singular matrix C € R¥*¥ such that ®IT = VC and V = OIIC~!. Then
we can see that 0.,y (C) = opin(OII) = /df/K, and ||C|; < /K/df. Hence we have
V2,00 < [|OIT|2.00[|[C7 ]2 S \/_\/K/dQ = /K/d. Thus we can see that Assumption 3 is
satisfied with p = O(1).

Now we move on to verify Assumption 4. Recall from the proof of Corollary 4.2 that
Az dO/K, M|y S Kdf, My; < 6 and max;; E(E?;) < 6. By Theorem 4.2.1 in Chen et al.
[12], we have that with probability 1 — O(d~?),

K3\/_+K\/ log
v

K3K + K\/Klogd

Vsen(VIV) =V o
'V sgn( ) = V2o S N

r3(d) <
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and by the proof of Theorem 4.2.1 in [12], we further have that with probability 1 — O(d™"),

K\/K6logd
IE(V (VTV> V) |2, §TOgHEH2+T3(d)(logd—|—\/@)

< ra(d)(logd + Vdb) + K+/Klogd/d
K3WK + K/Klogd K3WK + K\/Klogd
< 7 ra(d) = 7 .

Thus Assumption 4 is met and now we move on to study the order of n;(d). Before we
continue with the proof, we state the following elementary lemma that helps study the
operator norm of a covariance matrix.

Lemma B.5. x1,X; € R? are two random vectors, then we have

I Cov(x1, x2)|l2 = || Cov(xz, x1)l2 < v/ Cov(x) ]| Cov(xa)]l2,

and
| Cov(x1 +x2)|[2 < 2 Cov(xq)l2 + 2| Cov(xz)|l2-

The proof of Lemma B.5 can be found in Appendix C.4. With the help of Lemma B.5,
we first decompose E = E; + Ey, where E; = [E;;I{i < j}] is composed of the diagonal and
upper triangular entries of E and Ey = [E;;I{i > j}] is composed of the off-diagonal lower
triangular entries of E. Then it can be seen that both E; and E, have independent entries.
Now for j € [d], we can write

EP,e; =Ee; —EVV'e; =Ee; — (E,VV'e; + E;VV'e)).
Then we study the covariance of the three terms separately. We have

Cov(Ee;) = Cov(E ;) = diag (Mlj(l —My,),.... Myl - Mdj));

Cov(E\VVe)) dl&g( ZMM M) (Pye;)21{i <k} )

Cov(E,VV'e;) = diag < ZM,k M,;,) (Pve;);iI{i > k}} >

Then we have 0 < Ag( Cov(Ee;)) < || Cov(Ee;)||, < max;; E(E?;) < 0 and
d

| Cov(E,VV Te))ls < %XZ M (1 — M) (Pye;)21{i < k}
k=1

0K

d
< maxE(Ei)? Y _(Pvey)i < 0lIPvesll} < 0l VI. < =
k=1
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and very similarly we also have || Cov(EoVV 'e;)|l2 < 0K/d. Thus by Lemma B.5, we know
that || Cov(E;VV'e; + E;VVTe))|2 < 0K/d and

| Cov(E,VV e; + E;VV e Ee))|o < 02K /d = 0/K/d.
Therefore, we can write
| Cov(EP ;) — Cov(Ee;)|s < 2||Cov(E;VV 'e; + E;VV 'e;, Ee))|l
+ || Cov(E,VVTe; + E;VV )| < 0y/K/d.
Thus we have A\q( Cov(EP e;)) > A\y( Cov(Ee;)) — || Cov(EP e;) — Cov(Ee;)||» 2 6, and

we have 1;(d) < A\;%0. Therefore, when 6 = K2d~'/?*¢ for some constant € > 0, p = Q(\/E)
and L > K°d*/p, K = o(d"/'®), we have that

r(d) = Al(\/gﬁ(d) + r3(d)ri(d) +1/ 5—§2T1(d)2 +7ro(d) + 7”4(d>>

K4\/_+K2\/ Klogd <
d3/29 p Kd\/_N

Thus 7,(d)~"/?7(d) = o(1) and the condition for the asymptotic covariance matrix is satisfied.
Now we need to verify Assumption 5, and similar as in the proof of Corollary 4.11, we can
verify the following more general result.

