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Abstract

Meta-learning involves training models on a variety of training tasks in a way that enables
them to generalize well on new, unseen test tasks. In this work, we consider meta-learning within
the framework of high-dimensional multivariate random-effects linear models and study gener-
alized ridge-regression based predictions. The statistical intuition of using generalized ridge
regression in this setting is that the covariance structure of the random regression coefficients
could be leveraged to make better predictions on new tasks. Accordingly, we first characterize
the precise asymptotic behavior of the predictive risk for a new test task when the data dimen-
sion grows proportionally to the number of samples per task. We next show that this predictive
risk is optimal when the weight matrix in generalized ridge regression is chosen to be the inverse
of the covariance matrix of random coefficients. Finally, we propose and analyze an estimator of
the inverse covariance matrix of random regression coefficients based on data from the training
tasks. As opposed to intractable MLE-type estimators, the proposed estimators could be com-
puted efficiently as they could be obtained by solving (global) geodesically-convex optimization
problems. Our analysis and methodology use tools from random matrix theory and Riemannian
optimization. Simulation results demonstrate the improved generalization performance of the
proposed method on new unseen test tasks within the considered framework.

1 Introduction

Classical statistical machine learning involves models that are trained on a specific task using a
given dataset, and their predictive performance is evaluated on the same task. In contrast, meta-
learning (Baxter, 2000) aims to learn models that generalize well in new, unseen but related tasks.
This is facilitated by training a model on a distribution over tasks so that it can efficiently adapt
to new tasks with limited data. In this sense, meta-learning can be viewed as a form of higher-level
learning that leverages knowledge gained from multiple training tasks to improve performance on
new test task. In this paper, we analyze meta-learning under a natural multivariate random effects
model to model the relationship between different tasks. When dealing with multiple tasks in meta-
learning, each task can be considered a random effect. The random effects model may then help in
modeling the variability between tasks, allowing development of efficient meta-learning algorithms
that leverage this shared information across task to obtain better performance on new tasks.

Specifically, we consider the training tasks from the following linear model,

ypℓq “ Xpℓqβ̄pℓq ` εpℓq, for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L,
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where Xpℓq is the nℓˆp data matrix and ypℓq is nℓ-dimensional vector, and nℓ represents the number

of observations in each task. The rows denoted by x
pℓq
j are random samples with covariance matrix

Σ and they are independent across j. Besides, the noise εpℓq corresponding to each task is a random
vector which has mean zero and covariance matrix σ2Inℓ

. In order to encode task similarity, we con-
sider a multivariate random-effects model where it is assumed that the true coefficients β̄p1q, . . . , β̄pLq

are sampled from a common distribution with Erβ̄pjqs “ 0 and Var
`

β̄pjq
˘

“ p´1Ω. The assumption
that the regression coefficients are centered is made mostly for convenience. If they are uncentered
(but share a common hyper-expectation), it is possible to learn the common hyper-expectation
relatively easily based on techniques introduced later in later Section 3. The parameter Ω is the
hyper-covariance matrix encoding the similarity among the different tasks. Note in particular that
we do not make any parametric assumptions on the task distribution, as is commonly made in the
literature on random effects model. A similar model was considered by Balasubramanian et al.
(2013) in the context of multi-task learning. In contrast to that work, here we consider the meta-
learning problem where the objective is to do well on unseen tasks. Specifically, given a new test
task, with index L` 1, and nL`1 observations from model, ypL`1q “ XpL`1qβ̄pL`1q ` εpL`1q, where

the rows x
pL`1q

j of data matrix XpL`1q is random sample with covariance ΣpL`1q and independent

across j, and β̄pL`1q is a sample from a distribution with the same shared hyper-covariance matrix
Ω as that of the training tasks, our goal is do well in terms of predictive performance on this new
test task.

To accomplish this goal, we consider prediction using generalized ridge regression estima-
tors (Strawderman, 1978; Casella, 1980) of the form

β
pℓq
λ pAq “

`

XpℓqJXpℓq ` nℓλA
´1
˘´1

XpℓqJypℓq, for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L` 1, (1)

where A is a given positive definite matrix. Note that the above estimator is the solution of the
regularized regression problem

β̃
pℓq
λ “ arg min

βPRp

! 1

nℓ
}ypℓq ´Xpℓqβ}22 ` λβpℓqJ

A´1βpℓq
)

.

In particular, when A “ Ω, the true common hyper-covariance matrix of the regression coefficients,
we denote the corresponding distinguished estimator as the oracle estimator given by

β̃
pℓq
λ :“ β

pℓq
λ pΩq, (2)

However, in practice, the hyper-covariance matrix Ω is unknown. One natural idea is to estimate
Ω by Ω̂ based on previous tasks. Then the true coefficient in ℓ-th task could be estimated by

β̂
pℓq
λ :“ β

pℓq
λ pΩ̂q. (3)

Under the stated model, we study the generalization performance of the above generalized ridge
regression based predictors on a new task.

The statistical intuition of using generalized ridge regression under the meta-learning framework
is that the hyper-covariance structure of the random regression coefficients could be leveraged to
make better predictions on new tasks. To elaborate, under the meta-learning framework, we can
construct an estimator Ω̂ of the shared hyperparameter Ω from the L training tasks, which in
turn could be used in the form of the estimator in (1) in the context of prediction in the test task
L ` 1. If the estimator Ω̂ is accurate in some appropriate sense, then this procedure should help
in obtaining predictive accuracy in the new task β̄pL`1q. We provide a rigorous justification to
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the above intuition in this work. We do so by analyzing the prediction performance of the above

approach on the new pL`1q-th test task. For any matrix A P Rp, the predictive risk using β
pL`1q

λ pAq

is defined by

RλpA | XpL`1qq :“ E
”

pxpL`1qJ
new β

pL`1q

λ pAq ´ ypL`1q
new q2 | XpL`1q

ı

,

and in particular, the predictive risk using oracle ridge estimator β
pL`1q

λ pΩq is defined as

ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq :“ E

”

pxpL`1qJ
new β

pL`1q

λ pΩq ´ ypL`1q
new q2 | XpL`1q

ı

, (4)

where px
pL`1q
new , y

pL`1q
new q is an independent test example from the same distribution as the training

data. Here, RλpA | XpL`1qq could be treated as a function of positive definite matrix A. In
Section 2.2, we derive the high-dimensional limit of predictive risk, RλpA | XpL`1qq, when p, nL`1 Ñ

8 such that p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1 P p1,8q using tools from random matrix theory; see Theorem 2.3
and Theorem 2.4. In Section 2.3, we also briefly discuss the consequence for out-of-distribution
prediction risk, i.e., when the test task distribution is different from the training tasks’ distribution.
In Section 2.4, we then show using tools from Riemannian analysis that the function RλpA | XpL`1qq

on the space of positive definite matrix is minimized when A “ Ω, under mild regularity conditions
(see Theorem 2.5). These two results provide a strong justification of the proposed approach for
meta-learning under the assumed random effects framework.

Motivated by this, we next consider the problem of hyper-covariance estimation, i.e., estimating
Ω from the training tasks. Traditionally, in the random effects model literature, maximum likeli-
hood based approaches are considered under parametric distributional assumptions on the task and
noise distributions. However, such approaches lead to non-convex optimization problems which are
computationally harder to solve efficiently. In contrast, we extend the approach initiated in Bala-
subramanian et al. (2013) and propose a novel method-of-moments based approach for estimating
the hyper-covariance matrix. Our estimators are constructed as solutions to geodesically convex
optimization problems which can be efficiently solved using Riemannian optimization techniques.

In Section 3.1, we prove consistency and rates of convergence results of the proposed estimators
under sub-Gaussian assumptions on the random coefficient β̄pℓq and noise εpℓq, as the number of
training tasks L grows. In particular, we show consistency as nℓ, L, p Ñ 8 under appropriate
scaling, as long as there is a non-vanishing fraction of the tasks for which p{nℓ ď 1 ´ δ, for some
δ ą 0. This shows the benefit of meta-learning, i.e., as long as there is a small fraction of the tasks
with adequate data, it is possible to estimate the hyper-parameter Ω consistently. The associated
scaling however requires that p2{L Ñ 0 which is not practical when p is very large. To overcome
this limitation, it is necessary to enforce further structural assumptions on the hyper-covariance
Ω. In Section 3.2, we assume that the true hyper-covariance Ω satisfies certain sparsity conditions
(indexed by a sparsity parameter s) and study L1 regularized approaches for estimation. We prove
consistency and rates of convergence of the resulting estimators under improved scalings on s, p
and L under various assumptions; see Table 1 for a full overview of the developed results.

1.1 Related Work

Our work lies at the intersection of random effects models, multitask and meta-learning. Tradi-
tional approaches for estimation in random effects model include (restricted) maximum likelihood
to estimate variance components in the linear mixed models literature (e.g. Thompson Jr (1962),
Corbeil and Searle (1976) and Harville (1977)). However, these methods are mainly studied in
low-dimensional settings. High-dimensional analysis of a similar multivariate random effects model
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was considered by Sun et al. (2021) and Huang et al. (2022). However, the question of precise
asymptotics and optimality are not studied in these works. Our work is mainly motivated by the
work by Balasubramanian et al. (2013), where a similar random effects model was analyzed in the
context of multi-task learning, mainly from a methodological perspective.

Subspace-based meta-learning, where the multiple tasks share a common set of low-dimensional
features, was used and analyzed in the works by Tripuraneni et al. (2021); Du et al. (2021) and Duan
and Wang (2023). A mixed linear regression models for meta-learning, where the prior over the
tasks corresponds to a discrete distribution, was analyzed by Kong et al. (2020). General statistical
learning theory results for multi-task and meta-learning are examined by many authors. While it is
not possible to cover the extensive literature on this topic, here, we list a few recent representative
works by Argyriou et al. (2008); Lounici et al. (2009); Maurer et al. (2016); Amit and Meir (2018);
Finn et al. (2019); Khodak et al. (2019); Lucas et al. (2021); Farid and Majumdar (2021); Chen
et al. (2021); Chen and Chen (2022) and Li and Oymak (2023). The above works are mainly
focused on non-asymptotic bounds and do not consider the question of optimality and deriving
precise asymptotics, which is the main focus of our work.

Our methodology is based on generalized ridge regression. The methodological idea behind
the formulation (1), in the context of single-task ridge regression, was studied by Strawderman
(1978), Casella (1980) and Maruyama and Strawderman (2005) under the setting of n " p. High-
dimensional asymptotics of ridge regression (i.e., (1) with A “ I) in the single-task setting has
been studied extensively in the last decade. El Karoui (2013) studied the asymptotic behavior of
ridge estimators under the scenario Σ “ Ω “ Ip when p{n tends to a finite non-zero limit. Dicker
(2016) studied asymptotic minimax problems for estimating a regression parameter over growing
dimension p such that p{n Ñ ρ when the sample xi are i.i.d. Gaussian random vector. However,
these results only focus on the estimation error. The behavior of prediction error of single-task
ridge regression has been studied, for example, in Hsu et al. (2012), Dobriban and Wager (2018),
Wu and Xu (2020) and Richards et al. (2021). In particular, Hsu et al. (2012) studied finite-sample
concentration inequalities on the out-of-sample prediction error of random-design ridge regression.
Dobriban and Wager (2018) later provided an explicit formula of prediction error when Ω “ Ip
under high-dimensional asymptotics p, n Ñ 8 and p{n Ñ γ. This result has been extended by
Richards et al. (2021), and Wu and Xu (2020). Richards et al. (2021) studied the asymptotic
behavior of prediction error when Ω could be expressed by some source function of Σ. Wu and
Xu (2020) extended previous works on the asymptotic behavior of prediction error of generalized
ridge regression when arbitrary weight matrix is used in ridge estimator β̂. Explicit formula of
limiting risk is provided in Wu and Xu (2020) under several different choices of weight matrix, and
an expression of optimal regularization parameter λ based on the limiting prediction error is also
provided. None of the above works focuses on the meta-learning setup that we focus on, and more
importantly, none of the above works focuses on estimating the shared hyper-covariance matrix.

Finally, as mentioned above, we use tools from Random matrix theory (RMT) and Riemannian
geometry/optimization for our methodology and analysis. RMT has been widely used for high-
dimensional analysis of statistical problems. We refer to Yao et al. (2015) and Couillet and Liao
(2022) for the fundamental of RMT and high-dimensional statistics. For our analysis, we specifically
use the work by Ledoit and Péché (2011). We also refer to the books by Tu (2011) and Boumal
(2023) for an overview of Riemannian manifolds and optimization over Riemannian manifolds
respectively.

1.2 Notation

Here, we list several commonly used notations in the rest of the paper.
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• The parameter λ refers to the ridge regularization parameter in (1), and λ̃ to be regularized
parameter in other proposed methods.

• For a vector v P Rp, }v}k denotes the Lk norm of the vector.

• For a matrix A P Rpˆp, denote λipAq to be the i-th eigenvalues, λminpAq and λmaxpAq to
be the smallest and largest eigenvalue of matrix A respectively. Furthermore, }A}F and }A}

denotes the Frobenius and operator norms respectively.

• For any matrix M “
“

mij

‰

, we write M` “ diagpMq for a diagonal matrix with the same
diagonal as M , and M´ “ M ´M`.

• We also write | ¨ |1 for the l1 norm of a vector or a (vectorized) matrix, i.e., for a matrix
|M |1 “

ř

i,j |mij |.

• For a random variable Z we denote }Z}ψ1 and }Z}ψ2 to be the ψ1 and ψ2 norm whose precise
definition is given in (31).

• For a sequence of random variable Xn and X, Xn
p

Ñ X, Xn ñ X and Xn
a.s.
Ñ X denotes con-

vergence in probability, convergence in distribution and almost sure convergence respectively.

• We say a random variable Xn “ OP p1q as n Ñ 8 means that supn P p|Xn| ą Kq Ñ 0 as
K Ñ 8. And Xn “ Op pbnq means that Xn{bn “ Opp1q as n Ñ 8.

• S`
p and Sp denotes the space of p ˆ p positive definite matrices and symmetric matrices

respectively.

• The sample covariance matrix for ℓ-th task is denoted by Σ̂pℓq “ 1
nℓ
XpℓqJXpℓq.

• ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq denotes the risk function of our generalized ridge regression using oracle

estimators β
pL`1q

λ pΩq and RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq to be the true risk using β
pL`1q

λ pΩ̂q for any estimator

Ω̂ in the new task. Besides, we denote rpλ, γL`1q to be the limiting risk for generalized ridge
regression investigated in Section 2.2.

• Throughout the paper, we use C to represent some absolute constant which does not depend
on important problem parameters, like the dimension p, sample size nℓ and number of tasks
L. Here, C may chance from instance to instance.

2 Characterizing the predictive performance on a new task

2.1 Assumptions

We start by introducing the assumptions we require for our analysis.

Assumption 2.1.1 (Data generation). For the ℓth task (for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L, L ` 1), the data matrix
Xpℓq P Rnℓˆp is generated as

Xpℓq “ ZpℓqΣpℓq1{2,

for an nℓ ˆp matrix Zpℓq with i.i.d. entries satisfying E
“

Z
pℓq
ij

‰

“ 0, Var
“

Z
pℓq
ij

‰

“ 1 and E
“

pZ
pℓq
ij

˘12
s ď

c
pℓq
m for any p. Σpℓq is a deterministic pˆp positive definite covariance matrix such that }Σpℓq} ď c̄pℓq

for any p. Furthermore, there are constants cm and c̄op such that supℓPN c
pℓq
m “ cm ă 8 and

supℓPN c̄
pℓq “ c̄op ă 8.
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The above conditions on the data matrix corresponding to the individual tasks are rather mild,
and are made frequently in the literature on random matrix theory based analysis of statistical
models (Dobriban and Wager, 2018). We emphasize in particular that the covariance matrices of
the data across the task are allowed to change arbitrarily, allowing for a flexible statistical modeling.
The bounded 12th moment condition is a technical condition which could be further relaxed using
more sophisticated random matrix theory tools. However, we do not pursue such an extension in
this work. On a more technical note, the condition }ΣpL`1q} ď c̄pℓq ensures the existence of the
limits for terms pIq and pIIq appearing in Theorem 2.1 that follows. It also allows us to express
these limits in terms of derivatives of the limit of term pIIIq. Moreover, in the proof of the theorem
presented in Section 3, explicit expressions of the quantities dependent on the constants c̄pℓq are
not stated, as we mainly focus on their asymptotic orders as p, nℓ Ñ 8.

Assumption 2.1.2 (Random regression coefficients). The true coefficients β̄pℓq for the training
tasks are i.i.d. random vectors from a common distribution with mean Eβ̄ “ 0 and hyper-covariance
Eβ̄β̄J “ 1

pΩ.

The above assumption models the task similarity by positing that the tasks share a common
distribution parametrized by the hyper-covariance matrix Ω P Rpˆp. Such a learning setup is
called a multivariate random effects model in classical statistics (Jiang and Nguyen, 2007), and
forms a special case of the meta-learning setup (Baxter, 2000). Compared to classical random
effects models, we emphasize here that we do not make any parametric assumption on the task
distribution. In the context of estimating the hyper-covariance matrix, we later enforce additional
sub-Gaussian type conditions on the task distribution to obtain high-probability error bounds.

Assumption 2.1.3 (High dimensional asymptotics). The predictor dimension p and the number
of samples in each task nℓ satisfy the following condition:

p

nℓ
Ñ γℓ, for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L, L` 1,

as p and nℓ go to infinity. Besides, the limiting ratios satisfy γℓ P p1,8q, for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L.

The above assumption characterizes the high-dimensional setup that we are interested in. When
γℓ P p0, 1s, i.e., the proportional but low-dimensional setting, there is a rich literature on under-
standing covariance matrix estimation (see, for example, Paul (2007); Tao and Vu (2012); Pillai and
Yin (2014)) which could also be leveraged in the context of ridge regression analysis. Furthermore,
we emphasize that the above condition will be relaxed in a delicate manner in the context of esti-
mating the hyper-covariance matrix in the later sections. In particular, we require that γℓ P p0, 1q

for a proportion of the training tasks to ensure consistency in estimating the hyper-covariance
matrix.

Before we proceed further, we require the following additional definitions.

Definition 2.1 (Empirical and limiting spectral distribution (ESD)). For any symmetric matrix
A, the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) function of A is the empirical distribution of its
eigenvalues:

FApxq “
1

p

p
ÿ

i“1

1
`

λipAq ď x
˘

.

Given a sequence of matrices Ap P Rpˆp, with corresponding empirical spectral distributions FAp ,
if tFApu converges weakly (as p tends to infinity), either almost surely or in probability, to some
probability distribution, then the latter distribution is called the Limiting Spectral Distribution
(LSD) of the sequence tApu.
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Now, consider a test task pL` 1q with coefficient drawn from any zero-mean distribution with
the same hyper-covariance matrix Ω as the training tasks. Note in particular that the testing
task distribution is fully characterized by the covariance matrix for the linear models we consider.
Under this setting, the marginal distribution of ypL`1q | XpL`1q will be a centered distribution
whose (scaled) variance given by

1

nL`1
Var

`

ypL`1q|XpL`1q
˘

“
1

nL`1
XpL`1qΩXpL`1qJ `

σ2

nL`1
I.

The term XpL`1qΩXpL`1qJ{nL`1 plays an important role in our analysis. The expectation of this

matrix, and those of its spectral moments, depend on ΣpL`1q 1
2ΩΣpL`1q 1

2 where ΣpL`1q 1
2 is a positive

semidefinite square root of ΣpL`1q. The predictive risk for the pL ` 1q-th task, depends on the
spectrum of the matrix XpL`1qΩXpL`1qJ{nL`1. Hence, the asymptotic behavior of predictive risk

depends on the limiting spectral distribution of ΣpL`1q 1
2ΩΣpL`1q 1

2 , or equivalently, the LSD of

ΛpL`1q :“ Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 . (5)

In order to precisely characterize the asymptotic behavior of predictive risk, we also make the
following assumption.

Assumption 2.1.4 (Spectral structure). There is a limiting spectral distributionHΛpL`1q such that
as nL`1 and p goes to infinity, the empirical spectral distribution of ΛpL`1q converges in distribution
to the limiting spectral distribution FΛpL`1q ñ HΛpL`1q , and the support of HΛpL`1q is contained in
a compact interval bounded away from 0 and 8.

If ΣpL`1q and Ω share the same eigenvectors, i.e. they commute, then Assumption 2.1.4 could be
guaranteed if the empirical spectral distribution of two individual matrices converge in distribution
to their limiting spectral distribution and the support of limiting spectral distribution is contained
in a compact interval bounded away from 0 and 8. Assumption 2.1.4 is more general and allows for
matrices ΣpL`1q and Ω that do not necessarily commute. Below, we explicitly provide a numerical
example to illustrate Assumption 2.1.4, which will also be used in our numerical experiments.

Example 2.1. Consider the following choice of the matrices Ω and ΣpL`1q,

Ω “

»

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

–

a b 0 . . . 0
b a b . . . 0
0 b a . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 . . . b a b
0 . . . 0 b a

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

ΣpL`1q “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

c
d

d
. . .

d

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

(6)

where a, b, c, d ą 0 and a ą b. Then

ΣpL`1q 1
2ΩΣpL`1q 1

2 “

»

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

–

ac b
?
cd 0 . . . 0

b
?
cd ad bd . . . 0
0 bd ad . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 . . . bd ad bd
0 . . . 0 bd ad

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

.
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The eigenvalues of Ω are given by λi “ a`b cos kπ
p`1 . The ESD of Ω converges to the distribution

of the random variable a ` b cosU for U „ Uniformp´π, πs. The ESD of ΣpL`1q converges to the
distribution of the degenerate probability distribution with probability 1 at d. We now characterize
the limiting spectral distribution of ΣpL`1q 1

2ΩΣpL`1q 1
2 . Note that

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 “

»

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

–

ad bd 0 . . . 0
bd ad bd . . . 0
0 bd ad . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 . . . bd ad bd
0 . . . 0 bd ad

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

looooooooooooooomooooooooooooooon

N

`

»

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

–

apc´ dq b
?
dp

?
c´

?
dq 0 . . . 0

b
?
dp

?
c´

?
dq 0 0 . . . 0

0 0 0 . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 . . . 0 0 0
0 . . . 0 0 0

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

loooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

R

.

Denote µ1 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě µp to be ordered eigenvalues of ΣpL`1q 1
2ΩΣpL`1q 1

2 , ν1 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě νp to be ordered
eigenvalues of N and ρ1 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě ρp to be ordered eigenvalues of R. Then, one can calculate
νk “ ad` bd cos kπ

p`1 for k “ 1, . . . , p and

ρ1 “
apc´ dq ` p

?
c´

?
dq

b

p
?
c`

?
dq2a2 ` 4b2d

2
ą 0,

ρ2 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ ρp´1 “ 0,

ρp “
apc´ dq ´ p

?
c´

?
dq

b

p
?
c`

?
dq2a2 ` 4b2d

2
ă 0.

By Weyl’s inequality, one has νk`1 “ νk`1 ` ρp´1 ď µk ď νk´1 ` ρ2 “ νk´1 for k “ 2, . . . , p ´ 1.
Now, for any fixed x P R, then one has

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p

1
ÿ

i“1

1
␣

µi ď x
(

´
1

p

p
ÿ

i“1

1
␣

vi ď x
(

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď

2

p
Ñ 0 when p Ñ 8.

Therefore, the ESD of ΣpL`1q 1
2ΩΣpL`1q 1

2 and ESD of N will have the same limiting probability
distribution. Since the support of limiting distribution of N is defined on the compact inter-
val rad ´ bd, ad ` bds, the limiting distribution of ΣpL`1q 1

2ΩΣpL`1q 1
2 will be the same. Finally,

since ΣpL`1q 1
2ΩΣpL`1q 1

2 and Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 share the same eigenvalues, the limiting distribution of

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 will also be the same. By a simple computation, the form of ΣpL`1q could be gen-

eralized to diagtc, . . . , c, d, . . . , du where the proportion of c goes to zero as dimension p Ñ 8.
Furthermore, in this example, ΣpL`1q could also be allowed to be a block-diagonal matrix with less
variability within each block. In this case too, a similar calculation holds, albeit being more tedious
to carryout.

2.2 Precise high-dimensional asymptotics of the predictive risk

We now investigate the predictive performance of the generalized ridge regression estimator on
a new task in the high-dimensional setting when p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1. Our result
about the predictive risk of generalized ridge regression is stated in terms of the expected predictive
risk on a new task L` 1:, denoted as RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq. We first characterize the asymptotic behavior

of predictive risk ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq using oracle estimator β

pL`1q

λ pΩq when nL`1 and p goes to
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infinity. The quantity ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq is the benchmark that we can compare with and is the

optimal risk that we can achieve under mild assumptions; see Section 2.4. When using an arbitrary
estimator Ω̂ of Ω, the corresponding predictive risk is denoted as RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq. Assuming
the estimator Ω̂ is consistent in appropriate sense, we then show that the asymptotic behavior of
RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq is the same as the asymptotic risk using true Ω.

We begin with the following result that provides explicit expressions for the predictive risk of
generalized ridge regression on the new task using the oracle estimator (2) and estimator β̂pL`1q

from (3). Before we present our results, we also introduce sample versions of ΛpL`1q defined in (5):

rΛpL`1q :“ Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ,

qΛpL`1q :“ Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ,

pΛpL`1q :“ Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 .

(7)

Recall that ΛpL`1q is composed to both the data covariance (Σ) and the hyper-covariance (Ω).
The above matrices are essentially the sample version of ΛpL`1q when Ω is known but ΣpL`1q is
estimated, ΣpL`1q is known and Ω is estimated, and both ΣpL`1q and Ω are estimated, respectively.

Theorem 2.1. The predictive risk of generalized ridge regression on the new task indexed by L` 1,

using oracle estimator β̃
pL`1q

λ and using estimator β̂
pL`1q

λ from (3), are given by

ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

“ σ2 `
λ2

p
tr
`

ΛpL`1q
`

rΛpL`1q ` λI
˘´2˘

looooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooon

pIq

´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
`

ΛpL`1q
`

rΛpL`1q ` λI
˘´2˘

loooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooon

pIIq

`
σ2

nL`1
tr
`

ΛpL`1q
`

rΛpL`1q ` λI
˘´1˘

looooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooon

pIIIq

,

and

Rλ
`

Ω̂ | XpL`1q
˘

“ σ2 `
λ2

p
tr
`

pΩ̂´ 1
2ΩΩ̂´ 1

2 qqΛpL`1qppΛpL`1q ` λIq´2
˘

loooooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

pI1q

´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
`

qΛpL`1qppΛpL`1q ` λIq´2
˘

loooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooon

pII1q

`
σ2

nL`1
tr
`

qΛpL`1qppΛpL`1q ` λIq´1
˘

looooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooon

pIII1q

(8)

respectively.

