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Abstract

Classical matrix perturbation results, such as Weyl’s theorem for eigenvalues and
the Davis-Kahan theorem for eigenvectors, are general purpose. These classical
bounds are tight in the worst case, but in many settings sub-optimal in the typical
case. In this paper, we present perturbation bounds which consider the nature of
the perturbation and its interaction with the unperturbed structure in order to ob-
tain significant improvements over the classical theory in many scenarios, such as
when the perturbation is random. We demonstrate the utility of these new results
by analyzing perturbations in the stochastic blockmodel where we derive much
tighter bounds than provided by the classical theory. We use our new perturbation
theory to show that a very simple and natural clustering algorithm — whose analy-
sis was difficult using the classical tools — nevertheless recovers the communities
of the blockmodel exactly even in very sparse graphs.

1 Introduction

In many applications the interesting structure of information is encoded by the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of an appropriately-defined matrix. For instance, the top eigenvectors of the covariance
matrix reveal the principal directions of the distribution, and the bottom eigenvalues and eigenvectors
of a graph’s Laplacian capture important details about its cluster structure. When learning from
data, however, we typically do not have access to the matrix itself but rather a version which has
been contaminated by (oftentimes random) noise. In such cases the following problem is of great
interest: let M and H be n X n symmetric matrices with real entries. Suppose we “perturb” the
matrix M by adding H. How do the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of M + H relate to those of M?

For eigenvalues, the classical answer to this question comes in the form of Weyl’s theorem [12]. Let
the eigenvalues of M be Ay > --- > A, and the eigenvalues of M + H be A; > --- > A,,. Denote
by ||H]|| the spectral norm of H; that is, the largest eigenvalue of H in absolute value. We have:

Theorem 1 (Weyl’s theorem). Forany i € [n), |\; — \i| < ||H]||.

For the perturbation of eigenvectors, the classical result is the Davis-Kahan theorem [2]. For any
fixed t € [n], let u*) be an eigenvector of M with eigenvalue \;, and let (") be an eigenvector of
M + H with eigenvalue A¢. Assume that \; and \; have unit multiplicity; this assumption can be
removed at the cost of complicating the statement of the result. The Davis-Kahan theorem bounds
the angle 6, between u(*) and a(*):

Theorem 2 (The Davis-Kahan theorem). Define §; = min{|\; — | : j # t}. Thensin 6; < Il€1/s,.

These classical results bound matrix perturbations in general cases, and do not use information
about the structure of the matrices M and H or the relation between them. In applications, however,
we often make assumptions about the nature of M and H; for example, we might assume that H
is random noise added to a low rank M. In such instances the generality of Weyl’s theorem and
Davis-Kahan may result in severely suboptimal bounds.
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In this work we present perturbation bounds which incorporate knowledge of the interaction between
H and the eigenvectors of M. We obtain significant improvements over the classical theory in
settings where this interaction is weak, such as when the perturbation H is random. In Section [3
we present an eigenvalue perturbation bound in the following spirit:

“Theorem” 1. In many settings, |\ — \¢| is on the order of |(u"), Hu®))| < || H||.

We will show that when H is random the perturbation of the top eigenvalues is on the order of
Vlogn, whereas Weyl’s theorem gives a bound on the order of /. Next, in SectionE] we develop
a theory of eigenvector perturbations in co-norm which is informally stated as follows:

% (H/A) u®

We will show that when H is random and the top eigenvectors of M have small co-norm (which, for
example, is the case when M has block-constant structure), the perturbation is also small. In many
natural settings, our perturbation result improves upon the classical theory by a factor of 1//n.

“Theorem” 2. In many settings, ||i) — u)|, is on the order of

‘ o0

Among the techniques used to derive the above results, we highlight the importance of what we call
the Neumann trick — a particular expansion of the perturbed eigenvector which diminishes the effect
of components whose interaction with H is hard to bound. To see the utility of the trick, consider
bounding some norm of the perturbation u(*) — @(1): Begin by writing @1 as au 4 Bu'’, where
u is some unit vector orthogonal to (1), In the usual approach, controlling the norms of Hu(!)
and Hu™ are crucial in bounding the size of (") — @(}). In the worst case these norms are bounded
by ||H||. It turns out that || Hu(")||5 is often close to this worst-case bound in practice, but that
||HuM|| s can be much smaller than || H||, particularly when H is random. As a result, analyzing
the interaction between H and u(!) often leads to an improved perturbation bound in co-norm.

However, while obtaining a tighter bound on || Hu(") ||, is often possible, it can be difficult to derive
an improved bound on || Hu"||~. Specifically, note that u(!) is a fixed vector independent of the
perturbation H, but ut depends on H. If H is random, for instance, then ul is a random vector
depending on H and the statistical interaction between H and u~ can be hard to analyze. As a
result, we often cannot bound the norm of Hu" any better than by the spectral norm of H. The
Neumann trick allows us to replace the hard-to-analyze norm of Hu' with \o; if Ao is smaller than
|| H|| the Neumann trick presents significant advantages over the classical approach, as we will see.

We believe that the Neumann trick has the potential to substantially improve eigenvector perturba-
tion bounds in many settings. As an example, we use it to analyze perturbations in the stochastic
blockmodel and obtain much finer bounds than provided by the classical theory. It was observed in
[L1] that perhaps the most natural spectral algorithm for blockmodel clustering is via low rank ap-
proximation of the matrix of edge probabilities, but that analyzing this method is difficult. However,
with the perturbation tools we introduce the analysis becomes straightforward. We prove that this
natural algorithm indeed recovers the correct clustering of even very sparse graphs in blockmodels
with an arbitrary (constant) number of blocks. This result may be of independent interest.

Related work. Improving classical perturbation bounds has been the subject of recent interest. In
[4] the co-norm perturbation of singular vectors is bounded under the assumption that M is low
rank and incoherent. Our theory does not place either of these assumptions on M. Moreover, we
will obtain improved bounds in some settings where [4] does not apply, such as in the stochastic
blockmodel. Both [[10] and [7] consider the case where H is random and M is low rank and present
bounds in 2-norm which improve upon Davis-Kahan in certain settings. In contrast, our results are
for the co-norm, we do not assume that M is low rank, and H needs not be random. Furthermore,
in certain settings where M is low rank — such as in the case of the blockmodel — the results of the
aforementioned papers do not necessarily improve upon the classical theory, while ours will. We
note that the eigenvalue perturbation analysis in [7] bears resemblance to that presented herein, but
ours will hold for full-rank M and non-random H.

Also related to the present work are the theories of random graphs and matrices. Perhaps most
relevant is [3], which analyzes the spectral statistics of Erdds-Rényi graphs using the Neumann
trick. In contrast, we will develop the Neumann trick into a tool for analyzing general perturbations.
Another related work is [6], which bounds the co-norm perturbation of the top eigenvector of an
Erd6s-Rényi graph and provides a simple algorithm for clustering a sparse stochastic blockmodel
with two communities. However, it is not clear how to generalize this method beyond the first



eigenvector and therefore to blockmodels with X > 2 communities. In contrast, our method will
give useful bounds on the top K eigenvectors, and our algorithm will work on models with an
arbitrary (but constant) number of communities.

The stochastic blockmodel has been well-studied; see [[1] for a survey. A problem of particular
interest is that of exact recovery of the latent communities in a sparse blockmodel. It is well-known
that exact recovery is possible in the balanced 2-block model if the expected node degrees are super-
logarithmic; when they are logarithmic, recovery is possible for some choices of constant factors
but not for others. Recently, [[11] analyzed an algorithm based on the SVD which recovers clusters
exactly all the way down to the log n degree barrier. We will use our perturbation results to analyze
a related algorithm which exactly recovers the communities of graphs with polylogarithmic degree.
While our algorithm does not improve on that of [[11] in terms of performance, it is very natural and
simple, and the guarantee of its correctness is the byproduct of our general perturbation results. It is
also easy to generalize our method to blockmodels with a super-constant number of communities,
and to models in which the block sizes scale at different rates.

Conventions and notations. We write [n] to denote the set {1,...,n}. If X("™ is a sequence of
random variables indexed by n, we say X = O(f(n)) with high probability (w.h.p.) if there exists
a constant C' such that P(| X (™| < C'f(n)) — 1 as n — co. We adopt the analogous definitions for
the other asymptotic notations, such as O(f(n)). We assume that eigenvectors have unit 2-norm.

