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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 — 3, p/n — .

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, v,
and S—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 x 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 Z 31/2 where the elements of Z € R™*? are standard
Gaussians and the covariance matrix X € RP*P is a rank-one perturbation of identity,

Ti=0\-1ovv' +1,. (1.1)

Forming the sample covariance matrix Y :=n"1XY2ZTZ31/2 our goal is to estimate the “spike”
v € SP7L As n,p — oo with p/n — v € (0,1],' the empirical spectral distribution (ESD)
of Y converges weakly almost surely to the Marchenko-Pastur distribution, supported on [(1 —
\ﬁ)2, (1+ \ﬁ)2] Moreover, PCA exhibits a phase transition: denoting the leading eigenvalue of
Y and corresponding eigenvector by A; and wuq,

Av

)\1—(1'—8'—) A—i_ﬁ )\>1+ﬁ,

(L+v7)? A<1+7,

e [0 ) /(1 52) s 1+
0 A< 144/7.

Thus, if A < 1+ /7, A1 converges to the upper edge of the support of the Marchenko-Pastur
distribution, and w; is asymptotically orthogonal to v. On the other hand, if A > 1+ /7, A1 is
an outlier eigenvalue, occurring outside the Marchenko-Pastur support, and the cosine similarity
between w1 and v is non-trivial; that is, u; contains (partial) information about v. These results
are due to Baik, Ben Arous, and Péché [5] and Paul [40], and 14-,/7 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 level m := ||v||o,
and that the non-zero elements of v are of the form +1/y/m, Amini and Wainwright [2] prove DT
recovers the support? of v with high probability if m < C(\)y/n/logp. 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 n,(z,t) := sign(z) - (|z| — t)+ and
the kernel matrix K(ns(-,t)) € RP*P defined by

1
——ls n}/i'a i .7
0 L= ],

Specifically, CT estimates v by the first eigenvector u; of K(ns(-,t)), and the support of v by
the indices of the largest-magnitude elements of w;. 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(\)y/n, thereby confirming a conjecture of [33]. In particular, below the BBP
transition, CT is successful if m/4/n is sufficiently small, representing a significant improvement

IThis is a standard asymptotic framework in random matrix theory; + is the limiting aspect ratio of the data.
Our assumption that v € (0, 1] is for ease of exposition; analogous results hold for v € (1, c0).
2«Support recovery” and “recovery” refer to exact estimation of supp(v) and v, respectively.



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.? 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/y/n — 8 € (0, 00)
and, as in [2, 33], that the spiked model (1.1) holds with v taking the form

Vmur, Vmuvs, .. V/mom € {=1,1}, Umt1 = U2 = - = 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

1
(K(f))ij = \/ﬁf(f ) A i,7 € [p), (1.4)
0 =7,

where f : R — R is a kernel function. Denoting the leading eigenvalue and corresponding eigenvec-
tor of K(f) by A1 and u;, we will estimate v by hard thresholding u;.* 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, v, 8, and A—GCT is informative: A; is an outlier eigenvalue and the
cosine similarity between w1 and v is non-trivial. Outside of R, w; 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 \.(f,7,5) > 1 such that (f,~v,8,A) € R if and only if A >
Ae(f,7,8).° As B — o0, A(f,7,8) = 1+ /7, matching the BBP transition. We numerically
optimize A« (ns(-,t),7, B) over t > 0 and \.(f,7,3) over f € L?(¢), where ¢ 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 u; recovers v
with probability 1 —n~", for any D > 0. Our hard thresholding level does not depend on A
or 3, which are generally unknown.

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

“Specifically, we estimate v by sign(nn (w1, n"%))/||sign(na(u1,n"°))||2, where na(z,t) == @ - 1);)>; denotes hard
thresholding and € € (1/4,1/2).

For non-monotonic kernel functions, the set {\ : (f,7,8,A) € R} may be the union of disjoint intervals, in which
case GCT exhibits multiple phase transitions.
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Figure 1: Stylized illustration of sparse PCA in the critical regime m//n — 8 and p/n — . 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
Ae(7,B), and Ay (v, 8) = 1+ /7 (the BBP transition) as 3 — oc.

(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 wi, 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 < y/n, we derive the exact limit for all § € (0,00), 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,~ and 3, 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
A«(7,B) such that v is recoverable via GCT if and only if A > A.(vy,3)—see Figure 1 for an
illustration. Can alternative algorithms consistently estimate v in the GCT “impossibility region”
where A < A\ (v, 5)? 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 Li-penalized
regression, for example the elastic net-based algorithm developed by Zou, Hastie, and Tibshirani



[45].5 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~1/2 f(Y3j) rather
than n—1/2f (v/nY;;). 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~'Z"Z, Chen and Singer
[13] characterized the spectrum of the kernel matrix of noise Ky(f) € RP*P, defined by

1
— nSij ) ', o
(Ko(f))ij = vV (VnSy) 4 i,j € [p]. (1.5)
0 =7,

Asn,p — oo and p/n — v € (0,00), the ESD of Ky(f) converges to a probability measure p, 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 Ky(f) converges to the supremum
or “upper edge” of supp(u).

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 Z3'/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 € R™*P have rows 21,..., 2, S (0,I,), ¥ € RP*P be a
(deterministic) spiked covariance matrix (1.1), and

S=n'2"Z2, Y = xl/28%1/2 X=Y-8S.
We assume A\ > 1 is constant, m = ||v]|o, and v satisfies (1.3). We study kernel matrices
K(f), Ko(f) € RP*P of the forms given in (1.4) and (1.5),

1 1
(K(f))ij = V7 ) #j, (Ko(f))ij = \/ﬁf(f ) #j.

0 Z:], 0 ’L:]a

i,J € [pl,

and work within the asymptotic framework where n, p, m — oo and

%—Wye((),oo), ﬂ—>6€(0,oo).

NLD

5This algorithm is the sparse PCA method implemented in the widely-used scikit-learn library, and in some
contexts is synonymous with sparse PCA.




Let Ay > Xy > --- > ), denote the eigenvalues of K(f) and wui,us,...,u, the corresponding
eigenvectors. We will use non-bold symbols to denote the elements of certain matrices and vectors.
For example, w1 = (u11,u12,...,u1p) and Z = (z;;: 1 <i<n,1 <j <p).

The soft- and hard-thresholding operators are ns(x,t) = sign(z) - (Jz| — t)+ and np(z,t) =
T 1> Let ¢(z) = (271')_1/26_22/2 denote the Gaussian density and define the inner product on
the space of real-valued functions

(f,9)¢ 3—/Rf(z)g(z)qﬁ(z)dz.

Let {h¢}ren be the Hermite polynomials (normalized such that (hy, he)y = 1i=¢), Hin = (f, o,
and ag := (f, he)s; {ar}een 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 &, and (,,, we say &, is stochastically
dominated by ¢, and write &, < ¢, if for all €, D > 0, there exists n. p € N such that

P(&, > n°C,) < n P

for all n > n. p. If &, is not assumed nonnegative and |&,| < (,, we may write &, = O<((,).

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 Ko(f), recalling that a; :== (f, he)e
are the Hermite coefficients of f.

Theorem 2.1. (Theorem 3.4 of [15]") Let ag = 0, ||f||3j < 00, and f be bounded on compact sets.
The ESD of Ko(f) converges weakly almost surely to a continuous probability measure y on R. The
Stieltjes transform s(z) of p solves the equation

b
s(2)

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

1

:Z+a (1—7
! 1+ a1ys(z)

)+~ ad)s(z). (2.1)

Corollary 2.2. (see Corollary 3 of [36]) In the setting of Theorem 2.1, assume a3 > 0 and let
Y (s) denote the functional inverse of s(z):

_ 1 R 2 9
0(s) = =~ (1= ) =213~ ob)s (2:2)
The upper edge of supp(u) is given by
)‘+ = 1/}(80)7

where sy is the unique solution of ¢'(s) = 0 in the interval (—1/(a17),0).

"For brevity, we do not state Theorem 3.4 of [13] in its full generality.



Before stating our results, we define a key function 7(f, 5, \):

7(f,5,\) Z fﬂé 1 : (2.3)

We shall see that the spectral properties of K(f) are determined by A, ay, || f ||é, and 7; in particular,
the performance of GCT depends on § only through 7(f, 3, A).

2.1 Polynomial Kernel Functions

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

m
Vn
For brevity, we will write 7 in place of 7(f, 5n, A) (note that 7 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 a;(Y — I,), a rank-one signal term proportional to vv', and a noise

matrix Ko(f —aihy). This third term acts as an (asymptotically) independent Wigner matrix with
semicircular limiting spectral distribution (LSD).

E—ytromm), By = —= =B+ o(l). (2.4)

Theorem 2.3. Defining A(f) € RP*P as
A(f) =a (Y =L) +7-vv" + Ko(f — arhy),
we have that A(f) accurately approximates K(f) in operator norm:
| K(f) = A2 < 02

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

L

| —

K(f) =

(=0

(VnX)®' © Ko(fY). (2.5)

I

In related studies such as [36, 26, 23], where the signal v is dense (for example, if v is gen-
erated uniformly on SP~!), Hadamard powers of X have vanishing operator norm: for ¢ > 1,
|(v/nX)®s — 0; K(f) is therefore well approximated by Ko(f) + v/nX © Ko(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

=K/ (k=0 hi_e(z ) becomes

ZZ ((\FX)QK © Ko(hg—r))- (2.6)

{=0 k={

Theorem 2.3 is a consequence of the convergence

|(vVnX)®* © Ko(hy)||, 22 0

for ¢,k > 0—in short, this occurs because X sparsifies Ky(hy), which is an array of weakly depen-
dent elements with means converging to zero.®

8Let i # j. Since \/nSi; 4, N(0,1) and hy, is continuous and orthogonal to ho, the continuous mapping theorem
implies \/EE(Ko(hk))” = Ehk(\/ﬁsl]) — <hk,h0>¢ =0.



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 p 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 A\; and wu;:

Theorem 2.4. Assume a1 >0, 7 # 0, and define
—at(A+v—1) =7+ /(@A +~v—1) +7)2 —da1yT

T 2a19T ’
iy IO @)1+ ) — (14 0y 2)
(14 aryz) (1T 4+ ar(A + v + 27yx — 1))
If ' (s4) >0,
A —(s)| = V2 (u1,0)? = 0*(s4) + O<(n™/?), (2.7)
and for i € [p], assuming (uy1,v) > 0 without loss of generality,
uy; = 0(s4)v; + O (n~4?). (2.8)
If¢'(s4) <0,
A2 A, (ug,v) £ 0. (2.9)

We note that ¢’(s;) > 0 implies 1(s;) > A and 6%(s;) > 0—see the proofs of (4.16) and (4.17)
in Section 4. Thus, if ¢'(s+) > 0, GCT is informative: A; is an outlier eigenvalue and w; contains
information about v. On the other hand, if ¢'(sy) < 0, A\; converges to A\;—the supremum of
supp(u)—and wu; is asymptotically orthogonal to v. For comments on the cases a; < 0 and 7 =0,
which are not covered by Theorem 2.4, see Remark 2.2.

As a consequence of (2.8), if ¢/'(s+) > 0, hard thresholding u; at level n=¢ for e € (1/4,1/2)
recovers v. Importantly, the thresholding level does not depend on A or [, which are generally
unknown:

Theorem 2.5. Assume a; >0, 7 # 0, and ¢'(s4) > 0, and define the estimator

~ . sign((na(u1,n”%))
V= . )
[[sign((m (w1, n=9))|l,
where € € (1/4,1/2). For any D > 0, there exists n. p € N such that

P@=v)>1-n""?, Vn > ne p.

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 A\; to the maximum eigenvalue of A(f) using Weyl’s inequality
and Theorem 2.3 yields

M= ¥(s4)] < [A = Amax(A())] + [Amax (A(f)) = ¥(s4)]
SIE() = A(f)ll2 <0~
We will prove that |A\; — ¢ (s4)| is bounded by quadratic forms such as
o' (Ko(f) — zL,) " (K(f) — A()(Ko(f) — zLp) "o,

which have fluctuations of order O (n~/?)—see Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3.