From the expression above, we see that term pI1q consist the bias part which is independent of
the noise level σ2. And terms pII1q, pIII1q consist of the variance part involving σ2 but do not depend
on the true Ω. As the estimator Ω̂ only depends on the observation and responses from first L, we
have Ω̂ is independent to XpL`1q.

Remark 2.1. The oracle risk ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq is still a random quantity because it depends on

the samples. This predictive predictive risk using oracle estimator depends on the spectrum of
Ω

1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 . If we assume some stabilizing behavior of the spectrum that can be stated in terms

of the limiting spectral distribution of this matrix, this random quantity RλpΩ | XpL`1qq converges

a.s. to some deterministic function of λ, γL`1, σ
2 and the LSD of Ω

1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 .
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Based on the explicit expressions obtained above, we now examine the asymptotic behavior of
predictive risk function in (8), as p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1. We introduce a few basic
random matrix theory tools that are required to present our subsequent results.

Definition 2.2 (Stieltjes transform). For a real probability measure µ with support supppµq, the
Stieltjes transform spzq is defined, for all z P Cz supppµq, as

spzq ”

ż

1

t´ z
µpdtq.

Theorem 2.2 (Marčenko and Pastur (1967)). Let

sp,L`1pzq “
1

p

p
ÿ

i“1

`

λiprΛ
pL`1qq ´ z

˘´1
“

1

p
tr
`

prΛpL`1q ´ zIq´1
˘

be the Stieltjes transform of the matrix rΛpL`1q. Under Assumptions 2.1.1 to 2.1.4, one has that for
all z P C`, limpÑ8 sp,L`1pzq “ sL`1pzq a.s. where

@z P C`, sL`1pzq “

ż `8

´8

tτ r1 ´ γL`1 ´ γL`1zsL`1pzqs ´ zu
´1 dHΛpL`1qpτq.

Furthermore, the E.S.D. of the matrix rΛpL`1q given by F
rΛ

ptq “ 1
p

řp
i“1 1

`

λiprΛ
pL`1qq ď t

˘

converges
a.s. to a limiting distribution supported on r0,8q.

We also define the companion Stieltjes transform vL`1pzq, which is the Stieltjes transform of

the limiting spectral distribution of the matrix rΛ
pL`1q

“ n´1
L`1X

pL`1qΩXpL`1qJ. This is related to
sL`1pzq by the following identities:

γL`1

`

sL`1pzq ` z´1
˘

“ vL`1pzq ` z´1,

γL`1

`

s1
L`1pzq ´ z´2

˘

“ v1
L`1pzq ´ z´2.

Ledoit and Péché (2011) proved that the following quantity that appears in the risk of ridge
regression will converge almost surely to κpλq, a function of Stieltjies transform vpzq under suitable
moment condition as npL`1q, p Ñ 8 and p

nL`1
Ñ γL`1, i.e.,

1

p
tr
`

ΛpL`1q
`

rΛpL`1q ` λIpˆp

˘´1˘ a.s.
Ñ

1

γL`1

´ 1

λvp´λq
´ 1

¯

∆
“ κpλq.

Besides, Dobriban and Wager (2018) proved that if we further assume that the operator norm of
ΣpL`1q is bounded by some absolute constant C for any p, the other quantities appearing in the
predictive risk in ridge regression will converge almost surely to the negative derivative of κpλq, i.e.,

p´1 tr
`

ΛpL`1q
`

rΛpL`1q ` λIpˆp

˘´2˘ a.s.
Ñ ´κ1pλq.

Theorem 2.3. For any λ ą 0, the oracle predictive risk ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

converges almost surely
to the limiting predictive risk rpλ, γL`1q as p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1, where

r
`

λ, γL`1

˘

“
1

λγL`1sL`1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

”

σ2 `
` λ

γL`1
´ σ2

˘λ2γL`1s
1
L`1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

γL`1λsL`1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

ı

.
(9)

where sL`1 is the Stieltjes transform of limiting spectral distribution of rΛpL`1q. In particular, the
choice λ˚ “ γL`1σ

2 minimizes the limiting risk.
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(a) ϱ “ 2 (b) ϱ “ 1 (c) ϱ “ 1{2

Figure 1: Plot of limiting risk in (10). Here, ΣpL`1q “ ϱΩ´1 (for various choices of a), σ2 “ 1.5
and γL`1 takes values in the set t1.5, 2, 3, 5, 10u.

Remark 2.2. Analytically computing the limiting risk and obtaining a more tangible expression
is still a non-trivial task. In certain special cases, it is possible to obtain more interpretable
expressions. When ΣpL`1q “ ϱΩ´1, for some ϱ ą 0, we can have a closed form expression, given by

rpλ, γL`1q “ σ2 ` γL`1σ
2mϱIp´λ; γL`1q ` λpλ´ γL`1σ

2qm1
ϱIp´λ; γL`1q, (10)

where

mϱIp´λ; γL`1q “
´pϱ´ ϱγL`1 ` λq `

a

pϱ´ ϱγL`1 ` λq2 ` 4ϱγL`1λ

2ϱγL`1λ
.

A plot of the above limiting risk is provided in Figure 1 when Ω, as in (6) with a “ 16 and b “ 5. In

general, when γL`1 and ϱ are fixed, the risk function decreases rapidly before hitting λ “ λ˚ “
pσ2

nL`1
.

After attain the minimum risk at λ˚, the risk function increases slowly as λ increases. Larger value
of a means larger eigenvalues for Λ, which will leads to larger risk due to (10) when γL`1 ą 1
and λ, γL`1 are fixed. Besides, the values of a does not affect the value of λ˚ which could also be
seen from (10). Also, as γL`1 increases, the minimum of the risk function λ˚ increases, as long
as ϱ is kept fixed. This agrees with the conventional wisdom that one should emphasize the effect
of regularizer more when the dimension p is much larger comparing to number of samples nL`1.
Furthermore, in this case, the optimal limiting risk can also be calculated when λ “ γL`1σ

2 and
ΣpL`1q “ ϱΩ´1, and it is is given by

´

1 ´
1

2ϱ

¯

σ2 `
γL`1 ´ 1

2γL`1
`

1

2

d

´σ2

ϱ
´
γL`1 ´ 1

γL`1

¯2
`

4σ2

ϱ
.

Another example generalizing the above setting is provided in Section C for illustration.

Remark 2.3. Focusing on the single-task setting, and with general weight matrix, Wu and Xu
(2020) studied the precise high-dimensional asymptotics of generalized ridge regression estimator
in (1). Their focus is on explaining the double descent phenomenon, which depends on the alignment
between the data covariance matrix and the weight matrix in Wu and Xu (2020). Compared their
work, our proof is more elementary and is directly suited for the meta-learning setup we consider
in this work. A more elaborate comparison between their proof technique and ours is provided in
Section D.

Note that the predictive risk of the generalized ridge regression estimator is derived in terms of a
generic estimator Ω̂ of the true Ω. Hence, we need to analyze the difference between the oracle risk
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ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq and actual predictive risk. In particular, RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq is naturally determined

by how good an estimator Ω̂ is. Therefore, conditions (as stated in Assumption 2.2.1 below) are
made in terms of consistency of the estimator Ω̂ that guarantee the consistency of Ω̂´1 and Ω̂´1Ω.

Assumption 2.2.1. We make the following conditions on Ω̂ and Ω:

(i) The estimator Ω̂ is consistent, i.e. }Ω̂´Ω}
p

Ñ 0 as L, nℓ, p Ñ 8 (the specific rate depends on
the choice of Ω̂);

(ii) }Ω} is bounded away from 0 and infinity by some absolute constant for any p;

(iii) The condition number ςpΩq “ }Ω´1}}Ω} is bounded by universal constant cΩ for any p.

The next result shows that under the above conditions, we have consistency of Ω̂´1 and Ω̂´1Ω.

Lemma 2.1. Suppose the conditions in Assumption 2.2.1 hold. Then it holds that:

}Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1}
p

Ñ 0 and }Ω̂´1Ω ´ I}
p

Ñ 0.

In particular, the consistency of Ω̂´1Ω is used to control term pI1q in (8) and the consistency
of Ω̂´1 is used to control terms pII1q and pIII1q in (8), in terms of closeness to their respective
oracle versions. Our next result characterizes the asymptotic behavior of the ROR

λ pΩ | XpL`1qq and

RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq as p, nL`1 goes to infinity.

Assumption 2.2.2. The distribution HΛpL`1q in Assumption 2.1.4 converges in distribution to the
limiting distribution HΛ as L goes to infinity, and the support of HΛ is contained in a compact
interval bounded uniformly (over L) away from 0 and 8.

Theorem 2.4. For any fixed p, L and nℓ, the difference between term pIIIq and pIII1q is given by

´λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

pΛpL`1q ` λI
˘´1

Ω̂
1
2

`

Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1
˘

Ω̂
1
2

`

pΛpL`1q ` λI
˘´1

¯

.

Furthermore, under Assumptions 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, as L, nL`1, p Ñ 8 such that for each fixed L,
p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1, while limLÑ8 γL`1 “ γ˚ P p1,8q, we have

Rλ
`

Ω̂ | XpL`1q
˘ p

Ñ
1

λγ˚sp´λq ` p1 ´ γ˚q

”

σ2 `

´ λ

γ˚

´ σ2
¯λ2γ˚s

1p´λq ` p1 ´ γ˚q

γ˚λsp´λq ` p1 ´ γ˚q

ı

,

where spzq is the solution to the following equation

spzq “

ż `8

´8

tτ r1 ´ γ˚ ´ γ˚zspzqs ´ zu
´1 dHΛpτq.

2.3 Out-of-distribution Prediction Risk

In this section, we briefly discuss the consequence of our results for the case when the new testing
task β̄pL`1q covariance matrix is different from that of the training tasks. Such a setting is called
as out-of-distribution prediction in the literature; in particular note that for linear models the task
distribution (which is assumed to have zero mean) is completely characterized by the covariance
matrix. Specifically, we assume that Var

`

β̄pL`1q
˘

“ 1
pΥ for the pL` 1q-th task. In order to model

the relationship between the training and the test task covariance, we assume that

}Υ ´ Ω} “ ϑ, (11)
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for any p. The corresponding distinguished oracle estimator (in comparison to (2)) becomes

β̃
pℓq
λ :“ β

pℓq
λ pΥq, (12)

However, in reality we are still making our predictions for the test task based on the estimator

β̂pL`1q “ β
pL`1q

λ pΩ̂q. Hence, in our next result, we compare the risk of this estimator with that of
the oracle estimator in (12).

Proposition 2.1. Under Assumption 2.2.1 and suppose that the condition number of Υ is bounded
by some universal constant cΥ for any p and let (11) hold. When the coefficient in the new task
is from some distribution with covariance 1

pΥ, as L, nL`1, p Ñ 8 such that for each fixed L,
p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1, while limLÑ8 γL`1 “ γ˚ P p1,8q, it holds that

ˇ

ˇRλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ Ñ Mpϑ, λq,

where, in particular, we have

|Mpϑ, λq| ď
γ˚σ

2

λ
c̄opcΩcΥϑ p2 ` cΩ ` cΥq ` c̄opp1 ` cΩ ` cΥqcΩcΥϑ. (13)

Note that the first term in (13) could be controlled by both ϑ and λ. However, the second
term is purely controllable by ϑ demonstrating the unavoidable error incurred due to the train-test
model mismatch.

2.4 Statistical Optimality of Using Ω´1 as the Weight Matrix

We now demonstrate the statistical advantage of using Ω´1 as generalized ridge regression
comparing to using identity matrix in Dobriban and Wager (2018), using Riemannian optimization
and analysis. Recall that our benchmark is the oracle risk ROR

λ pΩ | XpL`1qq computed based on

β
pL`1q

λ pΩq.
We first introduce some basics of Riemannian geometric analysis that allow us to characterize

the minimizer of functions defined on a manifold M. In this work, the domain of these functions
will be the space of positive definite symmetric matrices, i.e.,

M “ S`
p “

␣

Q P Rpˆp : Q “ QJ; vJQv ą 0,@v P Rp
(

.

For any matrix A P S`
p , the tangent space TA could be identified with the space of symmetric

matrices Sp “
␣

Q P Rpˆp : Q “ QJ
(

since the tangent space TaV to a vector space V (in this
case V “ Sp) can be identified with the vector space itself (via the isomorphism which takes an
element v P V to the directional derivative Dv|a). Moreover, the tangent space to an open subset
of a manifold is isomorphic to the tangent space of the manifold itself. Hence,

TAS`
p – TASp – Sp “

␣

Q P Rpˆp : Q “ QJ
(

.

A differentiable manifold M is a Riemannian manifold if it is equipped with an inner product
(called Riemannian metric) on the tangent space, x¨, ¨yx : TxM ˆ TxM Ñ R, that varies smoothly
on M. The norm of a tangent vector is defined as }ξ}x :“

a

xξ, ξyx. We drop the subscript x and
simply write x¨, ¨y (and }ξ}) if M is an embedded submanifold with Euclidean metric. Here we use
the notion of the tangent space TxM of a differentiable manifold M, whose precise definition can
be found in Tu (2011, Chapter 8). We now introduce the concept of a Riemannian gradient.
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Definition 2.3 (Riemannian Gradient). Suppose f is a smooth function on Riemannian manifold

M. The Riemannian gradient grad fpxq is a vector in TxM satisfying dpfpγptqqq

dt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
“ xv, grad fpxqyx

for any v P TxM, where γptq is a curve satisfying γp0q “ x and γ1p0q “ v.

The Riemannian gradient on Riemannian manifold M could be conveniently computed using
the retraction on the M defined formally below.

Definition 2.4 (Retraction). A retraction on a manifold M is a smooth map

P : TxM Ñ M : px, vq ÞÑ Pxpvq,

such that each curve cptq “ Rxptvq satisfies cp0q “ x and c1p0q “ v.

Now let f : M Ñ R be a smooth function on a Riemannian manifold M equipped with a
retraction R. According to Boumal (2023, Proposition 3.59), the Riemannian gradient grad fpxq

could be computed as,
grad fpxq “ grad pf ˝ Rxq p0q, @x P M, (14)

where f ˝Rx : TxM Ñ R is defined on the tangent space TxM equipped with inner product x¨, ¨yx.
TxM equipped with inner product is just a Euclidean space, hence the right hand side of (14) is a
“classical” gradient.

In general, checking whether a point x on M is a local minimizer for f : M Ñ R is not easy.
However, we can identify the necessary conditions for a point x to be a local minimizer. Following
proposition in Boumal (2023) shows that critical points of a function defined on the manifold M
are exactly those points where the Riemannian gradient vanishes.

Proposition 2.2 (Boumal (2023)). Let f : M Ñ R be smooth on a Riemannian manifold M.
Then, x is a critical point of f if and only if grad fpxq “ 0.

Now, suppose that Q is any symmetric positive definite matrix, then the predictive risk of the

generalized ridge estimator β
pL`1q

λ pQq is given by

Rλ
`

Q | XpL`1q
˘

“σ2 `
λ2

p
tr
´

ΩQ´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λQ´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λQ´1
˘´1

Q´1
¯

´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λQ´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λQ´1
˘´1

Q´1
¯

`
σ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λQ´1
˘´1

¯

.

Given the predictive risk in this form, we show that under some restriction on λ, the predictive risk
RλpQ | XpL`1qq is minimized at Q “ Ω, the true covariance matrix, for any finite p, nL`1.

To do so, we derive the Riemannian Gradient and check the optimality condition of predictive
risk on S`

p , i.e. the manifold of pˆp symmetric positive definite matrices. S`
p becomes a Riemannian

manifold when it is equipped with with the affine-invariant metric gQpAQ, BQq given by

gQpAQ, BQq “ tr
`

AQQ
´1BQQ

´1
˘

.

See, for example, Pennec et al. (2006), Sra and Hosseini (2015) for additional details. In order to
optimize the predictive risk, or check the optimality condition, one needs to find a proper retraction
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on S`
p . Following notation from Boumal (2023), possible choices of proper retraction on S`

p are
given by

PQpAQq “ Q
1
2 exp

`

Q´ 1
2AQQ

´ 1
2

˘

Q
1
2 ,

or

PQpAQq “ Q`AQ `
1

2
AQQ

´1AQ.

The latter one is preferred since it is more computationally cheap. This is indeed a proper retraction
since for any Q P S`

p , AQ P TS`
p and any vector 0 “ v P Rp

vJPQpAQqv “
1

2
vJ

`

Q` 2AQ `AQQ
´1AQ

˘

v `
1

2
vJQv

“
1

2
vJ

`

Q
1
2 `AQQ

´ 1
2

˘`

Q
1
2 `AQQ

´ 1
2

˘J
v `

1

2
vJQv ą 0.

Hence, PQpAq “ Q ` AQ ` 1
2AQQ

´1AQ remains symmetric positive definite for all Q P S`
p and

AQ P TS`
p . The Riemannian gradient of the predictive risk RλpQ´1 | XpL`1qq w.r.t. Q´1 P S`

p is
then given by

gradRλpQ´1 | XpL`1qq “ grad
`

Rλ ˝PQ´1

˘

p0q “ gradRλpPQ´1pΞq | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ξ“0
.

Note that grad
`

Rλ ˝PQ´1

˘

is defined on a Euclidean space (linear space TQ´1S`
p with inner product

gQ´1pAQ´1 , BQ´1q “ AQ´1QBQ´1Q). Hence, grad
`

Rλ ˝PQ´1

˘

is the classical gradient. We now
have the following result showing that as the tuning parameter λ is appropriately chosen, the
predictive risk is minimized at Q “ Ω.

Theorem 2.5. If λ “ c pσ2

nL`1
for any c ą 0, then RλpQ | XpL`1qq is minimized at Q˚ “ cΩ. The

optimal risk is given by

RλpQ˚ “ cΩ | XpL`1qq “ σ2 `
σ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q `
pσ2

nL`1
Ω´1

˘´1
¯

“ ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

λ“
pσ2

nL`1

.

In particular, if c “ 1, then RλpQ | XpL`1qq is minimized at Q˚ “ Ω. Furthermore, the risk Rλ at

Ω is exactly the same as the oracle risk when λ “
pσ2

nL`1
.

Remark 2.4. Wu and Xu (2020) also studied the question of the optimal weight matrix in
generalized ridge regression. However, their work required a stringent assumption that the matrices
Ω and ΣpLq commute, which makes the proof straightforward. Our result above is more generally
applicable without the aforementioned restriction, which is enabled by our proof technique based
on Riemannian optimization and analysis.

3 Estimation of the hyper-covariance matrix Ω

The main message from the previous section is that the optimal matrix A to consider in the
generalized ridge regression estimator (1) is the unknown hyper-covariance matrix Ω. In this
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Method Unregularized (16)
L1 regularized
estimator (19)

L1 regularized
estimator (22)

L1 regularized
estimator (20)

Assumption
on Ω C0 ă λminpΩq ď λmaxpΩq ă C1

C0 ă λminpΩq ď λmaxpΩq ă C1

S “ tpi, jq : Ωij ‰ 0, i ‰ ju, cardpSq ď s

Assumption
on γℓ

DL0 s.t. L0{L Ñ c ą 0
max1ďℓďL0 γℓ ď 1 ´ δ,
@ℓ, 0 ă c ď γℓ ď c ă 8

@ℓ, 0 ă c ď γℓ ď c ă 8

Assumption
on Σpℓq cpℓq ď λminpΣpℓqq ď λmaxpΣpℓqq ď c̄pℓq, supℓPN c̄

pℓq ď c̄op, infℓPN c
pℓq ą cop

Assumption
on Xpℓq tx

pℓq
i u

nℓ
i“1 are i.i.d. tx

pℓq
i u

nℓ
i“1

i.i.d.
„ subGpτxq

for all ℓ

tx
pℓq
i u

nℓ
i“1

i.i.d.
„ subGpτxq

rankpXpℓqq “ p for all ℓ

DL0 such that
L0{L Ñ c ą 0
and rankpXpℓqq “ p
for 1 ď ℓ ď L0.

tx
pℓq
i u

nℓ
i“1

i.i.d.
„ subGpτxq

Assumption
on εpℓq σ2 ą 0 (noisy setting) σ2 “ 0 (noiseless setting)

Rate for
L and L0

b

p2

L

(Theorem 3.1)

b

pp`sq log p
L

(Theorem 3.2)

b

ps`1q log p
L

(Theorem 3.3)

b

s log p
L0

(Theorem 3.4)

Table 1: Summary of estimation methods for Ω: In all approach, sub-Gaussian assumption is
proposed on

?
pβ̄pℓq and εpℓq. L0 is the number of special tasks that have special properties on Xpℓq

or γℓ.

section, we propose a number of approaches to estimate the hyper-covariance matrix from the
training tasks. A natural approach is to perform maximum likelihood estimation of Ω. However,
as we discuss next, such an approach suffers from the following drawbacks: (i) it requires explicit
parametric assumption on the task distribution; (ii) it is computationally intensive as it requires
inversion of large matrices. Furthermore, as we show next, the negative log-likelihood function
is not necessarily globally geodesically convex. To overcome these issues, we propose a method-
of-moments based estimation procedure that involves minimizing a globally geodesically convex
objective function. Hence, the proposed method can be implemented efficiently using off-the-shelf
Riemannian optimization techniques. An overview of the proposed estimators and their rates of
consistency is provided in Table 1.

Non-convexity of MLE. Following classical works in the literature on random effects models,

suppose that β̄pℓq i.i.d.„ Np0, 1pΩq and εpℓq i.i.d.„ Np0, σ2Iq. Then, the log-likelihood function is given
by

lpΩ, σ2q

“c´
1

2

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

log det
´

σ2I `
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ

¯

´
1

2

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

ypℓqJ
´

σ2I `
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ

¯´1
ypℓq,

(15)

for some constant c. Maximizing this log-likelihood yields the MLE for Ω̂. However, the negative
log-likelihood function is not necessarily globally (geodesically) convex, according to the Definition
3.1 below.
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Definition 3.1. A function f : M Ñ R defined on a Riemannian manifold is said to be geodesically
convex if for any x, y P M, a geodesic γ such that γp0q “ x and γp1q “ y, and t P r0, 1s, it holds
that

fpγptqq ď p1 ´ tqfpxq ` tfpyq.

To see that the negative log-likelihood in (15) is not globally geodesically convex, we first note
that, equipped with the natural Riemannian metric over space of positive definite matrices, the
geodesic path (Lim, 2013) between any A,B P S`

p becomes γA,Bptq “ A
1
2

`

A´ 1
2BA´ 1

2

˘t
A

1
2 . By

Definition 3.1, the function lpΩq is geodesically convex if and only if the composition lpγΩ1,Ω2ptqq :
r0, 1s Ñ R is convex in usual sense for any Ω1,Ω2 P S`

p . In this case,

γΩ1,Ω2ptq :“ Ω
1
2
1

`

Ω
´ 1

2
1 Ω2Ω

´ 1
2

1

˘t
Ω

1
2
1 .

Fix Ω1 P S`
p and Ω2 “ kΩ1 where k ą 0, and denote XpℓqΩ1X

pℓqJ “
řp
i“1 λ

pℓq
i e

pℓq
i e

pℓqJ

i to be the

eigenvalue decomposition of XpℓqΩ1X
pℓqJ. Then,

lpγptqq “ c´
1

2

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

p
ÿ

i“1

log
´

σ2 `
kt

p
λ

pℓq
i

¯

´
1

2

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

p
ÿ

i“1

´

σ2 `
kt

p
λ

pℓq
i

¯´1´

e
pℓqJ

i ypℓq
¯2
.

The first and second derivatives with respect to t are respectively given by

´
1

2

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

p
ÿ

i“1

´

σ2 `
kt

p
λ

pℓq
i

¯´1λ
pℓq
i

p
kt ln k `

1

2

L
ÿ

l“1

p
ÿ

i“1

´

σ2 `
kt

p
λ

pℓq
i

¯´2λ
pℓq
i

p
kt ln k,

and

´

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

p
ÿ

i“1

pln kq2λ
pℓq
i kt

2p

´

σ2 `
kt

p
λ

pℓq
i

¯´2 ”

σ2 `
`

e
pℓqJ

i ypℓq
˘2
´

σ2 `
kt

p
λ

pℓq
i

¯´1´λ
pℓq
i

p
kt ´ σ2

¯ı

looooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

Ind

.

The presence of the term Ind, makes the second derivative to be indefinite, depending on the
sample configurations Xpℓq and ypℓq. Thus the negative log-likelihood function might not be globally
geodesically convex.

To sum up, MLE has many limitations: (i) it relies on distributional assumption on β̄pℓq and
εpℓq, (ii) evaluating the objective function in (15) requires inverting large matrices which can be
computationally expensive when p is large, and (iii) the negative log-likelihood function is not
geodesically convex. Numerical approach to calculate MLE, such as Newton-Raphson method,
might be sensitive to initial values and can be inefficient when the dimension of the solution is
relatively high.

3.1 Estimation without sparsity assumptions

Given the limitation listed above for MLE, a new approach to estimating Ω is proposed below,
motivated by the procedure indicated by Balasubramanian et al. (2013). Note that as Eβ̄pℓqβ̄plqJ “
1
pΩ and ypℓq “ Xpℓqβ̄pℓq ` εpℓq, it holds that

Eβ̄pℓq,εpℓqypℓqypℓqJ “
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ` σ2Inpℓqˆnpℓq .
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This suggests the following estimator of Ω:

Ω̂ :“ arg min
Ω̃PS`

p

«

fpΩ̃q “
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F

ff

. (16)

Problem (16) is an optimization problem on the manifold of positive definite matrices. By definition
of Frobenius norm, the objective function, denoted as fpΩ̃q, could be equivalently written as

fpΩ̃q “
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
”

`

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ

´ σ2I
˘J`

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I

˘

ı

. (17)

The minimizer of fpΩ̃q could be characterized by setting the Riemannian gradient (see Defini-
tion 2.3) to zero. Using the retraction

PΩ̃pΞq “ Ω̃ ` Ξ `
1

2
ΞΩ̃´1Ξ, for Ω̃ P S`

p , Ξ P TS`
p ,

and the reformulation in (17), it is easy to see that the Riemannian gradient of fpΩ̃q is given by

grad fpΩ̃q “ ´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ
´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ

´ σ2I
¯

Xpℓq, (18)

and Ω̂ is characterized by grad fpΩ̃q “ 0. Our next result shows that the problem (16) is (globally)
geodesically convex.

Proposition 3.1. The objective function (16), when conditioned on all the random quantities
involved and treated as a deterministic function, is (globally) geodesically convex.