2 Application: the stochastic blockmodel

Our perturbation results are sometimes rather technical when stated in their full generality. Hence
in this section we begin by assuming the setting of the stochastic blockmodel — a popular random
graph model with community structure. In this setting, our results have simpler statements and
we are able to bound the perturbation of eigenvalues and eigenvectors much more finely than the
classical theory. These finer bounds will allow us to analyze a simple clustering algorithm whose
analysis was difficult with the classical theory. Our main general perturbation results will be given
in Sections[Bland[l First, we formally define the K -block model:

Definition 1. An (n, K)-stochastic blockmodel is a pair (z, P), where z : [n] — [K] is a surjective
map and P is a K x K symmetric matrix of rank K, with P;; € [0, 1]. We call z the assignment
and P the inter-community edge probability matrix. The edge probability matrix M is the n X n
symmetric matrix with entries M;; = P, .(j)-

To generate a graph G from a blockmodel we sample to obtain its symmetric adjacency matrix
A = Ag, where the upper triangular entries (j > ¢) are such that A;; ~ Bernoulli(}/;;) and the
lower triangular entries (j < ) are constrained to A;; = Aj;. We view the random matrix A as a
perturbation of M by the symmetric random matrix H = A — M, so that A = M + H. In what
follows, let the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of M be u(l), e ,u(") and Ay > --- > \,; similarly,
let the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of A be a<1>, R (™ and ;\1 > > ;\n.

We will study sequences of blockmodels in which the expected node degree is permitted to grow
sublinearly in the size the network; this is the sparse régime. For simplicity, we assume that every
community has the same number of nodes, and that P is shared by all blockmodels in the sequence
up to a density scaling factor of p. More precisely, we will adopt the following setting:

Setting 1 (p-sparse balanced blockmodel). Let K € Nt andfixa K x K

inter-community edge probability matrix P(°). Assume for simplicity %?I]HI % 85\/)/)_71)
that each of the eigenvalues of P() is positive and unique. Let p : p * Q(lp/n)
N* — (0,1] be such that p = Q(1/n). Forany m € N*,letn = mK o(pn)
and define P™ = p(n) - P(?). Consider a sequence of blockmodels [u®] o(1/vn)
((ztm), Ptm))yee_ in which 2(™) : [n] — [K] is an assignment of n =

nodes into K communities such that each is of size m. Table 1: t € [K]

The sequence of blockmodels has associated sequences of edge probability matrices A/ (™), random
adjacency A(™) matrices, and so forth. For conciseness, we often omit the sequence index. We
also remark that the assumptions on the eigenvalues of P() are made to simplify the exposition; the
following results will hold in general with minor modification.
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Figure 1: Empirical eigenvalue perturbations.  Figure 2: Empirical eigenvector perturbations.

The asymptotic behaviors of the important quantities of Setting [1| are collected in Table [1| for
t € [K]. The bound on || H|| follows from a result of random matrix theory (see Theorem [I4] in
Appendix [D.I). The nonzero eigenvalues of M are the eigenvalues of P scaled by pn, and hence
A = O(pn) for any t € [K]. It can also be shown that an eigenvector u of M which corresponds to
a nonzero eigenvalue is constant on each block; i.e., z(i) = z(j) = w; = u;. Since each community

has m members, it follows from the normalization constraint that ||u(® ||o, = ©(1/ym) = O(1/yn).

The predictions of the classical matrix perturba-
tion theory as applied in this setting are collected
in Table 2 Weyl’s theorem boungls the eigenval- |;\ " O( \/p_n)’f O(y/Togn)
ues and Davis-Kahan bounds the eigenvectors. To A 0 (pn)
assess the quality of these bounds, the perturba- sin 4(11(’5), u(t)) O(1/ ym)
o(
(

Classical  Ours

tion in the top eigenvalue and eigenvector of a se- ~

quence of growing blockmodels (K = 1,p = Hu(t) —u® 2 Y vom) c

1, P = 1/2) was measured; the results are shown || —u® || O(Y/ymm) O (lflg\//_f)

in Figures[Tland 2] In the case of eigenvalues, we

see that the actual perturbation is much smaller Table 2: t € [K], t:t€[n]

than Weyl’s bound of || H||. For eigenvectors, the

perturbation in 2-norm is close to the bound provided by the Davis-Kahan theorem, but the pertur-
bation in co-norm is much smaller than predicted. Our general perturbation theory will explain both
of these phenomena. In particular, our results will imply the following:

Theorem 3. Assume Setting [I} i.e., the p-sparse balanced stochastic blockmodel with K > 1.
Suppose that p = Q(n~1 log® n) for some € > 2. Let 1 < & < /2. Then there exist constants C1, Co
such that for any blockmodel in the sequence and all t € [K |, with high probability as n — co:

5 - Co(logn)s
At — M| < Cr+/logn and u® — g < 222
he— Kl < € || oo < 2228

These bounds are compared to their classical counterparts in Table2l The proof of Theorem[3| will be
given as two examples in later sections which serve to demonstrate how the more general perturba-
tion results can be applied to specific settings. The eager reader can find the proof of the eigenvalue
perturbation in Section 3] Example [l and the proof for eigenvectors in Section 4 Example 2l

The fact that the eigenvectors of the blockmodel can be recovered to such precision suggests the very

simple clustering algorithm in Algorithm[I} The method first computes a rank- K approximation M
of M using the top K eigenvectors of A or-
dered by the magnitude of their eigenval-
ues. It then clusters together all columns Require: Adjacency matrix A, 7 € R, K € N*
whlc_h are within a threshold 7 in 0o-norm. :\S“ o 5\5K + top K eigvals of A by magnitude
Intuitively, the correctness of the algorithm = (51) (sx) S

) . A (AN ] + corresponding eigvecs of A
relies on the assumption that M is close to ~ K 3 ~(s1) on 5 (s0)
Y; . . M« >0 A, a®) @al®

entrywise. The following lemma proves =178 7 N
that this is indeed the case; the algorithm’s E—{(i,j) : |[Mi — Mj||oo <7}
consistency is a corollary. The proofs of & = graph with node set [n], edge set £
both are located in Appendix [A] return connected components of G

Algorithm 1 Blockmodel clustering




LeAmma 1. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 3 hold. Define M as in Algorithm[ll Then
| M — M ||pax = O(\/?/n - 1og® n) with high probability.

Theorem 4 (Consistency of Algorithm[dl). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem[3| hold. Let
7 = w(y/?/n - log*n) and T = o(p). Define T' = {z'(k)}I_, to be the partition of [n] into
the ground-truth communities, and let I be the clustering returned by Algorithm [l with inputs A,
7 = 7(n), and K. Then P(communities recovered exactly) = P(T =) — 1 as n — oc.

Remark 1. It was noted in [11] that Algorithm 1] is very natural, but difficult to analyze. With

the perturbation tools presented in this paper, however, the analysis becomes straightforward. One
reason for this is that the classical perturbation theory only provides a useful bound on the Frobenius

norm of M — M. It turns out that this is not sufficient for exact recovery. Our theory instead provides
a tight bound on ||M — M ||max, which is sufficient. See Appendix[AJ3lfor details.

3 Eigenvalue perturbation

In this section we derive an eigenvalue perturbation bound that is stated in terms of the interac-
tion between the perturbation matrix H and the eigenvectors of the base matrix M. We will see
that in many cases, particularly when H is random, this bound is much tighter than Weyl’s. The
perturbation for eigenvectors is much more sophisticated to analyze, and will be given in Section 4]

To see how incorporating the interaction between H and the eigenvectors of M may lead to improved
bounds, consider the following informal analysis of the perturbation in the first eigenvalue. As usual,
let M and H be n x n and symmetric. The eigenvalues and eigenvectors of M are \; > --- > A\,
and v, ... u(™, and the eigenvalues/vectors of M + H are \; > --- > X\, and @M, ... a(™.
We have \; = (u(V), MuM) and A\, = (@™, (M + H)aD). Intuitively, if ) is close to u(*)
then A; ~ (u, (M + H)u®); hence A\; — \; ~ (u™M), HuD). In the worst case |(u!), Hu(D)|
can be as large as || H| and we recover Weyl’s bound. However, |(u(!), Hu("))| could be much
smaller than ||H||. For example, suppose that the entries of H are independent random variables
with standard Gaussian distribution. Then (1), Hu(")) is the sum of centered and independent
random variables and therefore concentrates around zero. In this case the spectral norm of H is
O(y/n) while |(u™), Hu™)| is much smaller at O(y/Togn); this leads to an O(1/Togn) bound on
the eigenvalue perturbation instead of Weyl’s bound of O(/n).

We now formalize this argument. We use the following well-known characterization of eigenvalues.