Given j € [d], for any matrix A € R¥K that satisfies the following two conditions:
(DN All2,00/Tmin(A) < C/ANIK/(dA?); (2) Ak (25) > c@(amm(A))z, where X; := Cov(ATEP | e;)
and C, ¢ > 0 are fixed constants independent of A, it holds that

().

S PATEP e; % N(0,Ix). (B.32)

It can be checked from the previous proof that A = VA~ satisfies the two conditions. To
show (B.32), we need to show that aTEfl/zATEPlej 4 N(0,1) for any a € R¥ | ||al|y = 1.
We will first study the entries of P, e; and AZ_l/ %a. Tt holds that

(Prej)jl = (Ta—=VVi)e;) | <1+ V3o =1+ 0(1);

K
max|(Pe;);| = max|e/e; — e/ VVTe;| <0+ |V|3., =~
i#] i#] ’ d
~1/2 ~1/2 _ K
IAS 2]l < Al 25l S 0721 Allzoo/Tuin(A) £ K2/ .

Then we know that

d
a'S;?ATEP e; = > Ey(AS; %a)(Pre;) = Y Eu(AX;%a),(P e;);
ik =1

+> By [(AD%),(P e + (AX; ?a)i(PLe;)].

i<k
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Then for the diagonal entries we have

d
Z ]E|E“(AE]_1/28)Z(PLGJ)Z|3
=1
—-1/2 —1/2
= E|E;(AX;a);(P e, + Y EIE (A a),(P e;):[’
i#]

~1/2 ~1/2 K¢ K3
S OIAZ; alls + df|| A% allZ Thax (Prej)i” < Ve
i#j

and for the off-diagonal entries, when K = o(d'/?°) it holds that

3
ZE(E% [(AS;2a)i(PLe)), + (AS;%a)(PLe))]| < do|AS; a2,

1<k

1 s K3 K3
+ 0|AD; )L () S KO

< i o(1).

Moreover, since Var(aTZ?;l/ ATEP 1€j) =1, by the Lyapunov’s condition and plugging in
A = VA~ Assumption 5 is met and (8) follows.

Now we only need to verify that the result also holds when replacing 33; by flj. From
previous discussion we learnt that

I1%5 = Zjllz < [VATY[3]| Cov(EP Le;) — Cov(Ee;)|:

KK _ ., [K. « -
< %\/; SK \/;/\K(Zj) = o(Ax (%))

Then by Slutsky’s Theorem, (11) holds.

Now we verify the validity of flj. Similar as in the proof of Corollary 4.6, H is orthonormal
with probability 1 — o(1), and we will start by showing that Hij - HinTHQ = Op(/\K(ij)).
From previous discussion we have the following bounds

IM = M|, = Op(Vdd), V"= VH|, = [V'H =V = Op(—=),

i
Vdo
and

~ - . N 1
IVIH — V200 < [[VPH = VHg |2 + [[VH) — V2,00 = OP(Kd\@)
K3K + K/Klogd K3WK + K/Klogd

dvo dvo

With the help of the above results, we will study the components of ﬁj — HinT separately.
In the following proof, we will base the discussion on the event that H is orthonormal. We

+ Op( ) = Op( )-
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first study M = (VF\NfFT)ﬁ({fFVFT) = vFH(HT{/FTﬁVFH)HTvFT. We have that
IHTVFTMVFH - A, < |[H VFTMVFH - H'VFTMVFH|,
+|H'VITM(VFH - V)|, + [(VFH = V)TMV |,
< M = M, + 2| M VIH = V]|, = Op(K*Vd6).
Then for i, k € [d], we have
M, — M| = [(VFH)] (HTVFTMVIH)(VFH);, — M|
< |(VFH)] (HTVFTMVFH — A)(VFH),| + |(VFH — V);A(VFH),|
+|(V),A(VIH — V), .
It is not hard to see that
(V'H) (H' V' TMV H - A)(V'H),| S [|H' VI TMV H - Al [VPHI3

= Op(K*Vd9||[VIH|3..) = Op <K3 g) :

[(VFH — V), A(VIH),| + [(V),A(VFH — V)|

N 9
— Op(Kdb|[V |5, VHy = V[30) = Op <K3(K2 + /logd) \/2) ,

and in turn we have the upper bound

M, — My| = Op (KS\/g> + Op <K3(K2 + 108?@\/3)

K*(K* + /logd)
= Op( \/@ )(9 = OP(Q) = OP(Mik>-
Thus we have
| diag ([My;(1 — My)]L, ) — diag (M (1 — M)l [l = OP<K (K j@ logd) 9).