Our framework based on (16) is hence free of stringent distributional assumptions for random
coefficient and noise. Also, it does not rely on computing the inverse of large matrix. And fi-
nally, since this problem is geodesically convex, numerical approaches such as Riemannian gradient
descent will efficiently converge to the global minimum.

Remark 3.1. In practice, one should also estimate the parameter σ2. Dicker (2014) proposed a
good approach to estimate σ2; see also Hu and Li (2022). Within our meta-learning framework,
one could estimate σ2 using their approach:

σ̂2pΣ̂q “
p` nℓ ` 1

nℓpnℓ ` 1q
}ypℓq}2 ´

1

nℓpnℓ ` 1q

›

›Σ̂´1{2XpℓqJypℓq
›

›

2
,

where Σ̂ is a norm-consistent estimator for Σ as p, nℓ Ñ 8 such that p
nℓ

Ñ γℓ. In general, we

could use one of the tasks to estimate σ2 and remaining tasks to estimate Ω. Having different noise
variance is a more challenging problem, and is left as future work.

3.1.1 Consistency and rates when p and L go to infinity

In this section, we show that the estimator Ω̂ given by (16) is consistent as p, L Ñ 8 under
sub-Gaussian assumptions on β̄pℓq and εpℓq.

Definition 3.2 ((Vershynin, 2010)). A random vector x P Rp is sub-gaussian x P SGp
`

τ
˘

with
parameter τ if for all v P Sp´1, we have E

“

exp
`

λvJpx´ µq
˘‰

ď exp
`

λ2τ2{2
˘

.
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Our main result below establishes the consistency of Ω̂ based on (16) under some assumptions
on Σ̂pℓq and γℓ. The main idea of proving consistency of Ω̂ is to provide an upper bound on }Ω̂´Ω}F

in terms of } grad fpΩq}F , and to show that } grad fpΩq}F
p

Ñ 0 as p, L Ñ 8. In particular, the first
assumption in Theorem 3.1 is mainly used to find a lower bound on xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω´ Ω̂y

in terms of }Ω ´ Ω̂}2F so that one can upper bound
›

›Ω̂ ´ Ω
›

›

F
in terms of

›

› grad fpΩq
›

›

F
by using

the inequality

ˇ

ˇxgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y
ˇ

ˇ “
ˇ

ˇxgrad fpΩq,Ω ´ Ω̂y
ˇ

ˇ ď
›

› grad fpΩq
›

›

F

›

›Ω̂ ´ Ω
›

›

F
.

For this purpose, we slightly modify Assumption 2.1.3 such that there is a significant proportion
of tasks whose limiting dimension-to-sample-size ratio γℓ is strictly less than 1.

Assumption 3.1.1. We have that:

(a) For any L, there exists L0 such that limLÑ8
L0
L “ c ą 0 and max1ďℓďL0 γℓ ď 1 ´ δ for some

δ ą 0

(b) For any ℓ, 0 ă c ď γℓ ď c ă 8 and for any dimension p, 0 ă cpℓq ď λminpΣpℓqq ď λmaxpΣpℓqq ď

c̄pℓq ă 8, supℓPN c̄
pℓq ď c̄op, infℓPN c

pℓq ą cop

(c)
?
pβ̄pℓq’s are independent zero mean and sub-Gaussian with parameter τβ; ε

pℓq’s are indepen-
dent zero mean and sub-Gaussian with parameter τε.

Theorem 3.1. Under assumption 3.1.1, for the estimator (16), we have

}Ω̂ ´ Ω} “ OP

˜

c

p2

L

¸

.

Hence, }Ω̂ ´ Ω}
p

Ñ 0 when L, p, nℓ Ñ 8 such that p2

L Ñ 0 and p
nℓ

Ñ γℓ. In addition,

(i) If L0{L Ñ 0, the condition p2

L Ñ 0 needs to be replaced by L
L0

p2

L Ñ 0 to guarantee }Ω̂´Ω}
p

Ñ 0.

(ii) If all γℓ “ γ for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L, then }Ω ´ Ω̂} “ OP

´

p1`
?
γq2γ2

p1´
?
γq2

b

p2

L

¯

.

Remark 3.2. Condition (a) above shows the benefit of structure-sharing between the training tasks
in terms of estimating the common hyper-covariance matrix. In particular, as long as there is a
non-trivial number L0 of tasks for which there are more observations that the dimensions, it suffices
to have consistency in hyper-covariance estimation under otherwise high-dimensional setting.

3.2 Estimation under sparsity assumptions

In Theorem 3.1, we show that Ω̂ is consistent when p, nℓ, L Ñ 8 such that p2{L Ñ 0. This
means if we want to estimate Ω well by (16), it requires L to be order of p2. The result in
Theorem 3.1 has the drawback that the aforementioned scaling of the dimension with respect to
the number of training tasks is not favourable. In this section, we show that this scaling could
be further improved under an additional structural assumptions on Ω, namely sparsity. We then
propose a L1 regularized version of (16) for estimating Ω as follows:

Ω̂ “ arg min
Ω̃PS`

p

«

1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Ω̃ij |

ff

(19)
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The outline of the rest of this section is that we first prove the consistency of Ω̂ as p, nℓ Ñ 8

under fixed design of Xpℓq for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L in section 3.2.1. Next, in section 3.2.2, we discuss
some potential improvement on the convergence rate under the noiseless setting ypℓq “ Xpℓqβ̄pℓq.
This approach is motivated the work of Rothman et al. (2008). The main idea of estimating Ω is
that we first estimate the diagonal part of Ω using some of tasks whose data matrix Xpℓq has full
column rank. Next, the remaining tasks are used to estimate the correlation matrix. Specifically,
if the data matrix Xpℓq of L0 tasks has full column rank, define the left inverse of Xpℓq to be
`

Xpℓq
˘´1

left
“

`

XpℓqJXpℓq
˘´1

XpℓqJ and also zpℓq “
`

Xpℓq
˘´1

left
ypℓq. One can first get an estimator Ŵ of

the diagonal entries of Ω based on

Ŵii “

” p

L0

L0
ÿ

ℓ“1

zpℓqzpℓqJ
ı

ii
“

” p

L0

L0
ÿ

ℓ“1

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ
ı

ii
.

Then one could estimate Ω based on some modified correlation-based estimator

Ω̂w “ Ŵ
1
2 Θ̂λŴ

1
2 .. (20)

where Θ̂λ is an estimator of the correlation matrix Θ “ W´ 1
2ΩW´ 1

2 by solving problem

Θ̂λ “ arg min
Θ̃PΓp

`

«

1

L´ L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqŴ

1
2 Θ̃Ŵ

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Θ̃ij |

ff

,

where Γp` is a sub-manifold defined to be Γp` “ tA P Rpˆp : A P S`
p ,diagA “ Ipu.

3.2.1 Fixed design case

In this section, we prove that the estimator given by (19) under fixed design matrix Xpℓq for
ℓ “ 1, . . . , L is consistent when p, nℓ, L goes to infinity under some specific rate of L in term of
p. Similar to the assumptions proposed in Theorem 3.1, following assumption are imposed in this
section.

Assumption 3.2.1. Suppose that conditions (b) and (c) in Assumption 3.1.1 hold and in addition,

(d) Let the set S “ tpi, jq : Ωij ‰ 0, i ‰ ju. Then cardpSq ď s.

(e) There exists some absolute constant κ0 such that matrix Xpℓq bXpℓq satisfies the property

1

p2
›

›pXpℓq bXpℓqq vec
`

∆
˘›

›

2

2
ě κ

pℓq
0 }∆}2F (21)

for any symmetric matrix ∆ P Rpˆp and κ
pℓq
0 is uniformly bounded below for all ℓ.

Condition (e) above is an analog of Condition (a) listed in Theorem 3.1 motivated by our
structural sparsity assumption. We now provide our consistency result.

Theorem 3.2. Let Ω̂ be the minimizer defined by (19), under Assumption 3.2.1, if we set λ̃ —
b

log p
L , then we have that

›

›Ω̂ ´ Ω
›

›

F
“ OP

˜

c

pp` sq log p

L

¸

.

Theorem 3.2 indicates that under fixed design case, the estimator based on (19) is consistent
as p, nℓ, L Ñ 8 such that pp ` sq log p{L Ñ 0. The factor

a

p log p{L in particular comes from
having to estimate the diagonal entries of the Ω. Hence, in sparse case, one could get an consistent
estimator using L-1 regularized approach that requires L to be less order of p comparing to order
of p2 in Theorem 3.1.
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3.2.2 Improved rates in the noiseless setting

In this section, we further try to improve the rates by estimating the correlation matrix instead
of estimating the covariance matrix directly, as discussed previously. To show the improvement, we
start with the simplest case when all Xpℓq’s are full column rank and show the convergence rate is
given by }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F “ OP

`
a

ps` 1q log p{L
˘

. Suppose that Xpℓq in all tasks are full rank, then one
can estimate Ω in following ways

Θ̂λ “ arg min
Θ̃PΓp

`

” 1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›

›
Ŵ´ 1

2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ̃
›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Θ̃ij |

ı

,

Ŵii “

” p

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

zpℓqzpℓqJ
ı

ii
“

” p

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ
ı

ii
,

Ω̂w “ Ŵ
1
2 Θ̂λŴ

1
2 . (22)

Theorem 3.3. For ℓ-th task, suppose we observe ypℓq and Xpℓq under noiseless setting, let Ω̂w be
the minimizer defined by (22). Under Assumption 3.2.1, if the data matrices of all these L tasks

have full column rank structure and λ̃ —

b

log p
L ,

}Ω̂w ´ Ω}F “ OP

ˆ

c

ps` 1q log p

L

˙

.

Then we relax this stringent assumption into the case when only a proportion of Xpℓq’s are of
full column rank. In this case, we show that the convergence rate in operator norm is given by
}Ω̂w ´ Ω} ď OP

`
a

s log p{pL´ L0q `
a

s log p{L0 `
a

splog pq2{L0pL´ L0q
˘

. Following theorem

shows that with appropriate choice of λ̃ the convergence rate of Ω̂w could be improved compared
to that of Ω̂ given by (19)

Theorem 3.4. Under Assumptions 3.2.1, let Ω̂w be the estimator based on (20) in the noiseless

setting. With λ̃ “ 2C1

´
b

log p
L´L0

`

b

log p
L0

`

b

log p
L´L0

b

log p
L0

¯

, it holds that

›

›Ω̂w ´ Ω
›

› ď OP

˜

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

d

splog pq2

L0pL´ L0q

¸

Therefore, Theorem 3.4 states that }Ω̂w ´ Ω}
p

Ñ 0 as p, L, L0, nℓ Ñ 8 as long as s log p{L Ñ 0
and L0

L Ñ c ą 0 under noiseless setting. Therefore, with appropriate choice of λ̃, the convergence
rate could be improved based on (20) comparing to (19).

To extend previous results to random design case, we need to prove the condition (e) in Assump-
tion 3.2.1 holds with high probability. Theorem 3.5 shows that when rows of Xpℓq P Rnℓˆp are i.i.d.
sub-Gaussian random vector, the condition (e) in Assumption 3.2.1 holds with high probability.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that the rows of Xpℓq P Rnℓˆp are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random vector with

parameter τ
pℓq
x and for all ℓ λmin

`

Σpℓq
˘

ě cpℓq for some absolute constant cpℓq ą 0, then for any

q ě 2 with probability at least 1´Cqp
´

q
4 , (21) holds for any symmetric matrix ∆. The constant Cq

does not depends on p and nℓ.

With the above result in hand, the results in Theorem 3.4 extend to random design case with
sub-Gaussian assumption on the samples xpℓq by applying ∆ “ W

1
2∆W

1
2 . Besides, same quantity
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Algorithm 1 Simulation for Meta-learning

for each run from 1 to 50 do
Generate data matrix Zpℓq for l-th task (l “ 1, . . . , L) whose entries are i.i.d. sampled from
Gaussian Np0, 1q.

Compute Xpℓq “ ZpℓqΣpℓq 1
2 for l “ 1, . . . , L

Generate the coefficient β̄pℓq from Np0, 1pΩq and εpℓq from Np0, σ2Iq with σ2 “ 1.

Generate ypℓq based on ypℓq “ Xpℓqβ̄pℓq ` εpℓq for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L
To compute the matrix Ω̂ by running RGD Algorithm 2 depending on:

If unregularized estimator is used, then fpxq is given by (16).
If L-1 regularized estimator is used, then the fpxq is given by (19)

For the new task L` 1, generate the training data XpL`1q, ypL`1q in the same way as previous
tasks.
Compute the estimator of β̄

pL`1q

λ by (3) and the predictive risk on the test data from new task.
end for

trpXpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆q also appears in the proof of Theorem 3.2, in which we need to find a
lower bound on this quantity. Hence, the convergence results in Theorem 3.2 could also be extended
into random design case under sub-Gaussian assumption.

Remark 3.3. For the approaches in Section 3.2, when all γℓ “ γ, the order in Theorem 3.2, 3.3
and 3.4 becomes

OP

˜

ζpγq

c

pp` sq log p

L

¸

,OP

`

ζpγq
a

ps` 1q log p{L
˘

, and

OP

˜

ζpγq

«

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

d

splog pq2

L0pL´ L0q

ff¸

respectively, where ζpγq “ O
´

p1`
?
γq2

`

p1`γq2`γ2p1`
?
γq2

˘

¯

. See Remark B.1 for a justification.

4 Numerical Experiments

We now provide numerical simulation illustrating the proposed approach. The codes for all
experiments could be found at

https://github.com/yanhaojin/Generalized-Ridge-Regression-for-Meta-Learning.

For the simulation in this section, Algorithm 1 is performed for every choice of dimension p, number
of samples nℓ in each task, number of samples in the new task, total number of tasks L.

For our initial experiments, the hyper-covariance matrix of the coefficients, Ω, as in (6) with
a “ 16 and b “ 5, and Σpℓq “ I for all ℓ “ 1, . . . , L, L ` 1. According to Elliott (1953), the
eigenvalues of this pˆ p matrix is given by λk “ 16 ` 10 cos kπ

p`1 P r6, 26s . Notably, the conditions
in Assumption 2.2.1 are verified for this setting. In our experimental setup, problems (16) or
(19) demands numerical methods. To tackle (16), we implement Riemannian gradient descent
utilizing the Pymanopt package by Townsend et al. (2016), as detailed in Algorithm 2. For (19),
we adopt a Riemannian proximal gradient method. To do so, note that (19) has the structure

hpΩ̃q “ fpΩ̃q ` ψpΩ̃q where fpΩ̃q “ 1
L

řL
ℓ“1

›

›ypℓqypℓqJ ´ 1
pX

pℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I
›

›

2

F
is differentiable part
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Algorithm 2 (Proximal) Riemannian Gradient Descent

Given the retraction PΩ̃pΞq, the Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) iterates
Input: Ω0 P S`

p

for For k “ 0, 1, 2, . . . , do
If simple Riemannian gradient descent is used, then pick a step-size α ą 0, and update:

Ωk`1 “ PΩk

`

´ α grad fpΩkq
˘

If proximal Riemannian gradient descent is used, then Ωk`1 “ PΩk

`

η˚
Ωk

˘

where η˚
Ωk

is a
stationary point of LΩk

pηq on TΩk
S`
p and LΩk

p0q ě LΩk
pη˚

Ωk
q, where the function L is as

in (23).
end for
where grad fpxq is the Riemannian gradient defined in (18).

and ψpΩ̃q “ λ̃
ř

i “j |Ω̃ij | is non-smooth part. Hence, Riemannian proximal methods are immediately
applicable (Huang and Wei, 2022). Let

LΩk
pηq “ xgrad f pΩkq , ηyΩk

`
L̃

2
}η}2Ωk

` ψ
`

PΩk
pηq

˘

, (23)

where L̃ ą L serves as a constant larger than the smooth parameter L of fpΩ̃q. This allows us to
employ proximal Riemannian gradient descent, which is employed in Algorithm 2.

All results reported in our experiments are averaged over 50 random runs. In each experiment,
the predictive risk using identity matrix RλpI | XpL`1qq, the predictive risk RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq using
Ω̂ and the limiting risk rpλ, γL`1q are reported. In addition, the }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F is reported for the
experiment in section 4.1.1. In each random run, the predictive risk is approximated by averaging
the squared l2 norm of predicted and true value of y over 200 independent new samples in new
task. Besides, the limiting risk rpλ, γL`1q is approximated in following way: For each choice
of p and nL`1, we choose a surrogate version of p and nL`1, denoted by p̃ and ñL`1, such that
p̃

ñL`1
“

p
nL`1

. Then the surrogate covariance matrix Σ̃pL`1q, Ω̃ P Rp̃ˆp̃ is generated and the surrogate

data X̃pL`1q P RñL`1ˆp̃, ỹpL`1q P RñL`1 is generated based on Σ̃ and Ω̃. In (9), the limiting risk
rpλ, γL`1q mainly depends on the Stieltjes transform s and its derivative s1. sp´λq and s1p´λq

could be approximated by

ŝp´λq “
1

ñL`1
tr
´

` 1

ñL`1
Ω̃

1
2 X̃pL`1qJX̃pL`1qΩ̃

1
2 ` λIñL`1

˘´1
¯

ŝ1p´λq “
1

ñL`1
tr
´

` 1

ñL`1
Ω̃

1
2 X̃pL`1qJX̃pL`1qΩ̃

1
2 ` λIñL`1

˘´2
¯

,

and rpλ, γL`1q could be approximated by

1

λγL`1ŝp´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

”

σ2 `
` λ

γL`1
´ σ2

˘λ2γL`1ŝ
1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

γL`1λŝp´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

ı

.

Finally, the difference percentage of the risk is computed by

RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ rpλ, γL`1q

rpλ, γL`1q
ˆ 100%.
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L }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

100 366.53 9.93 16.93 5.85 189.22%

500 184.19 9.8045 13.24 5.85 126.21%

1000 136.59 9.71 9.01 5.85 53.93%

5000 63.05 9.80 6.23 5.85 6.52%

10000 42.04 9.87 5.93 5.85 1.45%

Table 2: Frobenius norm of Ω̂ ´ Ω and prediction risk on new task, with p “ 128, nℓ “ 100, (for
ℓ “ 1, . . . , L, L` 1), for L “ 100, 500, 1000, 5000, 10000.

4.1 Unregularized Setting

4.1.1 Estimation of Ω changing the number of tasks L

In the first part of simulation, we investigate how the error of estimator Ω̂ changes as the number
of tasks L increases, when the number of samples nℓ for first L tasks are less than dimension p. In
this part, we fix dimension p “ 128, the number of samples in previous L tasks nℓ “ 100. The total
number of tasks L varies from L “ 100, 500, 1000, 5000, 10000. The results are given in Table 2. In
scenarios where the number of tasks is limited, the estimator exhibits a substantial error }Ω̂´Ω}F in
terms of the Frobenius norm. Additionally, the predictive risk incurred by the estimator Ω̂ turns to
be inferior to that using the identity matrix, which totally ignores estimating the hyper-covariance
matrix modeling the task similarity. However, as the number of tasks L increases, the error between
Ω̂ and Ω diminishes, leading to a significant reduction in difference percentage showing the benefit
of incorporating estimating the hyper-covariance matrix explicitly for prediction.

4.1.2 Behavior of predictive risk based on (16) when changing nL`1

In the second part of the experiment, we fixed the number of task L “ 10000 to guarantee a
good approximation for Ω and we consider the high dimensional case. In this case, the dimension
p fixed to be 128, the number of previous tasks L “ 10000 and set all nℓ “ 50 (ℓ “ 1, . . . , L) to be
same and vary nL`1 from 25, 50, 75, 100, 125, 150. In this part, the initialization of optimization
process (16) is given by five different matrices (identity matrix and four different randomly generated
positive definite matrices). These results are given in Table 3. Given an adequate number of training
tasks, the predictive risk associated with the estimator Ω̂ demonstrates superior performance under
various choices of nL`1 compared to the risk incurred using the identity matrix. Furthermore, the
predictive risk using Ω̂ consistently approaches the limiting risk with relatively small difference
percentage. Notably, the results exhibit similarity across different initializations of the optimization
problem (16), affirming benefit of geodesic convexity of (16) and its insensitivity to initialization.

4.1.3 Behavior of predictive risk based on MLE when changing nL`1

In the third part of the experiment in this section, we consider the estimator of the covariance
matrix Ω̂ given by MLE approach. The initialization of the optimization is given by identity matrix,
four different randomly generated positive definite matrices same as previous case, and the estimator
given by (16) with identity as initialization. These results given in Table 4. The predictive risk
results obtained using the Maximum Likelihood estimator (MLE) exhibits significant variability
based on different choices of initializations. Specifically, the performance of the predictive risk
using the MLE is notably poor, characterized by a large difference percentage, when employing
four randomly generated symmetric positive definite matrices as initialization. This undesirable
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behavior arises due to the lack of global geodesic convexity in the optimization problem aimed
at minimizing the negative log-likelihood function. Diverse initialization choices may lead the
solution to converge to local minima during Riemannian gradient descent. In contrast, performing
MLE with an initialization given by the identity matrix, or the output obtained from (16), yields
favorable results. This is attributed to the initialization’s proximity to the global minimum of the
negative log-likelihood function, resulting in good predictive performance with minimal difference
percentage.

4.2 L1 Regularized Setting

In our next set of experiments, we estimate Ω by L1 regularization using (19). Algorithm 1
is perform based on Riemannian optimization for problem (19). In this experiment, settings for
dimension p, choice of Ω and Σpℓq and nL`1 are the same as the general setting at the beginning of
Section 4. The main difference in the experimental settings compared to the previous case lies in
the number of samples within the tasks and the total number of tasks. In this experiment, we have
reduced the number of tasks L to 1000, a significantly smaller quantity than in the prior scenario.
Regarding the number of samples for the tasks, we considered two cases:

• Equal Sample Size: all tasks (ℓ “ 1, . . . , L) have an identical sample size, specifically set to
nℓ “ 50.

• Variable Sample Sizes: we adopted a varied approach. For tasks ℓ “ 1, . . . , 200, we set the
sample size to nℓ “ 150, whereas for tasks ℓ “ 201, . . . , 1000, the sample size was nℓ “ 50.

The results for these two cases are given in Table 5a and 5b. The results indicates that we could
achieve comparative results on the predictive risk using much less number of tasks based on (19)
than that based on (16). Besides, if we have sufficient number of samples in a proportion of tasks,
the behavior of predictive risk RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq is slightly better than that when all tasks have same
number of samples nℓ “ 50.

We conclude this section by highlighting that in Section E, we provide additional experiments
specifically for the cases when the assumptions required for the theoretical results are violated.
Specifically, we consider the case when the covariance matrices have eigenvalues that decay to zero
as the dimension goes to infinity. We note from our results that the proposed approach performs
well even in such cases.
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 13.89 13.58 2.25%

50 12.34 11.24 10.58 6.22%

75 11.60 8.41 7.94 5.91%

100 9.76 6.53 5.85 11.71%

125 8.12 4.80 4.32 11.13%

150 7.25 3.57 3.34 7.02%

(a) Initialization: Identity matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 13.91 13.58 2.42%

50 12.34 11.40 10.58 7.73%

75 11.60 8.62 7.94 8.56%

100 9.76 6.77 5.85 15.67%

125 8.12 4.91 4.32 13.72%

150 7.25 3.71 3.34 10.99%

(b) Initialization: First randomly generated SPD matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 14.00 13.58 3.07%

50 12.34 11.89 10.58 12.37%

75 11.60 9.10 7.94 14.51%

100 9.76 7.01 5.85 19.83%

125 8.12 5.11 4.32 18.25%

150 7.25 3.92 3.34 17.25%

(c) Initialization: Second randomly generated SPD matrix

‘

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 13.90 13.58 2.33%

50 12.34 11.36 10.58 7.40%

75 11.60 8.53 7.94 7.45%

100 9.76 6.69 5.85 14.42%

125 8.12 4.86 4.32 12.47%

150 7.25 3.64 3.34 8.95%

(d) Initialization: Third randomly generated SPD matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 13.97 13.58 2.89%

50 12.34 11.56 10.58 9.26%

75 11.60 8.91 7.94 12.16%

100 9.76 6.81 5.85 16.37%

125 8.12 5.01 4.32 16.09%

150 7.25 3.87 3.34 15.80%

(e) Initialization: Fourth randomly generated SPD matrix

Table 3: Prediction risk when Ω̂ is estimated based on (16), with 5 different initialization. The
max running time for optimizing (16) is 360 minutes.
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 13.84 13.58 1.91%

50 12.34 11.14 10.58 5.33%

75 11.60 8.26 7.94 4.02%

100 9.76 6.21 5.85 6.14%

125 8.12 4.52 4.32 4.62%

150 7.25 3.49 3.34 4.41%

(a) Initialization: identity matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 18.25 13.58 34.36%

50 12.34 15.91 10.58 50.35%

75 11.60 14.08 7.94 77.22%

100 9.76 10.65 5.85 82.07%

125 8.12 6.93 4.32 60.30%

150 7.25 6.64 3.34 98.57%

(b) Initialization: First randomly generated SPD matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 19.59 13.58 44.27%

50 12.34 17.03 10.58 61.00%

75 11.60 15.84 7.94 99.40%

100 9.76 11.19 5.85 91.26%

125 8.12 7.32 4.32 69.30%

150 7.25 6.81 3.34 103.65%

(c) Initialization: Second randomly generated SPD matrix

Table 4: Prediction risk when Ω̂ is the MLE in (15), with 5 different initializations. The max
running time for MLE iteration is 120 minutes and the max running time for optimizing (16) is
360 minutes. (continued in next page)
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 16.59 13.58 22.19%

50 12.34 15.07 10.58 42.43%

75 11.60 12.89 7.94 62.24%

100 9.76 9.92 5.85 69.54%

125 8.12 7.03 4.32 62.66%

150 7.25 6.08 3.34 81.92%

(d) Initialization: Third randomly generated SPD matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 18.29 13.58 34.68%

50 12.34 16.37 10.58 54.69%

75 11.60 15.07 7.94 89.69%

100 9.76 10.96 5.85 87.23%

125 8.12 7.45 4.32 72.34%

150 7.25 6.71 3.34 100.83%

(e) Initialization: Fourth randomly generated SPD matrix

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.11 13.75 13.58 1.22%

50 12.34 11.01 10.58 4.08%

75 11.60 8.16 7.94 2.79%

100 9.76 6.12 5.85 4.70%

125 8.12 4.50 4.32 4.1910%

150 7.25 3.36 3.34 0.69%

(f) Initialization: Output given by problem (16)

Table 4: (Continuation from previous page) Prediction risk when Ω̂ is the MLE in (15), with
5 different initializations. The max running time for MLE iteration is 120 minutes and the max
running time for optimizing (16) is 360 minutes.
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.95 14.03 13.58 3.70%

50 12.57 10.74 10.58 3.92%

75 10.99 8.51 7.94 7.32%

100 9.70 6.65 5.85 14.37%

125 8.63 5.04 4.32 17.23%

150 7.26 3.65 3.34 9.27%

(a) nℓ “ 50 for all ℓ “ 1, . . . , L

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.95 13.87 13.58 2.15%

50 12.57 10.52 10.58 -0.58%

75 10.99 8.43 7.94 6.17%

100 9.70 6.63 5.85 13.26%

125 8.63 5.01 4.32 16.09%

150 7.26 3.65 3.34 9.20%

(b) nℓ “ 150 for ℓ ď 200 and nℓ “ 50 for ℓ ą 200.

