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Abstract

High-order clustering aims to classify objects in multiway datasets that are preva-
lent in various fields such as bioinformatics, social network analysis, and recommen-
dation systems. These tasks often involve data that is sparse and high-dimensional,
presenting significant statistical and computational challenges. This paper introduces
a tensor block model specifically designed for sparse integer-valued data tensors. We
propose a simple spectral clustering algorithm augmented with a trimming step to mit-
igate noise fluctuations, and identify a density threshold that ensures the algorithm’s
consistency. Our approach models sparsity using a sub-Poisson noise concentration
framework, accommodating heavier than sub-Gaussian tails. Remarkably, this natural
class of tensor block models is closed under aggregation across arbitrary modes. Con-
sequently, we obtain a comprehensive framework for evaluating the tradeoff between
signal loss and noise reduction during data aggregation. The analysis is based on a
novel concentration bound for sparse random Gram matrices. The theoretical findings
are illustrated through simulation experiments.

Keywords: latent block model, stochastic block model, almost exact recovery, weak con-
sistency, multiway clustering, higher-order network, hypergraph

1 Introduction

Multiway clustering is a statistical problem where an observed data array ) € R™**"d
of order d is analyzed by grouping (i.e., clustering) together similar entities i, = 1,...,ng
corresponding to slices Y...,.... along some of the modes £ = 1,...,d. An example of a
higher-order data is multitissue gene expression data [23, 32, 40], where the three modes
correspond to individuals, genes and tissues. An important special case of a multiway array
is a binary array with equal number of entities in each mode ) € {0,1}"*"*". Such an array

can be seen as a hypergraph on n nodes such that an entry )(iy,...,7;) = 1 indicates the



presence of a hyperedge between the nodes 71, ...,74. In this context, ) is sometimes called
an adjacency tensor. Hypergraphs have been used to model ternary relations between genes,
which can be beneficial in revealing biological regulatory mechanisms [26].

The main objective is to determine when an underlying cluster structure can be recovered
from data. In short, this paper introduces a spectral clustering algorithm, proves that the
algorithm clusters correctly almost every entity assuming a statistical model, and develops
the necessary random matrix theory to prove it.

The assumed statistical model is an integer-valued tensor block model Y = X + & €
Zm>* - where ) is an observed d-way data array, X = [E) is a nonrandom signal array and
£ =Y —EY is a random noise array with independent entries. Each mode k =1,...,d has a
cluster structure represented by a cluster assignment functions zx: {1,...,nx} — {1,...,rx}
(cluster of i along mode k is zx(ix)) so that the signal entries depend only on the clusters
of the indices, i.e., X(i1,...,iq) = pS(21(i1), ..., za(iq)) for some scaling parameter p € R
and a core array S € [—1,1]"**" The aim of multiway clustering is to recover z; up to
permutation of cluster labels from the observation ). In this setting, we may consider the
core array as fixed and p may vary as the size of the data array increases. In the case of
binary data, p controls the expected number of ones in ) so that large values of p correspond
to dense tensor. The theoretical question of interest is to find how small p can be for the
recovery to be possible and computationally feasible.

As the main motivation comes from hypergraphs, the focus is mostly on binary arrays.
However, the developed theory includes also other more general integer-valued distributions
such as Poisson distributions. When analyzing tensor block models, this paper assumes in-
dependent entries in data array )). This simplifies many arguments, but excludes symmetric
data tensors that satisfy V(i1 ...iq) = V(irq)- .- ir@)) for all permutation = on {1,...,d}.
Such tensors arise from undirected hypergraphs, for example.

This paper introduces a spectral clustering algorithm which flattens the data array into
a wide ny X [, n-matrix, after which it reduces the dimension of the row vectors from
[1;2 7 to the number of clusters 7y, via singular value decomposition, and finally clusters the
low-dimensional row vectors with a k-means clustering algorithm. The main contribution of
this paper is showing weak consistency of this algorithm when the density parameter satisfies
p > ([T, ;)" Based on both simulations and theoretical results, this paper also argues

without a rigorous proof that this algorithm fails for p << (I, n;) /2.

1.1 Related literature

Recent research on clustering high-order data has seen considerable attention, particularly
in the study of hypergraphs [1, 5, 10, 16, 25, 27, 34, 35, 43], as well as temporal and
multilayer networks [3, 28, 29, 31, 33, 36]. To ease the comparison, let us consider cubic
arrays n = n; = --- = ng. Zhang and Tan [43] recently showed that exact clustering of



a d-uniform hypergraph is impossible for density parameter p < c:;gﬁ with a sufficiently

small constant c¢. Furthermore, they showed that fast exact clustering is possible under

;(;gfi with a sufficiently

certain assumptions on the core array S for density parameter p > C'
large constant C. Essentially, their algorithm reduces the higher-order array to a matrix
by summing over higher-order modes to obtain an aggregate matrix with entries Y (i, ) =
Diaig Y(i, J, 13, . .., iq) counting the number of common hyperedges between pairs of nodes.
After this reduction, the algorithm performs spectral clustering on Y. A downside of this
algorithm is that the matrix Y needs to be informative. If this assumption fails, i.e., if the
matrix Y is not informative, then the cluster structure cannot be inferred from Y.

This motivates to study when and how the cluster structure can be recovered from the
data array when the cluster structure is unidentifiable from the aggregate matrix. In the
context of multilayer networks, Lei and Lin [29] showed that an algorithm similar to the

logl/2 n

algorithm proposed in this paper is successful for p > <27-%. Ke, Shi and Xia [25] proved

an analogous result in hypergraph degree-corrected block models. We improve this bound by
a factor of y/log n. This threshold is somewhat unexpected as it differs from i;gﬁ substantially
for d > 3 and raises the question what happens in regime ;Odg,’]‘ < p < n~¥2. By relying

on a conjecture, Lei, Zhang and Zhu [31] showed that every polynomial-time algorithm fails
asymptotically for p < m. That is, there is a statistical-computational gap meaning
that there is a regime for which it is possible to recover the clusters statistically, but not in
a computationally feasible way.

A similar but sharper statistical-computational gap has been established for a subgaussian
tensor block model in [21]. This suggests a similar phenomenon, that exact clustering is

statistically possible for p > Cifdgﬁ with a sufficiently large constant C' and computationally

feasible for p > Cn~%? with a sufficiently large constant C'.

1.2 Organization

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the used tensor formalism and statis-
tical model. Section 3 presents a spectral clustering algorithm and states the main theorem
describing sufficient conditions for the consistency of the algorithm. Section 4 demonstrates
the main results with numerical experiments. Section 5 discusses related literature. Finally,
Section 6 gives an overview of the intermediate results needed to prove the main theorem.

Technical arguments are postponed to Appendices A, B, C and D.



2 Tensor block model

2.1 Notation

Here R denotes the set of real numbers, R>( the set of nonnegative real numbers, Z the set of
integers and Zs, the set of nonnegative integers. We denote [n] = {1,...,n}. The indicator
of a statement A is denoted by I{ A}, i.e., [{A} = 1if A is true and I{ A} = 0 otherwise. The
natural logarithm is denoted by log. The minimum and maximum of z,y € R are denoted
by x Ay and x V y respectively. The positive part of x € R is denoted by (z); = x V0.
Given nonnegative sequences z,, and y,, we write x, < y, (or x, = o(y,)) if z,/y, — 0,
and =, <y, (or z, = O(y,)) if the sequence z, /y, is bounded. We also write =, < y, (or
= O(yn)) if x,, Sy and y,, < xy,, and x,, ~ ¥y, to indicate x,, /y, — 1.

A tensor of order d is an array A € R™* > where the dimensions k = 1,...,d
are called the modes of the tensor A. A slice of a tensor A € R™**" ig denoted by
Ay € RMXMe-rXme1Xnd - the case of matrices (d = 2), A;. denotes the i:th row
vector and A.; the j:th column vector of A. The Frobenius norm of a tensor is denoted by

|Allg = />4 i, A% i,- The elementwise product of tensors A, B € R™* %" is denoted

by A ® B. The 2-norm of a vector v € R™ is denoted by |ju|| = \/>; u? and its 1-norm
is denoted by ||ull; = X ;|u;|. The operator norm of a matrix A € R"*™ is denoted by
[ Allop = supyj <1 | Aull-

Following notation conventions of [13], the k-mode product of a tensor A € R™**"d by
a matrix B € R™*" is defined as a tensor A x; B € R™M X XMh-1XmxXnp1XXNd with entries

(A Xk B)il-nikfljik«rlmid = ZAi1~-~idBjik'
(3

A Tucker decomposition of a tensor A € R™**"d ig a product representation

1 d
./4 =C X1 F(l) Xog o+ Xy F(d), Ail:--~7id = Z le?"'ide;(lj>1 . F;-(dj)d,
J1yeedd
where C € R™**™ma g called the core tensor and F*) € R™*™ are called factor matrices.
In the literature as in [13], the matrices F'*) are sometimes assumed to have orthonormal
columns ((F®)TF®) = ), which is not assumed in this work.
ni

g
The k-matricization of a tensor A € R™ > X" is defined as a matrix maty(A) € R™* ™

so that the row index gives the index of the k:th mode and the column index gives the rest.

More formally, the entries of a matricized tensor are given by maty,(A)i, ¢y, ..ix_1.ixs1sia) =
Ay where 5 [ng] X -0 X [ng_] X [ngga] X -0 X [ng] = [ng - ng/ng] is some bijec-

tive enumeration map depending on the chosen convention. A possible convention is the



lexicographic order, i.e.,

Airoig = Mab1 (A) i ot (is—1)+tnoeng_1 (ig—1)-

As stated in [13], the k-mode product can be seen as the matrix product via matg(A xx
B) = Bmaty A, successive products can be calculated as (A x; B) X, C = A x; CB and
(AXkB) XZC:(AXIC) XkaOI"k#l.

2.2 Statistical model

Definition 2.1. The tensor block model (TBM) is a statistical model where the entries of
an observed data tensor )) € R™* %" are independent and

Eyil,...,id = pSz1(i1),...,zd(id)a

where p > 0 is the density, S € [—1,1]"*"*"4 ig the normalized core tensor, and z; € [n]™,
vty 24 € [ng]" are the cluster membership vectors. Here we say that ) is a sample from
TBM(p, S, 21, ..., 2q4). In this model X = E) is called the signal tensor, and £ = Y — EY
the noise tensor. We say that the cluster (also known as the community or the block) of
ix, € [ng] along mode k is Iy if zx (i) = l.

In this work, we are interested in large and sparse TBMs. A large TBM is a sequence of
TBMs indexed by v = 1,2, ... so that the order d is fixed and the data tensor grows according
to my, -+ na, — 00 as v — 00. A sequence of integer-valued TBMs (i.e., Y, € Z™ x> "dr)
is considered sparse if max;, i, E|V, . ,] = 0 as v — oo.

In a TBM, the main objective is to recover the underlying cluster structure (zy,...,z4)
from the data ). Figure 1 illustrates this statistical problem. The loss of an estimated
cluster structure is measured with a misclassification rate defined as follows.

Definition 2.2. Given a labeling function z: [n] — [r] and an estimate 2: [n] — [r], the
misclassification rate is defined as

1 n
l(z,2) = min —» Hm(z2(z z(7)}.
( ) permutation m:[r]—[r] 1 ; { ( ( )) 7& ( )}

An estimator Y — 2(Y) is said to be weakly consistent if ¢(z,,2(Y,)) — 0 in probability as
v — 00. An estimator Y +— 2(Y) is said to be strongly consistent if {(z,,2(Y,)) = 0 with

high probability as v — oo.

From now on, we usually omit the index v used in Definition 2.2. That is, instead of
writing z, > v, we may write x > y. Weak consistency is indicated by P(¢(z,2) > ¢) — 0
for all € > 0, and strong consistency is indicated by P(¢(z, 2) = 0) — 1.



(a) X (b) Clustered X

(d) Clustered Y

Figure 1: In this example, the data tensor Y is a 40 x 40 x 40-binary tensor and the underlying
signal X has a symmetric core tensor S and the cluster structures are the same in every mode
(21 = 29 = 23). Black dots represent value 1, and zeros are not drawn.

To control the amount of noise, the separation of clusters, and the amount of data per

cluster, we will often assume the following.

Assumption 2.1 (MGF bound). An integrable random variable X is said to satisfy the
MGF bound with variance proxy o2 > 0 if

EAXEX) < o= for all A € R. (2.1)

Assumption 2.2 (Separation). The clusters of TBM(p, S, z1, ..., z4) are said to be sep-

arated along mode k, if there exists a constant d; > 0 (not depending on v) such that
p [[(maty S)i.—(maty S)y, |12

T/ > 2. The number 6 is called a separation of mode k.

ming.

Assumption 2.3 (Balanced clusters). A TBM with membership vectors z; is said to have
balanced clusters if |z, '{l}| < ng/ry for all I, and k. Then a constant o € (0,1) (not
depending on v) satisfying |z ' {I}| > ang/ry for all I, and k is called a cluster balance
coefficient.

Assumption 2.1 is stronger than the subexponential assumption but weaker than the
subgaussian assumption. For example, Poisson distributions satisfy Assumption 2.1 but have

heavier than Gaussian tails. For more details about what kind of random variables satisfy



the MGF bound, see Lemma D.1. We refer to [39] for further details on subexponential and
subgaussian distributions.

The term wvariance prozy is motivated by the fact that Var(X) < o2 for every random
variable X satisfying Assumption 2.1. This follows from writing inequality (2.1) with Taylor
series 1 + % FON) < e N/2HON) = | 4 ZX L O(N3).

Example 2.1 (Bernoulli TBM). Consider a TBM with Bernoulli distributed data en-
tries Vi, ..i, 4
ling sparsity and & € [0,1]"**"*". Then the data entries have variances Var(};, ;,) =

Ber(&X;, ;,) and a core tensor pS, where p € [0,1] is a scalar control-

PSz1(i1).nzalia) (L = PSzi(ir).za(ie)) < p and the noise satisfies Assumption 2.1 with variance

proxy p (Lemma D.1:(ii)).

