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Abstract

This work studies estimation of sparse principal components in high dimensions. Specifically,
we consider a class of estimators based on kernel PCA, generalizing the covariance thresholding
algorithm proposed by Krauthgamer et al. (2015). Focusing on Johnstone’s spiked covariance
model, we investigate the “critical” sparsity regime, where the sparsity level m, sample size n,
and dimension p each diverge and m/

√
n→ β, p/n→ γ.

Within this framework, we develop a fine-grained understanding of signal detection and
recovery. Our results establish a detectability phase transition, analogous to the Baik–Ben
Arous–Péché (BBP) transition: above a certain threshold—depending on the kernel function, γ,
and β—kernel PCA is informative. Conversely, below the threshold, kernel principal components
are asymptotically orthogonal to the signal. Notably, above this detection threshold, we find
that consistent support recovery is possible with high probability. Sparsity plays a key role in
our analysis, and results in more nuanced phenomena than in related studies of kernel PCA with
delocalized (dense) components. Finally, we identify optimal kernel functions for detection—
and consequently, support recovery—and numerical calculations suggest that soft thresholding
is nearly optimal.

1 Introduction

From factor analysis to covariance estimation to matrix factorization, principal component analysis
(PCA) is a standard tool for dimensionality reduction and low-rank signal recovery. Given data
with n observations and p variables, the principal components are the eigenvectors of the p × p
sample covariance matrix. PCA, however, has two key drawbacks: (1) the principal components
are linear combinations of each of the original p variables and (2) in high dimensions, the principal
components are inconsistent estimators of the eigenvectors of the population covariance.

The lack of sparsity in principal components complicates interpretability, and fails to capture
the fact that signal matrices are often simultaneously low-rank and sparse—such matrices arise in
diverse fields, including genetics, computer vision, imaging, and neuroscience [18, 19, 25, 39, 43].
As a result, numerous alternatives to classical PCA have emerged that generate sparse principal
components, collectively referred to as sparse PCA methods. In this literature, the assumption of
a low-rank and sparse ground truth is often implicit in applied and methodological papers, and
explicit in theoretical analyses [35].
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In high dimensions, several phenomena emerge that are absent in classical fixed-p statistics, with
deep implications for PCA. We assume Johnstone’s spiked covariance model (henceforth referred
to as the “spiked model”): we observe data ZΣ1/2, where the elements of Z ∈ Rn×p are standard
Gaussians and the covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rp×p is a rank-one perturbation of identity,

Σ := (λ− 1)vv⊤ + Ip. (1.1)

Forming the sample covariance matrix Y := n−1Σ1/2Z⊤ZΣ1/2, our goal is to estimate the “spike”
v ∈ Sp−1. As n, p → ∞ with p/n → γ ∈ (0, 1],1 the empirical spectral distribution (ESD)
of Y converges weakly almost surely to the Marchenko-Pastur distribution, supported on [(1 −√
γ)2, (1 +

√
γ)2]. Moreover, PCA exhibits a phase transition: denoting the leading eigenvalue of

Y and corresponding eigenvector by λ1 and u1,

λ1
a.s.−−→

λ+
λγ

λ− 1
λ > 1 +

√
γ,

(1 +
√
γ)2 λ ≤ 1 +

√
γ,

⟨u1,v⟩2
a.s.−−→


(

1 − γ

(λ− 1)2

)/(
1 +

γ

λ− 1

)
λ > 1 +

√
γ,

0 λ ≤ 1 +
√
γ.

(1.2)

Thus, if λ ≤ 1 +
√
γ, λ1 converges to the upper edge of the support of the Marchenko-Pastur

distribution, and u1 is asymptotically orthogonal to v. On the other hand, if λ > 1 +
√
γ, λ1 is

an outlier eigenvalue, occurring outside the Marchenko-Pastur support, and the cosine similarity
between u1 and v is non-trivial; that is, u1 contains (partial) information about v. These results
are due to Baik, Ben Arous, and Péché [5] and Paul [40], and 1+

√
γ is known as the BBP transition.

If v is sparse, is it possible to reliably and efficiently recover it below the BBP transition?
In other words, can the sparsity of v be leveraged to improve estimation? A body of literature,
beginning with Johnstone and Lu’s diagonal thresholding (DT) algorithm [28], answers this question
in the affirmative. Informally, DT estimates the support of v by the indices of the largest-magnitude
diagonal elements of Y . Assuming the spiked model (1.1), knowledge of the sparsity levelm := ∥v∥0,
and that the non-zero elements of v are of the form ±1/

√
m, Amini and Wainwright [2] prove DT

recovers the support2 of v with high probability if m ≤ C(λ)
√
n/ log p. Semidefinite programming

approaches were unable to improve on this result (see the discussion in [15]).
Building on DT, Krauthgamer, Nadler, and Vilenchik [33] proposed the covariance thresholding

(CT) algorithm, which is based on the soft-thresholding operator ηs(x, t) := sign(x) · (|x| − t)+ and
the kernel matrix K(ηs(·, t)) ∈ Rp×p defined by

(
K(ηs(·, t))

)
ij

:=


1√
n
ηs(

√
nYij , t) i ̸= j,

0 i = j,

i, j ∈ [p].

Specifically, CT estimates v by the first eigenvector u1 of K(ηs(·, t)), and the support of v by
the indices of the largest-magnitude elements of u1. This method is preliminarily analyzed by
Desphande and Montanari [15], who prove CT recovers the support of v with probability converging
to one if m ≤ C(λ)

√
n, thereby confirming a conjecture of [33]. In particular, below the BBP

transition, CT is successful if m/
√
n is sufficiently small, representing a significant improvement

1This is a standard asymptotic framework in random matrix theory; γ is the limiting aspect ratio of the data.
Our assumption that γ ∈ (0, 1] is for ease of exposition; analogous results hold for γ ∈ (1,∞).

2“Support recovery” and “recovery” refer to exact estimation of supp(v) and v, respectively.

2



over PCA. On the other hand, work of Berthet and Rigollet [8] strongly suggests that no polynomial-
time algorithm can recover v below the BBP transition if m≫

√
n.3 In summary, “the sparse PCA

problem demonstrates a fascinating interplay between computational and statistical barriers” [15].
This work focuses on the “critical” regime m ≍

√
n, with the goal of understanding the funda-

mental limits of signal recovery. As discussed above, this is the coarsest sparsity level at which v is
believed recoverable below the BBP transition in polynomial time. We assume m/

√
n→ β ∈ (0,∞)

and, as in [2, 33], that the spiked model (1.1) holds with v taking the form

√
mv1,

√
mv2, . . . ,

√
mvm ∈ {−1, 1}, vm+1 = vm+2 = · · · = vp = 0. (1.3)

While this model is admittedly restrictive, it naturally extends from the first to the second moment
the sparse Gaussian sequence model with a Rademacher prior [29]. Note that the assumptions that
v is sparse with respect to the canonical basis and that the first m elements are non-zero hold
without loss of generality.

We consider a generalization of CT based on the matrix K(f) ∈ Rp×p defined by

(K(f))ij :=


1√
n
f(
√
nYij) i ̸= j,

0 i = j,

i, j ∈ [p], (1.4)

where f : R → R is a kernel function. Denoting the leading eigenvalue and corresponding eigenvec-
tor of K(f) by λ1 and u1, we will estimate v by hard thresholding u1.

4 We refer to this algorithm
as generalized covariance thresholding (GCT).

Given this background, we now state our primary contributions:

(1) We establish that the leading eigenvalue and eigenvector of K(f) exhibit complex phase
transition behavior, extending the BBP transition. Within a region R of the parameter
space—defined by f , γ, β, and λ—GCT is informative: λ1 is an outlier eigenvalue and the
cosine similarity between u1 and v is non-trivial. Outside of R, u1 is asymptotically orthog-
onal to v. We provide limiting formulas for cosine similarity analogous to (1.2). Importantly,
the domains in which GCT detects the presence of v, produces a non-trivial estimate of v,
and recovers v are identical and equal to R.

(2) We explicitly characterize R. For many kernel functions f of interest, a “traditional” phase
transition occurs: there exists λ∗(f, γ, β) > 1 such that (f, γ, β, λ) ∈ R if and only if λ >
λ∗(f, γ, β).5 As β → ∞, λ∗(f, γ, β) → 1 +

√
γ, matching the BBP transition. We numerically

optimize λ∗(ηs(·, t), γ, β) over t > 0 and λ∗(f, γ, β) over f ∈ L2(ϕ), where ϕ is the Gaussian
density. The results suggest that CT is nearly optimal, and we propose to adaptively select
the thresholding level to maximize the (normalized) spectral gap.

(3) For polynomial kernel functions, we prove that within R, hard thresholding u1 recovers v
with probability 1 − n−D, for any D > 0. Our hard thresholding level does not depend on λ
or β, which are generally unknown.

3In the regime m log p ≲ n, by exhaustive search over subsets of indices of size m, the support of v is recoverable
in exponential time [15, 44].

4Specifically, we estimate v by sign(ηh(u1, n
−ε))/∥sign(ηh(u1, n

−ε))∥2, where ηh(x, t) := x · 1|x|≥t denotes hard
thresholding and ε ∈ (1/4, 1/2).

5For non-monotonic kernel functions, the set {λ : (f, γ, β, λ) ∈ R} may be the union of disjoint intervals, in which
case GCT exhibits multiple phase transitions.
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∞0 β
1

∞

λ

λ = 1 +
√
γ

(I) PCA succeeds

λ = λ∗(γ, β)(II) GCT succeeds

(III) GCT fails

Figure 1: Stylized illustration of sparse PCA in the critical regime m/
√
n→ β and p/n→ γ. Area

(I) is the recovery region of PCA, the union of areas (I) and (II) is the recovery region of GCT,
and (III) is the GCT impossibility region. The boundary between regions (II) and (III) is the curve
λ∗(γ, β), and λ∗(γ, β) → 1 +

√
γ (the BBP transition) as β → ∞.

(4) We derive novel concentration inequalities for quadratic forms of the resolvent of K(f),
with optimal rates of convergence, as detailed in Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3. These bounds enable
entrywise control of u1, which is essential to proving recovery of the support of v. Prior
works on kernel matrices, including those by Chen and Singer [13] and Fan and Montanari
[22], as well as entrywise eigenvector perturbation bounds such as those in Abbe et al. [1], do
not suffice for this purpose. Our proofs employ a “leave-one-out” argument that is standard
in random matrix theory, although the extension to kernel matrices is involved.

These results offer a comprehensive description of the salient properties of K(f) in high dimen-
sions. For example, while Theorem 2 of [15] lower bounds the cosine similarity achieved by CT
assuming m <

√
n, we derive the exact limit for all β ∈ (0,∞), demonstrating that CT improves

upon PCA throughout the critical sparsity regime. Moreover, we prove that GCT exhibits a phase
transition, with the location depending on f, γ and β, a phenomenon that was previously observed
only in simulations of CT in [15].

We conclude this section with an intriguing open question: we will prove there exists a function
λ∗(γ, β) such that v is recoverable via GCT if and only if λ > λ∗(γ, β)—see Figure 1 for an
illustration. Can alternative algorithms consistently estimate v in the GCT “impossibility region”
where λ ≤ λ∗(γ, β)? In other words, is GCT optimal?

1.1 Related Work

DT and CT are connected to the works of Bickel and Levina [9], Ma [37], and Cai, Ma, and Wu [12],
all of which use thresholding to induce sparsity. In contrast to the spiked model, the first paper
considers estimation of covariance matrices that are sparse and have “approximately bandable”
structure, where elements decay with distance from the diagonal.

Rather than thresholding, many sparse PCA methods induce sparsity through L1-penalized
regression, for example the elastic net-based algorithm developed by Zou, Hastie, and Tibshirani
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[45].6 We intend to investigate its theoretical properties in future work.
El Karoui’s work [21] represents an important early contribution to the study of high-dimensional

kernel matrices. In this paper, the off-diagonal kernel elements are modeled as n−1/2f(Yij) rather
than n−1/2f(

√
nYij). Consequently, properties of the kernel matrix are determined by the value of

f and its derivatives at the origin (rather than the global properties of f), and the kernel matrix
acts as a spiked covariance matrix plus a low-rank term. Denoting S := n−1Z⊤Z, Chen and Singer
[13] characterized the spectrum of the kernel matrix of noise K0(f) ∈ Rp×p, defined by

(K0(f))ij :=


1√
n
f(
√
nSij) i ̸= j,

0 i = j,

i, j ∈ [p]. (1.5)

As n, p→ ∞ and p/n→ γ ∈ (0,∞), the ESD of K0(f) converges to a probability measure µ, which
is the additive free convolution of the (scaled) semicircle and Marcenko-Pastur laws. Subsequently,
Fan and Montanari [22] proved that the maximum eigenvalue of K0(f) converges to the supremum
or “upper edge” of supp(µ).

The present paper is also closely related to the work of El Amine Seddik, Tamaazousti, and
Couillet [20], which considers sparse PCA yet excludes the critical sparsity regime m ≍

√
n. As a

result, the phase transition phenomena that we uncover do not arise.
Nonlinear transformations of spiked matrices is an active area of research not limited to sparse

PCA, with recent contributions from Liao, Couillet, and Mahoney [36], Guionnet et al. [26], Feld-
man [23], and Wang, Wu, and Fan [42]. The first paper assumes delocalized (dense) spikes and
investigates thresholding and quantization kernels (which reduce PCA’s computational cost), find-
ing that their application minimally impacts estimation. The second and third papers study a
related model in which a transform f is applied elementwise to the data ZΣ1/2, rather than to the
sample covariance Y . Similarly to [36], spikes are delocalized. For a more detailed discussion of the
technical distinctions between our work and [20, 36, 26, 23], see (2.5) and the following comments.

1.2 Model Details and Notations

In this section, we state necessary definitions and assumptions, as well as summarize those intro-

duced above for ease of reference. Let Z ∈ Rn×p have rows z1, . . . ,zn
i.i.d.∼ N (0, Ip), Σ ∈ Rp×p be a

(deterministic) spiked covariance matrix (1.1), and

S := n−1Z⊤Z, Y := Σ1/2SΣ1/2, X := Y − S.

We assume λ ≥ 1 is constant, m := ∥v∥0, and v satisfies (1.3). We study kernel matrices
K(f),K0(f) ∈ Rp×p of the forms given in (1.4) and (1.5),

(K(f))ij :=


1√
n
f(
√
nYij) i ̸= j,

0 i = j,

(K0(f))ij :=


1√
n
f(
√
nSij) i ̸= j,

0 i = j,

i, j ∈ [p],

and work within the asymptotic framework where n, p,m→ ∞ and

p

n
→ γ ∈ (0,∞),

m√
n
→ β ∈ (0,∞).

6This algorithm is the sparse PCA method implemented in the widely-used scikit-learn library, and in some
contexts is synonymous with sparse PCA.

5



Let λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λp denote the eigenvalues of K(f) and u1,u2, . . . ,up the corresponding
eigenvectors. We will use non-bold symbols to denote the elements of certain matrices and vectors.
For example, u1 = (u11, u12, . . . , u1p) and Z = (zij : 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ j ≤ p).

The soft- and hard-thresholding operators are ηs(x, t) := sign(x) · (|x| − t)+ and ηh(x, t) :=
x ·1|x|≥t. Let ϕ(z) := (2π)−1/2e−z

2/2 denote the Gaussian density and define the inner product on
the space of real-valued functions

⟨f, g⟩ϕ :=

∫
R
f(z)g(z)ϕ(z)dz.

Let {hℓ}ℓ∈N be the Hermite polynomials (normalized such that ⟨hk, hℓ⟩ϕ = 1k=ℓ), ∥f∥2ϕ := ⟨f, f⟩ϕ,
and aℓ := ⟨f, hℓ⟩ϕ; {aℓ}ℓ∈N are the Hermite coefficients of f . We will use ⊙ to denote the Hadamard
(elementwise) product.

Results for polynomial kernel functions will be stated using the notion of stochastic domination
from [10]: for two sequences of nonnegative random variables ξn and ζn, we say ξn is stochastically
dominated by ζn and write ξn ≺ ζn if for all ε,D > 0, there exists nε,D ∈ N such that

P(ξn > nεζn) ≤ n−D

for all n ≥ nε,D. If ξn is not assumed nonnegative and |ξn| ≺ ζn, we may write ξn = O≺(ζn).

2 Results

Our results are organized into four sections. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 present our core technical findings
on the spectral properties of K(f), with Section 2.1 covering polynomial kernels and Section 2.2
non-polynomial kernels. Section 2.3 discusses the scientific implications of these results.

We first state key properties of the kernel matrix of noise K0(f), recalling that aℓ := ⟨f, hℓ⟩ϕ
are the Hermite coefficients of f .

Theorem 2.1. (Theorem 3.4 of [13]7) Let a0 = 0, ∥f∥2ϕ <∞, and f be bounded on compact sets.
The ESD of K0(f) converges weakly almost surely to a continuous probability measure µ on R. The
Stieltjes transform s(z) of µ solves the equation

− 1

s(z)
= z + a1

(
1 − 1

1 + a1γs(z)

)
+ γ(∥f∥2ϕ − a21)s(z). (2.1)

For z ∈ C+, equation (2.1) has a unique solution s(z) with Im(s(z)) > 0.

Corollary 2.2. (see Corollary 3 of [36]) In the setting of Theorem 2.1, assume a1 > 0 and let
ψ(s) denote the functional inverse of s(z):

ψ(s) := −1

s
− a1

(
1 − 1

1 + a1γs

)
− γ(∥f∥2ϕ − a21)s (2.2)

The upper edge of supp(µ) is given by
λ+ := ψ(s0),

where s0 is the unique solution of ψ′(s) = 0 in the interval (−1/(a1γ), 0).

7For brevity, we do not state Theorem 3.4 of [13] in its full generality.
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Before stating our results, we define a key function τ(f, β, λ):

τ(f, β, λ) :=

∞∑
ℓ=3

aℓ(λ− 1)ℓ√
ℓ!βℓ−1

. (2.3)

We shall see that the spectral properties of K(f) are determined by λ, a1, ∥f∥2ϕ, and τ ; in particular,
the performance of GCT depends on β only through τ(f, β, λ).