Then we move on to study A. We have
|A—HAH |, < [[VFT(M = M)V, + (V" = VH) MV,
+[HVTM(VE = VH) |, = Op(Vdf) + Op(K2Vd) = Op(K*Vd6).

Then if we denote Dy = (A—HAHT)HA'H, we have that [|Da 2 = Op(K3/vd) = op(1),
and thus we have

|A~ — HA'H [, = |(HAH" + A ~ HAH')"' — (HAH')"'[,

A 1+ Do 1] < 1A -,

= Op(K*/(d9)*?).
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Thus, following basic algebra we have the following bounds
[ V¥ diag ([Mi;(1 — My)Jiy ) VE ~ BV diag (M M”) )VHT||2
< [V ( diag ([M;(1 — M)J2L,) - diag (M (1 — My)JiL,) ) V7

K3(K +¢@))9
NG :

+2[[VF — VHT |o] diag ([My(1 = M) )2 = op(

and further, under the condition that K = o(d'/3?), we have

K3 (K? + vlogd) ,
Vdo

15— HEH ||, $ Op( 0) 1A 3 + 0 A7 | A7 — HATHT ||,

B K'(K?+logd)\ 1 K" 1

= 0r( Nz )iea Or(755) Rz
K'(K%+logd)\ 1 ~

- OP( Jda ) fezg ~ or(Ax(%).

Thus with similar arguments as in the proof of Corollary 4.6, the claim follows.

Remark 18. The inferential results also hold for the case where self-loops are absent. Recall
that under the no-self-loop case, the observed matrix is

M = X — diag(X) = M + E — diag(M + E) = M + E — diag(E) — diag(M),

where E = X — M is the error matrix between the adjacency matrix with self-loops and its
expectation. We define M =M+E— diag(E) and denote by V' its K leading eigenvectors.
By Weyl’s inequality [19] we know that with probability at least 1 — d~'° we have that
JK(M) - JKH(M’) > A —0O(Vdf) Z df/K, and hence by Davis-Kahan’s Theorem [45] we
have
[VVT = V'V, < [|diag(M)]lz/ (0x (M) = oc41(M)) S K/d,

with probability at least 1 —d~!°. The verification of Assumptions 1, 3 and 5 when self-loops
are present can also be applied to the no-self-loop case. For Assumption 2, we can take
Ey = E — diag(E) and E, = —diag(M). Then ry(d) = ||diag(M)|l2 < 6 = o(r1(d)) and
Assumption 2 is satisfied. As for Assumption 4, by Lemma 7 in Fan et al. [18], we have

~ ~ ~ o~ K2
| sgu(V'"TV) = VIV S VYT - VVTE <~

o~ o~ o~ ~ K2
lsen(VIV) = VIV, SIVVE = VIV 55—

With similar arguments as in the self-loop case, for V' with high probability we have

K3\/_ K+ KK log

V' sen(VTV) — Vl[go
V" sgn( ) = V2o S N
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K3VE + KyKlogd
Vd

|Eo(V/(VTV) -V

V)20 <
Then for \A/', with high probability we have that
IVsgn(VTV) = Voo < [[V(VTV) = Va0 + |V (sgn(VTV) — VTV) ~ V200
<VVTL = VVTIV) = Ve + [[V(VTVVTV) = V| + 0< >||V||2m

ST O PPN K?
< IVIVIV) = VLot [VI(VTV) =V o0 +0(— )||V||2oo+HVVT

2

VYT al|V e
K
< O() IV otV sgn(VTV) - vuz,oo)+||VVT—V/V’T||2+||V/<v”v>—vuz,oo,

where in the last two inequalities we use the fact that

(s = VV V|2 = |(Te = VVT)Vl; = [[VIV]|s = [V V]|; = [VVT = V'V,

with V| and V', being the orthogonal complement of V and V' respectively. Since K2/(df) =
o(1), for large enough d we further get

