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Estimating singular subspaces from noisy matrices is a fundamental
problem with wide-ranging applications across various fields. Driven by the
challenges of data integration and multi-view analysis, this study focuses on
estimating shared (left) singular subspaces across multiple matrices within a
low-rank matrix denoising framework. A common approach for this task is
to perform singular value decomposition on the stacked matrix (Stack-SVD),
which is formed by concatenating all the individual matrices. We establish
that Stack-SVD achieves minimax rate-optimality when the true (left) singu-
lar subspaces of the signal matrices are identical. Our analysis reveals some
phase transition phenomena in the estimation problem as a function of the
underlying signal-to-noise ratio, highlighting how the interplay among mul-
tiple matrices collectively determines the fundamental limits of estimation.
We then tackle the more complex scenario where the true singular subspaces
are only partially shared across matrices. For various cases of partial shar-
ing, we rigorously characterize the conditions under which Stack-SVD re-
mains effective, achieves minimax optimality, or fails to deliver consistent
estimates, offering theoretical insights into its practical applicability. To over-
come Stack-SVD’s limitations in partial sharing scenarios, we propose novel
estimators and an efficient algorithm to identify shared and unshared singular
vectors, and prove their minimax rate-optimality. Extensive simulation stud-
ies and real-world data applications demonstrate the numerous advantages of
our proposed approaches.

1. Introduction. Spectral methods, commonly referred to as a collection of algo-
rithms built upon the singular value decomposition (SVD) of some properly designed ma-
trices constructed from data, are widely utilized across various disciplines such as statistics,
probability theory, and statistical machine learning [17]. As an important theoretical frame-
work that guarantees the performance of spectral methods, the perturbation theory of ma-
trix singular subspaces has been extensively studied [19, 56, 57, 61, 62, 66]. For example,
[61] provided a uniform perturbation bound for both left and right singular subspaces, and
[11] offered separate rate-optimal perturbation bounds for these subspaces under the same
perturbation. Subsequent research has extended the estimation and perturbation analysis of
singular subspaces to more complex scenarios, including settings with geometric or compu-
tational constraints [10, 16, 41], challenging distance measures [1, 14, 40], non-Gaussian or
heteroskedastic noise [2, 45, 58, 69], missing data [9, 64, 71], and tensor data [33, 67, 68].

Closely related to singular subspace estimation, low-rank matrix denoising is a funda-
mental task in applications such as image processing [26, 59, 63], recommendation systems
[35, 60], and statistical genetics [3, 24, 38]. The objective is to recover the underlying signal
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matrix from its noisy observation by leveraging the intrinsic low-rank structure of data matri-
ces. Given its critical role in many applications, SVD-based methods have been extensively
studied from the theoretical perspective. For instance, under the low-rank matrix denoising
model, [6, 7, 15, 53] explore the high-dimensional asymptotic behavior of singular values
and vectors; meanwhile, [13, 23, 31] focus on singular-value thresholding algorithms for
recovering the noiseless matrix.

Recently, the problem of identifying shared and distinct patterns of variability across
multiple data matrices has garnered significant attention across various research domains.
For example, [52] employs rotational bootstrap methods and random matrix theory to de-
compose the observed spectrum into joint, individual, and noise subspaces. [55] investigates
the uncorrelatedness between distinct latent factors derived from different data views. [39]
introduces the Joint and Individual Variation Explained (JIVE) framework, to quantify the
amount of joint variation between multiple data types. Extensions of JIVE, such as the angle-
based JIVE (AJIVE) [28], the robust angle-based JIVE (RaJIVE) [48] and the Interpretive
JIVE[44], further enhance its applicability. Supervised extension of JIVE methods include
Supervised Joint and Individual Variation Explained (SJIVE)[47] and sparse exponential
family sJIVE (sesJIVE)[46]. In cases where the data exhibits partially shared patterns across
matrices, a number of methodologies have been proposed. Notable approaches include the
partially-joint structure identification [18], Structural Learning and Integrative DEcomposi-
tion of multi-view data (SLIDE) [32], hierarchical nuclear norm penalization [65], and Data
Integration Via Analysis of Subspaces (DIVAS) [49]. Some asymptotic results for shared
subspace estimation based on averages are obtained in [70] and [25]. Other related topics
include partial least square [30] or canonical correlation analysis [3, 8, 37, 42], which seeks
associations between two matrices by maximizing their correlation, and high-dimensional
hypothesis testing across multiple matrices [22, 27, 36]. Despite these exciting achievements,
most existing research focuses on a specific estimation algorithm and its theoretical proper-
ties, while the fundamental limits of the estimation problem—such as the optimal rates of
estimation under complete or partial information sharing—remain largely unexplored.

In this article, we examine the estimation of shared singular subspaces across multiple
matrices, focusing on a class of methods, hereafter referred to as the Stack-SVD method
and exploring its properties in various scenarios. Stack-SVD estimates the shared singular
subspace by concatenating noisy individual matrices and computing the top singular subspace
of the resulting stacked matrix. For example, consider two rank-r noiseless matrices, X; €
R™Pr and Xy € R™ P2, that share some left singular subspaces. Suppose we observe the
noisy matrices Y7 = X; + Z; and Y5 = Xy + Z5, where Z; and Z5 are additive noises. By
stacking these noisy matrices to form (Y; Y3) € R™* (plﬂ’?), Stack-SVD estimates the shared
left singular subspace of X; and X5 using the top r left singular vectors of the stacked noisy
matrix, sorted by descending singular values.

Stack-SVD is widely employed in applications, particularly in scenarios where two
or more matrices are expected to share singular subspaces. For example, in multi-modal
single-cell clustering, multiple matrices are often combined by stacking, followed by apply-
ing SVD or PCA to the resulting stacked matrix for joint dimensionality reduction [54].
Similarly, in Multi-Omics Factor Analysis (MOFA+) [4], spectral factor analysis is per-
formed on stacked data matrices from different modalities to identify cellular characteristics
shared across modalities. Scanorama [34], an algorithm for integrating multiple heteroge-
neous single-cell datasets, also assumes shared singular subspaces by applying SVD to the
stacked data matrix, to align datasets across different conditions. In the field of electronic
health record (EHR) data analysis, multiple clinical concepts are frequently stacked into a
single matrix, facilitating the identification of patterns and relationships across diverse clini-
cal variables such as diagnoses, medications, and laboratory results. Techniques from natural
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language processing, such as the Positive Pointwise Mutual Information (PPMI) matrix, are
commonly used in this context. Applying SVD to the PPMI matrix, a widely adopted ap-
proach, is conceptually analogous to performing SVD on a stacked matrix and inherently
assumes a shared singular subspace across matrices [29, 51].

We show that the convergence rate of Stack-SVD is minimax optimal when the noise-
less matrices have exactly identical singular subspaces. In particular, our analysis indicates
the advantage of Stack-SVD over several alternatives methods, including the principal angle
estimators that are also widely used [25, 28]; see Sections 5 and 6. In cases where individual
unshared singular vectors are present, we show that some modified Stack-SVD estimators
achieve the optimal rates. Furthermore, we propose an efficient algorithm to distinguish be-
tween shared and unshared singular vectors within the stacked noisy matrix, enabling prac-
tical implementation of these estimators. Our findings deepen the understanding of singular
subspace estimation under noise, particularly in settings involving both shared and unshared
singular vectors across data matrices, and provide insights for applications in various fields.

We consider the following two specific settings. For the case of identical singular sub-
space, we consider k noiseless low-rank matrices X; € R™*Pi (; = 1,2, ..., k) sharing the
same left singular subspace, whose SVD can be written as

X1 =USV, Xo=UXV{, ... Xp=USV7,

where U is the shared left singular subspace while 3; and V; are the respective singular values
and right singular subspaces for X;. The observations are noisy versions of these matrices,
given by the matrix denoising model [10, 23]:

(D Yi=X1+21, Yo=Xo+ 2y, .. Y,=X,+7Z,

where Z; € R"*Pi (4 =1,2,...,k) are additive noise matrices with zero-mean independent
sub-Gaussian entries.

For the case of partially shared singular subspace, where each noiseless matrix X; may
contain some unique singular vectors, we consider a two-matrix case for brevity, although
the results can also be generalized into k& matrices. Specifically, we assume

2 X1= U, U )SiV',  Xo= (U, U )SoVy'

where U, € O(n,r) contains the shared r left singular vectors, whereas Uy, and Us, are indi-
vidual unshared subspaces. ; and X5 are diagonal matrices with non-zero positive entries.
Note that the singular values in 31 and 3.5 are not necessarily in the decreasing order, which
means the shared and unshared vectors might be shuffled after sorting the singular values
decreasingly. Again, we only observe the noisy version of X; and X3 as in (1). The above
model is closely related to the AJIVE framework [28, 48]:

3) Xi=J;+ A, i=1,...,k,
where J; contains the joint structure and A; is the individual structure. Here J; and A; are

required to be orthogonal for all 7,57 =1, ..., k. Indeed, by rewriting >; = <EH > ) and
12

T
ViT = Gj}%) , the signal matrices in (2) can be expressed as
12

) Vi

(4) X; = (Uy Uin) < Yy ) <V111,> =U,Su Vi + UnS12Viy = Ji+ A
12 12

which reduces to (3). However, existing work [28, 48] focuses on estimating the compo-

nent matrices {J;} and {A;} from {Y;}, whereas in this study, our goal is to estimate the
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shared singular subspace U,.. We will focus on elucidating the fundamental limits of sub-
space estimation across diverse scenarios, analyzing the statistical properties of the widely
used Stack-SVD procedure, and enhancing its performance in challenging regimes.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows.