2.2 Non-polynomial Kernel Functions
Throughout this section, we assume

%—Wye(o,oo), ﬂ—)ﬂe (0, 00). (2.10)

Vn
For brevity, we will write 7 in place of 7(f, 5, \).
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 ¢ > 0 such that |f(2)|, |f'(x)], |f"(z)| < ce®| whenever they
exist. Defining A(f) € RP*P as

A(f) = CL1(Y — Ip) —+7- ’U’UT + Ko(f — alhl),
we have that A(f) accurately approximates K(f) in operator norm:
IK(f) = A(f)]l2 == 0.

Theorem 2.7. In the setting of Theorem 2.6, assume a1 > 0, T # 0, and recall s4 and 6*(x)
defined in Theorem 2.4. Then,

At P'(s4) <0, 0 P'(s1) <0.

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 { f;}sen such that ||f — f¢||4 — 0 and

lim limsup | K(f) — K(f¢)||2 = lim limsup || Ko(f) — Ko(fo)|[2 = 0. (2.12)
£—00 p—oo £—00 p—oo

This result builds upon [22] in that (1) Theorems 1.4 and 1.6 of [22] pertain only to the kernel matrix

of noise Ky(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 7 = 0 or a; < 0. The former case arises under
linear kernel functions (the limits of A\; and (uj,v)? are then given by [5]) or A = 1 (v is then
unidentifiable). If a; < 0, our results apply to K(—f). If a; = 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:”

A1 1l
P TVl e (1T TV (o)

2Vllflle < VAl flle, 0 T < VAl lle-

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].

a.s.
)\1 —

9The argument of [6] requires that quadratic forms such as v' (K(f) — zI,) "'v concentrate around their expec-
tations; we provide the necessary technical conditions in Lemma 4.2.



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

Af)=a1(Y — L)+ 7 -ww' +7,-vv' + Ko(f — arhy),
where w := [1,,/y/m, 0,_,,] and
_ 1 2k+1

a2k a2k+1
Te _Z\/Wﬁ% 1 Z \/WBQIC .

The spectrum of Ko(f — a1hi) contains an outlier eigenvalue with eigenvector 1, if |ag| 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(vy), ..., sign(vmy,).

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 8 — oo, 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*(-;~, ) with the largest region of recovery. Proofs are deferred to Section 4.3.

Let L2(¢) == {f : ||f||3> < o0, f(z) = —f(—x)}. In light of Theorems 2.4 and 2.7, we define a
region R in which GCT is informative,

R = {(£,7B0) 19/ (s4) > 0.f € L2(0),7 € (0,00), B € (0,00, A > 1}, (214)

as well as R(f,,5,:) ={X: (f,7,5,\) € R}.

Corollary 2.8. To test Hy: A =1 versus Hy: X\ € R(f,7,8,-), we reject the null hypothesis when
A1 > Ay +e,
where € € (0,inf R(f,~,3,-)).

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 {h}ren and coefficients {ay }ren of f, we approximate f
by fr:= Zi:l aghy. Let Aj ¢ denote the maximum eigenvalue of K(f;) and u; ¢ the corresponding
eigenvector.

Corollary 2.9. Let (f,v,5,A\) € R, e € (1/4,1/2), and

5 sign((nx(u1,6,n"°))
||sign((nn(u1,e,n=2))]],

For any D > 0, there exist L,n. p € N such that

Py =v)>1-—n""P, Vn > nep,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 ¢. 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 € L?*(¢) and v € (0,0),
liﬁminf inf R(f,v,5,) > 14+ /7.
—00

Corollary 2.11. Let f satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.6 and vy € (0,00). By Theorem 2.7 and
Lemma 2.10, almost surely,

lim limsup (w1, v)? = 0.
B—=00 n—oo

If 7(f, B, A) is non-decreasing in A, a “traditional” phase transition occurs: GCT is informative
for signal strengths exceeding a critical value \.(f,~, B).

Lemma 2.12. If 7(f, 5, \) is non-decreasing in X\, then there exists \i(f,~,3) > 1 such that

R(f/yvﬁv ) = ()‘*(fa’y,ﬁ)?oo)

Lemma 2.12 applies to kernels with non-negative Hermite coefficients, as well as to the soft thresh-
olding operator 7(-,t), which has coefficients ag = 0, a; = 1 — erf(t/+/2), and

2

P2 () kodd
ap = k(k — 1)7‘(‘6 k-2ll) kodd,

k> 1.

0 k even,

Now, we establish an optimal kernel f*(-;~, 3) with the largest region of recovery. For brevity,
we omit the explicit dependence of f* on v and 5.

Corollary 2.13. There exists a kernel function f* and a critical value A«(7y, B) such that

U R(fa77ﬁv):R(f*77aﬁy):()‘*(7aﬁ)aoo)
feL3(9)

The Hermite coefficients {a; }ren of f* are of the form

D R - =R bt

0 k even,
and f* satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.6.

By design, f* maximizes 7(f, 3, \«(7, 3)) over

{feLid): (f,h)s=2ai,Iflle = s}

In Section 3, we will numerically calculate A (v, 3).

11



3 Numerical Calculations and Simulations

This section presents numerical calculations and simulations.

Figure 2 compares GCT with the kernel 74(-,2) (soft thresholding) to standard PCA in terms
of cosine similarity, illustrating the phase transition of Theorem 2.7 and the BBP transition. As
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 A > 1.7.

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

A*(W?B):lnf U R(fafy?57)
fELZ(4)

We define the optimal transition of soft thresholding analogously:
A (7, B) 1= inf [ R(n (1), 7. 8, )-

>0
By an analogous argument to the proof of Corollary 2.13, the infimum is achieved for a specific
thresholding level t, (7, 3).

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.'° 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
B — 00, GCT cannot outperform standard PCA: A\.(v,8) — 1+ /7, the BBP transition. In fact,
for > 1, there is little potential for improvement over PCA.

As the optimal soft thresholding level depends on (3, which is generally unknown, we propose
to adaptively select the threshold to maximize the normalized spectral gap (A1 — A2)/A2. 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 ns(+, t«(7, 5))—see Figure 5.

Empirically, the phenomena we uncover are not restricted to /muvy,...,v/muv,, € {—1,+1} as
in (1.3). In Figure 6, we generate & € R™ according to

€1y & R umif (=2, 1] U [1,2]), (3.1)

and set v[1.y,] = &£/[|€||2. The left plot depicts the cosine similarity of GCT with the kernel 7 (-, 2),
which undergoes a clear phase transition. The right plot depicts support recovery, measured as
follows:

|supp(®) N supp(v)| — |supp(®@) N ([p] \ supp(v))]

, (3.2)

where ¥ 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 As «(7,3), we ran a grid search over the thresholding level ¢, and computed for each the value of
A such that ¢'(sy) = 0. To calculate \.(7,3), we used the characterization of f* provided by Corollary 2.13, and
ran grid searches over possible values of a} and ||f*||4. For a given function f € L2(¢), we approximated s; using
7(fr, B8, ) in place of 7(f, 8, A), where fr, is the Hermite approximation of f with degree L = 21.

12
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Figure 2: Cosine similarities for GCT with the kernel n;(-,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 = 1/4.
On the right, n = 10,000, p = 5,000, and m = 50, so f = 1/2. Observe that the phase transition
of GCT decreases with f.

1.0 1 L 1.0 4 < < <
® B LEN ]
=, 0.8 e L. 08
= =
= =
2 2
=06 = 06
'O ro L]
2 2
2, =
2041 . £ 0.4 -
o o
= =
1S 1S
[ [
2 02 S 02
24 2 -
.. C ) C )
N PCA o PCA
0.0 0.0
100 125 150 L75 200 225 250 275 3.00 L00 125 150 L75 200 225 250 275 3.00
A A

Figure 3: Simulations of GCT with the kernel 7,(-,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 = 1/4. On the right, n = 10,000, p = 5,000, and m = 50, so § = 1/2.
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Figure 5: Cosine similarities for soft thresholding with adaptive threshold selection (blue) and the
optimal threshold t.(v, ) (orange). Here, n =10,000 and p = 5,000, so v = .5. At each value
of f € [.1,2], we set the signal strength to be A = Ag.(7,5) + .1. Each point is the average
of 50 simulations. Interestingly, for intermediate values of 3, adaptive thresholding empirically
outperforms the optimal fixed level t. (7, 5).
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Figure 4: The optimal phase transition of GCT (left) and soft thresholding (right), for v €
{.5,1,1.5} and g € [.1,2.5]. Notice that (1) Xs«(7,5) and A«(v, ) are visually nearly indistin-
guishable, suggesting that soft thresholding is close to optimal, and (2) A«(y,8) — 1+ /7 as
B — oo, supporting Lemma 2.10.
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Figure 6: Simulations of GCT with the kernel 7(-,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 5 = 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
(¢, k) of the form (0,k) or (¢,¢). In contrast, in the setting where v is distributed uniformly on
SP=L, only those terms with (¢, k) equal to (0,1) or (¢,£) are non negligible.
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Proof of Theorem 2.3. Rearranging (2.6), we have the following decomposition of K(f):

L
K(f) = ai(Y — diag(Y)) + > %'”(4_1)/2 (X — diag(X ™)) + Ko(f — arhn)
=3 V&
(4.1)
L L—¢
#3030 e JEE R () o (i),

Recalling that A(f) :== a1 (Y —I,) +7-vv' + Ko(f — arhy), it suffices to demonstrate that
(1) [[diag(Y) = Lpllz < n~'/2,
(2) [|n*=D/2( X — diag(X®Y)) — (A — 1)%;“‘”va“2 <n~Y4for 0 € {3,...,L},
(3) || Ko(he) © (vnX)®¥||, < n='/4 for £ € [L] and k € [L — 4].
We shall refer to these bounds as claims (1)—(3).
Expanding X = £Y/28%1/2 — § using /2 = (VA - 1)vv " +1,,
X =(VA=1)>2?w"Sv) - vo" + (VA =1)(vv'S + Svv ")

=c-vv' + (VA= 1)(v(Sv—v)" +(Sv—v)v'), (42)

where ¢ = (VX — 1)2(vSv) + 2(VA — 1) satisfies |¢ — (A — 1)] < n~ /2 since v'Sv ~ n~1y2.
Writing the coordinates of w = Sv — v as

n n

P
v; 1
wj = Z Sijvi —vj =~ Z(Z'?j -1+ - Z%‘(ZZT” — V)
=1

n < X
i=1 =1

the independence of {z;;};epn) and {2 v—240; }ie[n) implies w; is an average of i.i.d. sub-exponential
variables. Therefore, using a Hoeffding inequality and a union bound,

sup |wj| = O4(n~1/?). (4.3)
Jjelpl

Similarly bounding ||diag(S) — I,||2 , we obtain claim (1):

[diag(Y') — L[z < [|diag(S) — L[|z + [|[diag(X)]|2

< sup (|n_lz;rzj -1+ cvjz +2(VA - 1)|vjw;]) (4.4)
j€lp]
<n12
Now, consider the expansion
X _ Z ¢ ckl(\f/\ — q)hetks (UG)(k1+k2) o) w@ks) (v®(k1+k3) o w@kz)T’ (4.5)
k1, ko, k3
kl,kQ,k‘ge[ﬂ
k1+ko+kz=¢

the first term of which is ¢!m~"Dow T (corresponding to ki = £, ko = k3 = 0). Using (4.3), for
k1 € [¢] and ko € {0} U [¢], we have the bounds

1
mki—1)/2 pka2/2°

1

ok
J[w=" |2 < HE-2

H,U®k1 o ,w®k2 ||2 <
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implying that terms of (4.5) with ko + k3 > 0 are O (n~4/?*1/4). Thus,
Hn(Z—l)/2X®€ _ ceﬁg(z—nm;“? < l/4 (4.6)

Claim (2) now follows from |¢ — (A — 1)| < n~'/2 and ||diag(X)||2 < n~'/2, shown in (4.4).
Claim (3) is a consequence of Theorem 1.6 of [22], the sparsity of v, and the bound

|Ko(h) © X, 5 30 M

k1,k2,k3€[K]
ki+ko+ks=k

Ko(hy) ® ((UQ(k1+k’2) ® ,w®k3) (,UQ(kH-ks) ® kaQ)T) H .
2

Since the Hadamard product satisfies A ® (xy") = diag(z) A diag(y), for ko + k3 > 0,

1

, = iy KRz, (47)

W o) © (091 © ) (020 6 )T |

where we used (4.3), that the operator norm of a diagonal matrix is the maximum absolute entry,
and n*1/2m~F1 < 1. For ky = kg = 0, we have

n2|| Ko(he) © (0 (0°) 1) || = 02| (Bo(he) g |- (48)
Theorem 1.6 of [22] yields
[ Ko(Re)]l2 < 1, (Ko (he)) prm, o5 < m /2. (4.9)

Thus,

| Ko(he) © (\/HX)QICH2 < n~1/4 completing the proof.