Theorem 5 (Courant-Fischer-Weyl min-max/max-min principles [3]). Let B be an n X n symmetric
matrix with eigenvalues pi; > ... > g > ... pn. Foranyd € {1,...,n}, write V, for the set of
d-dimensional subspaces of R™. Then

e = min  max (x,Bx) = max min (z, Bz).
VEVp_t41 z€V Vevy zeV
ll=ll=1 ll=ll=1

We will use the max-min principle to get a lower bound on the perturbed eigenvalue and the min-max
principle to obtain an upper bound. We prove the lower bound here to provide intuition:

Theorem 6 (Eigenvalue lower bound). Let T € [n] and h be such that |(x, Hz)| < h for all
x € Span ({uM, ..., uT)}). Then \y > \y — hforallt <T.

Proof. The max-min principle tells us that

A\t = max min (z,(M + H)z).
Vev, ||§ﬁ‘:/1

Let V* = Span ({u™, ..., u(T)}). Then the above is lower-bounded by:
min (z,(M + H)z) > min (x, Mz) — max (z, Hzx) .
e e i

The first term is minimized by taking z = u(®), such that (z, Mz) = (u®, Mu®) = X,. The
magnitude of the second term is bounded by h. o



The proof of the following upper bound is more involved and is therefore located in Appendix[B.1l

Theorem 7 (Eigenvalue upper bound). Let T € [n] and h be such that |(x, Hz)| < h for all
x € Span ({uM), ..., uM}). Let t < T and suppose that \; — Ap1 > 2||H|| — h. Then:

1H]*

M <M\ A+h+ .
! ! At —Arq1 +h— || H

Similar lower and upper bounds can be obtained for eigenvalues at the bottom of the spectrum by
negating M and H. For ease of reference, the statement of that result is located in Appendix[B.2l

Interactions with random perturbations. Theorems[6] and [7] show that a tighter bound on eigen-
value perturbations can be obtained when |(z, Hz)| < || H|| for any x in a subspace spanned by the
top (or bottom) eigenvectors of M. We now show that this is often the case when H is random. The
following is an application of the usual Hoeffding inequality; the proof is located in Appendix[D.2]

Lemma 2. Let u,v be any two fixed unit vectors in R™. Let H be an n X n symmetric random
matrix with independent entries along the upper-triangle such that for all j > i, EH;; = 0 and H;;
is sub-Gaussian with parameter o;; < o. Then P(|(u, Hv)| > 7) < 2 exp{—~+?/(80?)}.

Lemma [2] applies generally to many types of random perturbation, including Gaussian noise and
Bernoulli noise, as well as the random graph noise encountered in the stochastic blockmodel exam-
ple in Section[2l We typically integrate the lemma with Theorems[6land[Zin the following way: We
first partition the spectrum into a top (large positive) and the remainder (small positive and negative)
by choosing T' € [n] such that Az > Ar 1. We then apply Lemma[Zto argue that |(u(?), Hu())| is
small (< h) with high probability for any indices 4, j < T. It follows that |{x, Hx)| < Th for any
unit vector x lying within the span of the top T eigenvectors of M ; see Lemmal[3lin Appendix [D.3]
for a proof. To bound the negative eigenvalues we negate M and H and repeat the above process.

Example 1. Proof of eigenvalue perturbation bound stated in Theorem[3] To demonstrate the ap-
plication of our eigenvalue perturbation results, we will prove that in the blockmodel setting as-
sumed in Theorem[Bl |\; — A\¢| < Cy/logn fort € [K]. We begin by applying Lemma[2l Since
AK+1, - - -, A are zero, we naturally choose T' = K such that Ay — A1 = Ar = ©(pn). Each en-
try along the diagonal and in the upper triangle of H is bounded and hence sub-Gaussian with a vari-
ance parameter upper-bounded by some constant o. Choosing v = 1/Clogn in Lemmal[2] we find
that |(u?, Hu@))| < \/Clogn forall i, j < T w.h.p. Thus |(z, Hz)| < T+/Clogn = O(y/Togn)
for all z € Span({u(®) : s < T}). We therefore bound h by O(y/Tog ) w.h.p. in Theorems[6land 7l
It follows from the assumption that p = w(n ' log n) and the results in Table[Mlthat \; + h — || H || is
dominated by ), and therefore ©(pn). Hence the second term in Theorem[Zlis O(IIH1%/x,) = O(1),
and both the upper and lower bounds are dominated by h = O(y/Togn). O

4 Eigenvector perturbation

We now study how a tigher bound on eigenvector perturbations might be achieved by analyzing
the interaction between H and eigenvectors of M. Proofs of results in this section are rather tech-
nical and mostly in appendices. To build intuition, we make a series of simplifying assumptions;
our formal theory will be much more general. First suppose that all eigenvalues of M are non-
negative and that \; > \o. By writing @) as au®) 4 But for some unit vector u' orthogo-
nal to u(!) and using the definition of an eigenvector, we obtain: @) = A\ ' (M + H) a") =
A (edu® + BMut + aHu® + BHut) . Note that [ Mut |2 < [[Mu®@|z = As < 1. If
\g is sufficiently small, the contribution of ZMu™" to (1) is negligible. Assume that this is so, that
A1 &~ A1, and that a ~ 1 such that 8 < 1. Then u™™ — @) ~ A\[*(Hu» 4+ BHu'). Therefore we
see that to bound the norm of the perturbation it suffices to control the norms of Hu") and Hu".

The classical approach is to bound these quantities by the spectral norm of H. For instance, to
derive a bound in 2-norm we observe that |[Hu(" ||, < ||H|| and that |[3Hu"||; < ||8H]||, and
therefore ||(1) —u™)||o < A\[!||H||. Furthermore, since the 2-norm upper-bounds the co-norm, we
get a bound of ||V — uM||o < A H|| “for free”. However, the spectral norm does not utilize
information about the interaction between I and M. Our hope is that by analyzing this interaction,
tighter bounds on the norms of Hu(!) and Hu' might be obtained.



In particular, consider a random, centered H and u® (which is independent of H). Unfortunately,
| Hu(" || is typically on the same order as || H || and analyzing the interaction does not improve the
bound. On the other hand, || Hu(") ||, is often much smaller than || H|| and analyzing the interaction

leads to much tighter bounds. To see why, note that || Hu("||3 = 2?21(2?:1 Hiju§1))2. As the
summand of the outer sum is squared and thus non-negative, it does not concentrate around zero.
In contrast, the sum in [[Hu"));| = |Z?:1 Hiju§1)| does concentrate around zero, and is often
much less than the worst-case bound of ||H||. For example, if H is the random Gaussian matrix
described above then [Hu(1]; is on the order of one, and a union bound over the 7 entries results in

a high-probability bound of || Hu("||o, < v/Togn. On the other hand, | H|| = O(,/n).

In this case and in others, || Hu(") |, can be bounded to be much smaller than || H||. Can a similar
analysis be used to show that || Hu" || is much smaller than ||H||? It turns out that this is difficult

for a subtle reason: while u(1 is fixed, ut depends on the perturbation. When H is random, ut is
also random and statistically dependent on H. As such, the interaction between H and u™ is often
difficult to analyze, and we must resort to using the worst-case bound of || Hu' ||, < ||H ||, giving:

[u® = @Dl S A7 (1HuD oo + IBH]]) (M)

In many cases ||3H | is small enough that it is dominated by our bound on || Hu(") ||, and we have
[u® — @M < A Y|HuM|| . For example, it can be shown that in the sparse stochastic block-
model described in Setting[Il || Hu™ ||, = O(v/plogn) w.h.p., while ||[3H|| = O(1). Therefore,
if p = Q(1/10gn) (recall we allow p to be much smaller to be w(logn/n)), the bound on || Hu™||
dominates and we have ||i(") —u(M ||, = O(p~ /> n~'\/logn). Comparing this to the trivial bound
of O(1/,/5m) implied by Davis-Kahan, we see that analyzing the interaction leads to a O(1//n)
improvement over the classical theory.

The Neumann trick. There are important settings, however, in which using the spectral norm to
bound Hu" is sub-optimal; for instance, in the blockmodel described above when p = 0(1/1ogn)
(recall we allow p to be much smaller to w(logn/n)). In this sparser régime, ||BH| = O(1)
dominates our bound on || Hu"||, and we find that ||z — u(V) ||, = O(1/x,) = O(1/pn), which
is not tight. In general, if || Hu("||» can be bounded to be much smaller than || 3H ||, the latter term
dominates Equation (I). Therefore, while the simple approach described in the previous section
improves upon the classical bound, the presence of the hard-to-control Hu =" limits its effectiveness.