Example 2.2 (Poisson TBM). Consider a TBM with Poisson distributed data entries
Vir iy 4 Poi(&X;, ;,) and a core tensor pS, where p € [0,1] is a scalar controlling sparsity
and S € [0,1]"**7¢. Then the data entries have variances Var(Y;, i,) = pS:(i1)...a(ia) < P
and the noise satisfies Assumption 2.1 with variance proxy p (Lemma D.1:(vi)).

3 Main results

3.1 Algorithm

Algorithm 1 represents a spectral clustering algorithm for recovering a latent cluster structure
along mode k. To estimate the cluster membership vectors of all modes, it may be run d
times, once for each mode.

Algorithm 1. Hollow spectral clustering

input: Data tensor Y € R™> > mode k, number of clusters ry, trimming
threshold Ciimp?, relazation constant Q > 1

output: Cluster membership vector Zy: [ng] — [ri]

Set A to be the Gram matrix (mat;, ) (mat, V)T with zeroed diagonal

Set Ajj < 0 if 3 g jrss| (maty V)i (maty, V) joe| > Crrimp®na - - - ng or
it keirj| (maty, V)ip(maty V) k| > Cuimp®ng - -+ ng

Compute the best rank-r;, approximation A = UAUT + U, A, UT ~ UAUT, where A
contains the r largest eigenvalues in absolute value

Cluster the rows of UA into 7, clusters by finding a labeling function 2, and
centroids él, e ,érk € R™ satisfying

STIOR) = b5 1 < Quin YN0 A),. — b
J 20

|2

for example with k-means++ [2]




To motivate Algorithm 1, consider a sample ) from TBM(p, S, z1, . . ., z4) (Definition 2.1).
Define membership matrices Z*) € {0,1}">*™ by Zi(f}k = [(2(ix) = jx) for each mode
k=1,...,d. That is, Zl(lfj)k indicates whether or not the cluster of the index 7; along the

mode k is jx. Then the signal tensor admits a Tucker decomposition
X =pSx1ZW xy-xq 29D,

From linear algebraic perspective, clustering amounts to inferring a low-rank Tucker decom-
position from a perturbed data tensor. This motivates to estimate X by approximating )

with a low-rank Tucker decomposition, i.e., to minimize the distance
Hy_gxl[yu) X2"'Xd[j(d)HF, (3.1)

where the matrices U®) € R™s are imposed to have orthonormal columns and S €
Rm>*x7d s a tensor. Unfortunately, minimizing (3.1) is known to be NP-hard in gen-
eral, already when the core dimensions are ones [22]. Nonetheless, fast algorithms have
been developed to approximately minimize (3.1). These include higher-order singular value
decomposition (HOSVD) [13], higher-order orthogonal iteration (HOOI) [14] and simple vari-
ations of these such as sequentially truncated HOSVD [38]. These are based on observing
that the matricization mat, ) is a noisy version of its expectation

math = Z(k) maty (,08 X1 Z(l) Xo o X1 Z(k_l) X ka1 Z(k+1) Xga2 X4 Z(d))

that has rank at most r,. This motivates to estimate mat, X with a rank-r; approximation
of maty Y, or alternatively, estimate (maty X’)(maty X)? with a rank-r, approximation of
(maty V) (maty Y)*. HOSVD repeats this rank approximation over each mode and HOOI
iterates this type of computation multiple times. Algorithm 1, in turn, essentially does this
rank approximation only once before the final clustering step. Although simple, this step is
crucial for HOSVD as it provides the very first initialization.

After dimension reduction, Algorithm 1 clusters the low-dimensional vectors by solving
k-means minimization task quasi-optimally. Exact minimization is known to be NP-hard
in general [15], but quasi-optimal solutions can be found with fast implementations such as
k-means+-+ with quasi-optimality constant O(logr), where r is the number of clusters [2].
Since k-means++ is a randomized algorithm, it is guaranteed to be quasi-optimal only in
expectation rather than always.

Two key differences distinguish Algorithm 1 from standard spectral clustering. First, the
diagonal entries of the Gram matrix (mat;, Y)(mat;, V)T are zeroed giving a hollow Gram
matrix. This modification has been considered already in [29]. Second, the obtained hollow
Gram matrix is trimmed by removing carefully selected rows and columns. In the case of

nonnegative data, those with too large L;-norms are selected.



3.2 Consistency

The following theorem presents the main result of the paper. It confirms the weak consistency
of Algorithm 1 for data sampled from a sparse integer-valued TBM (Definition 2.1).

Theorem 3.1 (Weak consistency). Let Y € Z™* " be a sample from TBM(p, S, z1, ..., 24)
with fived d. Assume that the entries of the noise tensor € satisfy the MGF bound with vari-

ance prozy p (Assumption 2.1) and E|&;, .| < p. Assume also separated clusters along

1.-ig
mode k with separation 6 > 0 (Assumption 2.2) and balanced clusters with cluster balance
coefficient o (Assumption 2.3). Consider parameter regime

7‘2/2 v ny log ng,

< p<ngt(ng-na/ng) (3.2)

ny---Nyg ny---Nyg

for some constant ¢ > 0 and r, < ni/?’. Then there exists a constant C' such that if
Ciim > C V7Y, then the estimated cluster membership vector 2, given by Algorithm 1 on
mode k is weakly consistent. Furthermore, the probability bound

R Tk 1v 673 + C’tlrim 1 ’
P >s+C ny,
( (21, 25) > s+ Q<ad—;52 ( V1 ngp +nk>>
1 —Nni-n, 2 - n - E_l
< 3 (me N 3nk1) +Cnyle

holds eventually, when s is chosen to satisfy e=™mdP* 4 ngt < s <t

Under extra assumptions n; = - -+ = ng = n and 7 < 1, Condition (3.2) is equivalent to
d>3and n~¥? <« p < p~ieldl),

3.3 Aggregation

High-order data is commonly analyzed by aggregating the data tensor into a lower-order
data tensor. Theorem 3.2 shows that an aggregated TBM is also a TBM and the variance
proxy of the noise entries scales accordingly. As a consequence, Corollary 3.3 shows that

aggregating is beneficial for sparse data as long as the signal tensor remains well separated.

Theorem 3.2 (Aggregation). Let Y € Z™*"*" pe a sample from TBM(p, S, z1,..., zq).
Assume that the entries of the noise tensor € satisfy the MGF bound with variance proxy
p (Assumption 2.1) and E|&;, ;,| < p. Then an aggregate data tensor Y' € Z™>* " with

entries 2(1---id/ = Diy yoia Yiroig 18 a sample from TBM(p', S, 21, . .., zar) with density p =
Ngr4+1 -+ Ngp and normalized core tensor Sj1...jd/ = Dy irria Sjrodurzarsr (igrs1)zalia) -

Furthermore, the entries of the noise tensor satisfy the MGF bound with variance proxy p'
and B|E;, ;| <0



Proof. The MGF bound is a direct consequence of Lemma D.1:(iii). By the triangle inequal-

ity, E|&], ;| =E[X Eiyorig) < N1 -+ nap. u

T

Corollary 3.3 (Weak consistency in Aggregated TBM). Let Y € Z™*"*" be a sample
from TBM(p, S, 21, ..., zq) fized d. Assume that the entries of the noise tensor £ satisfy the
MGF bound with variance proxy p (Assumption 2.1) and E|&;, .| < p. Let Y € Z™>* "«
be an aggregated data tensor as in Theorem 3.2 and assume that it has separated clusters
along mode k (Assumption 2.2) and balanced clusters (Assumption 2.3). Consider parameter
regime

1"2/2 ny log ng 1
<p< (3.3)

VL g Mgy Mg Ny -+ Ny N1 - Na(ny ... ng /ng )

for some constant ¢ > 0 and rp, <K ni/?’. Then there exists a constant C' such that if
Cirim > C Vet then Algorithm 1 applied to mode k of V' is weakly consistent.

Proof. The claim follows from Theorem 3.1 which is applicable by Theorem 3.2. |

Example 3.1. Under extra assumptions ny = --- = ng = n and 7, =< 1, condition (3.3) is
equivalent to n~(*4/2) « p <« p~-(Hd=d)==(d'=1) where the lower bound is orders of magni-
tude smaller than n~%? for the nonaggregated model in Theorem 3.1. That is, aggregating
allows to handle much sparser data as it improves the density threshold by a factor n~—'/2
per aggregated mode. However, Assumption 2.2 for an aggregated TBM is stronger as it
considers separation in S’.

4 Numerical experiments

This section presents numerical experiments to demonstrate the performance of Algorithm 1

in various sparsity regimes.

4.1 Setup

We focus on third-order tensors. The signal tensor is chosen to be symmetric so that the mode
chosen for matricization does not matter. That is, the normalized core tensor S € R2?*2x?2
is symmetric, the observation tensor is a cube Y € Z"*"*" and every mode has the same
membership vector z € {1,2}". The number of clusters is fixed to r = 2 for visualization
purposes, as the low-dimensional projections are then 2-dimensional. The two clusters are
equal sized and have constant degrees, i.e.,

n’p
EY " Vivisis = D PSa(in)s(in)=(is) = e Sa(ir)st

1213 1213 s,

~

10
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Figure 2: Symmetric core tensors § used in simulation experiments. Threeway 2 x 2 x 2
arrays are represented as cubes, where black color corresponds to value 1 and white color
corresponds to value 0. The cube on the left depicts the core tensor with a noninformative
aggregate matrix and the cube on the right with an informative aggregate matrix.

is independent of z(i;). This implies that aggregating the data into an order-1 tensor loses
information. Similar to hypergraphs, the data tensor is assumed to be binary ) € {0, 1}"*"*"
so that all entries are independent Bernoulli random variables (see Example 2.1). In a single
experiment, the normalized core tensor § is fixed, and the unnormalized core tensor is pS,

where p is allowed to vary. Now, the model can be written as

d
Vivinis = Ber(0S.(i1)2(i)z(is) ) -

We investigate two instances of the normalized core tensor S, one with informative aggrega-
tion and one with noninformative. Recall that aggregating one mode yields TBM(p', ', z, z)
with a density parameter p’ = np and a normalized core tensor Sj;, = %Zig Shiloz(is) =
%(311121 + Si,1,2) (Theorem 3.2). By writing S = [3111 3112}, the two considered normalized
core tensors and their aggregated versions are

1 000 1 0 01
Sinformative - |f) 00 1‘| ) Snoninformative - [0 1 1 0] )
s (12 0 ) 172 1/2
informative — 0 1/2 ) noninformative — 1/2 1/2 '

These are visualized in Figure 2.

Different algorithms are tested for various pairs (n,p) and the proportion of correctly
clustered nodes is recorded. Since the phase transition is expected to be at p = Cn™" for
some constant C' and exponent v depending on the algorithm, in logarithmic coordinates, this
corresponds to a linear equation log p = C'—~vlogn with slope —v. Hence, the algorithms are

tested on a grid of pairs (n, p), where values of n and p are spaced logarithmically. Then, a

11



line is fitted in logarithmic coordinates to estimate the phase transition and this is compared

to the theoretical line. In detail, the phase transition line is estimated via logistic regression

by first predicting whether the proportion of correctly clustered nodes is sufficiently high

(e.g.

0.9) given (logn,log p) and then the learned decision boundary is used as the estimate

for the phase transition line. Although this might not be an optimal estimator of the phase

transition line, visually this produces meaningful results. A line with theoretical slope —~ is

drawn to visualize how well the simulated phase transition line fits to the theory.

The following four algorithms are compared.

(i)

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

Hollow SVD (Algorithm 1 with a known parameter p and a trimming constant Cly, =
3). By Theorem 3.1, we expect the phase transition line to have v = 1.5.

SVD. A simple spectral clustering which is otherwise the same as Algorithm 1 but
without trimming and diagonal masking. We expect the phase transition line to have
v ~ 1.33. Namely, the diagonal entries of the data Gram matrix (mat; Y)(mat; V)7
have standard deviations

yi21i27;3:y’ili2i3
SD(((mat; Y)(maty ¥)")i,;,) = SD (Z yim?,) = \/Z Var(Vii,) = nyp,

92,13 12,13

which dominate the operator norm of the signal Gram matrix

2
*)
[(maty &) (maty X)[|op X [|(maty X)(maty X) [le = | > (Z Xilizig)(i’lmg) = n’p?,
il,ill i27i3
when p < n~%3. Here (x) follows from the fact that the operator norm and Frobenius
norm of low-rank matrices are comparable, see for example Corollary 2.4.3 and Problem

P2.4.7 in [20].

HSC. A simplification of the high-order spectral clustering (HSC) proposed in [21].
First, HSC calculates a low-rank approximation of the data tensor with HOSVD [13]
and essentially one iteration of HOOI [14]. In our simplification, HOSVD matricizes
the data tensor and calculates its SVD only once since as the underlying signal tensor is
symmetric. This will slightly speed up the computations. Then the algorithm clusters
the first mode of the low-rank tensor with k-means++. Since HSC is initialized with
a simple rank-approximation (via eigenvalue decomposition of (mat; Y)(mat; Y)7), it
is expected not to improve . That is, we expect v ~ 1.33.

Aggregate SVD. Spectral clustering from an aggregate matrix, which is a simplified
version of an algorithm proposed in [43]. In this experiment, the algorithm computes
the aggregate matrix A;; = > Vijk, removes rows and columns with too large L; norms

12



(trimming threshold Ciimn?p with Ciim = 3), calculates the best rank-2 approximation,
and then clusters the rows with k-means++ [2]|. In the original paper, the data tensor
is symmetric and hence there are small differences in calculating A. Furthermore,
the actual clustering step is not implemented with k-means++ and there is a final
refinement step, but morally these algorithms are the same. We expect the phase

transition line to have v = 2 if the aggregate matrix is informative.