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

R(f,2) = (K(f) = 21,) ", Ro(f,2) = (Ko(f) = 2L,) "

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

fo) e 5)

= T ars)’ §(2) = 3(2)(1 +v — a173(2)).

Lemma 4.1. For any e, D > 0, there exists n. p € N such that
P(|| Ko(f)ll2 > (1 +e)As) <n™ P, Vn > ne p.

Lemma 4.2. For any z € CT and deterministic vectors uw, w € SP~1,

w Ry (f, z)w — (u, w)s(z) = O (n~'/?), (4.10)
u'SRy(f, 2)w — (u, w)3(z) = O (n"/?), (4.11)
u SRy(f,z)Sw — (u,w)§(z) = O<(n~Y?). (4.12)

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets C C C such that inf,cc Re(z) > A4
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Lemma 4.3. For any z € CT and deterministic vectors w,w € SP~% such that ||ulo V ||lw|o < m,

u Ro(f,2)(K(f) — A(f))Ro(f, z)w = O (n~"/?), (4.13)
u'SRy(f,2)(K(f) — A(f))Ro(f, 2)w = O<(n~'/?), (4.14)
u'SRy(f,2)(K(f) — A(f))Ro(f, 2)Sw = O (n'/?). (4.15)

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets C C C such that inf,cc Re(z) > M.

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,

AL — (s <n*1/2, "(s4) >0,
A1 as”tﬁ( +)l (CACHEY (4.16)
A== Aq, P'(s4) <0,
and eigenvector results,
(u1,v) = 0(s4) + O<(n~"/2), V(s4) >0, (4.17)
uy; = 0(sy )v; + O (n~1?), Y (s4) >0, (4.18)
<U1,’U> =2 0, wl(5+) <0 (419)

For brevity, we often suppress the arguments of matrices such as Ky(f) and Ry(f, 2).

Proof of (4.16). Assume ¢'(s1) > 0 and define the contours
Cn={2€C:|z—(sq)| =bn},

where (1) 8, — 0 and (2) there exists ¢ > 0 such that 6, > n~'/?*<. We shall prove that
¥(s4) > Ay and C, encircles exactly one eigenvalue of K with probability 1 —n~" (for any D > 0).
Furthermore, taking C to be an arbitrary, bounded contour such that inf,c¢c Re(z) > Ay and
CNC, = 0, an identical argument shows that C encircles no eigenvalues of K with probability
1 —n~P. In combination, these results yield |A\; — ¥(s4)| < n~/2. Proof that ¢/(s;) < 0 leads to
A =25 A\ is similar and omitted.

From Corollary 2.2 and the discussion on page 19 of [36], we have that 1 (s4) > Ay if and only
if s, € (—=1/(a1),0) and v’ (s, ) > 0. Noticing that s, is negative and increasing in A on [1, 00),!

Osy 1 (_1 ag(AN+y—1)+7 )>0’

_ b 4.0
ox 21y VA +7 = 1) + 1) — daymy (4.20)

we obtain the lower bound

N s +/(a1y + 1) — day Ty _ —my— T+ la1y — 7] N 1
2a17y 2a17y - ay

By Theorem 2.3, we may write K = VAV " + Ky + A, where

al(ﬁ—1)2+7' al(ﬁ—l)
al(\f)\—l) 0 ’

"The partial derivative (4.20) is symbolic and ignores the dependence of 7 on \.

V = [fv Sv], A=
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and A == K— A+ (c— (A —1))vv'. Denoting Ra = (Ko + A — 2I,)"!, as ¢(s;4) > Ay, Lemma
4.1 and the bound ||A|s < n~'/* imply Ry and Ra are holomorphic within C, with probability
1 —n=P and

sup ([[Roll2 V [[Rall2) < 1. (4.21)
z€Cn

From these facts and the Woodbury identity, which yields
R=RaA —RAV(A '+ VTRAV) 'V R4, (4.22)

we have that any eigenvalue of K (equivalently, a pole of R) encircled by C, is a pole of (A~! +
VTRAV)™!. Thus,

det(A™ + VTRAV) = 0. (4.23)

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

) de 1 [s(x) (=) L 14 Ts(z) Fars(z)(A+y+7s(2) — 1)
(e) i= det (A " [5(2’) 5(2)] > a2(1 + ayys(2)) (VA — 1)2 (4.24)

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

(1) sup |det(A™' + VTRAV) — £(2)] = n~ V2,
zeln

() inf [€(2)| 2 3n

(3) Within C,,, ¥(s4) is the unique root of £ and has multiplicity one, and £ is holomorphic.

Then, Rouché’s theorem and the bound

sup | det(A"'+VTRAV) — &(z)| < inf [£(2)],

2€Cn z€Cy

holding with probability 1 — n~P, implies that C, encircles equal numbers of roots of £(z) and

det(A~! + VTRAV)7 completing the proof. Rouché’s theorem is applicable as Ra is holomorphic
within C,,.

On C,,, Lemma 4.3 implies |V TRyARyV ||z < n~ /2, and (4.21), ||S]]2 < 1, and ||A[y < n~1/4
imply |[VTRyARAAR V|2 < ||A||3 < n~1/2. Thus, using the relations R,' — R;' = A and

RA =Ry— RAARy= Ry— RyARy + Ry ARAAR,, (4.25)
we obtain
[VIRAV —~V RV ||, < n7/2,
sup |det(A™1 + VIRAV) — det(A™! + VTROV)‘ <n1/2 (4.26)
zeCn
Moreover, Lemma 4.2 implies
HVTROV . {3(2) f(z)] <2
5(z) s ’ (4.27)
sup |det(A_1 +VIRyV) — 5(7:)} <n 12

2€Cp,
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Claim (1) follows from (4.26) and (4.27).

As the numerator of £ is quadratic in s(z), the roots of £ are ¥(s4) and ¥ (s_), where

—a1(A+y—1) =7 —/([aa(A+~7—1) +7)2 — day Ty
2a17y ’

S_ =

Similarly to (4.20), s_ is decreasing in A on [1,00), giving the upper bound

_ o 2 _ _ _
R el V(ary +7)2 —dayty L TUY T 1
2a1TY - 2ty T ary

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

(5(:) = s)(5(2) —5)
a?(1+ arys(z) (VA — 1)?

§(2) = —

On C,, we have |s(z) — s_| < |1 + a1ys(z)| < 1. Furthermore, the relation

== [ (572 5y %0 = | ooty

along with |z — ¢(s4)| = 0, and |(A — 2)(A — ¥(s4))| < 1 for X € supp(u), implies

f — 2 Op.
inf [s() 5] 2

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

Lemma 4.4. Defining the quantity

o =s- i3] (w5 53]) 6
_ s(2)(1 + a1ys(2))
1+ 7s(2) + a1s(z) A+~ +7ys(z) — 1)’

for any z € Ct and deterministic vector u € SP~1,

wT(R— Ra)u— (u,0)*((2) ~ ()| < (. 0)| +

f |

(4.28)

(4.29)

(4.30)

Moreover, the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets C C C such that inf,cc Re(z) > A

Proof. The claim follows from
u'(R—Ra)u=—u"RAV(A '+ VIRAV) 'V RAw,

oot vt (0 [ 5], <o

V Rau=V Ryu— V' Ry ARyu +V Ry ARAARyu

1/2

~ two) [3] + o),

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 1(s;) and is bounded
away from supp(p); as in the proof of (4.16), with probability 1 — n~", C encircles only the
maximum eigenvalue of K. Cauchy’s integral formula and Lemma 4.4 therefore yield
(ug,v)? = _2Lm' CUTR(z)vdz
B 1
T 2mi

(4.32)
i ((2)dz + O (n~V2)

Here, the first equality is a particular case of (1.16) in [32] and the second uses the fact that Ra
and s(z) are holomorphic on and within C, implying

j{vTRA'vdz = % s(z)dz = 0.
C C
Since 1 (s4) is the unique pole of {(z) in C (recall that £(¢(s4)) = 0),

(i, 0) = lim (2 —(s4))¢(2) + O<(n™'/?). (4.33)

z—1p(s4)
We compute the limit on the right-hand side using L’Hépital’s rule, as in Corollary 2 in [36]:
— _ _ /
i (s de () = ST @15E) G U))1 215 )
z—b(s 1) 2—(sy) (ar(N+~v—=1)4+7)s'(2) + 2a17vs(2)s/(2)

. —s(5)(1+ apys(2)
2=(sy) (@A +v—1) +7)s'(2) + 2a1778(2)s'(2)

(4.34)

The second equality follows from the continuity of s(z) on (A}, 00), implying s(z) — sy as z —
¥ (s4), and the observation

lim ag(A+~v—1)+74+2a17ys(2) =ar(A+~v—1) + 7+ 2a17ys+ > 0,

z—=P(s4)
(2 = ¥(s4)) (A + 2a175(2))

=0.
z=p(sp) (A +v—1) + 7+ 2a17vs(2)
We complete the proof using the equation
1 a2'y -1
lim §'(z) = lim — 1 — 2 _a?
R A (SQ(Z) T anse s 1)) (4.35)
= (l_a’%’y_,y(”fHQ —a2))71 ‘
s3I+ arysy)? e H)
which is obtained by differentiating (2.1). By (4.34) and (4.35),
lim (z— (s 2) = 0%(s4).
me)( P(s4))¢(2) = 07(s4) (4.36)
Finally, we note that (4.34), s € (—1/(a17),0), and s'(s5) > 0 imply 62(s;) > 0. O

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),

1
(ug,v)uy; = 3 I e, R(z)vdz = —

= 0%(s4 )i + O<(nV/?).

a3 i ((2)dz + O (n~1/?)

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

(u1,v)? — 0%(s4)

_ n-1/2
fur o) 1 0(s5) <)

(ur,0) - 0(s4) =

0°(s4)vi
0(s4) + O<(n=1/2)

(4.38)
+0<(n ) = 0(s 1 )vi + O<(n™1/?).

Uy =

O]

Lemma 4.5. Let W € RP*XP=1 pe ¢ semi-orthogonal matric such that WW T + vv! = I,. For
any z € CT,

v KWL, — W KW) "W Ko =2+ (C(2)) ' —ar(A = 1) =7+ O<(n1/*).
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 (L, - W'KW)'W'Kv =2+ (v'Rv)™" —v'Kuv.
Theorem 2.3, Lemma 4.4, and the bound [v"Sv — 1| < n™/2 yield v "Rv = {(z) + O (n"/?) and
v Ko = (VAV' + Ko+ A)o
= (A)11 +2(A)12 + v Koo + O (n /4.

The claim now follows from |v"Kqv| < n~/2, which is proven similarly to (4.10).
U

Proof of (4.19). Let W e RP*(P=1) be a semi-orthogonal matrix such that WW T + vv| = I,.
Similarly to Section 2 of [38], we have

v Kv v KW v uy ) v uy
WTKv WIKW| [WTu | 7 {Wlu |’

yielding WTu; = u{ v(MI,_1 — WIKW) 'W TKv (the inverse exists almost surely). Further-
more, using the normalization condition (u1,v)% + |[W Tuy |2 = 1, we obtain the equation

(u,v)?(1+ v KW (M1, — W KW) W 'Kv) = 1. (4.39)
We shall prove
v KW (ML, | — WIKW)2W TKv %% oo, (4.40)

implying (u1,v)? 225 0 by (4.39).
By Lemma 4.5,

v KW (1, | - W KW) "W Kv 25 2 + (¢(2) P —a1(A— 1) — 7,

where the convergence is uniform in z on compact subsets of C*. Since A; =% A\, by (4.17) and
uniform convergence of an analytic sequence implies uniform convergence of the derivative,

(A +in)
(A4 +in)’

v KW (M +in)I,_1 — W KW) W 'Kv % 1 (4.41)
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for any n > 0. Since s(Ay +in) — so and |s'(A\+ +in)| — o0 as n — 0, and

((z) _1+a17s(2)2+ ar(A+v —1)s(2))
¢*(2) s*(2)(1 + a17s(2))?

we obtain the lower bound

1-— '5/(2)7

liminf [v KW ((A\; +in)I,_1 — W KW)2W Ko

n—oo

> lim inf lim inf |o TEW ((A\s + in)I,_1 — W KW) 2W Kv| % . @42
The claim now follows from
v KWL, 1 — W KW)2W ' Kv > [v KW ((\ +in)l,_, — W KW) W "Kv|.
O

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 { fo}een such that ||f — follp — 0 and

hm limsup || K(f) — K(fo)|2 = hm limsup || Ko(f) — Ko(fe)l|2 0.