It turns out that we can often obtain a better bound by applying what we call the Neumann trick,
which we now describe for @(!). From the definition of an eigenvector, we have (M + H)a(") =
M@, which implies (A, — H)a" = Ma™. If A, is not an eigenvalue of H we may invert
(A —H) toobtain @) = A;H(I—H/A\;)~'Ma™). Expanding the inverse in a Neumann series and
decomposing @) as above, we find: @™ = A7' Y - o (H/%)" [adu® + BMut] . Assuming

that o &~ 1 and A\ = ;\1, we have:
u® — g ~ [Zle (H/3.)" u(”} + [% > pso (/A7 MUL} . 2)

If the series involving u converges, it is dominated by its first term: Mu". Since u™ lies in the
subspace orthogonal to u(), || Mu™ || is upper-bounded by )2, and hence so is || Mu™ || . Hence:

Ju® = 80og S ||y (/52" w4+ 19025, 3)

Thus the contribution of u" is bounded here by ;\fl || A2. Comparing this to the previous result
of Equation (I) in which the contribution of u was bounded by A\;*|3| - |[H|, we see that the
Neumann trick permits us to replace | H || with the top eigenvalue corresponding to the subspace
orthogonal to u(1). The tradeoff is that we must now analyze the interaction between all powers of
H and u(! in order to bound the first term in Equation (3)).

The Neumann trick allows us to tighten the eigenvector perturbation bound in the sparse stochastic
blockmodel discussed above. We have seen that the first approach of Equation (1)) leads to a bound of
@) —uM| o = O(1/pn) when p = 0(1/1ogn). Now if we use Neumann trick, we can show that the



norm of the series in Equation (3) is O(log® n/ (/pn)), where § > 1. Assume the blockmodel has
only one block (for multiple blocks we will use the more general results in Theorem[8). Then Ay = 0

and the second term in Equation (3) disappears. We thus have ||z(!) — u("||o, = O(log® n/(\/pn)),
which significantly outperforms O(1/pn) in this sparse régime (where p = o(1/logn)).

We now formally state the general Neumann trick. See Appendix[C.I]for the proof.

Theorem 8 (Neumann trick). Fixat € [n]. Suppose that |H|| < |\;|. Then:

A0 = 3T A (@ ul) 3 (/A ).

Observe that the contribution of u(*) is filtered by its eigenvalue, \,. In the special case when M
is rank-K, @(*) is expressed totally in terms of vV ..., u(%). The Neumann trick can be used in
combination with Weyl’s theorem and the Davis-Kahan theorem to obtain a tighter bound on the
elementwise perturbation of eigenvectors.

The following theorem states the result in its full generality, where M may be full-rank with non-
distinct eigenvalues. Its proof in Appendix [C.4lis a corollary of Theorem[12]in Appendix[C2] Let
u,, denote the a-th entry of vector w.

Theorem 9. For any s € [n], let As = {i : \; = A\s}. Define ds = |As|, and let the gap be defined
as §s = mingga, [As — \i|. Let A;tl = min{d;/d; }ic (st} Define \; = |\¢| —||H||. There exists an
orthonormal set of eigenvectors uV) | . .. u™) satisfying Mu'®) = \;u'®) such that for all t € [n]:

(oo 2"+ ) ()"t

+ 2B L R [+ B a0 @)

|
,t

where ((u; H, \) is the n-vector whose ath entry is defined to be o (u; H, \) = ‘ [Zp>l (%)p u} ‘

Interactions with random perturbations. The interaction between the eigenvectors of M and the
perturbation H appears in Theorem [0] through ¢; in many applications ¢ will dominate the bound.
It turns out that when H is random and the eigenvectors of M have small co-norm, ¢ is also small.
The following result makes this precise. See Appendix[E3]for the proof.

Theorem 10. Let H be an n x n symmetric random matrix with independent entries along the
diagonal and upper triangle satisfying EH;; = 0. Suppose v is such that E|H;; /" < 1/n for all
p > 2. Choose £ > 1 and k € (0,1). Let A\ € R and suppose that v < A(logn)¢ and X\ > ||H||. Fix
u € R™. Then: with probability 1 — n =1 (log, )¢~ (log, e)%*l, where b = (“Tﬂ)il.

|/ £ o
=T/

[ Sy (07| = 2B+ Jule )

o~ A —7(logn)s

In some cases it is possible to achieve a finer bound on individual entries of ¢ as opposed to ||| oo-
The analogous Theorems[I3] and [T6] are given in Appendix[E3l

Example 2. Proof of eigenvector perturbation bound stated in Theorem[3l Consider again the set-
ting of Theorem Bl We will use Theorems [9] and [I0] to derive the bound of ||u® — @), =
O(p~>n="1og® n) w.h.p. forall t € [K].

First note that all but K — 1 terms of the sum in Equation vanish due to A, being zero; only
the terms corresponding to s € [K| remain. Referring to Table [T, we find that for any s € [K]:
|H| = O(\/pn), A\f = ©(pn), & = O(pn), and ||ul*)|| = O(1/y/m). Substituting these bounds
into Equation (@) and assuming that Z is an upper bound for ||¢(u(*); H, \;)||s for all s € [K], we
see that the first term in Theorem[@is O(n ' p~"/?), the second term is O(Z) and the third term is
O(n='p™"/* + (pn)~"*Z). Therefore ||[u®® — @™ ||, = O(n~'p~"/* + Z) with high probability.
We now bound Z. It can be shown that there exists a constant C' such that setting y = C',/pn results
in E|Hij/'y|k < 1/n forall K > 2 w.h.p. Since p = w(n~"tlog®n) and € > 2£ by assumption,
A\¢ — v(logn)¢ is dominated by \; and so the first term in Equation @) is O\, 'y - [|u®) | -



log* n) = O(log* n/(y/pn)). Next, we have ||[H/\|| = O(1/,/z7) w.h.p. Since x and ¢ are fixed
constants, the exponent % 1ogE n is unbounded as n — oo and hence the second term is dominated
by the first. Using this result as Z, we find that ||u(*) — @®)||, = O(log® n/(,/pn)) w.h.p. O
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A Regarding the consistency of Algorithm [1I

A.1 Proof of Lemmalll

We now prove the following result which was originally stated in Section

LeAmma 1. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 3 hold. Define M as in Algorithm[ll Then
| M — M ||pax = O(\/?/n - 1og® n) with high probability.

Proof. Recall that we define M to be the rank-K approximation of M using the top K eigenvectors
of A in magnitude. Let s1,...,5k be such that [As;| > |Asy| > -+ > |Ask| are the top K
eigenvalues of M in absolute value. We first argue that |Ay,| > |As,| > -+ > |Ag, | are the top
eigenvalues of A in absolute value with high probability as n — oo. This follows from a simple
eigenvalue perturbation argument: By Weyl’s theorem, forany ¢ € [n], |\ —\¢| < || H| = O(,/pn).
As a result, if A, = 0 then \; = O(y/pn). Since Ay, ,..., A, are O(pn), there is a gap of
size ©(pn) w.h.p., between them and the remaining eigenvalues of A, and therefore the top K
eigenvalues of A are as claimed.

Therefore, we assume that the top K eigenvalues of A in absolute value are :\51 e 5\5 - Then:
K
Z a(sk) ®a Sk)
k=1

where %(5%) @ @(5¥) is the outer product of these two vectors. Since M is rank K, we have

K
M = Z Ag, ul®) @ u(o%),
k=1

As a result, we have

K K
Mi; =3 Agut™ul™ N =Y A atal.

k=1 k=1
Foranyt € {s1,...,sx},define A®) =4 — (") and let ¢, = At — \. Then @@ = 4 + A(®)
and A\ = \; + €. Hence.
K
Mij =3 (s + €)@l + AP @) 4 AlH),
k=1
From Section 2, we have that |A§t)| < Cp~'*n~'log® n simultaneously for all t € {s1,...,5x}

and ¢ € [n] with high probability. Furthermore, consulting Table [Il shows that |u§t)| = O(Yvn).
Combining this with Weyl’s bound of e; < ||H|| = O(,/pn), it is easy to see that:

K
Mij = M;; + O (Z PIRTIRNY S“)
k=1

1 1og5 n
n - —_—
p \/ﬁ 3

_M”+o<



A.2 Proof of Theorem

We now prove Theorem[] restated below for convenience:

Theorem 4 (Consistency of Algorithm [d). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 3 hold. Let
7 = w(\/¢/n - log* n) and T = o(p). Define T = {2 (k)}_, to be the partition of [n] into
the ground-truth communities, and let I be the clustering returned by Algorithm [l with inputs A,
7 = 7(n), and K. Then P(communities recovered exactly) = P(I' =T') = 1 as n — oc.

