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ESTIMATION IN FUNCTIONAL REGRESSION FOR GENERAL
EXPONENTIAL FAMILIES

BY WINSTON WEI Dou*, DavID POLLARDT AND HARRISON H. ZHOU?*

Yale University

This paper studies a class of exponential family models &lwason-
ical parameters are specified as linear functionals of amawk infinite-
dimensional slope function. The optimal minimax rates afvasgence for
slope function estimation are established. The estim#tatsachieve the op-
timal rates are constructed by constrained maximum likelihestimation
with parameters whose dimension grows with sample size. #ngh-of-
measure argument, inspired by Le Cam’s theory of asympsafidvalence,
is used to eliminate the bias caused by the nonlinearity péeential family
models.

1. Introduction. There has been extensive exploratory and theoretical study
of functional data analysié-DA) over the past two decades. Two monographs
by Ramsay and Silvermg{2002, 2005 provide comprehensive discussions on the
methods and applications.

Among many problems involving functional data, slope eation in func-
tional linear regression has received substantial atterii literature: for example,
by Cardot, Ferraty and Sarqa003), Li and Hsing(2007), andHall and Horowitz
(2007). In particular,Hall and Horowitz(2007) established minimax rates of con-
vergence and proposed rate-optimal estimators based etrapeuncation (re-
gression on functional principal components). They shothatithe optimal rates
depend on the smoothness of the slope function and the daieagfrthe eigenval-
ues of the covariance kernel.

In this paper, we study optimal rates of convergence foreségtimation in func-
tional generalized linear models, for which little theosyavailable. We introduce
several new technical devices to overcome the problemsedayg nonlinearity
of the link function. To analyze our estimator, we estabstharp approximation
for maximum likelihood estimators for exponential fansligarametrized by linear
functions ofm-dimensional parameters, for anthat grows with sample size (see
Lemmal). We develop a change-of-measure argument—inspired @asiffem
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Le Cam'’s theory of asymptotic equivalence of models—to iglate the effect of
bias terms caused by the nonlinearity of the link functiae(Sectior8.3and3.4).
More precisely, we consider problems where the observedatatsist of inde-
pendent, identically distributed paifg;, X;) where eaclX; is a Gaussian process
indexed by a compact subinterval of the real line, which witHoss of generality
we take to bg0, 1]. We denote the corresponding norm and inner product in the
spaceL?[0,1] by || - || and (-, -).
We assume, for eaahthat the random variablg conditional on the process;,
follows a distribution@,,, where{@, : X € R} is a one-parameter exponential
family. We take parametey; to be a linear functional dX; of the form

1
Q) Ai=a —|—/ X;(t)B(t) dt
0
for an unknown constant and an unknowi® € L2[0, 1].

We focus on estimation d using integrated squared error loss:

~ ~ 1 ~ 2
L5, = [B-B.I*= [ (B0)-B.0)

Our models are indexed by parametg¢rs= (K, a, 1, B), wherep is the mean
and K is the covariance kernel of the Gaussian process. The galveonstanty
controls the decay rate of eigenvalues of keiednd5 characterizes the ‘smooth-
ness’ of the slope functioB. See Definitionl (in Section2) for the precise speci-
fication of the parameter s&t = F (R, a, 3). The two main results are as follows.

THEOREM1. (Minimax Upper Bound Under the assumptions stated in Sec-
tion 2, there exists an estimating sequenc@®g® for which: for eache > 0 there
exists a finite constan, such that

sup P, s {HIB% —B,|? > Cen(l‘w)/(“”ﬁ)} <e forlarge enough.
feF

THEOREM2. (Minimax Lower Bound) Under the assumptions stated in Sec-
tion 2,

n—oo

lim inf n (2= 1)/(e+25) ?2£Pn7f“B ~B,|>>0 forevery estimator{B,,}.

Two closely related works in functional data analysis@aedot and Sard@005
andMuller and Stadtmuille(2005, which provided theory for the functional gen-
eralized linear model, including the rates of convergemegfediction in the ran-
dom design case. However, the rate optimalities were naliestu In addition,
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Muller and Stadtmullef2005 established an upper bound for rates of convergence
assuming the negligibility of the bias due to the approxiorawf the infinite-
dimensional model by a sequence of finite-dimensional nspdled issue we over-
come by using a change-of-measure argument. In the fuattioear regression
setting,Cai and Hal(2006 andCrambes, Kneip and Sar2009 derived optimal
rates of convergence for prediction in the fixed and randosigdecases. See also,
Cardot, Mas and Sard@2007) which derived a CLT for prediction in the fixed and
random design cases af@hrdot and Johanng2010 which established a mini-
max optimal result for prediction at a random design usirrggholding estima-
tors. In a companion study to our papBu (2010 Chapter 5) considers optimal
prediction in functional generalized linear regressionthwan application to the
economic problem of predicting occurrence of recessioms fthe U.S. Treasury
yield curve.

Our minimax upper bound result (Theordis proved in Sectiofd. The mini-
max lower bound result (TheoreR) is established in Sectich The proof of The-
orem1 depends on an approximation result (Lemiydor maximum likelihood
estimators in exponential family models for parameterssehdimensions change
with sample size. As an aid to the reader, we present our miodheoreml in
two stages. In SectioB.3, we assume that both the meaand the covariance ker-
nel K are known. This allows us to emphasize the key ideas in owfgreithout
the many technical details that need to be handled whend K are estimated
in the natural way. Many of those details, as summarized imrha5, involve
the spectral theory of compact operators. We proceed irnd®de8i4 to the case
wherey and K are estimated. The proofs for the lemmas are collectedhegéat
Section5. Some of them invoke the perturbation-theoretic resullecied in the
supplemental Appendix.

2. Regularity conditions. Let{Q), : A € R} be a one-parameter exponential
family,

) dQx/dQo = fA(y) :== exp(Ay — (1))  forall A e R.
Necessarily)(0) = 0. Remember that*») = Qye?? and that the distributior)
has mean)(\) and variance)(\).

Remark. We may assume that(\) > 0 for every real\. Otherwise we
would haved = ¢/(Ag) = van,(y) = Qofx, (¥)(y — ¥(Xo))? for somel,
which would makey = ¥(\o) for Qo almost ally and@, = @, for every\.

We assume:

(1)) Foreach > 0 there exists afinite constafit for which«()) < C. exp(e?)
for all A € R. Equivalently,i>(\) < exp (0(A\?)) as|A| — oo.
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() There exists an increasing real functiGron R+ such that
WA+ h)| <$(N)G(h)  forall A andh.

Without loss of generality we assun&0) > 1.

As shown in Sectios.3, the assumption:) implies that
(3)  h(QxnQaps) SO A +[8)G(O])  forall\d R,

which plays a key role in analyzing both upper and lower bsund
We assume the observed data are iid pairsX;) fori = 1, ..., n, where:

(X) Each{X;(t) : 0 <t < 1} is distributed like{X(¢) : 0 < ¢t < 1}, a Gaussian
process with mean(t) and covariance kerné{ (s, t).

(Y) vi | X; ~ @y, with \; = a + (X;,B) for an unknown{B(¢) : 0 <t < 1}in
L?[0,1] anda € R.

DEFINITION 1. For real constantsx > 1 and > (o + 3)/2 and R > 0,
defineF = F(R, «, 8) as the set of alf = (K, a, u, B) that satisfy the following
conditions.

(K) The covariance kernel is square integrable with respetiebesgue measure
and has an eigenfunction expansion (as a compact operatdr{in 1])

K(s.1) =3 Orbpls)on(t

where the eigenvalués, are decreasing witlk = > 0, > 05, 1+(a/R)k~*~ 1.
@) la| <R
) llul <R
(B) B has an expansioB(t) = >, . budx(t) with |bs| < Rk, for the eigen-
functions defined by the kern&l.