£—00 p—oo n—00

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 Ky(f) and (2) Theorem 1.4 assumes f is
continuously differentiable.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Let { f;}sen denote the polynomials given by Lemma 4.6 and ay i, = (f¢, hi)o-
We shall bound the right-hand side of

IK(f) = A(H)ll2 < [[K(f) = K(fo)ll2 + [ K(fe) = A(fo)ll2 + [ A(fe) — A(S)ll2- (4.43)

Since Lemma 4.6 and Theorem 2.3 state that

Jim limsup | K(f) = K(fo)ll2 = lim | K(fo) = A(fo)l2 = 0.

=00 n—oo

we focus on the third term of (4.43):
IA(f) = A(fo)ll2 < lar — aea| - [Y =1, = Ko(ha)ll2 + |7 — 7(fo)| + | Ko(f) — Ko(fe)ll2,  (4.44)

where 7(fy) = Z£:1 ap(A—1)k/(V/K!B*1). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and || f — fo||s — 0,
we have |a; —ag1| — 0 and

00  1\k 00 1/2
ol < (3 (Y S —an)?) S = fills 0
= kB k=1

as £ — oo. Thus, using the almost-sure bound [|[Y — I, — Ky(h1)l||2 < || X ]2 + ||diag(S) — L,|l2 S 1,

lim limsup [|A(f) — A(fo)ll2 = 0.

—0  n—oo

22



Lemma 4.7. The operator norm of the kernel matrix of noise satisfies
1Ko (f)ll2 == At

Proof. Let {for}een denote the polynomials given by Lemma 4.6 and A4 (fy) the supremum of the
support of the LSD of Ko(f;); by Theorem 1.7 of [22], || Ko(fo)|l2 == A4 (fe). As ||f — fells — 0
and the solutions to ¢'(s) = 0 depend continuously on the coefficients of equation (2.2), we have
A+ (fe) = Ay as £ — oo. Thus,

lim sup | Ko(f)llz < lim lim sup (|| Ko(fe)ll2 + [ Ko(f) = Ko(fo)ll2) =

n—o0

o (4.45)
tim inf || Ko (f)ll2 > lim Timinf (| Ko(fe)l2 — | Ko(f) — Ko(fe)l2) = Ay

O]

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 ¥ (s) and sy, defined in Corollary 2.2 and Theorem 2.4, respectively. In this section, for
clarity, we write [¢'(s4)](f, A) to reflect that sy and v/(s) each depend on f and \. Corollary 2.9
is a consequence of Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 4.8:

Lemma 4.8. If [{'(s4)](f, ) > 0, there exists L € N such that [¢)'(s4)](fe, A) > 0 for all ¢ > L.
This follows from 7(fg, 8,\) = 7(f, 8, A) and [¢'(s)](fe) = [¢'(s4+)](f) as £ — oc.

Proof of Lemma 2.10. We will consider v < 1; the cases v = 1 and v > oo are similar. Let
ar = (f,h1)¢. Since R(f,7,0,-) = R(f/a1,7,5,-) and inf R(f — a1h1,7v,B,-) = 00 as f — oo (see
Remark 2.2), we may assume a; = 1 without loss of generality. Then,

V) = 5 - e 1=,

By the definition of R(f,~, 3, "),

1 gl

Since 7(f, 8,\) =+ 0 and sy — —1/(A+~v—1) as § — oo, and

)0

2

(1+7s4)” =5t = —v(1 =) (S+ -

Y= Y=
we obtain from (4.46) the lower bound
... . 1 \ﬁ -7
1 finf R ) >inf{dA>1: . 4.47
lﬂniloré m (f,’y,ﬁ,)_ll’l { - )\+7—1<7_72} ( )

The inequality on the right-hand side is equivalent to
=77

Nahale'

completing the proof. O

A>14+
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Proof of Lemma 2.12. In this proof, we write sy (X, 7(\)) as f, v, and § are fixed. Since sy (A, 7)
is increasing in each argument (see (4.20)), sy (A, 7(A)) is increasing in A. Recalling that s; €
(—1/(a1,7),0) and 9’(s) has a unique root s in this interval, it follows that

R(fa’%ﬁ’ ) = {/\ >1: ¢/(5+()‘7T()‘)) > O} = ()\*(f77aﬁ)’oo)7

where we define
Ae(f7, B) =inf {A > 1: 9 (s (X, 7(N) > 0}.

Proof of Corollary 2.13. Let fy have Hermite coefficients (fy, h1)y = 0 and

N\
M k odd,

(Fahi)o = { VEIBF1 k#1.
0 k even,

Given any f € L2(¢), consider the kernel

VIFIZ = (£,
AR

The orthogonality of the Hermite polynomials implies HfA||¢ = ||fll¢ and <f,\,h1>¢ = (f, h1)g.
Moreover, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

— (f, hi)p(A = 1)F

Fa=(f, ) ght + A

T(faﬁy)‘):kzg) \/Hﬁkfl
[e'¢) A—1 2k\ 1/2
< JIFE—(7, h1>z(; i ) (L.45)
= JIFIE = (£ m2 Al
=7(fr. B, )).
Similarly to the proof of Lemma 2.12, these properties imply
[ (5] 2) < [ ()] (fas M), VYA ER(f. 7, B,)-
Thus, since R(f,, 3,) is invariant under rescalings of f,
U R(f77757 ): U UR(ahl"i_f)\v’Y?ﬁf)' (449)
feLi(o) a>0A>1

Consider {(ag, \r)}xen such that

kli)Igo inf R(akhl + f)\k”y’ 57 ) = a>10n£21 R(a’hl + f/\?r% 53 )

=Y

Assuming {||laxh1 + fll¢tren is bounded without loss of generality, there exists a convergent
subsequence {(ag,, Ak,)}een; let ay, — a, > 0 and A\, — A > 1 as £ — oo, and define f* =
aihi + fa,. As [¢'(s4)](f, A) is continuous in the Hermite coefficients of f, we conclude that

R(ak’ghl + f)\kw’%ﬁa ) — R(f*/ngv )
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Together with Lemma 2.12, this yields
feL3(e)

To complete the proof, we note that (4.48) implies
Ae =inf {A > 1: [/ (s)](f*,A) > 0}.

5 Proof of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3

Throughout this section, f and g are odd polynomials and L := deg(f) V deg(g). For simplicity,
the proofs given below assume u = w and z € C*, implying || Ro(f,2)|]2 < Im(2)~! < co. Given
a compact set C C C such that inf,cc Re(z) > A4, the extension from pointwise to uniform
convergence is made by restricting calculations to the event {||Ko(f)||2 < (1 +¢)A+}, which occurs
with probability at least 1 — n~" by Lemma 4.1. As e, D > 0 are arbitrary, this implies

sup [[Ro(f, )2 < 1.
zeC

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

(u+w) Ro(f,2)(u+w) = |lu+w|3s(z) + O<(n/?)
= 25(2) + 2u" Ro(f, 2)w + O (n~'/?),

yvielding u" Ro(f, 2)w = (|lu + wl||3/2 — 1)s(2) + O<(n"/?) = (u,w)s(z) + O<(n~/?). 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 € CT and deterministic vectors uw, w € SP~1,

u' Ry(f, 2)w — E[u' Ry(f, z)w] = O (n~/?), (5.1)
u' SRy(f, 2)w — E[u' SRy(f, 2)w] = O<(n"'/?), (5.2)
u' SRy(f,2)Sw — E[u' SRy(f, z)Sw] = O<(n~/?). (5.3)

Lemma 5.2. Let p/n =~ + O(n=12). For any z € CT, € > 0, and deterministic vectors u, w €
sp—1,

Elu" Ro(f, z)w] — (u,w)s(z) = O(n~1/?+9), (5.4)
E[u'SRy(f, z)w] — (u, w)3(z) = O(n~1/?>*9), (5.5)
E[u' SRo(f, z)Sw] — (u,w)$(z) = O(n~1/?*9). (5.6)

Lemma 4.3 is a corollary of Lemmas 5.3-5.5 and the proof of Theorem 2.3. Recalling
X =x28%12 _§—c.ov' +(VA-1)(w(Sv—0v)" +(Sv—v)v'),

with ¢ := (VA — 1)%(v T Sv) + 2(V/X — 1), we define Kém) (9) = Ko(9) ® (v/nX); the superscript of
Kgm) (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 € CT and deterministic vectors w,w € SP~% such that ||ulo V ||w|o < m,
u' Ro(f,2) Ky (9)Ro(f, 2)w — E|u” Ro(f,2)K§" (9) Ro(f, 2)w| = O« (n™1?), (5.7)
uT SRo(f, )K" (9)Ro(f, 2)w — E[u” SRo(f,2) K" (9) Ro(f, 2)w] = O-(n"1%),  (5.8)
u' SRo(f,2) Ky (9) Ro(f, 2)Sw — E|u” SRo(f, 2) K™ (9)Ro(f, 2)Sw| = O<(n™"2).  (5.9)

Lemma 5.4. For any z € CT and deterministic vectors w,w € SP~% such that |Julo V ||w|o < m,

E[u” Ro(f, )K" (9)Ro(f, 2)w| = O(n~1/2+2), (5.10)
E[u’ SRo(f, 2)K{" )(g)Ro(f 2w| = 0(n~12%), (5.11)
[ TSRo(f,2) K™ (9)Ro )Sw} — O(n~Y/2+), (5.12)
Lemma 5.5. For any z € Ct and deterministic vectors u € SP™1,
u' Ro(f,2)(v© (Sv—v)) = 0(n"1?), (5.13)
u' SRy(f,2)(v ® (Sv —v)) = O<(n~/?). (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 Ky(f) and

Ry(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' SRySu — E[u' SRySu| 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.

Forj € [n],let S_; .= S —nilzjij, K, ; denote the kernel matrix of S_; (defined analogously

o (1.5)), and Ry _; = (Ko —j — 2I,)7t. Define Fy := 0, F; = o({21,...,2j}), the conditional
expectation E;(-) = E(-|F;), and o == (E; — Ej_1)u' SRySu. Then, {aj}jem) is a martingale
difference sequence with respect to {F;} e, and we have the decomposition
n n
u'SRoSu —E[u' SRoSu] = > (E; —E; 1)u' SReSu=> aj. (5.15)
j=1 j=1

We further expand «; into four terms:
a5 = (Ej — Ej_l) |:UTSR()S’U, — uTS_jRO,_jS_ju}

= o1 + 2052 + 2053 + Qg

where 1
Qj = E(Ej —-E;_1) [(usz)2 . z]-TRgzj],
1
04j72 = E(E] — E]‘_l) [’U,sz . ZJTRO’_]‘S_]"U/}, (5 16)
1

Oéj73 = E(EJ — Ej—l) [UTZ]' . Z]T(R(] — Ro,_j)S_ju],
Oéj74 = (Ej — Ejfl) [u S (RO — Ro j)S,ju} .
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The proof of (5.3) is a consequence of the Burkholder inequality applied to {a;} e[, and the
following bound on Ej,1|ozj|k (which we derive by bounding «;1, ..., aj4):

Lemma 5.6. For each j € [n], define the random variable
1= 1V ISl v (s [Kosoll) v ( s VillKo (o)l )
Le(L) Le(L)]

Then,

4Lk
k (logn)
Ej—l |aj| ,E T

E;j_1Tj".
Lemma 5.7. For allj € [n], e >0, and k € N,
r; <1, ETY < nf. (5.17)

Lemma 5.8 (Burkholder inequality, Lemma 2.13 of [4]). Let {a;}32; be a martingale difference
sequence with respect to the filtration {F;}32,, and let E;(-) = E(- |.7-" ). Then, for k > 2,

k n k/2 n
<E|:<ZEJ'1|(IJ'|2> :| +ZE’O@"]€
j=1 Jj=1

(the implied constant depends only on k).

n

Do

j=1

E

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

(1
ZIE\ alf < Og”) EF

A )] o

j=

(log n)4Lk k/2
5 WE sup E]_ll—‘? .