* We establish the minimax optimal rates for the singular subspace estimation problem when
the true singular subspaces of different matrices are completely shared. We show that
stack-SVD is minimax rate-optimal in this case, and demonstrate the minimax optimal-
ity of individual SVD estimators under unbalanced signals and dimensions. Our analysis
reveals several phase transition phenomena in the estimation problem as a function of the
underlying signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), highlighting how the interplay among multiple
matrices collectively determines the fundamental limits of estimation.

* We establish the minimax optimal rates and identify the optimal estimators for the shared
singular subspace when multiple matrices have partially shared singular subspaces. Focus-
ing on two important scenarios of partial sharing where the unshared singular subspaces
are mutually orthogonal, we provide theoretical insights on the performance of the Stack-
SVD procedure, including its advantages in capturing individually non-identifiable singu-
lar vectors, and its limitations in excluding unshared singular vectors. We also extend our
analyses to the case when the unshared singular subspaces are not mutually orthogonal.

* To address the limitation of Stack-SVD in the presence of unknown, possibly unshared
singular vectors, we propose an efficient algorithm for detecting and discriminating the
shared and unshared singular vectors between two matrices. We also provide theoretical
guarantees for the proposed method, justifying its practical advantages.

* Numerical results based on extensive simulations are obtained to verify our theoreti-
cal findings. Applying our proposed methods to multiple single-cell omics datasets, we
demonstrate the advantages of our methods in integrating and representing the shared la-
tent cell-type structures captured by different sequencing technologies.

We finish this part by introducing some mathematical notations. Section 2 concerns the
optimal estimation of the fully shared singular subspaces across multiple matrices, whereas
Section 3 focuses on the estimation in the presence of unshared subspaces across matrices.
Section 4 concerns our proposed algorithms for tracing shared and unshared singular vectors.
Sections 5 and 6 contain our numerical results from simulations and real data analysis. Lastly,
in Section 7, we discusses the broader potential of our work.

1.1. Notation. Fora,b€R,letaAb=min(a,b),aV b= max(a,b). For amatrix A €
R™*P, write the SVD as A = UXVT, where ¥ = diag{o1(A),02(A), - } with the singular
values 01(A) > o2(A) > --- > 0 in descending order unless particularly specified. We use
Omin(A), Omax(A) to denote the smallest and largest non-trivial singular values of A. We use
o(7)(A) to denote the singular value of A corresponding to the i-th left singular vector of A
and 0;(A) denote the i-th largest singular value of A. For matrix norms , || A|| = omax(A)
is the spectral norm and ||A|p = /> 0?(A) is the Frobenius norm. The sin©® distance
between matrices A and B is denoted as ||sin ©(A, B)||. For two scalar sequences {ay, }n>1
and {by, },>1, we denote a,, 2 by (an, < by) if there exist a universal constant C' such that
an > Cbyp(a, < Cby,) and a, < by, if both a,, 2 b, and a,, < b,. We use O(n,p) to denote
the class of orthonormal matrices in R"*?. Lastly, C, ¢, ¢1, ¢, ... are universal constants that
may vary from place to place.

2. Rate-Optimal Estimation of Fully Shared Singular Subspace via Stack-SVD.
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2.1. Minimax upper and lower bounds. In this section, we establish the minimax upper
and lower bounds for estimating the shared singular subspace when multiple signal matrices
share identical left (or right) singular subspaces, thereby demonstrating the rate-optimality
of the Stack-SVD procedure. We also analyze the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) conditions
necessary for the consistency of Stack-SVD estimators and compare with the traditional SVD
estimators based on individual matrices. To streamline our presentation, we start with the
two-matrix case and then extend our results to multiple matrices.

Throughout our theoretical analysis, we assume the entries of the noise matrices 2
and Z5 are drawn independently and identically from a zero-mean sub-Gaussian distribution.
Specifically, the noise distribution class ¥, is defined as follows: for some constant ¢ > 0,

¢ ={ZeR:EZ=0,EZ? =72 Eexp(tZ) < exp(cr’t?),Vt € R}.

For the low-rank signal matrices X; in the observation model (1), we consider the following
parameter space indexed by (r,7),

7, nx(p1+p2) rank(X;) =1, X; = UEZ‘/ZT ER™P1=1,2,
Fry =19 X = (X1 Xg) e RP¥P1FP2) min {0,2' (X1) + o2 (X2)) > 2
1<i<r & (@) (@)

where U € O(n,7), V; € O(p;,7), and X; = diag(o(1)(Xi), ..., 0 (Xi)). Here o (X;) de-
notes the the singular value of X; associated with the i-th column of U, which means
o(;)(X;) are not necessarily in a decreasing order. In particular, the parameter + indicates
the overall signal strength of the stacked matrix X, which plays an important role in the
subsequent minimax risk analysis. Unlike the singular subspace estimation based on a sin-
gle matrix, where the overall signal strength is determined by the minimum singular value
of the low-rank signal matrix [9], for estimation across multiple matrices, our analysis re-
veals that the overall signal strength would depend on all the singular values across multiple
matrices in a non-trivial way. The following result provides a theoretical guarantee for the
performance of Stack-SVD by establishing the risk upper bounds and minimax lower bounds
for two distance metrics between subspaces.

THEOREM 2.1. Suppose Y;,1 = 1,2, are generated from (1), where the noise matrices
Z; are i.i.d. generated from 9,. Define U as the Stack-SVD estimator, whose columns are
the first v left singular vectors of Y = (Y1 Ya) € R™W14P2) and denote X = (X Xo) €
R™%(P14P2) Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0 that only depends on T, such that:

en(v? + (p1 +p2))

) sup El|sin©(U, U)* < . AT,
XeF, v
2
(6) sup E|sin®(U,U)|% < cnr(y” + ELPI +p2)) AT,
XeZ, ¥

If we further assume v < % N2 A2 and either p1 < pa ory 2 7%(p1 + p2) holds, then there

exists a small constant ¢ > 0 that only depends on T, such that:

3 2
) inf sup E||sin@U,0)|?> c(”(7 i (ﬂl +r2) 1),
U XeZF, . Y
3 2
®) inf sup E|sin®U,0)||% > C<m“(7 + (fl +p2)) /\r).
U XeF,, v



The first part of Theorem 2.1 concerns the risk upper bounds (5) and (6) for the Stack-
SVD estimator U over the parameter space .%, ,, whereas the second part establishes the
minimax risk lower bounds (7) and (8) for estimating of U over .%, , by any estimators. The
minimax lower bounds delineates the fundamental limit on the estimation accuracy achieved
by any estimator. Comparing these lower and upper bounds, we conclude that the Stack-SVD
estimator achieves the optimal rate of convergence whenever the dimensions p; and po are
comparable (p; < ps), or the signal strength is sufficiently large (y > 72(p1 + p2)), thereby
justifying its efficacy in estimating the shared singular subspaces in many applications. Note
that Theorem 2.1 does not require the rank r to be finite. Our proof of Theorem 2.1 relies
on a novel lower-bound argument for estimating singular subspaces from stacked matrices,
which directly links the fundamental limits to the properties of the individual component ma-
trices. Unlike prior lower-bound arguments, such as those in [9, 11], our approach addresses
a more intricate parameter space, highlighting the contributions and roles of the individual
submatrices. The detailed discussion can be found in the Section S1.4 of the Supplement.

2.2. Comparison with individual subspace estimators and phase diagrams. Theorem
2.1 establishes the rate-optimality of Stack-SVD when the dimensions of the matrices p; and
p2 are of comparable size or overall signal strength is sufficiently large. However, when the
orders of p; and po differ substantially, with one being much larger than the other, we find
that, interestingly, there is no need to integrate the two matrices. Instead, under some signal
constraints, the minimax optimal rate can actually be achieved by applying SVD to one of
the two matrices with smaller dimension.