Proof. We will use Lemma[Ilto show that, with high probability as n — oo, for all pairs of graph
nodes ¢ and j simultaneously, ¢ and j belong to the same latent community if and only if ||M; —
Mjlloo <.

Recall that we write z(%) to denote the latent community label of node i. Define:
A= min [[M;— M;|w.
0]
2(1)#2(5)
Since M;; = p - Pz(?i))7z(j) we have:
- 0. mi ©) _ pO)y
A=p-min|P7 — Pyl = 6(p).

Thus there exists a constant C' (depending on P(?)) such that for all blockmodels in the sequence, if
i and j belong to different communities, then || M; — M;||oc > Cp. Therefore we are able to recover
the communities exactly if M is known.

Observe that:
MG — Moo = || M + (M; — M;) — My — (M — M;)||s,
= [|(M; — Mj) + (M; — M;) — (M — M;)][oo.
As a result,

M = Mj oo = I8 = N | < IINE = Moo + 175 = M|

—O<\/E-log£n>,
n

where we have substituted the result of Lemmal[ll Since £ < €/2 by assumption, we have that

logf

n_. logtn Y
En ( 3 ) (VD).

where in the last step we used the assumption that p = w(n ™' log®n). Therefore \/#/n - log® n =
o(p). In particular, if ¢ and j belong to different communities then

|M; — Mj|loo > Cp—0O <\/g -log® n) =Q(p).

Hence if 7 = o(p), | Mi — Mj|lsc > 7 w.h.p. and thus 7 and j will be clustered into different
communities by Algorithm[I]with high probability as n — oo.

On the other hand, suppose that ¢+ and j belong to the same community. Then, as shown above,
[ M; — Mjlloo = O(\/?/n - log® n). Therefore, if T = w(y/¢/n - log® n), || M; — M;||oe < T with
high probability as n — oo, and therefore ¢ and j are clustered together. o

A.3 A remark on the classical theory

In Remark[T]it was claimed that proving the consistency of Algorithm[is difficult with the classical
theory. We now expand on this.
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We have seen that in the context of the sparse stochastic blockmodel (i.e., Setting [I) the classical
bound on the perturbation of the top K eigenvectors in 2-norm is O(1/,/pn); see Table 2] and the
discussion in Theorem 3l for reference. We now argue that this implies a bound of

M = M|p= > (M — My)? = O(/pn).

4]

Recall that we have assumed for simplicity that the eigenvalues of M are non-negative. Then the
top K eigenvalues of M in absolute value are simple Ay, ..., Ak, and:

K
M = Z )\ku(k) @ u®),
k=1

Assume that the top K eigenvalues of A are the largest in magnitude — as argued above, this will be
true with high probability as n — oo. Then the rank K approximation of M is:

K
M= 3 o a®),
k=1

Consider the tth eigenvalue and eigenvector for ¢ € [K|; the following argument will hold for the
remaining of the top K eigenvalues since they are of the same order. Write Ay = \; + ¢;. We have:
[Au® @ u® — Xa® @ a®|p = Mu® @u® — (N +e)a® @ @V p,
< )\t”u(t) @u® — 730 & ﬂ(t)HF + e - Hﬁ(t) ® ﬂ(t)HF7

A B

Weyl’s theorem gives a bound of |e;| < ||H|| = O(y/pn). Since @ is a unit vector, ||7(") ®
@ | < 1,and so B = O(y/pn).

We now bound A. Let A = a® — u(®). We have:
[u® @u® —a® @ a®|p = [[u® @ u® — (W® + A) @ (u® + A)|F,
< [[u® @ Allr + 1A @ u®|p +[|A @ Al p.
Using the submultiplicative property of the Frobenius norm, we bound each of these terms by

|AllF = || Alla = O(1/pm). Then, since A, = ©(pn), we have a bound on A and also || M — M ||
of O(y/pn).

Such a bound is not sufficient to cluster the columns of M in a way that recovers the correct cluster-
ing exactly with high probability. For instance, suppose that ¢ and j belong to different clusters. Let
M be the matrix which is identical to M, except that column and row ¢ is made to look exactly like
column j. Itis easy to see that M differs from M in O(n) entries, and each difference has magnitude
p. Therefore, |M — M| r = O(y/pn). But by construction it is impossible to distinguish ¢ from

j using M. On the other hand, our bound on || M — M||max is sufficient, as shown in the proof of
Theorem @ above.

B Eigenvalue perturbation proofs

B.1 Proof of Theorem[7]

Theorem 7 (Eigenvalue upper bound). Let T € [n] and h be such that |(x, Hx)| < h for all
x € Span ({uM), ..., uMY). Let t < T and suppose that \y — \py1 > 2||H|| — h. Then:
2
1] |
A= Arp+h— | H

M <M A+h+

13



Proof. The min-max priciple says

A= min max zT(M + H)z,
S€Sn—t+1 x€S
llzll=1
where S,, ;41 is the set of all subspaces of R™ of dimension n— ¢+ 1. In particular, fix the subspace
to be S;., = Span({u®, ... u(™}) such that

< max 2T(M + H)z.

rE€Stin

We may write any unit vector € Sy, as au + Su, for some unit vector u € S and some
unit vector uy € S741.,, With the constraint a? 4+ B2 = 1. As such, the above maximization is
equivalent to:
= max max max (ou+ PBuy)T(M+ H)(au+ Buy).
a,B UuESt:T UL ESTH1:n
a?+p%=1
Expanding the quadratic form:
= max max max
o, uEStT uJ_GST+1:n{
a?+p%=1
a?uTMu + o?uTHu
+ 2afwdMu] + 2afuTHu,
+ B%u] Mu, + B*ul Hu,

b

The uTMwu, term drops, since Mu, € Spi1.,, and this subspace is orthogonal to Sy.7, of which
u is a member. We bound the remaining terms individually. First, uTMu is at most \;, since w is
restricted to Sy.7. We then bound uT Hu < h using the assumption. Both uT Hu and uI_HuL can
be at most || H||. Lastly, u] Mwu can be at most Ap11, since u; € Sp1.,. Collecting these upper
bounds, we have:

< max {&® X + a®h + 2aB||H|| + B2 Ar41 + B H| } -
a2+232:1
Now, a3||H|| < ||| H|| due to the constraint a? + 32 = 1. As such, the above is bounded by:

< gmax {(1= B9+ (L= B+ 28| + Brsa + 521 H] .

=M+ h+@?§§1{ﬁ2 (Ar41— A\t — h+ ||H|) + 28| H] },
9(B)

:M+h+é$§QWl

Thus we bound ), by maximizing g() subjectto 8 € [0, 1]. The derivative is:
9'(B) =28 (Ar+1 = A — b+ | H||) + 2| H]|.
Solving ¢'(5*) = 0 for 5*, we have:
. 1] |
A= Arir+h— | H

Note that 5* € [0, 1] as a consequence of the assumption A, —Apy1 > 2||H||—h. Lastly, substituting
this maximizing value into g(/3), we obtain:

A <M+ R+ 9(B"),

3 1H|? 2||H|?
S )\t+h 9
M= Arpr+h—=[H|| N = Arpr +h— || H
H 2
Cens \H]

Ae = Arg1+h— [ H|

14



B.2 Bounding perturbations at both ends of the spectrum

We now give the general result which bounds the perturbation of eigenvalues at both ends of the
spectrum.

Theorem 11 (Eigenvalue perturbation). Let s', st € {0,...,n + 1} be such that s' < st
Let h be such that |(x,Hz)| < h for all x € Span({u(l),...,u(ST)}) and for all © €
Span ({u"), ..., u™Y). Then foranyt < s', if \; — At1 > 2||H|| = h:

2
1H]]

M—h<A<M+h+ ,
= A — A1+ h— [ HJ

and forany t > s%, if \j, — N > 2||H|| — h:

2
1H]]

<A <\ + h.
Agier — M+ h—[H] ==

At —h—

Proof. The statement for ¢ < sT has already been proven in Theorems[@ and[Zl The statement for
t > st follows from a symmetric argument. Let M = —M and H = —H. Let 1 > >
be the eigenvalues of M. Then Wi = —Ap—i+1 forany 1 < ¢ < n. Similarly, A\; = —pn—i11.
Furthermore, define v(V = «(™~"*1)_ Then v(?) is an eigenvector of M for the eigenvalue ;. It
follows that for any = € Span({v("), ... ,v("’shrl)}), we have |2TMz| < h. In addition, we have
Hn—sbi1 — Hn_styo > 2||H|| — h. Therefore, applying Theorems[6land[7]to M + H, we have, for
anytgn—s¢+1:

| H|?
Mt — Pn—styo +h—[[H]

pe —h < fig < pg+h+

Now, iy = _E\n—t-l—lv such that:

1H ]

<Ant41 < —ps + R
ft = Pp—sio +h— | H| "

—p—h—

And recall that —p; = A,,—¢+1. Hence, forany t < n — st +1:

1H ]2

A —h—
o Asto1 = An—tr1 +h — || H

< 5\n7t+1 < Ap—iy1 + h

Finally, we make a change of index such that t — n — ¢ + 1. Then for any ¢ > st:

HJJ? <
IH <A <A+ h

A —h —
! Aev 1 — N+ h—[[H|] =

C Eigenvector perturbation proofs

C.1 Proof of Theorem[8 the Neumann trick

Theorem 8 (Neumann trick). Fixat € [n]. Suppose that |H|| < |\;|. Then:
At = 30 A (@0 ) 3 (/5" ).