Jjeln]
Now, for j € [n], let f denote I'; with columns z1,...,zj_1 of Z replaced by ii.d. copies
Z1,...,2j_1, enabling us to write E; 11“? = E[F?!%l, e En] and yielding the bound
n k/2 log n )ALk k/2
E[(ZEj_l\ajF) ] S %E[( sup E[Fg‘zl, . ~n]> ]
j=1 n J€ln]
| ALk (5.19)
< (Og:/lE[ sup f?k] .
n Jj€ln]

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

E[suplﬂk} <nf +E[supf4k 1<supF4k>n >]

j€n] Jj€(n] j€n]
N 1/2
<n®+ (E[ sup F?k] -IP’< sup F4k >n >> (5-20)
J€M] J€ln]

5 ne + n1+e—D/2'
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Thus, applying the Burkholder inequality (Lemma 5.8) to (5.15) with (5.18)-(5.20), we obtain

E|uTSRySu — E[u’ SRySu]|" <n

< 1+e—k +na—k/2’
implying (5.3) by Markov’s inequality as k > 2 is arbitrary. O
Lemma 5.9. The kernel matrix has the decomposition

Ko(f) = Ko,—;j(f) + A1 + Agj + Az,

where

\}ﬁKoy—j(f' —a1) © (22} ),

CL]_ T
Al,j = ;zjzj N Ag,j =

and the operator norm of Ag satisfies

1
1Asll2 S —(1V[2)1%) - T

S

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 z;. For k > 2,

k
(E; — Ej_l)ijAzj‘ = ‘Ej_l(ijAzj - trA)‘ <E;j_1|Ez,( Z; TAz; — trA)‘
SE Al
Proof of Lemma 5.6. The claim follows immediately from the bounds

(log n)4Lkz
k

Ej oy * < E; 1T, r € [4],

which we prove below:

(1) By Jensen’s inequality and ||Ro|l2 < Im(z)~! <1,

1 1
Ej-1laja* S @Ej—l[(ngRozj)k\uszlzk} S 7E] EA RIS (521
(2) Let E;, () denote expectation with respect to z;. Since E;_1(-) = E;E; (-),
1 k 1
k T T k k
Ejifejol” S —pE; [Ezjlzj u-z; Ro;S_jul } S FEillS—llz < E;I5. (5.22)

(3) By Lemma 5.9 and ||z;]]2 < /1] 2j]|c0s
zj (Ro— Ro_;)S_ju= —z] Ro(A1;+ Ao+ As;)Ro ;S ju,
1
2] RoA1 Ry ;S ju| < g\IZjH%\ZjTRo,fjsfju| < |lzjl1%|2] Ro,—;8jul,

1 .
|ijRoA2,jRo,—jS—jU| ]z Rodiag(z;) Ko, j(f' — a1)diag(z;j) Ro,;S_jul (5.23)

\Ktx—j(f’ —a1) |, 18—jll2 < Iz 1315

oo™ 70

2
N %Hz]’\\zllza*lloo\

|z RoA3 iRy —jS_jul S ||z]H ”A3]”2HS (1v HzJH2LH)P]-

__]H2 ~ \/>
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Moreover, as Ry —; and S_; are independent of z;, Ezj]z;ng,_jS_jmk < Ro—;S—juls <
|S_;||5. Together, these bounds imply
k (logn)2Lk

1
k T T
S cpEi-tfu 22z (Ro— Ro—j)S—ju| S

Ej1]ajs

(4) Since R() — R07_j = —Ro(K() — KO,—j)RO,—j7
’U,TS_]‘(RO — Ro,_j)S_ju = — ’U,TS_jR()(K() — K()7_j)R07_jS_ju
= — ’U:Tsijo’fj(Ko — K07,j)R0,,jS,ju (524)
+ UTS_jRo,_j(Ko — Ko’_j)Ro(Ko — K07_j)R0,_jS_ju.
We bound UTS,jR07,j(KQ - K07,j)R0,,jS,ju Similarly to (523)

E
Y

T k T 2k L ok
Es|u S_jRo_jA1;Ro—;S_jul" S —Es |2 Ro—;S—jul Sﬁra"

(5.25)

T k 2k k < (logn)*"* .
Es|u'S_jRo—jAs;Ro—jS_jul" < Ez IS5 Asll3 S
To analyze the corresponding term involving Ay ;, we use the identity

1
'U,TS_]'RQ_]‘AQ,]'RQ_]'S_]"U/ = ﬁuTS_jRQ_j (K()V_j(f/ - a1) ® (ZjZT))RQ_jS_jU

1
- ﬁij (Ko,_j(f’ —a1) ® (Ro,—jS—juuTs—jRo,—jDZj

(this follows from diag(z;)Ro,—;jS—ju = diag(Ro,—;S_;u)z;) and concentration of Gaussian
quadratic forms (Lemma 5.10):

K
‘ (Ej —Ej1)u'S_jRo—jAz;Ro - S*ju‘

- #’(Ej ~Ej1)|2] (Kos(f' — a1) © (Ro,—;S-juu’S_;Ro;)) 2] ‘k

< #Ej_l“Ko,—j(f/ —a1)® (Ro_;S_juu’S_;Ry_;) HI; (5.26)
< By (IS I IVAKo (7 an)lL]

< %Ej,lrg?k.

Here, to obtain the second inequality, we used [|[A ® (zz)||r < ||Allool|zz || F = || Allco||z||3,
for A € RP*P and x € RP.

The second term on the right-hand side of (5.24) satisfies
lu"S_;Ro—j(Ko — Ko,—j)Ro(Ko — Ko—j)Ro,—jS_ju| S 61 + 02,5 + 83,5, (5.27)
where
01 = %HZJH% =/ RS jul”,
525 = izl |27 R3S gl 185112 (18] + 1831,
IS5 13 (1 Az;113 + [ As53)-

03,5
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By arguments similar to (5.23)—(5.25), we have

1 logn logn
B ol < L0% Bylat < WEN e g g < QBT g0y
n nk nk
Combining the above bounds completes the proof:
log 1 4Lk
%d%ﬁﬁ(iﬁﬁﬂ?-
O

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 || Ko —;(hs)||2 < 1 for £ € [L] and ||S_;||2 < 1. Moreover,

sup v/nl|Ko,—j(he)llse = sup  sup  |he(n”'22] z,)],
Le(L) Le[L] k1#ka2€[n\{j}

and each term satisfies |hg(n~"/ sz Zk,)| < 1 by Lemma 4.1 of [13] and Markov’s inequality. Thus,
using a union bound, we conclude that I'; < 1.

To prove the second point of the lemma, we use the bound

L
EL% S 1+E|IS_ 15" + Y B[l Kos (ho)l13* + IvVnKo—s(he) 2] < n* (5.29)
/=1

(which follows from ||S_;|l2 < [|S—;||F and || Ko,—;(he)|2 < || Ko,—j(he)||F) and the fact that for any
e,D >0, P(ITj| > n®) < n~P for sufficiently large n:

ETY <E[M¥1(T; < nf)] + E[DF 1T > nf)]

<nf 4 (BT B(T; > nf))"/? (5.30)
< nf 4+ nkP/2,
Taking D > 2k completes the proof.
O
Proof of Lemma 5.9. Similarly to (4.1),
1
Ko(f) = Koi () + =Ko (1) © (%))
L L—¢
20D e\ Kok © (232])°F ),
=i it e [ ] (5.31)
1 al 1
T Ko (1) (275 = Daja] + Ko (7 - an) © (352]) - ing(x7)
ai

Thus,




The lemma now follows from Hd1ag( M)l2 = ||zj]|%, our assumption that f is an odd function
(implying as = 0), and the bounds

@kHZ

2
k
nk/QHKQ—j(hO) (z]z] @ HQ — (k; 1/2”,2 = (k; 1/2sz|oov

el Ko (he) © (22 )7H ], < |[diag () Ko, ) (25, (5.32)
< B 5oz - 12512
O
5.2 Proof of Lemma 5.2
Lemma 5.11. Under the assumptions of Lemma 5.2,
E(Ro)11 — s(z) = O(n~ /%), E(SRo)11 — 3(z) = O(n~1/%),

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

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]. O

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

N -1
(Roi1 = = (407" f (072200 2L 0) (Ko — Tp1) " S (0722 1y2))

(Ro)12 = —\}H(Ro)n : f(nil/zza)Z(—‘;l)>((KO)[Q:pQ:p} — zIp_l)fleg, (5:3)
where f is applied elementwise.
Proof of (5.4). By exchangeability,
Efu" Rou] = E(Ro)11 + ((u,1,)% — 1)E(Ry)12. (5.34)

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

E(Ro)12 = E[E[(Ro)12|Z(_1)]] = 0.
The claim now follows Lemma 5.11. t
Proof of (5.5). The proof is similar to that of (5.4):
Efu'SRou] = E(SRo)11 + ((u,1,)*> — )E(SRp)12,

1< 1 1 (5.35)
(SRo)1z = > (=), 2()) (Ro)j2 = -z, 22) (Ro)a2 + > (=) 2()) (Ro)j2.
i=1 72
Since (Rp)22 and (Rp); 2 are even and odd functions of z(y), respectively,
E(SRy)12 = E[E[(SRo)12|Z(_2)]] = 0.
O
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Proof of (5.6). By exchangeability,

1 O 1
]E[’U,TSR()SU] = ﬁ ZE[(UTZi)Z . zi—rRoZi] + E ZE[UTZi . ziTROS_iu]
i=1 i=1

1 T2 T T T
= ~E[(u z1)°- 2 Rozi] + E[u 21 - 2 RoS-1u] (5.36)

1 1
= EIE[z]—Rozl] + EE {(uTzl)Q(leRozl - E[zIRozl])}
+ E[UTR[]’,lS,lu] + E|:’U,T21 . ZI(RO — R07,1)S,1u],

where the final equality holds as E(u'2;)? = 1 and E[u'2; - 2] Ry _1S_1u] = E[u' Ry _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
—E[z] Roz1] =
n (21 Roz1]

Etr(SRo) = 73(z) + O(n~1/219),

33
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(5.37)
E[UTRO,—15_1u =3(z) + O(n—1/2+a)'

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

1 1 1
EZIROA - E]E[leROZﬂ =0<(n"1?), EE}leROzl —E[z] Rozi]|* = 0(n™'%%), (538

for any € > 0, implying

1 1 o\ 1/2
~E|(u"21)? (2] Roz1 — E[z) Roz1])| S —(E[2] Roz1 — Elz] Rozi]|’) (5.39)
= O(n~Y/%+),
We expand the fourth term of (5.36) using Lemma 5.9:
E[le(Ro — R07_1)S_1uuTz1} = — E[zIRO(Al,l +Ar + A371)R0,_1S_1uuTz1]. (5.40)

Denoting 7y := leRo,_l,S'_luuTzl — uTRo,_l,S'_lu , we have E|n;|> = O(nf) by Lemma 5.10 and
IS_1]|2 < 1. Using this bound, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (5.37), and (5.38), we find that the
component of (5.40) involving Ay is approximately —a;v5?(2):
E[ZIR0A171RO7_1S_1UUTZ1:| = %E[ZIR()Zl . leRo,_l,S'_luuTzl]
= alE[(nflleRozl — 'yé(z))uTRov_l.S’_lu} + a1v8(2)Em
+ alE[(nflleRozl — 'y§(z))771] + a17§(z)E[uTR07_1S_1u]
= 1752 (2) + O(n~1/2He),

Furthermore, the final line of (5.23) implies

1/2
E[ZIR0A371R0,71571UUTZ1:| 5 (E‘Z;—RoAg,lRo,flsflu‘Z)

\}ﬁ((log n)*H2ETY) 1/2 (5.41)

O(n_1/2+5).