Remarks. The awkward lower bound fat;, in Assumption (K) implies, for
allk < j,

J
(4) O, —0; > Rfl/ ar™ldex = R7! (k:*o‘ —jfo‘) .
k

If K andy were known, we would only need the lower bouhd> Rk~

and not the lower bound fdt;, — 6x.1. As explained byHall and Horowitz
(2007, page 76), the stronger assumption is needed when one testithe
individual eigenfunctions ok . Note that the subset @0, 1] in whichB lies,
denoted a8k, depends oi . We regard the need for the stronger assumption
on the eigenvalues and the irksome Assumptidnas artifacts of the method
of proof, but we have not yet succeeded in removing eithemapson.
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More formally, we writeP, f for the distribution (a probability measure on the
spacel.?[0, 1]) of each Gaussian proceXs. The joint distribution o, ..., X, is
thenP,, ,, k = Pl k. We identify they;’s with the coordinate maps d&* equipped
with the product measui®,, ., B x, ... x, = ®i<n@x,, Which can also be thought
of as the conditional joint distribution dfyi, ..., y,) given (Xy,...,X,). Thus
theP,, s in Theoremsl and2 can be rewritten as an iterated expectation,

anf = Pn7u7KQn7a7B7X1 N )

the second expectation on the right-hand side averaging\arty, ...y, for
givenXy,...,X,, the first averaging out oveXy, ..., X,. To simplify notation,
we will often abbreviaté),, , 5 x, ... x, 10 Qp 5.

3. Proof of Theorem 1. The proof of Theorenl will be divided into two
stages. In the first stage, we prove the theorem assuminththebvariance kernel
K is known. This case is relatively simple and of course aidificut it captures
the essence of the idea of our proof. In the second stage wheaseunknown,
we shall show that using the natural estimétes in 6) will not affect the result
achieved in the first stage. Lemrias to control the gap between the two stages.

In Section3.1we introduce the methodology of constructing a sequencstof e
mators achieving the optimal rates of convergence. In @e8tRwe state the tech-
nical lemmas which serve as building blocks for establighiire main theorems.
Their proofs are postponed to the Sectimrin Section3.3 we prove Theoreni
assumingu and K are known, and then in Sectid4 we complete the proof of
Theoreml with unknowny and K.

3.1. Methodology. Under the assumptions (X) and (K) from Sectidnthe
processX; admits the eigen decomposition:

Xi—p=2;= ZkeN 2i kPr-

The random variables, ;, := (Z;, ¢;;) are independent with; , ~ N (0, 0;).
Becausey and K are unknown, we estimate them in the usual way(t) =
X(t) =n"' Y, Xi(t) and

6)  Ks)=@-17 Y (%) - X(s) (Xi(0) - (1)
=(n-1)7" Zzgn (Zi(s) = Z(s)) (Zi(t) — Z(1))
which has spectral representation

K(s,t) = ZkeN Oxn(5) Dk (1)
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with §; > 65 > --- > 6,1 > 0. In fact we must havéy, = 0 for & > n
because all the eigenfunctiong corresponding to nonzer,’s must lie in the
n — 1-dimensional space spanned{; —Z :i=1,2,...,n}.

Using the firstV (as defined ing)) principal components, we can approxi-
mate the original infinite-dimensional model by the follogisequence of trun-
cated finite-dimensional models:

yi|X1> o 7Xn ~ Q)TZ
with L N
)‘i = b() + ZlSjSN ijiJ,

whereby = a + (B, X), andb; = (B, ¢,) for j > 1, andz; ; = (X; — X, ¢;).

We estimateB by

(6) B= ngm bidj,
where(@o, e 7ZN) is the conditional MLE for the truncated model and< N.
More precisely(bg, - - - , by ) is chosen to maximize the following conditional (on

theX;’s) log likelihood over(gg, g1, - - , gn) in RNF1:
(7
Ln(90,91, s 9N) = Zign Yi(go + ZjSNgjzi,j) — (g0 + ZjSNW"J)’

with

(8) m = nt/(a+26)
and
(9) N~n®  with(24+20) ' >¢>(a+28-1)"1.

Note that/V is much larger tham. Such & exists because the assumptions- 1
andg > (a+3)/2imply a +28 —1 > 2+ 2a.

3.2. Technical lemmas. We shall first introduce an approximation result for
maximum likelihood estimators in exponential family masifelr parameters whose
dimensions change with sample size. This lemma combines item Portnoy
(1988 and fromHjort and Pollard(1993. We write our results in a notation that
makes the applications in Sectiofs3 and 3.4 more straightforward. The nota-
tional cost is that the parameters are indexed(y, ..., N'}. To avoid an excess
of parentheses we writ&/, for N + 1. In the applicationsV changes with the
sample sizer andQ is replaced byQ,, . B~ Or Q, 5 ~. FOr each square matrix
A, the spectral norm is defined biyd||s := supy,|<; |Av| where|v| denotes the?
norm of vector.
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LEMMA 1. Let(@, be the one-parameter exponential family distribution de-
fined as in @) and satisfying regularity conditioriL(). Supposéy, ..., &, are (non-
random) vectors iRY+. Suppose) = ®;<,Q,, With \; = ¢/ for a fixedy =
(70,71, - - -, yw) in RN+, UnderQ, the coordinate maps, ... ,y, are indepen-
dent random variables with; ~ Q»,.

The log-likelihood for fitting the model is

Lu(g) = Y, (€olyi—vielg)  forg e RM,

which is maximized (ovekV+) at the MLEg (= §,,). Suppos&; = Dn; for some
nonsingular matrixD, so that

1 .
Jn =nDA,D'  whered, := - Zign ninb ().

If B, is another nonsingular matrix for which

(10) ”An - BnH2 < (2HB1;1H2)_1

and if

ev/n/Ny
G(1)y/32(1Bi |2

forsome) < e < 1

(11) max; <y, |1 <

then for each set of vectors, . . . , k3 in R+ there is a sel.c with QYy, . < 2e
on which

6HBn ll2 12
ZOSJ.SM!J(Q NP < == ZOQSM!D kil

The following approximation result for random matriceslwe invoked in order
to apply the Lemma4. to show Theoren.

LEMMA 2. Supposgn; i : i,k > 1} are i.i.d. standard normal random vari-
ables. Let

(12) - Z miib (7 D),

Where’Y (707717"'7’7]\/) _(1 77217"'7777,]\7) andD—dlag(D07D17 7DN)
Denote5,, = PA,, and assum@b satisfies conditionsf). If > es1 D < o0

andN = o (n~1/2), itfollows that|| B; |2 = Ox(1) andP||A, — B, ||3 = ox(1).

The following lemma establishes a bound on the Hellingetadise between
members of an exponential family, which is the key to our geanf measure
argument. We writdy( P, Q) for the Hellinger distance.



LEMMA 3. Supposg @, : A € R} is an exponential family defined as @) (
and satisfies regularity condition)). Then,

h2(Qx, Qrrs) < 2PN (1+[8) G(I6]) ¥V A, 6 €R.

The following lemma provides a maximal inequality for wetigdi-chi-square
variables, which easily leads to maximal inequalities f@au&sian processes and
multivariate normal vectors. These inequalities will bpeatedly invoked.

LEMMA 4. SupposéV; = ZkeNTz’,W?k fori = 1,...,n, where then; ;s
are independent standard normals and thg’s are nonnegative constants with
00 > T 1= maxi<p Y e Ti,k- THEN

P{max;<, W; > 4T (logn + x)} < 2e¢” " for eachz > 0.

