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Abstract

We introduce a flexible framework for making inferences about general linear forms
of a large matrix based on noisy observations of a subset of its entries. In particu-
lar, under mild regularity conditions, we develop a universal procedure to construct
asymptotically normal estimators of its linear forms through double-sample debiasing
and low-rank projection whenever an entry-wise consistent estimator of the matrix is
available. These estimators allow us to subsequently construct confidence intervals
for and test hypotheses about the linear forms. Our proposal was motivated by a
careful perturbation analysis of the empirical singular spaces under the noisy matrix
completion model which might be of independent interest. The practical merits of our
proposed inference procedure are demonstrated on both simulated and real-world data

examples.
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1 Introduction

Noisy matrix completion (NMC) refers to the reconstruction of a low rank matrix M €
Ré1>42 after observing a small subset of M’s entries with random noise. Problems of this
nature arise naturally in various applications. For the sake of generality, we shall cast it
in the framework of trace regression where each observation is a random pair (X,Y’) with
X € R1*% and Y € R. The random matrix X is sampled uniformly from the orthonormal
basis € = {e;,e], : j1 € [d1],ja € [da]} where [d] = {1,--- ,d} and {e;, }} efa,) and {ej, }jre(ay)
are the canonical basis vectors in R% and R%, respectively. It is worth pointing out that,
while we shall focus on the canonical basis in this work, our framework can be easily extended
to general product basis where {e;, }; ca,) and {ej, }j,cia) are arbitrary orthonormal basis
in R and R, respectively. Without loss of generality, we shall assume that d; > ds and

denote oy = dy/ds the aspect ratio of M. The response variable Y is related to X via
Y=(MX)+¢ (1.1)

where (M, X) = tr(MTX), and the independent measurement error ¢ is assumed to be
a centered sub-Gaussian random variable. Our goal is to infer M from n ii.d. copies
{(X;,Y;)}, obeying when, in particular, M is of (approximately) low rank and n is
much smaller than d;ds.

In the absence of measurement error (e.g., £ = 0), Candes and Recht (2009) first discov-
ered that exact matrix completion can be solved efficiently by relaxing the non-convex and
non-smooth rank constraint of a matrix to its nuclear norm. Following the pioneering work,
nuclear-norm penalized least squares estimators (Negahban and Wainwright, 2011; |Rohde
and Tsybakov, 2011} (Cai et al., 2010; (Cai and Zhou, 2016; Candes and Tao, 2009; |Candes
and Plan, 2010; Gross, 2011) and numerous other variants (Koltchinskii et al., 2011; [Klopp,
2014} |Liu, 2011} |[Recht et al., 2010; |[Sun and Zhang, 2012; Cai and Zhang, 2015; (Gao et al.,
2016)) have been studied. It is now understood, from these developments, that even when
the observations are contaminated with noise, statistically optimal convergence rates are at-

tainable by efficiently computable convex methods. For instance, Koltchinskii et al. (2011)



proved that a modified matrix LASSO estimator, denoted by M KT achieves the convergence

rate:

max)2 :

Td%dg IOg dl
T) (1.2)

|37 — M2 = Op (o + 1M

as long as n > dylogd; where r is the rank of M and Jg is the variance of . Here,

| - |[e denotes the matrix Frobenius norm and || - ||,.. denotes the max-norm defined as

A
additional assumptions on M. As a result, the rate given on the righthand side of (|1.2))
depends on || M|

mec = MAXj c[dy]joclds] [A(J1, J2)|. It is worth noting that (1.2)) was established without

max and does not vanish even when o = 0.

In addition to convex methods, non-convex approaches such as those based on matrix-

factorization have also been developed. For instance, Keshavan et al. (2010b) proposed a

non-convex estimator based on the thin SVD, denoted by M KMO “and show that

2 T’d%dg log d1>

|ATve — A2 = op(af (1.3)

n

assuming that n > rd;(r + logd;) and M satisfies the so-called incoherent condition. See

also, e.g.,|Zhao et al. (2015); |Chen and Wainwright (2015)); |Cai et al. (2016b)) and references

therein. The rate is optimal up to the logarithmic factors, see, e.g., [Koltchinskii et al.|
and Ma and Wu (2015)), for a comparable minimax lower bound. More recently, an
alternative scheme of matrix factorization attracted much attention. See, e.g.,
(2016); [Ge et al. (2016)); [Zheng and Lafferty (2016)); |Chen et al. (2019¢/b)); Ma et al. (2017));

(Chen et al. (2019a)). In particular, Ma et al. (2017)) showed this approach yields an estimator,

denoted by M MWCthat is statistically optimal not only in matrix Frobenius norm but also

in entry-wise max-norm, i.e.,

HJ/W\MWC . M|

(1.4)

max

2 _ OP<0§ ) Td11§gd1>

provided that n > r3d; log® d; .

While there is a rich literature on statistical estimation for NMC, results about its sta-

tistical inferences are relatively scarce. In |Carpentier et al. (2015)), a debiasing procedure,

based on sample splitting, was proposed for the nuclear norm penalized least squares esti-

mator which enables constructing confidence region for M with respect to matrix Frobenius
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norm when n > rd;logd;. Their technique, however, cannot be directly used to make in-
ferences about individual entries or linear forms as confidence regions for M with respect to
matrix Frobenius norm can be too wide for such purposes. To this end, |Carpentier et al.
(2018)) proposed another procedure to construct entrywise confidence intervals. However
their procedure requires that the design, namely the underlying distribution of X satisfy the
so-called restricted isometry property which is violated when X is sampled uniformly from
¢. Another proposal introduced by (Cai et al. (2016a)) can be used to construct confidence
intervals for M’s entries. However, it requires that the sample size n > d;dy which is signif-
icantly larger than the optimal sample size requirement for estimation. In addition, during
the preparation of the current work, Chen et al. (2019¢) announced a different approach to
constructing confidence intervals for the entries of M.

The present article aims to further expand this line of research by introducing a flexible
framework for constructing confidence intervals and testing hypotheses about general linear
forms of M, with its entries as special cases, under optimal sample size requirement. In a
nutshell, we develop a procedure that, given any entry-wise consistent estimator M in that
H]/\/[\t — M || s = 0p(0¢), can yield valid statistical inferences for ms := tr(MTT) under mild
regularity conditions. More specifically, we show that, through double-sample debiasing and
spectral projection, we can obtain from the initial estimator a new one, denoted by M , SO

that
tr(MTT) — tr(MT)

d
— N(0,1), (1.5)
oc(|UTT]? +ITVI[2)!/2/drdz/n

provided that

logd d?d, log? d
IUTT||e + | TV [|e > |T|e, T max o8 L O¢ , | Qardida 108" dy
dy dy Ar n

where U,V are M’s left and right singular vectors and A, is its r-th singular value, and

|| - |le; stands for the vectorized ¢; norm. We not only show that (|1.5)) holds under optimal
sample size (independent of T") but also derive its non-asymptotic convergence rate explicitly.
Note that condition for ||[UTT||s + [|TV||r in a certain sense is necessary to avoid non-regular

asymptotic behavior when ||[UTT||¢ + ||TV | = 0. Moreover, we show that under similar



conditions, continues to hold when we replace o¢, [|[UTT|¢ and || TV||r by suitable
estimates, denoted by o, |UTT || and ||TV || respectively:
tr(MTT) — tr(MT)
Ge(|UTT|2 + | TV|[2)V/2\/dvda/n

The statistic on the lefthand side is now readily applicable for making inferences about the

linear form tr(MTT).

4 N0, 1). (1.6)

Our proposal greatly generalizes the scope of earlier works on inferences for entries of M in
several crucial aspects. Firstly, unlike earlier approaches that focus on a specific estimator of
M, our procedure can be applied to any entry-wise consistent estimator. This not only brings
potential practical benefits but also helps us better understand the fundamental differences
between estimation and testing in the context of NMC. For instance, our results suggest that,
perhaps surprisingly, when it comes to make valid inferences with optimal sample sizes, the
rate of convergence of the initial estimate is irrelevant as long as it is consistent; therefore a
suboptimal estimator may be used for making optimal inferences.

Secondly, our approach can be applied in general when 7' is sparse, and depending on its
alignment with the singular spaces of M, even to cases where it is dense and ||T||7 /||T'||? is
of the order O(ds). Entry-wise inferences correspond to the special case when T' takes the
form eieJT. Extensions to more general linear forms could prove useful in many applications.
For example, in recommender systems, it may be of interest to decide between items j; and
72 which should we recommend to user i. This can obviously be formulated as a testing
problem:

Ho: M(i,j1) = M(i,j52) v.s. Hy:M(i,51) > M(3, ja), (1.7)

which can be easily solved within our framework by taking 7" = ez-eJT1 — eiejTQ. More generally,
if the target is a group of users G C [dy], we might take a linear form T = Y~ e;(e;, —ej,)".
At a technical level, inferences about general linear forms as opposed to entries of M present
nontrivial challenges because of the complex dependence structure among the estimated
entries. As our theoretical analysis shows, the variance of the plug-in estimator for the
linear form depends on the alignment of the linear form with respect to the singular space

of M rather than the sparsity of the linear form.



An essential part of our technical development is the characterization of the distribution
of the empirical singular vectors for NMC where we take advantage of the recently developed
spectral representation for empirical singular vectors. Similar tools have been used earlier
to derive confidence regions for singular subspaces with respect to fo-norm for low-rank
matrix regression (LMR) when the linear measurement matrix X's are Gaussian (Xia, 2019al),
and the planted low rank matrix (PLM) model where every entry of M is observed with
i.i.d. Gaussian noise (Xia, 2019b)). In both cases, Gaussian assumption plays a critical role
and furthermore, it was observed that first order approximation may lead to suboptimal
performances. In absence of the Gaussian assumption, the treatment of NMC is technically
more challenging and requires us to derive sharp bounds for the (2, max)-norm for the higher
order perturbation terms. Interestingly, it turns out that, unlike LMR or PLM, a first order
approximation actually suffices for NMC.

Even though our framework applies to any max-norm consistent matrix estimator, for
concreteness, we introduce a novel rotation calibrated gradient descent algorithm on Grass-
mannians that yields such an initial estimator. The rotation calibration promotes fast con-
vergence on Grassmannians so that constant stepsize can be selected to guarantee geometric
convergence. We note that existing results on max-norm convergence rates are established
for sampling without replacement (Ma et al., 2017). It is plausible that may continue
to hold under our assumption of independent sampling given the close connection between
the two sampling schemes, but an actual proof is likely much more involved and therefore
we opted for the proposed alternative for illustration as it is more amenable for analysis.

The rest of our paper is organized as follows. In next section, we present a general
framework for estimating ms = tr(MTT) given an initial estimator through double-sample-
debiasing and spectral projection. In Section [3| we establish the asymptotic normality of
the estimate obtained. In Section 4] we propose data-driven estimates for the noise vari-
ance and the true singular vectors, based on which confidence intervals of my are con-
structed. In Section |p, we introduce a rotation calibrated gradient descent algorithm on

Grassmannians, which, under mild conditions, provides the initial estimator M so that



||]\//_7i”it — M||,.c = op(0¢). Numerical experiments on both synthetic and real world datasets
presented in Section [0 further demonstrate the merits of the proposed methodology. All

proofs are presented in the online supplement.

2 Estimating Linear Forms

We are interested in making inferences about my = tr(MTT) for a given T based on obser-
vations ® = {(X;,Y;) : 1 < i < n} satisfying model (L.1]), assuming that M has low rank.
To this end, we first need to construct an appropriate estimate of my which we shall do in
this section.

Without loss of generality, we assume n is an even number with n = 2ny, and split ®
into two sub-samples:

n
i=ng+1 '

D = {(X;,Y)}?, and Dy ={(X;,V)}

1
In what follows, we shall denote M’s thin singular value decomposition (SVD) by M = UAVT
where U € Q4" V € Q%" and A = diag(\;,- -+, \,) represent M’s singular vectors and
singular values, respectively. The Stiefel manifold Q4% is defined as Q%" := {A € RIxr .
ATA=1 } We arrange M'’s positive singular values non-increasingly, i.e., Ay > --- > A, > 0.

Assuming the availability of an initial estimator, our procedure consists of four steps as

follows:

e Step 1 (Initialization): By utilizing the first and second data sub-sample D1, 0, sepa-
rately, we apply the initial estimating procedure on noisy matrix completion to yield

initial (biased in general) estimates ]\/4\1"“ and Mé”“, respectively.

o Step 2 (Debiasing): Using the second data sub-sample D9, we debias M\i"“:

N — 3T d;_‘b S (Y- (X)) X
0 j=no+1

Similarly, we use the first data sub-sample ®, to debias ]\/4\5‘“ and obtain

no
]/\Zémbs _ ]/W\énit + % Z (YZ — <]/\4\énit’ XZ>)X1

n
0 =1



e Step 3 (Projection): Compute the top-r left and right singular vectors of ]\71“”"5, denoted
by [71 and ‘71 Similarly, compute the top-r left and right singular vectors of J\//TQ“"bS,

denoted by U, and Vs. Then, we calculate the (averaged) projection estimate

—~

las nr~ o~ las nr~ o~
M = §U1U1T M=V VT + 5U2U2T M=V VT
e Step 4 (Plug-in): Finally, we estimate my by mp = tr(]\/ZTT).

We now discuss each of the steps in further details.

Initialization. Apparently, our final estimate depends on the initial estimates ]/\4\1”“, ]\//E”“.
However, as we shall show in the next section, such dependence is fairly weak and the
resulting estimate mq is asymptotically equivalent as long as the estimation error of A/i\lt
and ]\/4\5‘“, in terms of max-norm, is of a smaller order than o.. More specifically, we shall

assume that

Assumption 1. There exists a sequence Yy 4,4, — 0 asn, d;, dy — 00 so that with probability

at least 1 — d;?,
||]\4i1nit - M”max + ||‘]\4énit - M||ma>< < C’yn,dl,dz 1 O¢ (21)
for an absolute constant C' > 0.