COROLLARY 2.2.  Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2.1 hold, and that there exists
a constant ¢ > 0 such that 02(X1) > clrgjg {O'(Qi) (X1) + U?)(Xg)}. Define UV € O(n,r)
SIST

i
whose columns are the top r left singular vectors of Y1. Then, we have for constant c > 0 that
only depends on T, such that

cn(v? +p1)

sup E|/sin©U,UM)|]? < -

XEF, Y

Al,

cm*(’y2 +p1)

) AT

sup E|sin®U,UM)||% <
XEFr Y

If we further assume r < 5 \ % A% and p1 < Cp, then for constant ¢ > 0 that only depends
on T, we have

_ 2
inf sup Eusin@(U,U)H?zc(Wm),
U XeZ, Y

_ 2
inf sup E||sin@(U,U)||%zc<Wm>.
U XeZ, , Y

Corollary 2.2 demonstrates that when the dimensions p; and p, are unbalanced, and the
matrix (say, Y1) with the smaller dimension exhibits a sufficiently large signal strength, then
leading 7 singular vectors (1)) of that matrix achieves the minimax optimal rates, that is

_ (¥ +p1)

sup E||lsin®U,UM)||Z <inf sup E[sin®U,U)|% = 1 AT
XEF, U XeZ,, Y
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In particular when p; < py and the 51gnal strength of one matrix Y7 is particularly large,
so that 02(X1) 2 mln {a (Xl) + a (Xg)} then both M) and Stack-SVD estimator U/

achieve the minimax 0pt1mal rates. The results are further illustrated in the simulation studies
presented in Section 5.

To better elucidate the advantages of integrating multiple data matrices through Stack-
SVD, we compare the minimum SNR conditions for the consistency of Stack-SVD with those
of the individual SVD estimators. On the one hand, by Theorem 2.1, there is a phase tran-
sition in the consistency of the Stack-SVD estimator in terms of the SNR lrgiigr{ 0(21.) (X1) +

o(y(X2)} /72, with the critical point at

min {0, (X1) + 0 (X2)}/7 < v/n(n + p1 + p2).

1<i<r
More specifically, when min {0,)(X1) + 07y(X2)}/7* > \/n(n+p1 +p2), the right-
<i<r

hand-side of (5) and ©6) converges to 0, thereby ensuring the consistency of U; when

1rgm {a (Xl) + a (Xg)}/r n(n + p1 + p2), the minimax lower bounds (7) and
1<

8) 1ndlcate the 1mposs1b111ty of consistent estimation. On the other hand, for the singular
subspace estimation based on a single data matrix, the results in [11] state that the phase
transition for consistently estimating the singular subspaces of X; and X5 happens at

oH(X1)/m? = Vn(n+p), 07 (X2)/T2 = \/n(n+pa),
respectively. In other words, consistent estimation of the shared singular subspace based on
X; alone is possible only if 2(X;)/72 > \/n(n + p;).

It can be seen that the minimum SNR condition can be more easily achieved with Stack-
SVD. Specifically, we elaborate this point by considering an interesting scenario where the
SNR ¢2(X1)/72 in Y; required by UM is below its own critical point \/7(n + p; ), whereas
the SNR in Y5 required by U® is above its critical point \/n(n + p2). In this case, only one
of the two matrices can lead to consistent subspace estimation, but the Stack-SVD based on
both matrices may still lead to consistent estimation. For example, if po = p1, n 2 p1, and

(Xl)/T —C\/m<< n(n+p1), JE(XQ)/7'2>>\/n(n+p2),

then we have

min {of,) (X1) + 00 (X2)}/7° 2 (07(X1) + 07(X2)) /72 > v/n(n + p1 + p2)-

1<:i<

As such, there is no need to determine which matrix among the two has the stronger SNR.
Consistent optimal estimation is automatically achieved by Stack-SVD that integrates both
matrices.

The above observations regarding Stack-SVD can be more systematically demonstrated

through the phase diagrams as shown in Figure 1. Suppose here k = arg mln{a (X1) +
1<i<r

O'(i) (X2)}. On the left of Figure 1, when the datasets are both high-dimensional (min(py, p2) >
n) and p; and p9 are of the same order, Stack-SVD is simultaneously rate-optimal whenever
consistent estimation is possible (above the solid line) whereas individual SVD only achieve
consistency over smaller regions (above or to the right of the dashed line). Importantly, there
is a region (in red) in which Stack-SVD achieves optimal estimation, whereas neither ow
nor U(?) is consistent. Moreover, on the right of Figure 1, when p; >> po, the individual esti-
mator U® based on X5 has strictly weaker SNR requirement (above the horizontal dashed
line) compared to U™ based on X, whereas Stack-SVD still shows advantage when both
UM or U® are inconsistent (green region). In practice, when it is unclear which dataset has
higher SNR, Stack-SVD can be adopted a practical and oftentimes optimal solution.



g %k) (X2) a%") (X2)
T2 L
[mp; Vnpy
np;
Impossible Impossible
Vnpy a%k)(xl) VItP1 M
T2 T

Fig 1: Phase diagrams when p; < po > n (Left) and when p; >> p2 > n (Right). Each region
is labeled by the name of consistent estimators: "X;" indicates U® is consistent, "Stack"
indicates U is consistent, "Stack(opt)" indicates U is minimax rate- -optimal, and "impossible"
indicates no consistent estimator exists.

2.3. Extension to multiple matrices. So far, our discussion has been primarily focusing
on two matrices sharing the same singular subspace. From Lemma 2.1 in the Supplement, it is
evident that the above results can be extended to the estimation based on finite £ > 2 matrices.
The following corollary demonstrates this generalization, whose proof can be derived in a
manner analogous to the proofs of Proposition S1 and Theorem 2.1.

COROLLARY 2.3.  For a finite integer k > 2, suppose Y;,i = 1,2, ...k, are generated
from (1), where the noise matrices Z; are i.i.d. generated from 4.. Define U as the Stack-
SVD estimator, whose columns are the first v left singular vectors of Y = (Y1 Yo ... Y}) €

R™25=1P5 | and denote X = (X1 X9 ... Xy) € R™*25=1Pi | Define

ok . rank(X~) = 7' X, =U%; VI e R<ps,
Jr,'y: X:(X1 X2...Xk)€R j=1Pj ;1<51£1 {Z] ) (S ( j)}Z’yQ,i:1,2,...k
where U € O(n,r), V; € O(p;, ), and 3; = diag(o(1)(Xi), -, 0()(Xi)). Then there exists a
constant ¢ > 0 that only depends on T, such that:

. +
sup E|sin@(U,U)|? < en(” (§ =17)))
XeFk, v

AL,

. enr(v2 + (K ps
sup E|sin®(U,U)|% < (7" + (2j=199))

1 AT,
XeFk, v

If we further assume v < % NPL NP2 ... AP and either p1 < pa < ... < p ory 2, 72 Z§:1pj
holds, then there exists a small constant ¢ > 0 that only depends on T, such that:

n(v2 + (X5 py)) . 1)’

74

inf sup ]E||sin@(U,ff)||2Zc(
U XeFk,

inf sup E|sinOU,U)|%>c
U XeFk,

(nr(’yz + (201 pi) \ T)'
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The corollary indicates that when multiple matrices share the identical singular sub-
space, Stack-SVD still allows us to utilize all the relevant information contained in the &
matrices, to achieve the minimax rate-optimal estimation.

3. Estimation in the Presence of Unshared Singular Vectors. In many applications,
different matrices may not share an identical singular subspace. Instead, each matrix may pos-
sess its own unique singular vectors in addition to the shared singular subspace. This section
explores the estimation of the shared singular subspace while accounting for the presence of
these unshared vectors.

3.1. Minimax upper and lower bounds. In this section, we analyze the scenario in
which the singular subspaces of the signal matrices consist of both shared and unshared sin-
gular vectors. We first derive both upper bounds and matching minimax lower bounds under
the condition that the unshared singular vectors are orthogonal to each other. Similar setup
has been considered previously [28, 48], but the fundamental limit has not been established.
In Section 3.3, we will extend our results to the general non-orthogonal settings. We first
present an algebraic result clarifying the relationship between the singular subspace of the
individual matrices and that of the stacked matrix, which plays a key role in our analysis.

PROPOSITION 1. Let the SVDs of X1, Xo, and their stacked version (X1 X2) be given
as X1 = U1\ ViT, Xo = UsXoViE and (X1 X3) = UXVT. Assume that the singular values
of X1, Xo, and (X1 X2o) are all distinct, and that Uy and Uy may share some identical
singular vectors. If all distinct singular vectors in Uy and Uy are pairwise orthogonal, then
every singular vector in Uy and Uy is contained in the columns of U.

Proposition 1 underscores that with the orthogonality constraint on the unshared singular
vectors, all singular vectors—whether shared or unshared—will be present in the singular
subspace of the stacked signal matrix (X; X3), albeit potentially in a intermixed order. For
example, suppose we are interested in estimating the shared singular vectors (u; ug) in

2a 0 0 280 0
Xi=(wiugu) [ 0« 0 Vi, Xo= (urugugy) [ 0 B 0 Vo
0 02\ a2+ p2 00iya2+p?

where «, > 0 and ulT*uQ* = 0. It follows that the SVD of (X7 X5) is

2/ a? + 32 0 0 0

0 V2520 0 T

X1 Xo) = " " 2 V.
(X1 X2) = (u1 urs ug ugy) 0 0 e 0

0 0 0 1Va2+p?