When we want to indicate that a bound involving constants, C, ... holds
uniformly over all models indexed by a set of paramef€ysve writec(F), C(F),
C1(F),.... By the usual convention for eliminating subscripts, thkiea of the
constants might change from one paragraph to the next: daotds (F) in one
place needn't be the same as a constaritF) in another place. For sequences of
constants:, that might depend off, we writec,, = Ox(1) andoxz(1) and so on
to show that the asymptotic bounds hold uniformly o¥er

LEMMA 5. LetXy,---,X, bei.i.d. Gaussian processes satisfying (X) and (K).
Letm and N be integers defined as i)(and @) respectively. Supposk,, and

ﬁp are orthogonal projections operators associated vagfa{¢;,--- ,¢,} and
spaf{¢1,- - , ¢p}. Define the matrixS := diag(oy,...,on) with oy = 1 and
oy, = sign((¢x, ¢x)) for k > 1. The key quantities are:

() A=K -K
@iy D = diag(1,6;,...,0x5)"/2
(i) % = (Zi1,.... %) WhereZ, = (Z;, o)
(V) Z = (Z1,...,2Zn) WhereZy = (Z,¢) = n"' Y0 Zi

V) & = (1,2 —Z') and7j; = D~1¢;. [We could defing;; = D~&; but then we
would need to show thad—1¢; ~ D~1;. Our definition merely rearranges
the approximation steps.]

(Vi) 7 := (30,b1,- . ,bn) WhereB = 3, . bydx and7y := a + (B, X). [Note
that)\l = ﬁo + <B, Z; — Z>]

i) Xin =70+ (HyB,Z; — Z) = €7.

Vi) Ap =n"tY,, B (AiN)
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For eache > 0 there exists a sé)NEm, depending om and K, with
supy Py, kXS, <e  foralllarge enough

and on which, for some constaft that does not depend qnor K,
M) A] < Cen™!72
(i) max;<, ||Z]| < Cey/logn and|Z|| < Cen~1/2
(il) || (Hom — Hyn)B> = 07(pn)
(iv) |(Hy — Hn)B|?> = Ox(n~17%) for somev > 0 that depends only on
andg

(V) maxi<n |7 = oF(v/n/N)
(Vi) ||SALS — Aplla = 07(1)

3.3. Proof of Theoreml with known Gaussian distribution.Initially we sup-
pose thay and K are known. Unde®,, = Q,, . g, they;’s are independent, with

y; ~ Q,, and
ANi=a+ (XZ',B> = by + ZkeN zi,kbk whereby = a + (,LL,IBB>.

Our task is to estimate thi,’s with sufficient accuracy to be able to estimate
B(t) = > pen budi(t) within an error of orderp, = n(1=29/(2+28) |n fact

it will suffice to estimate the componefi,,B of B in the subspace spanned by
{¢1,. .., Pm} with m =< n'/(@+25) pecause

(13) IHBI? =) b; = Or(m'~*) = O (pn).

We might try to estimate the coefficien(ts), . . . , b,,,) by choosing; = (o, - - - , gm)
to maximize a conditional log likelihood over aflin R™+1,

Zign yi)\Lm - 1/1()\1'7”1) with )\Lm =go + Zlgkgm Zi kK-

To this end we might try to appeal to Lemnastated at the beginning of this
Section, withx; equal to the unit vector with &in its jth position for; < m and
x; = 0 otherwise. That would give a bound f9F ., (§;—;)*. Unfortunately, we
cannot directly invoke the Lemma witN = m to estimatey = (b, b1, ...,bn)
when

Q=Quar and D =diag(l,6;,...,0N)"?
(14) 5; = (in,la"'azi,N) and 777{ = (1,7’]7;,1,...,77@'7]\[),

because\; # £+, a bias problem. Note that in this cage = z; ;/\/0; for all i, j
and hence the; ;'s are i.i.d. standard normal variables.
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Remark. We could modify Lemmd. to allow¢; = &/~ + bias, for a suitably

small bias term, but at the cost of extra regularity condiiand a more deli-
cate argument. The same difficulty arises whenever onetigegéss the asymp-
totics of maximum likelihood with the true distribution @ide the model fam-

ily.
Instead, we use a two-stage estimation procedure thatneligs the bias term
by a change of measure conditional on ¥és. We shall present the proof in the
following three steps.

Step 1. From the analysis above, one can see that the key in our dbéi
change-of-measure argument and the application of Lefnimethis step, we shall
construct a high probability set such that for each reatinadf theX;'s on the set
the assumptions of Lemmiaare satisfied and the change-of-measure argument is
ready to work.

Define¢&;, D, andn; as in equation14). Then we define matri¥d,, as in (L2)
and chooseB,, := P, , k A,. DefineX,, = Xz, N X, , N Xa,,, where

(15) Xz,n = {max;<, 1Z||> < Cologn}
(16) Xy = {max;<, [n;|* < CoNlogn}
(17) Xan = {[|4n — Bnll2 < (2B, '[l2) "'}

If we choose a large enough universal constant= Cy(F), Lemmad ensures that
Pp kX5, <2/nandP, , kX5, < 2/nbychoosing; = ¢;andr;, = {i < N}
respectively for all, k; and Lemma& shows that

1B 2= 0x(1)  and Py llAn — Ball3 = ox(1),
thusPy, kX% ,, = oF(1). And hence,
(18)  Pp i Xy <Py X7, + Prp X5, + P kX5, = or(1).
Step 2. Let us consider the approximate distribution
QnaB,N = Qi<nQr, x  With \j v := &y andy’ = (bo, by, ..., by).

In this step, we show that the divergence caused by repldzings by Q, .5, iS
small enough that it will not compromise the asymptotic ltssin replacingQ,, . g
by Q,...,~ We eliminate the bias problem but now we have to relate thbgsro
bility bounds forQ,, , g~ to bounds involvingQ,, , 8. A common control of this
divergence is the total variation distance betwé&gn, z v andQ,, , 5. We shall
show that there exists a sequence of nonnegative congtantorderor(logn),
such that

(19) HQn,a,B - Qn,a,B,N”%‘V S e2cn Zign ‘)‘2 - )\i,N’2 on xn
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To establish inequalityl®) we use the bound

H@n,a,B - Qn,a,]B,N”%‘V < hz(@n,a,IB% Qn,a,]B,N) < Zign hz(Q)\ia QN,N)

By Lemma3 )
h2(Qh,, Qx, ) < 6P (N) (14 18:]) g(164])
where

0:] = |Ai — X n| = [(Zi, B) — (HNZi, B)|
= (Z;, HyB)| < ||Z; ||| H¥B||

<Or (\/Nl_w logn) = o0x(1)

Thus all the(1 + |6;|) g(]6;|) factors can be bounded by a single-(1) term.
For(a,B, u, K) € F(R, o, 3) and with the||Z;||'s controlled byX,,,

(il < lal + (lull + 1Zs[DIB] < C2v/logn

for some constan®, = Cy(F). Assumption {)) then ensures that all thé()\;)
are bounded by a singterp (or(logn)) term.

Step 3. On the setX,,, we can apply Lemma directly withQ = Q,, .5 ~,
because inequalitylQ) holds by construction and inequalit¢1) holds for large
enoughn because

max;<y, [1:]> < Or(Nlogn) = or(v/n/N).