Table 5: Prediction risk when Ω̂ is estimated based on (19), with p “ 128, L “ 1000. The
regularization parameter is set as λ “ 0.0004 (The initial point is I).
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A Proofs for Section 2.2

In order to make the manipulations more easily readable, in our proofs we will explicitly write
ΛpL`1q, pΛpL`1q, qΛpL`1q and rΛpL`1q from (5) and (7).

A.1 Derivation of Predictive Risk

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We first calculate the predictive risk using oracle estimator β̃
pL`1q

λ in (2).
Let px, yq be the new test sample whose distribution is the same as training data in pL`1q-th task.
Note that, we then have

y ´ ỹ “ xJβ̄pL`1q ` εpL`1q ´ xJβ̃
pL`1q

λ “ xJ
`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃
pL`1q

λ

˘

` εpL`1q.

Therefore,
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pL`1q

λ

˘J
xxJ

`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃
pL`1q

λ

˘

| XpL`1q
ı

“σ2 ` E
”

`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃
pL`1q

λ

˘J
Σ
`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃
pL`1q

λ

˘

| XpL`1q
ı

.

By plugging in the expression of β̃
pL`1q

λ , it then holds that

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃
pL`1q

λ “ λ
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Ω´1β̄pL`1q

´
1

nL`1

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

XpL`1qJ

εpL`1q. (24)

The oracle risk is hence given by

ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

“σ2 ` E
”

`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃pL`1q
˘J

ΣpL`1q
`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃pL`1q
˘

| XpL`1q
ı

“σ2 ` λ2E
”

β̄pL`1qJ

Ω´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Ω´1β̄pL`1q | XpL`1q
ı

`
1

n2L`1

E
”

εpL`1qJ

XpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

XpL`1qJ

εpL`1q | XpL`1q
ı

.

Using the decomposition

1

nL`1
ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Σ̂pL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

“
1

nL`1
ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

´
λ

nL`1
ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Ω´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

,

34



and the trace trick, we finally obtain

ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

“σ2 ` E
”

`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃pL`1q
˘J

ΣpL`1q
`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̃pL`1q
˘

| XpL`1q
ı

“σ2 `
λ2

p
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Ω´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

¯

´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Ω´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

¯

`
σ2

nL`1
tr
`

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1˘

“σ2 ` pIq ` pIIq ` pIIIq,

where these three terms could also be expressed as below

pIq “
λ2

p
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´2
¯

pIIq “ ´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´2
¯

pIIIq “
σ2

nL`1
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
¯

.

Similar to (24), it holds that

β̄pL`1q ´ β̂
pL`1q

λ “ λ
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1β̄pL`1q ´
1

nL`1

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

XpL`1qJ

εpL`1q.

Therefore, again using the trace trick, we get

Rλ
`

Ω̂pL`1q | XpL`1q
˘

“σ2 ` E
”

`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̂
pL`1q

λ

˘J
ΣpL`1q

`

β̄pL`1q ´ β̂
pL`1q

λ

˘

| XpL`1q
ı

“σ2 `
λ2

p
tr
`

ΩΩ̂´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

`
σ2

n2L`1

tr
`

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

XpL`1qJ

XpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1˘

.

Now, the third term could be further decomposed as

1

nL`1
ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Σ̂pL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

“
1

nL`1
ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

´
λ

nL`1
ΣpL`1q

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

.

Therefore, the risk RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq could be simplified to

Rλ
`

Ω̂ | XpL`1q
˘
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“σ2 `
λ2

p
tr
`

ΩΩ̂´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
``

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

`
σ2

nL`1
tr
`

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1˘

“ σ2 ` pI1q ` pII1q ` pIII1q,

where these three terms could also be expressed as below

pI1q “
λ2

p
tr
`

ΩΩ̂´ 1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
Ω̂

1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
Ω̂´ 1

2

˘

,

pII1q “ ´
λσ2

nL`1
tr
`

Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´2˘
,

pIII1q “
σ2

nL`1
tr
`

Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1˘
.

A.2 Asymptotic Behavior of Predictive Risk

Proof of Theorem 2.3. We first consider the asymptotic behavior of oracle risk ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

as p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1. The terms pIq and pIIq could be combined together, and
hence we have

pIq ` pIIq “
`

λ2 ´ λ
pσ2

nL`1

˘1

p
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´2
¯

pIIIq “
pσ2

nL`1

1

p
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
¯

.

Define X̃pL`1q “ XpL`1qΩ
1
2 . Let vL`1 be the Stieltjes transform of limiting spectral distribution of

rΛ
pL`1q

˚ “ 1
nL`1

X̃pL`1qX̃pL`1qJ

and sL`1 is the Stieltjes transform of limiting spectral distribution

of rΛpL`1q. According to Ledoit and Péché (2011),

pIIIq “
pσ2

nL`1

1

p
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
¯

Ñ γL`1σ
2Θp1qp´λq,

where

Θp1qpzq “

ż `8

´8

t

tp1 ´ γL`1 ´ γL`1zsL`1pzqq ´ z
dHΛpL`1qptq,

and HΛpL`1qptq is the limiting spectral distribution of ΛpL`1q “ Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 . Note that Λ̃pL`1q “

1
nL`1

X̃pL`1qJX̃pL`1q and sL`1pzq is related to vL`1pzq by following Silverstein equation

γL`1

´

sL`1pzq `
1

z

¯

“ vL`1pzq `
1

z
.

According to Ledoit and Péché (2011, Lemma 2), we have that

Θp1qpzq “
γ´2
L`1

γ´1
L`1 ´ 1 ´ zsL`1pzq

´ γ´1
L`1.
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Plugging in the Silverstein equation yields

Θp1qpzq “ γ´1
L`1

´ 1

´zvL`1pzq
´ 1

¯

,

and

pIIIq Ñ σ2
´ 1

λvL`1p´λq
´ 1

¯

. (25)

Taking derivatives w.r.t. z on both hand side of Silverstein equation gives

v1
L`1pzq “ γL`1ps1

L`1pzq ´ z´2q ` z´2.

Now, following the the steps by Dobriban and Wager (2018, Proof of Theorem 2.1), we have that

pIq ` pIIq Ñ
`

λ2 ´ λγL`1σ
2
˘vL`1p´λq ´ λv1

L`1p´λq

γL`1

`

λvL`1p´λq
˘2 . (26)

Combining (26) and (25) together and replacing v in terms of s, it holds that

ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq

a.s.
Ñ

1

λγL`1sL`1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

”

σ2 `
` λ

γL`1
´ σ2

˘λ2γL`1s
1
L`1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

γL`1λsL`1p´λq ` p1 ´ γL`1q

ı

.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Since the condition number of Ω is upper bounded and naturally bounded
below by 1, under (ii), one has that }Ω´1} is upper bounded. Besides, by triangle inequality, it
holds that

}Ω̂ ´ Ω ` Ω} ě |}Ω} ´ }Ω̂ ´ Ω}|.

Since }Ω ´ Ω̂} Ñ 0 in probability when p, L Ñ 8 and }Ω} is bounded away from 0 for any p, }Ω̂}

is also bounded away from 0 for sufficient large p and L with high probability. Therefore, }Ω̂´1} is
bounded for sufficient large p and L with high probability.

Note that as Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1 “ Ω̂´1pΩ ´ Ω̂qΩ´1, it holds that

›

›Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1
›

› ď
›

›Ω̂´1
›

›

›

›Ω ´ Ω̂
›

›

›

›Ω´1
›

›,

and

›

›Ω̂´1Ω ´ I
›

› “
›

›Ω̂´1pΩ ´ Ω̂q
›

› ď
›

›Ω̂´1
›

›

›

›Ω ´ Ω̂
›

›.

Hence, as long as }Ω´ Ω̂} Ñ 0 in probability when p, L Ñ 8, and }Ω̂´1} and }Ω´1} is bounded for
sufficiently large p and L, it holds that }Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1} Ñ 0 and }Ω̂´1Ω ´ I} Ñ 0 in probability as
p, L Ñ 8.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. To analyze the asymptotic behavior of pI1q, pII1q and pIII1q, we first investigate

the behavior of pIII1q or equivalently the term 1
p tr

`

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1
˘´1˘

. Applying resolvent

identity A´1 ´B´1 “ A´1pB ´AqB´1 with

A “ pΣ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1q, B “ pΣ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1q,
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yields

1

p
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1
˘´1

¯

“
1

p
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1
˘´1

¯

` z
1

p
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1
˘´1`

Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1
˘´1

¯

.

Now using the fact that for p ˆ p matrices C,D, | trCD| ď ptrCCJ trDDJq1{2 ď p}C}}D}, for
z P C and ℜz ă 0, the second term could be bounded as

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

z

p
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1
˘´1`

Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1
˘´1

¯

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
ˇ

ˇz
ˇ

ˇ

›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

›

›pΣ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1q´1
›

›

›

›Ω´1 ´ Ω̂´1
›

›

›

›pΣ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1q´1
›

›

ď
ˇ

ˇz
ˇ

ˇ

›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

›

›Ω̂
1
2

›

›

›

›pΩ̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ´ zIq´1

›

›

›

›Ω̂
1
2

›

›

›

›Ω´1 ´ Ω̂´1
›

›

›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

›

›

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1›
›

›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

ď
›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

›

›Ω´1 ´ Ω̂´1
›

›

›

›Ω̂
1
2

›

›

2›
›Ω

1
2

›

›

2 1

|z|
,

where the second inequality follows from the fact
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1
˘´1

“ Ω̂
1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1
Ω̂

1
2

`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1
˘´1

“ Ω
1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1
Ω

1
2

and third inequality follows from the fact that for any Hermitian matrix A, the operator norm of
its resolvent could be bounded by }pA´ zIq´1} ď 1{distpz, supppFAqq and if z P R´ and A has all
non-negative eigenvalues, it could be further bounded by 1{|z|.

By Assumption 2.2.1 and Lemma 2.1, we have that

}Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1}
p

Ñ 0

and }Σ}, }Ω̂
1
2 } and }Ω

1
2 } is bounded as p, L Ñ 8. Therefore,

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

z

p
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ̂´1
˘´1`

Ω̂´1 ´ Ω´1
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ´ zΩ´1
˘´1

¯

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

p
Ñ 0,

as p, L Ñ 8. On the other hand, for any fixed L and for any z P C`, sL`1pzq is the solution of
following fixed point problem,

sL`1pzq “

ż `8

´8

tτ r1 ´ γL`1 ´ γL`1zsL`1pzqs ´ zu
´1 dHΛpL`1qpτq.

For every fixed z P Cz supppHΛpL`1qq, the function |sL`1pzq| ď 1
Imz . As L Ñ 8, HΛpL`1q ñ HΛ

whose support is contained in a compact interval. Also, as γL`1 Ñ γ˚, by Arzela–Ascoli Theorem,
for every subsequence tsLk`1u, there exists a sub-subsequence tsLki

`1u such that the limit of
the subsequence exists and is uniform. By dominated convergence theorem, for each convergent
subsequence of tsL`1u, the limit must be the solution to the following fixed point problem

spzq “

ż `8

´8

tτ r1 ´ γ˚ ´ γ˚zspzqs ´ zu
´1 dHΛpτq. (27)
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And (27) has unique solution by a similar argument as that in (Silverstein, 1995, Chapter 6). So
under Assumption 2.2.2, sL`1pzq converges pointwisely to spzq which is uniquely defined by (27).

Therefore, according to Ledoit and Péché (2011, Lemma 2), for any fixed L one has

σ2
p

nL`1

1

p
tr
`

ΣpL`1qpΣ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1q´1
˘

Ñ σ2
´ 1

λvL`1p´λq
´ 1

¯

as p, nL`1 Ñ 8, p
nL`1

Ñ γL`1. Now, when L Ñ 8 and γL`1 Ñ γ˚, we have that

σ2
´ 1

λvL`1p´λq
´ 1

¯

Ñ σ2
´ 1

λvp´λq
´ 1

¯

,

where vpzq is related to spzq by following equation for all z P CzR`:

γ˚

´

spzq `
1

z

¯

“ vpzq `
1

z
.

Also, as p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p
nL`1

Ñ γL`1 and L Ñ 8 such that γL`1 Ñ γ˚, |pIIIq ´ pIII1q|
p

Ñ 0.

Therefore, as p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p
nL`1

Ñ γL`1 and L Ñ 8 such that γL`1 Ñ γ˚,

pIII1q
p

Ñ σ2
´ 1

λvp´λq
´ 1

¯

.

Now for the second term pII1q, it holds that

pII1q “ ´
λpσ2

nL`1

1

p
tr
`

Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´2˘
.

Consider the quantity 1
p tr

`

Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´2˘
. Note that as the eigenvalue of

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
is upper bounded by 1

λ ,

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
`

Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1˘
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď

}Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2 }

λ

ď
}ΣpL`1q}}Ω̂

1
2 }2

λ
.

Now, }ΣpL`1q} is upper bounded for any p and L, and }Ω̂
1
2 } is upper bounded for sufficiently large

p and L. Therefore, 1
p tr

`

Ω̂
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1˘
is a bounded sequence. By Lemma

F.1, it holds that

pII1q Ñ ´λγ˚σ
2 vp´λq ´ λv1p´λq

γ˚

`

λvp´λq
˘2 ,

as p, nL`1 Ñ 8 such that p
nL`1

Ñ γL`1 and L Ñ 8 such that γL`1 Ñ γ˚.

Finally, for the term pI1q, it holds that

1

p
tr
`

ΩΩ̂´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

“
1

p
tr
``

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

`
1

p
tr
``

ΩΩ̂´1 ´ I
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

.
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The second term 1
p tr

``

ΩΩ̂´1´I
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q`λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q`λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

could be bounded
as

1

p
tr
``

ΩΩ̂´1 ´ I
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ̂´1
˘´1

Ω̂´1
˘

“
1

p
tr
``

ΩΩ̂´1 ´ I
˘

Ω̂
1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
Ω̂

1
2ΣpL`1qΩ̂

1
2

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1
Ω̂´ 1

2

˘

ď
›

›ΩΩ̂´1 ´ I
›

›

›

›Ω̂
1
2

›

›

3
}ΣpL`1q}

›

›

`

Ω̂
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ̂

1
2 ` λI

˘´1›
›

2›
›Ω̂´ 1

2

›

›

ď
1

λ2
›

›ΩΩ̂´1 ´ I
›

›

›

›Ω̂
1
2

›

›

3›
›ΣpL`1q

›

›

›

›Ω̂´ 1
2

›

›,

which will converge to zero in probability as p, L Ñ 8 since
›

›ΩΩ̂´1 ´ I
›

› converges to zero in

probability and
›

›Ω̂
1
2

›

›

3
,
›

›ΣpL`1q
›

› and
›

›Ω̂´ 1
2

›

› are bounded. Hence, under conditions mentioned
above we have that

Rλ
`

Ω̂ | XpL`1q
˘ p

Ñ
1

λγ˚sp´λq ` p1 ´ γ˚q

”

σ2 `

´ λ

γ˚

´ σ2
¯λ2γ˚s

1p´λq ` p1 ´ γ˚q

γ˚λsp´λq ` p1 ´ γ˚q

ı

,

where spzq is the solution to the following equation

spzq “

ż `8

´8

tτ r1 ´ γ˚ ´ γ˚zspzqs ´ zu
´1 dHΛpτq.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. We start by bounding the term |RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq| by

triangle inequality:

|RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq|

ď |RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

| ` |ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq|

The first term in the right hand side above is already analyzed in Theorem 2.4, and the second
term |ROR

λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq| mainly depends on }Υ´1 ´Ω´1} and is bounded next.

Note that

|ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq|

ď
λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1`

Υ´1 ´ Ω´1
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

¯

`

´λ2

p
´

λσ2

nL`1

¯

tr
”

ΣpL`1q
``

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

´
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1˘

Ω´1
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

ı

`

´λ2

p
´

λσ2

nL`1

¯

tr
”

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1

`

Ω´1 ´ Υ´1
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

ı

`

´λ2

p
´

λσ2

nL`1

¯

tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1

Υ´1
``

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

´
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1˘

¯

. (28)
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By resolvent identity, it holds that

}Ω´1 ´ Υ´1} “ }Ω´1pΥ ´ ΩqΥ´1}

ď }Ω´1}}Υ ´ Ω}}Υ´1}

Under our assumptions, }Υ´1} is bounded by some universal constant CΥ, then }Ω´1´Υ´1} ď C 1ϑ.
Besides, we also have

›

›

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1›

› ď
›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

2›
›

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´1›
› ď

1

λ

›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

2

›

›

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1›

› ď
›

›Υ
1
2

›

›

2›
›

`

Υ
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΥ

1
2 ` λI

˘´1›
› ď

1

λ

›

›Υ
1
2

›

›

2

Again, by resolvent identity, we obtain that

›

›

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1

´
`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1›

›

“λ
›

›

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΩ´1
˘´1`

Υ´1 ´ Ω´1
˘`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λΥ´1
˘´1›

›

ď
1

λ

›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

2›
›Υ

1
2

›

›

2›
›Ω´1 ´ Υ´1

›

› (29)

Combining (28) to (29) together, it holds that

|ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq|

ď
pλσ2

nL`1

›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

›

›Ω´1
›

›ϑ
›

›Υ´1
›

›

1

λ2
›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

2›
›Υ

1
2

›

›

2

`

´

λ2 ´
pλσ2

nL`1

¯

›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

1

λ2
›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

4›
›Υ

1
2

›

›

2›
›Ω´1

›

›

2›
›Υ´1

›

›ϑ

`

´

λ2 ´
pλσ2

nL`1

¯

›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

1

λ2
›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

2›
›Υ

1
2

›

›

2›
›Ω´1

›

›

›

›Υ´1
›

›ϑ

`

´

λ2 ´
pλσ2

nL`1

¯

›

›ΣpL`1q
›

›

1

λ2
›

›Ω
1
2

›

›

2›
›Υ

1
2

›

›

4›
›Υ´1

›

›

2›
›Ω´1

›

›ϑ,

and

ˇ

ˇRλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ ď|RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ ROR
λ

`

Ω | XpL`1q
˘

|

`
pλσ2

nL`1

c̄pL`1q

λ2
ςpΩqςpΥqϑ

`

´

λ2 ´
pλσ2

nL`1

¯ c̄pL`1q

λ2
ςpΩqςpΥqp1 ` ςpΩq ` ςpΥqqϑ.

Therefore, as L, nL`1, p Ñ 8 such that for each fixed L, p{nL`1 Ñ γL`1, while limLÑ8 γL`1 “

γ˚ P p1,8q,

ˇ

ˇRλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq ´ R̃OR
λ pΥ | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ Ñ Mpϑ, λq,

where the limit Mpϑ, λq satisfies

|Mpϑ, λq| ď
γ˚σ

2

λ
c̄opcΩcΥϑ`

´

1 `
γ˚σ

2

λ

¯

c̄opp1 ` cΩ ` cΥqcΩcΥϑ.
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A.3 Statistical Advantage of Using Ω

Lemma A.1. For any pˆ p positive definite matrix A P S`
p , it holds that

tr
”

`

expptAq ´ I
˘ d

dt
expptAq

ı

ě 0.

Proof. Note that for any t ą 0 and A “ S`
p with eigenvalue decomposition A “ UDUJ and

eigenvalues λ11, . . . , λpp

d

dt
expptAq “ U

d

dt
expptDqUJ

“ U
d

dt

»

—

–

expptλ11q

. . .

expptλppq

fi

ffi

fl

UJ

“ UD expptDqUJ

tr
”

`

expptAq ´ I
˘ d

dt
expptAq

ı

“ tr
“

UpexpptDq ´ IqD expptDqUJ
‰

“ tr
`

pexpptDq ´ IqD expptDq
˘

“

p
ÿ

i“1

`

expptλiiq ´ 1
˘

λii expptλiiq ě 0

for any t ě 0 since
`

expptλiiq ´ 1
˘

λii ě 0 for any t ě 0.

Lemma A.2. By treating RλpQ | XpL`1qq as a function of Q´1, the Riemannian gradient of
RλpQ | XpL`1qq w.r.t. Q´1 is given by

gradRλpQ´1 | XpL`1qq “ gradRλpPQ´1pΞq | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ξ“0

“2λ
”

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

`

´

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

¯J

´ diag
!

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

)ı

.

Proof. Let ξij be the pi, jq-th entry of symmetric matrices Ξ. By chain rule, it holds that

B Rλ
`

PQ´1pΞq | XpL`1q
˘

Bξij
“
ÿ

u,v

B Rλ
`

P | XpL`1q
˘

BPuv

BPuv
Bξij

“ tr
”´

B Rλ
BP

¯J BP

Bξij

ı

,

where we slightly abuse the notation P to be the PQ´1pΞq. Note that with

P “ PQ´1pΞq “ Q´1 ` Ξ `
1

2
ΞQΞ,

it holds that for any i ă j,

BP

Bξij
“ eie

J
j ` eje

J
i `

1

2

´

BΞ

Bξij
QΞ ` ΞQ

BΞ

Bξij

¯
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“
1

2
peie

J
j ` eje

J
i qpQΞ ` Iq `

1

2
pI ` ΞQqpeie

J
j ` eje

J
i q

BP

Bξii
“ eie

J
i `

1

2
eie

J
i QΞ `

1

2
ΞQeie

J
i

“
1

2
eie

J
i pI `QΞq `

1

2
pΞQ` Iqeie

J
i .

Define BP :“ pΣ̂pL`1q ` λP q´1, then it holds that BBP
BPuv

“ ´λBP eue
J
v BP . In order to calculate the

Riemannian gradient, we first calculate B Rλ
BP :

B Rλ
BPuv

“ λ
B

BPuv
tr
´´λ

p
ΩP ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BPΣ
pL`1qBPP

¯

`
σ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q BBP
BPuv

¯

. (30)

We calculate two terms in (30) now. The trace in second term is calculated as

tr
´

ΣpL`1q BBP
BPuv

¯

“ tr
`

´ λΣpL`1qBP eue
J
v BP

˘

“ ´λeJ
v BPΣ

pL`1qBP eu,

and the second term could be calculated in a similar way

B

BPuv
tr
´´λ

p
ΩP ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BPΣ
pL`1qBPP

¯

“ tr
´λ

p
Ω

BP

BPuv
BPΣ

pL`1qBPP
¯

` tr
´´λ

p
ΩP ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BBP
BPuv

ΣpL`1qBPP
¯

` tr
´´λ

p
ΩP ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BPΣ
pL`1q BBP

BPuv
P
¯

` tr
´´λ

p
ΩP ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

BP

BPuv

¯

“eJ
v

”λ

p
pBPΣ

pL`1qBPPΩ ` ΩPBPΣ
pL`1qBP q ´

σ2

nL`1
BPΣ

pL`1qBP

ı

eu

´ eJ
v

”λ2

p
pBPΣ

pL`1qBPPΩPBP `BPPΩPBPΣ
pL`1qBP q

´
λσ2

nL`1
pBPΣ

pL`1qBPPBP `BPPBPΣ
pL`1qBP q

ı

eu.

Combining two terms σ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q BBP
BPuv

¯

and λ B
BPuv

tr
´´

λ
pΩP´ σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BPΣ
pL`1qBPP

¯

together

yields

´

BR

BP

¯J

“ λ
”λ

p

`

BPΣ
pL`1qBPPΩ ` ΩPBPΣ

pL`1qBP
˘

´
2σ2

nL`1
BPΣ

pL`1qBP

´
λ2

p

`

BPΣ
pL`1qBPPΩPBP `BPPΩPBPΣ

pL`1qBP
˘

`
λσ2

nL`1

`

BPΣ
pL`1qBPPBP `BPPBPΣ

pL`1qBP
˘

ı

.

Note that BP
Bξij

is symmetric, plugging B Rλ
BP in tr

”´

B Rλ
BP

¯J´
BP
Bξij

¯ı

yields

tr
”´

B Rλ
BP

¯J´ BP

Bξij

¯ı
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“λ tr
”

pI ´ λBPP q

´λ

p
ΩP ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

BP

Bξij

ı

` λ tr
”

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

pI ´ λPBP q
BP

Bξij

ı

“2λ tr
”

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

pI ´ λPBP q
BP

Bξij

ı

“λeJ
j pQΞ ` IqBPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP ei

` λeJ
i pQΞ ` IqBPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP ej

` λeJ
j BPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP pI ` ΞQqei

` λeJ
i BPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP pI ` ΞQqej ,

where we use the identity I ´ λPBP “ pΣ̂pL`1q ` λP ´ λP qpΣ̂pL`1q ` λP q´1 “ Σ̂pL`1qBP for
BP “ pΣ̂pL`1q ` λP q´1. Therefore, by taking Ξ “ 0, it holds that

tr
”´

B Rλ
BP

¯J´ BP

Bξij

¯ı

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ξ“0

“ 2λeJ
j BPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP ei

` 2λeJ
i BPΣ

pL`1qBP
`λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
˘

Σ̂pL`1qBP ej .

Similarly, since BP
Bξii

“ 1
2eie

J
i pI `QΞq ` 1

2pΞΩ̂ ` Iqeie
J
i , it holds that

tr
”´

B Rλ
BP

¯J´ BP

Bξii

¯ı

“ λeJ
i pI `QΞqBPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP ei

` λeJ
i BPΣ

pL`1qBP

´λ

p
PΩ ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP pΞQ` Iqei,

when Ξ “ 0, this becomes 2λeJ
i BPΣ

pL`1qBP

´

λ
pQ

´1Ω ´ σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP ei. Therefore, the Rie-

mannian gradient is given by

gradRλpQ´1 | XpL`1qq “ gradRλpPQ´1pΞq | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ξ“0

“2λ
”

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

`

´

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

¯J

´ diag
!