In particular, bounds similar to have recently been established by [Ma et al. (2017));
Chen et al. (2019¢). See eq. . Assumption [1| was motivated by their results. However,
as noted earlier, was obtained under sampling without replacement and for positively
semi-definite matrices. While it is plausible that it also holds under independent sampling
as considered here, an actual proof is lacking at this point. For concreteness, we shall
present a simple algorithm in Section [5[ capable of producing an initial estimate that satisfies

Assumption [T}



Debiasing. The initial estimate is only assumed to be consistent. It may not necessarily
be unbiased or optimal. To ensure good quality of our final estimate my, it is important
that we first debias it which allows for sharp spectral perturbation analysis. Debiasing is
an essential technique in statistical inferences of high-dimensional sparse linear regression
(see, e.g., Zhang and Zhang, 2014; |Javanmard and Montanari, 2014; |[Van de Geer et al.,
2014; ?) and low-rank matrix regression (see, e.g., Cai et al., 2016a; Carpentier and Kim,
2018; (Carpentier et al., 2018} |Xia, 2019a)). Oftentimes, debiasing is done in absence of the
knowledge of Evec(X )vec(X) T and a crucial step is to construct an appropriate decorrelating
matrix. In our setting, it is clear that Evec(X)vec(X)" = (didy) *I44,- This allows for a
much simplified treatment via sample splitting, in the same spirit as earlier works including
Carpentier et al. (2015)); Xia (2019a)), among others. The particular double-sample-splitting
technique we employ was first proposed by |Chernozhukov et al. (2018) and avoids the loss of
statistical efficiency associated with the sample splitting. It is worth noting that if the entries
are not sampled uniformly, the debiasing procedure needs to be calibrated accordingly.

In addition to reducing possible bias of the initial estimate, the sample splitting also
enables us to extend the recently developed spectral representation for empirical singular

vectors under Gaussian assumptions to general sub-Gaussian distributions.

Spectral Projection. Since M have low rank, it is natural to apply spectral truncation
to a matrix estimate to yield an improved estimate. To this end, we project ]/\/[\1”“bs and ]\//.72“”bs
to their respective leading singular subspaces. Note that, while ]/\4\1“"“, ]/\4\5”"5 are unbiased,
their empirical singular vectors (71, [72, ‘A/l and \72 are typically not. The spectral projection
serves the purpose of reducing entry-wise variances at the cost of negligible biases.

It is worth noting that the estimate M may not be of rank r. If an exact rank-r esti-
mator is desired, it suffices to obtain the best rank-r approximation of M via singular value
decomposition and all our development remains valid under such a modification. In general,
getting the initial estimates is the most computational expensive step as the other steps
involving fairly standard operation without incurring any challenging optimization. This is

noteworthy because it suggests that as long as we can compute a good estimate, it does not



cost much more computationally to make inferences.

3 Asymptotic Normality of my

We now show the estimate mp we derived in the previous section is indeed suitable for

inferences about my by establishing its asymptotic normality.

3.1 General results

For brevity, let e; denote the j-th canonical basis in R? where d might be d; or dy or d; + ds
at different appearances. With slight abuse of notation, denote by || - || the matrix operator
norm or vector fo-norm depending on the dimension of its argument. Denote the condition
number of M by

R(M) = X\ (M)/ N (M) = X\ /A, (3.1)

As is conventional in the literature, we shall assume implicitly that rank r is known with
r < dy and M is well-conditioned so that x(M) < k¢. In practice, r is usually not known
in advance and needs to be estimated from the data. Our experience with numerical exper-
iments such as those reported in Section [6] suggests that our procedure is generally robust
to reasonable estimate of r. Although a more rigorous justification of such a phenomenon
has thus far eluded us, these promising empirical observations nonetheless indicate a more
careful future investigation is warranted.

In addition, we shall assume that U and V are incoherent, a standard condition for matrix

completion.

Assumption 2. Let [|U]|,n = maxXjeq,) ||€] Ul and there exists fin, > 0 so that

dy dy
max{ _||U||27max7 _||v||2,max} S /’l’max‘
r T

We also assume that the noise ¢ is independent with X and sub-Gaussian such that

10



Assumption 3. The noise & is independent with X and
E¢=0, E€=0? and Ee® <e% VseR (3.2)

Let ag = dy/ds. There exists a large enough absolute constant Cy > 0 so that

agrdidy log? dy
n

Ay > C’l,umaxli%ag\/ (3.3)

The SNR condition is optimal up to the logarithmic factors if ag, fim., ko = O(1).
Indeed, the consistent estimation of singular subspaces requires A\, > o¢ \/W This
condition is common for non-convex methods of NMC. However, when a4 > 1, i.e., M is
highly rectangular, condition (3.3)) is significantly stronger than the optimal SNR condition
even if ..., ko = O(1). It is unclear to us whether this sub-optimality is due to techni-
cal issues or reflection of more fundamental differences between statistical estimation and
inference.

To avoid the nonregular asymptotics, we focus on the case when T does not lie entirely

in the null space of M. More specifically, we assume that

Assumption 4. There exists a constant ap > 0 such that

r r
IUTTNe > az||Tlle (/= or |TV]e > azl|Tlle -/~
dl d2

The alignment parameter «r in Assumption [ is allowed to vanish as dy,da,n — 0.

Indeed, as we show below, the asymptotic normality of mz — mr only requires that

RTEATT P T \/adrd%dzlogwl

aT — max /’Lmax Y
1T i A n
We are now in position to establish the asymptotic normality of mr.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions[1]] there exist absolute constants Cy,Cy, Cs3, Cy, C5, Cg >
0 so that if n > Cyp?_rd;logd,, then

max

sup ]P’( M — T <x> —@(w)‘
oe(

a€R ITVIIZ+ IUTT|[2)Y/? - \/dady/n

11




2 2 2 2
S 612 Mmax T||£1 log dl + CSK}O lj’max T||Z1 . g\/adrdld2 log dl
ar|[Tle V. de ar|[T|[e A n

4 2
oI TNZ r/logd,  6logd rd
+ Cy 2 ||T| 5 ) d - + P2 : + C57md1,d2 V1og di + Cg s —1-
aT |F 2 1 n

where ®(x) denotes the c.d.f. of the standard normal distribution.

By Theorem [1}, if i, g, ko = O(1) and

ITlle,  [rlogdy ||Tlle,  o¢ [rdidzlog”d
by 2 T alogdy b — 0, 35
e 2 e b e L &)

mT_mT

oc(ITV Iz + |UTTIR)? - /didz/n

then
—5 N(0,1),

as n,dy, dy — 0.

3.2 Specific examples

We now consider several specific linear forms to further illustrate the implications of Theorem

@

Example 1: As noted before, among the simplest linear forms are entries of M. In partic-

ular, M(i,j) = (M, T) with T' = e;e]. It is clear that ||Tl,, = ||| = 1 and Assumption

)
[€]U]+ ] V] = ary /- (3.

Theorem [I] immediately implies that

is equivalent to

—~

(el U2 + [[ef V)2 - o¢y/dida/n

45 N(0,1),

provided that

2 [ logds 2 d3dylog* d o
max IU/max T Og 1 ’ K‘OIU/max . % Qgr 172 Og ! R ’yn di,ds log dl — O (37)
ar dy ar Ar n o

as n,dy, dy — 00.
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We can also infer from the entry-wise asymptotic normality that

— O'Zledg(dl + dg)
E|M — M = (1 +o(1)) - = : (3:8)

n

The mean squared error on the righthand side is sharply optimal and matches the minimax

lower bound in Koltchinskii et al. (2011)).

Example 2: In the case when we want to compare M (i, ;) and M (i, js), we can take

T = eie] — eiel,. Because | T, /| T|le = V2, Assumption |4 then becomes

J1

2021
ITVIE+ NUTTE = 20U el |* + [V (e, — €)1 > d—lT (3.9)
Theorem [1] therefore implies that
NG 1) — M) — (MG 1) — M. j
( (2, j1) (u 12)) ( (i 13/12) (u JQ)) i>./\/(0,1),
@IUT el + VT (e — ep)lI?) ™ - oer/dada/n
provided that
2 log d 2 d3dylog” d
max { Lo, /108 L L0l e, [ OO o8 L YndrdsV10gdy p — 0. (3.10)
aT dg aT /\7" n Y

Example 3: More generally, we can consider the case when 7' is sparse in that it has up to
so nonzero entries. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, || 7|, /[|T[lr < /50 so that Assumption 4]
holds. By Theorem [}

mT_mT

45 N(0,1)
oc(|TVI + |UTT|2)!/2 - \/dvda/n -

as long as

2 log d 2 d?d, log? d
max “m,/s‘”" o8 1,“0“"“*.% S0Qdrd; 42 108 L ndias/logdi 3 — 0. (3.11)
(0% 4 d2 ar /\T n B

It is of interest to consider the effect of alignment of T" with respect to the singular spaces

of M. Note that

ITIF = NUTTIZ + UITNZ = ITVIZ + |1 TVLZ,
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where U, € Q%*(@=7) and V, € Q%*(42=") are the basis of the orthogonal complement of
U and V respectively. In the case that T is not dominated by its projection onto U, or V|
in that ||[UTT||¢ + ||TV]|¢ is of the same order as ||T||¢, we can allow T to have as many as

O(ds) nonzero entries.

4 Inferences about Linear Forms

The asymptotic normality of ms we showed in the previous section forms the basis for
making inferences about my. To derive confidence intervals of or testing hypotheses about
m7, however, we need to also estimate the variance of my. To this end, we shall estimate
the noise variance by

1\ Ty 2. LN St y1)2

6% = T()ﬁ%:ﬂ (Y; — (M, X)) + oI ; (Vi — (Mg, X)) (4.1)

and || TV + [|UTT]? by

53 i=

(K32 + DT T2 + TVl + 1TTT2)

NO| —

The following theorem shows that the asymptotic normality remains valid if we replace the

variance of my with these estimates:

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions if n > Cu2, rdilogd; for some absolute constant
C >0 and

2 9 5 -
Lo Tl [rlogdy kops T |le, oe [aqrdidslogd?
arll \ T A T YdrdV00gdy ¢ — 0,
) { /[ Tle dy T A  Ydy.dy V108 i

[0 %x r n

then
mr —mr d

—
(/7\5:9\T A/ dldz/n

N(0,1),
as n,dy,dy — 00.

Theorem [2] immediately allows for constructing confidence intervals for my. More specif-

ically, we can define the 100(1 — #)%-th confidence interval as

= ~ . ldid R . ldid
CIQ7T:|:mT—ZG/2'0§ST %, mr + 292 - O¢ST %} (4.2)
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for any 0 € (0,1), where zg = ®'(1 — ) is the upper 6 quantile of the standard normal. In
light of Theorem [2| we have

lim  P(mr e Clyr) =19,

n,dy,do—00

for any 0 € (0,1).
Similarly, we can also consider using Theorem [2| for the purpose of hypothesis test.

Consider, for example, testing linear hypothesis
Hy: (M, T)=0 against H,: (M,T) #0.

Then we can proceed to reject Hy if |Z] > 292 and accept H, otherwise, where

mr
6’5:9\7* c o/ dldg/n'

Following Theorem [2| this is a test with asymptotic level 6. For example, in the particular

7=

case of comparing two entries of M:
HO : M(Z,]1> = M(Z,jg) V.S. H1 : M(’l,jl) > M(i,jg), (43)

the test statistic can be expressed as

V2(M (i, i) — M (i, j2))
~ N = EN 1/2
Ge(IViT(ej — e)I2 + 2| UT il + V3T (e, — e 12 + 20U eil]) "/ dada/n

and we shall proceed to reject the null hypothesis if and only if 2 > zy to account for the

7=

one-sided alternative.

5 Initial Estimate

Thus far, our development has assumed a generic max-norm consistent matrix estimate as
initial estimator. For concreteness, we now introduce a rotation calibrated gradient descent

algorithm on Grassmannians which, under mild conditions, produces such an estimate.
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Any rank r matrix of dimension d; x dy can be written as UGV T where U € Q%*",

V € O%*" and G € R"™". The loss of the triplet (U, G, V) over D is given by

L(®.(U,GV) = Y (Y- UGV, X)) (5.1)

(X, Y)e®

Given (U,V), we can easily minimize to solve for G. This allows us to reduce the
problem of minimizing to a minimization over the product space of two Grassmannians
Gr(dy,r) x Gr(dy,r) as Gr(d,r) = Q4" /Q"*". In particular we can do so via a rotation
calibrated gradient descent algorithm on Grassmannians as detailed in Algorithm 1| where,
for simplicity, we resort to data-splitting. It is plausible that a more elaborative analysis via
the leave-one-out (LOO) framework introduced by Ma et al. (2017)) can be applied to show
that our algorithm continues to produce estimates of similar quality without data-splitting,
as we observe empirically. An actual proof however is likely much more involved under our
setting. For brevity, we opted here for data-splitting.

Let m = Cy[log(dy + dz)] for some positive integer C; > 1. We shall partition the data
D = {(X;, )}, into 2m subsets:

D, = {(X;, Y} Vi=1,---,2m

j=(t—1)No+1’

where, without loss of generality, we assumed n = 2mN, for some positive integer Nj.
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Algorithm 1 Rotation Calibrated Gradient descent on Grassmannians

Let U® and V® be the top-r left and right singular vectors of dydy Nyt > jen, ViX;.
2: Compute GO = arg mingegrxr L(Do, (ﬁ(l), G, ‘7(1))) and its SVD GO = Z(Gl)//{(l)ﬁgﬁ.
fort=1,2,3,--- ,m—1do

4: Update by rotation calibrated gradient descent

. N did S RPN

[ (t+05) _ U(t)Lg) —n- % Z (UOGOVO, X)) — Y})va(t)R(Gt)(A(t))*l
0 jeDae

. A did SR SN

V05 — yORY _ . ]1\[_02 Z (UOGOVO, X)) — Y})XJ-TU(t)L(Gt)(A(t))*l

JE€EDatt1

Compute the top-r left singular vectors
U = SYD(UE09))  and VD = SVD(V(+09)
6: Compute GH+D by
G+ = arg min L(©2t+2, ((7<t+1), G, ‘A/(Hl))) and its SVD G+ = E(GtJrl)/AX(tJ“l)I??ngl)T

GeRrxr

end for

8 Output: (U™, G VM) and M = JmGom (7 m)T,

The algorithm presented here is similar in spirit to those developed earlier by Keshavan
et al. (2010a,b); Xia and Yuan (2017). A key difference is that we introduce an explicit
rule of gradient descent update where each iteration on Grassmannians is calibrated with
orthogonal rotations. The rotation calibrations are necessary to guarantee the contraction
property for the (2, max)-norm accuracy of empirical singular vectors. Indeed, we show that
the algorithm converges geometrically with constant stepsizes.