4.2 Results

Figure 3 shows a comparison of the four algorithms when the aggregate matrix is not infor-
mative. As expected, spectral clustering on the aggregate matrix gives poor results, whereas
the other three algorithms show a clear phase transition. The observed phase transition is
in line with the expected phase transition. The refining steps in HSC do not improve the
exponent vy compared to the plain SVD, but they do improve the clustering performance sig-
nificantly. Although the estimated y-exponents differ from the expected exponents slightly,
they would be hard to distinguish from the expected exponents visually.

Figure 4 shows a comparison of the four algorithms when the aggregate matrix is in-
formative. As expected, spectral clustering on the aggregate matrix gives the best results.
The observed phase transition is in line with the expected phase transition. Although the
estimated y-exponents differ from the expected exponents slightly, they would be hard to
distinguish from the expected exponents visually.

4.3 HSC initialization

Previous simulations demonstrate that HSC does not improve the exponent v of its initial-
ization algorithm. This subsection studies visually, how HSC depends on its initialization
algorithm, and how it is possible that for some pairs of n and p, the initialization algorithm
does not cluster the nodes successfully while HSC does.

Similar to the experiment with a noninformative aggregate matrix, we consider a sym-

metric normalized core tensor

1 05 05 1

S=lo5 1 1 05

The only difference is that the entries with value 0 have been changed to the value 0.5. If
the entries were zero, then any two row vectors of mat, Y from different clusters would be
orthogonal. This, in turn, usually makes the projected row vectors to lie on two orthogonal
lines representing different clusters, and the projected row vectors would overlap with each
other in the visualization. Furthermore, when testing HSC, the initialization algorithm is
changed from simple SVD to the proposed hollow SVD, because without any trimming step
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Figure 3: Comparison of the four algorithms when the aggregate matrix is not informative.
The number of nodes varies logarithmically between 30 and 180, and the sparsity parameter
varies logarithmically between 0.00185 and 0.02722. The dashed black line is the fitted
phase transition line with theoretical slope (Ygonow svb = 1.5, ysvp = 1.33, yusc = 1.33).
The estimated slopes given by logistic regression are Yuonow svp = 1.43, 4syp = 1.29 and

Ansc = 1.26.

near the phase transition, there would be “outliers” with significantly larger norms, which
would force the visualizations to focus on the outliers.

Figure 5 shows the obtained projections from the initialization algorithm (hollow SVD)
and HSC for four different sparsity parameters. As the sparsity parameter decreases, the
clusters merge in the projections. It may occur that the initialization provides somewhat
meaningful projections, but the k-means algorithm cannot detect the clusters. However, such
initialization might be informative enough for HSC to improve the projection and cluster the
vectors. However, as expected, once the initialization is dominated by noise, HSC cannot
cluster the vectors.
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Figure 4: Comparison of the four algorithms when the aggregate matrix is informative. The
number of nodes varies logarithmically between 30 and 180, and the sparsity parameter
varies logarithmically between 0.00131 and 0.01925. The dashed black line is the fitted
phase transition line with theoretical slope (Vhonow svp = 1.5, vsvp =~ 1.33, yusc ~ 1.33,
Yagaresate SvD = 2). The estimated slopes given by logistic regression are yoliow svp = 1.43,
:YSVD = 131a ’A}/HSC = 1.24 and ’A}/Aggregate svp = 2.00.

5 Discussion

5.1 Clustering

This section discusses related theoretical research on multiway clustering with emphasis on
recent developments on hypergraphs, and temporal and multilayer networks.

Zhang and Tan [43] considered clustering of a d-uniform hypergraph on n nodes, which
is comparable to a TBM of order d with Bernoulli distributed entries. The nodes have a
fixed prior distribution over clusters and the signal is assumed to have a core tensor pS with
fixed §. They show that strong consistency is impossible, when p < 0711%@5’{ for sufficiently
small constant c. Furthermore, they showed that a spectral clustering algorithm applied

to an aggregate matrix A;;, = >, ;. Vi ..i, achieves strong consistency for p > C if;g_’f for

sufficiently large constant C, assuming that EA is informative (see [43] for further details
on the constants ¢,C'). The matrix A can be considered as an adjacency matrix since for a
symmetric tensor Y with V;, ;, = 0 whenever i, = i; for some k # [ (undirected d-uniform
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Figure 5: Projected observations with (a) hollow SVD and (b) HSC initialized with hollow
SVD. The number of nodes is fixed to n = 200 and the sparsity parameter p is varied around
the phase transition. Sparsity decreases from left to right. Accuracy (1 — ¢) of k-means
clustering is also recorded.

hypergraph), A is a symmetric matrix with upper-diagonal entries

Ailig = Z yil_“id = (d — 2)‘ Z yilmid = (d — 2)' Z ]I{{Zl,lg} C 6}, ’il < ’ig.

13,0504 13< - <lq hyperedge e

That is, up to a multiplicative constant (which for d < 3 is simply 1), A;,;, counts the number
of common hyperedges between nodes ¢; and i5. Visually, this is equivalent to transforming
a hypergraph to a (weighted) graph such that every hyperedge {i1,...,i4} contributes to an
edge {j1,72} € {i1,...,1a}, J1 # j2- Stephan and Zhu [35] showed that a spectral clustering
algorithm based on nonbacktracking walks on a hypergraph achieves weak reconstruction
(i.e., is better than clustering every node to the largest cluster), if p = n'~? and EA is
informative. However, these results do not address the case when EA is not informative.
Figure 1 visualizes an example of a tensor, for which the adjacency matrix would not be
informative.

There has been research on multiway clustering with a noninformative adjacency ma-
trix A. Lei, Chen and Lynch [28] analyzed an undirected multilayer network model, which
can be formulated as a TBM with J € {0,1}"*™*" with no cluster structure on the first
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mode (or z1(7) = 1, i.e., every index forms one cluster) and identical cluster structures on the
second and third modes 2z, = 23 = z, ro = r3 = r. Each slice );.. corresponds to a symmetric
adjacency matrix of an undirected network layer in a multilayer network. They consider a
clustering algorithm solving a least-squares problem

(2,8) = argmin||y — S X, Z x5 72|

Z, 8

(%}

with a membership matrix Z € {0,1}"" and a core tensor S € [0,1]™*"™*". They did not
give an algorithm finding an exact or provably approximate solution, but they did provide
an algorithm trying to solve the optimization problem. They showed that Z achieves weak

consistency, when p > 12%2 ijzn Lei and Lin [29] analyzed a similar problem and proposed

an algorithm similar to Algorithm 1. Specifically, their algorithm masks out the diagonal
(which they call debiasing or bias adjusting) but it does not remove the nodes with too large
Ly-norms. Their algorithm is guaranteed to be weakly consistent for p > bgln/;#. Ke, Shi
and Xia [25] proved an analogous result for hypergraph degree-corrected block models. Su,
Guo, Chang and Yang [36] extended these results and ideas to directed multilayer networks.
The proof requires a matrix concentration inequality based on classical matrix Bernstein’s
inequalities (see for example [37]). However, matrix Bernstein’s inequalities, which may be
based on a deep theorem by Lieb depending on the proof, suffer from a logarithmic factor
leading to the threshold W instead of ﬁ

Lei, Zhang and Zhu [31] studied computational and information theoretical limits of the

X with no cluster

multilayer network model corresponding to a TBM with Y € {0,1
structure on the first mode. They showed that weak consistency is impossible for p < % and
the maximum likelihood estimator is weakly consistent for p > % Furthermore, based on
a conjecture, they showed that a polynomial-time algorithm cannot be weakly consistent for
p < m. Kunisky [27] studied the impossibility of detecting a presence of a cluster
structure in symmetric tensors with low coordinate degree functions (LCDF). LCDFs are
arbitrary linear combinations of functions depending on at most D entries of a vector, in
our case the data tensor. Here the coordinate degree D is argued to roughly correspond

©(P)  Although the developed theory is more

to algorithms requiring computation time e
general, in the our special case Theorem 1.13 states that the detection task is impossible
if p < en” D~ for a sufficiently small constant ¢ and D < c¢n. Since polynomlal time
algorithms correspond to D =< Inn, the threshold corresponds roughly to p < en™ 5 log™ = .
Moreover, Kunisky showed that the detection task becomes easier when an aggregated tensor
remains informative, each aggregated mode decreasing the density threshold by n~2. This
agrees with our Corollary 3.3.

Similar but slightly sharper computational gaps have been established in subgaussian
noise. Han, Luo, Wang, and Zhang [21] analyzed multiway clustering on a TBM with sub-

gaussian noise. Their algorithm is initialized with a slightly refined version of a HOSVD
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algorithm, which involves calculating eigenvalue decompositions of (maty ))(maty V)T with-
out removing the diagonals or rows and columns with too large L;-norms. They showed
that HOSVD-based of initialization is weakly consistent for p?/a? > n~%2 where ¢ is the

2 is the largest variance proxy). When HOSVD-

largest subgaussian norm of &, ,, (i.e., o
based initialization is given to an iterative higher-order Lloyd algorithm, they showed that
the clustering is strongly consistent if p?/0? > Cn~%? for sufficiently large constant C.
Furthermore, they show that strong consistency is not achievable for p?/0? < en!~? with a
small enough constant ¢ while Wang and Zeng [41] show that maximum likelihood estimator
is strongly consistent for p?/o? > Cn'~¢ with a sufficiently large constant C. Notice that
this threshold is similar to Theorem 3.1, namely both ¢ and p are an upper bounds of the
variance of the data entries and setting o2 = p yields the same weak consistency condition
p > n~%? However, subgaussian analysis with Bernoulli distributed entries does not give

0% =< p but
, 1-2 1

B 210g1;pp - 210g%

as p — 0 by Theorem 2.1 in [6]. For example, by setting p = n~7 with fixed v gives
02 =< log~'n which is substantially larger than p = n~7. Nonetheless, it seems that the

analogous statistical-computational gap Lodgﬁ Sp K ndl/z is present in clustering a binary

TBM.

5.2 Random matrix norm bounds

Proving matrix concentration inequalities for a sparse Bernoulli matrix is more involved than
for a subgaussian matrix. Kahn and Szemerédi [19] bound the second largest eigenvalue of
an adjacency matrix of a random regular graph (random graphs with constant degree) and
Feige and Ofek [18] repeat the same arguments for Erdés—Rényi graphs (symmetric adjacency
matrix with lower diagonal having independent and identically distributed entries). Lei and
Rinaldo [30] extend Feige’s and Ofek’s argument to bound the operator norm of a centered
symmetric binary matrices with independent but possibly not identically distributed entries.
With this they are able to show consistency of a spectral clustering algorithm under a
stochastic block model, which is similar to a TBM with d = 2. Chien, Lin, and Wang [9]
extend this further to a centered adjacency matrix of a hypergraph stochastic block model
(similar to binary TBM) to show strong consistency of a spectral clustering algorithm. Zhang
and Tan [43] relax some parametric assumptions made in [9]. We also apply the proof
techniques developed in [19] and [18].

In the context of clustering multilayer networks, Lei, Chen and Lynch [28] adapt Feige’s
and Ofek’s argument to tensor setting. Lei and Lin [29] consider alternative approach by
applying matrix concentration inequality based on classical matrix Bernstein’s inequalities
(see for example [37]). However, matrix Bernstein’s inequalities, which may be based on a
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deep theorem by Lieb depending on the proof, suffer from a logarithmic factor making the
matrix bounds slightly suboptimal.

In the case of subgaussian TBM, Han, Luo, Wang, and Zhang [21] approach by analyzing
concentration of a singular subspace of a possibly wide random matrix (i.e., a vector subspace
spanned by the first r right or left singular vectors corresponding to the r largest singular
values of a random matrix). For this purpose, the classical Davis-Kahan—Wedin theorem is
insufficient as it provides a common error bound for both left and right singular subspaces.
Hence, they rely on more sophisticated perturbation bounds developed by Cai and Zhang
[7] providing different bounds for left and right singular subspaces which is relevant for
particularly tall and wide matrices. The probabilistic analysis is based on e-nets and Hanson—

Wright inequality (see for example Chapter 6 in [39]).

6 Proofs

This section presents the proof of the main theorem (Theorem 3.1) in three subsections.
Section 6.1 analyzes spectral clustering with deterministic error bounds, Section 6.2 studies
concentration of sparse matrices and Section 6.3 proves the main theorem. As the analysis
of matrix concentration is quite involved, the detailed proofs of Section 6.2 are postponed
to the appendix.

6.1 Deterministic analysis

The following theorem states that a low-rank approximation of a data matrix allows efficient
clustering, when the noise level measured with operator norm is sufficiently small. The
proof is similar to the proofs of Lemma 4 in [43], Theorem 3 in [21], Lemma 5.3 in [30],
and Theorem 2.2 in [24]. However, [43], [21] and [24] included this step into consistency
theorems involving statistical models not appropriate for our purposes and [30] is restricted

to clustering from square matrices.