Proof. Since @ is an eigenvector of M + H with eigenvalue \;, we have (M + H)a®) = X\, a(®.
Rearranging, we obtain Ma®) = (\,I — H)a("). By the assumption that || H|| < |\| it follows that
At is not an eigenvalue of H, and and so (M\:I — H) is invertible. Therefore:

—1
a® = 1 (I — 5) Ma®,
A A

15



Since ||[H | < A+, we may expand (I — H/);) in a Neumann series:

k
_ 1 > <£> Ma®.
)\t k>0 )\t

The eigenvectors of M form an orthonormal basis for R”. We may therefore write 4 =
S0 (@®,u®))uls), Using this in the above, we find:

_ <Xﬂ>kzﬂ:<a<t>ju<s>>MU<s>,
k>0 N7t

s=1

Z( ) ;A (50,0 ) 0,

k>0

§_<ﬁt> u<s>>§< ) uls)

t

k”l

I
- xi-

s=1

C.2 A general perturbation bound based on the Neumann trick
The result stated in Theorem[@lis a corollary of a more general perturbation result, which we state
below. The theorem takes as input bounds on the perturbation of eigenvalues and the angle of the

perturbation in eigenvectors. Theorem[uses Weyl’s theorem and the Davis-Kahan to provide these
bounds, however if better bounds are available the following result will take advantage of them.

Theorem 12. Fix t € [n]. Define € = |\; — \s|/|\¢| and let 0, be the angle between 1" and u'®).

Then:
2
L2 € Al ) (s)
- | sin” 0y + + e
( t |At|—e> <|At|—e ¢
[ As| - [cosbs| (| (s Al (s)
2 e W Rr=) <)

(o3
where (') is the n-vector whose ath entry is defined to be

Ut)

{

Proof. Define

P0o) = i_ CERDS (Xﬁ)kuu),
t

t k>0

Note that /(%) is a vector, and we write 1/1,(15) to denote its ath element. Using this notation, Theo-
rem[8lis simply restated as: @(") = 22:1 ¥(*) In particular we have equality for every entry, such

that:
) =3l

s=1

(®) (t)

ﬁg )|. Using the above expression for %,’, we obtain:

Sy
s=1

Our goal is to bound |u¢

u® — 0| =

16



We extract the s = ¢ term from the sum and use the triangle inequality to obtain:

= | — v~ S
s#t
< |u) o)+ >Jul)| ©)
s#t
We begin by bounding the first term. We have:
A H
O 0| = [u - 2 (0,40 <_)
uOt [e3 uO{ N Y
i " 25

u® _

t

k>0

- [e3%

At (H)k )
— - cos0; - — | u
A > A

k>0
(e}

Here we used the assumption that the angle between () and u(*) is acute. We extract the k = 0
term from the series and use the triangle inequality again:

k
A A H
= ugf)—rt-cos&g-ugf) +| <L - cosb, - Z<~—> u® @)
t At k>1 At
A «
B
We now bound A. We have
At A
u(t) = cos@tu = ug) -1 — ~—tc059t ,
t t
= u®D| |1 - /\t+({\t_/\t) cos 0y,
At
= u®| |1 - 1—/\t~_)\t cos 0|,
At
At — A
< |ul®] - (|1—cos€t|+ - t-cos@,g).
t
Since 6 is an acute angle, we have 0 < cosf; < 1, and so |1 — cosf;] = 1 — cosf;. But

cosby =

<’ (t)’

V1 —sin? 6, <1 — sin? 6,, such that:

)\t At

(Sm 0; +

) . )

t

Because we view :\t as a perturbation of )\, it is natural to assume that )\; is known and that we have

abound on |\; —

terms of € = |\; — 5\t| and \;. We have:

1 1

At|, and that we do not know \,. It is therefore desirable to upper bound 1/|);| in

1 1

‘S\t‘ ‘)\t-i‘;\t—)\t’ a

Therefore we may write Equation (8) as:

u® N <ﬁ<t>7u<t>> u®
At

Al = [ = A B ©)

<] (o =)
t| — €

17



We now turn to bounding part B of Equation (7). We have:

)] |l

k>1 k>1

<l @~

Y|
-3 I5

k>1

From Equation (9), we have:

=Y (10)

As such, part B is bounded as:

k k
H H
ﬁ -cos b, - E <~—) u® < ’ﬁ‘ -cos b, - E <~—) u® ,
A At At

t E>1 At o E>1 o

2
< ( |Ad > o)
T\ M| —€ “

Where we used the fact that cos #; < 1 in the last line. We have therefore bounded the first term in

Equation (6) by:
. (sin2 0, + —° ) " ( Al )2.¢<t> (11)
A — € Al — € o

We now bound the second term in Equation (G):

_ %<ﬁ<t>,u<s>> Z<£)ku<s> 7

t k>0 )\t

9~ 0] < [

¢

(e

First, the magnitude of the dot product is |cos 65| by definition, hence:

k
. |COS 98| . Z (XE) U(S)
t

k>0

As

t

Extracting the k£ = 0 term from the sum, we have:

k
s H
= ):— Jcos B, - [ul®) + Z <~—) u® |,
At E>1 At
As H\"
< |22 - Jeos ) - [ |ulP] + Z(T) ul®
At E>1 At

We can bound the sum as we did in Equation (I0). We obtain:

<[5 teosnt- (Juo |+ [ ] ).
At
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Using the bound for 1/|),| derived in Equation (@), we have:

s < [ el } ( >
< - |cos O] - + iy
e 10! €] ¢
Substituting this result and Equation into Equation (6), we arrive at:
2

.9 € Al ) (s)
- | sin” 6, + + - C,
(stors =) + (m1e) ¢
] 4[] o

|t ).

Z|/\| |cos O] (u
|Ae| —€ “

)

u®

O(

<

’<t>_u<>

C.3 Results concerning the perturbation of subspaces

In this section, we state results on the perturbation of subspaces which are used in various proofs;
in particular, the proof of Theorem[0 The purpose of these results is to handle the case when an
eigenspace U of M has dimensionality larger than one. In this case, the basis of I/ is determined
only up to an orthogonal transformation. In most practical applications, however, we assume that
the corresponding subspace of the perturbed matrix M + H has a fixed basis. Therefore we wish to

find a basis of ¢/ and a bijection between its basis vectors and the basis of U such that each vector is
close to its counterpart in angle.

To begin, recall the definition of the principal angles between subspaces:

Definition 2 (Principal angles between subspaces [14]). Let ¢ and U be two d-dimensional sub-
spaces of R™, and let U and U be any orthogonal matrices whose columns form orthonormal bases

for U and U respectively. Let o1 > - -+ > o4 be the singular values of UT U. The ith principal angle
between U and U is defined to be cos ™! o;. We write

OU,U) = O(U,U) = diag(cos L o1, ...,cos L ag),

for the d x d diagonal matrix of principal angles, and sin ©(U,i{) = ©(U,U) for the diagonal
matrix obtained by applying sine to every principal angle.

The Davis-Kahan theorem in its full generality bounds the principal angles between the subspaces
of M and the perturbation M + H:

Theorem 13 (Davis-Kahan for statisticians; [13]). Let M ~and I{ be n x n symmetric matrices. Let
the eigenvalues of M and M + H be A\y > --- > A\, and A1 - - - A\, respectively. Fix1 <r <s<n

and define 6 = min(Ar—1 — \py As — Ag1), where we have defined Ay = oo and A1 = —00
for convenience. Assume that 6 > 0. Letd = s —r + 1, and let U = (u(r),u(TJrl), . ,u(s))
and U = (@), a1 .. 4)) be orthonormal n x d matrices such that Mu®™ = \ju® and

(M + H)a® = \a Z)for alli € {r,...,s}. Then:

[sin©(U, U)||r < 2Vd - ”%I”

The next result shows that if the basis of ) is fixed and we know that the maximum principal angle
between ) and another subspace X is small, then we can find a suitable orthonormal basis for X
such that the basis vectors of both subspaces are roughly aligned.