To this end, write

oY) = in U -UO| and O = in [V -VO
v =arg min | I and Oy’ =arg min | I

and, for allt=1,--- ,m — 1, denote the SVDs

[j(t+05) _ ﬁ(tﬂ)igﬂ)f((UtH)T and  17(H05) — V(tﬂ)igﬂ)[’g‘(}fﬂ)j
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For allt =1, --- ,m — 1, define the orthogonal matrices
OV — OWLWKI™  and OUY = OWRYD KUY,
Then we have

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions |9 and[3, if n € [0.25,0.75] and

n>C’1ad/i0,u r3d110g2d1 and Cg/{oumax

max

o¢ agrdids log? dy
)\T n

for some large enough constants Cy,Cy > 0, then for allt =1,--- ,m — 1, with probability
at least 1 — 4md;?,

||ﬁ(t+1) B Ué\[(]t-‘rl)mmax i ||‘//\'(t+1) B VagH)Hz,max < 0377/\ /rdldiog dy

2 ~ —~ ~
(1= 2) - (10O = U0 e+ 17O = VO 0]

max/ O < df“ for some

where C3 > 0 is an absolute constant. Moreover, if in addition || M|

constant Cy > 0, then, by setting m = 2[Cylogdy| and n = 0.75, with probability at least

1-— C5d IOg dl,
[r2d, log? d
S C’GMmaxliogg w
max n

for some absolute constants Cs,Cg > 0.

|57~ ar

We can then apply Algorithm [1] to produce initial estimates suitable for inferences about

linear forms of M. With this particular choice of initial estimate, Assumption (1] is satisfied

r2d; log® d;
Pyn,dl,dg == /-IfmaxK’O T

r3d; log® d;. We note that this sample size requirement

with

when the sample size n > Cragrdus_

in general is not optimal and the extra logarithmic factor is due to data splitting. As this is

not the main focus of the current work, no attempt is made here to further improve it.
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6 Numerical Experiments

We now present several sets of numerical studies to further illustrate the practical merits of

the proposed methodology, and complement our theoretical developments.

6.1 Simulations

We first consider several sets of simulation studies. Throughout the simulations, the true
matrix M has rank » = 3 and dimension d; = dy = d = 2000. M’s singular values were set
to be \; = d for ¢ = 1,2,3. In addition, M’s singular vectors were generated from the SVD
of d x r Rademacher random matrices. The noise standard deviation was set at oz = 0.6.
First, we show the convergence performance of the proposed Algorithm [I] where both
Frobenius norm and max-norm convergence rates are recorded. Even though the algorithm
we presented in the previous section uses sample splitting for technical convenience, in the

simulation, we did not split the sample. Figure [I|shows a typical realization under Gaussian

[ M — M| max

g¢

noise, which suggest the fast convergence of Algorithm . In particular, log
becomes negative after 3 iterations when the stepsize is n = 0.6. Recall that our double-
sample debiasing approach requires ||]\/4\‘”it — M||ex = 0p(0¢) for the initial estimates, i.e.,
M, ™, ]/\/[\é"it in Assumption .

Next, we investigate how the proposed inference tools behave under Gaussian noise and
for four different linear forms corresponding to T} = eje!, To = e1e] — ejeq, Ty = eje] —
e1e) + ege! and

T T T T
T) = e1e; —ejey + 2eqe; + 3eqge,.

For each T, we drew the density histogram of (r — myr)/(G¢sr \/W) based on 1000
independent simulation runs. The density histograms are displayed in Figure [2| where the
red curve represents the p.d.f. of standard normal distributions. The sample size was
n = 4r?dlog(d) for T}, Ty and n = 5r’dlog(d) for T3,T;. The empirical observation agrees
fairly well with our theoretical results.

Finally, we examine the performance of the proposed approach under non-Gaussian noise.
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Figure 1: Convergence of Algorithm [1fin relative matrix Frobenius norm and the max-norm,
with respect to step size n and the number of iterations. The parameters are d; = dy = d =
2000,r = 3,\; = d,0¢ = 0.6 and U,V are generated from the SVD of d x r Rademacher

random matrices. The sample size is n = 4rdlog(d) and the noise is Gaussian.

In particular, we repeated the last set of experiments with noise (£/v/30¢) € Unif([—1, 1]).
The density histograms are displayed in Figure |3| where the red curve represents the p.d.f.
of standard normal distributions. Again the empirical evidences support the asymptotic

normality of the proposed statistic.

6.2 Real-world data examples

We now turn our attention to two real-world data examples — the Jester and MovieLens
datasets. The Jester dataset contains ratings of 100 jokes from ~ 70K users (?)). The
dataset consists of 3 subsets of data with different characteristics as summarized in Table [
For each subset, the numbers of ratings of all users are equal. MovieLens was a recommender
system created by GroupLens that recommends movies for its users. We use three datasets
released by MovieLens (?7) whose details are summarized in Table[l] In these three datasets,
each user rates at least 20 movies.

For illustration, we consider the task of recommending jokes or movies to a particular
users. Because of the lack of ground truth, we resort to resampling. For the Jester dataset, we

randomly sample ~ 2000 users, and for each user 2 ratings that at least ¢ € {0,2,6, 10,14}
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Figure 2: Normal approximation of P
3,\i = d,o¢ = 0.6 and U,V are generated from the SVD of d x r Rademacher random

. The parameters are d; = dy = d = 2000, r =

matrices. The sample size is n = 4r2dlog(d) for the top two and n = 5r’dlog(d) for
bottom two. The noise is Gaussian. Each density histogram is based on 1000 independent
simulations and the red curve represents the p.d.f. of standard normal distributions. Top
left: T = eje], top right: T' = eje] — ejed. Bottom left: T = eje] — ejed + esef, bottom

right: T = eje] — ejeq + 2ege] + 3eqeq.
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Figure 3: Normal approximation of e
3,\i = d,o¢ = 0.6 and U,V are generated from the SVD of d x r Rademacher random

. The parameters are d; = dy = d = 2000, r =

matrices. The sample size is n = 4r?dlog(d) for the top two and n = 5r?dlog(d) for the
bottom two. The non-Gaussian noise (£/v/30¢) € Unif([—1,1]). Each density histogram is
based on 1000 independent simulations and the red curve represents the p.d.f. of standard
normal distributions. Top left: T' = eje], top right: T = eje] — ejel. Bottom left: T =

ere] —ejed + egel, bottom right: T = eje] — ejed + 2esel + 3eqed.
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Table 1: Summary of Datasets

Dataset #users  #jokes  #ratings per user rating values
Jester-1 24983 100 29 [-10, 10]
Jester-2 23500 100 34 [-10, 10]
Jester-3 24938 100 14 [-10, 10]
Dataset #users #movies total #ratings rating values
ml-100k 943 1682 ~ 10° {1,2,3.4,5}
ml-1m 6040 3952 ~ 106 {1,2,3,4,5}
ml-10m 71567 10681 ~ 107 {0.5,1.0,---,4.5,5.0}

apart. We removed these ratings from the training and used the proposed procedure to
infer, for each user (i), between these two jokes (j; or js) with ratings which one should be

recommended. This amounts to the following one-sided tests:
HO : M(Z,jl) < M(Z,jg) v.s. Hip: M(Z,]1> > M(Z,jg)

We ran the proposed procedure on the training data and evaluate the test statistic z for
each user from the testing set. In particular, we fixed the rank r = 2 corresponding to
the smallest estimate 6¢. Note that we do not know the true value of M (i, j) and only
observe Y (i,7) = M(i,j) + £(4,5). We therefore use I(Y(,j1) > Y (i,72)) as a proxy to
differentiate between Hy and H;. Assuming that the £ has a distribution symmetric about
0, then I(Y'(4,71) > Y (4, j2)) is more likely to take value 0 under Hy, and 1 under H;. We
shall evaluate the performance of our procedure based on its discriminant power in predicting
I(Y(i,71) > Y(i,J2)). In particular, we record the ROC curve of Z for all users from the
testing set. The results, averaged over 10 simulation runs for each value of (, are reported in
Figure [d] Clearly, we can observe an increase in predictive power as ( increases suggesting
Z as a reasonable statistic for testing Hy against H;.

We ran a similar experiment on the MovieLens datasets. In each simulation run, we

randomly sampled ~ 800 users and 2 ratings each as the test data. These ratings are
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ROC curve of One-sided Test on Jester-1 dataset ROC curve of One-sided Test on Jester-2 dataset ROC curve of One-sided Test on Jester-3 dataset
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Figure 4: ROC curves for one-sided tests Hy : M(i,51) < M(i,j52) v.s. Hy + M(i,j1) >
M (i, 72) on Jester datasets. The testing data are sampled such that |Y'(i,j1) — Y (4, 72)] > C.
The estimated noise level o, = 4.5160 on Jester-1, 6¢ = 4.4843 on Jester-2, and 0¢ = 5.1152
on Jester-3. The rightmost point of each ROC curve corresponds to the significance level

0 = 0.5 so that zg = 0.

sampled such that |Y(i,71) — Y(4,72)] > ¢ for ¢ = 0,1,2,3,4. The false positive rates
and true positive rates of our proposed procedure were again recorded. The ROC curves,
averaged again over 10 runs for each value of (, are shown in Figure |5l This again indicates a
reasonable performance of the proposed testing procedure. Empirically, we observe a better
de-biasing approach on these datasets which is ]\7{”"5 = ]/\4\{”“ + D ien, (Vi — <M\i”“,Xi))Xi.
The rationale is to partially replace ]/\/[\i"‘“s entries with the observed training ratings. This
improvement might be due to the severe heterogeneity in the numbers of observed ratings

from distinct users, or due to the unknown noise distributions.

7 Proofs

Throughout the proof, we write v, in short for v, 4, 4,-

7.1 De-localized perturbation of singular vectors

Essential to our proofs is the precise characterization of the empirical singular spaces. To this
end, we shall first develop bounds for the estimation error of ﬁl, (72, 171 and ‘A/Q Recall that

the matrix (2, max)-norm is defined as [|Al[;n. = maxjeiq,|lejAll. This can be naturally
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ROC curve of One-sided Test on ml-100k dataset ROC curve of One-sided Test on ml-1m dataset ROC curve of One-sided Test on ml-10m dataset
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Figure 5: ROC curves for one-sided tests Hy : M(i,51) < M(i,j52) v.s. Hy + M(i,j1) >
M (i, 72) on MovieLens datasets. The testing data are sampled such that |Y (i, j1)—Y (4, j2)| >
¢. The estimated noise level ¢ = 0.9973 on ml-100k, ¢ = 0.8936 on ml-1m, and ¢ = 0.9151
on ml-10m. The rightmost point of each ROC curve corresponds to the significance level

0 = 0.5 so that zg = 0.

extended to a distance on Grassmannians
d2,max(U1a UQ) = ||U1U£r - UQU;||2,I’T]3X’
for Uy, Uy € @%". The main goal of this subsection is to establish the following result:

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions there exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that if
n > Cu2_rdylogdy, then with probability at least 1 — 5d; *log d;,

U L+ dody log d
oo (T 1) < Coprp L)% \/T
Ar n
V (1+7,)0e  [rd3logd,
d2,max(‘/:i, V) g CZ/’Lmax )\ . n

fori=1,2 and some absolute constant Cy > 0.

and

Immediately following Theorem [4] and Assumption [3, we know that

e O] = |ef (D07 = vUT) | + | eJUU D
O¢ /d%dg 10g d1 ) /L T /L
SCQA_T n Hmax dl + ||€j U” S 2Mmax dl .
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Then, we conclude that

||ﬁl||2 max S 2lj’max L a‘nd ||‘//\;||2 max S 2l’[/max L) VZ = 1727
’ dy ’ ds

an observation that we shall repeatedly use in the following subsections.

7.1.1 Preliminary bounds

Denote Ay = M — ]\/J\i"‘t and Ay = M — ]\/4\2t We then write

n n

— dyd dyd A A
e — M+;2§:&1(12§:@mm&—m) (7.1)
. i=ng+1 Mo i=ng+1 ,

20 ZET)

and

_ didy didy R A
0 =1 0 =1

pa 2

where A; is independent with {(X;, &)} o1, and A, is independent with {(X;,&;) o
Denote Z() = Z\fz) + Z\éz) and then ]\/4\;“"5 =M+ Z fori = 1,2. Clearly, EZ(® = ]EZY) +
EZY = 0.

Observe that eq. , admit explicit representation formulas for M ynes ]\/4\2“’ Mean-
A,

while, because [|A; ma = 0p(0¢), the strength of Zél) and 252) are dominated by

max )

that of Z\fl) and 21(2), respectively. Observe that the perturbation by Z\fl) is analogous (or
close) to a random perturbation with i.id. entry-wise noise. Put it differently, the debiasing
treatment by is essentially to re-randomize Ml‘ and ]\//75‘“. It plays the key role in
characterizing the distributions of (A]l, (72 and \717 \72

We begin with several preliminary properties of {U }2_, and {V} 1. Recall that U, and
V, are top-r left and right singular vectors of MI“"bs =M+ Zf )+ Zz(l). The following bounds

for Z J(i)s are useful for our derivation.

Lemma 1. There exist absolute constants Cy,Cy > 0 such that if n > Cidylogdy, with
probability at least 1 — 2d;?, the following bounds hold fori = 1,2

o~ 2 . R 2
HWWﬂhwﬁ@%ﬂam|wwggmmwﬁ@?$
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where the probability of the second inequality is conditioned on ﬁz

We shall defer the proof of Lemma [I] to the Appendix. These bounds can be readily
used to derive bounds for the empirical singular vectors under Frobenius-norm distance and
operator-norm distance. Recall that for Uy, U, € Q%7 the Frobenius-norm distance and

operator-norm distance are defined by
de (U, Us) = |UU] = UUS s and  do(Uy, Us) = ||ULUT — ULUS ||
It is well known that

min ||Uy — U,0||r < V2de(Uy, Us) < V2 - min ||U; — U0
OeQrxr OcQrxr

and

min ||U; — U;0|| < V2do(Uy,Us) < V2- min ||U; — U0
Oe@'rxr Oe@'rxr

See, e.g., Edelman et al. (1998).