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

)ı

.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. We treat the risk function RλpQ | XpL`1qq as a function of Q´1. By
Lemma A.2 calculate Riemannian gradient of RλpQ | XpL`1qq w.r.t. Q´1 is given by

gradRλpQ´1 | XpL`1qq “ gradRλpPQ´1pΞq | XpL`1qq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ξ“0

44



“2λ
”

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

`

´

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

¯J

´ diag
!

BPΣ
pL`1qBP

´λ

p
Q´1Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
I
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBP

)ı

.

Therefore, according to Boumal (2023, Proposition 4.6), Q´1 P S`
p is a critical point if and only

if gradRλpQ´1 | XpL`1qq “ 0. By setting the Riemannian gradient to zero, it is easy to see that

Q´1 “
pσ2

λnL`1
Ω´1 is the critical point.

Now we prove that Q˚ “
λnL`1

pσ2 Ω is actually the global minimizor of the predictive risk. We pick

anyQ0 P TQ˚S`
p andQ0 “ Q˚. Consider the line segment betweenQ˚ andQ0, i.e. αQ

˚`p1´αqQ0 P

TQ˚S`
p . We project this line segment to Qα P TQ˚S`

p such that when α “ 1, Qα “ Q˚. Note that
αQ˚ ` p1 ´ αqQ0 “ Q˚ ` p1 ´ αqQ0 ´ p1 ´ αqQ˚ “ Q˚ ` p1 ´ αqpQ0 ´Q˚q, one can define

Qα :“ Q˚ 1
2 exp

!

p1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1
2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1

2

)

Q˚ 1
2 , Bα :“

`

Σ̂pL`1q ` λQ´1
α

˘´1
,

and the predictive risk is given by

RλpQα | XpL`1qq “ σ2 ` λ tr
´´λ

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

¯

`
σ2

nL`1
trpΣpL`1qBαq.

We show that with Q˚ “
λnL`1

pσ2 Ω, the predictive risk is the global minimizer along every geodesical

line ending at Q˚, i.e. B
Bα RλpQα | XpL`1qq ď 0 for any α P r0, 1q and B

Bα RλpQα | XpL`1qq “ 0 at
α “ 1 under arbitrary choice of Q0 “ Q˚. Note that

BQ´1
α

Bα
“ ´Q´1

α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

BBα
Bα

“ λBαQ
´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α Bα.

Taking derivative w.r.t. α yields

B

Bα
RλpQα | XpL`1qq

“λ
”

´ tr
´λ

p
ΩQ´1

α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α BαΣ

pL`1qBαQ
´1
α

¯

` λ tr
´´λ

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α BαQ

´1
α

¯

` λ tr
´´1

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαQ
´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α BαΣ

pL`1qBαQ
´1
α

¯

´ tr
´´λ

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯ı

`
λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1qBαQ
´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α Bα

¯

“ piq ` piiq,
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where the first term could be simplified to

piq “

”

´ tr
´λ2

p
BαΣ

pL`1qBαQ
´1
α QαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

`
λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

´ tr
´´λ2

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
λσ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯ı

“ tr
´

BαΣ
pL`1qBα

´ λσ2

nL`1
I ´

λ2

p
Q´1
α Ω

¯

Q´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

` tr
´

BαΣ
pL`1qBα

´ λσ2

nL`1
I ´

λ2

p
Q´1
α Ω

¯

Q´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

“ 2λ tr
´

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

´ σ2

nL`1
Qα ´

λ

p
Ω
¯

Q´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

,

and

piiq “ λ2 tr
´´λ

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαQ
´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α BαΣ

pL`1qBαQ
´1
α

¯

` λ2 tr
´´λ

p
ΩQ´1

α ´
σ2

nL`1
I
¯

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α BαQ

´1
α

¯

“ 2λ2 tr
´

BαQ
´1
α

´λ

p
Ω ´

σ2

nL`1
Qα

¯

Q´1
α BαQ

´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α BαΣ

pL`1q
¯

.

Combining the two terms together, we obtain

B RλpQα | XpL`1qq

Bα

“2λ tr
´

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

´ σ2

nL`1
Qα ´

λ

p
Ω
¯´

I ´ λQ´1
α Bα

¯

Q´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

“2λ tr
´

BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α

´ σ2

nL`1
Qα ´

λ

p
Ω
¯

Σ̂pL`1qBαQ
´1
α

BQα
Bα

Q´1
α

¯

.

We now show that B RλpQα|XpL`1qq

Bα ď 0. Note that

Qα “ Q˚ 1
2 exp

␣

p1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1
2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1

2

(

Q˚ 1
2

dQα
dα

“ ´Q˚ 1
2

B

Bp1 ´ αq
exp

␣

p1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1
2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1

2

(

Q˚ 1
2 ,

and

σ2

nL`1
Qα ´

λ

p
Ω “

σ2

nL`1
pQα ´Q˚q

“
σ2

nL`1
Q˚ 1

2

´

exp
␣

p1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1
2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1

2

(

´ I
¯

Q˚ 1
2 .

By plugging these expressions in the derivative, we get

B RλpQα | XpL`1qq

Bα
“ ´

2λσ2

nL`1
tr
´

A1

`

exptp1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1
2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1

2 u ´ I
˘
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¨A2
B exptp1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1

2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1
2 u

Bp1 ´ αq

¯

,

where A1 :“ Q˚ 1
2Q´1

α BαΣ
pL`1qBαQ

´1
α Q˚ 1

2 and A2 :“ Q˚ 1
2 Σ̂pL`1qBαQ

´1
α Q˚ 1

2 . Since A1 and A2 are
two positive definite matrices. By Lemma A.1, it holds that

tr
´

`

exptp1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1
2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1

2 u ´ I
˘

B

Bp1 ´ αq
exptp1 ´ αqQ˚´ 1

2 pQ0 ´Q˚qQ˚´ 1
2 u

¯

ě 0.

Hence, B RλpQα|XpL`1qq

Bα ď 0 for any α P r0, 1s. Besides, for any Q0 P S`
p ,

B RλpQα | XpL`1qq

Bα

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

α“1

“ 0.

Therefore, Q˚ “
nL`1λ
pσ2 Ω is the global minimizer of the predictive risk. Besides, the risk in this case

is given by

RλpQ˚ | XpL`1qq “ σ2 `
σ2

nL`1
tr
´

ΣpL`1q
`

Σ̂pL`1q `
pσ2

nL`1
Ω´1

˘´1
¯

.

B Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3.1. One needs to prove

gpΩq “

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F

is geodesically convex. Define

g1pΩq “
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ` σ2I ´ ypℓqypℓqJ g2pΩq “ }Ω}2F

Then gpΩq “ g2 ˝ g1pΩq. We note that g2 are convex in usual sense. And if Ω1 ě Ω2 in Löwner
order, then

g1pΩ1q ´ g1pΩ2q “
1

p
XpℓqpΩ1 ´ Ω2qXpℓqJ ě 0

i.e. g1 is monotone. Besides, g2 monotone on the set of positve definite matrices S`
p , then by Lim

(2013, Proposition 3.5, Property (8)), we have that g “ g2 ˝ g1 is geodesically convex.

B.1 Technical Lemmas

We start with a few preliminary results required to prove Theorem 3.1.

Lemma B.1. Suppose that β̄pℓq’s are independent zero mean and sub-Gaussian with parameter
τβ; ε

pℓq’s are independent zero mean and sub-Gaussian with parameter τε, then

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´

1

p
Ω
›

›

›

k
ď 1 ` 4k

´ 2

Cβp

¯k
Γpkq,
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E
›

›εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
›

›

k
ď nkℓ ` 4k

´ 2

Cτ

¯k
Γpkq,

E}β̄pℓq}k2 ď 1 ` k
´4τ2β
p

¯
k
2
Γpk{2q,

E}εpℓq}k2 ď n
k
2
ℓ ` kp4τ2ε q

k
2Γpk{2q.

In particular,

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´

1

p
Ω
›

›

›

2
ď 1 `

32

C2
βp

2
“ Op1q,

E}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}2 ď n2ℓ `
32

C2
ε

“ Opn2ℓ q,

E}β̄pℓq}22 ď 1 ` 8τ2βp
´1 “ Op1q,

E}εpℓq}22 ď nℓ ` 8τ2ε “ Opnℓq.

Proof of Lemma B.1. Suppose that
?
pβ̄pℓq is sub-Gaussian with parameter τβ, we bound the

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ 1

pΩ
›

›

›

k
using concentration results on β̄pℓq:

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´

1

p
Ω
›

›

›

k

“
1

pk
E}pβ̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ Ω}k “

1

pk

ż `8

0
P
`

}pβ̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ Ω}k ě u
˘

du

“
1

pk

ż pk

0
P
`

}pβ̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ Ω} ě u
1
k

˘

du`
1

pk

ż `8

pk
P
`

}pβ̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ Ω} ě u
1
k

˘

du

ď
1

pk

´

pk `

ż `8

pk
2 ¨ 9p exp

␣

´ Cβu
1
k {2

(

du
¯

Cβ “ min
! 1

p32τ2βq2
,

1

32τ2β

)

“
1

pk

´

pk ` 2 ¨ 9p
ż `8

Cβ
2
p
k
´ 2

Cβ

¯k
vk´1e´vdv

¯

v “
1

2
Cβu

1
k , du “ k

´ 2

Cβ

¯k
vk´1

“
1

pk

´

pk ` 2k
´ 2

Cβ

¯k
ż `8

Cβ
2
p
9pvk´1e´vdv

¯

ď
1

pk

´

pk ` 4k
´ 2

Cβ

¯k
ż `8

Cβ
2
p
vk´1e´ v

2 dv
¯

ď1 ` 4k
´ 4

Cβp

¯k
Γpkq.

Now we bound the term E}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}k in the same way

E}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}k

“

ż nk
ℓ

0
P
´

}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I} ě u
1
k

¯

du`

ż `8

nk
ℓ

P
´

}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I} ě u
1
k

¯

du

ďnkℓ `

ż `8

nk
ℓ

2 ¨ 9nℓ exp
␣

´ Cεu
1
k {2

(

du Cε “ min
! 1

p32τ2ε q2
,

1

32τ2ε

)

“nkℓ ` 2 ¨ 9nℓ

ż `8

Cε
2
nℓ

k
´ 2

Cε

¯k
vk´1e´vdv v “

1

2
Cεu

1
k , du “ k

´ 2

Cε

¯k
vk´1
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“nkℓ ` 2k
´ 2

Cε

¯k
ż `8

Cε
2
nℓ

9nℓvk´1e´vdv

ďnkℓ ` 4k
´ 2

Cε

¯k
ż `8

Cε
2
nℓ

vk´1e´ v
2 dv

ďnkℓ ` 4k
´ 4

Cε

¯k
Γpkq.

Now in particular, if k “ 2, we have

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´

1

p
Ω
›

›

›

2
ď 1 `

32

p2C2
β

,

E}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}2 ď n2ℓ `
32

C2
ε

.

Similarly,

E}εpℓq}k2

“

ż n
k
2
ℓ

0
P
`

}εpℓq}k2 ě u
˘

du`

ż `8

n
k
2
ℓ

P
`

}εpℓq}k2 ě u
˘

du

ďn
k
2
ℓ `

ż `8

n
k
2
ℓ

5nℓ exp
!

´
u

2
k

2τ2ε

)

du

“n
k
2
ℓ `

ż `8

nℓ
2τ2ε

5nℓ expt´vup2τ2ε q
k
2
k

2
v

k
2

´1dv v “
1

2τ2ε
u

2
k ; du “ p2τ2ε q

k
2
k

2
v

k
2

´1dv

“n
k
2
ℓ ` p2τ2ε q

k
2
k

2

ż `8

nℓ
2τ2ε

5nℓ expt´vuv
k
2

´1dv

ďn
k
2
ℓ ` kp4τ2ε q

k
2Γ

´k

2

¯

,

and

E}β̄pℓq}k2 “
1

p
k
2

E}
?
pβ̄pℓq}k2 “

1

p
k
2

ż `8

0
P
`

}
?
pβ̄pℓq}k2 ě u

˘

du

“
1

p
k
2

ż p
k
2

0
P
`

}
?
pβ̄pℓq}k2 ě u

˘

du`
1

p
k
2

ż `8

p
k
2

P
`

}β̄pℓq}k2 ě u
˘

du

ď1 `
1

p
k
2

ż `8

p
k
2

5p exp
!

´
u

2
k

2τ2β

)

du

“1 `
1

p
k
2

ż `8

p

2τ2
β

5p expt´vup2τ2βq
k
2
k

2
v

k
2

´1dv v “
1

2τ2β
u

2
k ; du “ p2τ2βq

k
2
k

2
v

k
2

´1dv

“1 `
`2τ2β
p

˘
k
2
k

2

ż `8

p

2τ2
β

5p expt´vuv
k
2

´1dv

ď1 ` k
`4τ2β
p

˘
k
2Γ

`k

2

˘

.
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Hence, in particular,

E}β̄pℓq}22 ď 1 ` 8τ2βp
´1 “ Op1q,

E}εpℓq}22 ď nℓ ` 8τ2ε “ Opnℓq.

In the next lemma, we bound the ψ1 norm of related quantities appears in Riemannian gradient
grad fpΩq. According to Maurer and Pontil (2021, Equation (1)), we can define the usual sub-
Gaussian and sub-exponential norms } ¨ }ψ2 and } ¨ }ψ1 for any real random variable Z as

}Z}ψ2 “ sup
kě1

}Z}k
?
k

and }Z}ψ1 “ sup
kě1

}Z}k

k
(31)

where the Lk-norms are defined as }Z}k “
`

E
“

|Z|k
‰˘1{k

.

Lemma B.2. Suppose that β̄pℓq’s are independent zero mean and sub-Gaussian with parameter
τβ; ε

pℓq’s are independent zero mean and sub-Gaussian with parameter τε, then

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
¯

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď 8n2ℓ
`

1 `
?
γℓ
˘4
λ2max

`

Σpℓq
˘?
p,

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJ

`

εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
˘

Xpℓq
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď 4
n

5
2
ℓ

?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

2λmax

`

Σpℓq
˘

,

almost surely.

Proof of Lemma B.2. Note that

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď
4n2ℓ
?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2max

`

Σpℓq
˘

›

›

›

›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´

1

p
Ω
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď
4n2ℓ
?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqq sup
kě1

“

E
›

›β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ 1
pΩ

›

›

k‰ 1
k

k
.

Therefore, to bound this ψ1 norm, it suffices to bound supkě1

“

E
›

›β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ´ 1
p
Ω
›

›

k‰ 1
k

k .

sup
kě1

”

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ 1

pΩ
›

›

›

kı 1
k

k
ď sup

kě1

1

k

´

pk ` 4k
´ 2

Cβ

¯k
Γpkq

¯
1
k

“ 1 `
8

Cβp
ď 2.

Hence, it holds that for p sufficiently large,

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
¯

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď
4n2ℓ
?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqq2

“ 8n2ℓ p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqq{
?
p.
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Similarly,

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď2

c

nℓ
p
nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq
›

›

›

›εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď2

c

nℓ
p
nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq sup
kě1

“

E
›

›εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
›

›

k‰ 1
k

k

ď2

c

nℓ
p
nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq sup
kě1

´

nkℓ ` 4k
`

2
Cτ

˘k
Γpkq

¯
1
k

k

ď2

c

nℓ
p
nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq
`

nℓ ` 8{Cε
˘

ď4n
5
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq{
?
p.

Another tool we use to prove Theorem 3.1 is the concentration inequality stated in Theorem
F.1.

B.2 Consistency of Ω̂ as L, nℓ, p go to infinity

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Define the target function, by the definition of Frobenius norm, to be

fpΩ̃q “
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
”

`

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ

´ σ2I
˘J`

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I

˘

ı

.

The minimizer of fpΩ̃q could be characterized by setting the Riemannian gradient to be zero. Using
retraction PΩ̃pΞq “ Ω̃ ` Ξ ` 1

2ΞΩ̃
´1Ξ, the Riemannian gradient is given by

grad fpΩ̃q “ ´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ
´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ

´ σ2I
¯

Xpℓq.

Note that ypℓq “ Xpℓqβ̄pℓq ` εpℓq, hence, it holds that

1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

ypℓqypℓqJ

Xpℓq

“
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ
´

Xpℓqβ̄pℓq ` εpℓq
¯´

Xpℓqβ̄pℓq ` εpℓq
¯J

Xpℓq

“
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

Xpℓqβ̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq `
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

εpℓqεpℓqJXpℓq

`
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

εpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq `
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

Xpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓq,
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which implies that

grad fpΩq “ ´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

Xpℓq
´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ

´
1

p
Ω
¯

XpℓqJ

Xpℓq

´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ`

εpℓqεpℓqJ

´ σ2I
˘

Xpℓq

´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

εpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq ´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

Xpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓq.

The main idea to prove }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F
p

Ñ 0 is trying to bound the }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F by } grad fpΩq}F . We first
prove that under Assumption 3.1.1,it holds that for sufficiently large p, nℓ and L,

2cd2 min
1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2

}Ω ´ Ω̂}F ď } grad fpΩq}F . (32)

where c is the limit of L0{L as L Ñ 8 and d “ infℓďL0
1
2p1 ´

?
γℓq

2λminpΣpℓqq. To prove (32), note

that for the minimizer Ω̂ of (16), grad fpΩ̂q “ 0 so it holds that

|xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y| “ |xgrad fpΩq,Ω ´ Ω̂y|

ď } grad fpΩq}F }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F ,

and

grad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q “ ´
4

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

1

p
XpℓqJ

XpℓqpΩ̂ ´ ΩqXpℓqJ

Xpℓq

“
4

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

n2ℓ
p2

1

n2ℓ
XpℓqJ

XpℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂qXpℓqJ

Xpℓq.

Therefore, the inner product xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y is given by

xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y “
4

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
´n2ℓ
p2

1

n2ℓ
XpℓqJ

XpℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂qXpℓqJ

XpℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂q

¯

.

Now we seek to lower bound for this inner product in terms of }Ω̂ ´ Ω}2F for any finite L. Define

Σ̂pℓq “ 1
nℓ
XpℓqJ

Xpℓq, and note that

xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y

“
4

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

n2ℓ
p2

tr
´ 1

n2ℓ
XpℓqJ

XpℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂qXpℓqJ

XpℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂q

¯

ě4 min
ℓ“1,...,L

n2ℓ
p2

1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
`

Σ̂pℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂qΣ̂pℓqpΩ ´ Ω̂q
˘

ě
4

L
min

1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2

L0
ÿ

ℓ“1

λ2minpΣ̂pℓqq}Ω ´ Ω̂}2F
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ě
4L0

L
min

1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2

min
1ďℓďL0

λ2minpΣ̂pℓqq}Ω ´ Ω̂}2F .

where λminpΣ̂pℓqq is the minimum eigenvalue of Σ̂pℓq “ 1
nℓ
XpℓqJXpℓq. Now note that for ℓ “ 1, . . . , L0,

λminpΣ̂pℓqq “ λmin

´ 1

nℓ
Σpℓq 1

2ZpℓqJ

ZpℓqΣpℓq 1
2

¯

ě λmin

`

Σpℓq 1
2

˘2
λmin

`

ZpℓqJZpℓq{nℓ
˘

.

According to Bai and Silverstein (2010, Theorem 5.11), with probability 1,

λmin

`

ZpℓqJZpℓq{nℓ
˘

Ñ p1 ´
?
γℓq

2.

Thus, with probability 1, for p and nℓ being sufficiently large,

λmin

`

Σ̂pℓq
˘

ě
1

2

`

1 ´
?
γℓ
˘2
λminpΣpℓqq ě d ą 0 ℓ “ 1, . . . , L0,

where d “ infℓďL0
1
2p1 ´

?
γℓq

2λminpΣpℓqq. This implies min1ďℓďL0 λminpΣ̂pℓqq ě d ą 0. Therefore,

xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y ě
4L0

L
min

1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2

min
1ďℓďL0

λ2minpΣ̂pℓqq}Ω ´ Ω̂}2F

ě
4L0

L
min

1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2
d2}Ω ´ Ω̂}2F .

Hence, this implies

4L0

L
min

1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2
d2}Ω ´ Ω̂}2F ď xgrad fpΩq ´ grad fpΩ̂q,Ω ´ Ω̂y

ď } grad fpΩq}F }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F . (33)

Hence, for sufficiently large p, nℓ and L, (32) holds. Now, if L0
L Ñ c ą 0, it suffices to control

} grad fpΩq}F . We prove } grad fpΩq}F
p

Ñ 0 by deriving the explicit concentration inequality in

terms of p, L, nℓ. In order to guarantee } grad fpΩq}F
p

Ñ 0 as p, L, nℓ Ñ 8, we only need to control
following three terms

1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

Xpℓq
´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
¯

XpℓqJ

Xpℓq (34)

1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ`

εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
˘

Xpℓq (35)

1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq. (36)

We want to guarantee that the Frobenius norm of these three terms converge in probability to 0 as
p, L, nℓ Ñ 8. Here, we use the result by Koltchinskii (2011, Theorem 2.7), recalled in Theorem F.1.

Concentration inequality for the term (34) in the gradient.
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In order to prove the Frobenius norm of term (34) converges to zero in probability as p, nℓ and L
go to infinity, we use the fact that for A P Rpˆp, }A}F ď

?
p}A}. Hence, we only need to utilize

Theorem F.1 to guarantee

›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJXpℓq
`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

p
Ñ 0.

To apply Theorem F.1, it suffices to bound all the required constants in the result and specifying
U p1q in the Theorem. By Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2, it holds that

E
›

›

›
β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´

1

p
Ω
›

›

›

2
ď 1 `

32

C2
βp

2
“ Op1q,

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď 8n2ℓ p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqq{
?
p.

Also, by Bai and Silverstein (2010, Theorem 5.11), with probability 1, it holds that λmaxpΣ̂pℓqq Ñ

p1 `
?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq. Then for sufficiently large p and nℓ, }Σ̂pℓq} ď 2p1 `
?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq with
probability 1. Therefore,

E
”

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

2
ı

1
2

ď
4n2ℓ
?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqq

c

E
›

›β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
›

›

2

ď
4n2ℓ
?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqq.

Finally we bound the term
›

›E
“

1?
pX

pℓqJXpℓq
`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´ 1
pΩ

˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
‰2›
›. Note that

1

L

›

›

›
E

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
ı2›
›

›

ď
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

E
›

›

›

1

p

”

XpℓqJXpℓq
`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
ı2›
›

›

ď
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

1

p
E
›

›

›
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

2

ď
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

1

p
E
›

›XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

4›
›

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘
›

›

2

ď
16

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

n4ℓλ
4
maxpΣpℓqqp1 `

?
γℓq

8E
›

›β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
›

›

2

ď
16

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

n4ℓλ
4
maxpΣpℓqqp1 `

?
γℓq

8Op1q “ Opp3q.

Therefore, in Theorem F.1, one can set

U p1q “ max
!›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

,
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E
”›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

2ı 1
2
)

“ O
`

p
3
2

˘

.

Finally, we are ready to derive the concentration inequality using Theorem F.1. We have that

P
´
›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJXpℓq
`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp

#

´
1

K

L2t2

LOpp3q ` LtO
`

p
3
2

˘

log
`

O
`

p
3
2

˘˘

+

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

Opp3{Lq ` tO
`

p
3
2 log

`

p
3
2

˘

{L
˘

+

. (37)

Using Wang (2019, Fact 1), the Frobenius norm of (34) is OP p
p
3
2

L q. Hence, as long as p
3
2

L “ op1q,
the Frobenius norm of (34) will converge to zero in probability as p, L Ñ 8.

Concentration inequality for the term (35) in the gradient. We follow a similar approach
to derive the concentration inequality. Note that

›

›

›

1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

pεpℓqεpℓqJ

´ σ2IqXpℓq
›

›

›

F
ď

?
p
›

›

›

1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq
›

›

›
,

and
›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

ď

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

F

“

c

1

p
tr
`

XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓqXpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq
˘

ď
1

?
p
λmaxpXpℓqXpℓqJq}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}F

ď

c

nℓ
p
λmaxpXpℓqXpℓqJ

q}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}

ď2

c

nℓ
p
nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}.

Now we want to use Theorem F.1 to derive the concentration inequality for

›

›

›

1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

1
?
p
XpℓqJ`

εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
˘

Xpℓq
›

›

›
.

Again, by Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2, it holds that

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď 4
n

5
2
ℓ

?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq “ O
`

n
5
2
ℓ {

?
p
˘
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E
›

›εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
›

›

2
ď Opn2ℓ q.

Therefore,

´

E
›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

2¯ 1
2

ď2

c

nℓ
p
nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq
“

E}εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I}2
‰
1
2

ďOpn
5
2
ℓ {

?
pq “ Opp2q.

To apply Theorem F.1, we could set the required quantity U p1q to be

U p1q “ max
!›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

,

´

E
›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

2¯ 1
2
)

ď Opp2q.

Now, we bound the other quantity required in the Theorem F.1 as

1

L

›

›

›
E

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

ı2›
›

›

ď
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

E
›

›

›

1

p

“

XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq
‰2
›

›

›

ď
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

1

p
E
›

›

›
XpℓqJpεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq

›

›

›

2

ď
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

4
n3ℓ
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

4λ2maxpΣpℓqqE
›

›εpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2I
›

›

2

ďOpn5ℓ{pq “ Opp4q.

Using Theorem F.1, we have that

P
´
›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

pεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq
›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp

#

´
1

K

L2t2

LOpn5ℓ{pq ` LtOpn
5
2
ℓ {

?
pq logpOpn

5
2
ℓ {

?
pqq

+

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

Opp4{Lq ` tOpp2 logpp2q{Lq

+

. (38)

Again, according to in Wang (2019, Fact 1), the Frobenius norm of (35) is OP p
p2

L q. As long as
Opp2{Lq “ op1q, the Frobenius norm of (35) will converge to zero in probability as p, L, nℓ Ñ 8.
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Concentration inequality for the term (36) in the gradient. Finally, we deal with the cross
term (36): Note that

›

›

›

1

pL

L
ÿ

l“1

XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›

F
ď

›

›

›

1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
.

Hence, it suffices to show that
›

›

›

1?
pX

pℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›
converges to 0 in probability using

Theorem F.1. Note that
›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

ď

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

F

“
1

?
p

“

trpXpℓqJXpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓqXpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓqq

ı
1
2

ď
1

?
p
2nℓp1 `

?
γℓq

2λmaxpΣpℓqq
“

trpβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓqXpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJq
‰
1
2

ď
1

?
p
4n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqq}β̄pℓqεpℓqJ}F

“
1

?
p
4n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqq}β̄pℓq}2}εpℓqJ}2.

Therefore,

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď
1

?
p
4n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqq

›

›

›

›β̄pℓq
›

›

2

›

›εpℓqJ
›

›

2

›

›

ψ1

ď
1

?
p
4n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqq sup

kě1

“

E}εpℓq}k2}β̄pℓq}k2

‰
1
k

k
.