Lemma 3. Let X and Y be d-dimensional subspaces of R™. Suppose that the maximum principal
angldll between X and Y is 0, and define 5 = sin 6. Then for any orthonormal basis y1, . . ., yq for
Y, there exists an orthonormal basis Z1, . . . , T4 for X such that

<:Eia y’L> > 1- 625 \V/Z,
[(Zi,y;)] <62, wheni # j.
' A principal angle 6; is such that 0 < 6; < 7/2 by definition.
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Proof. LetY = (y1,...,yq) be the n x d matrix of basis vectors of J. Let X = (z1,...,z4) be an
n X d matrix whose orthonormal columns form a basis for X’; the choice of basis is arbitrary. It known
that the principal angles between subspaces can be calculated by a singular value decomposition.
In particular, let UXV'T be the SVD of XTY. Assume that the singular values o; are placed in
decreasing order along the diagonal of . Let ; be the ith smallest principal angle. Then o; =

cos ;. Note that
cosf; = /1 —sin?6; > \/1—sin292 \/1—52 >1— 42

and therefore every singular value is bounded as 1 — 2 <o, <1.

Let X = XU andY = YV. Then

XY =UTXTYV =UTUSVTV = 3,

where we used the fact that U and V' are orthonormal d x d matrices. Next, note that Y = YVT,
and define X = XVT. We claim that the columns of X form an orthonormal basis for X'. To see
this, we first show orthonormality of the columns. We have

XX =VXTXVT = V(XU)Y(XU)VT =VUTXTXUVT =1,
where in the last step we use the fact that the columns of X are orthonormal, and that U and V
are orthonormal matrices. Next we show that the columns of X form a basis for X. We do so by
proving that the projection operator X X7 is in fact equal to X X 7. We have
XXT = (RVT) XV,

=XVTVX,

= XXT,

= (XU)(XU)T,

=XUUTXT,

=XXT.
And so our claim is proven.

Now we wish to show that the basis given by X is “aligned” with the basis given by Y in the sense
that the angle between corresponding basis elements is small. See that

XY =VXTYVT =VSVT.
Defining &; as the ith column of X, we have that (Z;, y;) is the ij element of VXV T. Therefore:

d
(&0 y5) = > Vikok Vi
k=1

Write 0, = 1 — 7, where 0 < 7, < §2. Then:

Vit Vi (1 — 1),

d
Vit Vi — Z 7% Vik Vi
k=1

M= 1M

b
Il
—

The first sum is simply the dot product between the ith and jth column of V. Since V' is orthogonal,
this is 1 if ¢ = 5, and O otherwise. Using the notation ¢; ; for the Kronecker function, we have:

d
=0;5 — ZTkViijk-

k=1
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We can easily bound the magnitude of the remaining sum:

d d
ZrkViijk < Zrk Vie Vikl
h=1 h=1
d
=1k Y [Virl Vil
k=1
d
<6 Vil Vil
k=1

Define the d-vector 7 to be the entrywise absolute value of the ¢-th row of V; i.e., f),(f) = |Vig)-
Then the above is:

= 85", 5.
Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we find:
<5 1|

It is easily seen that ||z7,(f)

one. Therefore:

|| is the norm of the ¢-th row of V. Since V' is orthonormal, this is simply

< §2.

As such, (&;,y;) is not more than 6% away from 4, ;, proving the result. O

The following result combines the previous lemma with the Davis-Kahan theorem.

Lemmad. Let M and H be n x n symmetric matrices. Let the eigenvalues of M be \1, ..., \,, and
the eigenvalues of M + H be 5\1, ceey An. Let a®, ..., 4" be an orthonormal set of eigenvectors of
M+ H such that (M +H)a® = X\ a®). Forany s € [n), let Ay = {i : \i = \}. Defineds = |A],
and let the gap be defined as 6, = min;gx, |[As — Ai|. Denote by 0, the angle between a@® and u'®).

There exists an orthonormal set of eigenvectors uV | . .. u(™) satisfying Mu®) = \yu'® such that
fort € [n]:
H d;
sin 0y < 2 2dt-u, |cos€s|§2\/§-||H||-min{\/_} .
515 51 i€{s,t}
Proof. We first show that there exists an orthonormal basis vV, . .., u(" of eigenvectors of M such

that u( is close in angle to @ for all i € [n], provided that the perturbation is too large. Choose
any s € [n]. Define X to be the subspace of the range of M corresponding to A ;. That is:

Xs = Span ({z : Mz = A\;z}).
Similarly:

Vs = Span({a¥ :i € A.}).

Let 0 be the maximum principal angle between X and V. In particular, |sin 8| < ||©(Xs, V)| r-
Therefore, applying the Davis-Kahan theorem, we have that |sin 0] < 2+/d; - ||H||/Js. Lemmal[3]
states that there exists an orthonormal basis {u(i)}ie A, for X such that for every i € Ag:

L HIN 2
<mmu@>z1—gﬁo_1—4¢<%%5

Since X is a ds-dimensional subspace spanned by eigenvectors with the same eigenvalue, any vector
in the subspace is an eigenvector. Namely, {u(") } ;5. is an orthonormal set of eigenvectors spanning
X5. We can repeat this process for each eigenspace of M, resulting in the desired orthonormal basis.
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Assume this basis, and consider ¢ as fixed. Note that for any r € [n] we have:

- 2
H 2
Sy < |1 - 1—4dr-(”5 H)] |

Expanding the square:
r 2 4
=,/1- 1—8dr-(”f”> +16d$-(|§[|) ],

(1A% (k%
R i L I 7 e
\/8 <6r 67’ 57~ I

TS
S8 | ) »
<fsa.- (1F
1]

= 2+/2d, -

=2}
3

Define 6, to be the angle between @) and «(*). Namely, we have

2 H 2
sin? 6, = 1 — cos? 6, = 1 — (™, u)” < 84, - (|5 H) .

t
By the same token:

|cos B| = ’<ﬁ(t)7 u(s)> ’,

<A1 — (@), u®)?,
15|

<24y/2ds - —.

< 5

But we also have
|cos 8| = ’<ﬂ(t)7u(t)>‘7

<A1 = (@®),u®)?,

IH|
< 24/2d; - —.
< £,
Therefore:
d;
‘<a(f),u(s)>‘§2\/§-|H||-min{\/_} ,
9; ic{s,t}
O
C.4 Proof of Theorem[9]
We will prove the following theorem which was originally stated in Section
Theorem 9. For any s € [n], let As = {i : \; = A\s}. Define ds = |As|, and let the gap be defined
as §s = mingga, [As — \i|. Let A;tl = min{d;/d; }ic st} Define \; = |\¢| —||H||. There exists an
orthonormal set of eigenvectors u™) , ... u™) satisfying Mu'®) = A\ ,u'®) such that for all t € [n]:
2 2
a0~ o] < )] - (s [ 2]+ )+ (38" 00
+ 2B ReL [0+ B o A @

where ((u; H, \) is the n-vector whose ath entry is defined to be o (u; H,\) = ’ [szl (%)p u}

[e3
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Proof. The proof is an immediate corollary of combining Theorem [12] (given in Appendix
with Lemma [4] (given in Appendix [C3)), and using Weyl’s bound of ||H|| for the perturbation of
eigenvalues. O

D Results concerning random perturbations

In the following, the term symmetric random matrix will have a technical meaning.

Definition 3. A symmetric random matrix H is an n X n matrix whose entries are random variables
satisfying [EH;; = 0. Furthermore, we assume that the entries along the diagonal and in the upper-
triangle (j > 4) are statistically independent, while the entries in the lower-triangle (j < i) are
constrained to be equal to their transposes: H;; = H ;.

D.1 The spectral norm of random matrices

Throughout this paper we have used the following standard result from random matrix theory:

Theorem 14 (Spectral norm of random matrices, [9]). There are constants C and C' such that the
following holds. Let H be an n X n symmetric random matrix whose entries satisfy,

EH;; =0, E(Hy)’<o?  |Hy|l <B.
where o > C'n~"/?Blog? n. Then, almost surely:

|H| < 20vn+ CVBo-n'*logn.