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions [I3, there exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that if
n > Ody logdy, then with probability at least 1 — 2d; 2,

_ - 1 [r@dy]
max{d:(U;,U),d:(V;,V)} < C’Q( +)\%)aé [ rdidalog &y fori=1,2,
., n
. ~ 1+, d?dy log d
mase{do(0, 1), do(U, V) < 1T 000%  JARIOST

where Cy > 0 is an absolute constant and -+, is defined by Assumption[]].

and

7.2 Proof of Theorem [I]
We are now in position to prove Theorem [l Recall that

. 1/~ s15ma o 1~ ar ooy o

iy — my :§<U1U1TZ(1)V1V1T, T) + §<U2U2TZ(2)V2V2T, T)

1~~~ 1~~~
+ §<U1U1TMV1V1T — M, T)+ §<U2U2TMV2V2T — M, T).
. AAAT A(,L)AAT 2 ..

Our strategy is to show that {‘<U1Ui 2V ,T>‘}Z_:1 are negligible. Then, we prove the

normal approximation of {<(A]Z(71TM XZ‘ZT - M, T >}?:1. We begin with the upper bounds of
{[({GOTZOVVT,T)[},.
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Lemma 3. Under Assumptions[I{3, and conditioned on the event in Theoreml[4), there exist
absolute constants C1,Cy > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

PPN rlogd
(GOTZOVVT.T)] < T s, 06—
oe [rd3dylogd, [rd; log dy
o\ 2 76, [T PR Mt = hat
_I_ 2” Hgllumax)\r n O-E n

We now prove the normal approximation of

%<3161TM171\71T — M,T) + %(ﬁgﬁJMf/gf/J — M,T).

Let © and A be defined as in the proof of Theorem [l Moreover, we define

~ (71 0 ~ (72 0
0, = ~ and ©,y = .
0 W 0 V
Then, we write
S o 0 U0 MV VT = M
0,0/46,60] —e0T400" =
(WU MW VT — M)T 0
and
S 0 UsUT MVVT — M
0,07146,6] —ee™400" = sramre
(U U3 MVRVE — M)T 0
Denote
- 0T . 0 ZW
T = and EO = _ Vi=1,2.
00 ZOT 0

Therefore, we have
P I
ST MV = M, T) + o (UaUy MVaVy! — M, T)

e~ - 1~ e "~ ~
(6:6746,6] - 0074007, T) + -(6,6]46,6] — 674607, T).

N | —

By (7.11)), we write
6,6] —00T =) "Suu(EY) vi=1.2,
k=1
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and as a result, for ¢ = 1, 2,

0,67 460" — 00T 4007

=(Sa1(ED)A00T + 00T AS, 1 (EW)) + i Sar(ED)AGOT + 00T AS, 1 (ED))
k=2
+ (6,07 —e6M)A(6,6] —0T).
Then, we write
SOTTMUTT — M. T) + S (00] MUV — M, T)
:_Z< (S41(ED)AGOT + 00T ASA (EM)), T)

41 ZZ<5M 9)400T + 00T AS 4 (EV)), T)

=1 k=2

I~ 2 A A A ~
+52_{((6:6] 00N A6:6] - 00"),T).

i=1

By the definition of SA,1(E(i)), we write

= Z (S41(ED)AOOT + 00T A8, (ED), T)
(U UN(ZD )2+ ZP)2VvVT T+ (UUT(ZD )2+ ZP )2)V, VT T).
We begin with the normal approximation of ZZ L (Saq(E E)AOOT +00TAS1(E®), T>

Lemma 4. Under Assumptions|] I-@ and suppose that n > Cyp?_rd; logd,, we have

max

1 Sa1 (B AGOT + 0OTAS, (ED), T
ek U§(||VTTT||2 + ||UTT|| )1/2 . \/W
WA T2 rTogd ——r d
S O max Hgl . r 0g &1 32 —|—Cg’}/n lOg dl +C4,umax : 1
ST~ & B "

where Cy, Cq, C3,Cy > 0 are absolute constants and v, is defined by Assumption[]]

Lemma [p] and Lemma [6] characterize sharp bounds for the remainder terms.
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Lemma 5. Under Assumptions[I{3, under the event of Theorem [{}

o

2
DD {(Sar(ED)AOOT + 00T AS A 1(EW)), T

i=1 k=2
rdy logd o rd2d loe d
< Co||T ey 12,0 ng‘l . <A_€ %)

where Cy > 0 is some absolute constant.

Lemma 6. Under Assumptions[1{3, on the event of Theorem 4,

2

> [{(6:6] —00T)A6,6] —06"),T)|

i=1
dy logd d?dslog d
THglog\/rlOg 1_%\/7”1208; 1

n Ay n

<Cokop

max

for some absolute constant Cy > 0 and k(M) < ko denotes M’s condition number.

We write
my — mrp
oc([VTTTIZ + |UTT2)Y? - \/dadz/n
_ Z <UUTZ VVT T)/2
E a§<||VTTT||2 + [UTTR) 2 W@/n
2 (Sa1(ED)AGOT + 00T ASL,(ED), T) /2
oe(IVITTE + IUTT[)2 \/dle/n
I T ((San(B9) 400 + 00T AS1(EY)), T)/2
oc([VTTT|Z + [UTTI]2)Y? - \/dadz/n
2, {((6,0] —e0TA6,0] —68T),T)/2
oe(IVITT|Z + [UTTI2) 2 - \/dida/n
Under Assumption [4] it holds that |[VTTT||2 + |[UTT||? > o2||T||?r/d;. As a result,

rd
oc(lVTTTIZ+ |UTT|2)Y? - /dide/n > ar||T|coey | —.

Together with Lemma and Lemma |§|, we get, with probability at least 1 — 6d;2 log d,
that
(7 —mr) = Y2, (Saa(EV)A00T + 06T AS41(EW), T) /2|
05(HVTTTHE +[|UTT()2 - \/didz/n
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2 2 2 2
ar|[Tle V  de ar|[T|[e A n

for some absolute constants Cy, Cy > 0. By the normal approximation of Z?:l <S A1 (E ) A0OT+
@@TASA,l(E(i)), T>/2 in Lemma and the Lipschitz property of ®(z), we get

sup P<Ug(| M — mr < x) - (I)(l‘)‘

a€R [VITTIZ + [IUTTI2)Y? - /dudy/n

Scll’l’?nax THEI logdl +CQK:0M3‘3X THEI . %\/O&drd%dz 10g2 dl
ar|T]e V. de ar|[Tlle A n

4 2
e TNz, ry/logd,  6logd rd
+O4 a2 HTH? ’ d : + 2 : + 05%1 Vv 1Og dl + CGILLmBX 717
T F 2 1

which concludes the proof of Theorem [T}

7.3 Proof of Theorem [2

It suffices to prove the normal approximation of

mr — mr
(/7\5:9\71 : \/dldg/n

with data-driven estimators o¢ and sp. Write

mT_mT

8{3} . \/dldg/n

_ mp — myp
oc(IVTTTIR + [[UTT(|3)Y2 - \/didz/n
+ mT — mr ) ( B %)
ag/S\T . \/dldg/n O¢
+ mr — mr _ ((HVTTTH? +UTT|I) 1)
oe([VITTR + [UTT(2)Y2 - \/didz/n 5r
Recall that
52 = L i (Y- N <]/\Zinit X>)2 i Li(y _ <]/\4\'init X>)2
£ 2710 ¢ Lo ¢ 2”0 ? 2 7
i=ng+1 i=1
1 & 1 < - no
- - ZS@Q + 2_0 Z <A17X7,>2 + T() Z<A27X1>2
i=1 i=ng+1 i=1



Note that {(X;,&)}", ., are independent with A;. By Bernstein inequality and under

1=no+

Assumption , it is easy to show that, with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

o < 2UBME+ 1Ball) | Cuotlogdy _ Cuoflogd: (o
dids NG NG n

Then, if Cyy;, < 1/3 so that [67 — of| < 07 /2, we get

o€ -

C1logd, 2
\/ﬁ + Cg’yn

We now bound |HTVHE — HT‘A/l ||E| Observe that V and V; both have orthonormal columns.
Then,

~ ~9
g g
O¢

|TV]]Z - HT‘71||3| = [|TVVT|? - ||T‘71‘71T||3|
<||[TVVT =GV + 2(T(VVT = V), TVVTY].

Clearly,
~ o~ 12 ~ o~ 2
TV -VivDE< (Y Duslle v =REn])
(J1.42)€supp(T)
2 2
~ didylogd
< 2 T T ||21'U§7’ 2 log dy
< T VYT = VT < Gt B (55) =
Similarly,
(VT =V, TVVT < TV T(VVT = VDV e
<NTVINT e IVVT = VDV o
oc [rd?logd
< ATV T ey e - S5/ 2
r n
Therefore,

ITVIE = ITVAE| = ITVVTE = 1TV ||

IT|I7 0? rdidy log dy o [rd?logd;
<Oyl <_>1— O NTVINT o S el =Tt
it (55) L TV T - S5 TS
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Similar bounds can be shown for |||[UTT|2— ||(/]\1TT||2| The same bounds also hold for ||UJ T2
and HT‘/}QHE Under the event of Theorem ,

[Se—=(IVTTTZ + lUT 7))

HTH? o2\ rd2d, log d; oe [rd2logd,
SO e d v - + Col TV T N1 e VT

and as a result

||T||[ O' Oédd dg IOgdl
1] < Cyp,a Y
‘HVTTTH“rIIUTTH2 ‘_ HeeTlear X n

where we used the fact [|[VTTT|2 + |[UTT|]? > o&||T||?(r/d,) and also the fact

VI + U = max{|TV e, [UTT|le} - arl|Tllev/r/d,
due to Assumption . It also implies, under condition ([3.5]), that
> (VTR +|UTT(?) /2 > o |IT|? - 2d

Then,

=
ST

<o MTla o¢ [aadidslogds
< 2MmaXHT||FOéT N, o )

By the normal approximation in Theorem [I] there is an event £ with

17|, e log dy 1T ||, 1t oc |agrdidslog® d,
P(&) >1 - C 1 — Chk ﬁ._
(&)=t = 6 IITHFaT V' d, N Tear A n

1717 412 7v/Togd,  6logd rd
—Cj Te; 5 y - — e L Cyn/10g dy — Cs i/ —
H ”F T 1 1 n

(VTTTIZ + UTTIDY? 1' <‘ IVTTTI + IUTT)E 1'
St N

so that on event &,

mT—mT
PPN C \/1Ogd1
O¢ST * 1/ dldg/n

and

fl\lT — mr
< Cg+/logd
oc(IVTTTIR + [|UTT(2)Y? - \/dida/n — "
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Therefore, under event &, with probability at least 1 — 2d; 2,

~ —~ /2
mp — mr o¢ (O log3 dy 9
(1= %) < T N 002 logd 7.3
a1 o] = S etV "
and
My — mr ' ((HVTTTHE + | UTT|E)M? _ 1)‘
oc([VTTTZ + \UTT(2)Y/? - \/ddz/n St

IT]le, g\/adrdfdg log d}

<O max
= 2p Tllear Ay n

As a result, if

2 2 2 2
, i e, [rlogdy wopz \T|le, oe [oardidslogds —
1 max max . n 1 d O,
dl,dlzﬁoo aX{ OéTHTH,: dg ’ OéTlT”F /\7" n &t i

then

mT_mT

ngs\T A/ dldg/n

4 N0, 1)

as dy, dy — 00.

7.4 Proof of Theorem [3l

We begin with the accuracy of G®. By the definition of G®, we have
didy 0G0 (DO T GOT x 70
N, (UG Xp) - Y) U XV = 0. (7.5)
JED2

To this end, let 55) and 59 be any orthogonal matrices so that

1

max (|0~ UOP, IV = VOVl < o=
max’V()

for some large enough constant Cy > 0.

Lemma 7. Suppose that ||(/]\(t)||2,max < 2/ T/dy and ||1A/(t)||27max < 2pmax/7/do and if n >
Cop 13(r? + logdy) log dy, then with probability at least 1 — 3d;?,

max

|6-0"A5Y |
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1
<Cyor rdldjvog dq
0

+2All - (|UY = UOP|? + [V — VO |P)

"0 5 D ~ rdydy log d
+CallAl( TNTO = U0 e+ [ IV = VO ) u\/?
2 1 o

for some absolute constants Cy, Cs, Cy > 0.

A~ A~

Let GO = Z(Gt)A(t)Rg)T denote G®’s SVD where Z(Gt), }A%(Gt) are both r x r orthogonal

matrices and A®) is a diagonal matrix. Recall the gradient descent step of Algorithm ,

~ = dd S B R
geos) — gLl _ . 22 Z (UOGOVOT —UAVT, X)) X;VORY (A®) !
JE€ED2t11
dydy 7 p®) (A ()y-1
—U'T Z X VR (AY)
0 JED2t4+1

~ ~ ~

Observe that (U® V® G®) are independent with ®y,.,1. Then, we write

g9~ GOLY — 5 (DOGOTOT - UAVTIVORDRO) + B + BY

Vo
where
B = (0OGOVOT — uAVTVORE (R0)
dydy OAOTOT T
NO,Z<UGV UAV >VR()
JED2t41
and
~ dids > n
Y b 3 e POREO)-
JE€ED2t11
Note that

(UOGOVOT _ gAY TP fzg) (K“))—l = UO(GY - OPTAOW) RY (A®W)~!
+(UOLE —~UOY T LETOYTAOY RY (R0)~!
+UAVOOWT — ) TYyORD (A1)

Therefore,

)

7(t+0.5) UO +( (t)Z(Gt) _ U@g)fg))(f —n- Zg)Tﬁﬁ)TAé(Vt)ﬁlg) (K(t))il)
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—n-U" (@(t) _ 5S)TA5$))§8) (A1
— - UAVOOYT — V)TV RY(AM)

+EY +EY,. (7.7)

Lemma 8. Under Assumptions [ and [3 and the assumptions of Lemma [T, suppose that

1Tz < 2t/ 771, VO < 2t/ 7/,
max {70 = UOP|, |V = VOP ||} < 1/(Ciptmrion/raa),

and n > Chagriul r?di(r + logdy)logd; for some large enough constant Cy,Cy > 0, if
n € [0.25,0.75], then the following bound holds with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

[T+ —UOPLY, < (1__) T = UOW |z e + Cs "”A ‘ /T
77 -~
+§(W”—U@WmmHW ~ VO ||a);
and with probability at least 1 — 2d; >

d3dsylog dy

1— G 73(t+0.5) < g¢
{ L= MO0} < OnE- 2T

+Cu(ron + K20%) - (10O —UOP|? + VO — VOP|?)

r~ —~ ro oo~ ~ Td2d
+Csnko - ( N TD = U0 ||y + 1|~ ||VO — vo$>||2,max) Ty Ry
dg dl NO

for some absolute constants C3,Cy, Cs > 0.