Comparing the orders of the singular vectors in X7, X3 and (X; X3), especially the order
of u14 and ug before and after stacking, we see that the singular vectors of X; and X5 can
be intermixed after stacking, depending on the relations between the singular values. Thus,
to reliably estimate the shared singular vectors, it is important to trace their locations in the
SVD of the stacked matrix.

Before defining the parameter space, we need to introduce some notations. We say that
the shared (left) singular vectors and unshared (left) singular vectors are in different vector
types. For the (left) singular vectors of the stacked matrix (X; X5), ordered based on the
singular values of (X7 X5), we say that there is a vector type switch at s-th position if, the s-
th and (s + 1)-th singular vectors associated to the s-th and (s 4 1)-th largest singular values
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are in different vector types. Suppose there are N vector type switches in X = (X; X5), and
we denote S as the index set of the locations where the switch happens. The eigen-gap at the
i-th switch that happens at s-th position is denoted as

gf(s)(X): UE(X)_O-EJrl(X)a SES;

where i(s) € {1,2,..., N} is the rank of s in S, sorted in increasing order. In particular, when
a shared vector appears to be the last singular vector of X, associated with the smallest
singular value o, (X ), we still consider that a vector type switch exists. The eigen-gap is
thus defined as
2 2
gN(X) = Umin(X) —0.

We should note that in this case, such an eigen-gap is not to be counted in the index set S.

To effectively distinguish the shared and unshared singular vectors, it is essential that
the eigen-gaps are sufficiently large. Therefore, for any small constant ¢ > 0, we define the
parameter space

rank(Xi) =r+4+ Ti*’Xi — (Ur UZ*)EZ‘/ZT c Rnxpi’

Trr _ o
Hp=4 X =(X1X2): ) U1§U2*—0, 2_1',2, , )
Ii(sy(X) > coi1(X), Vs €8, min gi(X) >

where the U, € O(n,r) are the shared singular vectors while U;, € O(n,7;,) are respective
unshared singular vectors for X; and X5. Here, we do not necessarily require the diagonal of
¥ = diag(o(1)(Xi), -+, 0 (r4r,.) (Xi)) to have a decreasing order, which means after manually
sorting in a decreasing order, the vectors in the shared U, and the unshared U;, might be
shuffled in the left singular subspaces of individual X; and X5. In particular, if the last
singular vector in (X; Xb) is a shared singular vector, then we have S| = N — 1, and the
condition on g% (X) is still imposed through i g2 (X).

Suppose the positions of shared singular vectors in the stacked noiseless ‘matrix are
known, and we denote their positions as an index set J. We consider the estimator U; € R™*",
whose columns are 7 selected left singular vectors of (Y; Y3) indexed by J . We have the
following upper and lower bound results.

THEOREM 3.1. Suppose Y;,i = 1,2, are generated from (1), where the noise matrices
Z; are i.i.d. generated from ;. For any finite v, we have for some constant ¢ > 0 that only
depends on T, such that

en(t? + (p1+p2))

©) sup E||sin©(U,, U)||* < v AL
Xei,
~ t2
(10) sup E|sin®(U,,U)||% < enr(t” + (p1 +p2)) A

XeA, . t4

If we further assume r + 11« + 1o« < 5, 7+ 11 < XE, 7+ 1o < F2, and either py < po or

v 2 72(p1 + p2) holds, then for constant c > 0 that only depends on T, we have

_ 2
(11) inf sup EHsin@(UT,UT)]2zc<n(t +(ﬁ1+p2))/\1),
U, XeH,, t
- 2
(12) inf sup EHsin@(U,,,Ur)H%zc<nr( +(fl+p2)) /\r>.
U, XeH t
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Theorem 3.1 asserts that when both shared and unshared vectors are present, the rate-
optimal estimation can be achieved, given that the location of the shared vectors can be
identified. Compared with Theorem 2.1, Theorem 3.1 indicates that the minimax-optimal
estimation requires both a sufficiently large minimum eigen-gap at the switch location, and
a minimum singular value condition. Indeed, under the current assumptions, the minimum
singular value oﬁlin(U shared ) among those associated to the singular vectors in Ugpgred, and
the minimum eigen-gap . g}lﬂ1<nN g,% have the same order

Urznin(Ushared) > 9]2\/ > lgllqignN glz > 603 > Co'fnin(Ushared)a
where s = argmin,, gz. The eigen-gap requirement at the switch points is necessary. When the
gap is too small, it becomes difficult to effectively distinguish between shared and unshared
singular vectors, resulting in a fundamental limitation in estimation due to non-identifiability;
see Section S1.1 of Supplement for detailed discussion. On the other hand, the eigen-gap con-
dition is only required at the switch points — if the vector type remains unchanged, insufficient
or even no eigen-gap between the singular vectors does not affect our theoretical results.

We remark on the key difference between our results and the analysis of AJIVE [39].
Specifically, AJIVE aims to estimate the joint matrix rather than the singular subspace.
Consequently, both the left and right singular subspaces contribute valuable information in
AJIVE. To account for this, AJIVE employs a perturbation bound within the framework of
Wedin’s bound [61]. This bound is expressed as M’ where A captures information
from the left singular subspace, B pertains to the right singular subspace, and § quantifies
the minimum eigen-gap. While this perturbation bound is effective for the AJIVE frame-
work, it proves less effective for our analysis, as we focus on estimating the shared (left)
singular subspace alone. The Wedin perturbation bound is uniform for both left and right
singular subspaces, which may lead to sub-optimal results when the perturbation affects the
two subspaces differently. In contrast, similar to [11], our upper bound is tailored specifically
to one side of the singular subspace, leading to sharp results reflecting different roles of n
and p; in the rates of convergence. Furthermore, while our work establishes the minimax
rate-optimality of the estimator, to the best of our knowledge, no previous work has provided
a minimax lower bound for the JIVE framework.

The practical implications of Theorem 3.1 are also significant. In many applications,
estimating the shared singular subspace for multiple matrices typically involves the use of
Stack-SVD, which concatenates all matrices and selects the top 7 singular vectors from the
noisy stacked matrix as the estimation. However, as indicated by Theorem 3.1, the shared
and unshared singular vectors may become intermixed after stacking. To achieve optimal
estimation, it is crucial to identify the correct index set J. Relying solely on the top r singular
vectors from the stacked matrix (Y7 Y>3) for estimating the shared singular subspace may
result in biased or inconsistent estimation.

When the dimensions p; and py are not of comparable sizes and the signal strength of
the matrix with smaller dimension becomes particularly strong, similar results in parallel to
Corollary 2.2 can be obtained, where the minimax optimal rates are achieved by different
estimators. Specifically, when one matrix exhibits a considerably larger signal strength and
a relatively smaller or equal dimension, the individual SVD estimator of that matrix is also
minimax optimal. Besides, when both general signal strength for stacked matrix (y > 72(p1 +
p2)) and the individual signal strength of the matrix with smaller dimension are large enough,
the oracle Stack-SVD U;P and the individual SVD on the matrix with smaller dimension are
both rate-optimal estimators.

To obtain the minimax lower bounds in Theorem 3.1, we develop a general argument
surrounding a structured parameter space tailored to matrix-stacking; see Section S1.4 of
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the Supplement. For the upper bound results in Theorem 3.1, we leverage the following
proposition, which generalizes the results in [11] to the case of partial subspace estimation.

PROPOSITION 2. Suppose X = UXVT € RP**P2 has rank greater than r and there
exists some small constant § > 0 such that 62(X) > (1+ 0)o2,(X). Let U, be the top r left

singular vectors of X and U, be the top r left singular vectors of Y = X + Z, with Z € 4,.
Then for some constant ¢ > 0 that only depends on T, we have

cp1(07(X) +p2)
o (X)

E|/sin©(U,, U,)|? < A1,

cp1r(o7(X) 4 p2)

o1(X) AT,

E|lsin©(U,, 0,)[[3 <

Proposition 2 plays a crucial role here and in our subsequent analysis. It highlights that
the accurate estimation of any subspace relies on the separation of its singular values from
those of the orthogonal subspace.

3.2. Two special cases of partial sharing. To further elaborate the implications of The-
orem 3.1, and the advantages and limitations of Stack-SVD, we analyze two special scenarios
of partial sharing. The first scenario involves relatively weak unshared signals, whereas the
second scenario concerning cases with strong unshared signals.

3.2.1. Scenario I: estimation with weak unshared signals. When the singular values
associated with the unshared vectors are relatively small compared to those of the shared
vectors, it is reasonable to expect that the singular subspace derived from Stack-SVD, which
prioritizes the leading singular vectors, will still yield a reliable estimate for the shared vec-
tors. Furthermore, since both matrices X; and X5 contain the shared singular vectors, stack-
ing the matrices enhances the signal strength of these shared vectors. In contrast, the unshared
vectors, present in only one of the matrices, retain their original signal strength.