1 ~ ~ ~ ~
§Hngn(VTV) — V20 < (1 =0 (K?/(d9))) [|[Vsgn(V'V) — VH2 -
2

K N7/ 7/ /
<0(— )|!V|lzoo+0(d)+\|V sgn(V'TV) — V\|2oo+0( )HV 2,00

K2 /K+K+K3\/—+K\/ log d K3\/X+K\/ log
de d ' d Vo NG -

Hence r3(d) = KK (K? 4 /Togd)/(dv6). We also have

IEVVTV) = V)b < [Eo(VVTV) = V), + 220010

A
~ -~ ro(d)ri(d
S IEo(V/(VTV) = Va0 + %
<K3\/?+K\/Klogd K3\/_+K\/ log
Vd d Vd

and hence we can take 74(d) = KK (K? + /logd)/v/d. Now to get a sharper rate for r(d),
we take into consideration the diagonal structure of E;, and derive the following bound

IPLE,VHoA |50 < [[VVTE,VHoA |50 + ||E, VH,
72(d) ||V |2,00 N | diag(M) V|2,

<K K |diagM)|a[V]pe o K [K
~dVd A ~d\Vd
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Then from the proof of Theorem 4.5 we have that

KWE + K2/KTogd K K [K 1
) < VE S L Y e Y
770 oL aNd S Kave

and we are only left to verify the minimum eigenvalue condition of 3; by showing that the
order of 7;(d) is the same as when there are self-loops. With the same arguments, we know
that

- ) B , K 1
|Cov(AT'V'E'P ¢;) — Cov(A™'V'E'e;)|| <O <K4\/ E) K2420°

Besides, we also have

|| COV(A_IVTE/GJ'> — ij”g = H!X_l\/:r (MJ](]_ — ij)ejejT)VA_l‘b
K?*K K5 1 ~
—1y2 2 o o
S M IATEIVIZ 0 S 204" 0(7)[(2—(129 =o(Ak(%;)).

Thus we also have || Cov(AT'VTE'P je;) — f]j||2 = O(AK(EJ')), and thereby

7

/\K(COV<A_1VTE/PLej)) = Ak (iy) (1 + 0(1>) 2 K2d202

Thus we still have 7;,(d) = A0 for the case where self-loops are absent. The condition for
n1(d) also holds for the no-self-loop case and both (8) and (11) hold. The verification of (12)
is almost identical to the self-loop case and is hence omitted.

B.12 Proof of Corollary 4.8

From the proof of Corollary 4.12, we have verified Assumptions 1-3. It can be checked that
VA~ satisfies the two conditions for the general CLT results in the proof of Corollary 4.12,
then under the condition that A2 < n*/3/(u2d), Assumption 5 is also satisfied.

Now we move on to check the conditions for 7;(d). Recall from the proof of Corollary 4.12,
we have

Cov(EoP,e;) = |P.oe|5(FOTOF" +nl,) +nP eje P,.

J
Then we have
n

~ K K n
o, < < i — = —

Besides, it can be seen that /\K(flj) > n/A\ 4+ 1/)\;, and hence we can take n;(d) =
A 2n/2 + A\1/2. Next we move on to verify the statistical rates r3(d) and ry(d). By
Davis-Kahan’s Theorem [45], we have that with high probability

IVsgn(VTV) = Vs < [Vsgn(VTV) = V|2 S [Ell2/A S 71(d)/A,
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where 7 (d) = dAy/vVK + v/dnlogd as defined in the proof of Corollary 4.12, and thus we
know that r3(d) < 7} (d)/A. Besides, with high probability we have

IEo(V(VTV) = V)20 < [Eo(V(VTV) = V)|l S i (d)*/A,

and we have r4(d) =< r}(d)*/A. Thus Assumption 4 is satisfied. Then we have

r(d) = p_L A + r3(d)ri(d)/A + \/grl(df/Az + (TQ(d) + m(d))/A

Kdrl(d) o K K’n(logd)’ \/_ K\/n
S\ A TS G T A +\/7( M)

Therefore, under the conditions that A2 > K./n(logd)? n > d* and L > Kd?*/p, we have
m(d)~?r(d) = o(1). Thus by Theorem 4.5, (8) holds. As for (13), from the above arguments
we have Hij — 3;ll2 = o(Ax(%;)), and hence (13) holds.