Estimatey by theg = (go, ..., gn) defined in Lemmad. Thus, the estimator
in Theoremlis B, = ;< 9x®x. For each realization of th&;’s in X,,,
Lemmal gives a seY,, c With Q,, o 5 N'Y7, . < 2¢ On which

Zlgkgm s — w|* = OF (n_l Zlgkgm 9;;1) = Or(m'™®/n) = Ox(pn),
which implies
1Bo —BIZ =" (G —wl+) 5 =0r(m).
From the inequality 19) it follows, for a large enough constaft, that

P p0 Qo {[Bn — Bl > Cepn}
< Pn,u,fo% + Pn,u,K:X:n (H@n,a,lﬂ% - @n,a,B,N”TV + Qn,a,]B,Nyfmg)

1/2
< or(1) + 2+ e (ZKn I >\i,N|2> .
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By construction,
Ai — NN = Zk>N 2 1:bk;

with the z; ,’s independent and; ;, ~ N (0,6). Thus
Zign Popiclhi =Ny <n)  Oibi = Or(nN' =) = op(e7>)

because, > (a + 23 — 1)~!. That is, we have an estimator that achieves the
Or(py) minimax rate.

3.4. Proof of Theorenmi with unknown Gaussian distribution.As before, most
of the analysis will be conditional on th&;’s lying in a set with high probability
on which the various estimators and other random quanétiesvell behaved. Re-
memberX, ,, is the high probability set defined in LemraFor the key quantities
defined in Lemm&, we shall keep their notations unchanged in this sectiothfor
purpose of making the application more straightforward.

As before, the component &f orthogonal to spaf¥s, .. ., ¢, } causes no trou-
ble because

A 2 _ Ry 7 Llm2
IB-B|>=") 1< Tk = Tk) + [[HyB|
and, by Lemm& part(iii) ,

1HB|? < 2(|HyB|? + 2| (Hu — Hu)B|® = Or(pn) 0N Xy

To handlezlgkgm(ﬁk — k)2, invoke Lemmal for X;’s in DNCW, with 7; replaced
by 7j; and A, replaced by4,, andB,, replaced byB,, = SB,,S, the same3,, andD
as before, and equal to

QnaBN = Qi<n@y, -

to get a setfp,,c With QuaznY5,,. < 2¢ on which >, (G — 7x)%. The
conditions of Lemmad. are satisfied o&g,n, because of Lemmapart(v) and

| An — Bpll2 < | An — SARS||2 + [|SARS — SBLS|l2 = 0x(1).

To complete the proof it suffices to show th&,, o 5 v — @n,a,B,NHTV tends to
zero. First note that

NN —Ain =a+ (B,X) + (HyB,Z; — Z) — a — (B, ) — (HNB, Z;)
= (HNB,Z) — (HyB,Z) + (H\B, Z) + (HyB — HyB, Z))
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which implies that, o, ,,,

Ain — Ain|? < 2(HEB, Z)|? + 2| HvB — HyB|? (I1Zi]| + |IZ])*
2
< OF(N"2)C2n~! + OF(n~17")C2 (n-1/2 ++/Tog n)
(20) =Ozr(n~ ")  forsomed < v/ < v.

Now argue as in the step 2 of the proof for the case of knéwrnon D~Ce7n,

1@y — Quasnldy <3 02 (@5, Qrn)
< exp (or(logn)) ZKn iy — X |? = ox (D).

Finish the argument as before, by splitting into contritwsi fromdX¢ ,, andX.,,, N Y, .
andX., N Y.

4. Proof of Theorem 2. We apply a slight variation on Assouad’s Lemma—
combining ideas fronYu (1997 and fromvan der Vaar{(1998 Section 24.3)—to
establish the minimax lower bound result in Theorzam

We consider behavior only fqi = 0 anda = 0, for a fixed K with spectral
decompositionzjeN 0;¢; ® ¢;. For simplicity we abbreviaté®,, o i to P. Let
J={m+1,m+2,...,2m} andl' = {0,1}’. Let3; = Rj—”. For eachyinT
defineB, = €}, ;7;B;¢;, for a smalle > 0 to be specified, and writ@., for
the product measure; <, @, () with

N(Y) = (By,Zi) =€) Bz

ForeachjletI’; = {y € I : v; = 1} and lety; be the bijection oi’ that flips
the jth coordinate but leaves all other coordinates unchangeidt he the uniform
distribution onl’, that is,m, = 27" for eachry.

~ ~ ~ N2
For each estimatdb = .\ b;j¢; we havel|B, — B||> > 3., (%ﬂj — bj)
and so

~ ~\ 2
Stjltplf”n,fllIEB ~B|*> Z FMZ, ,PQ, (6%51 - bj)
=2 mZ]EJ Z'YEF (QV (e = ) +Qy;n (0 gj)z)
(21) 227" D, 1) PIQ A Q)

the last lower bound coming from the fact that

(B; = ;) + (0—1;)> > 1(e8;)?  forallly.
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We assert that, if is chosen appropriately,
(22) min; 4 P[|Q, A Qy, ()l stays bounded away from zerosas- oo,

which will ensure that the lower bound i@1) is eventually larger than a constant
multiple of E]EJ BJZ > cpy, for some constant > 0. The inequality in Theorerf
will then follow.

To prove @2), consider ay in I" and the corresponding = ¢;(~y). By virtue of
the inequality

1/2
HQ’Y A Q’Y'H =1- HQ’Y - Q'y’HTV >1- (2 A Zi<n hz(Q)\i(,y), Q}\i(ﬁ//))>
it is enough to show that
(23) lim sup,,_,,, max; P (2 A Zign h2(Q>\i(~/)7 Q)\i(ﬁ/,))) <1

DefineX,, = {max;<, ||Z;||> < Cologn}. Based on Lemmd, we know that
PX¢ = o(1) with the constanC) large enough. Of(,, we have

A(MI” < ng BillZi|” = O(pn)logn = o(1)
and, by inequality ),
W (@) Qi) < OF(DINi(7) = Mi(Y))? < €0x(1)5727 ;.
We deduce that

P (2 A B (Qx): Qxi(w)) < 2PN+ ) EOF(1)5TPX2
<o(1l) + 620(1)7153293'.

The choice of/ makess3?6; < R*m~~% ~ R?/n. Assertion 23) follows.
5. Proof of technical lemmas.

5.1. Proof of Lemmd. We need to first show the following lemma. Define

() w; := Ji /%€, an element oRN+

(i) Wy =3, wi (y, — zp()\,-)), an element oR"V+
Notice thatQW,, = 0 and vap(W,,) = 3=, wawith(\;) = Iy, and

Q|W,,|? = trace (varg(W,)) = N,.
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LEMMA 6. Supposé < ¢; < 1/2and0 < e; < 1 and

max;<y [w;| < 2(;(1 )2 with G as in Assumptionz().

Theng = v + Jn /(W + ) with |r,| < €1 on the set{|W,,| < /Ny /ez},
which hasQ-probability greater thanl — es.
PROOF The equalityQ|W,,|?> = N, and Tchebychev give
Q{IWa| > V/Nife2} < e
Reparametrize by defining= J}/2(g — 7). The concave function
Ln(t) = Ln(y + J, /%t) = Ly(7) = ZKn yiwit + P(Ai) — (N + wit)

is maximized at,, = 71/2(9 7). It has derivative

Ln(t) = Zign wj (yi — (N + wgt)) :

For a fixed unit vector, € RV+ and a fixedt € R+, consider the real-valued
function of the real variable,

H(s) = /Lo(st) = 3wy (i = b + suwft) )
which has derivatives
A(s) ==Y (w) (i) b + swit)
H(s) ==Y ()it PN + swit)

Notice thatH (0) = w'W,, andH (0) = —u’ D i<n Wil zp( )t = —u't.
Write M,, for max;<y, |w;|. By virtue of Assumption {),

|<Z ' wi | (wit)*P(\) G (|swit])
gMnG(Mn|st|) Z,< wiwih(A\)E
= M,G (M,|st|) |t|>.