By Lemma , we denote the SVD of UtH09) By 05 — ﬁ(tﬂﬁgﬂ [? +UT where

igH) is diagonal and

15 — 1)

o d3dylog d ~ ~( ~ ~
<Cyrgs [T+ Calwon + ) - (10 =~ UOP | + 7O VO )
rd?d
_’_0577/{0 || U UO(t) HQ max ||V VO(t) ||2 max) : max ]\1[ 2 .
\/ V 0




By U OSIHIRIIT — gOWTY + (U(t+0'5) — Uéﬁiﬁ?), we write
e+ — UO(t (Ut+1)(E(Ut+1))71 + (fj(t+05 UO L(t )K t+1)(2(Ut+1))71
and obtain

U — pOW LY RI = vOWILY KI (EUH)~1 — 1)
H(UHD —yOW LYK (S (7.8)

Note that O t)K D s an r x 7 orthogonal matrix. The Assumptions of Lemma [§| can
guarantee A, (5 tH)) > 1—1/20 so that ||(§]g+1))*1|| <1+ n/10.

Therefore,

H[’J\,(H_l UO K(tJrl)H < HUH;max . H(Eg+1) [|| + 1_|_77/10)”U (t40.5) UO t)Hzmax

2,max

Then, by Lemma

|0+ — UORTY R _u\f IEG) " = 1]] + (1 + n/10) [T = UOPLE s s

rdids log d ~
<03Wmax')\—\/w+c(/‘éoﬁ+/fo77 o[ 5100 = UOPI? 4 [V~ VOPP)
r2dyd
405 (/10 = UOD 4| IV = VO ) - |~

ledg log dl
No

2 (109 = U0 s + 1V = VO 1)

+<1_ >||U<t> Uoy ||2max+0nA

4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
<(1- —") [0 = U0 oo+ 2 (10 = U0 [+ [V = VO |.)

/ T’dldg 10g d1

where the last inequality holds as long as n > Csagriu® dyr®logdy, |[U® (3((;) |+ V®

max

VOS)H < (Cohd fimaxr/Tq) ! for some large enough constants Cs, Cg > 0. Then,

) _ pOWT® g+ ¢ rdids log d;
HU U0y K ||2 max 0377)\r \/ No
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AnN o~ . . . .
+(1= F)NTO = U0l + 3 - (1T = UOP e + [TV = VOP [ )-
Similarly, the gradient descent step for V® reads

‘7(t+0.5):‘7(t)§g)_n.% S ([TOGOTOT —UAVT, X)) XTOOLY (R0)
JEDat41

dd =)
—n-m— Y GXJUOLY (RO
0
JE€EDat41

Let V05 — DS DT qenote V04055 SVD where KUY is an orthogonal ma-

trix. In the same fashion, with probability at least 1 — 4d; 2,

G(t+1) t+1) % T’dldg log dl
P60 —VOPRURE™, . < cinE, [Tl o8h

4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
(1= )IVO VO ot 5 (109 VO o+ [V = VOP ).
Then, we conclude with

oD — Oy LY Ky, + [V = vOP R KV,

rdids log d 2 ~ D ~
< G \/%gl (1=3) - (109 = U0 s+ [V = VO o). (79)
0

where both O (Hl and O R ‘(,Hl) are orthogonal matrices.
The contraction property of the iterations is then proved after replacing 69 and 59

with the orthogonal matrices defined in Theorem [3] It suffices to show that

~ ~ ~ 1
max {0~ VO WV = VOPII} < o, (7.10)
max V()

and ||(7(’f)||27max < 2,umax\/7°/_dl, ||\A/(t)||2,max < Q[Lmax\/’f'/_dg for all 1 < t < m and some large
constant Cg > 0.

We first show [|[UTD || < 2ptmscr/7/d1, [V O|omae < 2tmar/7/da for all 1 < t < m. By
the contraction property , it suffices to show ||ﬁ(1) - U@\l(]l)Hz,maX < pmaxm, ||\7(1) -
V@S)Hzﬁmax < umax\/r/_dl and Cg(U{/)\T)\/ledg logd; /Ny < ,umax\/r/_dl where the last in-
equality holds automatically under Assumption [3] Similarly as the proof of Theorem [4], with

probability at least 1 — 5d;?logd;,
oc + | M|

max /Tdel log d;
)\7’ NO 7

d2,max(l/j(1) 9 U) §C2/'Lmax
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O + || M| ax ' rd,d; log d;
A No '

Since | M|l < AU mscl [V [lomse < 122, [|All/72/d1ds, it implies [TD = UOR ||, <

Hmax /T /dy and HXA/(I) — Vé‘(})szmax < /7 /dy as long as

d2dylog® d
n > CQO‘dNiaXKJ(Z)T2d1 log2 d; and 02% . \/@ <1
T n

for some large enough constant Cy > 0.

We then show (7.10)) for all ¢ =1,--- ,m. By eq. (1)), we write

d2,max(‘7(1) 9 V) SCQI'Lmax

U(t+1 EJJFU UO(t)L (t+1)

/\

— (OOLY —UOWTY) (1 —n- TOTOVTAOY RY (W) K
- BO(GO — BOTADY) RY (R0) 1 R+

~ ~ ~

—n- UNVOOYT —v)TVORDAO) K + EPRG + ES KT,

Similar as the proof of Lemma [§| and , we can write
~ ST A At
|G — Oy A0V |
Ar
+ 2o |[VO — VO |? + |[EY KTV + ES KGHY

||(7<t+1)§§§“ UO(t K(t+1 ” < 0-977)H[7(t) — U@l(]t)H + 2n

Y

and as a result

Hﬁ(tﬂ UO(”L (t+1) H

|G — OWTAOY||
Ar

() o (t+1 ~(t) (41 S (t+1
+[|[EYESTY + ES KRSV + 1S5 — 1.

<(1L=09m)||TY = U0 || + 21 + 2050 [V = VO

Then, by Lemma g and the upper bound of HE‘(/t) + Eg%/H in the proof of Lemma ,

d% d2 log d1

|0 — UOPTYEE™M| < (1 - 0.8p) U —UOY| +an%- N

+ Cakon + w20%) - (|UY = UOP |12 + VO — VO |1?)
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[P ~ TP ~ rdid
+ Csnio -+ (| NTO = UOP o + 4| 1V = VO ) -ty |~
d2 dl NO

Similarly, we can get the bound for ||V () — VO R 'K (t+1)|| and as a result

||(7(t+1) _ U@((}f)fg)}?((}rﬂ)“ P — VOWRD RETY|

d% d2 lOg d1

< (1= 08n) (10 = UOP | + [V = UOPI) + Con | =247

+ Calkon + ka?) - (JUD = UOY |2 + [V — VOP|?)

[T [T rd3d
+ 0577'%0 H U(t UO(t H2 max H V(t VO(t H2 max) /-Lmax N 2 .

By the previous proof, with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

~ ~ [r ~
||U(t) - UO[(]t)HZ,max S Cl/JJmax d_ and ||V(t) ||2 max S Cl,umax
1

=

If |U® — UOD|| + VO — VOW|| < 1/(3Cptmmtiy/Fig), we get

Hﬁ(tﬂ) _ U@g)zg)f([(]tﬂ)” i ”‘//\'(t-i—l) _ V@g)ﬁg)}?‘(}f—&—l)n

o didylogd ~ . N r3d
<Cynss [T+ (1= 5) - (109 =00 | + |V = VO + 2Csmil oy |

< ! :

where the last inequality holds as long as n < 0.75 and n > Cgagpu’

kSr3d, log® d, and
Pakia (T f A - \/ agrddylog® dy /n < C:* for some large enough constants Cs, C7 > 0. Then,
it suffices to prove [|[U(") — U@S)H + VO — V@S)H < 1/(3Cyfhmaxkidr/Tg) Where, by Davis-

max

Kahan theorem, with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

o¢ + || M|

max d%dg IOg d1 1
. <
Ay Ny T 3C i N/TOG

as long as n > Csagrdul, r’dilog® d; and Ceipmkd(oe/N,) - \/adrd%dg log®dy/n < 1. We

[TOTOT—UUT(| + [VOVOT - VYT < ¢

then conclude the proof of the first statement of Theorem [3|
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We now prove the second statement. Recall that Ny < n/logd;, by the first statement
with n = 0.75, we get with probability at least 1 — 4md;?,

2
|77 — UG(U’”)HQW +|[vim —vog (—_— 203%\/%[1032;E
/o R R . o¢ [rdidylog®d
(3" <||U<1> — U0, + VO —vOoP|, - 2C3rf\/;)‘

Similar as the proof of Theorem 4, with probability at least 1 — dj?,
rd3log” d |M|| e | 7d310g”d
0O 0O e 170~ VO o < Cupon T[Ty WM friflog’ds

Therefore, if m = 2[log(agy||M

~ (m T (m A(m ddl d
Hmm_m%WMJHWH—VQYMW—QNJZL;QI’

which holds with probability at least 1 — 4C1d;%logd;. Then, by Lemma

T S ~(m T Sim ~(m,
M|, < 2 tnac- (1) ZNT™ = UOF oo+ 1|17 = VOT o
2 1
"2 T« Al r2d, log* d
12 [ 7 G = OFITAOYY| < Coptpetioore | L.
dldg n

7.5 Proof of Theorem 4

ma/ 0e) | < 2C [log dy ], we get

I M

W.L.O.G., we only prove the bounds for dlmax(ﬁl, U) and dz’max(\A/l, V). To this end, define
the (dy + dy) x (2r) matrices

U o _ U 0
6= and ©; = R
0V 0 W
We also define the (dy + d2) x (di + d2) matrices
0 M _ 0 ZO
A= and EW = _
MT 0 ZWT 0
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Let U, € R1x@=1) and V, € R%2*(4277) g0 that (U, U) and (V| , V) are orthogonal matrices.

For any positive integer s > 1, we define

P

UA=UT 0
, if s is even;
0 VA—VT
P
0 UASVT
, if s is odd.
\ VA=SUT 0
Define also
00—t — Uufl 0
0 Vv

As shown by Xia (2019b), if A, > 2[|Z("||, then

@1@I _ ®®T _ Z Z (_1)1+T(S) . ;B—le\(l);B—sz . ;B—skE(l);B—sk_H’ (711)

k=1 s:s1+--+sp 1=k
NS

J/

-~

Sak(EW)

where s1,- -+, sp01 > 0 are integers and 7(s) = Y57 1(s; > 0). We aim to prove sharp

upper bounds for ||U,UF = UUT ||y and |[ViVT = VV T ||, Note that

N U0 —uUT 0
0,67 —eeT=| ! L
0 VT —vyT

Therefore, it suffices to investigate |©,07 — ©OT||,,.... By (7.11), we obtain

Hél@—lr - ®®TH2,max < Z Z ||£B_51E(1)$B_52 .. .sl;—SkE(l)fB—Sk+1 H

k=1 s:s14-+spr1=k

2,max

Denote e; the j-th canonical basis vector in R™+% for any j € [d; +ds]. Recall Assumption

and the definition of %, it is obvious that for all s > 1,

—s r —s —s r —s
[T < o IA T 870 [ 1A

For any (sq, -, Sg+1) such that Zf:ll s; =k and s; > 1, we have

He;rgpfm E\(l)mfsz . .(,B*Sk /E\(l)mfskﬂ H < ’le;rgpfs1 H . ||E(1)£B782 . .(/B*SkE\(l);B*SkJrl H
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<Jlef B> - BT AT

By Lemma |1} there exists an event & with P(&) > 1 — 2d;? so that on &,

- 2
[BW]| < €1 + 7)oy T2 ED (7.12)

N J/

5
Therefore, on event &, if s; > 1, then
max He 51E\(1)¢B—52 . ;B skE(l)%—sk-»-l H < e I
jE
and
m[aX] Hejerlf’Biﬁ E\(l)mfsz . 'm*SkE(l)(’B Sk+1 H < e /
JjEld

where ¢ is defined in ((7.12)).

As aresult, it suffices to prove the upper bounds for ||q3*51E(1)‘I§*52 c Pk B sk ||2.max
for s; = 0. Because s; + -+ + sp+1 = k, there must exists s; > 1 for some j > 2. It then
suffices to prove the upper bounds for ||+ (PLEORL)FEDO|,.... with k > 0. Note that
we used the fact ©OTR*OOT = P~* for any integer s > 1.

Lemma 9. Under the event & where holds, there exist absolute constants Cy,Cy > 0
so that, for all k > 0, the following bounds hold with probability at least 1 — 2(k + 1)d;?,

max He (%LE(”&B 1)@” < CL(Cyo)kHt . Mmax\/z

J€ldi]
~ ~ T
max ||e R o e Y

where 0 is defined in and [, S the incoherence constant in Assumption .

We shall defer the proof of Lemma [9] to Appendix.
By Lemma [J) and (7.12)), choosing k. = [2logd;] yields that, for all s = (s1,- -, Sk+1)
with ZkH s; =k,

o P L Cy0\* r
]rg[zcilX]He‘B EC Jpez. . pe FOg k“HSCH()\QT) * Fomax 40
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which holds for all k£ < k,,,, with probability at least 1 — 4d1_2 log dy, under event &. Then,
T 77T T T/ T T
(WU, —uu = (00" —006")||,
max [|e] (017 )| = maxlej( )l

where we abuse the notations that e; € R on the left hand side and ej € R%+d2 on the

right hand side. Then, by the representation formula (7.11),

kmax

max He;r(/U\lﬁir — UUT)H < max Z Z He}_&p—slﬁ(l)gp—& I G OIeD e H

jeld jeld
J€ldi] J€ldi] k=1 s:s1+-+skr1=Fk

LU DRNEED DN St Zhe SR U el

k=Fmax+1 5381+'“+5k+1:k

Obviously,
k+1

Card({(sl,--- , Ska1) - Zsj =k,s;, €ZL,s; > 0}) < 4F,

Jj=1
Therefore, under event &,

kmax 00
s | @7 v < () f7 s ()
k=1 L r

Jj€lda] r

RO I N SRy E)

k=1 T

If 8C59/A,. <1 and Cy > 4, then

A~ A~ (5 T 45 kmax+1
(0,07 —UUn)|| <y~ - 2(-)
max [|e] (LhU) I <Ov3 by [ 5+
<C 5 r +86 ( ]_ >’—210gd1-‘
W U A W T

[ 72
§C2<1 +7n)05 didy log d; o L
/\7« n d1
Therefore,
~ 14+, d?dylog d
p(||0,TF - vU],,,, < A +A7 Joc, [ Bty 7) = 1= 57 log di.
’ r 1

Similarly, on the same event,

~ (1+7,)0¢ [didylogd r
[T =V, < G = ey

which proves the claimed bound.
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A Proof of Lemma (1

W.L.O.G., we only prove the bounds for HZ\fI)H and ||22(1)|| Recall that Z\fl) is defined by

n

A(l) d1d2 Z €.X

1=ng+1
where {(&;, X;)}i,,, ;1 are i.i.d. The 9,-norm of a random variable Y is defined by [|Y|, =
inf{t > 0 : Eexp™/!I" < 2} for a € [1,2]. Since ¢ is sub-Gaussian, we obtain |||y, < o¢.