Now we need to check the validity of ﬁj. Similar as before, it suffices for us to prove
that ||f3j - HfleTHg = Op(/\K(ij)). From Corollary 4.8, we have that ||ﬁ - M|, =
Op(dDo/VEK +Vdn) and [VFH — V|, = |VF — VHT||, = Op(K/Z/A}). Then we have

IA —HAH ||, < [VET(M - M)VF||; + [|(VF = VHT) "MV,
+[HVTM(VF = VHT)||, = Op (dAo/ﬁ + \/_dn>.

Then if we denote Dy = (A — HAHT)HA'H', we have that

[Dallz=Op (K\f ) = op(1

~ n ~
A7~ A S A lDalk = Op (1 5857) 571 = ont/30) = or (),

and thus we have

and furthermore, we have
n||jN\_2—HA_2HT||2§n||A_1||2||1NV1—HA‘IHTHQ:OP(K\/g/Ag)nA_QZOP()\K(EN]j)).

Combining the above results, we have Hij - HfleTHg = op ()\K(ij)), and hence (13) holds
with X; replaced by ij.
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B.13 Proof of Corollary 4.9

Recall that M = (1/ é\)PS(M—I—g ) and M’ = (1/0)Ps(M+E) share exactly the same sequence
of eigenvectors, and we can treat VF as the FADI estimator applied to M'. We will abuse
the notation and denote E := M’ — M.

To show that (8) holds, we need to verify that Assumptions 1 to 5 hold and the minimum
eigenvalue conditions hold for the asymptotic covariance matrix. We know from Corollary 4.2
that Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are satisfied, and that r,(d) = |\ |pK/v/dO + \/do? /6
and 7mo(d) = 0. Define ¢ = (|A\|uK/d) V o, we have from the proof of Corollary 4.2 that
Var(E;;) < 02/0 and |E;;| = O(clogd/#) for i,j € [d]. From Theorem 4.2.1 in Chen et al.
[12], we have that with probability 1 — O(d~?)

~ ~ o/ uK/0+ o/ Klogd/0
[V san(VTV) - Vil 5 RIVEESOL OV R o8]0
and thus we know r3(d) < (ko0\/puK/0+5+/Klogd/0)/A. Besides, by the proof of Theorem
4.2.1 in Chen et al. [12], with probability 1 — O(d™"), we have

|B(V( \AfTV)—V)HQ’OOSJ dK" (vlogd +\/_)+a\/jr3( )+A IOgdHEH2
o ik x5 (VElogd+ moy/uk),

and thus r4(d) < (\/ log d + k2v/pK). Therefore, Assumption 4 is met and we have

r<d>=\/%“§”+r3<> @)/ + P (@27 4 (raf) + () /

< (\/ZZ&) <<l-€2\/,uK+\/K10gd)i+ ﬁl)
~\AVE A Vo pL

Now we will study the statistical rate 7;(d). We know that E;; = E;; are i.i.d. across i < j
and Var(E;;) < 2/6, then by Lemma B.5, with almost identical arguments as in the proof of
Corollary 4.7, for j € [d] we have that || Cov(EP e;) — Cov(Ee;)||2 < 02/0+/pK/d, and thus
Aa( Cov(EP e;)) 2 A\i(Cov(Ee;)) 2 52/6 and we have ;(d) < A;?07'52. Therefore, under
the condition that L > k3Kd?/p and 6/A+/d/§ < min <(l€%\/,U,K + Ko/ K log d)_l, p/d),
we have that n,(d)~/?r(d) = o(1).