Let X = (X; X2) be the stacked signal matrix. We consider the scenario when the
singular values o;(X) of the unshared singular vectors are all smaller than the singular values
of the shared singular vectors. Specifically, recall the definition of J prior to Theorem 3.1; we
consider that min ¢y 0]2-(X ) > (14 6) max;gy 032- (X), for some small 6 > 0. In particular, if
X7 and X have individual SVDs

(13) X1= (Ur Un) SV €RVP 0 Xy = (U Uni) DoV € R™P2,

where U, is the shared left singular subspace, Uy, and Us, are the unshared left singular sub-
spaces satisfying U, Uz, = 0, and (X1, 35) are diagonal matrices with decreasing singular
values, then the above requirement can be implied by

14 2 (X1)V 2 (X in (07, (X 2 (X
(14) r+1gkm§?ﬁk(xl)a(k)( 1) L, oy (X2) <c1 1fglllggr(0(k)( 1) + 0 (X2)),
where ¢; € (0,1) is some constant, o()(X;) is the singular value corresponding to the k-th
singular vector of X; as displayed in (13). Our next theorem concerns the minimax optimality
of Stack-SVD in this scenario, showing that the fundamental limit is driven by the eigen-gap
(15)

2 2 2 2
G(X) = 1%27«{0(’“) (X1)+00) (X2)} - r1 <k k(X)) (X)v 1 <k k(X)) (X2)
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THEOREM 3.2. Suppose Y; € R"*Pi i = 1,2, are generated from (1), where the noise
matrices Z; are i.i.d. generated from ;. Define the parameter space

(1 _ rank(X;) =7 + 1w, Xy = (Uy U ) S VE € RVPi = 1,2,
%,t _{X_(Xl X2> (]4)/’10[61.5', UﬂUQ*:O, Gl(X)Zt2

where ¥; contains decreasing singular values and G1(X) is defined in (15). Denote U, as
the Stack-SVD estimator, whose columns are the first r left singular vectors of Y = (Y1 Ys) €

R (P1+P2) Then Equations (9) and (10) hold with I replaced by I, )

T and ﬁf replaced
by U,. If we further assume r + 11+ 72, < §, 7+ 114 < ¥, 7412, < B2, and either py < py

or v 2 7%(p1 + p2) holds, then the minimax lower bounds (11) and (12) holds, with 7,
replaced by %‘jﬁ ),

Theorem 3.2 indicates that the performance of Stack-SVD is guaranteed and in fact
minimax rate-optimal in the presence of weak unshared signals, provided that the shared
signals are significantly more prominent than the unshared ones. Importantly, for Stack-SVD,
the conditions outlined in Theorem 3.2 can be relaxed: we do not need to require that the
singular values of X; and Xs, associated to U,, are the largest ones for each matrix. By
Propositions 1 and 2, it can be seen that, as long as the singular values associated to U, are
the largest ones in the stacked matrix (X7 X3) and there is an eigen-gap between the r-th and
(r 4+ 1)-th singular values, the Stack-SVD estimator will still lead to consistent estimation.
Here is an example.

EXAMPLE 1. Suppose X; and X5 share left singular vector u, while u; and uy are

respective orthogonal unshared vectors. Expressed in SVDs, we have the individual signal
010\ p . _ B0\ r .

0 a) Vil € R™P1 and X5 = (u us) <O oo VL € R™P: | where

axp,8>o01>aand > 0y. We consider estimating u by Stack-SVD, using the first

left singular vector @& of ¥ = (¥ Y2). In this case, it can be verified that (X X2) =

(u w1 ug) diag(v/a? + 82,01,02)VT. If in addition y/a? + 32 > (1 + §) max{o1,02} for

some small § > 0, by Proposition 2, we have E|| sin © (u, @) ||? < CM&&@?&%TM)) Al

matrices X1 = (u1 u)

In Example 1, the shared singular vectors are not simultaneously top singular vectors
in the individual matrices, but stacking the two matrices enhances the overall signal strength
of the shared singular vector, enabling its correct identification and consistent estimation by
Stack-SVD. Building on this observation, we present another example highlighting its impact
on the identifiability issue in singular subspace estimation.

EXAMPLE 2. Suppose X; = (Ur Ul) ozIVlT, Xy = (UT UQ) /BIVQT, where o < 3,
U, is the shared singular subspace, U; € OQ(n,r1.) and Uy € O(n,ra,) are the unshared
singular subspaces satisfying U] Us = 0. Apparently, estimating U, from noisy observa-
tions of individual matrices X; and X, is impossible, due to the non-identifiability is-
sue between the shared and unshared singular subspaces in each case. However, after
stacking, we have (X1 Xg) = (UT Uy Ug) diag(\/a? + B21,.,al,, 31, )VT. If we de-
fine U, as the leading 7 singular vectors of ¥ = (Y7 Y2), under the additional condition
that \/a? + % > (1 4+ §) max{«, 8} for some small § > 0, by Proposition 2, we have

) A 2 - cen(a?+8%4(p1+p2))
E|sin®(U,,Uy)|* < (a®15%)2 A
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Example 2 suggests that when consistent estimation of the shared singular subspace is
unattainable using individual matrices due to non-identifiability with the orthogonal singu-
lar subspace, integrating another matrix can resolve the identifiability issue by effectively
enhancing and differentiating the signal strength associated with the shared subspaces.

3.2.2. Scenario II: estimation with strong unshared signals. We also consider an op-
posite scenario where the singular values of unshared vectors are greater than those of the
shared vectors, heavily influencing the estimation of the shared subspace. Standard Stack-
SVD fails in this setting, but optimal estimation is still possible by correctly selecting vectors
from the singular subspace of the stacked noisy matrix (Y7 Y2). In this part, we require that af-
ter stacking the singular values of the shared vectors are all smaller than the singular values of
the unshared vectors. Specifically, we consider that min g o5 (X) > (1 + ) max;ey o3 (X),
for some small § > 0. Similar to the previous case, we denote the individual SVDs of X7 and
X5 as

(16) Xi1=UnU) SV, Xo= (U Uy) V5,

where U, Us, = 0, and 31 and X are diagonal matrices containing decreasing singular
values. In particular, if we denote the number of unshared vectors in X; and X5 as d; and
da, respectively with d = d; + da, then the above condition can be satisfied if

an llgl?%(r{a?dl—l—k)(Xl) + U(2d2+k) (X2)} < 01(031 (X1) A Uc212 (X2)),

where ¢ € (0,1) is some constant, o) (X;) is the the singular value corresponding to the
k-th singular vector of X; as displayed in (16). Our next theorem concerns the minimax op-
timality of an alternative estimator U;q , which consists of the left singular vectors associated
with the (d + 1)-th to (d + r)-th largest singular values of stacked matrix (Y7 Y2).

THEOREM 3.3.  Suppose Y; € R"*Pi = 1,2, are generated from (1), where the noise
matrix Z; are Li.d. generated from 9. Define the parameter space

rank(X;) =7 + riw, X; = (Ui Up) S, VE € RVPi =1, 27}

(2) _ _ )
%ﬂf _{X—<X1 X2) (]7)holds, U%;(UQ*:O, GQ(X)th

T

where ¥; contains decreasing singular values and Go(X) is given by

_ 2 2 2 2
G2(X) =03, (X1) Nog,(X2) — fgggr{a(dl-i-k) (X1) 4 0,11 (X2) }-
Then Equations (9) and (10) hold with ¢, ; replaced by %ﬁ(tz ), and U;H replaced by U;,g .
If we further assume v + 71, + ro. < 5, 74+ 110 < B v 4+ 190 < 12, and either p1 < py
orvy 2 72 (p1 + p2) holds, then the minimax lower bounds (11) and (12) holds, with 7,

replaced by %’;? ),

To better illustrate the implications of Theorem 3.3 and the limitations of the naive
Stack-SVD estimators in this scenario, we consider the following example.

EXAMPLE 3. Suppose X1 = (u1 u) (g 2) VlT, Xy = (u2 u) <§ 2) VQT, where o <

B, utuy =0, and o is the relatively large so that o > v/2ca and ¢ > 1/2¢f3 for a constant
¢ > 1. Apparently, focusing on X; or X5 individually, the shared singular vector is either
not associated to the largest singular value, or not identifiable. Moreover, the staked signal

matrix satisfies (X1 Xo) = (X1 X2) = (u1 v ug) diag(o1, v/a? + 32,02)VT. If we apply
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the naive Stack-SVD estimator, the first singular vector u; of (Y] Y3), it can be shown that
limg, 00 E|| sin © (4, w)|| > c. In contrast, the 2nd singular vector @ of (Y7 Y3), by Proposi-

tion 2, satisfies E|| sin O (u, @) || < C”“‘"’@@i}%im” AL

Example 3 underscores the need for an efficient algorithm to identify the positions of
the shared singular vectors within the stacked noisy matrix (Y; Y3), enabling Stack-SVD to
achieve more practical and effective estimation. We will address this challenge in Section 4.