Theorem 6.1. Let X € R™™ be a matriz with r distinct rows represented by X;. = S.q).,
where S € R™™ and z € [r]*. Let Y € R™™ be another matriz and X be its best rank-r

approximation. Let Z be the output of a quasi-optimal k-means clustering algorithm applied

to the rows of X, i.e., find a labeling function 2: [n] — [r] and centroids 0,,...,0, € R™
satisfying

DIXG =07 < Qn}iéﬂ > NX5 =05

J S

with some relazation parameter Q > 1. Assume that |z~ {k}| > 128QTHY£7‘;(”“2’lD for all k,

where A = min{||X;, — X;.|| | Xi. # X,.}. Then the misclassification rate (recall Definition
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2.2) has an upper bound
0(z,2) < 128@—“ HQI
’ nA2 '

Proof. Define E =Y — X. Calculate a singular value decomposition Y = USVT+0, 8 ﬂA/LT
and define X = U fHA/T, which is the best r-rank approximation of Y (in statistical appli-
cations X is used to estimate X ). Since the rank of X is at most r and the rank of X is
at most r, the rank of their difference X — X is at most 2r (every vector u of the image of
X — X can be written as u = U1 + uo, where u; € im X is in an r-dimensional subspace
and us € im X is in another r-dimensional subspace). By Corollary 2.4.3 in [20], the Frobe-
nius norm and the operator norm of the rank-2r matrix X — X are comparable according
|X — X% < 2r[|X — X||%,. Now by the Eckart-Young-Mirsky theorem [17] and Weyl’s
inequality [42], we have

X X|2 <X - X|2 <2r(||X -V Ell 2 "2 g V) + || E..)?2
| 7 < 2r|| Iop < 27 (]| llop + [ £]lop) 7(0r41(Y) + [ Ellop)

Weyl 9 9
< 2r(0r 1 (X) + [|Ellop + [[Ellop)” < 87| E[5,.

This shows that the estimate X is close to X in Frobenius norm. Denote the estimated
clusters by 2; € [r], 7 = 1,...,n and their centers by 0, € R™, k =1,....r. By quasi-

optimality, we have

DI =017 < QH}%HZHXJ‘: — 0517 < QYCIK; — X5l® = QIX — X[l < 8Qr||E|f*.
j 207 j

This shows that the row vectors of the estimate X are close to the estimated cluster means
on average. Now we can estimate the distances between the true cluster means (rows of S)

and the estimated cluster means (QAZ])

SNXG = 0: 117 < 237115 — Xp | + 11X — 051> < 32Qr| E|*.
j j

For any ¢t > 0, Markov’s inequality (with respect to the counting measure) gives

Sllfs, = X517 _ 32Qr| B
12 - 12 ’

5 118, — X117 > 23] <
Consider the set A = {j € [n] | Hégj — Xl <t} If 2 # z; for i,j € A, then
||0A2L - SZJH > ||Szz - SZJH - ||Szz - é21|| > A —t.

0s, — S.,|| < t. Consider t satisfying A —t = ¢, or

equivalently, ¢ = A/2. Previous calculation shows, that for every 4,j € A, z; = z; if and

If z; = z; for some i,j € A, then |
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only if [|0;, — S..|l < A/2. This gives a well-defined mapping 7 : 2(A) — [r], 7(%;) = 2 (if
3 = %, then ||0s, — S.,|l < A/2 and hence z; = z;). However, 7 is not bijective in general,
when balanced cluster sizes are not assumed.

If z|]a : A — [r] is not a surjection, i.e., there exists k € [r] such that z; # k for

every 1 € A, then z7'{k} C A° |z27'{k}| < |A°]. This is a contradiction if we assume

2
that 220 ke

7 2(A) — [r] is surjective (if k& € [r], there exists ¢ € A such that k = z; = 7(2;)). The
surjectivity of m gives |2(A)| > |[r]| = r implying 2(A) = [r] and making 7 a bijection. The

< |z7Y{k}| for every k. Under this assumption, z|4 is surjective and hence

bound for the misclassification rate follows now from the estimate £(z, 2) < |A°|/n |

As Theorem 6.1 shows, clustering from a low-rank approximation works well when the
operator norm of the noise matrix is sufficiently small and the clusters are sufficiently sepa-
rated in the signal. The following result (Lemma 6.2) addresses the latter issue by estimating
the separation of clusters A in Theorem 6.1 under Assumptions 2.3 and 2.2. The former

issue is addressed in Section 6.2.

Lemma 6.2. Consider a TBM with a signal tensor X. Assume separated clusters along
mode k with separation 6 > 0 (Assumption 2.2) and balanced clusters with cluster balance
coefficient o (Assumption 2.3). Then

1
a2 52 )

min ||((maty X)(mat, X)7);. — ((maty, X)(maty, X)7);.|| > “Ngp”.

777’1/ ..
1,J:2;#%; \/5 ,_nkrk’ 1
Proof. Fix k € [d] and let ig, i) € [ng] be entities from different clusters zy(ix) # 2x(i})-
Denote I = (l1,- -y le—1, b1y -5 la) € [r1-..ra/ri] and j_x = (J1, -+, Jh1, Jrtts---»Jd) €
Tl“'Td Tlu.Td
[n1---ng/ng). Define a diagonal matrix D € R™ 7 "7 with nonnegative diagonal entries

E U e
Do ==

. Now

I((maty &) (maty X)");,. — ((maty &) (maty, X)7);.[|*

- Z (Z((matk X)ikj_k - (matk X)z;cj,k))(matk X)jkj—k)

=" |z {l} (Z|z;1{l1}| et ez (e - lza {a)

2
X ((maty 8)z i) i, — (Maty S)zpir i, ) (maty S)Ik,l_k> :

By balanced clusters with cluster balance coefficient o« > 0 (Assumption 2.3) , the last term
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is bounded from below by

2
4
pang
> > ( Y Di__ ((maty S). 0, — (maty S)s,ir)a_, ) (maty, S)Ik,lk)

e o \ .

ptany

I((maty, S)D(maty S)")., 6, — ((maty S) D(maty 8)" ). 1%

Tk
Next, we observe that for any matrix A and indices i # i/, Cauchy—Schwarz inequality gives

[A4s: = A = (i — ex) T A|]? = (e — )" AAT (e; — ey)
< V2||(e; — ex)TAAT|| = V2| (AAT); — (AAT )|

Applying this inequality to matrix (maty, S)v/D gives now a lower bound

[((maty, &) (maty, X)");,. — ((maty, X)(maty, X)"); .||

ptany

((mate S)VD)s i) — (mate S)VD)z iy ill*

2
4
prang ang
> 7 (H ) [(maty S)zy ). — (maty S)Zk(i;c)?||4'
Tk K £k T

By Assumption 2.2, we obtain

||((maty, X)(maty, X)T)ik: — ((matg X)(maty X)7)y .

V

2
ny---ngp”.

6.2 Sparse matrices

Theorem 6.3 bounds the operator norm of a random matrix, from which rows and columns
with too large Li-norms are removed. This result along with its proof is a mild generalization
of Theorem 1.2 in [18]. Namely, we relax the assumption of binary entries to Assumption 2.1.
In a similar spirit, Theorem 6.4 analyzes concentration of a trimmed product X X7, where
the entries of the random matrix X € Z™™ are independent and centered. The focus is
only on the off-diagonal entries, because the diagonal and off-diagonal entries concentrate
at different rates. The proof is based on decoupling and an observation that the entries of
X X7 are nearly independent, eventually allowing us to apply Theorem 6.3. This argument,
however, relies on having a sufficiently sparse matrix X. Finally, Lemma 6.5 asserts that
only a small fraction of rows and columns are removed.

Theorem 6.3. Let X € R™™ be a random matriz with independent centered entries (EX;; =
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0) satisfying the MGF bound with variance proxy o (Assumption 2.1). Define a trimmed
version of the matriz as

X
/ ij
Xij = .
0, otherwise.

[ Xi:ll1 V[ X511 < Chaim(n vV m)o?,

Then for allt > 1,
P (|yX'||op > (28 + 8.09Cwim + 417)1/(n v m)02) < 2e(n v m)) .

Proof. See Appendix A. [ |

Theorem 6.4. Let X € Z"™, n < m be a random matriz with independent entries satis-
fying the MGF bound with variance prozy o* (Assumption 2.1) and E|X;;| < o?. Further-

2

more, assume that 8logen < mo?, no? < 6-te~2 imposing m > 48¢*nlogen. Define a mask

M =117 — I € R and a trimming mask N as
Ni; = H{Z|Xika’k|Mij’ VO | Xk X My < Ctrimnm04}-
j/7k 5! k

Then there exists an absolute constant C such that
P(|(XXT)© M = EXEXT) © N|| > C(t + Cum)Vmo? + mo*) < Cn~te™"”

for all
1 3
t>C(1v—2 ™ )
log®(1/6eno?)
Proof. See Appendix C. [ |
In particular, if no? < m™¢ for some arbitrarily small constant ¢, then ||((XX7)® M —

EXEXT)® N|| < v/nmo? + mo* with high probability as n — oo, and if no? < 1, then
I(XXT)o M —EXEXT)® N|| < log*(m)y/nmo? + mo* with high probability as n — oc.

Lemma 6.5. Let X € Z™™, n < m be a random matriz with independent entries satisfying
the MGF bound with variance proxy o (Assumption 2.1) and E|X;;| < o*. Furthermore,
assume that 8logen < mo?, no? < 67 1e? imposing m > 48e*nlogen. Define a mask
M =117 — [ e R™™, Then

i=1 | 4.k

1 Vinmo*
<~ [+te VTP ) g VE2Ye
- ( Xp( 10v/6 >

23

1 n
P ( ZH{Z|Xika’k‘Mij’ > (4+ 2t)nma4} > 3)
n



for all s > 0 and
2410g” m

log?(1/6enc?)’
Proof. See Appendix C. [ |

t>24V

In particular, if nmo* — oo and n — oo, then one can choose s — 0 to approach zero

sufficiently slowly to obtain a high-probability event.

6.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

First, notice that the inequalities 8 logen; < MT;W and np < 6 1e? needed in Theorem
6.4 and Lemma 6.5 hold eventually. Define a diagonal-resetting mask M € R™*" and a
trimming mask N € R™*™ by M;; = I{i # j} and

Ny = H{ Z |(maty V)q(matg V)| V Z |(maty V) (maty V) | < Ctrimnl"'ndpQ}-

J L' i L' #j

By Lemma 6.5, there exists an absolute constant C; such that setting Ciym > C1(1V e72)

gives

1 &
]P)( ZH{ > |(maty Y)u(maty V)| > Ctrimn1“'ndp2} > S)

Nk i
L7y e p? _
S g ( Otrime nnap + Snk 1) .

By Theorem 6.4, there exists an absolute constant 5 such that

P (||((maty, V) (maty ¥)" © M — (maty, X)(maty, X)) © Nl > u)

< an,;le’tl/B forallt > 1Ve 3,

where )

n...n
= Cy(t + Clum) /1 -~ 1igp + T

ng
Choose s so that ngs < ang/r, < ming|z; '{l}| to ensure that eventually every cluster is
present also after masking with N. More specifically, we may choose e~"1"7/* 4 nyt < s <

3 2_q
-1 —nq-ngp® Tk Tk 3
b since e <o < 1 and Ly <L 1. Define

A= min ||((maty X)(maty X)T);,. — ((maty X)(maty X)T)igcz IB

oyt 2k (1) # 21 (3)
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By Theorem 6.1, there exists an absolute constant C'3 such that

P ( (2, 2) > Lo
Rky%k) = S 3 npA?

1 &
Z L Z ’(matk y)ll(matk y)j/l’ 2 Ctrimnl e nde 2 S
NK ;4 yanT”

+ P (]| (maty, Y)(maty V)" © M — (maty X) (maty, X)") © Nllop > u)

1
( /Cftrimefm---nczp2 + 3ng >+an1 —t1/3

S

IA

when mlnl|zk Yy > C’gQT’““ . By Lemma 6.2, there exists a constant C4 such that A >

Caad— 362
VIETE

ni---ngp?. Now

g2
VTrU < 02(t+0trim)\/Wp+%
ViR wm...ndpa

Tk

_ Tk <C2(t—|—C’trlm) + 1 )
O40éd_§ VAL ngp ng

Now miny|z;, {I}| > C’gQ”“ holds eventually by assumptions p > T,%/Q(nl -ong)”Y? and
ng > rk/ , hamely

min |7 {1} _ o
O3Qrku2 - e Co(t+Clrim) 1 ’
C5Qny Cra—F52 ( N Tk)

“1
B CsQry C(t + Crim) n 1 ’ S 1
\ CRa2-154a \ g g '

Set t = 1V &3 to be a constant. Recall e~ """ 4 n,' < s < ry'. Now we have

2
Pl o(s ) > 54 G50 ( Tk (Cz(f‘ir Clrim) n 1))

C'4ozd_%52 VI ngp ny
<1
1 Cnen _ Y
< s (V Clrime ™" +3nk1> + Conite™”,
<1
that is, ¢(zx, 2x) — 0 in probability. This concludes the proof of Theorem 3.1. [ |
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A Proof of Theorem 6.3

Lemma A.1 asserts that in many cases, the largest Li-norms of rows of a random matrix can
be bounded with high probability. Furthermore, in a boundary case, almost every row can
be bounded with high probability. Although it is not needed to prove Theorem 6.3, Lemma
A.1 shows that only a small fraction of rows and columns are removed in Theorem 6.3 to
obtain the desired norm bound. Lemma A.1 is also needed to prove Theorem 6.4. Lemma
A.2 is used to prove Theorem 6.3 bounding the operator norm of a random matrix, from
which rows and columns with too large Li-norms are removed. The proofs mainly follow
[18], which focuses on Bernoulli distributed entries (random graphs). The proof technique

originates from [19], where an analogous result is given for random regular graphs.

Lemma A.1. Let X € R™™ be a random matrix with independent centered entries satisfying
the MGF bound with variance proxy o® (Assumption 2.1). Define centered Li-norms S; =
(1 XG] — E[Xy]). Then for any t > 0, we have

n 2
9 en enmao
P (ZH{SZ» > (1+t)mo } > emgz/g> < exp <—8€m.2/8t>

i=1
< (en)™, mo? < 8logen,

P (An}a {Si > (14 t)y/8mo? logen}> < (en)™, mo? > 8logen.

i=1,...,

That is, if mo? > 8logen, then the largest L;-norm is bounded by max;|| X[ <
max; E|| X, ||; + Cv/mo?logen with high probability as n — oo, and if 1 < mo? < 8logen,
then the fraction of “large” Ly-norms + 7 I{|| X;.|[1 > E[|X,.[|; + 2mo?} < 1 tends to zero
with high probability as n — oo, and if C' < mo? < 8logen for some constant C, then the
fraction of “large” Ly-norms < 37 I{|| X, ||, > E||X;.|[1 + 2mo?} < e'~¢/8 is at most of con-
stant order with high probability as n — oo, but by setting C' large enough, this fraction can
be made arbitrarily small. Under an extra assumption E|X;;| < o2, we have E|| X;.||; < mo?
and the L;-norm bounds are in the order of mo?2.