N
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It remains to prove that the component of (5.40) involving A ; is negligible,
E[le R0A2,1R07_1S_1uuTz1} = O(n~1/%+e), (5.42)
which we address below. From (5.40)—(5.42), we obtain
E[le(Ro - Ro,_l)S_luuTzl} = —a17¥(2) + O(n~1/2%9),
Together with (5.36)—(5.39), this equation yields
Elu" SRoSu] = v3(z) + 3(2) — a175(2) + O(n~1/2+9),
completing the proof of the lemma. O

Proof of (5.42). By Lemma 5.9,
E[leROAg,lRO,_l,S’_luuTzl] = E[ZIR07_1A271R07_1S_luuTZ11|
- E[leRoy_l(ALl + A271 + A371)R0A2,1R07_1S_luuTzl} .

Using the bounds ||Agqla < n™2||z1||2T1 and [|Azql2 < n 711V [|z1]25)T; and the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, we find that the terms of this expansion involving As; and Az are negligible:

[T T, ] T 2\ 1/2
E|z; Ro—1A21RyA> 1Ry _1S_1uu 21 Elzy Ry —1A21RyA2 1Ry _15_1u )

N N
—~

—_
B
—~~

ot

=

w
~

(E[HlelOF?])l/2 _ O<n*1/2+5)’

oo

. 2\ 1/2
E|z] Ro—1A31R0A21 Ry _15_1u )

(E[”ZngMF?])lm — O(n~1/%+),

A
~—~

. o
Elzy Ry -1A31R0A21 Ry _1S_1uu 2z

<

S|

However, the corresponding term containing A ; is significant: by (5.37) and (5.38),
E|:Z;—R0,71A1,1R0A2,1R0,71571uu—r21] = alfys(z)E |:Z1|—R0A271R0771571uu—r21:| + O(n_1/2+a).

Thus,
E [zIROAZ,lRO,fl S’,luuTzl}
(5.44)

1
= 7E|:ZTR _1A91Ry_1S_1uu'z ] +O0(n~1/2%e),
1+ a7s(2) 1 4%, —1AQ2100 151 1 ( )
We proceed by expanding the expectation on the right-hand side as
E|:Z1FR()7_1A271R07_1S_1UUTZ1}
(5.45)

1 p
= Jn > E[Zlizljzlkzlﬁ(RO,fl)ik(KO,fl(f,*al))ké(RO,flsfluuT)Zj :
b =1

Now, for z; ~ N (0,1,) and an array (a;jke : %, J, k, ¢ € [p]),

P P
§ aijeeBlz1iz15218210) = § (@iijj + aijij + aijgi)-
i,k =1 ij=1
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Applying this identity to (5.45), we obtain

p
VnE leR{]’,lAZlRO,,lS,luuTzl} = Z E[(RO,—l)ij (Ko,—1(f' — a1))j]-(R0,71571UUT)14
ij=1
p
+ Z E[(Ro,fl)n'(Ko,A(f/ - al))ij(Ro,—lsﬂuuT)jj}
ij=1
P
+> E[(RO,—I)ij (Ko —1(f" - al))ij(RO,—IS—luuT)ij}a
ij=1

with the first summation equal to zero as diag(Ko,—1(f" —a1)) =0.
Since Ko —1(f" — a1)i; and (Ro,—1)s are even functions of z() and z(j) (recall that f' — aq is
even), and (R —1S5-1);¢ is an odd function of 2z, unless j =/,
P
Z E[(Ro,fl)ii(KO,fl(f, - al))ij(RO,flsfluuT)jj]
=1
p

%,J

= Z UjUgE{(R07_1)ii(KO,—l<f, - al))ij(RO,—IS—l)jf}
eyl (5.46)
P

= Z U?E[(RO,—l)ii(KO,—l(f/ - al))ij(RO,—ls—l)jJ}
ij=1

= (- 1)E[(R0,71)11(K0,71(f/ - al))IQ(RO,flsfl)22]

Recall that [(Ro_1)i —s(2)| < n~ /2 and |(Ro _1S8_1)ii — v5(2)| < n~ /2 by Lemma 5.1, (5.4), and
(5.5); the corresponding bounds

E|(Ro,-1)ii — s(2)|F < n7H/2te, E|(Ro,-15-1)ii — v3(z)|" < n~h/2+e, (5.47)
are established through an analogous argument to the proof of Lemma 5.7. Thus,

E‘ ((Ro,—1)11 — 5(2)) (Ko,—1(f" — al))IQ(RO,flsfl)22‘

1 2\ 1/2
S nl/2—e (E’ (Ko—1(f = al))u(RO,—lS—l)m’ )
1 1
< = ErD S (5.48)
E‘ (KO,—l(f/ - al))u((ROﬁlS*l)ﬂ - 75(2))‘

1 2\ 1/2 1
7 (Bl (Ko —an) ") S

N

Applying these bounds to (5.46), we obtain

P
‘ZIE {(R07_1)¢¢(K0,—1(f/ — al))ij(RO,—15_1uuT)jj]
1,j=

= 75(2)5(2)(p — 1) - E(Ko—1(f' — a1)),, + O(n") = O(nf),

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

VIE (Ko —1(f — 1)), = (f' —a1,ho)g + O(p~") = O(p").

Similarly, )
Y E [(RO,—l)ij (Ko,—1(f — al))ij(RO,—ls—luuT)ij}
ij=1 (5.50)
<(p- 1)E}(R0,71)12 (Ko—1(f' — al))IQ(RO,flsfl)12‘ < O(n~Y/%te),
The claim follows from (5.44), (5.49), and (5.50). O

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 ;=3x8 ;12§ K" = Ko ;o (VnX_)),

ty = 0y v (s |G o, ) v (s vl G ko)L
€
Vv (Sup Vn(S_jv — U)z‘) v (SUP(RO,—]')M) Vv ( sup \/ﬁ(Ro,—j)z‘k)-
i€lp] i€[p] i,k€[pl ik
Then, for alle >0 and k € N,
fj <1, Ef]k 5 nt.

Lemma 5.13. For each j € [n],

| K™ — K™

L T z)) - LV |22 - T3

% S o

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

= (B; — ;1) (u" RoK{" Rou — u Ro_; K" Ro_ju),
a1 = (E; —E; 1)u’ (Ro— Ro_;)K{™ (Ry — Ro_;)u,
aj2 = (E; —E;_1)u’ Ro_;K\™ (Ry — Ry _;)u,
(B; —E; )uT Ry (K™ — Ko © (VnX_;))Ro_ju
(E; —Ej1)u" Ro_; (Ko ® (VnX_;) — K§",)Ro,ju,

@3 =
Q4 =
we have the decomposition

n n

uTRoK(m)Rou — E[UTR()K(m)ROu] = Z@j = Z(aj,l + 2@]‘72 + a3+ @j74). (5.51)



Given the proof of Lemma 5.1, it suffices to establish

(log n)**
k

Ej_l‘aj7r|k 5 Ej_lf;‘lk, r e [4] (552)

For brevity, we bound only E;_1[@;2|* and E;_|@;3|¥; the analysis of ;1 and &; 4 does not differ
substantively from the arguments presented below and in Section 5.1.

(2) We expand @; 2 using the identity Ry = Ry —; — Ro(Ko — Ko,—j)Ro,—j:
@2 = — (B — Ej_1)u’ Ro_;Ky" Ro(Ko — Ko;)Ro_ju
= — (B —Ej—1)(0j1 +92 —9;3),
= u' Ry_;Ky" . Ro_;(Ko — Koj)Ro_ju, (5.53)
2 =u"Ro_;(Ky" — K(()@j)RO(KU — Ko,—j)Ro,—ju,
3,3 = Ro_;Ky" Ro_j(Ko— Ko _j)Ro(Ko— Ko_j)Ro,-ju.

Se <0
=
[

The component of @; 2 involving 8]‘71 is bounded similarly to (5.26): denoting u; = Ry _j;u,

1
nk
1

ﬁEjleﬁjﬁjTKé@jROﬁijw

k
‘(Ej - Ej—l)ﬁ}rK@jRo,—jAj,lﬁj‘ =

k
’(Ej - Ej—l)Z]TujujTKé@jRo,—jzj‘

N

A

_— E. .Tk
T S

< 1

~ k2
1

nok/4

k
- (logn)
~ T pk/4

- A e (5.54)
‘(Ej - Ej—l)%TKé,_)jRo,—jAj,zuj‘ Ea‘—lHKo,—j(f/ - ) o (@a] K;")) HF

A

72k
Ej_ll“j ,

T ) 2Lk 2k
~ m ~ —
Ej_l‘uj K(()’_jR()’_jAj,g’u,j‘ ]Ej_ll“j .

Together with Lemma 5.9, these bounds yield
‘k (log n)2Lk

E;-1/8j1]" = j*l‘ﬁ;—Ké)@jRoﬁj(Ajvl + A2+ Aj)y| S B Al (5.55)

Now, we consider Sjg. By Lemma 5.13 and the independence of z; and (fj, u;),

_ k1 |k
E., |a] (K™ - K(()@j)ROAj,luj’ S ks 1K™ = KE™, )12 - ijuj)
1 _ |k
S Ee [ 2 IAFFONF - (1 + (2] ) - 2]
- (logn)2(L+1)kf2k
~ nk J
k 1 k
~T ~
Ee,|u) (Ky™ - Kg@j)ROAj,zuj’ S ks 1&6™ — K6 | Ko (' — al)HzHZjHio)
- (log n)(2L+3)kf3k
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Similarly bounding |17,;— (K( K<m )ROA] 3u;| S HK(m K[()@jH2||Aj73||2, we obtain

(log n)(4L+1)k

Ejal0jal" S Bl (5.56)

The analysis of §; 3 is analogous to (5.27)—(5.28). For example,
@] K™ Ro—j A1 RoA 15| = \~T1f(m Ro—jzj||2] ;|2 Rozjl

< fHK*m_-Ro izl = w25 %

(log n)

- (1
zg‘ TK(m RO—J ]1R0A]1U’J’ Ogn HK(m —jH2~ ijv

} K(m) RO —J JlROAJQUJ‘_ ‘NTK( RO JZJHZ ROAJQUJ‘
S 5\\K§71jRo,—ijHgHKo,—j(f' — a1),l12511%,

3k
b (logn)

ok
2",

z]‘

From these and related bounds, we have

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

A(L+1)k
D

Ej1]a2] py: L. (5.58)

(3) Since X — X _j = (VA —1)(vv (8§ = S_;)+ (S — S_;)vv "), it suffices to consider
] (Ko © (vavo! (S = S_))))a; = 4 (Ko - © (Vnov' (8 = 5))
u; (Ko~ Ko—;) © (Vnov ' (S — 5-))) ;.

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 Ko — Ky, _;, which yields

~ |k logn)% log n)2L% _
B, [al (K~ Ko ) o (Vavo (5~ )| = W 4 BT (550
Similarly to (5.26),
- ik
)(Ej —Ej_1)a; (Ko—; © (Voo (S - S—j)))uj‘

1 k
= W‘(E -E;_ 1)z vV (Ko —i © (uy ))zj’

| ) (5.60)
< Lo (o ) )

1 ~

S mEj—lH(Uj)u;m]ll’fFJ
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where the final inequality follows from
lov" (Ko © (@a))) [ = |0 (Ko © (@) ol

'Uzvk;(KO ])zf(KU ])Zk(uj) (u])k(a])%

M@

jQ
o~
I
A
~
Il
—

>l @y)i(ug)(@y)i] - I3

14=1

§\~
NE

i
Il

27

Now, to bound ||(@;){1:m]l|1, we use |lullo S m and Lemma 5.12:

()l =D [(Ro,—jw)il =
=1

=1

( nuz + Z RO —7 zkuk
kelp] keti

< (i(Ro,—j)i)m + i ( > (RO,—j>22k) 1/2 (561

i=1 i=1 > kesupp(u), k#i
< vmlyj.
From (5.59)—(5.61), we conclude

(log n)QLk =k

Ejfajsl* < v (5.62)

O

Proof of Lemma 5.12. Recall the identity A ® (zy') = diag(x)A diag(y) and from the proof of
Theorem 2.3

X j=cj-ov +(VA-1D(v(S_jv—v)" +(S_ju—v)'), (5.63)

where c_; (defined analogously to ¢ in (4.2)) satisfies [c_; — 1| < n~'/2. Used together with (4.3)
and (4.9), these expressions lead to

1
| Ko, (he) © (VX)) S || (Bo—j(he)) pramromy [l + \F(sup (S0 = o)l )| Ko (), < —75-

Thus,
(sup \FHK( hg)HQ) % <sup Vn(S_jv — v)l) < 1.

te[L] i€[p]

Furthermore, by Lemma 4.2,

(?g[g(RO,j)ii> v (@k:;]%j;k \/ﬁ(RO,fj)ik) < 1.