Clearly,
HH&X ||||1/)2 < ||§Z||w2 ~

where we used the fact X; € € = {e; e, : j1 € [d4], j2 € [d2]}. Meanwhile,

1 2
O¢ - d d2 Z Z 6]16]26]2 J1

J1=1j2=1

Similar bounds also hold for ||E€2 X X;|| and we conclude with

2

max { | EE2X: X[ ||, IEE X X, ||} < —5
2

gt XX = o2

—H— Lo || < 2~

By matrix Bernstein inequality (Koltchinskii (2011)); Minsker (2017); [Tropp (2012)), for all
t > 0, the following bound holds with probability at least 1 —e™¢,

= didy(t 4 logd didy(t +logd
12 gclag\/ 1 = ) | 0y Qadell T loach)

n

By setting t = 2log d; and the fact n > C3d; logd;, we conclude with

- 2
P(HZM > Clag\/dldQ(t ki logdl)) < i

=
n dy

The upper bound for HZS) || can be derived in the same fashion by observing that

e+ 1AL < 2dydy || A

Hd1d2<31,Xi>Xi - 31H < dydo| A max

and

IE(dida (A1, X)X — Ay) (dida(Dy, X)X, — Ay) |
<\ BBEER, X2 XXT ||+ 1A 2 < ol A2, + 1A < 243 A2,

20



B Proof of Lemma 2

W.L.O.G., we only prove the upper bounds for ((71, ‘71) since the proof for (172, ‘72) is identical.
Recall from Assumption [1] that || A,

~ [d%ds log d 2
P("Z(l)H > Co(1 4 )0 %Ogl) < =
1

Recall that ]\/J\f”bs = M + ZW. By Davis-Kahan Theorem (Davis and Kahan (1970)) or
Wedin’s sin © Theorem (Wedin (1972)), we get

0 % 212 2(1 4 Bdylogd
max{do(U1,U),do(V1,V)} < w < Cz\/_( :\FV )o¢ . W

where the last inequality holds with probability at least 1 — 2d; 2. Similarly, with the same

max < C17n - 0¢ With probability at least 1 — dl_Z. To this

end, we conclude with

probability,

5 o V2r||ZM V2(1+~)oe  [rddylogd
max{d:(Uy,U),d:(V1,V)} < % <O, ( . Tn)oe 1 2n g d1

r

which concludes the proof of Lemma [2]

C Proof of Lemma

For notational simplicity, we write E = EW in this section.

C.1 CaseO0: k=0
W.L.O.G., we bound He}—‘BLE@H for j € [d;]. Clearly,
leTpEo|| <[leTOOTEO| + el EO| < dii, - ,/dil + el EO)|

where 0 denotes the upper bound of ||E | defined in (7.12) and the last inequality is due to
U |smee < ftoxn/7/d1. By the definitions of E and ©, HeIE@H = He}—Z(l)VH where we abuse

the notations and denote e; the canonical basis vectors in R%

o1



Recall that Z() = Z( ) + Z . We write

n n

5 dd dd < <
70V =2 N gl XV + (D23 (AL Xi)e] XV - ] AV,

J

M0 a1 "0 e
Clearly,
€T XV Il|, < TVl < Ottonc w:
and 2 2
E2eI X,VVTX]e; < d‘1’22 (VYT < %

Then, by Bernstein inequality, we get

= dyds(t + logd dy+/rds(t + logd
IP’(H(&]TZ{I)VH ZC&Jg\/r 1 2( ;L og 1) +02/LmaXU§ 1V 2( + log 1)) <ot

n

for all ¢ > 0 and some absolute constants C, Cy > 0. Similarly,

\/ledg (t + log dl)
n

A

+ Co b

max max

P(He}@l)vu > O )|A dn/rdz(tﬂogdl))

n

< et

By setting t = 3logd; and observing Hﬁl\

~ dyds log d
[ef 2OV < O 4 oy =5 =6y [

which holds with probability at least 1—2d;® and we used the assumption n > C w2, rdylog d,

max < C17n - 0¢, we conclude that

for some large enough constant C' > 0. As a result,

P(max ||eJT‘ISLE@H < 20 i * 4 /L> >1—2dyd;>.
jE€ld1] d1

Following the same arguments, we can prove the bound for max;eq,; [le], +j‘BLE@H. There-

fore, with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

Bt r T LE r
m EO|| < 264t 1| — d m PEO|| < 20y + 4/ =
max [|ej B EO < 20ptnac /5= and  max flej, |'= 200y [ -
where 0 is defined by (7.12)).
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C.2 Casel: k=1
W.L.0.G., we bound max;cy,) ||e] L EP-EO||. Observe that

|7 B Eo)| <||foeTBRBe| + | TBR-EO] < P [+ | TER-Eo|
By the definition of E and P, we have

ZOy, vIZOTy 0

EBrEO = N .
0 ZWTy, Ut zMv

It suffices to prove the upper bound for HGJTZ(DVLVIZ\U)TUH. Define J; — eje]T R
and ’Jj_ =1 —3J,. Then, write 70 = ’ij(l) + jj_/Z\(l) and

6;2(1)VJ_VIZ\(1)TU _ ejTZ\(l)VJ_VLT (jj/Z\(l))TU 4 6}2(1)VLVI (ijZ\(l))TU

As a result,
le]ZOVvIZOTO | <|lef ZOVivE(3,20) U + ||ef ZOViVT (37 20) U |

<|eJUle] ZOV VI ZOTe)|| + |le] 2OV v (3 Z W) UH
<[+ [T ZOVIVI (320) 0|

Recall . .

Z(l d1d2 Z &X + <d1d2 Z <317Xi>Xi _ 31)

o 1=ng+1 o i=ng+1

Define

Ni={no+1<i<n:e]X;#0} and N;={ng+1<i<n:ig¢N}.

By Chernoff bound, we get that if n > C}d;logd; for a large enough absolute constant
Ch7 > 0, then

(V{2 <)< 20)) 21 o )

=

for some absolute constant ¢; > 0. Denote the above event by & with P(Sl) > 1 — e an/di,
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We now prove the upper bound He}—Z\(l)VLVI (Jj/Z\(l))TUH conditioned on A;. To this
end, by the definitions of J; and ij’ we write

T ZOV VI (3 Z20) U = dl‘f " Gel xivivI (3t zZM) 'y
iEN;

did ~ ~ ~
+[E2 ST A Xl XV (3 20) U - T A vivT (3 20) .
"o i€N;
Note that, conditioned on Nj, {&;, X;}icn, are independent with 3LZ . Conditioned on N

and jj*Z (M) the following facts are obvious.

/\

&llel X, ViV (3120 UHH <oe|ViVT (320U ||

2,max

By the results of Case 0 when k = 0, we have

vz 'ol,,, <vivi@2") o, + [vivizetl,,,

S(S//Lmax"/d_l‘Fé,U/max"ld—QSQ(SILLmaX. [d_2

Meanwhile, (note that conditioned on i € Nj, X; = ej ef with k being uniformly distributed

2,max 2,max

over [ds])

B2 X,V VI (3-Z20) ouT (3 Z0) Vv XTe
2

O' ~ ro ~
= S IVVIE 200 < 5 ||(3729) 0|

i|(3720) i e N,

By Bernstein inequality, for all t > 0, we get

(HZ& XV (3:20) U >cla§|N|1/2,/“+§gd1H(ﬂz<l>) ol
iEN;

Lot + logdy)oe - VLV (3-20) T zﬁﬂwj) S

2,max

for some absolute constants C4, Cy > 0.
On event &,

|(3EZ0) | < 120 < .

o4



By setting ¢ = 3log d;, then with probability at least 1 — d;?,

15

dydy

ng .
1=

Z eI XV VT (320 UH

dyds log d /rdod? log? d
<Ci8- e[ "EEED L O 0 VETED

20,500 [TEIED e [T

conditioned on & N &;. The second inequality holds as long as n > Cu?_d;logd; for some

large enough constant C' > 0.

Similarly, since A; is independent with {(X;, &)} nos1, With probability at least 1 —d;?,

did ” ~ ~ -
H 12 ST (A X XV (320) 0 - TRV (35 20) U < 6?2
1

1= n0+1

as long as H£1 || max < 0¢. Therefore, conditioned on & NE;, with probability at least 1 — 2d; 3,

~ 5 r
|ETZ0V,VT (32 20) 0| < Cu \/d:

1

Therefore, conditioned on & N &1,

]P’(max TP EPLEO > Co6 - fhmey /1> < 2d;2.
€ldi] dy

Finally, conditioned on & N &;, with probability at least 1 — 4d;?,
max He]T‘BlE‘BLE\@H < C0% + [y [~ and  max HedTlﬂ‘BLE‘BLE\@H < Co0% + oy [—.
j€lda] dy j€lda] dy

C.3 General £ > 2

(Induction Assumption) Suppose that for all 1 < kg < k with & > 2, the following bounds
hold, under events & N &£, with probability at least 1 — 2kd; >

max | e]BH (BLEPH) T EQ|| < C1(Cod) M\/f (C.2)
j€ldi] d1

and
e [, 3 (B B3 B < OO0 o[- ©3)
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where C7, Cy > 0 are some absolute constants.
Based on the Induction Assumption, we prove the upper bound for H (‘BLE‘BL)’CE\@”M“.
W.O.L.G, we consider ||e] (‘Biﬁiﬁl)kﬁ@ﬂ for any j € [d;]. To this end, define the dilation

[ V)
D(M) = .
MT 0

Then, E= @(2 (1)), Similarly, define the following projectors on E,

operator ® so that

Pi(E) = D(e;eTZV) and PH(E) =D (3-ZV).
On event &,
le] (B-E4) E6|| = || B E (9 EB)" B0
<|[ToeTB(n-Bx) " Fe + [TE(R By Fe
<O [+ [T E (9 ) B
1
We then write
e E(PLEPY) T EO = o] EPP(E)R (B EP)" O
+e] ERPH(E)P (BEp) T Ee.
By the Induction Assumption, under event &,

o] Bty By (3 Bpt) B0 <||E| - [P, (Eyp- (1 Ep")" " Eo

2,max

<C1(C20)"5 iy | =
1

Similarly,
] ERLPHE)R (BHEBH) T EO
=] BPAPHE)P (B1E)" o
k—1
k—1—t

=l E(PLP}(E) 0+ el E(BPH(E)) B P, (E) (BHE) e,

J
t=1

o6



By the Induction Assumption and under event &,

k—1—t

e E(B-PH(E)) 4Py (B )(‘B E)

)klt

Sl

r

dy

which holds for all 1 < t < k — 1. Therefore, we conclude that on event & N &;, with

<| B[P (E)(BHE) 0|, < Ci(Cod) Tt

2,max

probability at least 1 — 2kd;?,

|eTB (- Byt) T Bo|| <||el B(p*PL(E @||+olumax\/> anktatﬂ

k

SHejTIE(;BLPL @H +01/~Lmax\/7 k+1 Zcz (t+1)
t=0

< B PAE) Ol + Gty 7:(Co)

as long as Cy > 4. We now bound HeTE(‘BLPL ) @H The idea is the same to Case 1
and we shall utilize the independence between eJTE and P;-(E ), conditioned on N;. Indeed,

conditioned on N; and P]L(E), by Bernstein inequality, for all ¢ > 0,

B (B P} )0 2 Cuoe AL HE D) 1y

d1d2(t+10gd1)”( J_PJ_ @H
n

+ 0205 ./\/;,,P]J_(E\)) S €_t.

2,max

Again, by the Induction Assumption and under event &,
I8 PHE) . < B PHE) BB, + (9P (B)' 5 Eel

<Oy [+ (B PEE)
k—1
<Oyt umax\/% + (BB O + Z H (BPH(E)" T PPE)(RE) 0|

k—1
< 16 i /d + C ey /di 3 (C20) 18 < 2C iy /dﬁ (Cho)-.
2 =0 2

By setting t = 3logd;, conditioned on Induction Assumption, with probability at least
1— d1_37

A .
[efE(RPH(B)) 0] <Cié* -0 \/@ma(@éwum@@

o7

2,max 2,max




<201 (Cy8)* - o [rddp log dy < G | 2 (o)
n 2 d1

where the last inequality holds as long as n > Cu2_ rd; logd, for a large enough C > 0.