Proof. By Lemma D.1:(v), we have Ee Xl =EXul) < e20° (€ =10 for all A > 0. By indepen-
dence, Ee*Si = Ee 25 (1 X 1=EIXi51) I EeA Xl —ElXi]) < ¢2mo?(e=1=A) for a]1 A > 0. Assume

that £ > >, P(S; > t). By Bennett’s inequality (D.1) and Bernstein’s inequality (D.3) in
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Lemma D.2, we have

P (iﬂ{& >t} > k:) =P (f:l (I{S; >t} —P{S; > t}) >k —fjr{si > t})

i=1

. k
(]3<1) o~ Doim PS>t} <€Zi1 P{Si > t}>

k
© <ezy1 P{S; > t})k

k
(D<-3) en 2 /\St b
- ?exp -\ 8mo?2 " 4
en 12 3t
Cexp [k [log = [ A2E)) ).
e (i (055 (e 7)) )
Now

n 4log &
P (ZH{SZ' > (1+1) < 8mo?log 6: v O?ig k )} > k) <exp (—klog <€:> t) :
=1

Notice that the assumption k& > >, P(S; > t) is needed for valid argumentation, but it
can be seen in (x) that the probability upper bound becomes greater than one and hence
trivial, when k& < >;P(S; > t). Therefore, the assumption k& > >, P(S; > t) does not

need to be considered further. Notice also, that the function £ — klog <" is increasing for

1 < k < n since it has a nonnegative derivative log <* —1 =log # > 0. Furthermore since
it is impossible for a sum of n indicators to exceed n, we have

P(iﬂ{&z(l )<1l8m0210g€;\/4103g?>}>k> (en)~"

for all £ > 1. Choose k =1V —%— so that if mo? < 8logen, then k = o275 and
4log & 2
8ma? log % \% o§; k. —mo® v mg = mo?,

- 9 en enmo 4
P <ZZ:1]I{SZ Z (1 ‘I‘t)mO' } Z e’m02/8> S exp <_86'm0'2/8t> S <€n) s
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and if mo? > 8logen, then k = 1 and

4log ¢
8mo? log% Vv Sg k

4logen

T

= /8mo?logen V

3
4 [mo?1
< y/8ma?logen V 3 %w

= y/8mao?logen,

P (O{SZ > (1+4t)y/8ma? logen}> =P ZH:H{Si > (14 t)y/8mo? logen} > 1)

i=1 =
en)™".

i

RS

<

—~

The following lemma in its original form [18] bounds sums of the form »;cq > | Xijl,
where X € R™ is a random matrix and S C [n] and 7" C [m]. When X corresponds to an
adjacency matrix of a graph, then this sum counts the number of (directed) edges from the
vertex set S to the vertex set T. However, here the statement is modified to draw a clearer
connection to the operator norm || X||op = S|y o<1 2o, UiV Xis-

Lemma A.2. Let X € R™™™ be a random matriz with independent centered entries (EX;; =
0) satisfying Beri < e7*€=1=RD for all X € R. For subsets S C [n] and T C [m)],
define X(S,T) = max{Y;cs > jer uiv;Xi; | ui,v; € {—1,4+1}} and a function Cy2(t) =

2
70'2 60'2 i +t
e ] . Then

P (g{—log Craprior (X(S.T)) = (1 + 1) <15| log (2@7) |7 log <2’§?|1)> })

< (e*nm)~, t>1,

where S C [n] and T C [m| are nonempty index sets.

Proof. It ) # S C [n], w € {£1}°, 0 # T C [m] and v € {£1}T, then Lemma D.1:(iii)
gives moment condition Eexp(A Y e jer uiv; Xi5) < elSITIo?(@X=1=1A) for all A € R. For any
tiy > 0 indexed by £ = 1,...,n and [ = 1,...,m, applying the union bound, Bennett’s
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k
inequality (D.1) and the inequality ( ) < <%) gives

P (U{X(S, T)> tsuT}) =P (U U {Z > uiviXi; > t|S|,|T|})
ST ST ue{+1}5 we{+1}7 (i€s jer
<> > P (Z > uiXij > t5|,T)

ST ue{£1}5 we{£1}T €S jeT

2 3o S M W] Dbt

k=11=1 SG([Z]) Te(“?]) ue{£1}S ve{£1}7T i€S jeT

"I n\[(m eklo? Klo®+th
< 2k2l —klo?
=22 k;)(l) ‘ (kl02+tkl>

Ckzg (tkl)
"2/ 2en 2em
<33 () () cuntin

Let us fix ¢ > 1. Since the bound Cy2 : [0,00) — [0, 1] is a continuous function start-

ing from 1 and decreasing to 0 in the limit, we can find t;; > 0 such that Cy2(t) =

k 1 *(1+t)
((QZ”) (26[”) ) . Since the bound Cl,,2 is a strictly decreasing function, we have an
equivalence X (S,T) > ty <= Cro2(X(5,T)) < Chip2(tr) (notice that X (S,7) > 0 is
always nonnegative, because whenever u” Xv < 0, we have (—u)? Xv > 0). Therefore

P (g{—log Clsiimio> (X (S, T)) > (1+1) <|S| log <2|S‘ ) + T log (i‘ﬁ)) })

=P (U{—log Cisjirio2(X (S, T)) = —log CS|T|U2(?5|S|,T|)})

ST
o s2en 2em\ !
SZZ( k:) ( l )Cklcr?(tkl)
k=1 1=1
n e\ M m ;o\
> (o) 2(an)

Since z — (x/2en)* = exp(zlog(z/2en)) is decreasing for 1 < z < n (the derivative of
k
x — xlog(x/2en) is nonpositive log(x/2en)+1 = log(x/2n) < 0), we may estimate (ﬁ) '<
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5 \ 2t R
<ﬁ> for 2 < k < n yielding

%1 —t 1
= (en)! + n(en)l-i-t
27t et!
— (en)!
< 1
~ (en)!
Hence,
n o\ F ;o\! 1
2 2en 2 2em = (e2nm)?
k=1 =1
and the claim follows. [ |

Proof of Theorem 6.3. Since the operator norm of a submatrix is less than the operator
norm of the whole matrix, without loss of generality, we may assume that n = m (the
smaller dimension can be extended to the larger dimension by filling with zero-entries, which
does not affect the claimed bound of || X ||, nor the probability bound). The proof is divided
into several parts. The first part discusses the general idea and the proof task, and the
remaining parts consist of completing the tasks.

Discretization. Let 0 < ¢ < 1/2 and S. be an e-net of the n — 1-dimensional unit sphere
S™1 of size |SL] < (27! 4+ 1)" (Corollary 4.2.13 in [39]). Define a new e-net

Se = {(s1uq,...,spu,) |u €SL,s € {1,-1}"} D SL

so that [S.| < 2™-(2e714+1)" = (4e71+2)" and whenever (uy, ..., u,) € S, also (u, ..., —u;, ...

S.. Define a constant C. = 2log(4e~* + 2) (so that |S. x S.| < e%"). By Exercise 4.4.3 in
[39], we have

1
T~/ /
max u .X V= max E U'UX
1 — 2¢ u,wes. 1 — 2¢ u,wes. i R

XN <

Applying a Chernoff bound directly on sums 3=, ; u;v; X;; will work sufficiently well only when
|u;v;] is sufficiently small (proven later). Hence, the proof also needs another argument for
heavier terms.

Discretize (0, 1] into bins by fixing any sequences 1 =a; > as > ... and 1 =0b; > by > ...
to be used as bin boundaries. Let w,v € B™ be vectors with at most unit length. Let
us bin the values into sets S, = {i | |wi| € (art1,ax]}, a1 = 1 of size s, = |Sk| and
Ty =A{J | |vj|] € (biy1,bi]}, by = 1 of size t; = |T;|. This is analogous to histograms, where the
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entries of the vectors correspond to the data, S, and 7T; are the bins with endpoints a; and
b, and frequencies/counts s; and t;. Let us emphasize that s; and Sy depend on the vector u
and similarly, ¢; and T; depend on the vector v, although this dependence is not written out
explicitly. The endpoints ag, b;, in turn, are fixed and do not depend on the vectors. Now

Zulvj Z Z uiva{jSZakbl max Z iy X

S T
k,l i€Sy,j€T; k,l ze{x1}°k ye{£1} lieSk,jeTl

X/(Sk:7Tl) (A'l)

=Y apb X' (S, T).
kol

The intuition is, that X'(Sg,T;) concentrates better for larger bins Sy and 7;. From this
point of view, bins should be chosen as large as possible. However, the larger the bins, the
more information about the distribution of the values of u and v is lost. From this point of
view, bins should be chosen as small as possible. It turns out that preserving information
about the norms is important:

2

2
s = Yt <oy 52 < up
k Uy

& €Sy ak+1 i k ak+1

That is, larger ratios —*&-

- preserve the norm worse. This indicates that a; can decrease at
most geometrically/exponentially with a common ratio a = supy, ax /a1, and thus geomet-
rically /exponentially decreasing intervals might be the optimal choice (in [18], the ratio was
chosen to be a = 2). Thus, choose a; = a'~* to get 3, sgai < a?. Similarly, define b, = b'~ k
for some b > 1.

By combining these two ideas, we arrive at

1
[ X Nop < e ggéiZuzv]X’
1
T 12 unigéi ( Z Z uinXz{j—i_ Z Z uwﬂ(’)
T \(kDeEL €Sk jET; (k1) ¢L i€Sk.jET;

1
Sl 5 (max > Y wwiXi;+ max Y apbX ’(Sk,Tl)),
— 2¢

uvESe e L €Sy e uveSe L

where L is a set of indices called light couples (defined later). Here, the last inequality
follows from the symmetry condition of the e-net S.. Namely, although it may be that
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0=, U]X > u,;v;X;5, we do have

max » > uzva’
u,VESe ) :
(kl)eL ieSk,j€T;

= max Zu, I(X. #0) > v; X3 I(X7; #0)

u,v€ES §:3(k,1)EL:ESy,jET;

< maxz

UVESe

7:3(k,l)eL:AeSy,j€T;

= max Zul Z Uinj]I<X:/j 3& O)

u,VESe P j:3(k)eL:ieS, €T,

= nax ZUJ I(X); # 0) > u; Xij

u,vES i:3(k,1)EL:5ESy, €T

< max Z Vj Z 'LLZXU

u,VESe § i:3(k,l)eL:€Sk,j€T;
= max Uj uiXi
UUES Z g Z ‘ 1<31)
i:3(k,l)eL:i€Sk,j€T,

= Imax Z Z uinXij-

uvESe e L €Sy eT;

When needed, we may also bound X'(S,7T) < X(S,T). Motivated by Bennett’s inequality
0.2
(D.1), define a function C,2(t) = e ( co’ ) i (recall the upper bound C,2(t) < (—GUQ)t)

o2+t t

and events

E, = U{—log Cisiiri02(X(S,T)) > (1 + 1) <|S|log <2|S| ) +|T|log <2|;7r>>}

ST

s s T o (e (2 e (32)

Ey = U { Z Z w;0; X 2(1+t)C'LVn02},
u,v€Se \ (k,1)EL €Sk, j€T;

E=FE UEs.

It remains to prove the desired upper bound for || X"[[o, by bounding the sums 3=, jyer, Zics, jen %iv; X
and > ez axbi X (Sk, Ty) under E°.
1. Light couples. Define the set of light couples as L = {(k,l) | axb; < 7} for some
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threshold value 7 > 0. By Lemma D.1:(iii), we have

. 2 2
E|exp | A Z Z it X gexp( Z Z uié( M1 = \)\|))
(

(kL)EL i€SkJET; kleLi€Syjel; |

€[-1,1]
2
< exp( (M1 \A|>) .

For any ¢t > 302 /7, Bernstein’s inequality (D.3) gives

t
uweSe | (k1)L i€Sy,jeTi uweS.  \(k\)eLi€SpjeTy | 7
(t/r)*  3(t/7)
< _
<2 exp( (402/72/\ 4

U, VESe

t t 3
< exp (06”‘ i <02A7)>

Choose 7 such that when the condition ¢ > 302 /7 holds as equality, then the probability

bound becomes trivial, that is, 0 = C.n — 902 /472, or equivalently, T = 4%"; = 2\/38771'

Now # = 2v/C.no? and
P(Ey) =P ( U { Y wwXy; > (1 +t)2\/CEn02})
(

u,veSe | (k,1)EL i€Sy,j€T]

< exp (—tC.n) .

In summary, by defining a constant Ct, = 2/C~, a threshold parameter 7 = o \F and the set
of light couples L = {(k,1) | axby < 7}, we have an upper bound - yer Yies, jen, 4ivj Xij <
(1+t)Cpvno? in E5 and P(F,) < e~ O,

2. Bounded L;-norm. Define the first set of heavy couples as Hy = {(k,l) ¢ L | ¢ >
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Vno? or 3—; > vno?}. Then

Y. wbX'(SnT)<—— >, a Y, |Xj

kol 5 > Vno? O™ g 19k > /ng? €Sk JET,

Hence,

Z CLkle/<Sk, n) S Ctrim(a2 + bz) V TLO'2.