The claim now follows from Lemma 5.6 and an argument analogous to (5.29)—(5.30). O
Proof of Lemma 5.13. Using (5.63),
K" — K", = Ko © (VX — X ;) + (Ko — Ko—j) © (VnX_;)

- n (5.64)
= —(VA-1w'z Ko © (vz] +zp )+ AN + AT+ A,
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where Al = Aj3© (VaX_j) + (¢ — c_j) Ko © (y/nwvT) and

m <gahl>
A;,l) = NG ¢(ZJ Zj )QX—Jv A§2)' Ko, ]( —(g9,h)¢) © (22 Z; )QX—J

Using (4.3) and (4.9) as in the proof of Lemma 5.12,

_ 1
JADI, S <57V llzl2) T3, |G, S =7 (v 1) T2,
|aill, < T(H(ijfW(va)Hﬁ l(z52)) © (w(S_jv = v)T)],)
B (5.65)
S fllzy\|2 + 112531550 — vll0o < \/ﬁHZngoFJ
Similarly, by Lemma 5.9,
| Ko © (vz] + 207, < 2| Ko © (vz)), + 2| (Ko — Ko, ) © (vz;)
12 llos (. 4 2130 (V12135 =
5 \/m (FJ + HAJJ |2 \f F + n FJ)
1V ||z 130+ <
< e 1.
sS—oa
L]
5.4 Proof of Lemma 5.4
We shall prove the bounds
E[UTRO(K0(9> ® (\/ﬁva))ROu] = O(n~V/2*e), (5.66)
E [uTRO(KO(g) © (ﬁvaS))Rou] — O(n~V/2+e), (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) C supp(v) = [m].

Proof of (5.66). Expanding the expectation,

Z [(Ro)it(Ko(9))re(Ro)es], (5.68)

3\%

E |:’U;TR0 (Ko(g) © (\/EUUT))ROU} =

we claim only those terms on the right-hand side with ¢ = j have non-zero mean. To see this,
suppose i # j, and recall that (1) (Rp);; and (Ko(g)):; are odd functions of z(;) and z(;) and (2)
(Ro)ii is an even function of z(;) by (5.33). Therefore, unless (i, j) = (k,£) or (i,5) = (¢, k),

E[(Ro)ik(Ko(9))ke(Ro)e;] = 0.

In the former case,

E[(Ro)it(Ko(9))ke(Ro)ej] = E[Ez, [(Ro)ii(Ko(g))ij(Ro)js]] =0,

39



and in the latter,

E[(Ro)ir(Ko(9))ke(Ro)es] = E[Ez, [(Ro)7;(Ko(g))is]] = 0.

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

IE[UTRO(KO(g)Q(\/ﬁva))Rou} = \gj > uE[(Ro)ik(Ko(9))ke(Ro)ei]

o — 5.69
_ Vol 7}1)( [ Rou(Kolo)(Bo]
N W“jﬂ‘”E[(Ro>11(Ko<g>)12(Ro>m]-

To complete the proof, we use the bounds |(Rg)12 V (Ro)s1| < n~%/? and |(Ro)11] < 1 (Lemma
4.2) as well as |(Kp)a3| < n~Y/? (Lemma 5.7): by a similar argument to (5.29)(5.30), this implies
E[(Ro)12(Ko(9))23(Ro)a1] = O(n~3/**¢) and E[(Ro)11(Ko(9))12(Ro)21] = O(n~'*%). Thus,

E[uTRO (Ko(g) ® (\/ﬁva))Rou] = O(n~ /%),

Proof of (5.67). Similarly to (5.68),
m p
(Ro[Ko(9) © (Vnvv' S)|Ry),, = \/15 D> vkvg(Ro)ir(Ko(g))ke(Ro)ejz(p 2(q)- (5.70)
k,q=1 ¢=1

If i # j, the expectation of (Ro)ik(K()(g))kg(R())gjz(—;)Z(
(k,l,q) = (j,i,7), which leads to

q) is zero unless (k,l,q) = (i,j,1) or

E(Ro[Ko(g) © (\/H’UDTS)}RO)M = E [(RO)M(KO(Q))ij(RO)jjzg)z(j)}

1
my/n
1 2 T
+ mE [(RO)z‘j(KO(g))ijz(i)z(j)] '

Since |z(Ti)z(j)\ < y/n and ||ulj; < /m,

E(Ro[Ko(9) © (vVnvv' S)|Rp),. = O(n~'"9),

ij
Y uwiwE(Ro[Ko(g) © (Voo S)|Ry),. = O(n~1/2%9). (5.71)
i,j€[m]
i#]

We now consider ¢ = j. Using the identity

Bz )| (Ro)it(Ko(9))ke(Ro)eiz(py2(q) | = L= | (Ro) i (Kolg) e (Ro)aill 20 13
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and exchangeability, we obtain

E(Ro[Ko(9) © (Vnov' S)|Ry),.

\f Z [ Ro)ik(Ko(g ))ké(RO)Ei”Z(Z)H%}
kyf=1
- _Tib)\(/ﬁ — 2)]EI:(RO)].Q(KO(g))ZB(RO)glHZ(g)H%i|

(5.72)

-1
o B[ (R (Kolo))ra( o)l ]
-1
o B[ (Ro)ui (Ko(0))ra( o)l ]
— O(n_1/2+5).
Thus,
Zu?E(RO [Ko(9) © (Vnov' S)|Ry),, = O(n~1/%+9), (5.73)
=1
The claim follows from (5.71) and (5.73). O
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A  Proof of Lemma 4.1

We will work with the decomposition

Ko(f) = Q(f) + R(f) + S(f) (A1)

developed in [22].1? Proposition 5.2 and Lemma 6.1 in [22] prove there exists n. p € N such that
P(|Q(N)l2 > (1 +e)Ay) <n” P, P(|S(/)l2>n~%) <n™ P, (A2)

for all n > n. p, while Lemma 6.3 proves ||R(f)||2 %2> 0. Defining J; to be the set of sequences
3 = (j1,.-.,j¢) € [p]* without repetitions, R(f) is given by

(=1
1 -1
2 2 ,

s Z (Zij ij — 1) zijtzkjt} 1 75 k‘,

(Re)g, = q 02 e L
0 1=k.

We will generalize the moment method of [22] to prove
| Relj2 < n~'/2 (A.3)

for odd indices £, implying || R(f)||2 < n~'/2. Together with (A.2), this establishes Lemma 4.1.

Proof of (A.3). Using the identities

(25205, — 1) = (25, = D&y, — D + (2, — 1) + (285, — 1),

-1 P -2
> |:(Zi2j1 -1 HZijtijt] = < (25 — 1)> > Tz
J€ETr—1 t=2 Jj=1 JEITr—2t=1
-2
- (-2 Z |:(222]1 — l)zijlzkjl H zijtzkjt}
JE€ETr—2 =2

(we adopt the convention that H%:z = 1), we expand Ry as
R,=R;+ DA, + A;D — By. (A.4)

Here, D is a diagonal matrix with

LN
(D)Zl' \/’ﬁ;( 1] 1)

121 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 ﬁg, Ay, and By have zero diagonal and off-diagonal elements

—1
~ 1
(Ry)ir = NEsYY5l Z |:(Zi2j1 - 1)(213]‘1 -1) Hzijtzkjt]7

JETe—1 =2
1 -2
(Au =~ > [Tz
JETp—2 t=1
1 -2
) 2 2
(Bo)ir = L2 Z [(%’1 + 2k, — 2)2ij1 Zkjy H Zijtzkjt:| :
JETi—2 t=2

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
|Dl|l2 < 1. Furthermore, \/nAy; corresponds to the tensor matrix Q(hy—_3) in the decomposition
(A.1) of K(h¢—2), and equation (A.2) readily implies that \/n||As||2 < 1. Combining, these two
bounds, we get | DA, + A;D|s < n~1/2.

For matrix Rg, we use instead a moment method argument: for £ > 2, we consider

~ 1
ky _
Etr(R;) = k(+1)/2 Z Z

i1 #ip€ln] 5 iR e,
2 _
]E[ H <(xisj§s) DI i +1Jis) le o3t Vi )]
s€(k]

If a pair (¢,7) 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

2 —
H <(:Cisﬂi 1) ( +1J sz J xi5+1jt($))

s€E[k]

E < [Ch(0 + 1)) CFEHD < 1,

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

Etr(Rf) S — g Z > card([ﬁ]) < km ST pltk228 < plohy2,
2 5>0 [£,A(L)= ne 2 5>

where we used that the number of equivalent classes is bounded and card([£]) < n™.

By Markov’s inequality,

N - Eftr(RF)] = Oy
P(||Rell2 = n 1/2+€) < n—k/2+ke = nke—1°

Taking k sufficiently large, we deduce that || R[> < n~1/2. The bound | By||ls < n~'/2 follows from
the same argument. O
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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 xp == —o00 < x1 < ... < Ty < 00 =: Ty41 Such that f(x) is twice-
differentiable in the interior x € (x;_1,x;). Suppose further that for some ¢ > 0,

|F@)] N f @) 1 ()] < ce®! for alle # 2, 0<i<N+1.

Given e > 0, set 0. := /N < & and Qe 1= ;< y (i — 0, 2+ 0¢), so that |Q.| < e.'? There exists

an odd polynomial p. such that the residual k(z) := f(x) — pe(x) satisfies

crectl] onx c
\w@ns{l : CRND: 2 a) (B.1)

cleclm onzx € (),
forallx #x;, 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 k(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(k) the
corresponding transformed matriz (1.4). Almost surely,

limsup | K(x)|| < e/* as n,p,m — co.
n—oo

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 := KJx]| for the remainder of this section. Write the array
Z3'V? € RV as ZXV?2/\/n = VA — 1€v" + N, where N has i.i.d. N(0,1/n) entries; and &,
which collects the factor loadings, has i.i.d. N (0,1/n) entries. Accordingly,

Y =A-D|¢Pvo" + VA-To(NTET+VA-I(NT€)v" + NTN. (B.2)

In what follows, we think of v,£ as fixed, so that ||[v|o < m, [|v]lec < m~ /2, ||€]| < 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,
IE[K]]| < e

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 Latala [34], is to construct an explicit net of the sphere
such that the number of localized directions (that have large £°° norm) is small.

Denote K := K — E[K]. For =,y € R?, ||z||,||y|| <1, let Fyy(N) =z Ky, where we think of
K as a function of N. A key step in [22] is a bound on the gradient of Fj, ,.

3Here |Qc| denotes the Lebesgue measure (length) of Q..
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Lemma B.4. The following holds with probability one:

1/2
195 (N2 < 8Nyl oe max (wam»‘*)

1<t<p \ 4
£l
FSO - e ol max Y WY,
~ 7 iesupp(v)\{¢}

The proof is given below in Section B.3. As in [22], we restrict attention to a high-probability
subset of matrices IN on which Fy (V) is Lipschitz. Fix D > 0. For sufficiently large C' = C(D),
let G C R™*P be the subset of matrices N satisfying

(1) N[ <C+7)*,
(2) maxi</<p Z?:Li#(’i/(\/ﬁnf))él <pCe ,

(3) maxi<r<p P icqupp(v)\ (e K (VYie)|? < mCe.
Lemma B.5. Under the conditions of Theorem B.2, P(N ¢ G) <n~P.