2.1 Polynomial Kernel Functions

Throughout this section, we assume f is an odd polynomial, L := deg(f), and

p

n
= γ +O(n−1/2), βn :=

m√
n

= β + o(1). (2.4)

For brevity, we will write τ in place of τ(f, βn, λ) (note that τ contains at most L non-zero terms).
Our first result is that K(f) is approximately the sum of three components: a (diagonal centered)

sample covariance matrix a1(Y − Ip), a rank-one signal term proportional to vv⊤, and a noise
matrix K0(f −a1h1). This third term acts as an (asymptotically) independent Wigner matrix with
semicircular limiting spectral distribution (LSD).

Theorem 2.3. Defining A(f) ∈ Rp×p as

A(f) := a1(Y − Ip) + τ · vv⊤ + K0(f − a1h1),

we have that A(f) accurately approximates K(f) in operator norm:

∥K(f) −A(f)∥2 ≺ n−1/4.

In our view, this is a rather unexpected result. Consider the decomposition

K(f) =
L∑
ℓ=0

1

ℓ!
(
√
nX)⊙ℓ ⊙K0(f

(ℓ)). (2.5)

In related studies such as [36, 26, 23], where the signal v is dense (for example, if v is gen-
erated uniformly on Sp−1), Hadamard powers of X have vanishing operator norm: for ℓ > 1,
∥(
√
nX)⊙ℓ∥2 → 0; K(f) is therefore well approximated by K0(f) +

√
nX ⊙ K0(f

′). In our set-
ting, such powers of

√
nX are no longer negligible, and each term of (2.5) now contains a non-

vanishing component. Representing f in the basis of Hermite polynomials and using the identity

h
(ℓ)
k (z) =

√
k!/(k − ℓ)!hk−ℓ(z), (2.5) becomes

K(f) =

L∑
ℓ=0

L∑
k=ℓ

ak
ℓ!

√
k!

(k − ℓ)!

(
(
√
nX)⊙ℓ ⊙K0(hk−ℓ)

)
. (2.6)

Theorem 2.3 is a consequence of the convergence∥∥(
√
nX)⊙ℓ ⊙K0(hk)

∥∥
2

a.s.−−→ 0

for ℓ, k > 0—in short, this occurs because X sparsifies K0(hk), which is an array of weakly depen-
dent elements with means converging to zero.8

8Let i ̸= j. Since
√
nSij

d−→ N (0, 1) and hk is continuous and orthogonal to h0, the continuous mapping theorem
implies

√
nE(K0(hk))ij = Ehk(

√
nSij) → ⟨hk, h0⟩ϕ = 0.
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The operator-norm convergence established in Theorem 2.3 implies that the spectral properties
of K(f) and A(f) are closely related (see Lemma 2.1 of [21]). In particular, (1) the ESDs of
K(f) and A(f) converge weakly almost surely to the common limit of µ by Cauchy’s interlacing
inequality and (2) the leading eigenvalues of K(f) and A(f) are asymptotically equal. Leveraging
this relationship, we obtain descriptions of the maximum eigenvalue λ1 and u1:

Theorem 2.4. Assume a1 > 0, τ ̸= 0, and define

s+ :=
−a1(λ+ γ − 1) − τ +

√
(a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ)2 − 4a1γτ

2a1γτ
,

θ2(x) := −
1 + γx(a1(2 + a1γx)(1 + a21γx

2) − x(1 + a1γx)2∥f∥2ϕ)

x(1 + a1γx)(τ + a1(λ+ γ + 2τγx− 1))
.

If ψ′(s+) > 0,

|λ1 − ψ(s+)| ≺ n−1/2, ⟨u1,v⟩2 = θ2(s+) +O≺(n−1/2), (2.7)

and for i ∈ [p], assuming ⟨u1,v⟩ ≥ 0 without loss of generality,

u1i = θ(s+)vi +O≺(n−1/2). (2.8)

If ψ′(s+) ≤ 0,

λ1
a.s.−−→ λ+, ⟨u1,v⟩

a.s.−−→ 0. (2.9)

We note that ψ′(s+) > 0 implies ψ(s+) > λ+ and θ2(s+) > 0—see the proofs of (4.16) and (4.17)
in Section 4. Thus, if ψ′(s+) > 0, GCT is informative: λ1 is an outlier eigenvalue and u1 contains
information about v. On the other hand, if ψ′(s+) ≤ 0, λ1 converges to λ+—the supremum of
supp(µ)—and u1 is asymptotically orthogonal to v. For comments on the cases a1 ≤ 0 and τ = 0,
which are not covered by Theorem 2.4, see Remark 2.2.

As a consequence of (2.8), if ψ′(s+) > 0, hard thresholding u1 at level n−ε for ε ∈ (1/4, 1/2)
recovers v. Importantly, the thresholding level does not depend on λ or β, which are generally
unknown:

Theorem 2.5. Assume a1 > 0, τ ̸= 0, and ψ′(s+) > 0, and define the estimator

v̂ :=
sign((ηh(u1, n

−ε))∥∥sign((ηh(u1, n−ε))
∥∥
2

,

where ε ∈ (1/4, 1/2). For any D > 0, there exists nε,D ∈ N such that

P(v̂ = v) ≥ 1 − n−D, ∀n ≥ nε,D.

Remark 2.1. We believe the convergence rates in Theorem 2.4 are optimal as they match results
for the spiked model given in [10, 11] (for example, (2.7) and (2.8) compare to Theorems 2.3 and
2.16 of [11]). In contrast, relating λ1 to the maximum eigenvalue of A(f) using Weyl’s inequality
and Theorem 2.3 yields

|λ1 − ψ(s+)| ≤
∣∣λ1 − λmax(A(f))

∣∣ +
∣∣λmax(A(f)) − ψ(s+)

∣∣
≲ ∥K(f) −A(f)∥2 ≺ n−1/4.

We will prove that |λ1 − ψ(s+)| is bounded by quadratic forms such as

v⊤(K0(f) − zIp)
−1(K(f) −A(f))(K0(f) − zIp)

−1v,

which have fluctuations of order O≺(n−1/2)—see Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3.
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2.2 Non-polynomial Kernel Functions

Throughout this section, we assume

p

n
→ γ ∈ (0,∞),

m√
n
→ β ∈ (0,∞). (2.10)

For brevity, we will write τ in place of τ(f, β, λ).
The following results are analogs of Theorems 2.3 and 2.4:

Theorem 2.6. Let f(x) be odd, everywhere continuous, and twice differentiable except at finitely
many points. Assume there is some c > 0 such that |f(x)|, |f ′(x)|, |f ′′(x)| ≤ cec|x| whenever they
exist. Defining A(f) ∈ Rp×p as

A(f) := a1(Y − Ip) + τ · vv⊤ + K0(f − a1h1),

we have that A(f) accurately approximates K(f) in operator norm:

∥K(f) −A(f)∥2
a.s.−−→ 0.

Theorem 2.7. In the setting of Theorem 2.6, assume a1 > 0, τ ̸= 0, and recall s+ and θ2(x)
defined in Theorem 2.4. Then,

λ1
a.s.−−→

{
ψ(s+) ψ′(s+) > 0,

λ+ ψ′(s+) ≤ 0,
⟨u1,v⟩2

a.s.−−→

{
θ2(s+) ψ′(s+) > 0,

0 ψ′(s+) ≤ 0.
(2.11)

To prove Theorems 2.6 and 2.7 from Theorems 2.3 and 2.4, we construct in Lemma 4.6 a
sequence of odd polynomials {fℓ}ℓ∈N such that ∥f − fℓ∥ϕ → 0 and

lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∥K(f) −K(fℓ)∥2 = lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∥K0(f) −K0(fℓ)∥2
a.s.
= 0. (2.12)

This result builds upon [22] in that (1) Theorems 1.4 and 1.6 of [22] pertain only to the kernel matrix
of noise K0(f) and (2) Theorem 1.4 assumes f is continuously differentiable. We stress that the
specific conditions Theorem 2.6 places on f are not the focus of this paper and are likely improvable.
Rather, we developed in (2.12) a minimal extension of [22] that includes soft thresholding.

Remark 2.2. Theorems 2.4, 2.5, and 2.7 exclude τ = 0 or a1 ≤ 0. The former case arises under
linear kernel functions (the limits of λ1 and ⟨u1,v⟩2 are then given by [5]) or λ = 1 (v is then
unidentifiable). If a1 < 0, our results apply to K(−f). If a1 = 0, K(f) is approximately a spiked
Wigner matrix, and the limits of interest are derived by applying [6] to A(f) in Theorem 2.6:9

λ1
a.s.−−→

τ +
γ∥f∥2ϕ
τ

τ >
√
γ∥f∥ϕ,

2
√
γ∥f∥ϕ τ ≤ √

γ∥f∥ϕ,
⟨u1,v⟩2

a.s.−−→

1 −
γ∥f∥2ϕ
τ2

τ >
√
γ∥f∥ϕ,

0 τ ≤ √
γ∥f∥ϕ.

(2.13)

These are the standard formulas (appropriate scaled) for limiting eigenvalue bias and eigenvector
inconsistency under the spiked Wigner model; see Example 3.1 of [6].

9The argument of [6] requires that quadratic forms such as v⊤(K(f) − zIp)
−1v concentrate around their expec-

tations; we provide the necessary technical conditions in Lemma 4.2.
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Remark 2.3. We assume f is odd as an even component may introduce spurious spikes into the
spectrum of K(f). Specifically, if f is not odd, A(f) of Corollary 2.6 becomes

A(f) = a1(Y − Ip) + τe ·ww⊤ + τo · vv⊤ + K0(f − a1h1),

where w := [1m/
√
m,0p−m] and

τe :=
∞∑
k=1

a2k(λ− 1)2k√
(2k)!β2k−1

, τo :=
∞∑
k=1

a2k+1(λ− 1)2k+1√
(2k + 1)!β2k

.

The spectrum of K0(f − a1h1) contains an outlier eigenvalue with eigenvector 1p if |a2| is suffi-
ciently large (see [22] and [36]). We note that an even component to f can contribute to support
recovery (since supp(v) = supp(w)); in this work, however, we are also concerned with recovery of
sign(v1), . . . , sign(vm).

2.3 The Recovery Region of GCT

This section presents three of the main scientific contributions of this paper. First, we establish
that under (1.3), the domains in which GCT (1) detects the presence of v, (2) produces a non-trivial
estimate of v, and (3) recovers v are identical. In other words, three distinct notions of success
are essentially equivalent. Second, we demonstrate that as β → ∞, GCT fails below the BBP
transition. This aligns with the belief that sparse methods cannot outperform PCA for m≫

√
n—

see the discussion in Section 1. Third, we will prove the existence of and characterize an optimal
kernel f∗(· ; γ, β) with the largest region of recovery. Proofs are deferred to Section 4.3.

Let L2
o(ϕ) := {f : ∥f∥2ϕ < ∞, f(x) = −f(−x)}. In light of Theorems 2.4 and 2.7, we define a

region R in which GCT is informative,

R :=
{

(f, γ, β, λ) : ψ′(s+) > 0, f ∈ L2
o(ϕ), γ ∈ (0,∞), β ∈ (0,∞), λ > 1

}
, (2.14)

as well as R(f, γ, β, ·) := {λ : (f, γ, β, λ) ∈ R}.

Corollary 2.8. To test H0: λ = 1 versus H1: λ ∈ R(f, γ, β, ·), we reject the null hypothesis when

λ1 > λ+ + ε,

where ε ∈ (0, inf R(f, γ, β, ·)).

This test is asymptotically correct and fully powerful by Theorem 2.7.
The next corollary, which proves v is recoverable throughout R, leverages results from Section

2.1. Recalling the Hermite polynomials {hk}k∈N and coefficients {ak}k∈N of f , we approximate f
by fℓ :=

∑ℓ
k=1 akhk. Let λ1,ℓ denote the maximum eigenvalue of K(fℓ) and u1,ℓ the corresponding

eigenvector.

Corollary 2.9. Let (f, γ, β, λ) ∈ R, ε ∈ (1/4, 1/2), and

v̂ℓ :=
sign((ηh(u1,ℓ, n

−ε))∥∥sign((ηh(u1,ℓ, n−ε))
∥∥
2

.

For any D > 0, there exist L, nε,D ∈ N such that

P(v̂ℓ = v) ≥ 1 − n−D, ∀n ≥ nε,D, ℓ ≥ L.

10



Informally, if the maximum eigenvalue of K(f) is an outlier (which Corollary 2.8 tests), then GCT
recovers v. In particular, any point within R is covered for all sufficiently large ℓ. We expect
this results holds for K(f) directly, without polynomial approximation. However, we only prove
entrywise eigenvector bounds for polynomial kernels, see (2.8). We leave addressing this technicality
to future work.

Lemma 2.10. For f ∈ L2(ϕ) and γ ∈ (0,∞),

lim inf
β→∞

inf R(f, γ, β, ·) ≥ 1 +
√
γ.

Corollary 2.11. Let f satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.6 and γ ∈ (0,∞). By Theorem 2.7 and
Lemma 2.10, almost surely,

lim
β→∞

lim sup
n→∞

⟨u1,v⟩2 = 0.

If τ(f, β, λ) is non-decreasing in λ, a “traditional” phase transition occurs: GCT is informative
for signal strengths exceeding a critical value λ∗(f, γ, β).

Lemma 2.12. If τ(f, β, λ) is non-decreasing in λ, then there exists λ∗(f, γ, β) > 1 such that

R(f, γ, β, ·) = (λ∗(f, γ, β),∞).

Lemma 2.12 applies to kernels with non-negative Hermite coefficients, as well as to the soft thresh-
olding operator ηs(·, t), which has coefficients a0 = 0, a1 = 1 − erf(t/

√
2), and

ak =


√

2

k(k − 1)π
e−t

2/2hk−2(t) k odd,

0 k even,

k > 1.

Now, we establish an optimal kernel f∗(· ; γ, β) with the largest region of recovery. For brevity,
we omit the explicit dependence of f∗ on γ and β.

Corollary 2.13. There exists a kernel function f∗ and a critical value λ∗(γ, β) such that⋃
f∈L2

o(ϕ)

R(f, γ, β, ·) = R(f∗, γ, β, ·) = (λ∗(γ, β),∞).

The Hermite coefficients {a∗k}k∈N of f∗ are of the form

a∗k =


(λ∗(γ, β) − 1)k√

k!βk−1
k odd,

0 k even,

k ̸= 1,

and f∗ satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.6.

By design, f∗ maximizes τ(f, β, λ∗(γ, β)) over{
f ∈ L2

o(ϕ) : ⟨f, h1⟩ϕ = a∗1, ∥f∥ϕ = ∥f∗∥ϕ
}
.

In Section 3, we will numerically calculate λ∗(γ, β).
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3 Numerical Calculations and Simulations

This section presents numerical calculations and simulations.
Figure 2 compares GCT with the kernel ηs(·, 2) (soft thresholding) to standard PCA in terms

of cosine similarity, illustrating the phase transition of Theorem 2.7 and the BBP transition. As β
decreases, the performance gap between GCT and PCA increases. Figure 3 plots the corresponding
chance of recovery using the estimator of Theorem 2.5; empirically, GCT recovers v with high
probability above the detection threshold. For example, in the left plot, we recovered v in 100% of
simulations with λ ≥ 1.7.

Figure 4 depicts the optimal phase transitions of GCT (right) and soft thresholding (left), for
γ ∈ {.5, 1, 1.5} and β ∈ [.1, 2.5]. From Corollary 2.13, recall the optimal transition of GCT is

λ∗(γ, β) = inf
⋃

f∈L2
o(ϕ)

R(f, γ, β, ·).

We define the optimal transition of soft thresholding analogously:

λs,∗(γ, β) := inf
⋃
t≥0

R(ηs(·, t), γ, β, ·).

By an analogous argument to the proof of Corollary 2.13, the infimum is achieved for a specific
thresholding level t∗(γ, β).

Surprisingly, soft thresholding is close to optimal: the left and right plots of Figure 4 are visually
nearly indistinguishable, and the discrepancy between the plotted curves is less than .05.10 Based on
these calculations, we advocate soft thresholding; it is likely more robust to model misspecification
than f∗, which is tailored to (1.3). Figure 4 also illustrates Lemma 2.10 and Corollary 2.11. As
β → ∞, GCT cannot outperform standard PCA: λ∗(γ, β) → 1 +

√
γ, the BBP transition. In fact,

for β ≥ 1, there is little potential for improvement over PCA.
As the optimal soft thresholding level depends on β, which is generally unknown, we propose

to adaptively select the threshold to maximize the normalized spectral gap (λ1 − λ2)/λ2. This
procedure is motivated by Corollaries 2.8 and 2.9: since the presence of an outlier eigenvalue
indicates that recovery is possible, it is natural to choose the threshold that produces the most
distinct outlier. This procedure compares well to optimal fixed-level thresholding, GCT with the
kernel ηs(·, t∗(γ, β))—see Figure 5.

Empirically, the phenomena we uncover are not restricted to
√
mv1, . . . ,

√
mvm ∈ {−1,+1} as

in (1.3). In Figure 6, we generate ξ ∈ Rm according to

ξ1, . . . , ξm
i.i.d.∼ unif

(
[−2,−1] ∪ [1, 2]

)
, (3.1)

and set v[1:m] = ξ/∥ξ∥2. The left plot depicts the cosine similarity of GCT with the kernel ηs(·, 2),
which undergoes a clear phase transition. The right plot depicts support recovery, measured as
follows: ∣∣supp(v̂) ∩ supp(v)

∣∣− ∣∣supp(v̂) ∩ ([p] \ supp(v))
∣∣

m
, (3.2)

where v̂ is defined in Theorem 2.5. That is, (3.2) counts the number of correctly identified elements
minus the number of false positives, normalized by m. The signal detection and recovery thresholds
seem aligned, as we expect from Section 2.3.