(kvl)eHl

3. Successful concentration. Define the second set of heavy couples Hy = {(k,1) ¢
LUH, | X(Sk,Th) < €2 sktlakbl} (recall from light couples that 7 = o f) This is weaker
assumption than a well- behaved concentration X (Sy,T;) < o2e?sit;, namely in L¢, we have

apb; > 7 and consequently o2e?s,t; < eQ%QSktlakbl. Now

2
Z akle(Sk,Tl)SeQU— Z aiskb?tl

(k.)€ Hy T (klyeH,
2
< 62a2b20—
Cre’a’b? 5
= —VnNo-.
3

4. Geometric sum. In HS, we have X (S, T}) > o2e%sit;. Therefore log % > 1is

positive and condition Ef can be written as

. ]_+t 2en 2en
Ec { (Sp,.T) < W(Sklog(sk)—l-tzlog( / >)}

(k,l)eHS espt;o?
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Under EY, we have

1 g @ l t 1o g 2en
Z apb X (Sk, 1) < (1+1) Z akbl X(Sk Tl + Z “kbl M
g espt;o? esptip

2
S (1 + t (Z akaSk log — + Z akbltl IOg en)

k,l Sk k,l

By symmetry, it suffices to bound only the first sum; the second sum can be bounded with

similar arguments. By geometric summation formula, we have

log = QL" log = QL"
Z Skakbll Sk7Tl) Z kg Z ak lo Sk,Tz)
g esktlcrz g esktlaz
10g 2"%"
S Zskaz Sk Tl Zbl
A aj min, log esrta?
CL2 b IOg 2en
< — max .
T "M i g S50
It remains to bound the terms of the geometric sums. By assuming log ==* 2en < Oy lo %
and HY, we have g—i < vno? (assumption Hf) and consequently the desued upper bound
b Zen
: Yoy < CmsV no?. Here the value of the constant Cys will play an important role

aj, ming log =~k
later, so it will be fixed then.

Let us study other ways of bounding the terms of the geometric sum by assuming
now log%’%1 > Cyzlog % By combining this with assumption (k,l) ¢ HS, that is,

X(Sk, T’l) Z 628ktlakbl%2, we get

<26n>CIH3 > 62Sktlakb50'2 . eab;

Sk espto%T T

< T (26n>clHa
< — (==

eay Sk
2 1
lo 0g = ﬂ T [2en)\ Tus 2en
— < —(— log —.
Qe eay Sk Sk

To obtain the desired bound for the geometric sum, we assume

_1
T (26”> T Jog 2 < Crav/no?

ea? \ s Sg

(2671)011{3 log 2en - Chseazv/no? _ CusCreain

Sk Sk T 3
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In summary, by defining the third set of heavy couples as

(k,1) ¢ L UH; U H,,

Hy = { (k1) | g% < Cuslog 562 or (22)% log 22 < GnCicqin, 1,
10g 2en < C 1 6§fflﬁ;z) or (2271) CHs lOg 2en < CchLebQ

we have 3 pep, axbi X (Sk, Ty) < (1 +1) (1 = + = 1) CusVno?2.
5. Remaining heavy couples. Let us consider the remaining couples (k,1) ¢ L U
H, U Hy U Hy. Without loss of generality, since (k,[) ¢ Hz, we may assume that log Q;j” >

Cys log XGeT) and

Tesptio?

08—
k S

— (2671)011{3 <0H4 log (26n> Cil4>
Sk Sk

2672) CH3 + CH4
)

C’HgCLea2n < (2en) e | 2en

Sk

<CH4<

(2(%1)1_011{3_01{4 < 3CHs  2en
~ CusCreain sy
6CHy 1

— 2 .
CchL Skay,

Sk

By setting 1 — Cy3 — Oyt = Cp3, that is, Cpy = 17210,1 = C§§i2 (as for example Cyz =
H3

Cys4 = 3) we have

1
Zakbl Sk,T’l < Zakblesktla <2€n> s
el Sk
H 6€CH4 1
- CchL S a%
6€CH4

— 2 th
CchL Z : e @ bl

Le 6601{4 2,9 71

< b

- CchLU 1—a!

. 260}1462

- CH3(1 — a*l)

no?.

In summary, by defining the fourth set of heavy couples as Hy = (LU H; U Hy U H3)¢ and a
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constant Cyy = ci?i 5, we have

2 b2 2eC
Z akle(Sk,T’l) S ( a 1 + 1) c H4V 0'2.
(k,l)eHy 1-b l—a Chs

Summary. Under £¢ we have

1
1 X [lop < 5o | max Z Z uiv; X5 + max Z apby X' (Sk, T))
= 28\ (el Sy jeT U, vESe

(k1)L

1 / 2, 12 CLe’a?b?
< 19 (1 —l—t)CL n02—|—Cmm(a +b ),/n02+ T /o2
— 4&
L Hy x
a? b2
+ (1 +t) <1 _ bil + 1 —CL1> CHg\/nO'2
Hs
CL2 b2 QGCH4
2
Hy

—_
(-
DO
™
/N

2 2b2
(14 )CL + Coim(a® + b2) + Creta’d”

3
a? b? 2e
+<1—b_1+1—a_1> ((1+t)CH3+ >) no2

Chz — 2
a=b=2
CH:3:£H4;:3 1 32¢? V C.
= 1" ((1 + )21/ Cs 4 8Ciyim + —3
+ 16 (3(1+t) + 2e¢) ) Vno?

1

32¢?
- . 2
=15 ((2\/O€+48)t+80mm+ <2+ 3 ) \/C’s+48+326> Vno

1
= ( (2\/2 log(4~1 +2) + 48> t + 8Crim

(

) V2log(4e~! +2) + 48 + 32e> Vno?

(56t + 8.09Csim + 417)Vno

e=0.0
<
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With Lemma A.2, we obtain a tail bound

P(|| X |lop > (56t + 8.09Ckim + 417)Vn0?)
<P(E,UE,)

Lemma A.2 9 9
< exp(—tlog(e“n®)) + exp(—tC:n)

< 2exp(—t(Con A 2logen)).

To further simplify the probability bound, we notice that with an inequality 2logen =
2(1 +logn) < 2¢!°8™ = 2n < C.n, we have C.n A 2logen = 2log en.

B Proof of Lemma B.1

Lemma B.1 provides a specialized norm bound needed in a small part of an argument in
Appendix C. The proof is based on a chaining argument developed in [12].

Lemma B.1. Let X € R™™™ be a random matrix with independent centered entries satisfying
the MGF bound with variance proxy o? (Assumption 2.1) and let A € R™™ be a deterministic
matriz with uniformly bounded entries A;; < o*. Then

2
P (||AXT||F > 34(1 + t)no? (\/m02 v 3)) < P> 1

Especially, if mo?® 2> 1, then ||AXT||r < no®vVmao? with high probability.

Proof. Discretization. For a vector ||ul| < 1, define sets S, = {i | 27771 < |u;| < 27},
=0,...,K —1, Sg = {i | |ui] <275} of size s;, = |Si| and values a;, = 27% > max{|u, |
1€ Sk} Then

2

a
skaizziu?§42u2<4, k<K,
iESE ui iE€ESE

sgaz < nd .

Choose K = H‘C’EZJ so that also sga% < nd™% < 4 and n/4 < 4% < n. This implies

sp < 4a;? = 451 for all k and

K

K K-1
ZskaZ:Z ZaigsKai(%—élZ Zu? <4+4<8.
k=0 k=01i€Sy k=0 i€Sy
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Now for any vector x € R”, we have

Za:iui = Z Z T < Zak max Z Ti0; = Zakx(Sk).
: k

S,
k i€Sk {_171} kieSk

=z(Sk)

Since ||z[| = supy, <1 >; Tiwi, we have

||| < smax. Zakx Sk)

.....

where Sy, ..., Sk C [n] are assumed to satisfy >, spai < 8, spaz < 4.
Bounding (AX7);.(S). For any nonempty subset S C [n], we have

(AXT)I(S> = max Z Z Az‘in’jui’;

_ S
ue{ 1’+1} j i'es

where 3,3 ¢ A;; Xy juy is a sum of independent random variables. By Bernstein’s inequal-

ity (D.3), we have a tail bound

L VNVRCETETRNES o o o o pobortic EORE:

i=1 s=1 Se([zl) ve{-1,+1}5 i’'eS j= 1W—/

i=1 0£5C[n]

I/\

ts
52

€[-1.1]

3<t8f2)>>

e (5
i

1 2en t2 A
slo —
& S 4msob
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4025]og 2en
Now ty = \/4m3206 log 2%" \% % satisfies slog == 2en

4m50_6 A 3t5 so that

(pl ngc[n]{ (AXT).(S) > (1 —|—t)ts}> < n;exp (3 log— —(1+1) <4”§(76 A j;‘;))
zi: ( tslogn)
zn:l<26n> s

”((2 =1 (5,) )

1

2

INE

ERUES TN
(3G @)

Y

~+

(fm)

where inequality (%) holds, because the function s — (i)s is decreasing (the derivative of
its logarithm slog 57~ is negative log 5> + 1 =log 5-, s < n).
Norm bound. Define a rare event

=) U {(AXT)i(S) = (1 + )ty ).
1=10#SC[n]

The aim is to bound the norms of the row vectors ||[(AX7T).|| under a high-probability event
E°¢. When E° holds, inequality (B.1) gives

AXT s = Jiumﬂw

<\/_max max Zak (AXT):.(Sk)