Therefore, conditioned on Induction Assumption, with probability at least 1 — d; >
= ~ r
max HeJT(‘,BLE‘BL)kE@H < C1(Cyo)k T Lo | =
j€ldi] d1
Finally, we conclude that, under event & N &;, with probability at least 1 — 2(k + 1)d_2, so
that for all 1 < ko < k+1,

max [[ef P (BER) T EO| < C1(Co6)" - pny [ - (C.4)
J€ldi] d;
and
max [[e], o, B (B EP)" T EO|| < C1(Ca0)" - poacy [ (C:5)
Jj€lda] ds

where C,Cy > 0 are some absolute constants. We conclude the proof of Lemma [9]

D Proof of Lemma [3

W.O.L.G., we only prove the upper bound for ’<[/]\1[7£r§(1)17ﬂ71-'—, T>’ Clearly,

(GO ZOVV T < 1T, - [|OT Z0T VT

max

It suffices to prove the upper bound for ||(71(71T Z (1)XA/11A/1THW. By Theorem ,

AN AN A

|G TTZOWVT| | <[louTZOvvT|| 4+ ([ TT - oo Z0veT

max max max

HoUTZOWVT vV + (G O] - v ZO VT - vvT)

max

<||vuTZOVVT|| 4 |ZONN0TT ~ UUT |,

V||2,max

max

HIZONVVT = VV o [Tl + IZO NV = VT o [T = UTT

7 dylog d 4 log d

which holds under the event in Theorem 4| Now, we prove the bound for |[UUTZOVVT|

For any ji € [d1], j2 € [da], we write
_didy

o

D &Ge  UUTXVV ey,

1=ng+1

el UUTZVVV e,

o8



e.
" o i=no+1
Clearly,
2
T T T 4 r
[6ie , UUTXVV ey, |, < Othns* o
and
) o2 di  da
E(&e] UUTX;VV ey,) :ﬁ DN (e, UU e ) (e, VV ey, )
102 =1
0.2 M4 027“
z—gHe UlPllef,VII* <~
did B3

By Bernstein inequality, for all ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — e™?,

didy t+logd 2(t + logd
By N~ TUUTX VYT | < Cupoe /8D 4 o o T F 0B d)

Nno . n n
i=ng+1

By setting t = 3log d; and the union bound for all j; € [dy], j2 € [ds], we conclude that

rlog d;

max Z Olu

IP’<||UUT DyyT ) < d;?

n

as long as n > Csu? rlogd;. Similar bounds also hold for ||UUTZ(1 VVT

max

nax- Lherefore,

conditioned on the event of Theorem {4 E with probability at least 1 — 2d;?

log d @y log d Tlond
o S Cupi, 06| =2 4 € NT \/T

which concludes the proof of Lemma [3]

.57 20T

E Proof of Lemma (4

We aim to show the normal approximation of
1 & T 77(4) T (1) T
3 S (ULUTZOVVT.T) + (UUZOViV], T))
i=1

=(UUN(ZW)2+Z@2)vVT, T + (UU(ZD )2 + Z? )2)V, V], T).
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Recall that Z0 = Z 4+ Z{ where

n

~ d ~
Z{l) = —1d2 Z é-zXz and (2) d1d2 Zfz

n
-

so that (recall that n = 2ny)

P04y &
9 - Z&X

and

Zél) + 22(2) d1d2 <Z 31 + 32
(Ag, X;) X + E (AL X > -
2 n =1 i=ng+1

Therefore, write
(U UT(Z )2+ 22 2 vvT Ty + (UU(ZM )2+ 2P )2) v VT, T

dld?Zgl (U UTXx,vVT.T) + (UUT X,V V], T))

which is a sum of i.i.d. random variables: §(<ULUIXVVT,T> + <UUTXVLVLT,T>). To

apply Berry-Essen theorem, we calculate its second and third moments. Clearly,

EC(UUTXVVT,T) + (UUXV, VI, T))’
=2E((UUTXVVT,T) + (UUXV, V], T))?
=02 (B(UUTXVVT,TY + E(UUXV, V], T)
+2E(U U XVVT, TY{UUTXV, V], T)).

Recall that X is uniformly distributed over € = {e; €], : j1 € [dy], j2 € [d2]}. Therefore,

E(U UTXVVT,T) T VVITTU, U e;,)?
(VL] dldguzl z LUTe)
1
—|VVTTTU U = —|[VTTTU, |2
d2|| €L LHF dldQH L||F
Similarly, E(UUXV, V], T)* = |[UTTV, ||2/(did,). Meanwhile,
E(U UIXVVT, TYUUTXV, V], T)
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di  d2

= d SN (e VVTITTU LU ey,) - (el UUTTV Ve, )
1 211 1i2=1
da

1 Ty TT TrrprT T
=— VVIT' UL U UU'TV V¢
dldQ;ew 1Y 1LV €y
=0
where we used the fact UTU; = 0. As a result, the second moment is
2
o
B (UL UIXVVT,T) + (UUXVVLT)) = ZE(VTTOLR + 0TTVAR).
102

Next, we bound the third moment of £(<ULUIXVVT, T> + <UUXVLVLT, T>) By the sub-

Gaussian Assumption |3 we have

Ei¢P(UUTXVVTT) + (UUTXV, VT, T

<Cho? - E|<ULUIXVVT, T) + (UUTXV, V], )|’

:Cga§’~dldQZZKULULe“eZQVVT T) + (UUT e, el ViV T

11=1142=1
0303 di  da . .
Sdldz SOS T (ULUT e el v VT, TP + [(UUT e, el ViVT, TH]).

i1=112=1

Clearly,

(U U el VVT.TY = |(Uleyel V,UITV )| < |[UTTV | ||UT e el V||

-
< HUITVIIFMM/d—2 < ||UITV||F-umax\/d—2-

Similar bound also holds for |[(UUTe; el ViV, T)|. Then,

El¢P(U UTXVVT,T) + (UUTXV, VT, T)|?
< \/_/'I’maxo-f
= dydy/dy

di  d2
xS ((ULUTenef,VVT, DY NUTTV e + [(UUT e el ViV, TYPIIUTTVL|F).

i1=110=1
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We write

di  da

> > ((UUleqelvVT.T)[

i1=112=1
d1 do
=Y > (S ULUTTVV e;,)* = |[ULUITVVT |2 = |UITV |2

i1=112=1

Therefore,

El¢P(UUTXVVT,T) + (UUTXV, VT T

O o \/T
<O\ (JUTTVE + | UTTVL ).
<O T (IWLTVIE + | 11?)
By Berry-Essen theorem (Berry (1941)), Esseen (1956))), we get
w0 P<<ULUI(2§1) /2427 /2)VVTT) + (UUN(Z" /2 + 27 /2) ViV T) _ x) P
z€R oe(|[VTTTUL||2 + |[UTTVL|2)Y/2 - \/didy/n -

rdy | UTTVLR + [UTTV 3 rd;
<C max - ° 3 £ <C max N E]-
SCattma\[ S VIO + O TV 2R S S (E-1)

where ®(z) denotes the c.d.f. of standard normal distributions. By Assumption 2| we write

[TV,
7’2
| E BT eV < 3 ol 0T IV sl < 1Tl sy - (B2
J1,Jj2 J1,Jj2

We then replace ||[VTTTU,||? and |[UTTV.||? with |TV||? and |[UTT|?, respectively, to

simplify the representation. We write

U UT(ZW )2+ Z2 1 2vvT Ty + (0U(Z8 )2+ Z2 )2) v v T T)
oc([VTTTUL|Z + [UTTVL|2)Y2 - /didz/n
WU UT(ZW )2+ Z2 1 2vvT. Ty + (0U (28 )24+ Z2 )2) v VT, T)
oc(|TVIZ + [[UTT(2)Y/2 - \/didz/n
U UT(ZW )2+ Z2 1 2vvT Ty + (0U (20 )2+ Z2 )2)v VT T)
oc(|VTTTULIZ + [[UTTVL|2)Y2 - \/didz/n
x (1 VT + ||UTTVLHE>1/2>
(ITV|2 + (|UTT||2)!/2
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By Bernstein inequality, there exists an event & with P(&,) > 1 — d;? so that under &,

T(7W 9 7@ T T
U UNZP )2+ 22 12T, 1)+ (UUT(Z )2+ Z& )2)v VT, T < Gy iosd
oc([VTTTULE + IUTTVLZ)Y2 - \/dada/n

for some large enough constant Cy > 0. On the other hand, by Assumption [

(VTTTULZ + |UTTVLDY? _ o [IVTTTULZ + [UTTVL 2
WTvVIF+NuTTIR) >~ [TV [z + [[UTT|[?
_WVTTTUIR + UTTV 2
[TV Iz + [[UTT|?
T”zl r

~ oI ds

1—

4

max

where the last inequality is due to (E.2). Therefore, we conclude that, under event &,

W, UT(ZV 2+ 2% 2)vvT Ty + (ouT (20 )2 + 2P )2)v v T
oe([[VTTTU L + |[UTTVL|2)Y? - \/dida/n
(UUT(ZY )2+ 2P 2)v VT T) + (U (2 )2 + Z) /Q)VLVL,T>’
oe([|[TVIE + |UTT(|2)Y2 - \/dida/ng

4

<C Homax T||el .TVIOgdl
=TT d

By the Lipschitz property of ®(z), it is obvious that (see, e.g., Xia (2019albl))

sup
zeR

IP,<<ULUI(2§”/2 + Z2 2wV Ty + (ouT(Z0 2 + 22 )2V VT, T
oe([[VTTTIR + | UTT|)Y2 - \/dida/n

rd; pt T2 rlogd; 1
<C max C max L. 0 -
SHe\ T TR T @

Next, we prove the upper bound for

< x) — ®(z)

(U UT(ZV )2+ Z2 12)vvT, Ty + (UUT(Z) )2 + Z52 )2)V VT, T).
We write

(U UTZMvvT, Ty
Cdidy &

N

(Ay, Xi) tr (TTULUTX,VVT) — o (TTULUTAVVT).

i=ng+1
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Observe that

(AL X))t (TTULUTX,VVT)| < A

max

;
UTTV ¢+ sy /d—z.

B (TTULUIXZ-VVT)Y

Moreover,

E(ﬁl,Xif(tr (TTULUIXZ-VVT)Y < |1 A12

A 1 2
_l dl!i’max SOS T UUTTVV e el VVTTTU UTey,
142

||A1Hmax

i1=112=1

By Bernstein inequality, with probability at least 1 — d;?,

(U UTZSOVVT, T + (UUT Z$OV VT, T)|
[UTTV e + |UTTV.[|¢

~ dydylogd ~ Vrdidylogd
< Ol Al T2 25 4 Ot B - SR

n
/ dldg IOg dl
max n

where the last bound holds as long as n > Cu?_rd; logd, for a large enough constant C' > 0.

< Gyl A

Recall from Assumption [I] that

P(|1342

<Cn2eaf) z1-d

max

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 2d;?, for i = 1,2,

(U UTZPvVT, T + (U Z9V VT, T)|
oe(IVTTTIZ + |UTT|[])V2 - \/dida/n

By Lipschitz property of ®(z), then

< O3/ logd;.

sup
zeR

]P,<<ULUI(2<1> /24 Z2/2)VVTT) + (UUT(Z0/2+ Z*/2)ViVIT) _ x) P
oe(IVTTTIR + IUTT|R)2 - \/drda/n N

T3 rylogd, 3 [rd
<Cy I Tl 7 ;g 1+d2+037m/logd1+04um %
2

az||T|2

We conclude the proof of Lemma [4]
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F Proof of Lemma [5

The following fact is clear.

2 oo
\ZZ<3M D AOOT + 00T AS,L(ED)), T)|

i=1 k=2
<D T H(San(ED)AGOT + 00T AS, 1 (ED)), T)|
=1 k=2
2 o)
<7l - max le] (Sar(ED)AB6T + 00T AS4 1(ED))eq, 1]
=1 k= 2]26[(12}

Observe that for i = 1,2

el (SA,k( )AOOT) )esntar| < ,umax\/7 e Sa (i)>A@H

and

€] (OOTAS 4 1 (ED))eq, 1] < Mmax\/ led, 1, Sa(ED)AB|.

Recall that

SA,k(E\(i)) = Z q3—81E(i)q3—52 - qg—SkE\(i)q:;—Skﬂ’ Vi=1,2.

s:51 4 +spy1=k

Then, we write

GLSA,k(E\(’))A@ = Z J1 SlE m—sg L m_skﬁ(i)m_sk+1A@.

s:81+-+8Spr1=k
Clearly, if 55,1 = 0, then P=*+1 4 = PLA = 0. Therefore, it suffices to focus on s, > 1.
Then,
€, SA k( l))AG = Z e]Tl _31177(")213—52 .. .fB_SkE\(i)@@Tm_Sk-HA@.

s:is1+-+Spp1=k
Sgr12>1

Let k... = 2[logd;]. Then, for all k < k,,,, ¢ = 1,2 and by Lemma@] (and the arguments for

the cases s1 > 1),

max He SIE(i)‘B_SQ . -‘,B_S’“E(i)@@-r‘l?_s’““A@H

J1€ld1]
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< max He Slﬁ(i)m*ﬂ .. .%*Skﬁ(i)@H B A
J1€[d1]

Cy0\ k-1

SCl( )\2 ) 5 . /"Lmax

r

d

r

where ¢ is the upper bound of HE(“H defined by (7.12). Therefore, conditioned on event &
(see ([7.12))) and the event of Lemma |§| ,for all k < k...,

4C50\ k1 r 4C50\ k1 r
() 2 : - 2 . —
s e San(E) 46 <ai( A ) s Hoe\ 4y < A ) 6 s d’

As a result, we get

2 kmax

(i) T T
i%?jf};;{e (Sax(ED)AGOT + 00T AS A 1(ED))ea, 1|

ama 4C%0 r )
Cl#maxmé kg;( )\r ) SClMiax 5)\_

where the last inequality holds since 8C59/A, < 1 by Assumption . Moreover, on event &g,

we have
max Z Z T (Sar(ED)AGOT + 00T AS A1 (ED))ea 1, |
;;E j;} i=1 k=kmax+1

Szﬂmx\/%. i Z 5_()%>k—1

k=kmax+1s:51+- +8k+1:k‘

<o S 5 () <o [T (1)

k=kmax+1

<oy [T 5.9
— /“Lmax d%d2 )\T

where the last inequality is due to (1/2)°¢% < d;1. Therefore, under the event of Theorem [4]
q y 1

}Zi(sM ) A0OT+00TAS 1 (ED)), T)|

=1 k=2

5 )
<Col|T|e, max<)\_> ' Vididy

which concludes the proof by replacing 6 with Cog+/d3ds logdy /n.

66



G Proof of Lemma
By the definitions of A and {6;}2_,, we have

((6:0] —06M)A(0,0] —ee"),T) = (TUT —vu"YMV,VT —vVT),T)
for 1 = 1,2. Then,

{(©6:6] —060T)A6,6] —0T),T)|
<||(TOT — M@V - vV

e 1Tl

< Tlley - HANTTT = UV ol [ViV:T = VYT e

Therefore, under the event of Theorem [4]

((6,6] —eeT)A(6,6] —ee™),T)|
2d; log d d?dylog d
SanoﬂiaXHTHZIUg\/@. %\/E.
n Ar n

H Proof of Lemma [T

By eq. (7.5)), we write

dydy
No

([FOGOTOT _ gAyT, x)TOTX, 70 — de

JED2t JED2

fj[/j(t)TXj‘?(t) - O

where, due to data splitting, (ﬁ 0N V(t)) are independent with ®,,. Note that

GOGOTOT _ Ay T
_GO@O — OPTAGY)VOT 1 (FOOUTATOOUTYT — UAVT).