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

L= ||Foylgltip < 1ylleovpe + I IvI2me < llylloov/pe,

we used that ||v]jee < m~Y2 and ¢ < 1 (by assumption), and ||¢]| < 1. (Note that plly|2, > 1,
hence the first term is always the dominant one).

We now show that F , 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 — R G C R%, pe L-Lipschitz. Then F has an L-
Lipschitz extension to R4 : . .
F:RY — R%, Fl,=F.

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

F(z) = min(F(y) + Ljlz - y[)-

Let F%y be a Lipschitz extension of Fz,y} G

Lemma B.7. Under the conditions of Theorem B.2, for D = E(D) that can be made arbitrarily
small,

E[Fwy(N)] - ]E[Fwy(N)] N n .

Proof. For N ¢ G

|Fay(N)| < | Kllop < IKllF,  |Foy(N)| < Fay(0) + LIN| .
We have
|E[Foy (N)1nggll < (Bl Foy (N)P])V2(B(N ¢ G)'?
< (E[IK|Z)2 (BN ¢ G)'? Spn~ P2 gnP.
Similarly one can bound \E[F%y(N)lN%gH. O
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Lemma B.8. Fort >0,

N 5 5
P (Fw,y(N) Zn "+ €t) < 2¢ Tylleo
Proof. Gaussian Lipschitz concentration. -

Finally, we apply the net argument of [22]. As in [22, Section 2], let
Dj = {y eR? : |yl <1, i € {0,1,2’1,---,2’(”3)}}, K :=[logypl.  (B.3)

Lemma B.9. ([22, Lemma 3.5].) For A symmetric, [|A| < 10 max,¢pp y' Ay.

For 1 =0,1,..., K + 3, define the projection m ;1) (resp. m) on dyadic scale [ (resp. <1):

m™\-1)(Y)i = yil,z—o-1, T(Y)i = yilyzso-t. (B.4)
As shown in [22, Eq. (7)],

K+3 K+3

y Ky="> m(y) Km\-1)(y +Z7U\z y(y) T Km_i(y). (B.5)
1=0

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

{m(y) : ye€ DE}| <exp(C(K +4—1)2"). (B.6)
Set, for ¢y large enough,
1
12 = co(K +4—1)2/2—. B.7
i = col ) 7 (B.7)
As shown in [22, Proof of Theorem 1.6],
K+3 K+3 K+3 1 ‘
S s S v < Sy
1=0 1=0 1=0 =0
K+3 )
1=0

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

sup Wl(y)Tkwl\(l_l)(y), sup TN\ (I— 1)( ) KT['Z 1(y) S +€tl, VO<I< K+ 3.
yeD¥ yeDE

holds with high probability. Without loss of generality, we focus on terms
7"'l(y)TIv{Trl\(lfl)(y) = Fﬂl(y)yﬂ'l\(l—l)(y) (N)’

the other terms are similar. Under the high-probability event Fy,(N) = Fw,y(N ) for any x,y,
where F is the Lipschitz extension of F‘g. Consequently, as Pr(N ¢ G) <n~P,

-D -D -D
P( SUP i (), my o1y () (V) R 1 +€tl> S P( SUD P () my () (V) 21 +5tl> +n
yeDy yeD)
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Denote
I = {m(y) : y€ Dy}, Tpg-1y) ={me-n(y) : ye Dy}, 0<I<K+3.

Clearly, SUDy e pr Fm(y%m\(zfl)(y)(N) < SUDgeTly, (1) 2€Tl, sz(N) By Lemma B.10, [Ty _y)| <

;| < exp(C(K + 4 —1)2!). Consequently, using a union bound, we bound the first term in the
r.hs. of (B.9) as

]P’( sup Fp-(N)Z n D4 Etl> < T =1y 11 sup ]P(F%Z(N) 2 n D4 etl>
zcllp 1-1),2€ zellp 1—1),2€0
VP 2).

< 620(K+4—l)2l :
~ [E1P

sup exp ( —
xellp 1—1),z€Il

Using ||z||co = 272 and #? = co(K + 4 — 1)2!/2-L | the above is e(20—eo)(K+4-D2' " Choosing co

p7
sufficiently large but constant, so that ¢; := ¢ — 2C is large, we can guarantee that e~¢1(K +4-0)2! <

e—c1(logy p+4-02" 3¢ 1o ller than p~ ¢ for any pre-specified C' > 0. Finally taking a union bound over
all 0 <1 < K+ 3 S logp,

P F M>n Pyt <(K+3pConP=n"l.
(Oﬁrlréal?—i-:%yseugg ﬂ'l(y)vﬂ'l\(lfl)(y)< )Nn +€l> —( + )p +n n

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

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 n € (0,1), let T, : L?*(¢) — L*(¢) be the Gaussian smoothing (heat flow)
operator,

T = Eotonlfe 1G] = o [ f)e =y (B.10)

Note that under the conditions of Lemma B.1, T),[f] is odd and everywhere twice-differentiable,

with (T, = T (G = T and [TF(@)] T, @) T 1@)] S e We shal
show that (1) T;[f'] approximates f’ well away from its discontinuity points; and (2) T5[f’] is
well-approximated by a polynomial uniformly. We note that the second step, which relies on the
differentiability of T;)[f'], follows from [22] immediately.

Recall: —oo < 71 < ... < xy < oo denote the points where either f, f’, f” are discontinuous.
Given € > 0, set 0. := /N =< ¢ and

Q. = U (xi—5€,$i+(55>.

1<i<n

This set is symmetric (Q. = —Q.) and |Q:| < e. We next show that T),[f'] approximates f’ uniformly
on R\ Q.. Note that on the “bad” set x € Q.\ {z; }1<i<n, we already have | f(z) —T,[f"](z)| < el=l.

Let z € R\ Q.. By definition, f’, f” exist on I, . := (x — 0., z+0.). By the mean value theorem,
fory e I, .,

£/) = @) < mae |£/E)le ] e —y) eyl (1)
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Decompose
fi(@) = Tyl () = E[(f"() = f'(& + nG) gz, /) + BI(f () = F'(2 + nG)igpss.m). (B.12)
Using (B.11), the first term satisfies

E[(f'(x) = f'(2 + nG)ig1<s. /)] S e“TE N G116 <5, ) < €116 E[1 16125 /1)
< eClrls, < Cllg,

where we used that §. < e < 1. For the second term,

E[(f'(@) = f'(x + 1) g6, )| S BN 6105, )
1/2
< 02Cz| <E[G2C77IGI]> (E[l\GI>65/n])l/2
< Culal (Can? ,=Cs(be/n)* < 601|$|e—C4(6/7])2’
where the second inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the final two inequal-
ities follow from 7 < 1, the Gaussian tail behavior and é. < . Choosing n = 7. < ¢//log(1/¢),
which is < 1 for small & > 0, implies that the above is < e“1/*le. Combining our bounds for the

two terms above, we deduce that for any z € R\ Q¢, |f/(x) — T, [f](2)| < e“l*le. Combining with
the coarse bound we had before for z € €.,

|f(2) = Ty [f)@)] S e“Wle + g (a). (B.13)

for appropriate C' > 0.

The final step is to approximate T;_[f] by a polynomial uniformly. This follows from the
argument of [22, Proof of Theorem 1.4], which yields a polynomial p. such that x1(z) = T,,[f](x) —
pe(x) satisfies &} (2)] < ee€l®l for all 2 € R. The total residual x(z) = f(z) — p.(z) thus satisfies

&' (@) < [f'(2) = (T,[f]) ()] + |1 ()]
< elle 4 eClely g

for all x # x;, 1 < ¢ < N, as claimed.

B.2 Proof of Lemma B.3

Denote by Ni,..., N, € R" the columns of IN.
Recall that K(k);; = 0 and for ¢ # j,

1 1
(K(k))ij = %H(\/ﬁYij) = ﬁ“(
where A;j = /n(VA — 1UiNjT£ +vA = 1v;N," € + N, Nj).

Recall that k is continuous and piecewise differentiable, hence the fundamental theorem of
calculus holds. For brevity, denote 1; ; := v/n(A — 1)||€]|?v;v;, so that \/nY;; = A;j +n; ;. Then

V(A = 1)[€]Pvivs + As) -

r(VnYij) — k(Aij) = / K (A +t)dt
(0,151 (B.14)
= / H/(Aij + t)dt + / N/(Aij + t)dt,
[0,7:,5]N(Q2e — Aij5) [0,7: ;]\ (2 — Aij)

51



where €. is the set from Lemma B.1. We can bound each term using (B.1). Indeed,

/ WAy +0dt] < 0] Nl max  |K(Ay + 1)
[0,76,5]N(Qe—Asj)

tE[O,ni’j}ﬂ(ngAij)

. eC1Imi gl et Al c1] Aijl
Se-eflMileatlfijl < elfijle)

where we used that 7; ; < 1 (thinking of A as constant), since |v;v;| € {0,1/y/n}. As for the other
term,

/ K/(Aij + t)dt g/ (ecl|Aij+t|€)dt < el il
[0.1i.4]\ (9= Ai) 10,7151

It is straightforward to verify that E[e¢144l] < 1 (again, thinking of A as constant). For com-
pleteness’ sake, let us verify this for the heavier-tailed term IE[ecl‘/mviT Nj]. Conditioned on Nj,
VnN;"N; ~ N(0, | N;||?). Thus,

02
E[em/ﬁNfNj] — E[e%C?IINiIIQ] — E[eﬁx%n)] =(1-c/n)"? ~ e~Ct/2,

where x2(n) denotes a chi-squared random variable with n degrees of freedom. (Indeed, note that
VnN,;" N; tends to a (0, 1) random variable.)
Now, note that E[A;;] = 0, since A;; has a symmetric distribution. Thus,

iE[ecﬂAij}g < ig.

- 7 v v

Also note that \/nY;; differs from A;; only when 4, j € supp(v); accordingly, E[K] has at most

m? =< n nonzero entries. Thus,

’E[K ,J flfl] (Aij) ‘ 5

1
IE[K][| < |E[K][|r < m - NN Se

B.3 Proof of Lemma B.4

As in the previous section, denote by Ni,..., N, € R" the columns of N.
The gradient of an entry (i # j) with respect to INy

Vi (Kij) = vNZ;ﬁm(u = 1) €)2V v + VA= Ty/mo(N;, €)
+ vV )\ — 1\/ﬁUj<Ni,€> + \/ﬁ<Nl, NJ>>

= /il (\/EY;]) <\/ A — 1vi£1j:g + Vv A — 111]'512‘:@ + Nilj:g + lei:g) .

Denote the following vectors agj), bl(f) R™, 1 <4,5,¢ <p,sothat Vn,K; ; = a( ) b(e):

az(f) - \/m,l{/(\/ﬁlfij) (€1 =g+ v;€1i—y)
¢
b = K/ (Yy) - (NiLjce + NjLicy).
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We have Vn,Fpy(IN) = Zlgz‘,jgp 29V N, (K; ;) € R". The total gradient of Fy , with respect to
NN satisfies

p p 2
IVNFey(N)? = VN Foy (NP =D || Y 2V, (Kij)
(=1 (=1 1<ij<p
P ‘ 2
Z S awall] + 22 > wiyby
1<4,5<p 1<i,5<p

Note that the vectors bgf) depend on the spike only through £'(Yj;). To bound the second term,
we apply verbatim the calculations in [22, Eq. (10)]:

4N 1/2
S wbl?)| < NPyl mas (Z(H'mm)) | (B.15)

1<4<p
1<4,j<p 1#L

p

D

/=1

As for the first term, by plugging in the definition of ag),

P 2 P P 2
/
SIS zyall| = 1)/g|1” Z[ye > KWWYzt Y K (Y, e)yﬂfa}
=1 11<ij<p =1 b=t =LAt
P V4 2
< 2(r— 1)]elP y%( 3 n’(ﬁmm)
=1 i=1,i£0

p p 2
+27—2H£|22$ < Z \fyﬁ y]”j) .
Jj=13

(=1

Using Cauchy-Schwarz and ||z, |ly|| < 1,

iy‘? ( > KO ) ; (. > O( > (Vi) o? )

1=1,i#L 1=1,i#L i=1,1#£L
< |lvll3 [max > IE (VY
- 'LGS\{Z}

Combining the above bounds yields the lemma.
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