505005

.....
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2en

4025y, log

Evaluating ¢, \/ 4msio® log Zen ——5 % gives an upper bound
2 402sy, log 2en
|AXT||r = (1 + t)\/_ max > \/4m3i06 log v ay
~~~~~ Sk \ 7 Sk 3
2 2en
< 2(1 +t)y/no® max Z <\/m02 % > aysy, log —
S0,--SK 3 Sk

.....

2 2en
= 2(1 +t)v/no? (v 2v 3) nax Zaksk log —

The above sum is estimated by recognizing it as an inner product (x,y) = >, SpTrYx, namely
now Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and subadditivity of the square root yield

Zskak log— < \lZskak$ Zsklog 2c;n
k=0
< \/g\lzsk
k=0

%) K 2
< ﬂJ 3 4k log? o "
k=0

4F+1

K . éen
K K
=32 <log(62n) > 2k —log(4) > k2k> :
k=0 k=0

where the inequality (x) follows from increasingness of a function s — s log2 4’1 a5 it has a

2 4e n = (log 4e? ”)log > 0 for s < 4n. With a help

4en

nonnegative derivative log — 2log ="

of Wolfram, the last term is equal to

v/32 (log(e”n) (28! — 1) — log(4)2(2X K — 2% + 1)).
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Hence, we conclude that

Z Skag log 2K+1\/_(10g(e n) — log(4)(K — 1))

k=0

_ oK+1
=2"""Vv32log —— 4K -
4en
= 25+1/3210g 17

() 4 2
< 2v32nlog "
n

= 2v/32nlog(4e?),

where the inequality (xx) follows from increasingness of a function s — s log as it has a
nonnegative derivative log =5 etn _ 9 — log 1862” > 0 for s < /n.
Summary. Combining these results gives that the high-probability event E¢ implies

|AXT||p < 2(1 +t)y/no? <Vm02 % ;) 2v/32nlog(4¢?)
— 16v/2log(4e?)(1 + t)no? (\/m02 v ;)
< 34(1 + t)no? (Vino? v ;) |

Notice that in previous lemma, if |A;;| = Var(X;;) = o2, then the variance of a single entry
of AXT is Var((AXT);;) = mo® and the expected squared Frobenius norm is E||AXT||Z =
n%0*mo?, which makes the high-probability bound rate-optimal.

C Proof of Theorem 6.4

This appendix analyzes concentration of a product X X7, where the entries of the random
matrix X € R™™ are independent and centered. The focus is only on the off-diagonal
entries, because the diagonal and off-diagonal entries concentrate at different rates, as the

following simple lemma suggests.

Lemma C.1. Let X € R™™™, m > n be a random matriz with independent centered
Bernoulli-distributed entries X;; il Ber(p) — p. Define a mask M = 117 — I € R™" and
denote elementwise matriz product by ® so that XXT = (XXT) oI+ (XXT)® M. Then

VEI(XXT) & 12, > SDI(XXT)5) = \/mp(1 — p)(1 - 2p)?,
VEI(XXT)© M2, > E|(XXT) © M),||? = J(n — )mp(1 - p).
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Proof. The first inequality follows from E[(XXT)®1]2, = Emax[(XXT)|* > E(XXT)Z, >
Var((XX™);;) = mVar(X7), where the variance follows from an elementary calculation

Var(X7}) = EX}; — (EX7)?

=p(1=p)'+ 1 =p)(-p)' (1 -p)*
(1=p)((1=p?°+p° —p+p?)

=p(1 —p)(1—4p +4p?)

=p(1—p)(1 —2p)*.

For the second statement, first notice that the matrix (XX7) ® M is centered, namely the
diagonal entries are zero and for i # ', we have

E(XXT) o M)y =EY XXl => EX; X = EX;EX;; = 0.
J J J

Therefore,

E[(XX")® M|, > E[(XXT) ® M),
=E> (XX") o M)
= /Z/#Var((XXT)“/)

= Z Var (Z )
i/l £
= Z ZVar
R
= Z Y E(X] X))
id'#EL g
— 2 S EXZEXZ
i #E g

= (n— 1)mp*(1 — p)*.
m

This suggests that X X7 — EX X7 consists of two parts, a diagonal and an off-diagonal
part. For small p < 1, we expect the norm of the diagonal to be of order \/mp and the
norm of the off-diagonal to be of order y/nmp. If this holds, then the diagonal dominates
the off-diagonal, when |/mp > \/nmp, or equivalently, p < n~!. When we consider square
matrices m = n, we rarely consider p < n~!, but when m > n, we may be interested in the
regime p < n=*t
aims at proving that the off-diagonal part is bounded from above by O(y/nmp), or in a

and this phenomenon will become significant. The rest of this subsection
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slightly more general setting, O(y/nma?).

Lemma C.2 bounds a product X; X7 of two independent matrices X1, X, with indepen-
dent entries. The key observation is that the entries of X; X are conditionally independent
entries given X5, when X is sufficiently sparse. This allows us to apply Theorem 6.3. Lemma
C.3 applies a well-known decoupling technique (see for example Chapter 6 in [39]) to analyze
a product (X —EX)X7T as if X and X7 were independent. The decoupling technique applies
to expectations of convex functions of (X —EX)X7” which is then converted to a tail bound
in the proof. Theorem 6.4 finally bounds off-diagonal part of the Gram matrix X X7T. The
desired norm bound is obtained by removing certain rows and columns, and Lemma 6.5
asserts that only a few rows and columns are removed. The bound presented here is derived
with a simple application of Markov’s inequality, and consequently the bound is worse than
the bound in Lemma A.1.

Lemma C.2. Let X; € R™*™ X, € Z™*™ be independent random matrices with indepen-
dent entries, n = ny + ny < m. Assume that X, is centered and its entries satisfy the MGF
bound with variance proxy o (Assumption 2.1) and E|(X);;| < o?. For the other matriz, as-
sume that the entries of Xy satisfy the MGF bound with variance prozy o* and E|(X3);;| < o

2

Furthermore, assume that 8logen < mo?, no? < 3 e 2 imposing m > 24e*nlogen. Define

a product matriz Y = X, XTI € R™*"2 qnd its trimmed version Y’ as

Yij, Zj’,k|(X1)ik(X2)j’k‘ \ Ei/,kl(xl)i’k<X2)jk’ < Cyimnmo?,

¥ = |
0, otherwise.
(i) Then
\/¥ tnmao*
P XD)a(X2)ul > tnmo? | < “=exp | ——rn +2n"/£/2\/6
(%‘( 1) l( 2)]l| - ) — \/6 p 40\/6
for all
24 log”
IV L
log®(1/3enc?)

(i) There exists an absolute constant C' such that
P (“Y/HOP > C(t+ Cim) \/%02) < 8l tM

for all
5121og* m

t>5%2y o=
- log®(1/3enc?)

In particular, if no®* < m~™¢ for some arbitrarily small constant ¢, then |Y'|op <

~Y

Vnmao? with high probability asn — oo, and if no? < 1, then ||Y'|op < log®(m)y/nmo?
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with high probability as n — oco.

Proof. Denote n = ny 4+ ng. Decompose the integer matrix as Xy = > 72, X;k), where

)
k—1 )
X2(k) = arg min Z <X2 — (X + Z Xé“))
k'=1 ij

Xe{0,£1}m2 X ™ max; || X1 <1 45

matrices Xék are defined recursively by

kE>1

Y

with arbitrary tie breaks as there might not be unique minimizers. As an example of such a

decomposition, consider the following small integer matrix

3 =2 1 1 -1 1 1 -1 0 1 00
o 0 —-1f=10 0 0O/+1|0 O —-1/+1{0 0 O
0 1 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 010

That is, the components are matrices with entries being in {—1,0,1}, each column having
at most one nonzero entry and the k:th component picks “the k:th one of each column” if it
exists. Since each column has at most one nonzero entry, the supports of the rows of X2(k)
are disjoint.

Notice that the summands are eventually zero matrices as each entry of X, is finite
almost surely. Let Ky, denote the number of nonzero components (which is random as X,

is random). By Lemma D.1:(v), we have

RN 1X2(0)~EX2(0.5) —EIXa (1) —EX (1)) < (207 =1-0) < (30%(=1-X)  fo1 a1] A > 0

and consequently

Ee 22 (1X2(6:0) —EX2(1,5) | —E| X2 (6,)) —~EX2 (i.)]) < Fe3m20? (e =1=-2) o a1] ) > ().
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Now for any kyax > 3ne0?, Bennett’s inequality (D.1) gives a tail bound

P (Kmax 2 kmax)

p (j@l{iwxzu,m > k:m})

(Z’X2 i j EXQ(%])’ + ’EXZ(Zaj)‘ > kmax)

A
Ms i Ms

IN

<§|X2(@ 7) = EX5(i,5)] — ElX2(i, j) — EX(4, )] = Kmax

i=1

.
[
L
3

- SUB )+ EIXa(05) — B )

=1

< 3P( 3IXalic)  BXalic)] - BIXa(0) ~ EXa(1)] > e — a0
j=1

1

< me
- 3902 + kpax — 3N902

km X
3enyo? )M
=m .
kmax

The resulting upper bound holds also for 0 < k., < 3ngo

31202 4+kmax—3no0?
D.1 2 2 ax 2
(D.1) 3n9c2 ( 637120' )

2 as the upper bound becomes

trivial.
Conditioned on X», the product Y * = X (Xz(k))T consists of independent entries (since
the rows of XQ(k) have disjoint supports) and by Lemma D.1:(iii), they satisfy the moment

]E< Y(k)‘XQ) _E <€A(X1(X§’“))T)ij XQ)
< exp ([|(X57); 10 (@ = 1= |A])

< exp (maxl| ()10 = 1= A)))

condition

for all A € R. Conditioned on X5, the sum Zlaj.(x(k))‘l#OKXl)i” consists of at most
: . 2 J

Zj7l|(X§k))jl| < nmax; || (X{");.|l1 independent random variables satisfying EeMI(XDal~El(X1aD) <
e2*(@ 1Y for all A > 0 (Lemma D.1:(v)). Hence,

E|exp |\ Z [(X1)al = E|(X1)al | | X2
1:35:(x M) 10

< exp (20 max (X110 (e* = 1= )
Jl

50



for all A > 0. The next objective is to bound max;||(X2);.|1.

2 2

For any ¢ > 1, assumptions E|(X3);;| < ¢° and 8logen < mo* and Lemma A.1 give a

tail bound
P (max|(X2); 1 > 5tmo?)
J

< P (max||(Xz ~ EXa)y |1 + | (EX2); ] = 5tmo?)

IN

P (maxu(x2 CEXo) > 4tm02>
J

<P (U{H(Xg CEXo) 2 E(Xs — EXo), |l + (1+ t)\/m})
an
< (en)™.

That is, under a high-probability event M;{[|(X32);.|[1 < btmo?}, we have the moment condi-

tions )
k
E <e>\y”. | X2> < exp (5tm04(e|/\| —1- MD)

for all A € R and
Elexp A Y [(X))al —E[(X)al | | Xa | < exp (10tnmo’(e* — 1))
1:35:(X$),1#0

for all A > 0.
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(i) For any t > 1, Bernstein’s inequality (D.3) gives

j?l

P (ZKXl)Zl (Xg)jl| Z kaaxtnma4)

< Z P<Z|<X1)11<X2(k))]l| > 6tnma4, maXH(XZ)’LHl < 5tm027 Kmax < kmax)

kgkmax J,l

L P (maXH(Xg)Z-;Hl > 5tm02> +P (Ko > Fo)

< Z P( Z |(X1)zl| > 6tnma4, maXH(Xg)Zﬂl < 5tm02>

k<kmax N j1(x$9),20
k
360-2 max
+(en)™ +m <>
kmax

< TP X e X el X et x.)

k<kmax 1:35:(X 5 ;170 1:35:(X 57 ;10
km X
3en02> *

kmax
©3 N t*n*m?o® A 3tnmo? )t + 3eno?\ ",
max €X - en m 1~ Fmax
- P 4 - 10tnmo* 4 kmax

tnmo?
40

n_klnax

X ]I{Hl?XH(XQ)Z':Hl < 5tm02}] + (en) " +m (

kmax —
= Fmax €XP (‘ ) +(en)™" + exp <10gm — Fimax log ) e

3enoc?

By choosing k., = [t] > 2V bg?ﬁ% so that £ <t —1 < kypax < t and t > 6eno®

(recall the assumption no? < 37'e™2 < (3e)™!), we obtain

P (|[Yalh > 6t*nmo”)

tnmo* ¢ ¢
< texp (— nZ(L)U ) + (en)™" + exp <logm —3 log 6en02> n=t?
tnmo* t 1
<texp (— nZZ)U > + (en)" + exp <logm —3 log 3en02> nt/?2
4
< texp (_tnzz)a ) + 2072

= \/6E2 ex (_61527\1/7_1104) + 2 VRS
6 40/6

24 log® m
log?(1/3enc?) "
(ii) Notice that the trimming constant in Theorem 6.3 differs from Ciyy. Namely,

The claim follows by writing the assumption on ¢ as 6t > 24 V

the trimming constant in the theorem has to be chosen to satisfy ||Yz(k)||1 \Y HY](k)Hl <
C/

trim

n(5tma*) for indices 4, j that are not masked out. Comparing this to trimming with
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: !
Cirim gives Ciim = 5tCY,,,, since

n2

YO =S yo =3
7j=1

7=1

4
Xl zl X2 jl’ < C1‘cr1mn7no-

Z Xl zl X2
l_

ZXlleZ Jl

4
Xl Zl X2 jl| < Ctrlmnmo-

k k -
Dag =Zm§~>| =y
=1 =111

By Theorem 6.3, there exists a constant C' such that for all ¢t > 5, we have a tail bound

/ Ctrlm) )
Pl |Y Nlop = Chpax | t + mo
(u lon ( o)

<P (HY'HOP > Clinax (t + Cj}f) VI, K < Fmas max | (Xa)z 1 < 5tm02>

4P (Ko > k) + P (maXH(Xg)i;m > 5tm02>

P ( @X{H(Y““))’Hop > ¢ (ﬂ + Cé?m) "<5“""4>} | XQ)

k=1
3 2 kmax
+m ( chag ) + (en)™

kmax

<E

<H 10K <5107}

3€n 0_2 kmax
t/5+m< 2 ) +(€n)—t

< 2kimax(en) 2

3€n 0_2 kmax
S 3kmax(en)_2 t/s +m <1{32> .
By choosing kmax = | V1] > \/_v10g81173g$a2) > 2\/@’% so that % < VE—1 < kpax < V1T

and v/t > 6e?no? (recall the assumption no? < 37'e~2), we obtain

(19l > € (#2452 ) vimo?)
)\f/Q

6eno?

< 3\/Z(en)’2\/t/_5 +m <

Vit

< 3\/—7172‘”/ \/> —24/t/ +6logm——log Fons? I
< 3von 2e VU5 4o lg—vi/4
< 3\/5+ 1e—ﬁ/4

< 8 -wrnrn
—_— n .

53



83 log® m ]

The claim follows by writing the assumption on t as t3/2 > 53/2 v 7Tl o)

Lemma C.3 (Decoupling). Let X € Z™™ be a random matriz with independent integer-

valued entries that satisfy Assumption 2.1 with variance prozy o and E|X;;| < o?. Fur-

thermore, assume that 4logen < mo?, no® < 6 te™2, imposing m > 24e*nlogen. Define

a mask M = 117 — I € R™", product matriz Y = (X —EX)XT) ® M € R™™, trimming
mask N € R™" as

Nij = H{Z\(Xik — EX) X Mijr VD1 (Xik — EX ) X | My < CtrimnmoA}
ik ik

and a trimmed product Y' =Y ® N. Then there exists an absolute constant C' such that
P ([Y/]|op > C(t + Cuuim)v/nmo?) < Cn~'e™"

for all

1 3
tzc’(lv 05 m )

log®(1/6enc?)

In particular, if no® < m=¢ for some arbitrarily small constant ¢, then ||Y'|op < /nmo?
with high probability as n — oo, and if no® < 1, then ||Y'|lop < log®(m)y/nma? with high
probability as n — oo.

Proof. Let 6; = Ber(1/2), i = 1...n be independent Bernoulli random variables and define
disjoint random index sets I = {i | §; = 1} and I° = {i | 6; = 0}. Define a random submatrix