10To calculate λs,∗(γ, β), we ran a grid search over the thresholding level t, and computed for each the value of
λ such that ψ′(s+) = 0. To calculate λ∗(γ, β), we used the characterization of f∗ provided by Corollary 2.13, and
ran grid searches over possible values of a∗1 and ∥f∗∥ϕ. For a given function f ∈ L2

o(ϕ), we approximated s+ using
τ(fL, β, λ) in place of τ(f, β, λ), where fL is the Hermite approximation of f with degree L = 21.
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Figure 2: Cosine similarities for GCT with the kernel ηs(·, 2) (blue) and standard PCA (orange).
There is close agreement between Theorem 2.7 (solid lines) and simulations (points, each represent-
ing the average over 50 simulations). On the left, n = 10,000, p = 5,000, and m = 25, so β = 1/4.
On the right, n = 10,000, p = 5,000, and m = 50, so β = 1/2. Observe that the phase transition
of GCT decreases with β.

Figure 3: Simulations of GCT with the kernel ηs(·, 2) (blue) and standard PCA (orange). Points
represent the fraction of 50 simulations in which v was recovered. On the left, n = 10,000, p =
5,000, and m = 25, so β = 1/4. On the right, n = 10,000, p = 5,000, and m = 50, so β = 1/2.

Figure 5: Cosine similarities for soft thresholding with adaptive threshold selection (blue) and the
optimal threshold t∗(γ, β) (orange). Here, n =10,000 and p = 5,000, so γ = .5. At each value
of β ∈ [.1, 2], we set the signal strength to be λ = λs,∗(γ, β) + .1. Each point is the average
of 50 simulations. Interestingly, for intermediate values of β, adaptive thresholding empirically
outperforms the optimal fixed level t∗(γ, β).
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Figure 4: The optimal phase transition of GCT (left) and soft thresholding (right), for γ ∈
{.5, 1, 1.5} and β ∈ [.1, 2.5]. Notice that (1) λs,∗(γ, β) and λ∗(γ, β) are visually nearly indistin-
guishable, suggesting that soft thresholding is close to optimal, and (2) λ∗(γ, β) → 1 +

√
γ as

β → ∞, supporting Lemma 2.10.

Figure 6: Simulations of GCT with the kernel η(·, 2) (blue) and standard PCA (orange). The
non-zero elements of v are generated from a uniform prior (3.1). On the right, we plot support
recovery, measured according to (3.2). Empirically, the signal detection and recovery thresholds
seem aligned. Here, n = 10,000, p = 5,000, and m = 25, so β = 1/4. Each point is the average of
50 simulations.

4 Proofs

4.1 Proof of Theorems 2.3 and 2.4

Throughout this section, we assume f is an odd polynomial, L := deg(f), and (2.4) holds.
We shall show that all terms of (2.6) are vanishing in operator norm except those with indices

(ℓ, k) of the form (0, k) or (ℓ, ℓ). In contrast, in the setting where v is distributed uniformly on
Sp−1, only those terms with (ℓ, k) equal to (0, 1) or (ℓ, ℓ) are non negligible.
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Proof of Theorem 2.3. Rearranging (2.6), we have the following decomposition of K(f):

K(f) = a1(Y − diag(Y )) +
L∑
ℓ=3

aℓ√
ℓ!
n(ℓ−1)/2

(
X⊙ℓ − diag(X⊙ℓ)

)
+ K0(f − a1h1)

+
L∑
ℓ=1

L−ℓ∑
k=1

aℓ+k
k!

√
(ℓ+ k)!

ℓ!

(
K0(hℓ) ⊙ (

√
nX)⊙k

)
.

(4.1)

Recalling that A(f) := a1(Y − Ip) + τ · vv⊤ + K0(f − a1h1), it suffices to demonstrate that

(1) ∥diag(Y ) − Ip∥2 ≺ n−1/2,

(2)
∥∥n(ℓ−1)/2

(
X⊙ℓ − diag(X⊙ℓ)

)
− (λ− 1)ℓβ

−(ℓ−1)
n vv⊤∥∥

2
≺ n−1/4 for ℓ ∈ {3, . . . , L},

(3)
∥∥K0(hℓ) ⊙ (

√
nX)⊙k

∥∥
2
≺ n−1/4 for ℓ ∈ [L] and k ∈ [L− ℓ].

We shall refer to these bounds as claims (1)–(3).
Expanding X = Σ1/2SΣ1/2 − S using Σ1/2 = (

√
λ− 1)vv⊤ + Ip,

X = (
√
λ− 1)2(v⊤Sv) · vv⊤ + (

√
λ− 1)(vv⊤S + Svv⊤)

= c · vv⊤ + (
√
λ− 1)

(
v(Sv − v)⊤ + (Sv − v)v⊤), (4.2)

where c := (
√
λ − 1)2(v⊤Sv) + 2(

√
λ − 1) satisfies |c − (λ − 1)| ≺ n−1/2 since v⊤Sv ∼ n−1χ2

n.
Writing the coordinates of w := Sv − v as

wj =

p∑
i=1

Sijvi − vj =
vj
n

n∑
i=1

(z2ij − 1) +
1

n

n∑
i=1

zij(z
⊤
i v − zijvj),

the independence of {zij}i∈[n] and {z⊤
i v−zijvj}i∈[n] implies wj is an average of i.i.d. sub-exponential

variables. Therefore, using a Hoeffding inequality and a union bound,

sup
j∈[p]

|wj | = O≺(n−1/2). (4.3)

Similarly bounding ∥diag(S) − Ip∥2 , we obtain claim (1):

∥diag(Y ) − Ip∥2 ≤ ∥diag(S) − Ip∥2 + ∥diag(X)∥2
≤ sup

j∈[p]

(
|n−1z⊤

j zj − 1| + cv2j + 2(
√
λ− 1)|vjwj |

)
≺ n−1/2.

(4.4)

Now, consider the expansion

X⊙ℓ =
∑

k1,k2,k3∈[ℓ]
k1+k2+k3=ℓ

(
ℓ

k1, k2, k3

)
ck1(

√
λ− 1)k2+k3

(
v⊙(k1+k2) ⊙w⊙k3)(v⊙(k1+k3) ⊙w⊙k2)⊤, (4.5)

the first term of which is cℓm−(ℓ−1)vv⊤ (corresponding to k1 = ℓ, k2 = k3 = 0). Using (4.3), for
k1 ∈ [ℓ] and k2 ∈ {0} ∪ [ℓ], we have the bounds

∥v⊙k1 ⊙w⊙k2∥2 ≺
1

m(k1−1)/2 nk2/2
, ∥w⊙k1∥2 ≺

1

n(k1−1)/2
,
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implying that terms of (4.5) with k2 + k3 > 0 are O≺(n−ℓ/2+1/4). Thus,∥∥n(ℓ−1)/2X⊙ℓ − cℓβ−(ℓ−1)
n vv⊤∥∥

2
≺ n−1/4. (4.6)

Claim (2) now follows from |c− (λ− 1)| ≺ n−1/2 and ∥diag(X)∥2 ≺ n−1/2, shown in (4.4).
Claim (3) is a consequence of Theorem 1.6 of [22], the sparsity of v, and the bound∥∥K0(hℓ) ⊙X⊙k∥∥

2
≲

∑
k1,k2,k3∈[k]
k1+k2+k3=k

ck1
∥∥∥K0(hℓ) ⊙

((
v⊙(k1+k2) ⊙w⊙k3)(v⊙(k1+k3) ⊙w⊙k2)⊤)∥∥∥

2
.

Since the Hadamard product satisfies A⊙ (xy⊤) = diag(x)A diag(y), for k2 + k3 > 0,

nk/2
∥∥∥K0(hℓ) ⊙

((
v⊙(k1+k2) ⊙w⊙k3)(v⊙(k1+k3) ⊙w⊙k2)⊤)∥∥∥

2
≺ 1

m(k2+k3)/2
∥K0(hℓ)∥2, (4.7)

where we used (4.3), that the operator norm of a diagonal matrix is the maximum absolute entry,
and nk1/2m−k1 ≍ 1. For k2 = k3 = 0, we have

nk/2
∥∥∥K0(hℓ) ⊙

(
v⊙k(v⊙k)⊤)∥∥∥

2
= nk/2m−k∥∥(K0(hℓ))[1:m,1:m]

∥∥
2
. (4.8)

Theorem 1.6 of [22] yields

∥K0(hℓ)∥2 ≺ 1,
∥∥(K0(hℓ))[1:m,1:m]

∥∥
2
≺ m−1/2. (4.9)

Thus,
∥∥K0(hℓ) ⊙ (

√
nX)⊙k

∥∥
2
≺ n−1/4, completing the proof.

Let R(f, z) and R0(f, z) denote the resolvents of K(f) and K0(f), respectively, defined as

R(f, z) := (K(f) − zIp)
−1, R0(f, z) := (K0(f) − zIp)

−1.

The resolvents R(f, z) and R0(f, z) are holomorphic at all points z ∈ C not equal to an eigenvalue
of K(f) or K0(f), respectively (Theorem 1.5 of [32]). Recalling the Stieltjes transform s(z) of µ,
we define the related quantities

s̆(z) :=
s(z)

1 + a1γs(z)
,

◦
s(z) := s̆(z)(1 + γ − a1γs̆(z)).

Lemma 4.1. For any ε,D > 0, there exists nε,D ∈ N such that

P(∥K0(f)∥2 > (1 + ε)λ+) ≤ n−D, ∀n ≥ nε,D.

Lemma 4.2. For any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vectors u,w ∈ Sp−1,

u⊤R0(f, z)w − ⟨u,w⟩s(z) = O≺(n−1/2), (4.10)

u⊤SR0(f, z)w − ⟨u,w⟩s̆(z) = O≺(n−1/2), (4.11)

u⊤SR0(f, z)Sw − ⟨u,w⟩ ◦
s(z) = O≺(n−1/2). (4.12)

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets C ⊂ C such that infz∈C Re(z) > λ+.
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Lemma 4.3. For any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vectors u,w ∈ Sp−1 such that ∥u∥0 ∨ ∥w∥0 ≲ m,

u⊤R0(f, z)(K(f) −A(f))R0(f, z)w = O≺(n−1/2), (4.13)

u⊤SR0(f, z)(K(f) −A(f))R0(f, z)w = O≺(n−1/2), (4.14)

u⊤SR0(f, z)(K(f) −A(f))R0(f, z)Sw = O≺(n−1/2). (4.15)

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets C ⊂ C such that infz∈C Re(z) > λ+.

The proofs of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 are deferred to Section 5. The proof of Lemma 4.1, which is a
slight extension of Section 6 of [22], is given in Appendix A.

Drawing upon [6, 10, 23, 36], we prove Theorem 2.4 in two stages: eigenvalue results,

|λ1 − ψ(s+)| ≺ n−1/2, ψ′(s+) > 0,

λ1
a.s.−−→ λ+, ψ′(s+) ≤ 0,

(4.16)

and eigenvector results,

⟨u1,v⟩2 = θ2(s+) +O≺(n−1/2), ψ′(s+) > 0, (4.17)

u1i = θ(s+)vi +O≺(n−1/2), ψ′(s+) > 0, (4.18)

⟨u1,v⟩
a.s.−−→ 0, ψ′(s+) ≤ 0. (4.19)

For brevity, we often suppress the arguments of matrices such as K0(f) and R0(f, z).

Proof of (4.16). Assume ψ′(s+) > 0 and define the contours

Cn :=
{
z ∈ C : |z − ψ(s+)| = δn

}
,

where (1) δn → 0 and (2) there exists ε > 0 such that δn ≥ n−1/2+ε. We shall prove that
ψ(s+) > λ+ and Cn encircles exactly one eigenvalue of K with probability 1−n−D (for any D > 0).
Furthermore, taking C to be an arbitrary, bounded contour such that infz∈C Re(z) > λ+ and
C ∩ Cn = ∅, an identical argument shows that C encircles no eigenvalues of K with probability
1 − n−D. In combination, these results yield |λ1 − ψ(s+)| ≺ n−1/2. Proof that ψ′(s+) ≤ 0 leads to
λ1

a.s.−−→ λ+ is similar and omitted.
From Corollary 2.2 and the discussion on page 19 of [36], we have that ψ(s+) > λ+ if and only

if s+ ∈ (−1/(a1γ), 0) and ψ′(s+) > 0. Noticing that s+ is negative and increasing in λ on [1,∞),11

∂s+
∂λ

=
1

2τγ

(
− 1 +

a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ√
(a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ)2 − 4a1τγ

)
> 0, (4.20)

we obtain the lower bound

s+ >
−a1γ − τ +

√
(a1γ + τ)2 − 4a1τγ

2a1τγ
=

−a1γ − τ + |a1γ − τ |
2a1τγ

≥ − 1

a1γ
.

By Theorem 2.3, we may write K = VΛV ⊤+ K0 + ∆, where

V :=
[
v Sv

]
, Λ :=

[
a1(

√
λ− 1)2 + τ a1(

√
λ− 1)

a1(
√
λ− 1) 0

]
,

11The partial derivative (4.20) is symbolic and ignores the dependence of τ on λ.
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and ∆ := K−A + (c− (λ− 1))vv⊤. Denoting R∆ := (K0 + ∆− zIp)
−1, as ψ(s+) > λ+, Lemma

4.1 and the bound ∥∆∥2 ≺ n−1/4 imply R0 and R∆ are holomorphic within Cn with probability
1 − n−D and

sup
z∈Cn

(
∥R0∥2 ∨ ∥R∆∥2

)
≺ 1. (4.21)

From these facts and the Woodbury identity, which yields

R = R∆ −R∆V (Λ−1 + V ⊤R∆V )−1V ⊤R∆, (4.22)

we have that any eigenvalue of K (equivalently, a pole of R) encircled by Cn is a pole of (Λ−1 +
V ⊤R∆V )−1. Thus,

det(Λ−1 +V ⊤R∆V ) = 0. (4.23)

Our approach is to relate solutions of (4.23) to the roots of

ξ(z) := det

(
Λ−1 +

[
s(z) s̆(z)
s̆(z)

◦
s(z)

])
= −1 + τs(z) + a1s(z)(λ+ γ + τγs(z) − 1)

a21(1 + a1γs(z))(
√
λ− 1)2

(4.24)

(this is our master equation, in the parlance of [6]). Specifically, we will prove the following claims:

(1) sup
z∈Cn

∣∣ det(Λ−1 +V ⊤R∆V ) − ξ(z)
∣∣ ≺ n−1/2,

(2) inf
z∈Cn

|ξ(z)| ≳ δn,

(3) Within Cn, ψ(s+) is the unique root of ξ and has multiplicity one, and ξ is holomorphic.

Then, Rouché’s theorem and the bound

sup
z∈Cn

∣∣det(Λ−1 +V ⊤R∆V ) − ξ(z)
∣∣ < inf

z∈Cn
|ξ(z)|,

holding with probability 1 − n−D, implies that Cn encircles equal numbers of roots of ξ(z) and
det(Λ−1 + V ⊤R∆V ), completing the proof. Rouché’s theorem is applicable as R∆ is holomorphic
within Cn.

On Cn, Lemma 4.3 implies ∥V ⊤R0∆R0V ∥2 ≺ n−1/2, and (4.21), ∥S∥2 ≺ 1, and ∥∆∥2 ≺ n−1/4

imply ∥V ⊤R0∆R∆∆R0V ∥2 ≺ ∥∆∥22 ≺ n−1/2. Thus, using the relations R−1
∆ −R−1

0 = ∆ and

R∆ = R0 −R∆∆R0 = R0 −R0∆R0 + R0∆R∆∆R0, (4.25)

we obtain ∥∥V ⊤R∆V −V ⊤R0V
∥∥
2
≺ n−1/2,

sup
z∈Cn

∣∣∣det(Λ−1 +V ⊤R∆V ) − det(Λ−1 +V ⊤R0V )
∣∣∣ ≺ n−1/2.

(4.26)

Moreover, Lemma 4.2 implies ∥∥∥∥V ⊤R0V −
[
s(z) s̆(z)
s̆(z)

◦
s(z)

] ∥∥∥∥
2

≺ n−1/2,

sup
z∈Cn

∣∣det(Λ−1 +V ⊤R0V ) − ξ(z)
∣∣ ≺ n−1/2.

(4.27)
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Claim (1) follows from (4.26) and (4.27).
As the numerator of ξ is quadratic in s(z), the roots of ξ are ψ(s+) and ψ(s−), where

s− :=
−a1(λ+ γ − 1) − τ −

√
(a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ)2 − 4a1τγ

2a1τγ
.

Similarly to (4.20), s− is decreasing in λ on [1,∞), giving the upper bound

s− <
−a1γ − τ −

√
(a1γ + τ)2 − 4a1τγ

2a1τγ
≤ −a1γ − τ

2a1τγ
≤ − 1

a1γ

and establishing claim (3). Now, we write ξ as

ξ(z) = − (s(z) − s+)(s(z) − s−)

a21(1 + a1γs(z))(
√
λ− 1)2

. (4.28)

On Cn, we have |s(z) − s−| ≍ |1 + a1γs(z)| ≍ 1. Furthermore, the relation

s(z) − s+ =

∫ (
1

λ− z
− 1

λ− ψ(s+)

)
dµ(z) =

∫
z − ψ(s+)

(λ− z)(λ− ψ(s+))
dµ(z), (4.29)

along with |z − ψ(s+)| = δn and |(λ− z)(λ− ψ(s+))| ≍ 1 for λ ∈ supp(µ), implies

inf
z∈Cn

|s(z) − s+| ≳ δn. (4.30)

Claim (2) follows from (4.28) and (4.30).

Lemma 4.4. Defining the quantity

ζ(z) := s(z) −
[
s(z)
s̆(z)

]⊤(
Λ−1 +

[
s(z) s̆(z)
s̆(z)

◦
s(z)

])−1 [
s(z)
s̆(z)

]
=

s(z)(1 + a1γs(z))

1 + τs(z) + a1s(z)(λ+ γ + τγs(z) − 1)
,

for any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vector u ∈ Sp−1,∣∣∣u⊤(R−R∆)u− ⟨u,v⟩2(ζ(z) − s(z))
∣∣∣ ≺ 1√

n
|⟨u,v⟩| +

1

n
.