Now we move on to verify Assumption 5. More specifically, we will show that the following

results hold:
Given j € [d], for any matrix A € R¥X that satisfies the following two conditions:

(D|A|2.00/0min(A) < C/NpK/(dA?); (2) A (Z;) > 052971(0mm(A))27 where X, :=
Cov(ATE(P e;) and C,c > 0 are fixed constants independent of A, it holds that

S PATEGP Le; % N(0,Ik). (B.33)
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To prove (B.33), it suffices to show that aTEjfl/QATEPLej % N(0,1) for any a € RE ||al|, =
1. We will first study P e;, AEJ-_l/za and max;; E|E;[?. It holds that

(Prej);| = (i = VVT)e)) [ < 1+[IV]3 =1 +o0(1);

K
max |(Pe,)| = max e e; — e/ VV e;| <0+ VI = "
i#] i#j ) d
- —-1/2 ~ - MK\/g
1AS; el < [All2eo |25 2l S (32/0) 2| All200/Tmin(A) S 2y ==

~ 2 d
3 1 d 3 ~3
maXE|E |3 < H Hmax(9+ (Zf ) 0 Z_(logd)

Then we know that

d
a' % PATEP e, = > Eu(AX;a)i(Pre)) = Y Eq(AX;%a),(P e)),

ik =1

+ 3 By [(AD]%2),(P e + (AX; a),(PLe;)].

i<k

Then for the diagonal entries we have

Y EIEi(AX;a);(P e[

i=1

_ —1/2
= E|E;; (A% "%a);(P1e;);" + Y E[E(AZ]%a),(P e;)i[’
i#£]
S EE;[YIAS] all, + dmax E|E, | AS; )l max | (P ey,

ks K /,uK
< 2 log d 3

and for the off-diagonal entries, under the condition x$K?3u® = o(d'/?) it holds that

S E[BA[(AS; )P o)) + (AS; a)(Ple,)]| < d—HAz alf%,(log d)”

i<k

o _ WK\ 3 K
oz AS;al (B2)" S )ik [ tog d)* = o(1).

Moreover, since Var a' S ?ATEP 1e;) =1, by the Lyapunov’s condition, (B.33) holds and
7 )

Assumption 5 is satisfied by plugging in A = VA~!. By Theorem 4.5, we have that (8)
follows.

+d?
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To show that (15) holds we need to show that ||flj -3l = O(AK(ij)). From previous
discussion we learnt that

15 = 5]l2 < [[VA3]] Cov(EP e;) — Cov(Ee;)]l5

< LET < () = ok ()

Then by Slutsky’s Theorem, (15) holds.
__ Last we verify that the distributional convergence still holds when we plug in the estimator
3;. Similar as in the previous proof, it suffices for us to prove that ||X; — HX;H ||, =
op ()\K(ij)) In the following proof, we will base the discussion on the event that H is
orthonormal. We will first bound ||M — M||max- From previous discussion we have the
following bounds

— _ . - 1=
M’ =M, = Op(v/d5?/6), V" = VH' [y = [[V'H = V|2 = Op(5 v/ d5*/0),

and
~ ~ ~ ~ o
IVFH — V200 < [[VPH = VHy |2 + [VHy — V300 = OP(|/\1|\/§)
L0 (@5 /LK/Q—}—&\/Klogd/G) O (525 ,uK/H—l—&\/Klogd/H)
P =0p .

A A

Now we can study M = (VEVFDM(VFVET) = VFH(%HTVFTM\’{/FH)HT{/FT. Recall by
Hoeffding’s inequality [21], with probability 1 — O(d~'°) we have that |0 — 6] < Vioed and
|S| = Q(d?0), and we have that

0 e~ e~ ~ ~
||5HTVFTM’VFH — Al <|H'VITM'VFH -H'VITMVIH|,

~ ~ ~ Viogd
L HTVETM(VEH — V)||; + [(VPH — V)TMV s + Op ( Viogd Al)

—~ ~ Vlogd —
< M = Mz + 2| M|V H = Vlo + Op (Y2 A1l ) = Op(r21/d5/0).