By Lemma B.1, it holds that

E}β̄pℓq}k2 ď 1 ` kp4τ2β{pq
k
2Γpk{2q,

E}εpℓq}k2 ď n
k
2
ℓ ` kp4τ2ε q

k
2Γpk{2q.

Therefore, the ψ1 norm could be bounded as

›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

ď
1

?
p
4n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqq sup

kě1

“

E}εpℓq}k2}β̄pℓq}k2

‰
1
k

k

ď
1

?
p
4n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqq sup

kě1

`

1 ` kp4τ2β{pq
k
2Γpk{2q

˘
1
k
`

n
k
2
ℓ ` kp4τ2ε q

k
2Γpk{2q

˘
1
k

k

ď
1

?
p
8n

3
2
ℓ p1 `

?
γℓq

3λ
3
2
maxpΣpℓqqOp

?
nℓq.
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Besides,
E}β̄pℓq}22 ď Op1q, and E}εpℓq}22 ď Opnℓq.

Therefore,

´

E
›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

2¯ 1
2

ď8
1

?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

3
`

nℓλmaxpΣpℓqq
˘

3
2
`

E}β̄pℓq}22}εpℓq}22

˘
1
2

ď64
1

?
p

p1 `
?
γℓq

3
`

nℓλmaxpΣpℓqq
˘

3
2Op

?
nℓq.

Therefore, one could set the quantity U p1q to be

U p1q “ max
ℓ

!›

›

›

›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

›

›

›

ψ1

,
´

E
›

›

›

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

2¯ 1
2
)

ď O
`

p
3
2

˘

.

Besides, notice that for nℓ, p sufficiently large

›

›

›
E
1

p
XpℓqJXpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓqXpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

ďE
›

›

›

1

p
XpℓqJXpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓqXpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

ď
1

p

›

›XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

2›
›XpℓqXpℓqJ

›

›

›

›β̄pℓqεpℓqJ
›

›

›

›εpℓqβ̄pℓqJ
›

›

ď
8

p
p1 `

?
γℓq

6n3ℓλ
3
maxpΣpℓqqE}β̄pℓq}22}εpℓq}22

ď
8

p
p1 `

?
cq6n3ℓλ

3
maxpΣpℓqqOppq “ Opp3q,

and

›

›

›
E
1

p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓqXpℓqJXpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

ď
1

p
E
›

›

›
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓqXpℓqJXpℓqβ̄pℓqεpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

ď
1

p
E
”

λmax

`

XpℓqXpℓqJ
˘

λ2max

`

XpℓqJXpℓq
˘
›

›β̄pℓqεpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJ
›

›

F

ı

ď
1

p
8n3ℓλ

3
maxpΣpℓqqp1 `

?
γℓq

6E}β̄pℓq}22E}εpℓq}22

ď
8

p
p1 `

?
γℓq

6n3ℓλ
3
maxpΣpℓqqOppq ď

8

p
p1 `

?
cq6p3λ3maxpΣpℓqqOppq

“Opp3q.

Now applying Theorem F.1, we have

P
´›

›

›

1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
ě t

¯

58



ď2p exp
!

´
1

K

t2L2

LOpp3q ` tLOpp
3
2 q log

`

Opp
3
2 q
˘

)

“2p exp
!

´
1

K

t2

O
`

p3{L
˘

` tO
`

p
3
2 log

`

p
3
2 {L

˘˘

)

. (39)

Once again, according to Wang (2019, Fact 1), Frobenius norm of (36) is OP p
p
3
2

L q. As long as

p
3
2 {L “ op1q, i.e. p

3
2 {L Ñ 0, the Frobenius norm of the cross term (36) will converge to zero in

probability as p, nℓ, L Ñ 8.

We now prove the claims in part (i) and part(ii).
Proof of Part (i). By inequality (33), it holds that

min
1ďℓďL

n2ℓ
p2
d2}Ω ´ Ω̂}F ď

L

4L0
} grad fpΩq}F

If L0
L Ñ c “ 0, then we need to control L

L0
} grad fpΩq}F . We want L

L0
} grad fpΩq}F

p
Ñ 0 as

p, nℓ, L, L0 Ñ 8. In order to guarantee this, we only need to bound the operator norm of following
terms

1
?
pL

L

L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

Xpℓq
`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ

´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJ

Xpℓq (40)

1
?
pL

L

L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

pεpℓqεpℓqJ

´ σ2IqXpℓq (41)

1
?
pL

L

L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

εpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq (42)

By a similar calculation as above, the respective concentration inequalities for terms (40), (41) and
(42) are given by

P
´›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

L

L0
XpℓqJXpℓq

`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp
!

´
1

K

L2
0t

2

LOpp3q ` L0tOpp
3
2 q log

`

Opp
3
2 q
˘

)

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

O
``

L
L0

˘2 p3

L

˘

` tO
`

L
L0

p
3
2

L log
`

p
3
2

˘˘

+

,

and

P
´
›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

pεpℓqεpℓqJ

´ σ2IqXpℓq
›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp
!

´
1

K

L2
0t

2

LOpp4q ` L0tOpp2q logpOpp2qq

)

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

O
``

L
L0

˘2 p4

L

˘

` tO
``

L
L0

˘

p2

L logpp2q
˘

+
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and

P

˜

›

›

›

1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

1
?
p

L

L0
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp
!

´
1

K

t2L2
0

LOpp3q ` tL0Opp
3
2 q logpOpp

3
2 qq

)

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

O
``

L
L0

˘2 p3

L

˘

` tO
``

L
L0

˘

p
3
2

L log
`

p
3
2

˘˘

+

.

Therefore, as long as L
L0

p2

L “ op1q, }Ω̂ ´ Ω}F
p

Ñ 0. Now if L0
L Ñ 0, then L needs to be higher order

in previous case.

Proof of Part (ii). When all γℓ “ γ, we can track γ in our theoretical results. The inequality
(37) becomes

P
´›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJXpℓq
`

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
˘

XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp

#

´
1

K

L2t2

LOpp1 `
?
γq8p3q ` LtO

`

p1 `
?
γq4p

3
2

˘

log
`

O
`

p
3
2

˘˘

+

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

Opp1 `
?
γq8p3{Lq ` tO

`

p1 `
?
γq4p

3
2 log

`

p
3
2

˘

{L
˘

+

. (43)

So term (34) is OP

`

p1 `
?
γq4

p3{2

L

˘

. The second inequality (38) becomes

P
´
›

›

›

1
?
pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ

pεpℓqεpℓqJ ´ σ2IqXpℓq
›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp

#

´
1

K

L2t2

LOpp1 `
?
γq4n5ℓ{pq ` LtOpp1 `

?
γq2n

5
2
ℓ {

?
pq logpOpn

5
2
ℓ {

?
pqq

+

“2p exp

#

´
1

K

t2

Opp1 `
?
γq4p4{Lq ` tOpp1 `

?
γq2p2 logpp2q{Lq

+

. (44)

Hence, the term (35) is OP

`

p1 `
?
γq2

p2

L

˘

. Finally, the inequality (39) is

P
´›

›

›

1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓqβ̄pℓqJXpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
ě t

¯

ď2p exp
!

´
1

K

t2L2

LOpp3q ` tLOpp
3
2 q log

`

Opp
3
2 q
˘

)

“2p exp
!

´
1

K

t2

O
`

p1 `
?
γq6p3{L

˘

` tO
`

p
3
2 log

`

p1 `
?
γq3p

3
2 {L

˘˘

)

. (45)

Then the cross term (36) is OP

`

p1 `
?
γq3p

3
2 {L

˘

. Therefore, } grad fpΩq}F “ OP

`

p1 `
?
γq2

p2

L

˘

.
On the other hand, the quantity γ also appears in the inequality (33). If we track γ explicitly,

60



inequality (33) becomes

4L0

L
O
` 1

γ2
p1 ´

?
γq2

˘

}Ω ´ Ω̂}F ď } grad fpΩq}F (46)

Finally, (46), (43), (44) and (45) imply }Ω ´ Ω̂}F “ OP

´

p1`
?
γq2γ2

p1´
?
γq2

p2

L

¯

.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Define functions fpΩ̃q and QpΩ̃q to be

fpΩ̃q :“
1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Ω̃ij |,

and QpΩ̃q :“ fpΩ̃q ´ fpΩq. With immediate calculation, QpΩ̃q could be simplified to

QpΩ̃q “
1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

´›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩ̃XpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F

´

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F

¯

` λ̃p|Ω̃´|1 ´ |Ω´|1q.

Since the estimator Ω̂ minimize fpΩ̃q, then it holds that Ω̂ minimizes QpΩq, or equivalently ∆̂ “

Ω̂ ´ Ω minimizes Gp∆q ” QpΩ ` ∆q. Consider the set

ΘppMq “
␣

∆ : ∆ “ ∆T , }∆}F “ Mrpp, Lq
(

,

where

• M is some absolute constant that does not depends on L, p and nℓ’s,

• rpp, Lq “

b

pp`sq log p
L and goes to zero as p, L and nℓ go to infinity such that p

nℓ
Ñ γℓ.

Since fpΩ̃q is geodesically convex, it follows that Gp∆q is also geodesically convex. Also, it holds
that Gp∆̂q ď 0. If we could show that inftGp∆q : ∆ P ΘppMqu ą 0, the minimizer ∆̂ must be
inside the sphere defined by ΘnpMq, and hence

}Ω̂ ´ Ω}F “ }∆̂}F ď Mrpp, Lq.

We now do a Taylor expansion of

fℓptq “

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓq ´

1

p
XpℓqpΩ ` t∆qXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F

“ tr
´´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqpΩ ` t∆qXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqpΩ ` t∆qXpℓq ´ σ2I

¯¯

.

Note that

dfℓptq

dt
“ 2 tr

”´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqpΩ ` t∆qXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯´

´
1

p
Xpℓq∆XpℓqJ

¯ı

,
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d2fℓptq

dt2
“ 2 tr

´ 1

p2
Xpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJ

¯

“
2

p2
tr
´

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
¯

.

Therefore, using second order Taylor theorem, it holds that

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqpΩ ` ∆qXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F
´

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

›

›

›

2

F

“2 tr
´´

ypℓqypℓqJ

´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ

´ σ2I
¯´

´
1

p
Xpℓq∆XpℓqJ

¯¯

`
2

p2

ż 1

0
p1 ´ vq tr

`

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
˘

dv

“ ´
2

p
tr
”´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq∆XpℓqJ
ı

`
1

p2
tr
`

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
˘

.

Hence, for ∆ “ Ω̃ ´ Ω, by taking the average on ℓ over 1 to L, it holds that

Gp∆q “ QpΩ ` ∆q “ ´
2

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
´´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq∆Xpℓq
¯

`
1

p2L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
´

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
¯

` λ̃p|Ω´ ` ∆´|1 ´ |Ω´|1q.

Note that S “ tpi, jq : Ωij ‰ 0, i ‰ ju, it holds that |Ω´
0 ` ∆´|1 “ |Ω´

S ` ∆´
S |1 ` |∆´

Sc |1 and
|Ω´|1 “ |Ω´

S |1. Therefore, by triangle inequality, it holds that

λ̃p|Ω´ ` ∆´|1 ´ |Ω´|1q ě λ̃p|∆´
Sc |1 ´ |∆´

S |1q.

We first bound the term

1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
´´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq∆XpℓqJ
¯

“ tr
´ 1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq∆XpℓqJ
¯

“ tr
´ 1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ
´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq∆
¯

.

Define the matrix

A “
1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ
´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq.

Then,

| trpA∆q| ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

i “j

Aij∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

p
ÿ

i“1

Aii∆ii

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
“ piq ` piiq.
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For term piq, it holds that

piq ď max
i “j

|Aij |
ÿ

i “j

|∆ij | “

´

max
i “j

|Aij |
¯

|∆´|1.

For term piiq, it holds that

piiq ď

g

f

f

e

p
ÿ

i“1

A2
ii}∆

`}F ď
?
p
´

max
i“1,...,p

|Aii|
¯

}∆`}F .

We now bound maxi“1,...,p |Aii| and maxi “j |Aij | with probability tending to 1 as p, L Ñ 8. Recall
that

A “
1

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

XpℓqJ
´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ´ σ2I

¯

Xpℓq.

Denote

Xpℓq “

»

—

–

x
pℓqJ

1
...

x
pℓqJ
nℓ

fi

ffi

fl

,

and the pi, jq-th entry of A by Aij . Therefore,

LAij

“

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

”1

p
XpℓqJypℓqypℓqJXpℓq ´

1

p2
XpℓqJXpℓqΩXpℓqJXpℓq ´

1

p
σ2XpℓqJXpℓq

ı

ij

“

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

”” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
´

´ 1

p2
XpℓqJXpℓqΩXpℓqJXpℓq `

1

p
σ2XpℓqJXpℓq

¯

ij

ı

“

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

”” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
´ ξij

ı

,

where rXpℓqJypℓqsi is the i-th entry of the vector XpℓqJypℓq P Rp and

ξij “

´ 1

p2
XpℓqJXpℓqΩXpℓqJXpℓq `

1

p
σ2XpℓqJXpℓq

¯

ij

is the pi, jq-th entry of matrix 1
p2
XpℓqJXpℓqΩXpℓqJXpℓq ` 1

pσ
2XpℓqJXpℓq.

Note that

1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq “

1
?
p
XpℓqJXpℓqβ̄pℓq `

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓq

“
1

p
XpℓqJXpℓqp

?
pβ̄pℓqq `

1
?
p
XpℓqJεpℓq.

Now the i-th entry of 1?
pX

pℓqJypℓq is sub-Gaussian with parameter at most

›

›

›

1

p
XpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
τβ `

›

›

›

1
?
p
Xpℓq

›

›

›
τε “ Op1q.
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Finally, define the event

Aijptq “ t|Aij | ą tu “

!ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
´ ξij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ą Lt

)

.

To derive the high probability bound for Aijptq, we proceed this first by decoupling the product

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
.

Define the random variables

U
pℓq
ij “

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i
`

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
,

V
pℓq
ij “

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i
´

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
,

whose the second moments are given by E
“`

U
pℓq
ij

˘2‰
“ u

pℓq
ij and E

“`

V
pℓq
ij

˘2‰
“ v

pℓq
ij . Therefore,

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

” 1
?
p
XpℓqJypℓq

ı

i

” 1
?
p
XℓqJypℓq

ı

j
´ ξij ,

“
1

4

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

”

U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij

ı

´
1

4

L
ÿ

l“1

”

V
pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij

ı

.

Hence, it holds that

PpAijptqq ď P
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

”

U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij

ı

ě
4Lt

2

¯

` P
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

”

V
pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij

ı

ě
4Lt

2

¯

.

Now, random variables U
pℓq
ij and V

pℓq
ij are sub-Gaussian with parameter σU and σV at most

σ̃ “ 2
´›

›

›

1

p
XpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
τβ `

›

›

›

1
?
p
Xpℓq

›

›

›
τε

¯

“ Op1q.

Next we show that U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij and V

pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij are sub-exponential. To prove this, according to

Wainwright (2019, Theorem 2.2) and (Buldygin and Kozachenko, 2000, Theorem 3.2), if find a B
such that

sup
mě2

«

E
“`

U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij

˘m‰ 1
m

m!

ff

ď B,

then U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij is sub-exponential with parameter 2B in the interval

`

´ 1
2B ,`

1
2B

˘

. Note that

E
“`

U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij

˘m‰ 1
m

m!
ď

«

2m
`

EpU
pℓq
ij q2m ` pu

pℓq
ij qm

˘

m!

ff
1
m

ď

«

22m`1σ2mU `

`

2u
pℓq
ij

˘m

m!

ff
1
m

64



ď 2
1
m

«

`

22m`1σ2mU
˘

1
m `

2u
pℓq
ij

pm!q
1
m

ff

“ 2
1
m

´

2
1
m 4σ2U `

2u
pℓq
ij

pm!q
1
m

¯

,

where

• the first inequality follows from the inequality pa` bqm ď 2mpam ` bmq,

• the second inequality follows from the moment bound of sub-Gaussian random variable (e.g.

Lemma 1.4 from Buldygin and Kozachenko (2000)) E
“`

U
pℓq
ij

˘2m‰
ď 2

`

2m
e

˘m`
σ2U

˘m
and in-

equality m! ě pm{eqm,

• the third inequality follows from the inequality px` yq1{m ď 21{m
`

x1{m ` y1{m
˘

, valid for any
integer m P N and positive x, y.

Therefore, at this point we bound
E
“`

U
pℓq2
ij ´u

pℓq

ij

˘m‰ 1
m

m! by a decreasing function of m. It holds that

sup
mě2

«

E
“`

U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij

˘m‰ 1
m

m!

ff

ď 2
1
2

´

2
1
2 4σ2U `

u
pℓq
ij

2
1
2

¯

“ 8σ2U ` u
pℓq
ij :“ B

Therefore, U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

plq
ij and V

pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij are sub-exponential with parameter at most p16σ̃2 `

2u
pℓq
ij , 16σ̃

2 ` 2u
pℓq
ij q and p16σ̃2 ` 2v

pℓq
ij , 16σ̃

2 ` 2v
pℓq
ij q

Now we are ready to derive the bound for PpAijptqq. We have that

PpAijptqq ďP
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

“

U
pℓq2
ij ´ u

pℓq
ij

‰

ě 2Lt
¯

` P
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

“

V
pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij

‰

ě 2Lt
¯

ď2 exp

#

´
4L2t2

2
řL
ℓ“1

`

16σ̃2 ` 2u
pℓq
ij

˘2

+

` 2 exp

#

´
4L2t2

2
řL
ℓ“1

`

16σ̃2 ` 2v
pℓq
ij

˘2

+

,

where

u
pℓq
ij ď

4

p

›

›

›
E
“

ypℓqypℓqJ
‰

›

›

›

›

›

›
Xpℓq

›

›

›

2
“ 4

›

›

›

1
?
p
Xpℓq

›

›

›

2›
›

›

1

p
XpℓqΩXpℓqJ ` σ2I

›

›

›
“ Op1q.

Similarly, vij “ Op1q. This implies

PpAijptqq ď 4 expt´OpLt2qu, for Lt ď δ.

Therefore, by taking t “ C1

b

log p
L with sufficient large absolute constant C1,

max
i‰j

|Aij | ď C1

c

log p

L
,
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with probability tending to 1. Similarly,

piiq ď

g

f

f

e

p
ÿ

i“1

A2
ii}∆

`}F ď
?
p
´

max
i“1,...,p

|Aii|
¯

}∆`}F ď C2

c

p log p

L
}∆`}F .

Therefore, with probability tending to 1, it holds that

piq ` piiq ď C1

c

log p

L
|∆´|1 ` C2

c

p log p

L
}∆`}F .

Now, for the term 1
p2L

řL
ℓ“1 tr

`

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
˘

, by condition (e) in Assumption 3.2.1
it holds that

1

p2L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
`

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
˘

“
1

p2L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›Xpℓq bXpℓq vecp∆q
›

›

2

2

ě min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 }∆}2F .

Combining everything together, with choice of λ̃ “ 2C1

b

log p
L , we have with probability tending

to 1,

Gp∆q ě min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 }∆}2F ´ C1

c

log p

L
|∆´

S |1 ´ C1

c

log p

L
|∆´

Sc |1

´ C2

c

p log p

L
}∆`}F ` λ̃p|∆´

Sc |1 ´ |∆´
S |1q

ě min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 }∆}2F ´

´

C1

c

log p

L
´ λ̃

¯

|∆´
Sc |1

´

´

C1

c

log p

L
` λ̃

¯

|∆´
S |1 ´ C2

c

p log p

L
}∆`}F

ě }∆´}2F

˜

min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 ´

´

C1

b

log p
L ` λ̃

¯?
s

Mrpp, Lq

¸

` }∆`}2F

˜

min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 ´

C2

b

p log p
L

Mrpp, Lq

¸

“ }∆´}2F

˜

min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 ´

3C1

b

s log p
L

Mrpp, Lq

¸

` }∆`}2F

˜

min
1ďℓďL

κ
pℓq
0 ´

C2

b

p log p
L

Mrpp, Lq

¸

.

Now if rpp, Lq “

b

pp`sq log p
L and rpp, Lq Ñ 0, it holds that inf

␣

Gp∆q : ∆ P ΘppMq
(

ą 0 for
sufficiently large M .

B.4 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Following the idea in the proof of Theorem 3.2, define

Gp∆q :“
” 1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›

›
Ŵ´ 1

2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ̃
›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Θ̃ij |

ı
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´

” 1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

›

›

›
Ŵ´ 1

2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ
›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Θij |

ı

.

By a Taylor expansion, we obtain

›

›

›
Ŵ´ 1

2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
pΘ ` ∆q

›

›

›

2

F
´

›

›

›
Ŵ´ 1

2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ
›

›

›

2

F

“2 tr
´´

Ŵ´ 1
2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1

2 ´
1

p
Θ
¯´

´
1

p
∆
¯¯

`
2

p2

ż 1

0
p1 ´ vq trp∆2qdv

“ ´
2

p
tr
”´

Ŵ´ 1
2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1

2 ´
1

p
Θ
¯

∆
ı

`
1

p2
trp∆2q.

Hence, for ∆ “ Θ̃ ´ Θ, by taking the average on ℓ over 1 to L, it holds that

Gp∆q “ QpΘ ` ∆q “ ´
2

pL

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
”´

Ŵ´ 1
2 zpℓqzpℓqJŴ´ 1

2 ´
1

p
Θ
¯

∆
ı

`
1

p2
trp∆2q ` λ̃

`

|Θ´ ` ∆´|1 ´ |Θ´|1
˘

“ ´
2

p
tr
”´

Ŵ´ 1
2

´ 1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

zpℓqzpℓqJ
¯

Ŵ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ
¯

∆
ı

`
1

p2
trp∆2q ` λ̃

`

|Θ´ ` ∆´|1 ´ |Θ´|1
˘

.

We first bound the linear term

1

p
tr
”´

Ŵ´ 1
2

´ 1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

zpℓqzpℓqJ
¯

Ŵ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ
¯

∆
ı

.

Denote A “ 1
p

`

Ŵ´ 1
2

`

1
L

řL
ℓ“1 z

pℓqzpℓqJ
˘

Ŵ´ 1
2 ´ 1

pΘ
˘

and note that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
”´

Ŵ´ 1
2

´ 1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

zpℓqzpℓqJ
¯

Ŵ´ 1
2 ´

1

p
Θ
¯

∆
ı

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

p
ÿ

i,j“1

Aij∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

i‰j

Aij∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

p
ÿ

i“1

Aii∆ii

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
“ piq ` piiq.

For term (ii), the pi, iq-th entry of A is exactly 0. For term (i), since zpℓq “
`

Xpℓq
˘´1

left
ypℓq “ β̄pℓq is

sub-Gaussian, according to Shao and Zhou (2014, Theorem 2.1)), we have that

max
i “j

|Aij | ď
C1

p2

c

log p

L
.

Hence, it holds that piq ď C1
p2

b

log p
L |∆´|1. Finally, with probability tending to 1, with the choice

of λ̃ “ 2C1
p2

b

log p
L , we obtain that

Gp∆q ě
1

p2
}∆}2F ´ C1

d

log p

p4L
|∆´

S |1 ´ C1

d

log p

p4L
|∆´

Sc |1 ` λ̃
`

|∆´
Sc |1 ´ |∆´

S |1
˘
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ě
1

p2
}∆}2F ´

´

C1

d

log p

p4L
´ λ̃

¯

|∆´
Sc |1 ´

´

C1

d

log p

p4L
` λ̃

¯

|∆´
S |1

ě }∆´}2F

˜

1

p2
´

`

C1

b

log p
p4L

` λ̃
˘?
s

Mrpp, Lq

¸

`
1

p2
}∆`}2F

“ }∆´}2F

˜

1

p2
´

3C1

b

s log p
p4L

Mrpp, Lq

¸

`
1

p2
}∆`}2F .

Now if rpp, Lq “

b

s log p
L and rpp, Lq Ñ 0, it holds that inftGp∆q : ∆ P ΘppMqu ą 0 for sufficiently

large M . Now, note that

Ω̂w ´ Ω “ Ŵ
1
2 Θ̂Ŵ

1
2 ´W

1
2ΘW

1
2

“ pŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 qpΘ̂ ´ ΘqpŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2 q ` pŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2 qΘ̂W

1
2

` Ŵ
1
2Θ

`

Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2

˘

`W
1
2 pΘ̂ ´ ΘqŴ

1
2 .

By the Lipshitz property of square root function when x is bounded away from zero, it holds that

}Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2 } ď OP

´

b

log p
L

¯

. Hence, we have that

}Ω̂w ´ Ω} ď }Θ̂ ´ Θ}}Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2 }2 ` }Ŵ

1
2 ´W

1
2 }
`

}Θ̂}}W
1
2 } ` }Θ}}Ŵ

1
2 }
˘

` }W
1
2 }}Θ̂ ´ Θ}}Ŵ

1
2 }

ď OP

´

c

ps` 1q log p

L

¯

.

B.5 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Proof of Theorem 3.4. To analyze the property of Θ̂λ, we first consider the oracle estimator

Θ̃OR
λ

“ arg min
ΘPΓp

`

! 1

L´ L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Θij |

)

.

Following similar steps as in Rothman et al. (2008), we consider the Taylor expansion of

fℓptq “

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓq ´

1

p
XpℓqW

1
2 pΘ ` t∆qW

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›

2

F
.

The first and second order derivatives of fℓptq w.r.t. t are given by

dfℓptq

dt
“ 2 tr

”´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2 pΩ ` t∆qW

1
2XpℓqJ

¯´

´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJ

¯ı

,

d2fℓptq

dt2
“ 2 tr

” 1

p2
`

XpℓqW
1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJ

˘`

XpℓqW
1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJ

˘

ı

“
2

p2
tr
`

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆

˘

.

68



Therefore, using second order Taylor theorem, it holds that

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqW

1
2 pΘ ` ∆qW

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›

2

F
´

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›

2

F

“2 tr
´´

ypℓqypℓqJ

´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

¯´

´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJ

¯¯

`
2

p2

ż 1

0
p1 ´ vq tr

`

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆

˘

dv

“ ´
2

p
tr
”

W
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqW
1
2∆

ı

`
1

p2
tr
`

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆

˘

.

By summing over ℓ from L0 ` 1 to L, it holds that

Gp∆q “ ´
2

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

tr
”

W
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqW
1
2∆

ı

`
2

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

tr
`

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆

˘

` λ̃
`

|Θ´ ` ∆´|1 ´ |Θ´|1
˘

.