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets C ⊂ C such that infz∈C Re(z) > λ+.

Proof. The claim follows from

u⊤(R−R∆)u = −u⊤R∆V (Λ−1 + V ⊤R∆V )−1V ⊤R∆u,∥∥∥∥(Λ−1 + V ⊤R∆V )−1 −
(
Λ−1 +

[
s(z) s̆(z)
s̆(z)

◦
s(z)

])−1∥∥∥∥
2

≺ n−1/2,

V ⊤R∆u = V ⊤R0u− V ⊤R0∆R0u + V ⊤R0∆R∆∆R0u

= ⟨u,v⟩
[
s(z)
s̆(z)

]
+O≺(n−1/2).

(4.31)

These equations are derived from Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 as well as (4.22) and (4.25)–(4.27).
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Proof of (4.17). Let C denote a positively-oriented contour that encircles ψ(s+) and is bounded
away from supp(µ); as in the proof of (4.16), with probability 1 − n−D, C encircles only the
maximum eigenvalue of K. Cauchy’s integral formula and Lemma 4.4 therefore yield

⟨u1,v⟩2 = − 1

2πi

∮
C
v⊤R(z)vdz

= − 1

2πi

∮
C
ζ(z)dz +O≺(n−1/2)

(4.32)

Here, the first equality is a particular case of (1.16) in [32] and the second uses the fact that R∆

and s(z) are holomorphic on and within C, implying∮
C
v⊤R∆vdz =

∮
C
s(z)dz = 0.

Since ψ(s+) is the unique pole of ζ(z) in C (recall that ξ(ψ(s+)) = 0),

⟨u1,v⟩2 = lim
z→ψ(s+)

(z − ψ(s+))ζ(z) +O≺(n−1/2). (4.33)

We compute the limit on the right-hand side using L’Hôpital’s rule, as in Corollary 2 in [36]:

lim
z→ψ(s+)

(z − ψ(s+))ζ(z) = lim
z→ψ(s+)

−s(z)(1 + a1γs(z)) − (z − ψ(s+))(1 + 2a1γs(z))s′(z)

(a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ)s′(z) + 2a1τγs(z)s′(z)

= lim
z→ψ(s+)

−s(z)(1 + a1γs(z))

(a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ)s′(z) + 2a1τγs(z)s′(z)
.

(4.34)

The second equality follows from the continuity of s(z) on (λ+,∞), implying s(z) → s+ as z →
ψ(s+), and the observation

lim
z→ψ(s+)

a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ + 2a1τγs(z) = a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ + 2a1τγs+ > 0,

lim
z→ψ(s+)

(z − ψ(s+))(1 + 2a1γs(z))

a1(λ+ γ − 1) + τ + 2a1τγs(z)
= 0.

We complete the proof using the equation

lim
z→ψ(s+)

s′(z) = lim
z→ψ(s+)

( 1

s2(z)
− a21γ

(1 + a1γs(z))2
− γ(∥f∥2ϕ − a21)

)−1

=
( 1

s2+
− a21γ

(1 + a1γs+)2
− γ(∥f∥2ϕ − a21)

)−1
,

(4.35)

which is obtained by differentiating (2.1). By (4.34) and (4.35),

lim
z→ψ(s+)

(z − ψ(s+))ζ(z) = θ2(s+). (4.36)

Finally, we note that (4.34), s+ ∈ (−1/(a1γ), 0), and s′(s+) > 0 imply θ2(s+) > 0.

Proof of (4.18). Assume ⟨u1,v⟩ ≥ 0 without loss of generality and let C denote a contour as in the
proof of (4.17). Similarly to (4.32)–(4.36),

⟨u1,v⟩u1i = − 1

2πi

∮
C
e⊤iR(z)vdz = − vi

2πi

∮
C
ζ(z)dz +O≺(n−1/2)

= θ2(s+)vi +O≺(n−1/2).

(4.37)
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The claim now follows from (4.17) and the fact that the limit of θ(s+) is strictly positive:

⟨u1,v⟩ − θ(s+) =
⟨u1,v⟩2 − θ2(s+)

⟨u1,v⟩ + θ(s+)
= O≺(n−1/2),

u1i =
θ2(s+)vi

θ(s+) +O≺(n−1/2)
+O≺(n−1/2) = θ(s+)vi +O≺(n−1/2).

(4.38)

Lemma 4.5. Let W ∈ Rp×(p−1) be a semi-orthogonal matrix such that WW⊤ + vv⊤ = Ip. For
any z ∈ C+,

v⊤KW (zIp−1 −W⊤KW )−1W⊤Kv = z + (ζ(z))−1 − a1(λ− 1) − τ +O≺(n−1/4).

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets of C+.

Proof. As the proof is similar to that of Lemma 4.4, we only sketch the argument. By the Woodbury
identity, we have

v⊤KW (zIp−1 −W⊤KW )−1W⊤Kv = z + (v⊤Rv)−1 − v⊤Kv.

Theorem 2.3, Lemma 4.4, and the bound |v⊤Sv − 1| ≺ n−1/2 yield v⊤Rv = ζ(z) +O≺(n−1/2) and

v⊤Kv = v⊤(VΛV ⊤ + K0 + ∆)v

= (Λ)11 + 2(Λ)12 + v⊤K0v +O≺(n−1/4).

The claim now follows from |v⊤K0v| ≺ n−1/2, which is proven similarly to (4.10).

Proof of (4.19). Let W ∈ Rp×(p−1) be a semi-orthogonal matrix such that WW⊤ + vv⊤ = Ip.
Similarly to Section 2 of [38], we have[

v⊤Kv v⊤KW
W⊤Kv W⊤KW

] [
v⊤u1

W⊤u1

]
= λ1

[
v⊤u1

W⊤u1

]
,

yielding W⊤u1 = u⊤
1 v(λ1Ip−1 − W⊤KW )−1W⊤Kv (the inverse exists almost surely). Further-

more, using the normalization condition ⟨u1,v⟩2 + ∥W⊤u1∥22 = 1, we obtain the equation

⟨u1,v⟩2
(
1 + v⊤KW (λ1Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv

)
= 1. (4.39)

We shall prove

v⊤KW (λ1Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv
a.s.−−→ ∞, (4.40)

implying ⟨u1,v⟩2
a.s.−−→ 0 by (4.39).

By Lemma 4.5,

v⊤KW (zIp−1 −W⊤KW )−1W⊤Kv
a.s.−−→ z + (ζ(z))−1 − a1(λ− 1) − τ,

where the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets of C+. Since λ1
a.s.−−→ λ+ by (4.17) and

uniform convergence of an analytic sequence implies uniform convergence of the derivative,

v⊤KW ((λ1 + iη)Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv
a.s.−−→ 1 − ζ ′(λ+ + iη)

ζ2(λ+ + iη)
, (4.41)
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for any η > 0. Since s(λ+ + iη) → s0 and |s′(λ+ + iη)| → ∞ as η → 0, and

1 − ζ ′(z)

ζ2(z)
=

1 + a1γs(z)(2 + a1(λ+ γ − 1)s(z))

s2(z)(1 + a1γs(z))2
· s′(z),

we obtain the lower bound

lim inf
n→∞

∣∣∣v⊤KW ((λ1 + iη)Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv
∣∣∣

≥ lim inf
η→0

lim inf
n→∞

∣∣∣v⊤KW ((λ+ + iη)Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv
∣∣∣ a.s.= ∞.

(4.42)

The claim now follows from

v⊤KW (λ1Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv >
∣∣∣v⊤KW ((λ1 + iη)Ip−1 −W⊤KW )−2W⊤Kv

∣∣∣.

4.2 Proof of Theorems 2.6 and 2.7

Throughout this section, we assume (2.10) and f satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.6.

Lemma 4.6. There exist odd polynomials {fℓ}ℓ∈N such that ∥f − fℓ∥ϕ → 0 and

lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∥K(f) −K(fℓ)∥2 = lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∥K0(f) −K0(fℓ)∥2
a.s.
= 0.

Lemma 4.6, the proof of which is deferred to Appendix B, builds on [22] in that (1) Theorems 1.4
and 1.6 of [22] pertain only to the kernel matrix of noise K0(f) and (2) Theorem 1.4 assumes f is
continuously differentiable.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Let {fℓ}ℓ∈N denote the polynomials given by Lemma 4.6 and aℓ,k := ⟨fℓ, hk⟩ϕ.
We shall bound the right-hand side of

∥K(f) −A(f)∥2 ≤ ∥K(f) −K(fℓ)∥2 + ∥K(fℓ) −A(fℓ)∥2 + ∥A(fℓ) −A(f)∥2. (4.43)

Since Lemma 4.6 and Theorem 2.3 state that

lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∥K(f) −K(fℓ)∥2
a.s.
= lim

n→∞
∥K(fℓ) −A(fℓ)∥2

a.s.
= 0,

we focus on the third term of (4.43):

∥A(f) −A(fℓ)∥2 ≤ |a1 − aℓ,1| · ∥Y − Ip −K0(h1)∥2 + |τ − τ(fℓ)| + ∥K0(f) −K0(fℓ)∥2, (4.44)

where τ(fℓ) :=
∑ℓ

k=1 aℓ,k(λ−1)k/(
√
k!βk−1). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and ∥f−fℓ∥ϕ → 0,

we have |a1 − aℓ,1| → 0 and

|τ − τ(fℓ)| ≤
( ∞∑
k=1

( (λ− 1)k√
k!βk−1

)2
·

∞∑
k=1

(ak − aℓ,k)
2

)1/2

≲ ∥f − fℓ∥ϕ → 0

as ℓ→ ∞. Thus, using the almost-sure bound ∥Y − Ip−K0(h1)∥2 ≤ ∥X∥2 + ∥diag(S)− Ip∥2 ≲ 1,

lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∥A(f) −A(fℓ)∥2
a.s.
= 0.
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Lemma 4.7. The operator norm of the kernel matrix of noise satisfies

∥K0(f)∥2
a.s.−−→ λ+.

Proof. Let {fℓ}ℓ∈N denote the polynomials given by Lemma 4.6 and λ+(fℓ) the supremum of the
support of the LSD of K0(fℓ); by Theorem 1.7 of [22], ∥K0(fℓ)∥2

a.s.−−→ λ+(fℓ). As ∥f − fℓ∥ϕ → 0
and the solutions to ψ′(s) = 0 depend continuously on the coefficients of equation (2.2), we have
λ+(fℓ) → λ+ as ℓ→ ∞. Thus,

lim sup
n→∞

∥K0(f)∥2 ≤ lim
ℓ→∞

lim sup
n→∞

(
∥K0(fℓ)∥2 + ∥K0(f) −K0(fℓ)∥2

) a.s.
= λ+,

lim inf
n→∞

∥K0(f)∥2 ≥ lim
ℓ→∞

lim inf
n→∞

(
∥K0(fℓ)∥2 − ∥K0(f) −K0(fℓ)∥2

) a.s.
= λ+.

(4.45)

Theorem 2.7 follows from Theorems 2.3 and 2.6, Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7, Weyl’s inequality, and
the Davis-Kahan theorem.

4.3 Proofs for Section 2.3

Recall ψ(s) and s+, defined in Corollary 2.2 and Theorem 2.4, respectively. In this section, for
clarity, we write [ψ′(s+)](f, λ) to reflect that s+ and ψ′(s) each depend on f and λ. Corollary 2.9
is a consequence of Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 4.8:

Lemma 4.8. If [ψ′(s+)](f, λ) > 0, there exists L ∈ N such that [ψ′(s+)](fℓ, λ) > 0 for all ℓ ≥ L.

This follows from τ(fℓ, β, λ) → τ(f, β, λ) and [ψ′(s+)](fℓ) → [ψ′(s+)](f) as ℓ→ ∞.

Proof of Lemma 2.10. We will consider γ < 1; the cases γ = 1 and γ > ∞ are similar. Let
a1 := ⟨f, h1⟩ϕ. Since R(f, γ, β, ·) = R(f/a1, γ, β, ·) and inf R(f − a1h1, γ, β, ·) → ∞ as β → ∞ (see
Remark 2.2), we may assume a1 = 1 without loss of generality. Then,

ψ′(s) =
1

s2
− γ

(1 + γs)2
− γ(∥f∥2ϕ − 1).

By the definition of R(f, γ, β, ·),

R(f, γ, β, ·) ⊆
{
λ ≥ 1 :

1

s2+
− γ

(1 + γs+)2
> 0

}
. (4.46)

Since τ(f, β, λ) → 0 and s+ → −1/(λ+ γ − 1) as β → ∞, and

(1 + γs+)2 − γs2+ = −γ(1 − γ)
(
s+ −

√
γ + γ

γ − γ2

)(
s+ +

√
γ − γ

γ − γ2

)
,

we obtain from (4.46) the lower bound

lim inf
β→∞

inf R(f, γ, β, ·) ≥ inf
{
λ ≥ 1 :

1

λ+ γ − 1
<

√
γ − γ

γ − γ2

}
. (4.47)

The inequality on the right-hand side is equivalent to

λ > 1 +
γ − γ2
√
γ − γ

− γ = 1 +
√
γ,

completing the proof.
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Proof of Lemma 2.12. In this proof, we write s+(λ, τ(λ)) as f , γ, and β are fixed. Since s+(λ, τ)
is increasing in each argument (see (4.20)), s+(λ, τ(λ)) is increasing in λ. Recalling that s+ ∈
(−1/(a1, γ), 0) and ψ′(s) has a unique root s0 in this interval, it follows that

R(f, γ, β, ·) =
{
λ ≥ 1 : ψ′(s+(λ, τ(λ)) > 0

}
= (λ∗(f, γ, β),∞),

where we define
λ∗(f, γ, β) := inf

{
λ ≥ 1 : ψ′(s+(λ, τ(λ)) > 0

}
.

Proof of Corollary 2.13. Let fλ have Hermite coefficients ⟨fλ, h1⟩ϕ = 0 and

⟨fλ, hk⟩ϕ =


(λ− 1)k√
k!βk−1

k odd,

0 k even,

k ̸= 1.

Given any f ∈ L2
o(ϕ), consider the kernel

f̆λ := ⟨f, h1⟩ϕh1 +

√
∥f∥2ϕ − ⟨f, h1⟩2ϕ

∥fλ∥ϕ
fλ.

The orthogonality of the Hermite polynomials implies ∥f̆λ∥ϕ = ∥f∥ϕ and ⟨f̆λ, h1⟩ϕ = ⟨f, h1⟩ϕ.
Moreover, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

τ(f, β, λ) =
∞∑
k=3

⟨f, hk⟩ϕ(λ− 1)k√
k!βk−1

≤
√
∥f∥2ϕ − ⟨f, h1⟩2ϕ

( ∞∑
k=3

(λ− 1)2k

k!β2(k−1)

)1/2

=
√
∥f∥2ϕ − ⟨f, h1⟩2ϕ∥fλ∥ϕ.

= τ(f̆λ, β, λ).

(4.48)

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 2.12, these properties imply

[ψ′(s+)](f, λ) ≤ [ψ′(s+)](f̆λ, λ), ∀λ ∈ R(f, γ, β, ·).

Thus, since R(f, γ, β, ·) is invariant under rescalings of f ,⋃
f∈L2

o(ϕ)

R(f, γ, β, ·) =
⋃
a≥0

⋃
λ>1

R(ah1 + fλ, γ, β, ·). (4.49)

Consider {(ak, λk)}k∈N such that

lim
k→∞

inf R(akh1 + fλk , γ, β, ·) = inf
a≥0,λ≥1

R(ah1 + fλ, γ, β, ·).

Assuming {∥akh1 + fλk∥ϕ}k∈N is bounded without loss of generality, there exists a convergent
subsequence {(akℓ , λkℓ)}ℓ∈N; let akℓ → a∗ ≥ 0 and λkℓ → λ∗ > 1 as ℓ → ∞, and define f∗ :=
a∗h1 + fλ∗ . As [ψ′(s+)](f, λ) is continuous in the Hermite coefficients of f , we conclude that

R(akℓh1 + fλkℓ , γ, β, ·) → R(f∗, γ, β, ·).

24



Together with Lemma 2.12, this yields⋃
f∈L2

o(ϕ)

R(f, γ, β, ·) = R(f∗, γ, β, ·).
(4.50)

To complete the proof, we note that (4.48) implies

λ∗ = inf
{
λ ≥ 1 : [ψ′(s+)](f∗, λ) > 0

}
.

5 Proof of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3

Throughout this section, f and g are odd polynomials and L := deg(f) ∨ deg(g). For simplicity,
the proofs given below assume u = w and z ∈ C+, implying ∥R0(f, z)∥2 ≤ Im(z)−1 < ∞. Given
a compact set C ⊂ C such that infz∈C Re(z) > λ+, the extension from pointwise to uniform
convergence is made by restricting calculations to the event {∥K0(f)∥2 ≤ (1 + ε)λ+}, which occurs
with probability at least 1 − n−D by Lemma 4.1. As ε,D > 0 are arbitrary, this implies

sup
z∈C

∥R0(f, z)∥2 ≺ 1.

The generalizations of (4.10) and (4.12) to the asymmetric case u ̸= w follows by applying sym-
metric results to u + w. For example,

(u + w)⊤R0(f, z)(u + w) = ∥u + w∥22s(z) +O≺(n−1/2)

= 2s(z) + 2u⊤R0(f, z)w +O≺(n−1/2),

yielding u⊤R0(f, z)w = (∥u + w∥22/2 − 1)s(z) + O≺(n−1/2) = ⟨u,w⟩s(z) + O≺(n−1/2). The
generalization of (4.11) follows from slight modifications of arguments in Sections 5.1 and 5.2.