By Taylor expansion, for some < s* < 1,

[H(1) = H(0) — H(0)| < 3|H(s")| < MG (Myt]) [t]*.
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That is,

(24)

! (Balt) = W+ t)| < 3G (Mt |11

Approximation @4) will control the behavior ofi(s) = L (W, + su), a concave
function of the real argument for each unit vector.. By concavity, the derivative

£(s) = ' Lon(Wy + su) = —s + R(s)
is a decreasing function afwith
|R(s)| < %MnG (M, |W,, + sul) Wy, + sul?
On the se{[W,,| < /Ny /e2} we have

W, + equ] < \/Ny/ea + €.

Thus
€1€2
< -
M| Wi £ €ru] < 5 (\/N+/ez —l—el) <1,
implying
|R(%e1)| < $M,G(1)|W,, £ €1ul?
€1€2 2
< - =
= g, /e td)

<e (1 + E%EQ/N-;-) < %El.

Deduce that

The concave functior — £,,(W,, + su) must achieve its maximum for sonaén
the interval[—ey, €], for each unit vector. It follows that|t,, — W,| < €. O

First we establish a bound on the spectral distance betwgérand B;, . De-
fineH = B;'A, — I. Ther|H|2» < ||B;Y2||An — Ba|l2 < 1/2, which justifies
the expansion

145 =B o = (I + H)T = 1) B2 < 3 IHHIEIB 2 < 1187 -

As a consequencd A2 < 2| B, Ye.
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Choose:; = 1/2 ande; = € in Lemma6. The bound omax;<,, |1;| gives the
bound onmax;<,, |w;| needed by the Lemma:

nlw;|* = n;D(Jn/n) " Dy = i A i < || AL 2|

Define K; = J,, "/*k;, so that|x(g — 7)[> < 2(KjW,)? + 2(K)r,)?. By
Cauchy-Schwarz,
ZJ_(K]/-T”)Z < Zj ’Kj‘zyrnp = U,{]rn‘z

where
Uy = Zj ﬁ;ngf{j = Zj n~ Y (D k) A D e

<o B Y D

For the contributiorV/, := 3 |KJ’.Wn|2 the Cauchy-Schwarz bound is too crude.
Instead, notice tha®V,, = U,, which ensures that the complement of the set

Yr,e = {IWa| < V/Nyfef N{Vi < Us/e}
hasQ probability less tha2e. On the sel,. .,

S e o 1853 = P < 2V 20 < 30 e
The asserted bound follows.

5.2. Proof of Lemm&. Throughout this subsection abbrevidtg,, x to P.

The matrix A, is an average of independent random matrices each of which
is distributed likeNN'v) (' DN), whereN’ = (No, N1, ..., Ny) with Ny = 1 and
the otheiN;'s are independen¥ (0, 1)’s. Moreover, by rotational invariance of the
spherical normal, we may assume with no loss of generality ttDN = @+ xNy,

where N
K2 = Zkzl D} = Ox(1).
Thus

B, = PNN’T/)((_I + I{Nl) = diag(F, T‘QIN_l)
where

e _ ’,/'0 ’,/'1
Tj = PN{?ﬁ(&—F KNl) and F = |:7°1 7”2:| .
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The block diagonal form oB,, simplifies calculation of spectral norms.
1B, Hl2 = |[diag(F ", rg  In-1) 2

_ - +r2
< F! N < o o).
< e (7 o T ) < e (02 g

Assumption {) ensures that both, andr, areO(1).
Continuity and strict positivity of/, together withmax(|a|, ) = Ox(1), ensure
thatcy := infg , inf|y <1 ¥(a + xx) > 0. Thus

+1
\V2mrg > co/ e~ 2dz > 0
-1

Similarly
V2r(rory — r}) = V2mroPij(a + kN1 ) (N1 — r1/ro)?

+1 +1

g2 2

> coro/ (x — rl/r0)2e 200 > coro/ z2e " 2 dy.
-1 -1

It follows that || B, |2 = Ox(1).
The random matrix4,, — B,, is an average of independent random matrices

each distributed lik&\N'¢(a + xN7) minus its expected value. Thus

Pl| Ay — Bull} < Ay — Balp =0~y var (N;Nith(a+ k1) )

0<j,k<N

Assumption () ensures that each summandQs-(1), which leaves us with a
Ox(N?/n) = ox(1) upper bound.

5.3. Proof of Lemma. Let us temporarily write\’ for A\ + § and write\ for
A+ XN)/2=X+6/2.

1—3h%(Qx, Qx) =/ )y (y)
= /exp (Xy — %1/)(/\) - %w(/\/))

= exp (V(A) = 39¥(\) — 39 (\))
> 1+9(\) — 2p(\) — 2p(N)

That is,
h*(Qx, Qx) < Y(N) + V(A + ) — 2p(A + 6/2).
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By Taylor expansion i around0, the right-hand side is less than
12PN + 36 (P (A +67) — (A = 57/2))

where0 < |6*| < |é]. Invoke inequalityytwice to bound the coefficient @f /6 in
absolute value by

D) (G(I9]) + §G(18/2)) < §H(NG(9).
The stated bound simplifies some unimportant constants.

5.4. Proof of Lemmat. Without loss of generality, let us suppadfe= 1. For
s = 1/4, note that

Pexp(sW;) = erN(l - 287‘,-7/.3)_1/2 < exp <Zk€N sn,k) < el/t

by virtue of the inequality- log(1 —¢) < 2t for |¢| < 1/2. With the same;, it then
follows that

P{max;<,W; > 4(logn + x)}
< exp (—4s(logn + x)) Pexp (max;<y, sW;)

<eT— Zign Pexp(sW;).
The2 is just a clean upper bound fet/*.

5.5. Proof of Lemm&. We shall first show some preliminary results that will
be used in the main proof throughout Secti@s.1to 5.5.5 In this section, for
notational S|mpl_|C|ty, we _ert_er. _for > itk .

Many of the inequalities in this section involve sums of fiimes of thed;’s.
The following result will save us a lot of repetition. To silfy the notation, we
drop the subscripts frof,, ,, .

LEMMA 7.
(i) Foreachr > 1 thereis a constant’, = C,.(F) for which

Cp (14 kr(He)=) ifr>1
— <
ki (r,7) Z w7 }l — Ok |7" - {01 (1 + ko7 logk) if r=1

(i) Foreachp,
L—a— 2Bj—a

_ 11—«
Zk<pzj>p |9k—9|2 _O.F(p )
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PrRoOE For (i), argue in the same way &kll and Horowitz(2007, page 85),
using the lower bounds

Caj™® if 7 <k/2
10; — 0| > < calj — klE—@L ifk/2 <j <2k
Cak™™ if 5 > 2k

wherec,, is a positive constant.
For (i), split the range of summation into two subs€tg:, j) : j > max(p, 2k)}
and{(k,7) : p/2 < k < p < j < 2k}. The first subset contributes at most

—a—24 -— —a\—2 __ 11—«
Zkg,,k meaxm%)y (cak™) 2 = Ox(p'™®)
becausex — 25 < —3. The second subset contributes at most
—a—28 —2712a+2 Qg p\—2 24+a—28, —«a
D e, KON k) = O (pp* T 0()
which is of orderor(p~¢). O
Now remember that
Zi(t) = Z(t) = ZkeN@’k 0
so that
Geli = k) = // R (5,6)8;(s) b (t) ds dt
=(m-1)7"Y _ (Fig—Z5) Gk — Za)s
which implies(n — 1)1 3, %% = D? and
(25) (n—1)7'Y il = D7'D’D" = diag(1,01/61,. .., 0n /0n).