3.3. Estimation with non-orthogonal unshared singular subspaces. So far we have
been focusing on the cases with orthogonal unshared singular subspaces. When the unshared
singular subspaces are not orthogonal, we show that it can be transformed into an orthogonal
scenario by studying the SVD of the stacked signal matrix (X; X5). In this case, the shared
components remain unchanged, whereas the unshared subspaces will undergo rotation by a
certain angle to achieve orthogonality. Generally, this rotation does not impact the estimation
of the shared component. The linear transformations resulting from the non-orthogonality
of the unshared subspaces only influence the unshared components, without inducing any
interaction between shared and unshared components. Therefore, as long as similar gap con-
ditions are still satisfied, the non-orthogonality does not compromise the optimal estimation
of the shared subspace.

Our key insight comes from the following result, which concerns the SVD of the stacked
signal matrix (X, X2) when the unshared subspaces are not orthogonal to each other.

THEOREM 3.4. Let

21 0 T E2 0 T
X1 = (U, Uw) < 0 Zl*) Vit, Xy = (U, Ua) < 0 22*) Vs,
be the SVDs of X1 and X, where some left singular vectors in the unshared subspaces
Uis € O(n,114) and Usa, € Q(n,r94) are not orthogonal to each other. Suppose we have the
eigen-decomposition (U1, Uay )T (Ut Uay) = TS, Then the following hold:

1. If (Uyx Uay) is not a column singular matrix, then the SVD of (X1 X2) is
D VlT P3P VZT
. /32 52 I AV E D AV E D
(X1 X32) = (Up (Urs Ua)SUY) ( 1+ E*> ( V*T) Ve 0
0 Vi

where S = TTY75T, and U*,%*,V* are defined from the SVD S~! (21* by ) =
2%

U*E*V*T

2. If (Uyx Uay) is a column singular matrix and rank(Uy . U%*) =1, there exist a transfor-
mation L € RU1+Hr2)X(m=4722) gych that (Uy, Usy)L = (U* Oy (ry, 475 —r+) ) Where U*
is a column normalized matrix. Similarly define S = I7y=T based on U*TU* =TTT.
Then the SVD of (X1 X») is

21 1T 22 V2T
Fegre) (VEL 23 I VELSE L VSR
(X1 Xo) = (U, U*SU*) < ! 22*) < V*T) Vi 0
0 Vi,

where U*, %%, V* come from the SVD (S~1 OT*X(m*_,_rz*_,,*))L_l (El* 5 > =T
2%
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Theorem 3.4 demonstrates that, in the SVD of (X; X32), compared to that obtained in
the orthogonal case, while there may be rotations within the subspace related to the unshared
singular vectors, the shared singular subspace and their corresponding singular values remain
unaffected by such non-orthogonality. Without merging the shared and unshared signals, the
stacking preserves the structure of the shared subspace in its SVD, making it feasible to
estimate the shared singular subspace.

In fact, optimal estimation is achievable as long as the gap conditions are still met. Recall
S defined in Section 3.1. We consider the parameter space

rank(X;) =1 + rix, X; = (U Ui ) S ViE € R¥P
Frp =1 X = (X1 Xa) :giz(s)(X) > co?, 4 (X),Vs €S, lglgiilNg,%(X) >t2i=1,2

where U;,. € O(n, i), = 1,2, are not necessarily orthogonal to each other. In particular,
given the different forms of SVD, the eigen-gap condition 93(5) (X) > co?,,(X) may also
vary from case to case. Specifically, based on Theorem 3.4, for the shared subspace, the cor-
responding singular values are still in the diagonals of /%% + X3; however, the singular val-

o : . by
ues for the unshared vectors in this case are the singular values of the matrix S~* < L > >
2%

when (Ur. Us,) is column non-singular and (S 0,y 4y, —p)) L1 <21* 5 ) when
2%

(U1« Uay) is not column non-singular.

To achieve minimax optimal estimation, we still consider the oracle estimator U7 in
which the locations of the shared singular vectors are correctly identified. The following
theorem establishes its minimax optimality.

THEOREM 3.5. Suppose Y;,i = 1,2, are generated from (1), where the noise matrices
Z; are i.i.d. generated from 9,. For any finite r, the upper bounds (9) and (10) in Theorem
3.1 hold, with . ; replaced by .7, If we further assume r + 1. + 12, < 5, 7+ 114 < %,
7+ 2. < 13, and either py < py or v 2 72(p1 + p2) holds, then the minimax lower bounds
(11) and (12) in Theorem 3.1 still hold, with 7€, ; replaced by .7, ;.

Theorem 3.5 demonstrates that the presence of non-orthogonal unshared singular sub-
space will not significantly alter the landscape regarding the optimal estimation of the shared
singular subspace. The analysis of a detailed non-orthogonal case can be found in Section
S1.2 of the Supplement.

4. Tracing Shared and Unshared Singular Vectors. As suggested by the previous
discussions, achieving optimal estimation requires accurately identifying the shared and un-
shared singular vectors from the stacked matrix. Here we propose an algorithm designed to
distinguish the shared and unshared singular vectors across multiple matrices. This is accom-
plished by carefully comparing the singular subspaces of the stacked matrix with those of the
individual matrices. Specifically, we assume that the unshared singular vectors are mutually
orthogonal and that the singular values in the signal matrices are sufficiently well-separated.

We first present the algorithm for the case of two matrices and then extend it to the
general case involving k matrices. Suppose X7 and X5 have ranks r; and r, respectively,
with 7 < min(ry,79) shared left singular vectors. Denote the number of unshared left sin-
gular vectors as k1 =r; — 7 and ky = 19 — r for X; and X, respectively. Let ﬁl and Uz
represent the top 1 and ry left singular vectors of Y7 and Y5, with the i-th and j-th singular
vectors denoted as 1; and wg;. The top r + k1 + ko left singular subspace of the stacked

matrix (Y7 Y3) is denoted as U, with the i-th vector as ;. The noiseless counterparts of these
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singular vectors and subspaces can be defined analogously, without the hats. For the moment,
we assume k; and ko are known while presenting the following Algorithm 1. Later, we will
introduce a method to estimate them.

Algorithm 1 Identifying Shared Singular Vectors

Input: Y7, Yo, k1, ko, 7

Output: J
1: Compute top r1, 79, ™ + k1 + ko left singular vectors, denoted as Ul, UQ, U, for Y1, Y5 and (Y] Yo)
respectively.
2: foreachie1,...,r; do
3 dyy= min |[sin®(iy;, dg;)|
jE€1,r2]
4: end for
5: foreachj€1,...,m79 do
6:  dyj= min |[sin®(ig;, ;)|
1€[1,r1]
7: end for
8: Take the last 71 — k1 and rg — kg index sets, I and J, for dy; and doj respectively. I = {i1,...,ip _p, }, J =

{J1s s Jry—ky }» satisfying that dy;, is the k-th smallest value among dy; while dgj, is the k-th smallest
value among dg;
9: Compute index sets:

Ki={k:k= argmin ||sin@(ﬂ1i,ﬂk)||2,i€[}
kel,...,r+k1+ko
Ko={k:k= arg min ||sin@('¢l2j,'&k)\|2,j€<]}

kel,...,r+ki+ko
J:Kl/L\JKQ
10: return J

The idea behind Algorithm 1 is simple: based on the assumption that the individual
SVDs of Y7 and Y, and the SVD of (Y; Y3) provide sufficiently accurate estimations of
their respective individual singular vectors under some conditions, we can leverage this in-
formation to identify shared and unshared vectors. Specifically, if a vector u in the singular
subspace of Y] is shared, there will be a corresponding vector in the singular subspace of
Y5 that is close to u. Conversely, if a vector  in the singular subspace of Y] is unshared,
by the orthogonality assumption, all vectors in the singular subspace of Y, will be largely
different from u. The following theorem concerns the consistency of this approach, which
is proved under the assumption that the unshared vectors are mutually orthogonal and the
singular values in both signal matrices are sufficiently large and separated.

THEOREM 4.1. Suppose the unshared singular vectors are mutually orthogonal and
there exists a small constant § > 0 such that o > (1 + 6)oky1 for all singular values in
(X1 X2). We denote J as the index set for the shared singular vectors in the singular subspace
of (X1 Xa). Suppose (a“* AB) > Cn, for some constant c1 < 2 and sufficiently large C' > 0,
and (a A B)? > Ca(p1 V p2) for some Cy > 0, where o = opin(X1) and 8 = omin(Xa2).
Then for sufficiently large (n,pi,p2), there exists some constant 0 < € < 2 — ¢y, such that
P{I=10}>1—o(a"2) — o(8~/%) — o(y~/2), where y = a A B.

It is important to emphasize that by requiring sufficiently large signal strength, we im-
plicitly ensure that the singular values are well separated and each singular vector is suffi-
ciently identifiable. This is because the minimum gap between singular values and the mini-
mum signal strength are inherently in the same order according to previous analysis.

Our analyses reveal that for unshared vectors in one individual matrix, the distances
between these vectors and any left singular vectors in the other individual matrix tend to
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be relatively large—approaching 1 as the signal strength increases. In contrast, for shared
vectors in one individual matrix, there exists a corresponding vector in the other individual
matrix with a relatively small distance—approaching 0 as the signal strength becomes suf-
ficiently large. This observation enables us to determine the number of unshared vectors,
denoted as k1 and ko, by analyzing the distances dy; and do;. Algorithm 2 outlines a method
for estimating k1 and ks by identifying the largest gap in these distance measurements.