Now we first consider the linear term

´
2

ppL´ L0q

L´L0
ÿ

ℓ“1

tr
”

W
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqW
1
2∆

ı

.

Here, the matrix ∆ is the difference between some feasible matrix in Γ`
p and true correlation matrix.

Note that in Γ`
p , the diagonal elements are all equal to 1. Hence, the diagonal elements of ∆ are

all zero. Now, define

Ã “
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqW

1
2ΘW

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqW
1
2

“
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
¯

XpℓqJXpℓqW
1
2 .

We first derive a high probability bound for pi, jq-th entry of Ã. Specifically, we show that there
exists an absolute constant C1 ą 0 such that with probability tending to 1,

max
i‰j

|Ãij | ď C1

c

log p

L´ L0
. (47)

To see that, note that by definition,

pL´ L0qÃij “
1

p

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ω
¯

XpℓqJXpℓqW
1
2

“

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

””1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

i

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

j
´ ξ̃ij

ı
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where ξij “
`

1
p2
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqΩXpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2

˘

ij
is the pi, jq-th entry of matrix

1

p2
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqΩXpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2 .

Define the event

Ãijptq :“ t|Ãij | ą tu

“

#

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

i

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

j
´ ξ̃ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ą pL´ L0qt

+

.

Similarly to the previous proof, to derive the high probability bound for Ãijptq, we proceed this
first by decoupling the product

“1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

‰

i

“1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

‰

j
.

Define the random variables

Ũ
pℓq
ij “

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

i
`

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

j

Ṽ
pℓq
ij “

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

i
´

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

j
,

whose second moments are given by E
“`

Ũ
pℓq
ij

˘2‰
“ ũ

pℓq
ij and E

“`

Ṽ
pℓq
ij

˘2‰
“ ṽ

pℓq
ij . Then, we have that

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

i

”1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq?pβ̄pℓq

ı

j
´ ξ̃ij

“
1

4

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

”

Ũ
pℓq2
ij ´ ũ

pℓq
ij

ı

´
1

4

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

”

Ṽ
pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij

ı

.

Therefore, it holds that

PpÃijptqq ďP
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

“

Ũ
pℓq2
ij ´ ũ

pℓq
ij

‰

ě 2pL´ L0qt
¯

` P
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

“

Ṽ
pℓq2
ij ´ v

pℓq
ij

‰

ě 2pL´ L0qt
¯

.

The random variables Ũ
pℓq
ij and Ṽ

pℓq
ij are sub-Gaussian with parameter at most

σ̃ “ 2
´›

›

›

1

p
W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
τβ `

›

›

›

1
?
p
W

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›
τε

¯

“ Op1q.

Next, with similar arguments as in the previous proof, Ũ
pℓq2
ij ´ũ

pℓq
ij is sub-exponential with parameter

p16σ̃2`2ũ
pℓq
ij , 16σ̃

2`2ũ
pℓq
ij q. Similarly, random variable Ṽ

pℓq2
ij ´ṽ

pℓq
ij is sub-exponential with parameter

p16σ̃2 ` 2ṽ
pℓq
ij , 16σ̃

2 ` 2ṽ
pℓq
ij q.
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Now we are ready to derive the bound for PpÃijptqq. We have that

PpÃijptqq ďP
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

“

Ũ
pℓq2
ij ´ ũ

pℓq
ij

‰

ě 2pL´ L0qt
¯

` P
´

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

“

Ṽ
pℓq2
ij ´ ṽ

pℓq
ij

‰

ě 2pL´ L0qt
¯

ď4 exp
␣

´ OppL´ L0qt2q
(

.

Therefore, by taking t “ C1

b

log p
L´L0

with sufficient large absolute constant C1, we obtain (47) holds

with probability tending to 1.
Now we want to find a lower bound for the quadratic term. In particular, under Assumption

3.2.1, the quadratic term can be lower bounded in terms of }∆´}2F as

tr
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

˘

“ vecJ
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2

˘`

XpℓqJXpℓq bXpℓqJXpℓq
˘

vec
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2

˘

“ vecJ
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2

˘`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘J`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vec
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2

˘

“
›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vec
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2

˘›

›

2

2
.

Taking average over ℓ “ L0 ` 1, . . . , L, we see that

1

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

tr
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2∆W

1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

˘

“
1

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vec
`

W
1
2∆W

1
2

˘›

›

2

2

ě
1

pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

κ
pℓq
0

›

›W
1
2∆W

1
2

›

›

2

F

ě min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0

›

›W
1
2∆W

1
2

›

›

2

F
.

With a same computation as in the proof of Theorem 3.2, it holds that

›

›Θ̃λ ´ Θ
›

›

›

F
“ Op

`

c

s log p

L´ L0

¯

.

On the other hand
›

›Ŵ ´W
›

› “ Op

´

c

log p

L0

¯

.

In the next step, we analyze what happens if we replace W by Ŵ , where our estimator is given
by

Θ̂λ “ arg min
Θ̃PΓp

`

! 1

L´ L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

›

›

›
ypℓqypℓqJ ´

1

p
XpℓqŴ

1
2 Θ̃Ŵ

1
2XpℓqJ

›

›

›

2

F
` λ̃

ÿ

i “j

|Θ̃ij |

)

.

In this case, the linear term would be

´
2

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

tr
”

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqŴ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqŴ
1
2∆

ı
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“ ´ 2 trpÂ∆q,

where

Â “
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqŴ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqŴ
1
2

“
1

L´ L0

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2 .

In order to upper bound trpÂ∆q, we want to estimate the difference between Ãij and Âij . We have
that,

ˇ

ˇ trpÂ∆q
ˇ

ˇ “
ˇ

ˇ trpÃ∆q ` trppÂ´ Ãq∆q
ˇ

ˇ

ď
ˇ

ˇ trpÃ∆q
ˇ

ˇ `
ˇ

ˇ trppÂ´ Ãq∆q
ˇ

ˇ

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

i “j

Ãij∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

i “j

pÂij ´ Ãijq∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
.

For the first term, with probability tending to 1, maxi “j |Ãij | ď C
b

log p
L´L0

. Note that

Â´ Ã

“
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

´
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqW
1
2

“
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

pŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 qXpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2 ´

1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqpŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 q

“
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

pŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 qXpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

pŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 qXpℓqJXpℓq

´1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2 ´

1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2 ´

1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqpŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 q
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“
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

pŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 qXpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2 ´

1

p
Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqŴ
1
2

`
1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

W
1
2XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓqpŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 q

“piq ` piiq ` piiiq.

For the term piiq, note that

Ŵ
1
2ΘŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2ΘW

1
2 “ Ŵ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2ΘŴ

1
2 `W

1
2ΘŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2ΘW

1
2

“ pŴ
1
2 ´W

1
2 qΘŴ

1
2 `W

1
2ΘpŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2 q.

Therefore,

piiq “
1

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqpŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2 qΘŴ

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqŴ

1
2

`
1

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqW

1
2ΘpŴ

1
2 ´W

1
2 qXpℓqJXpℓqŴ

1
2 .

Since the pi, jq-th entry of a matrix is upper bounded by its operator norm, we could bound these
terms by following procedure

rpiqsij ď }piq} ď
›

›Ŵ
1
2

›

›

›

›Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2

›

›

” 1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓq
ı

ij

rpiiqsij ď }piiq} ď
1

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

›

›XpℓqJXpℓq
›

›

2›
›Ŵ

1
2

›

›

2

›

›Θ
›

›

›

›Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2

›

›

`›

›W
1
2

›

› `
›

›Ŵ
1
2

›

›

˘

“
n2ℓ
p2

max
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

›

›

›

1

nℓ
XpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›

2›
›

›
Ŵ

1
2

›

›

›

2›
›

›
Θ
›

›

›

›

›

›
Ŵ

1
2 ´W

1
2

›

›

›

´›

›

›
W

1
2

›

›

›
`

›

›

›
Ŵ

1
2

›

›

›

¯

,

rpiiiqsij ď }piiiq} ď
›

›W
1
2

›

›

›

›Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2

›

›

” 1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

XpℓqJXpℓq

´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓq
ı

ij

Since the square root function
?
x is Lipshitz when x is bounded away from zero, then it holds that

›

›Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2

›

› ď C
›

›Ŵ ´W
›

› “ OP

˜

c

log p

L0

¸

.
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Besides,
›

›

›

1
nℓ
XpℓqJXpℓq

›

›

›
“ Op1q. Also, by Assumption on Ω, }W

1
2 } “ Op1q and }Θ} “ Op1q.

Therefore, as nℓ, p Ñ 8

rpiiqsij ď OP

˜

c

log p

L0

¸

.

Similar to previous case, it holds that

” 1

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

XpℓqJXpℓq
´

β̄pℓqβ̄pℓqJ ´
1

p
W

1
2ΘW

1
2

¯

XpℓqJXpℓq
ı

ij

“OP

˜

c

log p

L´ L0

¸

,

which implies

rpiqsij ` rpiiiqsij “ OP

˜

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

.

Therefore, it holds that

|Âij ´ Ãij | “ OP

˜

c

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

,

and

| trpÂ∆q| ď | trpÃ∆q| ` | trppÂ´ Ãq∆q|

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

i “j

Ãij∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

i “j

pÂij ´ Ãijq∆ij

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C1

˜

c

log p

L´ L0
`

c

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

|∆´|1,

for some absolute constant C1.
Now by Assumption 3.2.1, we have that

Gp∆q “ ´
2

ppL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

tr
”

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJ

´

ypℓqypℓqJ ´
1

p
XpℓqŴ

1
2ΘŴ

1
2XpℓqJ

¯

XpℓqŴ
1
2∆

ı

`
2

p2pL´ L0q

L
ÿ

ℓ“L0`1

tr
`

Ŵ
1
2XpℓqJXpℓqŴ

1
2∆Ŵ

1
2XpℓqJXpℓqŴ

1
2∆

˘

` λ̃p|Θ´ ` ∆´|1 ´ |Θ´|1q

ě C min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0 }∆}2F

´ C1

˜

c

log p

L´ L0
`

c

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

|∆´|1 ` λ̃p|∆´
Sc |1 ´ |∆´

S |1q

ě C min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0 }∆}2F
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´

«

C1

´

c

log p

L´ L0
`

c

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¯

´ λ̃

ff

|∆´
Sc |1

´

«

C1

˜

c

log p

L´ L0
`

c

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

` λ̃

ff

|∆´
S |1.

Set λ̃ “ 2C1

´
b

log p
L´L0

`

b

log p
L0

`

b

log p
L´L0

b

log p
L0

¯

. Then, by inequality

|∆´
S |1 ď

?
s}∆´

S }F ď
?
s}∆´}F ,

we have that

Gp∆q ě C min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0 }∆´}2F ` C min

ℓ“L0`1,...,L
κ

pℓq
0 }∆`}2F

´ 3C1

˜

c

log p

L´ L0
`

c

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

|∆´
S |1

ě }∆´}2F

«

C min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0

´ 3C1

˜

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

c

s log p

L´ L0

c

log p

L0

¸

}∆´}
´1
F

ff

` C min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0 }∆`}2F

ě }∆´}2F

«

C min
ℓ“L0`1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0 ´

3C1

Mrpp, Lq

˜

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

d

splog pq2

L0pL´ L0q

¸ff

.

Now as long as
´
b

s log p
L´L0

`

b

s log p
L0

`

b

splog pq2

L0pL´L0q

¯

Ñ 0, it holds that

}Θ̂λ ´ Θ}F “ OP

˜

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

d

splog pq2

L0pL´ L0q

¸

.

Furthermore, as

}Ω̂w ´ Ω} ď}Θ̂ ´ Θ}}Ŵ
1
2 ´W

1
2 }2 ` }Ŵ

1
2 ´W

1
2 }p}Θ̂}}W

1
2 } ` }Θ}}Ŵ

1
2 }q

` }W
1
2 }}Θ̂ ´ Θ}}Ŵ

1
2 },

the stochastic order of }Ω̂w ´ Ω} is given by

˜

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

d

splog pq2

L0pL´ L0q

¸

log p

L0
`

c

log p

L0

`

˜

c

s log p

L´ L0
`

c

s log p

L0
`

d

splog pq2

L0pL´ L0q

¸

.
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B.6 Proof of Theorem 3.5

The main tool to prove Theorem 3.5 is the concentration inequality stated in Theorem F.2.
Below, we start with some preliminary results.

Lemma B.3. Suppose that tx
pℓq
i u

nℓ
i“1 are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random vectors with parameter τx

and define Σ̂pℓq “ 1
nℓ

řnℓ
ℓ“1 x

pℓq
i x

pℓqJ

i , then

Eλ3qmaxpΣ̂pℓqq ď 3q23q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2

´ τ2x
c3nℓ

¯3q
Γp3qq

` b3q´1
1

´

1 `
1

c3nℓ

¯

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b3q1 ,

›

›λ3maxpΣ̂pℓqq
›

›

Lq
ď

”

3q23q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2

` τ2x
c3nℓ

˘3q
Γp3qq

` b3q´1
1

`

1 `
1

c3nℓ

˘

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b3q1

ı
1
q
,

›

›

›
λ2max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

›

›

›

L2q

ď

”

4q24q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq4q

4q
` c2

`τ2x
c3

˘4q
Γp4qq

` b4q´1
2

`

1 `
1

c3

˘

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b4q2

ı
1
2q
,

where

b1 :“ c1

´

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

¯

τ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq,

b2 :“ c1p
?
p` pqτ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq.

Proof. We first bound the quantity Eλ3qmaxpΣ̂pℓqq. With

b1 :“ c1

´

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

¯

τ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq,

it holds that

Eλ3qmaxpΣ̂pℓqq “

ż `8

0
3qt3q´1P

`

λmaxpΣ̂pℓqq ě t
˘

dt

“

´

ż b1

0
`

ż `8

b1

¯

3qt3q´1P
`

λmaxpΣ̂pℓqq ě t
˘

dt

ď

ż b1

0
3qt3q´1dt`

ż `8

b1

3qt3q´1c2 expt´c3nℓmintδptq, δ2ptquudt

“

´

c1

´

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

¯

τ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq

¯3q

`

ż `8

0
3q
!”

c1

´

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

¯

` δ
ı

τ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq

)3q´1

¨ c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uuτ2xdδ

ď 3q

ż `8

0

”´

τ2xδ
¯3q´1

`

´

λmaxpΣpℓqq ` τ2xc1

´

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

¯¯3q´1ı

23q´2
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¨ c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uuτ2xdδ

“ 3q ¨ 23q´2
”

I1 `

´

λmaxpΣpℓqq ` τ2xc1

´

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

¯¯3q´1
I2
ı

,

where

I1 “

ż `8

0
pτ2xδq3q´1c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uuτ2xdδ

I2 “

ż `8

0
c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uuτ2xdδ.

The term I2 could be bounded as

I2 “

ż 1

0
c2 expt´c3nℓδ

2uτ2xdδ `

ż `8

1
c2 expt´c3nℓδuδ2dδ

ď c2τ
2
x `

c2τ
2
x

c3nℓ

ż `8

0
expt´c3nℓδudc3nℓδ

“
`

1 `
1

c3nℓ

˘

c2τ
2
x .

Now we deal with term I1. This term could be bounded as

I1 “

ż `8

0
pτ2xδq3q´1c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uuτ2xdδ

“

ż 1

0
pτ2xδq3q´1c2 expt´c3nℓδ

2uτ2xdδ `

ż `8

1
pτ2xδq3q´1c2 expt´c3nℓδuτ2xdδ

ď c2

ż 1

0
pτ2xδq3q´1τ2xdδ ` c2pτ2xq3q

ż `8

1
δ3q´1 expt´c3nℓδudδ

“ c2
1

3q
pτ2xq3q ` c2

pτ2xq3q

pc3nℓq3q

ż `8

1
pc3nℓδq3q´1 expt´c3nℓδudc3nℓδ

ď c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2p

τ2x
c3nℓ

q3qΓp3qq.

Combining the above calculations together, it holds that

Eλ3qmaxpΣ̂pℓqq ď 3q23q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2

´ τ2x
c3nℓ

¯3q
Γp3qq

` b3q´1
1

´

1 `
1

c3nℓ

¯

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b3q1 ,

›

›λ3maxpΣ̂pℓqq
›

›

Lq
ď

”

3q23q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2

` τ2x
c3nℓ

˘3q
Γp3qq

` b3q´1
1

`

1 `
1

c3nℓ

˘

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b3q1

ı
1
q
.

Applying Theorem F.3 with nℓ “ 1, it holds that

›

›

›
λ2max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

›

›

›

L2q

ď

”

4q24q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq4q

4q
` c2

`τ2x
c3

˘4q
Γp4qq

` b4q´1
2

`

1 `
1

c3

˘

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b4q2

ı
1
2q
,

where b2 “ c1p
?
p` pqτ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq.
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Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Consider fpXpℓqq “ 1
p2

›

›Xpℓq bXpℓqv
›

›

2

2
for v “ vecp∆q.

We first show that the expectation of fpXpℓqq is lower bounded. It holds that

›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vecp∆q
›

›

2

2
“ trpXpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆q

“

nℓ
ÿ

i“1

`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i

˘2
`

nℓ
ÿ

i “j

`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j

˘2

For the first part, each term
`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i

˘

in the square is sub-exponential with

›

›x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i

›

›

ψ1
ď
›

›∆
›

›

F

›

›x
pℓq
i

›

›

2

ψ2
.

Besides,

E
`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i

˘2

“

ż 8

0
2P

`ˇ

ˇx
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i

ˇ

ˇ ě t
˘

tdt

“

ż 8

0
2P

˜

exp

#

|x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i |

}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }ψ1

+

ě exp

#

t

}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }ψ1

+¸

tdt

ď2

ż 8

0
exp

#

´
t

}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }ψ1

+

E exp

#

|x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i |

}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }ψ1

+

tdt

ď4

ż 8

0
exp

#

´
t

}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }ψ1

+

tdt

ď2}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }2ψ1

Γp3q

“4}x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i }2ψ1

ď 4}∆}2F }x
pℓq
i }4ψ2

.

Hence, we have similar results for the cross term
`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j

˘2
, i.e.

Epx
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i q2 ď 4}x

pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j }2ψ1

.

On the other hand, for the second part, it holds that

Epx
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j q2 “ E

“

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j x

pℓqJ

j ∆x
pℓq
i

‰

“ E
“

tr
`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j x

pℓqJ

j ∆x
pℓq
i

˘‰

“ tr
`

Expℓq
i x

pℓqJ

i ∆Expℓq
j x

pℓqJ

j ∆
˘

“ tr
`

Σpℓq∆Σpℓq∆
˘

ě λ2min

`

Σpℓq
˘›

›∆
›

›

2

F
.

Also there are nℓ terms in the first part and nℓpnℓ ´ 1q terms in the second part. The order of
expectation of each term from the first part is not larger than that from the second part. Therefore,
in order to find a lower bound for the expectation, the second part is the dominant term. There
exists a absolute constant C such that

1

p2
E
›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vec
`

∆
˘›

›

2

2
ě C

nℓpnℓ ´ 1q

p2
λ2min

`

Σpℓq
˘›

›∆
›

›

2

F
.
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Next, we use concentration inequalities to assert that for each fixed r ą 0, the random variable
fpXq is sharply concentrated around its expectation with high probability. For v “ vecp∆q, consider

1

p2
›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

v
›

›

2

2
“

1

p2

´

nℓ
ÿ

i“1

px
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i q2 `

nℓ
ÿ

i “j

px
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j q2

¯

.

In order to use Theorem F.2, we define

fpXpℓqq “
1

p2
›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

v
›

›

2

2
“

1

p2

´

nℓ
ÿ

i“1

`

x
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i

˘2
`

nℓ
ÿ

i “j

px
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j q2

¯

.

The gradient of fpXpℓqq w.r.t. x
pℓq
k is given below

∇kfpXpℓqq “
1

p2
∇
x

pℓq

k

”

nℓ
ÿ

i“1

px
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
i q2 `

nℓ
ÿ

i‰j

px
pℓqJ

i ∆x
pℓq
j q2

ı

“
1

p2
∇
x

pℓq

k

”

px
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
k q2 `

nℓ
ÿ

j‰k

px
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
j q2

ı

“
4

p2
px

pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
k q∆x

pℓq
k `

2

p2

nℓ
ÿ

j‰k

px
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
j q∆x

pℓq
j

“
2

p2
px

pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
k q∆x

pℓq
k `

2

p2

nℓ
ÿ

j,k“1

px
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
j q∆x

pℓq
j .

Define ckj “ px
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
j q. Consider eigenvalue decomposition ∆ “

řp
l“1 λlvlv

J
l . We have that

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj∆x
pℓq
j “

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λlckjpv
J
l x

pℓq
j qvl “

p
ÿ

l“1

λl

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯

vl,

›

›

›

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj∆x
pℓq
j

›

›

›

2

2
“

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯2
,

›

›

›
px

pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
k q∆x

pℓq
k

›

›

›

2

2
“

›

›

›
ckk

p
ÿ

l“1

λlpv
J
l x

pℓq
k qvl

›

›

›

2

2

“

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l
`

ckkpvJ
l x

pℓq
k q

˘2
.

Finally,

|∇fpXpℓqq|22 ď 2
nℓ
ÿ

k“1

”›

›

›

2

p2
`

x
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
k

˘

∆x
pℓq
k

›

›

›

2

2
`

›

›

›

2

p2

nℓ
ÿ

j,k“1

`

x
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
j

˘

∆x
pℓq
j

›

›

›

2

2

ı

“
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l c
2
kk

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
`

8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯2
.

Next, we control the Lq norm of two parts seperately and then using the Holder’s inequality to
control the Lq norm of |∇fpXq|2. First, we upper bound the second part as

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯2
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ď

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

”´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

`

x
pℓqJ

k ∆x
pℓq
j

˘2
¯´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

`

vJ
j x

pℓq
j

˘2
¯ı

“

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

”´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

tr
`

∆x
pℓq
j x

pℓqJ

j ∆x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

¯´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘2
¯ı

“

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

”

nℓ tr
`

∆Σ̂pℓq∆x
pℓq
k x

pℓq
k

˘

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘2
¯ı

“

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l n
2
ℓ trp∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓqq

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘2
¯

“n2ℓ tr
`

∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓq
˘

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘2

“n2ℓ trp∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓqq

p
ÿ

l“1

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

λ2l tr
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j x

pℓqJ

j vl
˘

“n2ℓ trp∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓqq

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l tr
´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

x
pℓq
j x

pℓqJ

j vlv
J
l

¯

“n3ℓ trp∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓqq

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l tr
`

Σ̂pℓqvlv
J
l

˘

“n3ℓ trp∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓqq tr
”

Σ̂pℓq
´

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l vlv
J
l

¯ı

“n3ℓ trp∆Σ̂pℓq∆Σ̂pℓqq trpΣ̂pℓq∆2q ď n3ℓλ
3
maxpΣ̂pℓqq}∆}4F .

Therefore, the main part in |∇fpXq|22 could be bounded by

8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯2
ď

8

p4
n3ℓλ

3
maxpΣ̂pℓqq}∆}4F .

To calculate the Lq norm of λ3maxpΣ̂pℓqq, we need tail behavior of largest eigenvalue of the sub-

Gaussian sample covariance matrix Σ̂pℓq “ 1
nℓ

řnℓ
i“1 x

pℓq
i x

pℓqJ

i . By Theorem F.3, for Σ̂pℓq “ 1
nℓ

řnℓ
i“1 x

pℓq
i x

pℓqJ

i ,
it holds that

P

˜

}Σ̂pℓq ´ Σpℓq}2

τ2x
ě c1

!

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

)

` δ

¸

ď c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uu.

This means with probability at least 1 ´ c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uu, we have

1

τ2x
}Σ̂pℓq ´ Σpℓq}2 ď c1

!

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

)

` δ.

Then by triangle inequality, with probability at least 1 ´ c2 expt´c3nℓmintδ, δ2uu, we have that

λmaxpΣ̂pℓqq “ }Σ̂pℓq}2 ď }Σ̂pℓq ´ Σpℓq}2 ` }Σpℓq}2

ď

”

c1

!

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

)

` δ
ı

τ2x ` }Σpℓq}2.

80



Now we set

t “

”

c1

!

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

)

` δ
ı

τ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq

or equivalently,

δptq :“
t´ λmaxpΣpℓqq

τ2x
´ c1

!

c

p

nℓ
`

p

nℓ

)

.

Theorem F.3 indicates that

P
`

λmaxpΣ̂pℓqq ě t
˘

ď C2 expt´c3nℓmintδptq, δ2ptquu

Also by Lemma B.3, it holds that

Eλ3qmaxpΣ̂pℓqq ď 3q23q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2

´ τ2x
c3nℓ

¯3q
Γp3qq

` b3q´1
1

´

1 `
1

c3nℓ

¯

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b3q1

“ Op1q,

›

›λ3maxpΣ̂pℓqq
›

›

Lq
ď

”

3q23q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq3q

3q
` c2

` τ2x
c3nℓ

˘3q
Γp3qq

` b3q´1
1

`

1 `
1

c3nℓ

˘

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b3q1

ı
1
q

“ Op1q,

as p and nℓ goes to infinity such that p
nℓ

Ñ γℓ. The Lq norm of second part could be bounded by

8

p4

›

›

›

›

›

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯2
›

›

›

›

›

Lq

ď Opp´1q}∆}4F .

Next, we bound the Lq norm of first part of gradient.

›

›

›

8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l c
2
kk

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
›

›

›

Lq

ď
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

›

›

›
c2kk

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
›

›

›

Lq

(triangle inequality)

ď
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

}c2kk}L2q

›

›

›

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
›

›

›

L2q

(Holder’s inequality)

ď
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

}c2kk}L2q

”

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l
›

›pvJ
l x

pℓq
k q2

›

›

L2q

ı

(triangle inequality).

We first bound the L2q norm of c2kk by following upper bound on the quantity c2kk:

c2kk “

”

p
ÿ

l“1

λlpx
pℓqJ

k vlq
2
ı2

ď

´

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

¯´

p
ÿ

l“1

`

x
pℓqJ

k vl
˘4
¯

“ }∆}2F

p
ÿ

l“1

tr
`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k vlv
J
l x

pℓq
k x

pℓq
k vJ

l v
J
l

˘
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ď }∆}2F

p
ÿ

l“1

λmax

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

tr
`

vlv
J
l x

pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k vlv
J
l

˘

ď }∆}2Fλmax

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

tr
´

p
ÿ

l“1

vlv
J
l x

pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

¯

ď }∆}2Fλ
2
max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

.