X, with the convention (Xr.);; = X;;I{i € I} = §,X;; so that X, and X have the same
dimensions. Define also Xj.. similarly. For any ¢ # j, we have elementwise equalities

((X — EX)XT)U = 4E15i(1 - 5])((X - EX)XT)U
=4E; Y 6;(X —EX)i(1 - 6;)X;
k
=4, Z(X]; — ]EXI:)ik(XIC:)jk‘
k

= AR (X7, — EX7.)(Xre)")ss.

On the diagonal, we have ((X;. — EX..)(X7)T)y = 0, that is, (X — EX)XT)o M =
AE (X — EXp)(X ICZ)T. Since operator norm is a convex function in the space of matrices,
Jensen’s inequality gives

I((X —EX)X") © M © Nllop < 4E[[(Xr. — EX7)(X7e)" [lop-

Similarly, for any convex and nondecreasing function f : R>g — Rsg, Jensen’s inequality

o4



gives

F(I(X =EX)XT)© M © Nllop) = Ef (J4E((Xs. = EX1)X[2) © Nllop)
<EES (41((Xr, — EX7)XE) © Nlop) -

The interchange of the order of the expectations E and [E; is justified most evidently when
E; = 27"y is written as a finite sum. The gain of this argument is the independence of
the submatrices X;. and Xje.. Namely, now Lemma C.2 can be applied to the product (X;.—
EX/.) X7, with variance proxy 202 (the number 2 is needed to have E|(X;. —EX}.);;| < 20?).
= Ciyim/2. Define Z =

>)+, where C' is the universal constant from Lemma

Consequently, the trimming constant in Lemma C.2 becomes Cf

I e 53/2 . _512log®m
8Cy/nmao? trim log3(1/6enc?2)

C.2:(ii). Since f(z) = (x — 1)% is a nondecreasing convex function f : Rsg — Rsq for p > 1,

rim

by Lemma C.2, the absolute moments of Z can be estimated from above as

EZP
ANXn —EXDXE)O N, (e, 512log*m |\

8C'\/nma? trim log*(1/6enc?) ) ) .

(X1 —IEXI)XC)QNH : 5121og” m
—IE/ per-ip [ I ! 532y 4 Cln | dt
< Cy/nm2o? log®(1/3en20?) O Gt

8n_1/ ptp_le_tl/3/4dt

0

— 8n 1pa3r-D) /OO wPP V3. 4342 du
0

gIEﬂE(

Lemma C.2

= 8n~14*3pI'(3p)
= 8n 14T (3p + 1)

for any p > 1. For 1/3 < p < 1, this argument does not work as x + P is not convex. Now
for any |\ < 47!, geometric summation formula gives

(e 9]

2 \kr7k/3
)\Z1/3 )\ Z k‘/3
E (e — E o ) E 7 IEZ

k=0

E}—M (k+1)
=8n! Z(4A)’f
k=3

L (4’
1—4x

%)



By Markov’s inequality, this gives a tail bound

oo\ k o0
P(Z>t) <P (Z 21 PR Z /]\C'tk/?))

AN (N T
<8*1( tk .
= 1—4)\<Zk' )

To simplify the upper bound, let us study the relation between the series > 72 4 ‘”k—lf and the

exponential function e®. Denote the Taylor polynomials of the exponential function by

() = 38, ”;, . Since the derivatives of the polynomials satisfy pj,, = pk, for any z > 0

and k > 1, we have

d & epple) — (@) | (pule) — pea(e))e” ket

dzpi(z) pi(z)? a pi(z)?  klpi(x)?

This implies that e* /pg(z) > €™ /pr(xo) or pr(x) < p’“(’”O) , whenever x > o > 0. Therefore,
for any t > t(, we have

% k/3 o Atl/3 1/3yy—1 Att/3 P2()\t(1J/3) t1/3 o
>t =@ et < [ - 2
e
-1
(o) o
o AtH/3 )
e”to

Now

A=8"1
3

— -1
P(Z >t) t0_< 16-273n7t <1 — ]92(1)> o t?/8

- e

< 25nte B 1> 83 =512,

The claim follows now from

5121og”
{(Z>t}={|Y'|>8C| 5%V # +t+ O | Vamo?
log”(1/6eno?)

D AIY'|| = 8C(2t + Cfyp)vnmo®}
S {IY|| > 16C(t + Couima)v/nmo?},

3/2 5121log® m
when ¢t > 5°/°V T0&3(1 Jemo?) " [ |

Proof of Theorem 6.4. Let t > 0. Since E|X;; — EX;;| < 2E|X;;| < 202 and mo? > 8logen,
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applying Lemma A.1 gives

P (CJ{H(X CEX)u|h = 2mo® + (1 + t)y/8mo? log en}> < (en)™.

i=1
Under a high-probability event ﬂf‘:l{H (X —EX).|l1 <2mo?+ (1+t)y/8mo?log en}, we have

ZI;\(X — EX)ir XM Ny < Z;\XikaklMiszj + Z];!(EXM)(X — EX) x| MijNij
Js Js Js
+ Zk|(]EX)ik(EX)jk|Misz‘j
Js
< Cyimnmo® + Z\(EXik)(X —EX) | + nmo?
7.k
< (14 Cyim)nmao? + no? mjaXH(X —EX);.|h

81
< (3 + Cirim + (1 + 1) Ogen) nmao?.

and similarly

Y IX = EX ) Xji | My Nij <D | Xin Xje| MigNig + Y J(EX ) (X — EX) 55| Mi; N
i,k i,k i,k
+ D |(EX) ik (EX) i | M;; Nij
ik
< Cyimnmo® + Z|(EXM)(X —EX) | + nmo?
ik
<(1+ C’trim)nm04 + no? max|[(X — EX);. |1
J

81
< (3 b Cun (14721 ) ot

In the following calculation, constant C' is allowed to vary from line to line. By Lemma
C.3 and Lemma B.1, with probability of at least 1 — Cn~te """ — (en)™" — n(en)™t >
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1-— C’nile*tw, triangle inequality gives

[(XXT) o M —EXEXT)® N||op
<X —EX)XT) O M O Nop + [[(EX)(X —EX)") © M & N|[op
+ [(EXEXT) © 1 ® N|op

Lemma C.3 81
< C (t+3+0trim+(1+t)\/0g2€n) Vnmao?
mao

+ [[(EX)(X —EX)T) © M||p + mo*
< C(t 4 Cyim)vVnmo® + |(EX)(X — EX)T||p + mo*

Lemma B.1

< Ot + Cyim)Vnmo? + Ctno*vVmo? + mo*

n02§6_1e_2
< C(t + Ciim)vV/nmo?* + mo*.
[ |
Proof of Lemma 6.5. Let t > 0. Since E|X;; — EX;;| < 2E|X;;| < 202 and mo? > 8logen,
applying Lemma A.1 gives

P (0{“()( —EX)ill1 > 2mo* + (1 +t)m02}>

i=1

<P (CJ{H(X —EX)i|l1 > 2mo* + (14 t)y/8mo? logen}>

i=1
< (en)™".

Under a high-probability event N, {||(X — EX).|l1 < (3 + ¢t)mo?}, we have

D NEXp) (X —EX )| Mijr <D0 |EXi]| Xje — EXy|

i’k j=1k=1
< no® max| (X — EX),
J

< (3+t)nmot.

Suppose t > 24V %. By triangle inequality and Lemma C.2:(i) (with 20?), we
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obtain

SIXin X My < 3 (X — EX) e Xy Mijr + D |(EXi) (X — EX) | My

j/7k jl7k j/7k

+ D (EXu) (EX )]

j,7k
< 4tnmo* + (3 + t)nmo* + nmo*
= (4 + 5t)nmo*

with probability of at least

4 4
1—(en)™" — vt exp _Vinmoty 2 VU0 > 1 — Viexp _Vinmot\ 3 Vi/2V6
V6 10v/6 106

The claim follows from Markov’s inequality. [

D Bennett’s inequality

This subsection studies the concentration of a sum of independent random variables satis-
fying Assumption 2.1. Lemma D.1 shows ways to construct random variables satisfying the
assumption and Lemma D.2 collects well-known tail bounds for such random variables.

Lemma D.1.

(1) If X €1]0,1] almost surely, then X satisfies Condition (2.1) with variance proxy EX.

(i) If X € [—1,1] almost surely and EX = 0, then X satisfies Condition (2.1) with variance
prozy EX?2.

(iii) If X1, X5 are independent random variables satisfying Condition (2.1) with variance

prozies 02,03 respectively and ay,as € [—1,1], then X = a1 X1 + a2 X» satisfies Condi-

tion (2.1) with variance prozy a*o} + a3o3.

(iv) If X is a centered random variable satisfying Condition (2.1) with variance proxy o?
and & is a random variable independent of X satisfying || < 1 almost surely, then their
product £X satisfies Condition (2.1) with variance prozy o>.

(v) If X satisfies Condition (2.1) with variance prozy o*, then |X — EX| satisfies the
condition with variance proxy 202 at least for X > 0, that is,

EAMX—EX|-E|[X-EX]) < 202 (e} =1-2) for all X > 0.

(vi) If a random wvariable X has a binomial or a Poisson distribution, then it satisfies

Condition (2.1) with variance proxy EX .
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Proof of Lemma D.1. (i) Let X € [0, 1] be a bounded nonnegative random variable. By

(i)

(iii)

(v)

convexity of the exponential function (linear interpolation of convex function ¢ + e
between points (0, ) and (), e})), we have

FEAX-EX) _ = AEX|p,(1-X)0+X A < e—AIEXE((l N X)eo +X€A)
=e M1 -EX + EXet) = e Y (1 + EX(e* — 1))

—
*
~

B A_ A_q_
o~ AEX [EX(e*—1) _ EX(e*~1-})

IN

Here the second inequality (*) follows from the well-known inequality 1+ < e®. Since
A—1-A=3%, ’,\; >, l?g', = eM —1—|\|, random variable X satisfies Condition
(2.1) with variance proxy EX.

If X € [-1,1] is a bounded centered random variable, then

> MNEXF > | APEX?
EeM =1+ SHZL
e = Kl

— 1+ EX2 (N =1 — |)]) < EXE-1-AD,

If X, X, are independent and satisfy Condition (2.1) with variance proxies o7 and o2
respectively and |aq], |az| < 1, then
]Ee)\((ale-‘razXz)—E(a1X1+a2X2)) — Eealx\(Xl—EXl)Ee(Lz)\(XQ—]EXQ)
< egf(elaml,1,|a1)\\)€og(e|agxl,1,|a2>\|)

()
2 ga303 (M -1-|)) ja3o3 (e ~1- )

:e(alal—I—aQaQ)(e‘)“ 1— |)\|)

where inequality (*) follows from

s !’“ st & af A

k!

= a?(eM —1—|A]).

elaiAl _ )\| Z

k=2
This shows that a; X; + ap X5 satisfies Condition (2.1) with variance proxy afo? + a303.

If X is a centered random variable satisfying Condition (2.1) with variance proxy o>
and ¢ is a random variable independent of X satisfying || < 1 almost surely, then their
product £X satisfies EEX = EEEX = 0 and

]Ee)\{X _ EE(eAfX ‘ 5) < Eeo—2(e\>\£|717|)\£\) < 602(3\)\\717\)4).

If X is a centered random variable satisfying Condition (2.1) with variance proxy o2,
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then for any A > 0, we have

EAXITEIXD = =ABXT 1 L AR | X | +E(M — 1 - A X])
——
SEA]E|X\
1+ e PXE M —1-AX) v (e — 1+ AX)
N——

=1 >0 >0
1+ 1-EE™ =1 -AX)+ (e™ =14+ )\X)
< 14+EM fEe ™ < -1+ 90 (€} =1-1) < 202 (e =1-X)

IN

IA

(vi) By part (i), the statement holds for Bernoulli-variables. By part (iii), the statement
holds for binomially distributed variables as they can be represented as sums of in-
dependent and identically distributed Bernoulli-variables. If X is Poisson-distributed,
then

EGA(X—IEX) — G—AEXEG)\X — e—AEX i (EX)ke—EXe)\k

—(1+/\)IEXZ ]EXe _ o~ (LHNEX EXeN

:eEX( —1- ,\) < eEX(eW 1=

In this context, a concentration inequality known as Bernstein’s inequality can be for-
mulated as follows.

Lemma D.2. Let X be a random variable satisfying Ee? < e (€ =1 for all X\ > 0. Then
for allt > 0, its tail probability has upper bounds

2

P(X>t)<e™ (Uii t>o " (D.1)
w22 o3

< exp (— <4iz A T)) . (D.3)

Inequality (D.1) is known as Bennett’s inequality [4] and inequalities (D.2) and (D.3) are
known as Bernstein’s inequalities. The general method of using moment generating functions
to derive the probability tail bounds is often attributed to Chernoff [8] or Cramér [11].
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Proof of Lemma D.2. Markov’s inequality gives

> 7y — AX S5 Ay < ioe At AX e 200 _1_
P(X >1t) g%ﬂ”(e _e)ggge Ee gexp</1\rzlf0( At +o(e" —1 A)))

Bennett’s inequality (D.1) follows from optimizing the infimum by setting A = log(1+1t/0?),

namely now

IP’(X > t) < exp (;g% (—)\t + 02(6>\ —1-— A)))

=lo o? t\* t t
A 1g(i+t/ )(1+2> exp (0'2 <1+2—1—10g(1+2)))
ag g ag

0'2 0'2
e )7 () i ()
= —_— e = e =€ .
02 o2+t o2+t

Bernstein’s inequality (D.2) follows from

Ala=Y <y 0 NS <
‘ A HS2oga gla 1.5 0SA<d

k=2 """ k=2

namely now

ea? \7 T
—0o2 _ : o 20,0 1
e (02—i—t> = exp (g%( At +o(et —1 )\)))

2\2/2
confg 0 22)

and the tail bound can be derived in similar spirit (Exercise 2.8.5 and Exercise 2.8.6. in

[39]). Inequality (D.3) simply follows from
exp (= P72 Y cap (B2 N (o (A3
P\To2 v e3) =P\ 2oy viaes) ) — P\ T 42 1) )

To apply the most practical but weakest form of Bernstein’s inequality, the following

simple lemma, is sometimes useful.

Lemma D.3. If f,g: R>q = R are strictly increasing bijections, then f A g is a strictly

increasing bijection with an inverse given by (f Ag)~t = f~tv gt

Proof. Tf 0 < 1 < g, then f(z1) < f(x2) and g(z1) < g(x2) giving f(x1) Ag(x1) < f(xq) <
f(z2) and f(z1) A g(z1) < g(a1) < g(2), that is, f(z1) A g(z1) < fz2) Ag(x2) and f A g is
strictly increasing.
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Suppose f(x) A g(x) = y. Then either f(z) =y or g(x) = y and hence f~!(y) = x or
g y) ==z If f(z) > g(z) =y, then f~!(y) < x =g '(y) (since f is increasing) and hence
= f"My) Vg (y) Similarly, if y = f(z) < g(x), then g~'(y) <z = f~(y) (since g is
increasing) and hence z = f~(y) V g~ !(y). This shows that z = f~!(y) V ¢ ' (y). |

In Bernstein’s inequality (D.3), choose f(t) = t?/40* and ¢(t) = 3t/4. To find a specific
t for which the probability bound attains some given value e=*; solve s = f(¢) A g(t) by

t=f"1(s)Vg'(s) =Vdo2sV Z;s

That is, solve both s = f(¢) and s = ¢g(¢) and then choose the maximum of the solutions.

In Lemma D.2, Bernstein’s inequalities show that the probability tends to zero, if ¢ >
oV 1, which might not be easily visible from Bennett’s inequality, although it is the sharpest.
Bennett’s inequality does show, however, that the probability tends to zero, if t > 2. This
conclusion is beneficial, if 02 is particularly small. In that case, the first inequality may be
estimated further to a more practical form

€o

2\ t
t
P(X >t) < (t) = exp (—tlog (m2> .

This is justified at least when ec? < o2 + t, but in the case ec? > o2 4+t > ¢ this further
approximation gives a trivial upper bound for the probability, because probabilities are
always between 0 and 1. Notice, that when ¢t > o2, the tail probability decreases more
rapidly than given by Bernstein’s inequalities (D.2) and (D.3).
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