We will analyzefz’ by rewriting it using the eigenfunctions fdt. Remember
thatz;; = (Z;, ¢;) and the standardized variablgs; = z; j/,/0; are indepen-
dentN (0, 1)’s. Definez.; = (Z,¢;) andn.; =n~1 Y, n;; and

Cjp = (n—1)"" ZKn (i = 15) Wik — M) 5

the (4, k)-element of a sample covariance matrix of i.iN(0, I ) random vectors.
Then

Zi(t) —Z(t) = > (21— 25)6;(t) = ZJEN VOi (i —n5)0;(t)

JEN
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and
(26) K(s,t) = Zj,keN Kjpdj(s)ou(t)  with K = \/0;0,C

Moreover, as shown in Lemma 14 in the supplemental Appetigéxmain contri-
bution t0fr = opdr — O is

: V03065 / 0k — 0;) i j#k
Ag = ZJEN Apjé;  with Ay = {0 7 - s

Define
€ :=min{|0; — 0| : j # k}.

The following two lemmas related to perturbation theory $etf-adjoint com-
pact operators (cf. e.dgirman and Solomjakl1987 Bosqg 200Q Kato, 1995 are
crucial in the development of Lemnta They are special cases of Lemma 13
and Lemma 15 in the Appendix under the general perturbdtiearetic frame-
work. For Lemmas, similar results were established by other authors see e.g.
Hall and Hosseini-Nasal2006 equation 2.8 an@ai and Hall 2006 Section 5.6.
Lemma9 extends the perturbation result for eigenprojectionsaiabt byTyler
(1981, Lemma 4.1), from the matrix case to the general operata@. cas

LEMMA 8. If ¢, > 5|4, it follows that
[ fxll < 3lIA%].
DefineH; = spaf{¢; : j € J} andH,; = sparf{¢; : j € J} for J C N.
LEMMA 9. If minge e > 5||Al|, then
(HJ - HJ)B = ZjeJ Zkejc (ﬁjbk(Aj,k + A&j) +e

where||e||? is bounded by a universal constant timgs+ ||A||? Ry with

. 2
= (ZkeJ HA’“H2> ZkeJ (Zg Ak’jbj)

" b 2 * 1
Ra= X, el (5 27+ (S 10100 25 )

2 21.24 2«
+Zk€JHAkH |bk |k

2
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In fact, most of the inequalities that we need for analyzimg ¢stimatoi de-
fined in @) - (9) come from simple moment bounds (Lemrmh@ for the sample
covariance€; ;, and the derived bounds (Lemra) for the A;’s.

The distribution ofZ; ;, does not depend on the parameters of our model. Indeed,
by the usual rotation of axes we can rew(ite—1)C; asU]’.Uk, wherely, Us, . ..
are independenv (0, ,,;) random vectors. This representation gives some useful
equalities and bounds.

LEMMA 10. Uniformly over distinctj, k, ¢,

(@ ]P’(“ZM =1 and]P’(Gj,j - 1)2 = 2(71 - 1)_1
(i) PCjr =PC;1Cj¢=0
(i) Pe2, = O(n")

PROOF Assertion (i) is classical becauig;|> ~ x?_,. For assertion (i) use
P(U{UQ | Ug) =0 and

P(UUU3U3 | Us) = trace (UQUéP(UgU{)) =0.
For (iii) useP(U,Uy) = I,,—; and

P(U{UU3U; | Us) = trace (UpUsP(U1UY)) = trace(UsUs) = |Us?.

LEMMA 11. Uniformly over distinctj, &, £,

(l) ]P)A]CJ = PAk,jAk,Z =0
(i) PA?; = OF (n~tk=5=(0 — 0,)72)
(iii) P[[A4]* = OF(n~'k?)

ProOF Assertions (i) and (ii) follow from Assertions (ii) andifiof Lemmal0.
For (iii), note that

PlAk)* = Zj PAZ), = OF(n™ 'k~ %)rp (2, @)
O

To prove Lemmab we defineﬁvcevn as an intersection of sets chosen to make the
six assertions of the Lemma hold,

xe,n = xA,n N :X:Z,n N xA,n N xn,n N xA,na
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where the complement of each of the five sets appearing orighthand side
has probability less thaty5. More specifically, for a large enough constéht we
define

Xan = {[|A] < Can™V?)
Xz = {maxi<p | Zi|> < Cclogn and ||Z|| < Cen~'/?}
DNC,W = {max;<, ]m!2 < CcNlogn} as in Sectior8.3
Xan=A{ID_,_, Willlz < Cen}
The definition off)vCA,n, in subsectiorb.5.3 is slightly more complicated. It is de-
fined by requiring various functions of th,’s to be smaller thar’, times their

expected values.
The setX 4 ,, is almost redundant. From Definitidnwe know that

min__[0; — 01| > (a/R)N~'7 and min_6; > R™'N™*.
1<j<j'<N 1<j<N

The choicelV ~ n¢ with ¢ < (2+2a)~* ensures that'/2N 1= — o0, ONXa ,
the spacing assumption used in LemrBand9 holds for alln large enough; all
the bounds from those lemmas are available to u¥on In particular,

max;j< |0;/6; — 1| < Or(N|All) = ox(1).
Equality ¢5) shows thaf( 4, € X, eventually if we make suré, > 1.
5.5.1. Proof of Lemma part (). Observe that
~ 2
BIAIZ =Y B (K00 =k}) =Y. 08P (S — {5 = k)’
< Zj 0,07(n"") + ZM 0,0,07(n"2) = Ox(n™")

5.5.2. Proof of Lemm& part (ii). As before, Lemmd controlsmax;<,, || Z; .
To control theZ contribution, note that||Z||? has the same distribution 4%||?,
which has expected valde, . 6, < oo.

JEN
5.5.3. Proof of Lemm& parts (i) and(iv). Calculate expected values for all
the terms that appear in the bound of Lem#na

2 2
]P)n,uyK Zkﬁp (Zj>p Ak,jbj> + ]P)n#,K Zj>p (Zkgp AkJ’bk)
= Zkgp ZM P A (b5 +0;) by Lemmallpart(i)

_ -1 —a—20 —« _nN—2
=O0F(n™) Y, > KT 0= 6))
(27) = Ox(n"'p'™®) by Lemma7
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and

NI Zkgp b2||Ag|2K2H2 = OF(n~Y||A]]?) Zkgp pA+2a-28

= O0x(n7?) (1 4 pPt2a=8 logp)
and
P .1 stp bl AklI> = Ox(n™") ZkeJ P =0r(n7") (1 +p7 + logp)

and
LW Zk,‘<p IAk]* = Ox(n~"p?)

and

* 2 *

7. _ -1 —a :—a—20 _nN—2
Pn,u,K Zkgp (Z] Ak,]bj> = O]:(Tl ) Zkﬁp Zj k=% (9k 9])
(28) =O0r(n~Y  byLemma7
and
1817 3, 1417 (3 L)Q

o k<p i |0k — 0;]
(29) = Or(n|A11%) (p* + ™27 log?p)
and
(30) )

* 1
2 — 3+2a—23 2
Zkgp b? (ZJ 7 9j|> Or(1+p log?p) by Lemma.

For some constar@. = C.(F), on a set(y , with P, , kX ,, < €, each of the
random quantities in the previous set of inequalities (tmhb; = m andp = N)
is bounded by’ times itsP,, , x expected value. By virtue of Lemndd part(iii) ,
we may also assume thigh . [|> < Cck? /n on X .