Now, for the first part in the gradient, by Lemma B.3

›

›

›
λ2max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘

›

›

›

L2q

ď

”

4q24q´2
”

c2
pτ2xq4q

4q
` c2

`τ2x
c3

˘4q
Γp4qq

` b4q´1
2

`

1 `
1

c3

˘

c2τ
2
x

ı

` b4q2

ı
1
2q

b2 “ c1p
?
p` pqτ2x ` λmaxpΣpℓqq “ Oppq.

Therefore,
›

›λ2maxpx
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k q
›

›

L2q
“ Opp2q. Next, for the L2q norm of

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
. Note that x

pℓq
k is

sub-Gaussian random vector with parameter τx and vl is a unit vector. Therefore, vJ
l x

pℓq
k is a

sub-Gaussian random variable with parameter τx. Therefore, for k “ 1, . . . , nℓ,

›

›

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2›
›

L2q
“
`

E
“`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘4q‰˘ 1
2q ď pc4q4

a

4q
4q

q
1
2q “ c244q.

Finally, note that we have

›

›

›

8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l c
2
kk

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
›

›

›

Lq

ď
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

}c2kk}L2q

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l
›

›

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2›
›

L2q

ď
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

”

}∆}2F

›

›λ2max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘
›

›

L2q

´

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l
›

›

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2›
›

L2q

¯ı

ď
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

”

}∆}2F

›

›λ2max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘
›

›

L2q
c244q

´

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

¯ı

“
8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

”

}∆}2F

›

›λ2max

`

x
pℓq
k x

pℓqJ

k

˘
›

›

L2q
c244q}∆}2F

ı

“Opp´1q}∆}4F ,

as p, nℓ Ñ 8 such that p
nℓ

Ñ γℓ.

Combine the two parts together, the Lq norm of |∇fpXq|22 could be bounded by

}|∇fpXpℓqq|22}L2q ď

›

›

›

8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l c
2
kk

`

vJ
l x

pℓq
k

˘2
›

›

›

Lq

`

›

›

›

8

p4

nℓ
ÿ

k“1

p
ÿ

l“1

λ2l

´

nℓ
ÿ

j“1

ckj
`

vJ
l x

pℓq
j

˘

¯2›
›

›

Lq

ď Opp´1q}∆}4F .
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Now we are able to control the Lq norm of |∇fpXq|2 by applying Holder’s inequality (1 ă r ă s ă

8)

E
“

|Y |r
‰

ď
`

E
“

|Y |s
‰˘

r
s

with r “
q
2 , s “ q and random variable Y “ |∇fpXpℓqq|22. We have that

E
“

|∇fpXpℓqq|
q
2

‰

ď
`

E|∇fpXpℓqq|
2q
2

˘
1
2

}|∇fpXpℓqq|2}Lq “ E
“

|∇fpXpℓqq|
q
2

‰

ď
“`

E|∇fpXpℓqq|
2q
2

˘
1
2
‰
1
q

“
“`

E|∇fpXpℓqq|
2q
2

˘
1
q
‰
1
2 “

b

}|∇fpXpℓqq|22}Lq .

Finally, the Lq norm of |∇fpXpℓqq|2 could be bounded as

}|∇fpXpℓqq|2}Lq ď

b

}|∇fpXpℓqq|22}Lq “ Opp´ 1
2 q}∆}2F .

By Theorem F.2, we then have that

}fpXpℓqq ´ EfpXpℓqq}Lq

ďCβD
1{2
LSβ

q1{2}|∇fpXpℓqq|2}Lq `D
1{β
LSβ

q1{α}|∇fpXpℓqq|β}Lq

ďOpp´ 1
2 q}∆}2F .

Finally, by Markov’s inequality,

Pp|fpXpℓqq ´ EfpXpℓqq| ą tq

ď
E
“

|fpXpℓqq ´ EfpXpℓqq|q
‰

tq
“

}fpXpℓqq ´ EfpXpℓqq}
q
Lq

tq

“

˜

}fpXpℓqq ´ EfpXpℓqq}Lq

t

¸q

ďOpt´qp´
q
2 }∆}

2q
F q.

Setting t “ p´ 1
4 }∆}2F , it holds that with probability at least 1 ´ Cqp

´
q
4 tending to 1 as p, nℓ Ñ 8

such that p
nℓ

Ñ γℓ ă 8, that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p2
›

›Xpℓq bXpℓq vecp∆q
›

›

2

2
´ E

” 1

p2
›

›Xpℓq bXpℓq vecp∆q
›

›

2

2

ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď p´ 1

4 }∆}2F ,

where Cq is some absolute constant only depends on the choice of q.

Furthermore, the expectation E
“

1
p2

›

›Xpℓq bXpℓq
›

›

2

2

‰

is lower bounded by

1

p2
E
›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vecp∆q
›

›

2

2
ě C

nℓpnℓ ´ 1q

p2
λ2minpΣpℓqq}∆}2F

ě Cλ2minpΣpℓqq}∆}2F .

Therefore, with probability at least 1 ´ Cqp
´

q
4 for any q ě 2

1

p2
E
›

›

`

Xpℓq bXpℓq
˘

vecp∆q
›

›

2

2
“ tr

`

XpℓqJXpℓq∆XpℓqJXpℓq∆
˘

ě Cλ2min

`

Σpℓq
˘

}∆}2F .

83



Remark B.1. For the approaches in Section 3.2, when all γℓ “ γ under random design, following
constants in the proofs of of Theorem 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 depend on γ as follows:

σ̃2 ď O
`

p1 ` γ´1q2p1 `
?
γq2

˘

,

u
pℓq
ij , v

pℓq
ij , ũ

pℓq
ij , ṽ

pℓq
ij ď O

`

p1 `
?
γq2p1 ` p1 `

?
γq2q

˘

,

C1, C2 “ O
´

p1 `
?
γq2

`

p1 `
?
γq2 ` p1 ` γ´1q2

˘

¯

,

min
ℓ“1,...,L

κ
pℓq
0 ě O

`

γ´2
˘

.

under random design case.

C Additional example for visualization of limiting risk

Here, we provide another example for explicitly computing and visualizing the limiting risk.
Suppose that ΣpL`1q “ Ω´κ, where Ω is as in (6) with a “ 16 and b “ 5, so that the eigenvalues
of Ω are of the form λk “ 16 ` 10 cos kπ

p`1 P r6, 26s according to Elliott (1953). Under this model

for ΣpL`1q, the eigensubspaces for Ω coincide with those of ΣpL`1q, so that the matrices commute,
even though eigenvalues of Ω are smooth transforms of the eigenvalues the latter. In effect this
model modifies the weights associated with eigensubspaces flexibly, through a single power index
κ. A similar model has been considered in the context of two sample regularized tests in Li et al.
(2020).

When κ “ 0, i.e. ΣpL`1q “ Ip and ΛpL`1q “ Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 “ Ω. For any fixed p, solving

16 ` 10 cos kπ
p`1 ď x gives k ě

Q

p`1
π cos´1 x´16

10

U

. The empirical spectral distribution is given by

FΛpL`1qpxq “ 1 ´

Qp` 1

pπ
cos´1 x´ 16

10

U

.

Hence, the limiting spectral distribution of ΛpL`1q is

HΛpL`1qpxq “ 1 ´
1

π
cos´1 x´ 16

10

dHΛpL`1qpxq “
1

π

1
a

100 ´ px´ 16q2
.

In general, if ΣpL`1q “ Ω´κ, then ΛpL`1q “ Ω1´κ, and

dHΛpL`1qpxq “ ´
1 ´ κ

πxκ
1

b

100 ´ px
1

1´κ ´ 16q2
.

Let v be the Stieltjes transform of limiting spectral distribution of 1
nL`1

XpL`1qΩXpL`1qJ

and s is

the Stieltjes transform of limiting spectral distribution of rΛpL`1q

vpzq “

´

´ z ` c

ż

tdHΛpL`1qptq

1 ` vpzqt

¯´1
,

v1pzq “

´ 1

vpzq2
´ γL`1

ż

t2dHΛpL`1qptq

p1 ` tvpzqq2

¯´1
,
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(a) ΣpL`1q “ Ip (b) ΣpL`1q “ Ω´2 (c) ΣpL`1q “ Ω´4

Figure 2: Plot of limiting risk when ΣpL`1q “ Ω´κ.

and spzq is related to vpzq by following equation

γL`1pspzq ` z´1q “ vpzq ` z´1,

γL`1ps1pzq ´ z´2q “ v1pzq ´ z´2.

Standard fixed point algorithm converges could be used to determining spzq for z P CzR`,

ṽp0qpzq “ 0

ṽpt`1qpzq “

´

´ z ` c

ż

tdHΛpL`1qptq

1 ` ṽptqpzqt

¯´1

v1pt`1qpzq “

´ 1

pṽptqpzqq2
´ γL`1

ż

t2dHΛpL`1qptq

p1 ` tṽptqpzqq2

¯´1

After T iterations

s̃pT qpzq “ γ´1
L`1pṽpT qpzq ` z´1q ´ z´1

s̃1pT qpzq “ γ´1
L`1pṽ1pT qpzq ´ z´2q ` z´2

Then one could estimate the limiting risk at point z “ ´λ by replacing quantities sp´λq and s1p´λq

by s̃pT qp´λq and s̃1pT qp´λq in (9). One can generate the plots of limiting risk w.r.t. λ by tabulating
the limiting risk (9) on a dense grid of λ.

D Comparison between Theorem 2.3 and Wu and Xu (2020)

The limiting behavior of oracle risk ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq could be derived from the approach by Wu

and Xu (2020, Theorem 1) with Σωβ “ Ω´ 1
2ΩΩ´ 1

2 “ Ip (in the notation of their paper). However,
this approach is relatively complicated as we illustrate next.

The bias part contained in oracle risk ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq is given by

λ2

p
tr
´

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´2
¯

.

Let spzq be the Stieltjes transform of 1
nL`1

XpL`1qJXpL`1q and mpzq be the Stieltjes transform of
1

nL`1
XpL`1qXpL`1qJ. In Assumption 1 from Wu and Xu (2020), the random variable g is degen-

erated to be a constant 1. Define S “ Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI. Following analysis in proof of Theorem
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1 in Wu and Xu (2020), this bias part is just λ2

p trpΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2S´2q. By analyzing the quantity

1
p trpS

´2Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 q and similar to (A.3) in Wu and Xu (2020), it holds that

1

p
tr
`

S´2Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2

˘

“
1

p
tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ λI

˘´1
´ λ

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ λI

˘´2˘
.

Also, (A.5) in Wu and Xu (2020) for analyzing ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq becomes

1

p
tr
`

S´2Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2

˘ p
Ñ

λ2

p tr
`

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2S´2

˘

`

1
mp´λq

˘2 .

Then the bias part will converge in probability to

1

m2p´λq

1

p
tr
´

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ λI

˘´1
´ λ

`

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ λI

˘´2
¯

. (48)

Hence, to analyze the limiting behavior of ROR
λ pΩ | XpL`1qq, we only need to analyze the limit

of 1
p tr

``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ λI

˘´1˘
and 1

p tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ λI

˘´2˘
, while in Wu and Xu (2020), one

needs to analyze 1
n tr

`

Σwβ

`

XJ
{wX{w ` λI

˘´1˘
where Σwβ “ Σ

1
2
wΣβΣ

1
2
w for arbitrary Σw.

Our approach differs from that in Wu and Xu (2020) at this point, as results in Ledoit and
Péché (2011) can not be applied at this point following their approach. Indeed, it relies on the

underlying condition that Σwβ and Σx{w “ Σ
´1{2
w ΣxΣ

´1{2
w shares the same eigenvectors. Only in

this case, it is possible to write Σwβ as a continuous function of Σx{w. However, when Σw “ Ω´1

and Σwβ “ I, analyzing the limit of bias part does not require the assumption 1 in Wu and Xu
(2020).

Now we show that the limit m1p´λq

m2p´λq
E h

phmp´λq`1q2
presented in Wu and Xu (2020) for bias part

is essentially the same as mp´λq´λm1p´λq

γL`1m2p´λq
presented in Theorem 2.3. To do so, it is required to use

theorem 1 in Rubio and Mestre (2011) with A “ 0, T “ I and R “ Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 . It holds that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1˘
´

1

p
tr
``

cnL`1pzqΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1˘
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

a.s.
Ñ 0,

where

cnL`1pzq “
1

nL`1
tr
``

InL`1 `
p

nL`1
eppzqI

˘´1˘
, (49)

eppzq “
1

p
tr
`

Ω
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

cnL`1pzqΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zIp

˘´1˘
. (50)

By proof of Theorem 1 in Rubio and Mestre (2011), we have that cnL`1pzq Ñ ´zmpzq. Combining
(49) and (50) together, cnL`1pzq should satisfy following equation

cnL`1pzq “ 1 ´
1

nL`1
tr
´

cnL`1pzqΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2

`

cnL`1pzqΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1
¯

“ 1 ´
p

nL`1

1

p

p
ÿ

i“1

cnL`1pzqλipΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 q

cnL`1pzqλipΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 q ´ z

,
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where λipΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 q is i-th eigenvalue of Ω

1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 . Taking nL`1, p Ñ 8, then it holds that

´zmpzq “ 1 ´ γE
´zmpzqh

´zmpzqh´ z
.

Plugging in z “ ´λ, we see that

λ “
1

mp´λq
´ γE

h

hmpzq ` 1
.

Besides, note that

1

p
tr
``

cnL`1pzqΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1˘
“

1

p

p
ÿ

i“1

1

cnL`1pzqλipΩ
1
2ΣpL`1qΩ

1
2 q ´ z

p
Ñ

1

´z
E

1

hmpzq ` 1
.

By taking z “ ´λ, it holds that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´1˘
´

1

λ
E

1

hmp´λq ` 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

a.s.
Ñ 0.

Also, it holds that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ´ zI

˘´1˘
´ spzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

a.s.
Ñ 0 spzq “ γ´1

L`1mpzq ` γ´1
L`1z

´1.

Hence, by uniqueness of limit,

E
1

hmp´λq ` 1
“ λpγ´1

L`1mp´λq ´ γ´1
L`1λ

´1q.

Now, by taking derivative w.r.t. z and taking z “ ´λ, it holds that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λI

˘´2˘
´

1

λ2
E

1

hmp´λq ` 1
`

1

λ
E

m1p´λq

phmp´λq ` 1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

a.s.
Ñ 0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

p
tr
``

Ω
1
2 Σ̂pL`1qΩ

1
2 ` λIp

˘´2˘
´
`

γ´1
L`1

`

m1p´λq ´
1 ´ γL`1

λ2
q
˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

a.s.
Ñ 0,

and again,

1

λ2
E

1

hmp´λq ` 1
´

1

λ
E

m1p´λq

phmp´λq ` 1q2
“
`

γ´1
L`1

`

m1p´λq ´
1 ´ γL`1

λ2
q
˘

.

Now by (48), the bias part will converge to

m1p´λq

m2p´λq
E

h

phmp´λq ` 1q2
,

and this is equal to

mp´λq ´ λm1p´λq

γL`1m2p´λq
,

which coincides with our results presented in Theorem 2.3.
To summarize, our proof of Theorem 2.3 is much simpler and specifically suited to the meta-

learning problem that we focus on in this work.
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 1.39 1.40 1.22 14.48%

50 1.38 1.39 1.21 14.46%

75 1.33 1.31 1.20 8.51%

100 1.30 1.29 1.20 8.05%

125 1.26 1.26 1.19 5.73%

150 1.25 1.24 1.18 5.14%

(a) Results for (16) (Initialization: Random generated )

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 1.39 1.40 1.22 14.66%

50 1.38 1.39 1.21 14.60%

75 1.33 1.31 1.20 8.89%

100 1.30 1.29 1.20 7.65%

125 1.26 1.27 1.19 6.35%

150 1.25 1.20 1.18 1.36%

(b) Results for MLE (Initialization: Output of (16))

Table 6: Comparison of estimator Ω̂ based on (16) and MLE for the case λjpΩq “ 1

j
1
4

E Additional experiments

E.1 Diminishing eigenvalue case on Ω

Instead of utilizing Ω as in (6), we adopt an alternative approach where the eigenvalues of
Ω decrease following a power-law decay, given by λjpΩq “ j´a for some a ą 0, while keeping
the matrices Σpℓq as identity matrices. Note in particular that this violates our assumption. The
generation process for Ω is as follows:

• We randomly generate an orthogonal matrix P .

• Let DpΩq be a diagonal matrix with its j-th diagonal entry defined as λjpΩq “ j´a.

• Set Ω “ PDpΩqPJ.

In this experiment, we set p “ 128, nℓ “ 50 for all the tasks and nL`1 varying from 25, 50,
75, 100, 125, 150. Then the estimator Ω̂ is calculated based on (16) and MLE. We set a to be
1
4 ,

1
10 and 1

100 respectively. For λjpΩq “ j´1{4, this means the eigenvalue of Ω decays fast and it

violates the assumption 2.2.1 most severely. On the contrary, for λjpΩq “ j´1{100, this means the
eigenvalue of Ω decays very slowly and this is almost same to identity matrix. The results for
λjpΩq “ j´1{4, λjpΩq “ j´1{10 and λjpΩq “ j´1{100 are given in Table 6, Table 7 and Table 8
respectively. The results indicate that the behavior of predictive risk RλpΩ̂ | XpL`1qq is not very
closed to the corresponding limiting risk rpλ, γL`1q. The Difference Percentage is larger for the
case when eigenvalue of Ω decays faster.

E.2 Diminishing eigenvalue case on ΣpL`1q

Instead of using identity matrix for ΣpL`1q, we now let the eigenvalue of ΣpL`1q is decreasing
as λj “ j´a for some a ą 0. For this section, the choice of Ω is still given by (6) with a “ 16 and
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 1.60 1.61 1.45 11.18%

50 1.58 1.59 1.42 11.98%

75 1.56 1.57 1.41 11.56%

100 1.52 1.51 1.37 10.19%

125 1.47 1.46 1.35 8.13%

150 1.45 1.44 1.33 8.05%

(a) Results for (16) (Initialization: Random generated )

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 1.60 1.61 1.45 11.20%

50 1.58 1.58 1.42 11.03%

75 1.56 1.56 1.41 10.67%

100 1.52 1.51 1.37 10.07%

125 1.47 1.45 1.35 7.48%

150 1.45 1.44 1.33 7.74%

(b) Results for MLE (Initialization: Output of (16))

Table 7: Comparison of estimator Ω̂ based on (16) and MLE for the case λjpΩq “ 1

j
1
10

b “ 5. Suppose that the eigenvalue decomposition of Ω is given by Ω “ UDpΩqUJ. Then we set
ΣpL`1q “ UDpΣpL`1qqUJ where the eigenvalue of ΣpL`1q is given by

λjpΣ
pL`1qq “ j´a

Therefore, the eigenvectors of ΣpL`1q are the same as the eigenvectors of Ω.
In this experiment, we set p “ 128, nℓ “ 50 for all the tasks and nL`1 varying from 25, 50, 75,

100, 125, 150. Then the estimator Ω̂ is calculated based on (16) and MLE. We set a to be 1
4 ,

1
10 and

1
100 respectively. The results for λjpΣ

pL`1qq “ j´1{4, λjpΣ
pL`1qq “ j´1{10 and λjpΣ

pL`1qq “ j´1{100

are given in Table 9, Table 10 and 11 respectively. The performance of predictive risk is still good
in these three cases.

E.3 Influence of choosing different λ in Sparse case

Finally, we study the influence of the choice of different λ in ridge regression. In this experiment,
the number of task L “ 1000, the dimension p “ 128, the number of samples in each task nℓ “ 50
(ℓ “ 1, . . . , L) and the number of samples in the new task nL`1 varies as 25, 50, 75, 100, 125, 150.
The estimator Ω̂ is calculated based on (19) and in the new task the coefficient β̂pL`1q is estimated

by (3) with the choice of λ given by λ “ c pσ2

nL`1
, where c “ 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95, 1, 1.05, 1.1, 1.15, 1.2.

In particular, when c “ 1 and λ “
pσ2

nL`1
is the theoretically optimal value for ridge regression that

minimizes the predictive risk.
The results of this simulation is given in Figure 3, where the x-axis is the choice of coefficient c in

front of the theoretical optimal λ in ridge regression and y-axis is the predictive risk using different
choice of c in the λ. Figure 3 indicate that the predictive risk is minimized near the theoretically
optimal λ.
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 1.85 1.86 1.84 1.24%

50 1.81 1.83 1.77 3.44%

75 1.74 1.72 1.71 0.60%

100 1.65 1.66 1.65 0.75%

125 1.60 1.61 1.59 0.73%

150 1.55 1.57 1.55 1.38%

(a) Results for (16) (Initialization: Random generated)

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 1.85 1.86 1.84 1.14%

50 1.81 1.82 1.77 3.07%

75 1.74 1.71 1.71 -0.13%

100 1.65 1.65 1.65 0.35%

125 1.60 1.60 1.59 0.45%

150 1.55 1.56 1.55 0.81%

(b) Results for MLE (Initialization: Output of (16))

Table 8: Comparison of estimator Ω̂ based on (16) and MLE for the case λjpΣ
pL`1qq “ 1

j
1

100

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 7.12 6.40 4.25 50.68%

50 6.48 5.18 3.58 44.83%

75 5.92 4.85 3.05 59.00%

100 5.50 3.65 2.66 37.22%

125 5.07 3.08 2.36 30.24%

150 4.72 2.52 2.14 18.08%

(a) Results for (16) (Initialization: Random generated Initialization)

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 7.12 6.34 4.25 49.29%

50 6.48 5.20 3.58 45.41%

75 5.92 4.86 3.05 59.29%

100 5.50 3.58 2.66 34.60%

125 5.07 3.01 2.36 27.56%

150 4.72 2.54 2.14 18.92%

(b) Results for MLE (Initialization: Output of (16))

Table 9: Comparison of estimator Ω̂ based on (16) and MLE for the case λjpΣ
pL`1qq “ 1

j
1
4
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nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 10.84 9.62 8.22 17.04%

50 9.65 8.35 6.59 26.54%

75 8.69 6.84 5.18 31.98%

100 7.72 5.65 4.11 37.41%

125 6.90 4.69 3.33 40.61%

150 6.18 3.95 2.79 41.70%

(a) Results for (16) (Initialization: Random generated )

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 10.84 9.38 8.22 14.13%

50 9.65 8.16 6.59 23.67%

75 8.69 6.74 5.18 29.89%

100 7.72 5.45 4.11 32.51%

125 6.90 4.59 3.33 37.48%

150 6.18 3.85 2.79 38.09%

(b) Results for MLE (Initialization:Output of (16))

Table 10: Comparison of estimator Ω̂ based for (16) and MLE on the case rΛΣpL`1qsjj “ 1

j
1
10

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.37 13.33 12.94 3.01%

50 12.57 11.01 10.06 9.41%

75 10.90 8.56 7.63 12.25%

100 9.42 6.09 5.6368 8.0808%

125 8.32 4.47 4.12 8.56%

150 7.34 3.50 3.28 6.75%

(a) Results for estimator based on problem (16) (Random generated Initialization)

nL`1 RpI | Xq RpΩ̂ | Xq rpλ, γL`1q Difference Percentage

25 14.37 13.31 12.94 2.88%

50 12.57 10.72 10.06 6.51%

75 10.90 8.38 7.63 9.83%

100 9.42 6.04 5.63 7.24%

125 8.32 4.43 4.12 7.63%

150 7.33 3.41 3.28 3.99%

(b) Results for MLE (Initialization: Result given by problem (16))

Table 11: Comparison of estimator Ω̂ based on (16) and MLE for the case rΛΣpL`1qsjj “ 1

j
1

100

91



Figure 3: Risk Rcλ˚pΩ̂q with different c

F Auxiliary Results

Lemma F.1 (Lemma 2.14 from Bai and Silverstein (2010)). Let f1, f2, . . . be analytic on the
domain D, satisfying |fnpzq| ď M for every n and z in D. Suppose that there is an analytic
function f on D such that fnpzq Ñ fpzq for all z P D. Then it also holds that f 1

npzq Ñ f 1pzq for all
z P D.

The following standard concentration result is easy to obain.

Lemma F.2. Let X P SGppσq, }X}2 “

b

řp
i“1X

2
i . Then

Pp}X}2 ě tq ď 5p exp
␣

´
t2

8σ2
(

.

Theorem F.1 (Koltchinskii (2011)). Given independent random m1 ˆ m2 matrices X1, . . . , Xn

with EXj “ 0, denote

σ2 :“ n´1max
!
›

›

›
E

n
ÿ

i“1

XiX
J
i

›

›

›
,
›

›

›
E

n
ÿ

i“1

XJ
i Xi

›

›

›

)

.

Let α ě 1 and suppose that, for some U pαq ą 0 and for all j “ 1, . . . , n, we have that }}Xj}op}ψα _

2E1{2}Xj}
2
op ď U pαq, a.s.. Then, there exists a constant K ą 0 such that

P
␣

}X1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ `Xn} ě t
(

ď pm1 `m2q exp
!

´
1

K

t2

nσ2 ` tU pαq log1{αpU pαq{σq

)

.

Theorem F.2 (Theorem 3.4 from Adamczak and Wolff (2015)). Let β P r2,8q and Y be a random
vector in Rk, satisfying

Entf2pY q “ Ef2pY q log f2pY q ´ Ef2pY q logEf2pY q

ď DLSβ

´

E|∇fpY q|2 ` E
|∇fpY q|β

fpY qβ´2

¯

.
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Consider a random vector X “
`

X1, . . . , Xm

˘

in Rmp, where X1, . . . , Xm are independent copies of
Y . Then for any locally Lipschitz f : Rmp Ñ R such that fpXq is integrable, and q ě 2,

}fpXq ´ EfpXq}Lq ď CβD
1{2
LSβ

q1{2}|∇fpXq|2}Lq `D
1{β
LSβ

q1{α}|∇fpXq|β}Lq , (51)

where α “
β
β´1 is the Hölder conjugate of β.

Remark F.1. In particular, the second term D
1{β
LSβ

q1{α}|∇fpXq|β}Lq in (51) is upper bounded by

first term. Hence, it suffices to bound the first term to prove concentration results needed in the
proof of Theorem 3.5.

Theorem F.3 (Theorem 6.5 from Wainwright (2019)). There are universal constants tcju
3
j“0

such that, for any row-wise σ-sub-Gaussian random matrix X P Rnˆd, the sample covariance
pΣ “ 1

n

řn
i“1 xix

T
i satisfies the bounds

E
“

eλ}Σ̂´Σ}2
‰

ď ec0
λ2σ4

n
`4d for all |λ| ă

n

64e2σ2
,

and hence

P

˜

}pΣ ´ Σ}2

σ2
ě c1

!

c

d

n
`
d

n

)

` δ

¸

ď c2e
´c3nmintδ,δ2u, for all δ ě 0.
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