Algorithm 2 Estimating k7 and ks

Input: Y7, Ys;
Output: /%1 1%2
1: Similarly calculate dy;, ¢ =1,...,r1 and dgj, j =1,...,79 as in Algorithm 1.
2: Sort dy;, ¢ =1,...,71 and doj, j =1,...,ro in decreasing order respectively. The ordered sequences are
denoted as dl(i) and d2( ) with values in the parenthesis representing its order.

Set g((]l) =1- dl(l)’ gﬁ}) = dl(rl) —0; g(()2) =1- dQ(l)’ 97(»3) = dQ(,,,Q) -0

foreachic1,...,7r1 —1do

1 _
9; " = dy() = dy(iyn)
end for
foreachjc1,...,r9 —1do

2
9,7 =da(g) ~ dag 1)
end for
(1) (2)

10: Compute: 12:1 = arg max gk1 , 1232 = argmax g
keO,...,r1 keO,...,ro

X AN W

11: return l%l /;2

The consistency of the estimators l%l and 1%2, obtained in Algorithm 2, is established in
Theorem 4.2 below. Together with Theorem 4.1, these results provide a rigorous theoretical
justification for our proposed algorithms.

THEOREM 4.2.  Under the assumption of Theorem 4.1, for sufficiently large (n, p1, p2),
we have P(kl = kl; kQ = kQ) Z 1— 0(0476/2) _ 0(5*6/2) _ 0(776/2).

Note that Algorithms 1 and 2 are designed to help identify the shared singular vectors.
To identify the unshared singular vectors, we can either look at the complement index set
Je= {1,2,...,7 + k1 + ko} \j or modify the step 8 in Algorithm 1 by selecting the top
k1 and k9 index sets and tracing them in the stacked matrix. For the estimation of J in the
presence of non-orthogonal unshared singular vectors, see Section 7 for more discussion.

Finally, there are several ways to extend the above methods to the case involving £ ma-
trices. One way is to select the pairwise shared singular vectors and then integrate the results.
Another approach for generalizing the algorithm to trace shared singular vectors across k
noisy matrices is to redefine the distance used in Algorithm 1 accordingly as

dyi = max{_min [|sin (g, 1), min | sin® (s, de;)|*
JE[l,T’l] ]6[177'571]

min sin O (s, U M2 min lsin©® (G a2

je[lﬂ"HﬂH ( Sty (s+1)J)|| ) ’jE[l,Tk]H ( S5 k])” }

forany s =1, 2, ..., k. The implication of this generalization is straightforward. Specifically, if
avector is identified as a shared vector, then for any other matrix, there must exist a vector that
is close to it. The subsequent steps in Algorithms 1 and 2 can be correspondingly generalized
to handle £ matrices with ease. Under conditions analogous to those in Theorem 4, but in the
context of k£ matrices, the performance of the generalized algorithms can also be guaranteed
by similar asymptotic results.
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5. Simulation Studies. In this section, we conduct simulation studies to evaluate the
advantages and limitations of Stack-SVD across various scenarios. Additionally, we present
simulations that demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm.

5.1. Assessing numerical performance of Stack-SVD. We first demonstrate the empiri-
cal advantages of Stack-SVD when the singular subspace is completely shared. We randomly
generate three n-dimensional orthonormal vectors to serve as the shared left singular vectors.
Then we generate random orthonormal matrices of dimensions 3 X p; and 3 X p» for the right
singular subspaces of X; and Xs, respectively. We set the corresponding singular values as
¥ = diag{a, §, §} and Xy = diag{p, g, %} The noise matrices Z; and Z, are generated
from iid N (0, 1) and we run 500 simulations for each setting. In each case, we compare the
empirical estimation error with the true singular subspace using the square of sin © distance,
|| sin ©(U, U)||2, between the true subspace and the estimation . Both the mean and standard
deviation of such distances are recorded.

We set n = 10 and n = 20 respectively, and also divide the scenarios into balanced and
unbalanced dimension groups, with (p1,p2) being (20,20) and (300,400) for balanced di-
mension group, and (20,300) and (50, 500) for unbalanced dimension group. For the signal
strength, while the overall signal strength /a2 + 32 remains approximately constant, the
individual signal strengths (v, 3) transition from balanced values (50,50) to progressively
unbalanced values (37,60) and (10, 70) in relatively low-dimensional settings and from bal-
anced values (100, 100) to progressively unbalanced values (74,120) and (20, 140) in rel-
atively high-dimensional settings. Also, for the unbalanced dimension settings, we reverse
the above signal strengths in X; and X5 to evaluate the performance. We compare the per-
formance of the following four estimators: two Individual SVD estimators ("SVD-X;" and
"SVD-X5"), defined as the leading left singular vectors of X or X5, the Stack-SVD estima-
tor ("Stack-SVD") and the Average-SVD estimator ("Average-SVD"). In particular, the idea
of Average-SVD, also known as the principal angle estimator, has been used and analyzed
in several works [16, 25, 28, 48]. This estimator combines the individual singular subspace
estimators obtained from each matrix by using a post-processing SVD step; see Section S1.5
of the Supplement for its definition and discussion. The simulation results are summarized in
Table 1.

Several observations can be made from Table 1. First, by maintaining the overall signal
strength y/a?2 + /32 at an approximately constant level, the estimation error for Stack-SVD
remains small. Second, Stack-SVD exhibits the greatest stability, generally presenting the
smallest standard deviation among the estimation methods. Third, Stack-SVD generally out-
performs individual SVD in most cases. However, there are scenarios where an individual
SVD may yield a smaller estimation error. This outcome is primarily driven by highly unbal-
anced signal strengths across matrices, where a strong performance by one individual-SVD
estimator is often accompanied by poor estimation from the estimator of another matrix; see,
for example, the last row of Table 1. In this case, even if one of the individual-SVD estimators
is precise, we should note that in practice it requires the users to determine which individual-
SVD estimator performs better. In comparison, Stack-SVD provides a simple solution with
competitive performance. Lastly, while Average-SVD performs adequately under balanced
signal strength, their estimates become less accurate when the signal strength is unbalanced.

5.2. Estimating individually non-identifiable singular vectors. Our next experiment
focuses on the interesting scenario where the shared singular vectors are not individu-
ally identifiable in each data matrix, whereas Stack-SVD is still able to capture them
accurately. This experiment is designed in a way similar to Example 2, that is X; =
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Average estimation errors (|| sin © (U, U) ||2 ) and their standard deviations based on 500 simulations. The
smallest estimation error in each row is highlighted in bold.

TABLE 1

(n,p1,p2) | (,B) | SVD-X4 SVD-Xq Stack-SVD  Average-SVD
(50,50) [ 0.049(0.024)  0.050(0.025)  0.027(0.012)  0.027(0.012)
(10,20,20) (37,60) | 0.095(0.047) 0.034(0.017)  0.027(0.012)  0.035(0.016)
(10,70) | 0.806(0.191)  0.025(0.012) 0.026(0.012)  0.321(0.116)
(100,100) | 0.039(0.013)  0.045(0.016)  0.021(0.008)  0.021(0.008)
(20,300,400) | (74,120) | 0.088(0.031) 0.028(0.010)  0.021(0.008)  0.030(0.011)
(20,140) | 0.911(0.104)  0.019(0.006)  0.021(0.008)  0.388(0.090)
(50,50) | 0.051(0.025) 0.146(0.090)  0.050(0.025)  0.052(0.031)
(37,60) | 0.098(0.048)  0.080(0.044)  0.050(0.026)  0.047(0.024)
(10,20,300) | (60,37) | 0.035(0.017) 0.381(0.236)  0.050(0.025)  0.130(0.102)
(10,70) | 0.808(0.182)  0.049(0.026)  0.049(0.026)  0.332(0.126)
(70,10) | 0.025(0.013) 0.914(0.098)  0.049(0.025)  0.388(0.088)
(100,100) | 0.030(0.010)  0.050(0.015)  0.020(0.007)  0.020(0.007)
(74,120) | 0.056(0.019)  0.030(0.009)  0.020(0.007)  0.022(0.008)
(20,50,500) | (120,74) | 0.020(0.007) 0.125(0.043)  0.020(0.007)  0.038(0.014)
(20,140) | 0.781(0.187)  0.020(0.006)  0.020(0.006)  0.302(0.116)
(140,20) | 0.015(0.005)  0.927(0.090)  0.020(0.007)  0.398(0.084)
TABLE 2

Average estimation errors (|| sin © (U, Ur) ||2) and their standard deviations based on 500 simulations. The

SVD on individual X; are denoted as SVD-X;;.