From Lemma, it follows that on the seXa ,, N Xp , if p < N,

I(H, — Hy)B||?
< Or(n~'p'™*) + Ox(n7?) (1 +p727% L logp + p® P + log? p)
+ Or(n ) 0F(n ™) + OF(n72) (p* + 72272 log?p)

+ O}_(n—2p3)0}_(1 + p3+2a—2ﬁ 10g2 p)
— O}_(n—lpl—a)

This inequality leads to the asserted conclusions whenm orp = N.
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5.5.4. Proof of Lemm& part (v). By construction);; = 1 for everyi and, for
Jj =2,
VOitlij = Gij — Z5) = (Zi — Z, ¢;5)
Thus, forj > 2,
N = 9;1/2(%‘ — 2,65+ f3) = mij + 0y
with, due to Lemma3,

2+«
_ =12 J logn
16517 < 071 (IZill + I1Z1) |1 £51° < OF (T) onXe .

)

In vector form,
(Bl) SHi=mi+0d  with|5>=0F <w> < or(n/N?) onX.,.
It follows that
max;<y, || = maxi<, | S| < maxi<y [n;|+or(vn/N) = Op(vn/N)  onXep.
5.5.5. Proof of Lemma part (vi). From inequality 20) we know that
€N = maXj<p |X1N —Ain|= O]:(n_(1+’/)/2) on %em

and from the Sectio.3we havemax;<,, |\ y| = Or(y/log n). Assumption ()
in Section2 and the Mean-Value theorem then give

maxi<p [0 (Ain) — P )| < End(Nin)G(En) = ox(1).

If we replacezl)(xw) in the definition of4,, by L; := (X ) we make a change
with
102 < ox(Dlltn =)~ 7 iz

which, by equality 25), is of orderox(1) on DNCW.
From Assumption) we havec,, := logmax;<,, L; = or(logn). Uniformly
over all unit vectors: in RV ! we therefore have

W SA,Su=o0r(1)+(n—1)"" Z‘< Lt (; + 6;) (n; + 0:)u
=or(1)+ (1+ O(n_l)) ' Ayu
-1 , I5\2 Lo N (o) S
+Or (n ) Zign L, <(u 0:)° + 2(u'n;) (u 52))
Rearrange then take a supremum avéo conclude that
1545 = Aulle < 07(1) + Ox(e™) maxicy (152 + 215 ||

Representation3() and the defining property dNCn,n then ensure that the upper
bound is of ordep (1) on X ,.
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6. Appendix. In this section, we introduce some useful results in spktttea
ory and perturbation theory. Some of the results are wedledished. We briefly
review them for the purpose of easy reference. For exampeaesults for eigen-
values have become quite standard for decades (sed)unfprd and Schwartz
1988 Chapter VII.6). We derive a bound for the perturbation gfesiprojections
(Lemma 15) which plays a key role in the slope function estiomaproblem. This
bound is closely related Proposition 2@ardot, Mas and Sarda007), which was
tailored to solve the prediction problem at a random deditpwever, the two re-
sults are different. A comparison between their result anmcbound in Lemmad5s
is discussed later following Lemmnib. We could not find the same (or stronger)
bound explicitly in the existing perturbation literature.

The spectral theory and the perturbation theory in Hilbgatces have been serv-
ing as powerful tools that allow statisticians to tackle sketistical approximation
problems in an elegant way. From Lemrm2to Lemmal4 we shall review the
well-established perturbation-theoretic results foeaigillues and eigenvectors of
positive and self-adjoint compact operators respectiv@ly main contribution of
this section is to extend the perturbation result for eigejgtions, obtained by
Tyler (1981, Lemma 4.1), from the matrix case to the general operatag. casr
perturbation result for eigenprojections will be introdddn Lemmalb.

Supposel’ is a positive and self-adjoint compact operator in a HillspaceX .
According to the spectral theory for positive and self-adj@ompact operators
(see e.gBirman and Solomjakl987, Page 209), the operatérhas a sequence of
decreasing nonnegative eigenvalyés} and a sequence of corresponding eigen-
vectors{e; }. That is,Te; = 0;e; with §; > 65 > --- > 0. Furthermore? has the
spectral decomposition

(32) T = ZkeN Orer R eg,

which converges in the operator norm.

In this section, the perturbation-theoretic results aeeftimctional analysis re-
sults without involving randomness. The focus here is onrésellts for positive
and self-adjoint compact operators, and for more genesalidsion on perturba-
tion theory of linear operators please see, for exanifaéy (1995. More precisely,
let 7' be another positive and self-adjoint compact operatdi iwith spectral de-
composition

(33) T = ZkeN gkgk ® €ex

The eigenprojection of the operat@Tassomated with elgenvalu@J = {0
j € J}, denoted byHJ, is the orthogonal projection onto the elgenspactTOf
associated witi® 7, that is, spafe; : j € J}. Infact, we havef ; = > el € ®
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;. Analogously, the eigenprojectiof; can be defined for the operatfﬂ We
shall study how well the differences 6f — 0;, e; — ¢;, and H; — H can be
controlled byA = T — T, given thaty := ||A[|5 is small.

In statistical applications, the operatBiis usually taken as unknown, while the
operator‘f taken as the estimation @f. Perturbation theory suggests that as long as
T approximated” well, the eigen-elements af can project the analogous eigen-
elements ofl” well. This idea has been explored and utilizedTigiler (1981), Bosq
(2000, Cai and Hal2006), Hall and Horowitz2007), andCardot, Mas and Sarda
(2007, among others. More interestinglijall and Hosseini-Nasa2006 pro-
poses a Taylor-expansion type of approximation of eigelveavhich is better
adapted to the statistical approximation purposes.

In the application of SectioB.4, we draw probabilistic conclusions whéhis
random for the special case whéfe= K, the population covariance kernel, and
T = K, the sample covariance kernel, both actingfor- L2[0 1]. The eigenvec-
tors {e;} and{e;} will be principal component§e; } and{¢;} respectively.

Before formally illustrating the perturbation-theoret@sults in details, we shall
introduce some necessary notations and basic mathenrateti@ns here. Because
{e; : j € N} forms a complete orthonormal basis for the Hilbert spaGethe
operatorf also has the following representation

(34) T = Z . keN T},kej X e

which converges in the operator norm.
Note thatT k= T;” becausd’ is self- -adjoint. This representation gives

A=Y (T 0li=k)e v
and
3 = A2 = suppycy . A2 < 3 (T - 0,15 = 1))
Dot M) <D (T — 057

We also define

Tin/ (6 —6;) ifj#k
(35)  Ap:i=) Apje;  with Ay = s/ (B = 65) | ‘7,7& :
N 0 if j =k

Notice that{e;, : k¥ € N} is also an orthonormal basis . Defineo; . := (e;, ex).
Then
e = ZkGN 0;.kCk and €L = ZjGN 0;.k€j

and

{i=0"Y=leseiy =D, 05k
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We cannot hope to find a useful bound |67 — e ||, because there is no way to
decide which oft-e;, should be approximating,.. However, we can bounfilfy
where

+1 ifopr>0

36 = o6 — with oy, := sign = )
(36) Jr = orep —eg Tk an (o) {_1 otherwise

which will be enough for our purposes.

To simplify notations, write > for 3~ {j # k} and}_} for 3, ik # j}
in this section.

The following lemma has been proved in multiple places. Herestated it with
a brief proof for the purpose of easy reference.

LEMMA 12. Supposd’ andT are two positive and self-adjoint operators with
spectral decomposition82) and @3), then it follows that

37) 0, -0,/ <5 foralljeN.

PROOF The eigenvalues have a variational characterization;Bsese| (2000
Section 4.2) oBirman and Solomjak1987, Chapter 9):

(38) 0; = dimiFLf)q sup{(z,Tz) : x L Land|z| = 1}.

The first infimum runs over all subspacksvith dimension at most— 1. (Whenjy
equalsl the only such subspace {s) Both the infimum and the supremum are
achieved: byL;_; = sparfe; : 1 < i < j} andz = e;. Similar assertions hold
for T and its eigenvalues.