Lemma 4.2 is an immediate consequence of Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2:

Lemma 5.1. For any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vectors u,w ∈ Sp−1,

u⊤R0(f, z)w − E[u⊤R0(f, z)w] = O≺(n−1/2), (5.1)

u⊤SR0(f, z)w − E[u⊤SR0(f, z)w] = O≺(n−1/2), (5.2)

u⊤SR0(f, z)Sw − E[u⊤SR0(f, z)Sw] = O≺(n−1/2). (5.3)

Lemma 5.2. Let p/n = γ + O(n−1/2). For any z ∈ C+, ε > 0, and deterministic vectors u,w ∈
Sp−1,

E[u⊤R0(f, z)w] − ⟨u,w⟩s(z) = O(n−1/2+ε), (5.4)

E[u⊤SR0(f, z)w] − ⟨u,w⟩s̆(z) = O(n−1/2+ε), (5.5)

E[u⊤SR0(f, z)Sw] − ⟨u,w⟩ ◦
s(z) = O(n−1/2+ε). (5.6)

Lemma 4.3 is a corollary of Lemmas 5.3–5.5 and the proof of Theorem 2.3. Recalling

X = Σ1/2SΣ1/2 − S = c · vv⊤ + (
√
λ− 1)(v(Sv − v)⊤ + (Sv − v)v⊤),

with c := (
√
λ− 1)2(v⊤Sv) + 2(

√
λ− 1), we define K

(m)
0 (g) := K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nX); the superscript of

K
(m)
0 (g) signifies that only the first m rows and columns of this matrix are non-zero.
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Lemma 5.3. For any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vectors u,w ∈ Sp−1 such that ∥u∥0 ∨ ∥w∥0 ≲ m,

u⊤R0(f, z)K
(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)w − E

[
u⊤R0(f, z)K

(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)w

]
= O≺(n−1/2), (5.7)

u⊤SR0(f, z)K
(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)w − E

[
u⊤SR0(f, z)K

(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)w

]
= O≺(n−1/2), (5.8)

u⊤SR0(f, z)K
(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)Sw − E

[
u⊤SR0(f, z)K

(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)Sw

]
= O≺(n−1/2). (5.9)

Lemma 5.4. For any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vectors u,w ∈ Sp−1 such that ∥u∥0 ∨ ∥w∥0 ≲ m,

E
[
u⊤R0(f, z)K

(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)w

]
= O(n−1/2+ε), (5.10)

E
[
u⊤SR0(f, z)K

(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)w

]
= O(n−1/2+ε), (5.11)

E
[
u⊤SR0(f, z)K

(m)
0 (g)R0(f, z)Sw

]
= O(n−1/2+ε). (5.12)

Lemma 5.5. For any z ∈ C+ and deterministic vectors u ∈ Sp−1,

u⊤R0(f, z)(v ⊙ (Sv − v)) = O≺(n−1/2), (5.13)

u⊤SR0(f, z)(v ⊙ (Sv − v)) = O≺(n−1/2). (5.14)

The proof of Lemma 5.5 is similar to that of Lemma 5.1 and is omitted.
Henceforth, for brevity, we shall often suppress the arguments of matrices such as K0(f) and

R0(f, z).

5.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

We shall prove (5.3); the proofs of (5.1) and (5.2) are similar and omitted.
Our approach is to express u⊤SR0Su − E[u⊤SR0Su] as the sum of a martingale difference

sequence and then apply the Burkholder inequality (Lemma 5.8); this method, applied to sample
covariance matrices, is standard in random matrix theory (see Sections 8 and 10 of [3]), although
the extension to kernel matrices is involved.

For j ∈ [n], let S−j := S−n−1zjz
⊤
j , K0,−j denote the kernel matrix of S−j (defined analogously

to (1.5)), and R0,−j := (K0,−j − zIp)
−1. Define F0 := ∅, Fj := σ({z1, . . . ,zj}), the conditional

expectation Ej(·) := E(·|Fj), and αj := (Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤SR0Su. Then, {αj}j∈[n] is a martingale

difference sequence with respect to {Fj}j∈[n] and we have the decomposition

u⊤SR0Su− E[u⊤SR0Su] =
n∑
j=1

(Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤SR0Su =

n∑
j=1

αj . (5.15)

We further expand αj into four terms:

αj = (Ej − Ej−1)
[
u⊤SR0Su− u⊤S−jR0,−jS−ju

]
= αj,1 + 2αj,2 + 2αj,3 + αj,4,

where

αj,1 :=
1

n2
(Ej − Ej−1)

[
(u⊤zj)

2 · z⊤
j R0zj

]
,

αj,2 :=
1

n
(Ej − Ej−1)

[
u⊤zj · z⊤

j R0,−jS−ju
]
,

αj,3 :=
1

n
(Ej − Ej−1)

[
u⊤zj · z⊤

j (R0 −R0,−j)S−ju
]
,

αj,4 := (Ej − Ej−1)
[
u⊤S−j(R0 −R0,−j)S−ju

]
.

(5.16)
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The proof of (5.3) is a consequence of the Burkholder inequality applied to {αj}j∈[n] and the

following bound on Ej−1|αj |k (which we derive by bounding αj1, . . . , αj4):

Lemma 5.6. For each j ∈ [n], define the random variable

Γj := 1 ∨ ∥S−j∥2 ∨
(

sup
ℓ∈[L]

∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥2
)
∨
(

sup
ℓ∈[L]

√
n∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥∞

)
.

Then,

Ej−1|αj |k ≲
(log n)4Lk

nk
Ej−1Γ

4k
j .

Lemma 5.7. For all j ∈ [n], ε > 0, and k ∈ N,

Γj ≺ 1, EΓkj ≲ nε. (5.17)

Lemma 5.8 (Burkholder inequality, Lemma 2.13 of [4]). Let {αj}∞j=1 be a martingale difference
sequence with respect to the filtration {Fj}∞j=1, and let Ej(·) = E(·|Fj). Then, for k ≥ 2,

E
∣∣∣∣ n∑
j=1

αj

∣∣∣∣k ≲ E
[( n∑

j=1

Ej−1|αj |2
)k/2]

+

n∑
j=1

E|αj |k

(the implied constant depends only on k).

Proof of (5.3). By Lemma 5.6 and Jensen’s inequality,

n∑
j=1

E|αj |k ≲
(log n)4Lk

nk−1
EΓ4k

1 ,

E
[( n∑

j=1

Ej−1|αj |2
)k/2]

≲
(log n)4Lk

nk
E
[( n∑

j=1

Ej−1Γ
8
j

)k/2]

≲
(log n)4Lk

nk/2
E
[(

sup
j∈[n]

Ej−1Γ
8
j

)k/2]
.

(5.18)

Now, for j ∈ [n], let Γ̃j denote Γj with columns z1, . . . ,zj−1 of Z replaced by i.i.d. copies

z̃1, . . . , z̃j−1, enabling us to write Ej−1Γ
8
j = E

[
Γ̃8
j

∣∣z̃1, . . . , z̃n] and yielding the bound

E
[( n∑

j=1

Ej−1|αj |2
)k/2]

≲
(log n)4Lk

nk/2
E
[(

sup
j∈[n]

E
[
Γ̃8
j

∣∣z̃1, . . . , z̃n])k/2]

≤ (log n)4Lk

nk/2
E
[

sup
j∈[n]

Γ̃4k
j

]
.

(5.19)

Using Lemma 5.7 and a union bound, for ε,D > 0, we have

E
[

sup
j∈[n]

Γ̃4k
j

]
≲ nε + E

[
sup
j∈[n]

Γ̃4k
j · 1

(
sup
j∈[n]

Γ̃4k
j > nε

)]

≲ nε +

(
E
[

sup
j∈[n]

Γ̃8k
j

]
· P

(
sup
j∈[n]

Γ̃4k
j > nε

))1/2

≲ nε + n1+ε−D/2.

(5.20)
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Thus, applying the Burkholder inequality (Lemma 5.8) to (5.15) with (5.18)–(5.20), we obtain

E
∣∣u⊤SR0Su− E[u⊤SR0Su]

∣∣k ≲ n1+ε−k + nε−k/2,

implying (5.3) by Markov’s inequality as k ≥ 2 is arbitrary.

Lemma 5.9. The kernel matrix has the decomposition

K0(f) = K0,−j(f) + ∆1,j + ∆2,j + ∆3,j ,

where

∆1,j :=
a1
n
zjz

⊤
j , ∆2,j :=

1√
n
K0,−j(f

′ − a1) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j ),

and the operator norm of ∆3 satisfies

∥∆3,j∥2 ≲
1

n
(1 ∨ ∥zj∥2L∞ ) · Γj .

The following concentration inequality for Gaussian quadratic forms, which is a special case of
Lemma B.26 from [3], is key to the proof of Lemma 5.6:

Lemma 5.10. Let A ∈ Rp×p be independent of zj. For k ≥ 2,∣∣(Ej − Ej−1)z
⊤
j Azj

∣∣k =
∣∣Ej−1(z

⊤
j Azj − trA)

∣∣k ≤ Ej−1

∣∣Ezj (z
⊤
j Azj − trA)

∣∣k
≲ Ej−1∥A∥kF .

Proof of Lemma 5.6. The claim follows immediately from the bounds

Ej−1|αj,r|k ≲
(log n)4Lk

nk
Ej−1Γ

4k
j , r ∈ [4],

which we prove below:

(1) By Jensen’s inequality and ∥R0∥2 ≤ Im(z)−1 ≲ 1,

Ej−1|αj,1|k ≲
1

n2k
Ej−1

[
(z⊤
j R0zj)

k|u⊤zj |2k
]
≲

1

n2k
Ej−1

[
∥zj∥2k2 |u⊤zj |2k

]
≲

1

nk
. (5.21)

(2) Let Ezj (·) denote expectation with respect to zj . Since Ej−1(·) = EjEzj (·),

Ej−1|αj,2|k ≲
1

nk
Ej

[
Ezj

∣∣z⊤
j u · z⊤

j R0,−jS−ju
∣∣k] ≲ 1

nk
Ej∥S−j∥k2 ≤ EjΓkj . (5.22)

(3) By Lemma 5.9 and ∥zj∥2 ≤
√
n∥zj∥∞,

z⊤
j (R0 −R0,−j)S−ju = − z⊤

j R0(∆1,j + ∆2,j + ∆3,j)R0,−jS−ju,

|z⊤
j R0∆1,jR0,−jS−ju| ≲

1

n
∥zj∥22|z⊤

j R0,−jS−ju| ≤ ∥zj∥2∞|z⊤
j R0,−jS−ju|,

|z⊤
j R0∆2,jR0,−jS−ju| =

1√
n
|z⊤
j R0diag(zj)K0,−j(f

′ − a1)diag(zj)R0,−jS−ju|

≲
1√
n
∥zj∥2∥zj∥2∞

∥∥K0,−j(f
′ − a1)

∥∥
2
∥S−j∥2 ≲ ∥zj∥3∞Γ2

j ,

|z⊤
j R0∆3,jR0,−jS−ju| ≲ ∥zj∥2∥∆3,j∥2∥S−j∥2 ≲

1√
n

(1 ∨ ∥zj∥2L+1
∞ )Γ2

j .

(5.23)
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Moreover, as R0,−j and S−j are independent of zj , Ezj |z⊤
j R0,−jS−ju|k ≲ ∥R0,−jS−ju∥k2 ≲

∥S−j∥k2. Together, these bounds imply

Ej−1|αj,3|k ≲
1

nk
Ej−1

∣∣∣u⊤zj · z⊤
j (R0 −R0,−j)S−ju

∣∣∣k ≲ (log n)2Lk

nk
EjΓ2k

j .

(4) Since R0 −R0,−j = −R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−j ,

u⊤S−j(R0 −R0,−j)S−ju = − u⊤S−jR0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−jS−ju

= − u⊤S−jR0,−j(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−jS−ju

+ u⊤S−jR0,−j(K0 −K0,−j)R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−jS−ju.

(5.24)

We bound u⊤S−jR0,−j(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−jS−ju similarly to (5.23):

Ezj

∣∣u⊤S−jR0,−j∆1,jR0,−jS−ju
∣∣k ≲ 1

nk
Ezj

∣∣z⊤
j R0,−jS−ju

∣∣2k ≲ 1

nk
Γ2k
j ,

Ezj

∣∣u⊤S−jR0,−j∆3,jR0,−jS−ju
∣∣k ≲ Ezj∥S−j∥2k2 ∥∆3,j∥k2 ≲

(log n)2Lk

nk
Γ3k
j .

(5.25)

To analyze the corresponding term involving ∆2,j , we use the identity

u⊤S−jR0,−j∆2,jR0,−jS−ju =
1√
n
u⊤S−jR0,−j

(
K0,−j(f

′ − a1) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j )

)
R0,−jS−ju

=
1√
n
z⊤
j

(
K0,−j(f

′ − a1) ⊙
(
R0,−jS−juu

⊤S−jR0,−j
))

zj

(this follows from diag(zj)R0,−jS−ju = diag(R0,−jS−ju)zj) and concentration of Gaussian
quadratic forms (Lemma 5.10):∣∣∣(Ej − Ej−1)u

⊤S−jR0,−j∆2,jR0,−jS−ju
∣∣∣k

=
1

nk/2

∣∣∣(Ej − Ej−1)
[
z⊤
j

(
K0,−j(f

′ − a1) ⊙
(
R0,−jS−juu

⊤S−jR0,−j
))

zj

]∣∣∣k
≲

1

nk/2
Ej−1

∥∥∥K0,−j(f
′ − a1) ⊙

(
R0,−jS−juu

⊤S−jR0,−j
)∥∥∥k
F

≲
1

nk
Ej−1

[
∥S−j∥2k2

∥∥√nK0,−j(f
′ − a1)

∥∥k
∞

]
≲

1

nk
Ej−1Γ

3k
j .

(5.26)

Here, to obtain the second inequality, we used ∥A⊙ (xx⊤)∥F ≤ ∥A∥∞∥xx⊤∥F = ∥A∥∞∥x∥22,
for A ∈ Rp×p and x ∈ Rp.

The second term on the right-hand side of (5.24) satisfies

|u⊤S−jR0,−j(K0 −K0,−j)R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−jS−ju| ≲ δ1,j + δ2,j + δ3,j , (5.27)

where

δ1,j :=
1

n2
∥zj∥22

∣∣z⊤
j R−jS−ju

∣∣2,
δ2,j :=

1

n
∥zj∥2

∣∣z⊤
j R−jS−ju

∣∣ ∥S−j∥2
(
∥∆2,j∥2 + ∥∆3,j∥2

)
,

δ3,j := ∥S−j∥22
(
∥∆2,j∥22 + ∥∆3,j∥22

)
.
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By arguments similar to (5.23)–(5.25), we have

Ezj |δ1,j |k ≲
1

nk
Γ2k
j , Ezj |δ2,j |k ≲

(log n)2Lk

nk
Γ3k
j , Ezj |δ3,j |k ≲

(log n)4Lk

nk
Γ4k
j . (5.28)

Combining the above bounds completes the proof:

Ej−1|αj,4|k ≲
(log n)4Lk

nk
Ej−1Γ

4k
j .

Proof of Lemma 5.7. By Theorem 1.6 of [22] and standard results on Gaussian matrices (such as
Corollary 5.35 of [41]), we have ∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥2 ≺ 1 for ℓ ∈ [L] and ∥S−j∥2 ≺ 1. Moreover,

sup
ℓ∈[L]

√
n∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥∞ = sup

ℓ∈[L]
sup

k1 ̸=k2∈[n]\{j}

∣∣hℓ(n−1/2z⊤
k1zk2

)∣∣,
and each term satisfies |hℓ(n−1/2z⊤

k1
zk2)| ≺ 1 by Lemma 4.1 of [13] and Markov’s inequality. Thus,

using a union bound, we conclude that Γj ≺ 1.
To prove the second point of the lemma, we use the bound

EΓ2k
j ≲ 1 + E∥S−j∥2k2 +

L∑
ℓ=1

E
[
∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥2k2 + ∥

√
nK0,−j(hℓ)∥2k∞

]
≲ n2k (5.29)

(which follows from ∥S−j∥2 ≤ ∥S−j∥F and ∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥2 ≤ ∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥F ) and the fact that for any
ε,D > 0, P(|Γj | > nε) ≤ n−D for sufficiently large n:

EΓkj ≤ E
[
Γkj 1(Γj ≤ nε)

]
+ E

[
Γkj 1(Γj > nε)

]
≤ nε +

(
EΓ2k

j · P(Γj > nε)
)1/2

≲ nε + nk−D/2.

(5.30)

Taking D ≥ 2k completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 5.9. Similarly to (4.1),

K0(f) = K0,−j(f) +
1√
n
K0,−j(f

′) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j )

+

L∑
ℓ=0

L−ℓ∑
k=2

aℓ+k
k!nk/2

√
(ℓ+ k)!

ℓ!

[
K0,−j(hℓ) ⊙ (zjz

⊤
j )⊙k

]
,

1√
n
K0,−j(f

′) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j ) =

a1
n
zjz

⊤
j +

1√
n
K0,−j(f

′ − a1) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j ) − a1

n
diag(z⊙2

j )

= ∆1,j + ∆2,j −
a1
n

diag(z⊙2
j ).

(5.31)

Thus,

∆3,j := K0(f) −K0,−j(f) −∆1,j −∆2,j

= −a1
n

diag(z⊙2
j ) +

L∑
ℓ=0

L−ℓ∑
k=2

aℓ+k
k!nk/2

√
(ℓ+ k)!

ℓ!

[
K0,−j(hℓ) ⊙ (zjz

⊤
j )⊙k

]
.
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The lemma now follows from ∥diag(z⊙2
j )∥2 = ∥zj∥2∞, our assumption that f is an odd function

(implying a2 = 0), and the bounds

1

nk/2

∥∥K0,−j(h0) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j )⊙k

∥∥
2
≤ 2

n(k−1)/2
∥z⊙k

j ∥2∞ ≤ 2

n(k−1)/2
∥zj∥2k∞,

1

nk/2

∥∥K0,−j(hℓ) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j )⊙k

∥∥
2
≤ 1

n

∥∥diag(z⊙k
j )K0,−j(hℓ)diag(z⊙k

j )
∥∥
2

≤ 1

n
∥K0,−j(hℓ)∥2 · ∥zj∥2k∞.

(5.32)

5.2 Proof of Lemma 5.2

Lemma 5.11. Under the assumptions of Lemma 5.2,

E(R0)11 − s(z) = O(n−1/2+ε), E(SR0)11 − s̆(z) = O(n−1/2+ε).