Then for any i, k € [d], we have

N ~ 0 ~ o~ ~
ML, — My, | = |(VFH)Z.T(5HTVFTM’VFH)(VFH),€ — M|

~ 0 o~ ~ ~ ~
< \(VFH)Z.T(g\HTVFTM’VFH — A)(VFH),| + |[(VFH — V),A(VFH),|

+ |( ) ( v FH v 2V da:Q H v FII||2()O
- NI | A1 (“2/1[( ) ~
A o0 - 00 pr— _— ,
OP(‘ lHl v H2 ” VH, — V ”2 ) OP( \/5) d =0Op 7 o
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and in turn we have

~ M|pK — Vdg \ lpKN?
iz a5 P - z-k|=op< )(' URRYE ke 1)

AVO d

Now we move on to bound the error of 2. We know from the setting of Example 4 that ¢;;’s
are sub-Gaussian with variance proxy of order O(c?(logd)?), and thus

A 2|_‘ Z zk+5zk zk /|S|

(i,k)eS ZkES

a?(lo d) K2P K2
Sl 2 - - 0p(“ED) 0, ()
(i,k)ES

M, +€ir,— zk+Mik_Mik)2/|S|_g2‘

|S]| do
_ (logd)?y 5 RPN
= 0r( N )7+ O (H )"
Then for any 7 € [d], we have that
‘M?j(}\_e)_l_ai_Mzzj(l_e)_‘7_2‘<|M1“|2‘£_ M2, — M2 A2)l_1 %~
0 0 0 el A o 0 0

VAe \ MK 2 (logd)? = K2u2K?\ o2 Vdo \ 72
—OP<A\/§ 0 ( )+Op< + >—_OP - ?’

and thus we have that

| diag ([M2(1 — 0)/6 +62/0],) — diag ([MZ(1 — 0)/0 + > /6]L,) ||, = O

(375
Also, we have shown that
IA — HAH |, = | ZH"VFTMVFH — A, = Op (@@)A,
0 AVO
then we have HK‘l —~HA'H ||, =0p (@[f) %, and hence
IVEA™ = VAT H ||, < [|[A7 = HAH [ + A [lo[VF = VHT |5
o\ 1 doy 1 do\ 1
o35 - 0r(i) 5
AVO/ A AVO/ A
Then following basic algebra we have that with high probability
Vdo Vdo
)7 s op( Y 7
AVO/ A20 AVO/ A20
Then under the condition that r3Y9% = o(1), we have that

QA\[

Vo | 572 ~

3

= ).
QA\/E))\%G OP<)\K( ]))

20

(s s

Ty <
I~ HE,H [l £ 0p( )R

IZ; — HEH || = Op(k



C Proof of Technical Lemmas

In this section, we provide proofs of the technical lemmas used in the proofs of the main

theorems.

C.1 Proof of Lemma B.2

It can be easily seen that

122/ v/pll2 = (1227 /pll2)' = ((d/p) |27 Q/d].)

1/2

By Lemma 3 in [18], we know that ||||Q272/d — L, |2/, < +/p/d, and thus ||[|27Q/d|2|l4, <
1+ +/p/d = O(1). Therefore, we have ||||Q22" /p|l2|ly, < d/p. By Jensen’s inequality, we in

turn get [[[|€2//pllallw S v/d/p-

C.2 Proof of Lemma B.3
By Proposition 10.4 in [20], we know that for any ¢ > 1, we have

P (HQTHQ > i . t) < = (p=K+1)

p—K+1

< ¢, and thus

Since p > 2K, there exists a constant ¢ such that —L )
P (B[], > et) < 05D,

Therefore, we have
E ((omn(@/vP) ) =B (lvaR[3) = [ B (v > w) du
= POz e [ B (AR > ) de

< +/ P (||vpR'|, > u'/*) du < ¢* +/ (ul/“/c)_(p_K+1) du
u>co

u>co

- (”<p—f<+11>/a—1)'

Since 1 + < 2, the claim follows.

1
(p—K+1)/a—1

o1

(C.34)

(C.35)



C.3 Proof of Lemma B.4

We first consider the probability P (||[£' — VV ||, > ). Recall the matrix Y := VP,A'V Q)
Now by Jensen’s inequality and Wedin’s Theorem [42], we have

I = VTl = [E (VOVOTM) - vV, < E([VOVOT —vvT| M)

S AR 19/ Vol |
S (19 YO v () < Gl O

Bl (190/ 5 ) _ pBl
— Omin <§(£)/\/Z_9>
E E||;
< By 100 ol 5 2 app

where the last but one inequality is due to Lemma B.3 under the condition that p >
max (2K, K + 3), and the last inequality is due to Lemma B.2. Therefore, by Assumption 1,
there exist constants ¢y, ¢; > 0 such that

El p Ae
r_ T, > < H_ > < _ £ _
]P’(HE VV |, _6) _]P’( \/d/p_coe) _eXp( CO\/;T1<d))

Similarly, we consider the probability P <||E' — vaHQ > 5). By Assumption 1, there exist

constants cf, ¢y’ > 0 such that

1/2

E (|20 /vpl3) " E ((0uin( @ /vP) )
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Therefore, the claim follows.