By the analog of38) for 7,

gj < sup{(z,Tz) : z L Lj_iand|z|| =1}
<sup{(x,Tz)+0:2 L L;_y and|z|| =1} = 6; + 0.

Argue similarly with the roles of” andT reversed to conclude the result. [0

In order to approximate an eigenvectarreasonably well, we need to assume
that the eigenvalué;, is well separated from the othéy’s, to avoid the problem

that the eigenspace @t for the eigenvalu@k might have dimension greater than
one. More precisely, we considetcdor which

(39) e :=min{|0; — 0| : j # k} > 59,
which implies

10 — 0] > |01, — 0] — & > 216y, — 0] > 2ey.
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The following lemmas provide approximative results farunder the assump-
tion thate;, > 54. Similar results were established by other authors; seextam-
ple, Hall and Hosseini-Nasal2006 equation 2.8 an€ai and Hall 2006 Section
5.6.

LEMMA 13. Supposd’ andT are two positive and self-adjoint operators with
spectral decomposition82) and (33). The vector§ A} and{ f;.} are defined as
in (35) and (36) respectively. Then #, > 54, it follows that

[ fell < 3[[Axl]-
PROOF The starting point for our approximations is the equality
(40) (ACy, e) = (T, e5) — (€, Te;) = (Br — 0,)0; k-
Forj # k we then have

16

o5 (O —0,)%07 1k < (okACk, €5)° < 2(Afi,e5)” + 2(Aey, €5)7,

which implies
2 ~
o3 < g(Afk, e;)*/€ei+ 217,/ (0 —0;)*  becauséTey,e;) = 0 for j # k.
The introduction of ther,, also ensures that

1711 = llewll” + [1exll* — 20k (ex, €x) = 2 — 2|owl

<2-20},  becauséoy | <1

_ * 2
= QZJ Uj,k:
* 25 2
Szjz<Afkaey /€k+—z 0;).
The first sum on the right-hand side is less than
—HAka [ei < 0%\ full?/(46%) = |1 fil* /4.

The second sum can be written2ig|A ||2 /4. Then,

25
1Fll® < S 1A < OlIA".
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LEMMA 14. Supposd’ and7 are two positive and self-adjoint operators with
spectral decomposition82) and @33). The vectord A} and{ f;} are defined as
in (35) and (36) respectively. Then #;, > 50, the corresponding operatof;, has
the representation:

e =AMk + g
with
50| Al
|0k — 0]

1 .
(Th,ex) = —§\|fk\|2 and |(ry,e;)| < V j#Ek.

PROOFE Start once more from equalit¢@). Forj # k,

ok = k(A €5)/(O), — 6;)

= (A(ex + fr), ;) /(O + v —0;)  Wherey, = 0 — 6%

1

Vi (Afr,ej)

=Api(1— 4+ =28 90 pecauseTe, e;) = 0
lw( 9j—9k> O — 0, aTex ;)

B O (Afr,ej)
(42) = Ay j+ 7 wherery, ; := —. Ay j 5k ) .

Ther; ;'s are small:

| < 5 (5\Ak,j’ + \(Afk7€j>\> for j # k. if g > 56
4 10 — 01
(42) < 50| Axl by Lemmal3,
10 — 01
Definery . = |okr| — 1= =3[ fxl* andry = 37,k j¢;. Combine 85) and

(41), we then have the representation:
(43)  fr =orer —er = (o(Ep,ex) — 1) e + Z: ko ke; = A + 7.
O
In the rest of this section, we shall establish an approxanéefor H;B— H,;B

foraB =}, bje; in 3, an extension of the finite-dimensional perturbation rtesul
Tyler (1981, Lemma 4.1) to the case of general infinite-dimensional atpes.
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The differenceH ; — H,; equals
D e, (T18) @ (01€k) — e @ e
= ZkeJ oRer ® Tk + Zkej(ek + fi) @ Mg
D, en+ A+ ri) ® e, — e @ ex)
=Ry+Y e @M+ A @e

(44) whereR j := ZkeJ oker @1k + fr @ A + 7 ® ek.

Self-adjointness of” implies 7, = T}, ; and hence\; ; = —A; ;. The anti-
symmetry eliminates some terms from the main contributioi § — H ;:
(45) ZkeJek QAL+ AL Re, = Zke] ZjeJc Ak,j (e ® € +e® ek) -
With this simplification we get the following representatifor (ﬁj — Hj)B:
(HJ — HJ)IE‘B = ZjGJ ZkGJC ejbk(Aj,k + Ak,j) + R B.
For the three contributions to the bound g ;B||?> we make repeated use of the

inequalities, based on Lemm& and Lemmal4,
\x]\
— 0]
‘x]’
— 0]
which is valid whenevet, > 55. Combine 46) and the following well-known
inequality (see e.gdall and Horowitz 2007, Equ. 5.2):

1 fell < 2V26 min{fp_y — Ok, O — s} " = 2V/20¢;, "

(46) (T, )| < —HAkHkaWﬂUk’ + 50| Al Z

(47) —HAkH rwkr+56HAkHZ

we get

< 1 |75
[(re, 2} < CO|| A (% ]wk!‘FZ |9k—9|>

To avoid an unnecessary calculation of precise constaetgdopt the convention
of the variable constant: we writ€ for a universal constant whose value might
change from one line to the next. The first two contributiores a

| Z orex(re, B)||? = ZkeJ<7°k,B>2

<Co®y ] Akl

e+ <Z* b, >2
b i |0y — 0]
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and

2
I3 A B < (3 Il (A B)))
* 2
2 - .
<O (X, 1) Do, (30 Asby)
For the third contribution, let = >° z;e; be an arbitrary unit vector ifi(. Then

(ZkeJ<rk ®© exB, 3:))2 - (ZkeJ bk (T $>)2

(48)

2
) . «
<o [X, il (lade + 30 20 )|

(49)

o1\
9 2 2 -2 2
<OF T, I 00 (5, 1o 35 g5 )

take the supremum ovet, which doesn’t even appear in the last line, to get the
same bound folf 3", . ; bere||.
In sum, we can obtain the following lemma:

LEMMA 15. If mingey e > 59, then
(Hy — H;)B = Z]EJ D e se €Ak + Ary) + RyB

whereR ; is defined in44) and || R ;B||? is bounded by a universal constant times
Ry + 62 Ry with

B= (3, Inl?) X, (32 M)
Ro=Y Il (Z . ) (3, el 3 5 )
D e, IR IBe e

This lemma is the keystone to establish the parts (iii) andirliLemmab. It is
similar to Proposition 2 i€ardot, Mas and Sarda007) in the sense that both deal
with the the approximation problems of eigenprojectiorextiBularly, we observe
that the same trick of using anti-symmetry is applied to glate some terms from
the main contributions to the approximation errors (seedfign (45) in this section
and Equation (23) itCardot, Mas and Sard2007)). However, the two results are
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different. The other authors consider the bound(féf; — H;)B, X,,,1) which is
motivated by the prediction problem at a random design, edsemwe establish a
bound for||(H; — H)B|| which is relevant to the slope function estimation prob-
lem. More precisely, the independent randomnesX,af; helps cancel off many
cross-product terms and accelerates the decay rates afrtiraands in the expan-
sion. See, for example, Equation (24) and (25 erdot, Mas and Sard@2007).
Due to the ‘smoothing’ effect of the independent random eutfy,;, we cannot
directly apply the convergence result@ardot, Mas and Sard2007, Proposition
2) to our case. Besides, the bound in the lemma above is a patteematical
perturbation-theoretic result not involving any randosséreatment, which we
believe is a potentially more general result.
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