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets disjoint from supp(µ).

Proof. The first claim follows from the proof of Theorem 3.4 of [13] and Theorem 1.6 of [22]. The
proof of the second claim is similar to that of Lemma 1 of [36].

For j ∈ [p], let z(j) denote the j-th column of Z and Z(−j) contain the remaining columns.
Then,

(R0)11 = −
(
z + n−1f(n−1/2z⊤

(1)Z
⊤
(−1))

(
(K0)[2:p,2:p] − zIp−1

)−1
f(n−1/2Z(−1)z(1))

)−1
,

(R0)12 = − 1√
n

(R0)11 · f(n−1/2z⊤
(1)Z

⊤
(−1))

(
(K0)[2:p,2:p] − zIp−1

)−1
e2,

(5.33)

where f is applied elementwise.

Proof of (5.4). By exchangeability,

E[u⊤R0u] = E(R0)11 + (⟨u,1p⟩2 − 1)E(R0)12. (5.34)

Since f is an odd function, (5.33) implies (R0)12 is odd with respect to z(1); therefore, by the
symmetry of the Gaussian distribution,

E(R0)12 = E
[
E
[
(R0)12|Z(−1)

]]
= 0.

The claim now follows Lemma 5.11.

Proof of (5.5). The proof is similar to that of (5.4):

E[u⊤SR0u] = E(SR0)11 + (⟨u,1p⟩2 − 1)E(SR0)12,

(SR0)12 =
1

n

p∑
j=1

⟨z(1), z(j)⟩(R0)j2 =
1

n
⟨z(1), z(2)⟩(R0)22 +

1

n

∑
j ̸=2

⟨z(1), z(j)⟩(R0)j2.
(5.35)

Since (R0)22 and (R0)j2 are even and odd functions of z(2), respectively,

E(SR0)12 = E
[
E
[
(SR0)12|Z(−2)

]]
= 0.
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Proof of (5.6). By exchangeability,

E[u⊤SR0Su] =
1

n2

n∑
i=1

E[(u⊤zi)
2 · z⊤

i R0zi] +
1

n

n∑
i=1

E[u⊤zi · z⊤
i R0S−iu]

=
1

n
E[(u⊤z1)

2 · z⊤
1 R0z1] + E[u⊤z1 · z⊤

1 R0S−1u]

=
1

n
E[z⊤

1 R0z1] +
1

n
E
[
(u⊤z1)

2
(
z⊤
1 R0z1 − E[z⊤

1 R0z1]
)]

+ E[u⊤R0,−1S−1u] + E
[
u⊤z1 · z⊤

1 (R0 −R0,−1)S−1u
]
,

(5.36)

where the final equality holds as E(u⊤z1)
2 = 1 and E[u⊤z1 · z⊤

1 R0,−1S−1u] = E[u⊤R0,−1S−1u].
We will consider each of the terms on the right-hand side (5.36), beginning with the first and third:
using (5.5),

1

n
E[z⊤

1 R0z1] =
p

n
· 1

p
E tr(SR0) = γs̆(z) +O(n−1/2+ε),

E[u⊤R0,−1S−1u] = s̆(z) +O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.37)

The second term is negligible: an argument similar to the proof of Lemma 5.1 yields

1

n
z⊤
1 R0z1 −

1

n
E[z⊤

1 R0z1] = O≺(n−1/2),
1

n2
E
∣∣z⊤

1 R0z1 − E[z⊤
1 R0z1]

∣∣2 = O(n−1+ε), (5.38)

for any ε > 0, implying

1

n
E
[
(u⊤z1)

2
(
z⊤
1 R0z1 − E[z⊤

1 R0z1]
)]

≲
1

n

(
E
∣∣z⊤

1 R0z1 − E[z⊤
1 R0z1]

∣∣2)1/2

= O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.39)

We expand the fourth term of (5.36) using Lemma 5.9:

E
[
z⊤
1 (R0 −R0,−1)S−1uu

⊤z1

]
= − E

[
z⊤
1 R0(∆1,1 + ∆2,1 + ∆3,1)R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
. (5.40)

Denoting η1 := z⊤
1 R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1 − u⊤R0,−1S−1u , we have E|η1|2 = O(nε) by Lemma 5.10 and
∥S−1∥2 ≺ 1. Using this bound, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (5.37), and (5.38), we find that the
component of (5.40) involving ∆1,1 is approximately −a1γs̆2(z):

E
[
z⊤
1 R0∆1,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
=
a1
n
E
[
z⊤
1 R0z1 · z⊤

1 R0,−1S−1uu
⊤z1

]
= a1E

[(
n−1z⊤

1 R0z1 − γs̆(z)
)
u⊤R0,−1S−1u

]
+ a1γs̆(z)Eη1

+ a1E
[(
n−1z⊤

1 R0z1 − γs̆(z)
)
η1
]

+ a1γs̆(z)E
[
u⊤R0,−1S−1u

]
= a1γs̆

2(z) +O(n−1/2+ε).

Furthermore, the final line of (5.23) implies

E
[
z⊤
1 R0∆3,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
≲

(
E
∣∣z⊤

1 R0∆3,1R0,−1S−1u
∣∣2)1/2

≲
1√
n

(
(log n)4L+2EΓ4

1

)1/2
= O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.41)
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It remains to prove that the component of (5.40) involving ∆2,1 is negligible,

E
[
z⊤
1 R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
= O(n−1/2+ε), (5.42)

which we address below. From (5.40)–(5.42), we obtain

E
[
z⊤
1 (R0 −R0,−1)S−1uu

⊤z1

]
= −a1γs̆2(z) +O(n−1/2+ε).

Together with (5.36)–(5.39), this equation yields

E[u⊤SR0Su] = γs̆(z) + s̆(z) − a1γs̆
2(z) +O(n−1/2+ε),

completing the proof of the lemma.

Proof of (5.42). By Lemma 5.9,

E
[
z⊤
1 R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
= E

[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
− E

[
z⊤
1 R0,−1(∆1,1 + ∆2,1 + ∆3,1)R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
.

Using the bounds ∥∆2,1∥2 ≤ n−1/2∥z1∥2∞Γ1 and ∥∆3,1∥2 ≤ n−1(1 ∨ ∥z1∥2L∞ )Γ1 and the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, we find that the terms of this expansion involving ∆2,1 and ∆3,1 are negligible:

E
[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆2,1R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
≲

(
E
∣∣∣z⊤

1 R0,−1∆2,1R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1u
∣∣∣2)1/2

≲
1√
n

(
E
[
∥z1∥10∞Γ6

1

])1/2
= O(n−1/2+ε),

E
[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆3,1R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
≲

(
E
∣∣∣z⊤

1 R0,−1∆3,1R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1u
∣∣∣2)1/2

≲
1

n

(
E
[
∥z1∥4L+6

∞ Γ6
1

])1/2
= O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.43)

However, the corresponding term containing ∆1,1 is significant: by (5.37) and (5.38),

E
[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆1,1R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
= a1γs(z)E

[
z⊤
1 R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
+O(n−1/2+ε).

Thus,

E
[
z⊤
1 R0∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
=

1

1 + a1γs(z)
E
[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
+O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.44)

We proceed by expanding the expectation on the right-hand side as

E
[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
=

1√
n

p∑
i,j,k,ℓ=1

E
[
z1iz1jz1kz1ℓ(R0,−1)ik(K0,−1(f

′ − a1))kℓ(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)ℓj

]
.

(5.45)

Now, for z1 ∼ N (0, Ip) and an array (aijkℓ : i, j, k, ℓ ∈ [p]),

p∑
i,j,k,ℓ=1

aijkℓE[z1iz1jz1kz1ℓ] =

p∑
i,j=1

(aiijj + aijij + aijji).
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Applying this identity to (5.45), we obtain

√
nE

[
z⊤
1 R0,−1∆2,1R0,−1S−1uu

⊤z1

]
=

p∑
i,j=1

E
[
(R0,−1)ij

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
jj

(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)ii

]
+

p∑
i,j=1

E
[
(R0,−1)ii

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)jj

]
+

p∑
i,j=1

E
[
(R0,−1)ij

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)ij

]
,

with the first summation equal to zero as diag(K0,−1(f
′ − a1)) = 0.

Since K0,−1(f
′ − a1)ij and (R0,−1)ii are even functions of z(i) and z(j) (recall that f ′ − a1 is

even), and (R0,−1S−1)jℓ is an odd function of z(ℓ) unless j = ℓ,

p∑
i,j=1

E
[
(R0,−1)ii

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)jj

]
=

p∑
i,j,ℓ=1

ujuℓE
[
(R0,−1)ii

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1)jℓ

]
=

p∑
i,j=1

u2jE
[
(R0,−1)ii

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1)jj

]
= (p− 1)E

[
(R0,−1)11

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

(R0,−1S−1)22

]
.

(5.46)

Recall that |(R0,−1)ii− s(z)| ≺ n−1/2 and |(R0,−1S−1)ii−γs̆(z)| ≺ n−1/2 by Lemma 5.1, (5.4), and
(5.5); the corresponding bounds

E|(R0,−1)ii − s(z)|k ≲ n−k/2+ε, E
∣∣(R0,−1S−1)ii − γs̆(z)

∣∣k ≲ n−k/2+ε, (5.47)

are established through an analogous argument to the proof of Lemma 5.7. Thus,

E
∣∣∣((R0,−1)11 − s(z)

)(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

(R0,−1S−1)22

∣∣∣
≲

1

n1/2−ε

(
E
∣∣∣(K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

(R0,−1S−1)22

∣∣∣2)1/2

≲
1

n1−ε
(
EΓ4

1

)1/2
≲

1

n1−ε
,

E
∣∣∣(K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

(
(R0,−1S−1)22 − γs̆(z)

)∣∣∣
≲

1

n1/2−ε

(
E
∣∣(K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

∣∣2)1/2
≲

1

n1−ε
.

(5.48)

Applying these bounds to (5.46), we obtain

p∑
i,j=1

E
[
(R0,−1)ii

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)jj

]
= γs(z)s̆(z)(p− 1) · E

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

+O(nε) = O(nε),

(5.49)
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where the second equality follows from Section 4.1 of [13]:

√
nE

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

= ⟨f ′ − a1, h0⟩ϕ +O(p−1) = O(p−1).

Similarly, ∣∣∣∣ p∑
i,j=1

E
[
(R0,−1)ij

(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
ij

(R0,−1S−1uu
⊤)ij

]∣∣∣∣
≤ (p− 1)E

∣∣∣(R0,−1)12
(
K0,−1(f

′ − a1)
)
12

(R0,−1S−1)12

∣∣∣ ≤ O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.50)

The claim follows from (5.44), (5.49), and (5.50).

5.3 Proof of Lemma 5.3

We shall prove (5.7); the proofs of (5.8) and (5.9) are similar and omitted.

Lemma 5.12. For each j ∈ [n], define the random variables

X−j := Σ1/2S−jΣ
1/2 − S−j , K

(m)
0,−j := K0,−j ⊙ (

√
nX−j),

Γj := Γj ∨
(

sup
ℓ∈[L]

√
m
∥∥K(m)

0,−j(hℓ)
∥∥
2

)
∨
(

sup
ℓ∈[L]

√
n
∥∥K(m)

0,−j(hℓ)
∥∥
∞

)
∨
(

sup
i∈[p]

√
n(S−jv − v)i

)
∨
(

sup
i∈[p]

(R0,−j)ii

)
∨
(

sup
i,k∈[p],i ̸=k

√
n(R0,−j)ik

)
.

Then, for all ε > 0 and k ∈ N,

Γj ≺ 1, EΓj
k ≲ nε.

Lemma 5.13. For each j ∈ [n],∥∥K(m)
0 −K

(m)
0,−j

∥∥
2
≲

1√
n

(1 + |v⊤zj |) · (1 ∨ ∥zj∥2L+1
∞ ) ·Γj2

Proofs of Lemmas 5.12 and 5.13 are provided at the end of this section.

Proof of (5.7). Analogous to Section 5.1, we express the left-hand side of (5.7) as the sum of a
martingale difference sequence: defining

αj := (Ej − Ej−1)
(
u⊤R0K

(m)
0 R0u− u⊤R0,−jK

(m)
0,−jR0,−ju

)
,

αj,1 := (Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤(R0 −R0,−j)K

(m)
0 (R0 −R0,−j)u,

αj,2 := (Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤R0,−jK

(m)
0 (R0 −R0,−j)u,

αj,3 := (Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤R0,−j

(
K

(m)
0 −K0 ⊙ (

√
nX−j)

)
R0,−ju

αj,4 := (Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤R0,−j

(
K0 ⊙ (

√
nX−j) −K

(m)
0,−j

)
R0,−ju,

we have the decomposition

u⊤R0K
(m)R0u− E

[
u⊤R0K

(m)R0u
]

=
n∑
j=1

αj =
n∑
j=1

(αj,1 + 2αj,2 +αj,3 +αj,4). (5.51)
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Given the proof of Lemma 5.1, it suffices to establish

Ej−1|αj,r|k ≲
(log n)4k

nk
Ej−1Γj

4k, r ∈ [4]. (5.52)

For brevity, we bound only Ej−1|αj,2|k and Ej−1|αj,3|k; the analysis of αj,1 and αj,4 does not differ
substantively from the arguments presented below and in Section 5.1.

(2) We expand αj,2 using the identity R0 = R0,−j −R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−j :

αj,2 = − (Ej − Ej−1)u
⊤R0,−jK

(m)
0 R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−ju

= − (Ej − Ej−1)(δj,1 + δj,2 − δj,3),

δj,1 := u⊤R0,−jK
(m)
0,−jR0,−j(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−ju,

δj,2 := u⊤R0,−j
(
K

(m)
0 −K

(m)
0,−j

)
R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−ju,

δj,3 := u⊤R0,−jK
(m)
0,−jR0,−j(K0 −K0,−j)R0(K0 −K0,−j)R0,−ju.

(5.53)

The component of αj,2 involving δj,1 is bounded similarly to (5.26): denoting ũj := R0,−ju,∣∣∣(Ej − Ej−1)ũ
⊤
j K

(m)
0,−jR0,−j∆j,1ũj

∣∣∣k =
1
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⊤
j ũjũ

⊤
j K
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≲

1
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∥∥ũjũ⊤
j K

(m)
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F

≲
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⊤
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∣∣∣k ≲ 1
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(
ũjũ

⊤
j K

(m)
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≲
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2k,

Ej−1

∣∣∣ũ⊤
j K

(m)
0,−jR0,−j∆j,3ũj

∣∣∣k ≲ (log n)2Lk

n5k/4
Ej−1Γj

2k.

(5.54)

Together with Lemma 5.9, these bounds yield

Ej−1|δj,1|k = Ej−1

∣∣∣ũ⊤
j K

(m)
0,−jR0,−j(∆j,1 + ∆j,2 + ∆j,3)ũj

∣∣∣k ≲ (log n)2Lk

n5k/4
Ej−1Γj

2k. (5.55)

Now, we consider δj,2. By Lemma 5.13 and the independence of zj and (Γj , ũj),

Ezj
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Similarly bounding |ũ⊤
j
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K

(m)
0 −K
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)
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∥∥K(m)
0 −K

(m)
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∥∥
2
∥∆j,3∥2, we obtain
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3k. (5.56)

The analysis of δj,3 is analogous to (5.27)–(5.28). For example,∣∣ũ⊤
j K
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From these and related bounds, we have

Ej−1|δj,3|k ≲
(log n)4Lk

nk
Γj
3k. (5.57)

Thus, by (5.55), (5.56), and (5.57),

Ej−1|αj,2|k ≲
(log n)4(L+1)k

nk
Γj
3k. (5.58)

(3) Since X −X−j = (
√
λ− 1)(vv⊤(S − S−j) + (S − S−j)vv

⊤), it suffices to consider

ũ⊤
j

(
K0 ⊙ (

√
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)
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ũj

+ ũ⊤
j

(
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√
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)
ũj .

We prove below a bound on the first term on the right-hand side; the second is handled in the
standard manner by applying Lemma 5.9 to K0 −K0,−j , which yields
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Similarly to (5.26), ∣∣∣(Ej − Ej−1)ũ
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⊤
j )

)
zj

∣∣∣k
≲

1

nk/2
Ej−1

∥∥vv⊤(K0,−j ⊙ (ũjũ
⊤
j )

)∥∥k
F

≲
1

mk/2nk
Ej−1∥(ũj)[1:m]∥k1 Γkj ,

(5.60)
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where the final inequality follows from∥∥vv⊤(K0,−j ⊙ (ũjũ
⊤
j )

)∥∥2
F

=
∣∣v⊤(K0,−j ⊙ (ũjũ

⊤
j )

)2
v
∣∣

≤
m∑

i,k=1

p∑
ℓ=1

∣∣∣vivk(K0,−j)iℓ(K0,−j)ℓk(ũj)i(ũj)k(ũj)
2
ℓ

∣∣∣
≤ 1

mn

m∑
i,k=1

p∑
ℓ=1

∣∣(ũj)i(ũj)k(ũj)2ℓ ∣∣ · Γ2
j .

Now, to bound ∥(ũj)[1:m]∥1, we use ∥u∥0 ≲ m and Lemma 5.12:

∥(ũj)[1:m]∥1 =
m∑
i=1

|(R0,−ju)i| =
m∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣(R0,−j)iiui +
∑

k∈[p],k ̸=i

(R0,−j)ikuk

∣∣∣∣
≤

( m∑
i=1

(R0,−j)
2
ii

)1/2

+
m∑
i=1

( ∑
k∈supp(u), k ̸=i

(R0,−j)
2
ik

)1/2

≲
√
mΓj .