(n7p17p2) l

(.8) |

SVD-X;

SVD-X,

Stack-SVD

(10,100,100)

(10,15)
(20,20)
(50,60)

0.541(0.323)
0.485(0.359)
0.470(0.362)

0.502(0.337)
0.492(0.347)
0.481(0.352)

0.114(0.126)
0.025(0.017)
0.003(0.002)

(20,1000,1000)

(10,15)
(20,20)
(50,60)

0.856(0.144)
0.574(0.311)
0.493(0.358)

0.683(0.255)
0.580(0.326)
0.503(0.367)

0.553(0.241)
0.113(0.063)
0.006(0.003)

(10,100,500)

(10,15)
(20,20)
(50,60)

0.558(0.312)
0.493(0.351)
0.485(0.358)

0.554(0.318)
0.527(0.332)
0.506(0.346)

0.222(0.221)
0.040(0.026)
0.004(0.003)

(20,1000,2000)

(10,15)
(20,20)
(50,60)

0.851(0.153)
0.569(0.304)
0.508(0.355)

0.756(0.195)
0.608(0.281)
0.502(0.356)

0.637(0.228)
0.159(0.081)
0.007(0.003)

(u ul) <(g 2) Vil Xo = (u uz) (g g) V4. The dimension settings include both low and

high, balanced and unbalanced dimensions. For signal strength («, 3), we consider various
settings from (10, 15), (20,20) to (50,60). The estimation errors for both individual SVD
and Stack-SVD are reported in Table 2 based on 500 simulations.

As expected, individual-SVD estimators are not able to provide reliable estimates, with
most estimation errors above 0.5. In contrast, Stack-SVD reliably estimates the shared vector,
with estimation error significantly decreasing as the signal strength increases. Additionally,
we observe that the estimation errors for individual matrices also decrease with increased
signal strength, but at a slower pace. To verify that the estimation errors for individual SVD
will not converge to 0, we examine a case with very large signal strengths (Table S1 in the
Supplement) of 5,000 or 10,000; we find the estimation errors remain greater than 0.45.

5.3. Assessing the proposed signal-tracing algorithms. Finally, we conduct a simu-
lation study to evaluate the algorithm for tracing the shared and unshared singular vectors.
Specifically, we examine three simulation settings with increasing complexity. We denote Uy
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TABLE 3
Accuracy for The Algorithm under Different Settings Based on 1000 Simulations
min G;  Setting 1 H min G;  Setting 2 H min G; Setting 3
1<i<N 1<i<N 1<i<N
1 0.622 1 0.187 1 0.089
3 0.981 5 0.782 5 0.727
5 1.000 10 0.815 10 0.798
7 1.000 15 1.000 20 0.999
10 1.000 20 1.000 25 1.000

and Uj as the left singular subspace corresponding to X; and X5 respectively. The shared
vectors are denoted as u; while the unshared vectors are denoted as ;.

o Setting 1: Uy = (u u14), Uz = (u ug« us«), with one shared and three unshared vectors.

o Setting 2: Uy = (u1 ug U1 u2s), Uz = (U1 U2 uss gy ), with two shared and four unshared
vectors.

o Setting 3: Uy = (u1 ug u3 U1 Ugs Uss), Uz = (U1 U U3 Ugs Uss Ugs), With three shared
and six unshared vectors.

The unshared vectors are orthogonal to each other. Upon stacking two matrices, the shared
and unshared singular vectors become shuffled within the left singular subspace of the
stacked signal matrix. Here we define the G; := 0; — 0,41 as the singular value gaps in the
noiseless stacked matrix (X; X3). The minimum min;<;<y G; measures overall SNR. In
this case, given our focus on the interactions between shared and unshared signals rather than
distinguishing signals from noise like previous examples, we set the minimum singular value
of the stacked signal matrix to be sufficiently large. A situation is classified as a success if
all unshared vectors are accurately detected without any errors. To evaluate the effectiveness
of our approach, we estimate the success rates across different settings and various signal
strengths, based on 1,000 simulation trials. A more detailed description of the construction
of matrices X; and X5 can be found in Section S3.5 of the Supplement.

As illustrated in Table 3, the algorithm demonstrates reliable performance across all
cases when the minimum singular value gap is sufficiently high. Additionally, when consider-
ing the complexity of the various scenarios, there is a noticeable trend that more complicated
cases tend to necessitate greater minimum gap conditions to ensure accurate detection.

6. Application to Single-Cell Data Integration. We apply our proposed methods to
jointly analyze three single-cell RNA-seq datasets of human peripheral blood mononuclear
cells (PBMCs), each generated using a distinct sequencing technology [20, 21]. Specifically,
the datasets correspond to three technologies: 10x Chromium v3 (Dataset 1), 10x Chromium
v2 (Dataset 2), and Drop-seq (Dataset 3). Each dataset consists of a gene expression matrix
Y; € R9*% containing thousands of cells (whose numbers are denoted by ¢; for each dataset)
and g genes. For these datasets, since they are all related to PBMCs, we expect they contain
the same family of cell types, governed by the similar genetic programs. In particular, we rea-
son that the latent gene structures captured by the leading left singular vectors of each gene
expression matrix is at least partially shared across all datasets. Following standard prepro-
cessing and feature selection pipelines using the R package Seurat, we obtain three gene-
by-cell matrices, each with g = 1000 genes and c¢; = 3222, co = 3362, and c3 = 3500 cells
respectively. We then apply different methods to estimate the shared left singular subspaces
U, across the three datasets that captures the latent gene structures. For each dataset, for each
shared subspace estimator U,., we compute the joint low-dimensional cell embeddings as
YZ-T U, for i = 1,2, 3. We expect that more accurate estimation of the shared latent subspace
U, will produce improved cell embeddings where different cell types are more distinctly clus-
tered. To evaluate this, we use three metrics: the Silhouette index [50], the Calinski-Harabasz
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Fig 2: Comparison of the Silhouette Index, Calinski-Harabasz Index, and Neighborhood Pu-
rity. The embeddings of data from 10x Chromium (v3), 10x Chromium (v2) and Drop-seq
are labeled as Data 1, Data 2 and Data 3.
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index [12], and the Neighborhood Purity index [43], evaluated using the cell type annotations
from the original scientific publication [20, 21] or conducting clustering algorithms. A brief
description for these metrics are provided in Section S3 of the Supplement. The results of our
analysis are summarized in Figure 2.

We find that the shared-signal tracing algorithm (Shared-SVD) consistently outper-
forms other methods across all three evaluation criteria for each of the three embed-
ding tasks. Specifically, Shared-SVD achieves a significantly higher Calinski-Harabasz In-
dex—approximately 100%, 125%, and 160% higher—compared to both Individual-SVD and
Stack-SVD for cell embeddings derived from three data matrices. For neighborhood purity,
the cell embeddings based on Shared-SVD show substantial improvements over those based
on Individual-SVD, Stack-SVD and Average-SVD in the Drop-seq data, with notable gains
also observed in the other two datasets. Besides, the comparative performance of Average-
SVD to other methods is not stable measured in Neighborhood Purity. Additionally, Shared-
SVD outperforms the other methods when evaluated using the Silhouette Index. Overall,
these results highlight the superior performance of the shared-signal tracing algorithm in
effectively estimating shared information across noisy data matrices. In Section S3 of the
Supplement, we analyze another set of single-cell datasets, which yields similar findings.

7. Discussion. A limitation of our study is that the minimax optimality results for
Stack-SVD (both naive and modified versions) are established only when the dimensions
of the individual matrices are comparable or when the signal strength is sufficiently large.
However, our analysis suggests that when dimensions are not comparable, individual SVD
estimators based on the smaller matrix can still achieve the optimal rate under certain signal
constraints. A interesting direction for future research is to explore the minimax landscape
when matrix dimensions differ significantly and to develop adaptive, minimax-optimal esti-
mators that do not rely on signal constraints and remain effective in such scenarios.

For the algorithm designed to detect shared and unshared singular vectors, we focus on
the case where unshared vectors are orthogonal. Heuristically, the algorithm relies on the dis-
tance between vectors and remains effective even in the presence of mild non-orthogonality
among unshared vectors. This is because mildly non-orthogonal unshared vectors generally
still exhibit a relatively large sin © distance. In cases where the non-orthogonality is more
pronounced, the algorithms still yield a result such that J C J. The detailed discussion can
be found in Section S1.3 of the Supplement. Investigating the degree of non-orthogonality
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that the algorithm can tolerate and extending it to handle non-orthogonal unshared singular
vectors are intriguing directions for future research.

In this work, we focus exclusively on leveraging the shared singular subspace. How-
ever, when unshared singular vectors are not exactly orthogonal, there may be latent shared
information embedded within them. For instance, if two unshared vectors form a small angle,
their near alignment suggests potential shared structure. To simplify the problem, we do not
account for such shared information within the unshared singular subspaces. A promising
avenue for future exploration would involve redefining the notions of shared and unshared
information and developing methods to capture shared structure arising from non-orthogonal
unshared vectors.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to ''Optimal Estimation of Shared Singular Subspaces across Multiple
Noisy Matrices"
In the supplementary material, we provide some further discussion, all the technical proofs
for the theoretical results, and some complements to the numerical studies in the article.
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