C.4 Proof of Lemma B.5

We know that Cov(x; + x2) = Cov(x;) + Cov(xy) + Cov(xy,x2) + Cov(xg,x;), where
Cov(xy,x2) = E(x; — Ex;)(xs — Exy) ", and

| Cov(x;)||2 = HHﬁaX v Cov(x;)v = rriaxl Var (v'x;),
V 2
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for 1 = 1, 2. Therefore, we have

| Cov(xi,Xo)[lo =  max v Cov(xy,Xs)u = max Cov(v'xp,u"x;)
[vll2=1,[[ull2=1 [vll2=1,[[ull2=1

< max  +/Var(vTxy)y/Var(vTxs) = v/|| Cov(xy) ||| Cov(xa)||2

—vliz=1[lullz=1

1 1
< 21l Covlxa)lz + 5 Cov()
Thus we have

I Cov (s +%2)l2 < || Cov(x) |2 + [| Cov(x2) |2 + [| Cov(xa, x2) |2 + || Cov (32, x1)]|2
< 2| Cov(x)|l2 + 2[| Cov(xa)l2-

D Wedin’s Theorem

Lemma D.1 (Modified Wedin’s Theorem). Let M* and M = M* + E be two matrices in
R™>"2 (without loss of generality, we assume ny < ny ), whose SVDs are given respectively

by

ni

* * T

0 ¥ 0| VT

— > 0 o][VT
M:ZJiuiviT:[U UL][O ELOHVI}'

Here, 0y > -+ > 0y, (resp. o] > --- > o) stand for the singular values of M (resp.
M*) arranged in descending order, u; (resp. u) denotes the left singular vector associated
with the singular value o; (resp. of ), and v; (resp. v}) represents the right singular vector
associated with o; (resp. o). U and U* stand for the top r eigenvectors of M and M*
respectively. Then,

2llE
max {[UU"T — U*U* ||, [VVT = V*V*T|,} < M (D.36)
r  Orp1
and , o
max {[|[UU" — U*U*" ||, [VVT = V'V |5} £ M (D.37)
O, — Ur+1

Proof. By Wedin’s Theorem [42], if |E||» < (1 — 1/v2) (67 — 07,,), (D.36) and (D.37) are
true. When [|E|s > (1 —1/v/2) (o7 — 07,,), the RHS of (D.36) are larger than or equal
to 2 — v/2, whereas the LHS are bounded by 1. Thus (D.36) follows trivially, and so is
(D.37). O
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E Supplementary Figures

We provide in this section additional figures deferred from the main paper.
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Figure 9: Illustration of Step 0 for Example 1. i(ss) = XESQXE% is calculated by the data
columns in the set S for the s-th split (s € [m]), and Sg =n~" 2 selm]
(a) 1.00- (b) .
0.75
g g 301
'T‘f 0.50 2
025
3_
0.00
0 5 10 15 2 25 0 5 10 15 20 25
PC pair i

Figure 10: (a) Correlations between the 25 leading PCs calculated by FADI and by full
sample PCA on the 1000 Genomes Data; (b) Top 25 eigenvalues for the sample covariance
matrix of the 1000 Genomes Data. We can see that for the 15 leading PCs, the results
calculated by FADI are highly correlated to the results calculated by the traditional full
sample PCA, whereas the correlations drop afterward. This can be attributed to the fact
that the top 15 eigenvalues are well-separated for the sample covariance matrix of the 1000
Genomes Data, and the eigengaps get smaller after the 15th eigenvalue.
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Figure 11: Comparison of the top 12 PCs of the 1000 Genomes Data calculated by full sample
traditional PCA and by FADI.
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