(5.61)

From (5.59)–(5.61), we conclude

Ej−1|αj,3|k ≲
(log n)2Lk

nk
Γj
k. (5.62)

Proof of Lemma 5.12. Recall the identity A ⊙ (xy⊤) = diag(x)A diag(y) and from the proof of
Theorem 2.3

X−j = c−j · vv⊤ + (
√
λ− 1)

(
v(S−jv − v)⊤ + (S−jv − v)v⊤), (5.63)

where c−j (defined analogously to c in (4.2)) satisfies |c−j − 1| ≺ n−1/2. Used together with (4.3)
and (4.9), these expressions lead to∥∥K0,−j(hℓ) ⊙ (

√
nX)

∥∥
2
≲

∥∥(K0,−j(hℓ))[1:m,1:m]

∥∥
2

+
√
m
(

sup
i∈[p]

|(S−jv − v)i|
)∥∥K0,−j(hℓ)

∥∥
2
≺ 1

n1/4
.

Thus, (
sup
ℓ∈[L]

√
m
∥∥K(m)

0,−j(hℓ)
∥∥
2

)
∨
(

sup
i∈[p]

√
n(S−jv − v)i

)
≺ 1.

Furthermore, by Lemma 4.2,(
sup
i∈[p]

(R0,−j)ii

)
∨
(

sup
i,k∈[p],i ̸=k

√
n(R0,−j)ik

)
≺ 1.

The claim now follows from Lemma 5.6 and an argument analogous to (5.29)–(5.30).

Proof of Lemma 5.13. Using (5.63),

K
(m)
0 −K

(m)
0,−j = K0 ⊙ (

√
nX −

√
nX−j) + (K0 −K0,−j) ⊙ (

√
nX−j)

=
1√
n

(
√
λ− 1)v⊤zj ·K0 ⊙ (vz⊤

j + zjv
⊤) + ∆

(m)
j,1 + ∆

(m)
j,2 + ∆

(m)
j,3 ,

(5.64)
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where ∆
(m)
j,3 = ∆j,3 ⊙ (

√
nX−j) + (c− c−j)K0 ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤) and

∆
(m)
j,1 :=

⟨g, h1⟩ϕ√
n

(zjz
⊤
j ) ⊙X−j , ∆

(m)
j,2 := K0,−j(g

′ − ⟨g, h1⟩ϕ) ⊙ (zjz
⊤
j ) ⊙X−j .

Using (4.3) and (4.9) as in the proof of Lemma 5.12,∥∥∆(m)
j,2

∥∥
2
≲

1

n3/4
(1 ∨ ∥zj∥2∞) ·Γj2,

∥∥∆(m)
j,3

∥∥
2
≲

1

n5/4
(1 ∨ ∥zj∥2L∞ ) ·Γj2,∥∥∆(m)

j,1

∥∥
2
≲

1√
n

(∥∥(zjz
⊤
j ) ⊙ (vv⊤)

∥∥
2

+
∥∥(zjz

⊤
j ) ⊙ (v(S−jv − v)⊤)

∥∥
2

)
≲

1√
n
∥zj∥2∞ + ∥zj∥2∞∥S−jv − v∥∞ ≺ 1√

n
∥zj∥2∞Γj .

(5.65)

Similarly, by Lemma 5.9,∥∥K0 ⊙ (vz⊤
j + zjv

⊤)
∥∥
2
≤ 2

∥∥K0,−j ⊙ (vz⊤
j )

∥∥
2

+ 2
∥∥(K0 −K0,−j) ⊙ (vz⊤

j )
∥∥
2

≲
∥zj∥∞√

m

(
Γj + ∥∆j,1∥2 +

∥zj∥2∞√
n

Γj +
(1 ∨ ∥zj∥2L∞ )

n
Γj

)
≲

1 ∨ ∥zj∥2L+1
∞√

m
Γj .

5.4 Proof of Lemma 5.4

We shall prove the bounds

E
[
u⊤R0

(
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤)

)
R0u

]
= O(n−1/2+ε), (5.66)

E
[
u⊤R0

(
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

)
R0u

]
= O(n−1/2+ε), (5.67)

from which (5.10) immediately follows; the proofs of (5.11) and (5.12) are similar and omitted. For
simplicity, we assume supp(u) ⊆ supp(v) = [m].

Proof of (5.66). Expanding the expectation,

E
[
u⊤R0

(
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤)

)
R0u

]
=

√
n

m

m∑
i,j,k,ℓ=1

uiujE
[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓj

]
, (5.68)

we claim only those terms on the right-hand side with i = j have non-zero mean. To see this,
suppose i ̸= j, and recall that (1) (R0)ij and (K0(g))ij are odd functions of z(i) and z(j) and (2)
(R0)ii is an even function of z(i) by (5.33). Therefore, unless (i, j) = (k, ℓ) or (i, j) = (ℓ, k),

E
[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓj

]
= 0.

In the former case,

E
[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓj

]
= E

[
Ez(i)

[
(R0)ii(K0(g))ij(R0)jj

]]
= 0,
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and in the latter,

E
[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓj

]
= E

[
Ez(i)

[
(R0)

2
ij(K0(g))ij

]]
= 0.

Thus, by exchangeability and the fact that the diagonal of K0(g) is zero,

E
[
u⊤R0

(
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤)

)
R0u

]
=

√
n

m

∑
i,k,ℓ∈[m]
k ̸=l

u2iE
[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓi

]

=

√
n(m− 1)(m− 2)

m
E
[
(R0)12(K0(g))23(R0)31

]
+

√
n(m− 1)

m
E
[
(R0)11(K0(g))12(R0)21

]
.

(5.69)

To complete the proof, we use the bounds |(R0)12 ∨ (R0)31| ≺ n−1/2 and |(R0)11| ≺ 1 (Lemma
4.2) as well as |(K0)23| ≺ n−1/2 (Lemma 5.7): by a similar argument to (5.29)–(5.30), this implies
E
[
(R0)12(K0(g))23(R0)31

]
= O(n−3/2+ε) and E

[
(R0)11(K0(g))12(R0)21

]
= O(n−1+ε). Thus,

E
[
u⊤R0

(
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤)

)
R0u

]
= O(n−1/2+ε).

Proof of (5.67). Similarly to (5.68),

(
R0

[
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

]
R0

)
ij

=
1√
n

m∑
k,q=1

p∑
ℓ=1

vkvq(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓjz
⊤
(ℓ)z(q). (5.70)

If i ̸= j, the expectation of (R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓjz
⊤
(ℓ)z(q) is zero unless (k, ℓ, q) = (i, j, i) or

(k, ℓ, q) = (j, i, j), which leads to

E
(
R0

[
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

]
R0

)
ij

=
1

m
√
n
E
[
(R0)ii(K0(g))ij(R0)jjz

⊤
(i)z(j)

]
+

1

m
√
n
E
[
(R0)

2
ij(K0(g))ijz

⊤
(i)z(j)

]
.

Since |z⊤
(i)z(j)| ≺

√
n and ∥u∥1 ≤

√
m,

E
(
R0

[
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

]
R0

)
ij

= O(n−1+ε),∑
i,j∈[m]
i ̸=j

uiujE
(
R0

[
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

]
R0

)
ij

= O(n−1/2+ε). (5.71)

We now consider i = j. Using the identity

Ez(ℓ)

[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓiz

⊤
(ℓ)z(q)

]
= 1ℓ=qE

[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓi∥z(ℓ)∥22

]
,
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and exchangeability, we obtain

E
(
R0

[
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

]
R0

)
ii

=
1

m
√
n

m∑
k,ℓ=1

E
[
(R0)ik(K0(g))kℓ(R0)ℓi∥z(ℓ)∥22

]
=

(m− 1)(m− 2)

m
√
n

E
[
(R0)12(K0(g))23(R0)31∥z(3)∥22

]
+
m− 1

m
√
n
E
[
(R0)11(K0(g))12(R0)21∥z(1)∥22

]
+
m− 1

m
√
n
E
[
(R0)11(K0(g))12(R0)21∥z(2)∥22

]
= O(n−1/2+ε).

(5.72)

Thus,

m∑
i=1

u2iE
(
R0

[
K0(g) ⊙ (

√
nvv⊤S)

]
R0

)
ii

= O(n−1/2+ε). (5.73)

The claim follows from (5.71) and (5.73).
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A Proof of Lemma 4.1

We will work with the decomposition

K0(f) = Q(f) + R(f) + S(f) (A.1)

developed in [22].12 Proposition 5.2 and Lemma 6.1 in [22] prove there exists nε,D ∈ N such that

P(∥Q(f)∥2 > (1 + ε)λ+) ≤ n−D, P(∥S(f)∥2 > n−ε) ≤ n−D, (A.2)

for all n ≥ nε,D, while Lemma 6.3 proves ∥R(f)∥2
a.s.−−→ 0. Defining Jℓ to be the set of sequences

j = (j1, . . . , jℓ) ∈ [p]ℓ without repetitions, R(f) is given by

R(f) :=
L∑
ℓ=1

aℓ√
ℓ!

(
ℓ

2

)
Rℓ,

(Rℓ)ik :=


1

n(ℓ+1)/2

∑
j∈Jℓ−1

[
(z2ij1z

2
kj1 − 1)

ℓ−1∏
t=2

zijtzkjt

]
i ̸= k,

0 i = k.

We will generalize the moment method of [22] to prove

∥Rℓ∥2 ≺ n−1/2 (A.3)

for odd indices ℓ, implying ∥R(f)∥2 ≺ n−1/2. Together with (A.2), this establishes Lemma 4.1.

Proof of (A.3). Using the identities(
z2ij1z

2
kj1 − 1

)
= (z2ij1 − 1)(z2kj1 − 1) + (z2ij1 − 1) + (z2kj1 − 1),

∑
j∈Jℓ−1

[
(z2ij1 − 1)

ℓ−1∏
t=2

zijtzkjt

]
=

( p∑
j=1

(z2ij − 1)

) ∑
j∈Jℓ−2

ℓ−2∏
t=1

zijtzkjt

− (ℓ− 2)
∑

j∈Jℓ−2

[
(z2ij1 − 1)zij1zkj1

ℓ−2∏
t=2

zijtzkjt

]
(we adopt the convention that

∏1
t=2 = 1), we expand Rℓ as

Rℓ = R̃ℓ + DAℓ + AℓD −Bℓ. (A.4)

Here, D is a diagonal matrix with

(D)ii :=
1√
n

p∑
j=1

(z2ij − 1)

12In this section, we adopt the notation of [22]; R and S are distinct from the resolvent and sample covariance
matrices that appear in the body of this paper.
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and R̃ℓ,Aℓ, and Bℓ have zero diagonal and off-diagonal elements

(R̃ℓ)ik :=
1

n(ℓ+1)/2

∑
j∈Jℓ−1

[
(z2ij1 − 1)(z2kj1 − 1)

ℓ−1∏
t=2

zijtzkjt

]
,

(Aℓ)ik :=
1

nℓ/2

∑
j∈Jℓ−2

ℓ−2∏
t=1

zijtzkjt ,

(Bℓ)ik :=
1

n(ℓ+1)/2

∑
j∈Jℓ−2

[
(z2ij1 + z2kj1 − 2)zij1zkj1

ℓ−2∏
t=2

zijtzkjt

]
.

We bound the operator norm of each matrix appearing in the decomposition (A.4).
First, using the sub-exponentiality of the Chi-squared distribution and a union bound, we have

∥D∥2 ≺ 1. Furthermore,
√
nAℓ corresponds to the tensor matrix Q(hℓ−2) in the decomposition

(A.1) of K(hℓ−2), and equation (A.2) readily implies that
√
n∥Aℓ∥2 ≺ 1. Combining, these two

bounds, we get ∥DAℓ + AℓD∥2 ≺ n−1/2.
For matrix R̃ℓ, we use instead a moment method argument: for k ≥ 2, we consider

E tr(R̃k
ℓ ) =

1

nk(ℓ+1)/2

∑
i1 ̸=i2... ̸=ik∈[n]

∑
j(1),...,j(k)∈Jℓ−1

E

[ ∏
s∈[k]

(
(x2
isj

(s)
1

− 1)(x2
is+1j

(s)
1

− 1)
ℓ−1∏
t=2

x
isj

(s)
t
x
is+1j

(s)
t

)]
.

If a pair (i, j) appears only once in this product, the expectation is equal to 0. Following the
approach in [22], we can enumerate the non-zero terms using k-graph (n, p)-multi-labeling. For our
purpose, it is enough to consider the crude bound

E

[ ∏
s∈[k]

(
(x2
isj

(s)
1

− 1)(x2
is+1j

(s)
1

− 1)
ℓ−1∏
t=2

x
isj

(s)
t
x
is+1j

(s)
t

)]
≤ [Ck(ℓ+ 1)]Ck(ℓ+1) ≲ 1.

Denote L a multi-labeling, [L] its equivalence class, and ∆([L]) the excess of [L] [22, Definition 5.4
and 5.6]. By definition, ∆([L]) := 1 + kℓ/2 −m, where m is the number of distinct n and p labels
in [L], and ∆([L]) ≥ 0 by [22, Lemma 5.5]. Using these notations,

E tr(R̃k
ℓ ) ≲

1

nk
ℓ+1
2

∑
δ≥0

∑
[L],∆([L])=δ

card([L]) ≲
1

nk
ℓ+1
2

∑
δ≥0

n1+kℓ/2−δ ≲ n1−k/2,

where we used that the number of equivalent classes is bounded and card([L]) ≲ nm.
By Markov’s inequality,

P(∥R̃ℓ∥2 ≥ n−1/2+ε) ≤ E[tr(R̃k)]

n−k/2+kε
≤ Ck
nkε−1

.

Taking k sufficiently large, we deduce that ∥R̃ℓ∥2 ≺ n−1/2. The bound ∥Bℓ∥2 ≺ n−1/2 follows from
the same argument.
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B Proof of Lemma 4.6

The proof extends an argument of Theorem 1.6 of [22]. We first show that the derivative f ′ can
be well approximated by a polynomial. Since f is allowed to be piecewise differentiable, hence f ′

may be discontinuous—as is the case for soft thresholding—this polynomial approximation a priori
cannot be uniform.

Lemma B.1. Suppose that f(x) is odd and piecewise twice differentiable in the following sense:
there exist finitely many x0 := −∞ < x1 < . . . < xN < ∞ =: xN+1 such that f(x) is twice-
differentiable in the interior x ∈ (xi−1, xi). Suppose further that for some c > 0,

|f(x)|, |f ′(x)|, |f ′′(x)| ≤ cec|x| for all x ̸= xi, 0 ≤ i ≤ N + 1.

Given ε > 0, set δε := ε/N ≍ ε and Ωε :=
⋃

1≤i≤N (xi− δε, xi + δε), so that |Ωε| ≤ ε.13 There exists
an odd polynomial pε such that the residual κ(x) := f(x) − pε(x) satisfies

|κ′(x)| ≲

{
c1e

c1|x|ε on x ∈ R \ Ωε

c1e
c1|x| on x ∈ Ωε

, (c1 = c1(c)) (B.1)

for all x ̸= xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ N .

The proof is deferred to Section B.1 below. We stress that we have not put significant effort into
making the conditions in Lemma B.1 as general as possible; rather we were aiming for a minimial
extension of [22] that would accomodate for the soft thresholding fuction.

Lemma 4.6 follows immediately from Lemma B.1 and the following result.

Theorem B.2. Suppose that κ(x) is odd, continuous everywhere, and differentiable at all but
finitely many points, with the derivative satisfying (B.1) whenever it exists. Denote by K(κ) the
corresponding transformed matrix (1.4). Almost surely,

lim sup
n→∞

∥K(κ)∥ ≲ ε1/4 as n, p,m→ ∞.

The rest of this section is devoted to proving Theorem B.2. Towards this end, we adapt the
proof of Theorem 1.6 in [22].

For brevity, we use the shorthand K := K[κ] for the remainder of this section. Write the array
ZΣ1/2 ∈ Rn×p as ZΣ1/2/

√
n =

√
λ− 1ξv⊤ + N , where N has i.i.d. N (0, 1/n) entries; and ξ,

which collects the factor loadings, has i.i.d. N (0, 1/n) entries. Accordingly,

Y = (λ− 1)∥ξ∥2vv⊤ +
√
λ− 1v(N⊤ξ)⊤ +

√
λ− 1(N⊤ξ)v⊤ + N⊤N . (B.2)

In what follows, we think of v, ξ as fixed, so that ∥v∥0 ≤ m, ∥v∥∞ ≲ m−1/2, ∥ξ∥ ≲ 1. We first
bound the expectation of K; note that it is not zero, owing to the presence of the spike.

Lemma B.3. Under the conditions of Theorem B.2,

∥E[K]∥ ≲ ε.

The proof appears below in Section B.2. At the heart of [22, Proof of Theorem 1.6] is a delicate
net argument. The idea, originally due to Lata la [34], is to construct an explicit net of the sphere
such that the number of localized directions (that have large ℓ∞ norm) is small.

Denote Ǩ := K− E[K]. For x,y ∈ Rp, ∥x∥, ∥y∥ ≤ 1, let Fx,y(N) := x⊤Ǩy, where we think of
Ǩ as a function of N . A key step in [22] is a bound on the gradient of Fx,y.

13Here |Ωε| denotes the Lebesgue measure (length) of Ωε.
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Lemma B.4. The following holds with probability one:

∥∇NFx,y(N)∥2 ≤ 8∥N∥2∥y∥∞ max
1≤ℓ≤p

(∑
i ̸=ℓ

(κ′(
√
nYiℓ))

4

)1/2

+ 8(λ− 1)∥ξ∥2∥v∥2∞ max
1≤ℓ≤p

∑
i∈supp(v)\{ℓ}

|κ′(
√
nYiℓ)|2.

The proof is given below in Section B.3. As in [22], we restrict attention to a high-probability
subset of matrices N on which Fx,y(N) is Lipschitz. Fix D > 0. For sufficiently large C = C(D),
let G ⊆ Rn×p be the subset of matrices N satisfying

(1) ∥N∥ ≤ C(1 +
√
γ)2 ,

(2) max1≤ℓ≤p
∑p

i=1,i ̸=ℓ(κ
′(
√
nYiℓ))

4 ≤ pCε ,

(3) max1≤ℓ≤p
∑

i∈supp(v)\{ℓ} |κ′(
√
nYiℓ)|2 ≤ mCε.

Lemma B.5. Under the conditions of Theorem B.2, P(N /∈ G) ≲ n−D.