Then,

G9_0LTAOY

dydy S AOTAAD 7 SO0 pS
N (GO — O[(]) AO€/), UOTX,VO\gOT X, 7O

JED2t

~(@ - 0YTAGY)
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Since ||UD|| < 2pma/7/d1, ||V O] < 2taer/7/da, then

o | r?
HH& bant HH ¢ - i, i

where the 1)5-norm of a random variable Z is defined by || Z|| 4, = min{C > 0 : exp(|Z|?/C?) <
2}. Meanwhile,

r

|EEDOTXVOPOTXTHO)|| = o2||E@OTXVOPOTXTHO)|| = o2 - .

By matrix Bernstein inequality (Tropp, 2012; [Koltchinskii et al., 2011)), for any ¢ > 0,

G

By setting ¢ = 2logd; and the fact n > Csut r log? d;, we get, with probability at least

1 —d;?, that
d1d2 Z ST St ledg IOg d1
‘ —_ ng() XJV()H S 020'5 —_—
No & No

for some absolute constant Cy > 0.

did
102 Z é—]U(tTXV

JED2t

’I"dldg (t + IOg dl) AV T2d1d2(t + IOg dl)
+ Csper, 0 > <
N() NO

We then prove the upper bound for

didy

H (GO — OPTAOY) — o

(GO — OWTAOY  UOT X, VO TOT X,V ®

JED2t

where G®) is dependent with {(X 5,Y;)}jeoy, - To this end, we write

|@o-0¢maoy) - d}\fl 23 TH(EY — OYTADY, DOT X, VO gOTX,; PO
0 JED2¢
A did N 2ON
<G~ OPTAOY Y- sy 4~ B S (4, BOTXPOTOTX, PO,
AeR™>7 [|A||<1 No jE€Da

Denote O, = {A € R™", ||A|| < 1} and Ny /3(O,) the 1/3-net of O,, i.e., for any A € O,, there
exists Ag € Ny3(O,) so that ||A— Ag|| < 1/3. Tt is well-known by (Pajor, 1998} Koltchinskii

I 63 |
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and Xia, 2015) that Card(N3(0,)) < 3% for some absolute constants Cy > 0. By the
definition of N 3(O,),

P . dqd ~
[(@O-0TA0) = S22 37 (Y — OYTAOY, TOTX, VO TOT X, VO
0 jeDa
~ . . d.d SN ~
<3||GY — OWTAOY| - max ‘A — 2N (A, TOTX VOV TOT X YO
AENI/g(Or) NO ]€©2t

For each A € NVy/3(0,),

2
(A, GOTXTOTOTXTON < JTOTXT O NTOTXTOY < NTO VO e < st
where || - ||« denotes the matrix nuclear norm. Moreover,
3
B4, TOTX,PORGOT Y, FOPOTXTHO | < 0 T
(2 — max <d1d2)2
Therefore, for each A € Ny/3(0,) and any t > 0,
(HA B d1d2 (A, (A](t)TXjf}(t)>ﬁ(t)TXjf/(t) M
O max NO
JE€ED2
2(t +logd
+Copit, B (E 4 log 1)) <e ™.
No

By setting t = Cor? 4+ 2log d; and the union bound over all A € Nj/3(0,), if n > Cypf, (r* +
rlogd,)logd;, then with probability at least 1 — dj?,

d1d2 T r3 (T2 + IOg d1>
max ||A— —— A UOTX,VO\gOT X, 7O
AeN; /3(0r) ’ No GZ%< ) " Ny
implying that

~ ~ ~ d.d ~ ~ ~

|(@9-00TA0Y) - S22 3™ (GW — OYTAOY, TOT X,V O)TOTX, VO
0 .
JED2

r3(r2 + log dy)
Ny )

<G = OFTAOY - cluiax\/
Similarly if n > Cou? rlog®d;, then with probability at least 1 — dy?,

did T e A .
—2 N ((UOOPTAVIOPTT —UAVT), X)) UOTX, V0
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<|TOT(@OOYTAVOOYTT —UAVT)V O

/ledg log d1
max NO

[((TOOYPTAVOOLTT — UAVT), X ) UOTX, VO
I
max Mmax dldg

H]E<(7(t)58f)TA(‘7(t)6S)T)T _UAVT, Xj)2(7(t)TXj‘7(t)‘7(t)TXJT(7(t) [

+ Col[TOOPTAVOOPTT — UAVT

where we used the fact

< TOOYTATOOUT)T — Ay T

and

<||JTOOPTAV IO — UAVTZ
142

Therefore, we conclude that if n > Cou?, r3(r? 4+ log d;) log dy, then with probability at least
1—3d;2,

A oA did> log d
GO = OWTAOY || < |TOT(TOODTATOOLT)T — UAVT)VO|| 4 Cyoey | —20TL jvoog 1

PPN A 1
n CQHU(t)O((}:)TA(V(t)Og)T)T B UAVT| . ?"dldjvog dy
0

Note that

IGO0 TAVOORT)T — UAVT ||,

oA ~ T ~
<8 Aton (1) 10 = VO e [ IV = VOP ).

By the differential property of Grassmannians, see, e.g., (Keshavan et al., 2010a; Xia and
Yuan, 2017; Edelman et al., 1998]),

[TOT([@OOYTAVOOPTT — UAVTVO)|
<A TOT@OOET = O)[| + Al - VOTVOORT - V)
<2YA[| - |T® = UOW|2 + 2| A - [TO — VO

70



Finally, we conclude with probability at least 1 — 3d;?,

S A ~ dydylogd N ~ ~ ~
|GO-0TADY | < Cuoey "D 21l (10— UOPIE + |70 VL)
s ~ o ~ rdyds logd
AN (21T = UOP o+ [N TO = VOP o) | 22
d2 d1 NO

I Proof of Lemma

Recall that

U0 _yOWLY = (UOLY — vOWILWY (1 —n- LYTOYTAOY RY (AM)~1)
—n-UO(GY -0 AO@)RC, (AD)= — UA(VOOWT — V)TV O RD (A0~
+EY + E,. (L1)

By Lemmal[7]

~1 SMTA 1) rdydslog d ~ ~ N
|RO-ZGTOPTAOYRE || < Cooey | =5 + 201 (10~ UOPIP + [V -
~ ~ ~ N dydylog d
+CHIAN () N0 = UOP o+ | NV = VO o) - | 52 (12)
da dy No

which implies that [|[A®) — Zg)TOS)TAGS)ﬁg)II < A./20 under Assumption [3[ and when
max{|| 0 — VO, [V = VOP (I} < 1/803/Fo)s 1T ase < 2ttt/ 1/ VOl <

2,umax V T/dQ and n > Cg/io,umaxrg lOg dl-
Since n < 0.75, we have

[(FOEY —UBYIYY (I — - TUTOLTAGY RO R

2,max

<|(@OLY —UvOYLY) |1 —n-LWTOYTAOY RE (A7

HZmax

<UD —UOW |y - (1= 1) + [TD = UOD ||y s - 0||AD = LETOPTAOY RY | - |(AD) |
<(1=1) |09 = U0 oy + 2T = UOP |l nl|AD = ZETOPTAOY R || - A7

~

where the last inequality is due to A\.(A®) > X,./2 by 1) Again, by Lemma 7| and
Assumption [3]
. it~ o~ 1
9||A® _ L(t)To(t)TAO(t)R(t) A< =
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Then, we obtain
PR i~ o~ iy~ 9 . .
[@OEY — UOYEON — - ETORTAGYRYGO) M, < (1 XY - |00 — 0O].e.

10
Since [|U®||,0c < 2ptmar/7/dy, by , we get
< 2T s - |G = OFTAOP | - A

n|U0(GO = O AOY) B AO) 1, <

max d 1 d
<Cl4 K 770'5 \/m—kczﬂ’]/{o,uma“/ ”U UO H2 + ||V VO H >
"D 2 TG ~ r2dy log d
00 ([ FNTO = VOl + [ TNV = VO o) “\/7 e
2 1 0

Observe that

o~ ~ . ~ 10® — oY
C = U® — UO(t) 20 . e UO(t) . U
4hofns | - | 0 17 < Cakoplma V7| il \/I

109 — U0l _ 1T = U0 lome

Vdy - 20
if |U® — UOW || < 1/(20K0ptm/7). Similarly, if |[V® — VOW|| < 1/(20k0tmee/Taa) where
ag = dyi/dy, then

< Cyiofma/T|TD — UOW| -

C4f€0/imax\/ HV(t) VO(t)||2 ” ;/OO ||2,max.

Therefore,

T ~ ~ ~ ~
Catottnay | (100 = UOP|P + |V ~ VO |P)

T = U0 o + IVO = VO [l
- 20

Moreover, if n > Cragkiul r3log? dy, then

max

"o 2 T, ~ r2dy log d
Cstiottnse - (| ZITO=UOP |l + 1|70 = VO 1) - u\/i me R
2 1 0

o~ N (t =5 (t
NTO = U0 s+ VO = VO
= 40 '
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Then, we get

~

a| 7O (GO - OTAOY) RY(RO) Y,

e r2dylog d 3 ~ ~ ~
<CyMme¥ | TR OEC L2 (100 = UOY |y + [V = VO [l
Ay Ny 40

Since [|(VOOWT —v)TVO|| < [VOOWT — V|2, we get

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ /PN ~
[TAT OO —V)TVORGRO) ., < Wotten | T IVOOYT ~VI? < 35+ VO = VO

- 40
if \|17<t>5$” — V|| € 1/(Cokopimmy/T). Putting together the above bounds, we obtain

O¢ 7”2d2 log d1

[7509 ~ COPEY),,., < (1= )17 ~ U0 o+ Comtnn 5 =27
,max 0

/e At > At = =
15 (109 = UOP oo + IV = VOP i) + [ Evlfemac + 11 B v lleme

Since ((7 ® GO, ‘7(”) are independent with Dy, 1 and U®, V® are incoherent, by Bernstein

inequality and an union bound for all rows, with probability at least 1 — dj 2,

oc + | MY — M|

®) max | Td1d2 log dy
Ar \/ Ny

e+ |U(OP GO — AOP)VOT

HEVHZ,maX + ||‘/E'\£,V||2,max S 0377

where M® = TOGOTOT . Note that

< 1(TY —UOIHGOYOT

max

+ [TA(VOOET - V)1,

oA -~ oS A\
<t [All - (4 10— VO o+ /d—luv@ ~ VO

+ 1, HG TAOP].

max

Together with Lemma [7]

r2 o~ ~HOT « A
o\ 7 1G9 = OFTAOY|
1642

r3logd ~ - ~
<Cotin,0¢) |3 + A (HU —UOY P+ IV - VOP|I)
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+ Crpl,,

"G ?) T A r3log d;
AH(\/d—zHU(t)_UOS)Hz,maer,/d—le/(t)_VOg/t)Hz’max).Mmax o

If n > Csaqul r3log?dy and |U® — UOP || + VO = VOW|| < 1/(10p,4/7), then

T ~ T~ ~
Al (109 = U0 e+ [ IV = VO ) (13

r2d; log® dy, with probability at least 1 — 2d;?,

|57~ ar

L S0e + 2,

Therefore, if n > Cyagriud

max

~ rdydylogd
1B o+ DB o < Congs =5 +

< o 50 09 = UOP e+ IV = VO )

and as a result

~ ()~ didy log d
[729 UG, < (1= T = UOF e+ Cor S22
’ 0

77 ~
+t3 (1T = U0 o+ VO = VO o).

Next, we investigate the singular values of Ut+05) _ gy O(t)L Recall

D409 — DOTY _ . (GOEOPOT _ pAVTIPOROEAO) 4 BY 4+ BY, . (L4)

~~
Il IQ

By the independence between (U®), GO, V) L(t ﬁg), A®) and D41, and matrix Bernstein
inequality (Tropp, 2012; Koltchinskii et al., 2011)), with probability at least 1 — 2d; 2,

oe H]\/Z(t) — M|y [d3d2log dy d2dy log d;
E E <Cyn < Cyn- e Sl
|18+ B3| - 080 <y 52/ AR
did lo d
+C5m<aoumax,/ 2 log dy / HU UO HMX 1/ HV VO me)

where the last inequality is due to 1' Note that the singular values of Ut+05) are the

square root of eigenvalues of U®+05)T(+05)  We write
[ 05T [7(t+0.5) _ UL +L T+ 11, + 1)1,

Since |[UOT(TO —Uu0P)|| < 2|[U® —UOP |2 and |[VOT(VEO VO || < 2(VO —vOW|=2,
by Lemma [7] we get

177 - 1]
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<3kon - (JUD —UOP |2 + [V = VOP|?) + 2M, 1 - [OF GO — AOY ||
+20? - (KUY —UOY |12 + k2| VO —VOP |2 + A2 OGO — AOY|1?)
<3(k3” + o) - (IUY = UOP|P + [V = VOP|?) +4x ' - O GO — AOY |

[ 2 O A o rd;ds logd

S%%ﬁ+ﬁwwUW@—U09W+wvm—v09W>+amf'Viz%;iE

"o ? it ~ rdydylogd

oo (1) 1T = UO o + —www_voymmg.mm¢iiijil
d2 dl NO

Similar as above analysis, we have

d?d, log d;
ITI < ot Sathud= el
I @ﬁAQ N,
agrdyds log d ~ ~ ~
+Conf i, —— o+ (10 = VO, + IV = VOPI,,.).

When [|T® — UOP || + VO — VOW| < 1/(Cskov/r) so that |Zy] < 2, due to the inde-
pendence between Z; and ®4;1, by matrix Bernstein inequality, we get with probability at

least 1 — 2d; 2,

J\?ﬂ—M dids logd T dlond

|27z, + Tz | < o 2 oo [y 280 < oyt %
rddlo d

L e \/lw = UOY o + ,/nv Vo mm)

where the last inequality is due to . Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 4d;?,

H ﬁ(t+o.5)Tﬁ(t+0.5) I H

o didylogd ~( ~( 5 5
<am; TR Awon + ) - (J0€ = UOP P + [V = VOP|P)
[T [T rdad
+0377"30 || U UO t) ||2 max ||V VO t) ||2 max) ,umax N 2 .

implying that

d% d2 log dl

{|1 . )\r([/j(t+0.5))|, |1 o Al(ﬁ(t+0‘5))|} < anﬁ
Ar Ny

+ Cukon + w&20%) - (|UY = UOP |2 + VO — VO |1?)
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o~ —~ roo~ ~ TdZd
+O577"i0 : ( _||U(t) - UO[(]t) ||2,max + _||V(t) - Vog) ||2,max> : Mmax L2
dg dl NO

which concludes the proof of Lemma [§]
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