The proof is essentially identical to [22, Lemma 3.1], and is therefore omitted. Note that Lemma B.4
implies that Fx,y is Lipschitz on G, with

L := ∥Fx,y

∣∣
G∥

2
Lip ≲ ∥y∥∞

√
pε+ ∥ξ∥2∥v∥2∞mε ≲ ∥y∥∞

√
pε,

we used that ∥v∥∞ ≲ m−1/2 and ε < 1 (by assumption), and ∥ξ∥ ≲ 1. (Note that p∥y∥2∞ ≥ 1,
hence the first term is always the dominant one).

We now show that Fx,y concentrates, using the Gaussian Lipschitz concentration inequality. To
this end, recall a well-known result on Lipschitz extension.

Theorem B.6 (Kirszbraun). Let F : G → Rd2, G ⊆ Rd1, be L-Lipschitz. Then F has an L-
Lipschitz extension to Rd1:

F̃ : Rd1 → Rd2 , F̃
∣∣
G = F.

When d2 = 1 and G is compact, there is a simple construction:

F̃ (x) = min
y∈G

(F (y) + L∥x− y∥).

Let F̃x,y be a Lipschitz extension of Fx,y

∣∣
G .

Lemma B.7. Under the conditions of Theorem B.2, for D̃ = D̃(D) that can be made arbitrarily
small, ∣∣∣E[F̃x,y(N)] − E[Fx,y(N)]

∣∣∣ ≲ n−D̃.

Proof. For N /∈ G

|Fx,y(N)| ≤ ∥Ǩ∥op ≤ ∥Ǩ∥F , |F̃x,y(N)| ≤ Fx,y(0) + L∥N∥F .

We have

|E[Fx,y(N)1N /∈G ]| ≤ (E[|Fx,y(N)|2])1/2(P(N /∈ G))1/2

≤ (E[∥K∥2F ])1/2(P(N /∈ G))1/2 ≲ pn−D/2 ≲ n−D̃.

Similarly one can bound |E[F̃x,y(N)1N /∈G ]|.
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Lemma B.8. For t > 0,

P
(
F̃x,y(N) ≳ n−D̃ + εt

)
≤ 2e

−
√
p

∥y∥∞
t2
.

Proof. Gaussian Lipschitz concentration.

Finally, we apply the net argument of [22]. As in [22, Section 2], let

Dp
2 =

{
y ∈ Rp : ∥y∥ ≤ 1, y2i ∈ {0, 1, 2−1, . . . , 2−(K+3)}

}
, K := ⌈log2 p⌉. (B.3)

Lemma B.9. ([22, Lemma 3.3].) For A symmetric, ∥A∥ ≤ 10 maxy∈Dp
2
y⊤Ay.

For l = 0, 1, . . . ,K + 3, define the projection πl\(l−1) (resp. πl) on dyadic scale l (resp. ≤ l):

πl\(l−1)(y)i = yi1y2i =2−l , πl(y)i = yi1y2i ≥2−l . (B.4)

As shown in [22, Eq. (7)],

y⊤Ǩy =

K+3∑
l=0

πl(y)⊤Ǩπl\(l−1)(y) +

K+3∑
l=0

πl\(l−1)(y)⊤Ǩπl−1(y). (B.5)

Lemma B.10. ([22, Lemma 3.4].) For universal C > 0, for all l = 0, 1, . . . ,K + 3,

| {πl(y) : y ∈ Dp
2} | ≤ exp(C(K + 4 − l)2l). (B.6)

Set, for c0 large enough,

t2l = c0(K + 4 − l)2l/2
1
√
p
. (B.7)

As shown in [22, Proof of Theorem 1.6],

K+3∑
l=0

tl ≤ c
1/2
0 p−1/4

K+3∑
l=0

(K + 4 − l)2l/4 ≤ c
1/2
0 p−1/4

K+3∑
l=0

l∑
j=0

2j/4

≲ p−1/4
K+3∑
l=0

2l/4 ≲ p−1/42K/4 = p−1/42
1
4
⌈log2 p⌉ = O(1). (B.8)

Proof of Theorem B.2. By Lemma B.9 and (B.5) and (B.8), it suffices to show that

sup
y∈Dp

2

πl(y)⊤Ǩπl\(l−1)(y), sup
y∈Dp

2

πl\(l−1)(y)⊤Ǩπl−1(y) ≲ n−D̃ + εtl, ∀0 ≤ l ≤ K + 3.

holds with high probability. Without loss of generality, we focus on terms

πl(y)⊤Ǩπl\(l−1)(y) =: Fπl(y),πl\(l−1)(y)(N);

the other terms are similar. Under the high-probability event Fx,y(N) = F̃x,y(N) for any x,y,
where F̃ is the Lipschitz extension of F

∣∣
G . Consequently, as Pr(N /∈ G) ≲ n−D,

P
(

sup
y∈Dp

2

Fπl(y),πl\(l−1)(y)(N) ≳ n−D̃ + εtl

)
≲ P

(
sup
y∈Dp

2

F̃πl(y),πl\(l−1)(y)(N) ≳ n−D̃ + εtl

)
+ n−D.

(B.9)
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Denote

Πl = {πl(y) : y ∈ Dp
2}, Πl\(l−1) = {πl\(l−1)(y) : y ∈ Dp

2}, 0 ≤ l ≤ K + 3.

Clearly, supy∈Dp
2
F̃πl(y),πl\(l−1)(y)(N) ≤ supx∈Πl\(l−1),z∈Πl

F̃x,z(N). By Lemma B.10, |Πl\(l−1)| ≤
|Πl| ≤ exp(C(K + 4 − l)2l). Consequently, using a union bound, we bound the first term in the
r.h.s. of (B.9) as

P
(

sup
x∈Πl\(l−1),z∈Πl

F̃x,z(N) ≳ n−D̃ + εtl

)
≤ |Πl\(l−1)||Πl| sup

x∈Πl\(l−1),z∈Πl

P
(
F̃x,z(N) ≳ n−D̃ + εtl

)
≲ e2C(K+4−l)2l sup

x∈Πl\(l−1),z∈Πl

exp
(
−

√
p

∥x∥∞
t2l

)
.

Using ∥x∥∞ = 2−l/2 and t2l = c0(K + 4 − l)2l/2 1√
p , the above is ≲ e(2C−c0)(K+4−l)2l . Choosing c0

sufficiently large but constant, so that c1 := c0−2C is large, we can guarantee that e−c1(K+4−l)2l ≤
e−c1(log2 p+4−l)2l is smaller than p−C for any pre-specified C > 0. Finally taking a union bound over
all 0 ≤ l ≤ K + 3 ≲ log p,

P
(

max
0≤l≤K+3

sup
y∈Dp

2

Fπl(y),πl\(l−1)(y)(N) ≳ n−D̃ + εtl

)
≤ (K + 3)p−C + n−D̃ ≍ n−D̃

′
.

As explained before, Theorem B.2 now follows using Lemma B.9.

B.1 Proof of Lemma B.1

We adapt the argument in [22, Proof of Theorem 1.4], with an additional smoothing step. The
latter is needed because f ′ is not assumed to be continuous, unlike in [22].

For bandwidth η ∈ (0, 1), let Tη : L2(ϕ) → L2(ϕ) be the Gaussian smoothing (heat flow)
operator,

Tη[f ](x) := EG∼N (0,1)[f(x+ ηG)] =
1

η
√

2π

∫
f(y)e

− 1
2η2

(x−y)2
dy. (B.10)

Note that under the conditions of Lemma B.1, Tη[f ] is odd and everywhere twice-differentiable,
with (Tη[f ])′ = Tη[f

′], (Tη[f ])′′ = Tη[f
′′] and |Tη[f ](x)|, |Tη[f ′](x)|, |Tη[f ′′](x)| ≲ ec1|x|. We shall

show that (1) Tη[f
′] approximates f ′ well away from its discontinuity points; and (2) Tη[f

′] is
well-approximated by a polynomial uniformly. We note that the second step, which relies on the
differentiability of Tη[f

′], follows from [22] immediately.
Recall: −∞ < x1 < . . . < xN < ∞ denote the points where either f, f ′, f ′′ are discontinuous.

Given ε > 0, set δε := ε/N ≍ ε and

Ωε :=
⋃

1≤i≤n
(xi − δε, xi + δε).

This set is symmetric (Ωε = −Ωε) and |Ωε| < ε. We next show that Tη[f
′] approximates f ′ uniformly

on R\Ωε. Note that on the “bad” set x ∈ Ωε\{xi}1≤i≤N , we already have |f ′(x)−Tη[f ′](x)| ≲ ec1|x|.
Let x ∈ R\Ωε. By definition, f ′, f ′′ exist on Ix,ε := (x−δε, x+δε). By the mean value theorem,

for y ∈ Ix,ε,

|f ′(y) − f ′(x)| ≤ max
z∈(x,y)

|f ′′(z)||x− y| ≲ eCmax{|x|,|y|}|x− y| ≲ eC|x|eC|x−y||x− y|. (B.11)
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Decompose

f ′(x) − Tη[f
′](x) = E[(f ′(x) − f ′(x+ ηG))1|G|≤δε/η] + E[(f ′(x) − f ′(x+ ηG))1|G|>δε/η]. (B.12)

Using (B.11), the first term satisfies

|E[(f ′(x) − f ′(x+ ηG))1|G|≤δε/η]| ≲ eC|x|E[eCη|G||ηG|1|G|≤δε/η] ≤ eC|x|δεe
CδεE[1|G|≤δε/η]

≲ eC|x|δε ≍ eC|x|ε,

where we used that δε ≍ ε ≲ 1. For the second term,

|E[(f ′(x) − f ′(x+ ηG))1|G|>δε/η]| ≲ e2C|x|E[eCη|G|1|G|>δε/η]

≤ e2C|x|
(
E[e2Cη|G|]

)1/2 (
E[1|G|>δε/η]

)1/2
≲ eC1|x|eC2η2e−C3(δε/η)2 ≲ eC1|x|e−C4(ε/η)2 ,

where the second inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the final two inequal-
ities follow from η ≲ 1, the Gaussian tail behavior and δε ≍ ε. Choosing η = ηε ≍ ε/

√
log(1/ε),

which is ≤ 1 for small ε > 0, implies that the above is ≲ eC1|x|ε. Combining our bounds for the
two terms above, we deduce that for any x ∈ R \ Ωε, |f ′(x) − Tηε [f ](x)| ≲ ec1|x|ε. Combining with
the coarse bound we had before for x ∈ Ωε,

|f ′(x) − Tηε [f
′](x)| ≲ eC|x|ε+ eC|x|1Ωε(x). (B.13)

for appropriate C > 0.
The final step is to approximate Tηε [f ] by a polynomial uniformly. This follows from the

argument of [22, Proof of Theorem 1.4], which yields a polynomial pε such that κ1(x) = Tη[f ](x)−
pε(x) satisfies |κ′1(x)| ≲ εeC|x| for all x ∈ R. The total residual κ(x) = f(x) − pε(x) thus satisfies

|κ′(x)| ≤ |f ′(x) − (Tη[f ])′(x)| + |κ′1(x)|
≲ eC|x|ε+ eC|x|1x∈Ωε

for all x ̸= xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ N , as claimed.

B.2 Proof of Lemma B.3

Denote by N1, . . . ,Np ∈ Rn the columns of N .
Recall that K(κ)i,i = 0 and for i ̸= j,

(K(κ))ij =
1√
n
κ(
√
nYij) =

1√
n
κ
(√
n(λ− 1)∥ξ∥2vivj + Aij

)
.

where Aij =
√
n(
√
λ− 1viN

⊤
j ξ +

√
λ− 1vjN

⊤
i ξ + N⊤

i Nj).
Recall that κ is continuous and piecewise differentiable, hence the fundamental theorem of

calculus holds. For brevity, denote ηi,j :=
√
n(λ− 1)∥ξ∥2vivj , so that

√
nYij = Aij + ηi,j . Then

κ(
√
nYij) − κ(Aij) =

∫
[0,ηi,j ]

κ′(Aij + t)dt

=

∫
[0,ηi,j ]∩(Ωε−Aij)

κ′(Aij + t)dt+

∫
[0,ηi,j ]\(Ωε−Aij)

κ′(Aij + t)dt,

(B.14)
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where Ωε is the set from Lemma B.1. We can bound each term using (B.1). Indeed,∣∣∣∣∣
∫
[0,ηi,j ]∩(Ωε−Aij)

κ′(Aij + t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |[0, ηi,j ] ∩ Ωε| · max
t∈[0,ηi,j ]∩(Ωε−Aij)

|κ′(Aij + t)|

≲ ε · ec1|ηi,j |ec1|Aij |. ≲ ec1|Aij |ε,

where we used that ηi,j ≲ 1 (thinking of λ as constant), since |vivj | ∈ {0, 1/
√
n}. As for the other

term, ∣∣∣∣∣
∫
[0,ηi,j ]\(Ωε−Aij)

κ′(Aij + t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲
∫
[0,ηi,j ]

(ec1|Aij+t|ε)dt ≲ ec1|Aij |ε.

It is straightforward to verify that E[ec1|Ai,j |] ≲ 1 (again, thinking of λ as constant). For com-

pleteness’ sake, let us verify this for the heavier-tailed term E[ec1
√
nN⊤

i Nj ]. Conditioned on Ni,√
nN⊤

i Nj ∼ N (0, ∥Ni∥2). Thus,

E[ec1
√
nN⊤

i Nj ] = E[e
1
2
c21∥Ni∥2 ] = E[e

c21
2n
χ2(n)] = (1 − c21/n)−n/2 ≈ e−c

2
1/2,

where χ2(n) denotes a chi-squared random variable with n degrees of freedom. (Indeed, note that√
nN⊤

i Nj tends to a N (0, 1) random variable.)
Now, note that E[Aij ] = 0, since Aij has a symmetric distribution. Thus,

|E[Ki,j ]| =
1√
n

∣∣Eκ(
√
nYij) − Eκ(Aij)

∣∣ ≲ 1√
n
E[ec1|Aij ]ε ≲

1√
n
ε.

Also note that
√
nYij differs from Aij only when i, j ∈ supp(v); accordingly, E[K] has at most

m2 ≍ n nonzero entries. Thus,

∥E[K]∥ ≤ ∥E[K]∥F ≲ m · 1√
n
ε ≲ ε.

B.3 Proof of Lemma B.4

As in the previous section, denote by N1, . . . ,Np ∈ Rn the columns of N .
The gradient of an entry (i ̸= j) with respect to Nℓ

∇Nℓ
(Ki,j) = ∇Nℓ

1√
n
κ
(

(λ− 1)∥ξ∥2
√
nvivj +

√
λ− 1

√
nvi⟨Nj , ξ⟩

+
√
λ− 1

√
nvj⟨Ni, ξ⟩ +

√
n⟨Ni,Nj⟩

)
= κ′

(√
nYij

) (√
λ− 1viξ1j=ℓ +

√
λ− 1vjξ1i=ℓ + Ni1j=ℓ + Nj1i=ℓ

)
.

Denote the following vectors a
(ℓ)
ij , b

(ℓ)
ij ∈ Rn, 1 ≤ i, j, ℓ ≤ p, so that ∇Nℓ

Ki,j = a
(ℓ)
ij + b

(ℓ)
ij :

a
(ℓ)
ij =

√
λ− 1κ′(

√
nYij) · (viξ1j=ℓ + vjξ1i=ℓ) ,

b
(ℓ)
ij = κ′(

√
nYij) · (Ni1j=ℓ + Nj1i=ℓ) .
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We have ∇Nℓ
Fx,y(N) =

∑
1≤i,j≤p xiyi∇Nℓ

(Ki,j) ∈ Rn. The total gradient of Fx,y with respect to
N satisfies

∥∇NFx,y(N)∥2 =

p∑
ℓ=1

∥∇Nℓ
Fx,y(N)∥2 =

p∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤i,j≤p

xiyi∇Nℓ
(Ki,j)

∥∥∥∥2

≤ 2

p∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤i,j≤p

xiyia
(ℓ)
ij

∥∥∥∥2 + 2

p∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤i,j≤p

xiyib
(ℓ)
ij

∥∥∥∥2.
Note that the vectors b

(ℓ)
ij depend on the spike only through κ′(Yij). To bound the second term,

we apply verbatim the calculations in [22, Eq. (10)]:

p∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤i,j≤p

xiyjb
(ℓ)
i,j

∥∥∥∥2 ≤ 4∥N∥2∥y∥∞ max
1≤ℓ≤p

(∑
i ̸=ℓ

(
κ′(

√
nYiℓ

)4)1/2

. (B.15)

As for the first term, by plugging in the definition of a
(ℓ)
ij ,

p∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤i,j,≤p

xiyja
(ℓ)
ij

∥∥∥∥2 = (λ− 1)∥ξ∥2
p∑
ℓ=1

[
yℓ

p∑
i=1,i ̸=ℓ

κ′(
√
nYiℓ)xivi + xℓ

p∑
j=1,j ̸=ℓ

κ′(
√
nYjℓ)yjvj

]2

≤ 2(λ− 1)∥ξ∥2
p∑
ℓ=1

y2ℓ

( p∑
i=1,i ̸=ℓ

κ′(
√
nYiℓ)xivi

)2

+ 2τ2∥ξ∥2
p∑
ℓ=1

x2ℓ

( p∑
j=1,i ̸=ℓ

κ′(
√
nYjℓ)yjvj

)2

.

Using Cauchy-Schwarz and ∥x∥, ∥y∥ ≤ 1,

p∑
ℓ=1

y2ℓ

( p∑
i=1,i ̸=ℓ

κ′(
√
nYiℓ)xivi

)2

≤
p∑
ℓ=1

y2ℓ

( p∑
i=1,i ̸=ℓ

x2i

)( p∑
i=1,i ̸=ℓ

|κ′(
√
nYiℓ)|2v2i

)
≤ ∥v∥2∞ max

1≤ℓ≤p

∑
i∈S\{ℓ}

|κ′(
√
nYiℓ)|2.

Combining the above bounds yields the lemma.
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