It can be shown that a similar lower bound holds in many cases. For instance, when the entries of
H have the Gaussian distribution with unit variance, the spectral norm of H is not only O(+/n), but
O(y/n) with high probability. Since we typically use || H || to obtain an upper-bound on the size of
the perturbation, we will not need this result.

D.2 Proof of Lemma[2

Lemma 2. Let u,v be any two fixed unit vectors in R™. Let H be an n X n symmetric random
matrix with independent entries along the upper-triangle such that for all j > i, EH;; = 0 and H;;
is sub-Gaussian with parameter o;; < o. Then P(|(u, Hv)| > v) < 2 exp{—~+?/(80?)}.

Proof. We have

(u, Hv) Z ZUZH”’UJ Zuzle” + Z u;vj + ujvZ ij

=1 j=1 J>1

The right hand side is a sum of independent random variables. We therefore apply the Hoeffding
inequality in its general form for sub-Gaussian random variables to obtain an upper bound (see
Proposition 5.10 in [8]). We find:

1.2
P(|<U7HU>|27)§2exp{— - - 27 2}7
2oim1 (Wivioid)® + 3255, [(wivg +ujvi)oi]
1.2
<2expg — 27 ' a2

0 | (i) o X vy + y0)?)

We have

n

S i) <303 (i) =Y w2y v =l o) =1. (13)
=1 i=1 j=1

i=1 =1
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Similarly,
D (wivy +ujv;)? <

j>i

(]

[(wivs)? + (uv:)? + 2Jusujois|]

<.

>

.

(u v;)% + Z w;v;)? + Z+2|u UjV;04],

3> J>i

Z ;) —I—ZZ (ujv;) +Z+2|u U005

=1 j=1 J>1
The first two sums are each bounded by 1, as before:

S 2 + Z +2|uin1}in|,
Jj>i

n n
<2+ Z Z|Uiujvivj|,

i=1 j=1

n n
=24 [uwivi] Y _|ujv;).
i=1 j=1

Each sum is bounded by 1 by an application of Cauchy-Schwarz. Therefore we find that the total
sum is bounded by 3. Substituting this and Equation (I3)) into Equation (I2) we see that

B(|(u, Ho)l > 7) < 2exp{—$}.

.
v

HM:

D.3 Proof of Lemmal[3

Lemma 5. Let {u(l),...,u(d)} be an orthonormal set of d vectors, and suppose that
(W@, HuO)| < h for all i,j € [d. Then |(x,Hz)| < dh for any unit vector x €
Span(u, ..., ul®),

Proof. Since u?), ... u(% form an orthonormal basis for the space in which z lies, we can expand

T as
d
T = g oziu(z),
i=1

where a; = (z, u(?)). Therefore:

d
(x, Hx) <Zo<u(Z HZa u(3)>

i=1 j=1

zd:az < >Hu<>>

1

[
B

N
Il
-

<

il

IN
>
i

M=

j=1

=h (il%) él%l

Let « be the vector (a, . .., aq4)T. Then:

= hllal?.
We know that |||y = 1 since  is a unit vector. The 1-norm is bounded by v/d times the 2-norm.
Hence ||a||; < Vd - ||a||2 = v/d. Hence |(z, Hz)| < hd.

O
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E Powers of random matrices and their interaction with delocalized vectors

We have seen that using the Neumann trick to bound the perturbation in eigenvectors requires bound-

ing series expansions of the form
H p
i =3 (5) u

p=>0

where H is a random matrix. We have given one result in Theorem[IQlwhich shows that the co-norm
of this series is small when u has small co-norm. We now give two related results which give finer
entrywise bounds on (. We have not needed to use these results in the main paper, but we present
them here for completeness. We believe that they may be useful, for example, in the analysis of
stochastic blockmodels in which the community sizes scale at different asymptotic rates.

The following theorem is useful when the magnitude of H,; decreases like 1/n — this is as opposed
to the central moments decreasing like 1/n as assumed in Theorem Clearly this is a stronger
condition, as there are cases in which the variance decays with n but the magnitude does not; the
random graph noise in the blockmodel setting is one such example. However, by making the stronger
assumption it is possible to localize the effect of H to the indices of { which correspond to nonzero
entries of u. That is, if u; = 0 for all 7 in a set F, then (; is smaller for ¢ € F' than fori & F.

In this and what follows, symmetric random matrix has the precise meaning as given in Definition[3]
above.

Theorem 15. Let H be an n x n symmetric random matrix satisfying EH;; = 0. Suppose -y is such
that |H;j /| < /. Choose ¢ > 1 and k € (0,1). Let A € R and suppose that v < A\(log n)* and
A > ||H|. Fixu € R" and let F = {i : u; # 0}. Define

1, a € F,
Pa = ﬂ, aéF.

n

Then for all o € [n] simultaneously,

£ (logn)s+1]
Bay (logn) | H /| e
« Ha /\7 <———5 oS : .
with probability 1 — n~ 1108 (logy &) 41 \ypope h = (“T'H)_l.
Proof. Located in Appendix[E.3]on page 4l O

A corollary of the above theorem is the following which applies specifically to vectors with block
structure. We say that  is an (n, K)-block vector if it has n elements which can be partitioned into
K groups such that the value of u is homogeneous across the group. That is, there exists a partition
Fi,..., Fg of [n] such that for any Fy, if i, j € F}, then u; = u;.

Theorem 16. Let H be an n x n symmetric random matrix satisfying EH;; = 0. Suppose y is such
that |H;; /| < 1/ym. Choose &€ > 1 and k € (0,1). Let A € R and suppose that v < \(log n)* and
A > ||HJ. Let Fy, ..., Fi be the K blocks of a partition of [n]. If u is an (n, K)-block vector with
blocks F, ..., Fk, write ci(u) to denote the value that u takes on block Fy. Define for all o € [n]

and k € [K]:
1, «a € Fy,
%ﬁ:{L&,agn.

Then for all (n, K)-block vectors w and all o € [n] simultaneously:

K £ (log n) +1]
Boky (ogn)® = [ H/A|
[e3 H7 Y S . ~ 7 F .

with probability 1 — Kn~—1(108,m) " (log, &)™ +1 \ypope b = ("TH)A.

Proof. Located in Appendix[E3lon page O
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E.1 Proof of the main interaction

The proofs of Theorems and [16] depend heavily on the following Theorem Part of the
proof of Theorem [I7]is due to [3]. We have amended this proof to provide precise bounds on the
probability of the event. Moreover, the proof of the second part of the following result (when the
magnitude of H;; is small) is novel and possibly of independent interest.

Theorem 17. Let X be a symmetric and centered random matrix of size n X n. Let u be an n-vector
with ||ul|lee = 1. Choose & > 1and 0 < k < 1. Define u = (“TH)_l. Then with probability
1 — 1o, m)  (log,, e)fg,for any k < £(logn)®:

1. IfE| X" < %forallp > 2, we have

’(Xku)a‘ < (logn)*.

2. Let F = {i: u; # 0}. If | X5] < Y/v/m, we have

1, a € F,

’(Xk“)a’ < (logn)"* - {@, aglF.

Proof. We will bound |(X*u)_| with a high-moment Markov inequality. Let p be a positive even
integer. Then

P(|(X*u),) < w (14)

Bounding the expectation is non-trivial. We will utilize the following lemmas whose extensive
proofs are to be found in the next subsection.

Lemma 6. [fE[|X;;|°] <1/nforall s > 2, then

E[(X"u)!] < @2pk).

Lemma 7. If | X,;| < Yymnand F = {i : u; # 0}, then

k,\P pk b aek
E[(X"u)!] < (2 (|_i\)p/2, o ¢ F.

The assumptions of the first lemma are weaker than the second, but we can consider both cases
simultaneously by defining

B, = I—f:‘7 | Xii] <Yymand a € F,
1, otherwise .

Then in both cases:
E {(Xku)i } < BP(2pk)P*.

Returning to the Markov inequality in Equation (I4)), we will choose t = B, (log n)*¢, giving:

E [(x*u)?]
P(I(X*0),| > Ballogm)™) < i

_ Bh(2pk)P*
B (logn)rke’
_ 2pk Pk
[ (logn)¢
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The bound above holds for any positive even 1nteger p. We will choose p = p, where p is the
smallest even integer greater than or equal to p = (1og n)S. Since k < (log n)¢, we have p > 2,
and so p > 2. Furthermore, we have p = p + 4, where 0<§<2 Hence

[(102552)5 } " = 2((134-75)]1 (F+0)k

)

L ]

We see that 2pk/(logn)¢ = 1/2, hence:

- 13 2M) ] F ( m) ]M

(logn)¢ logn)é

Because 0 < 0 < 2, we have <3 —l— (102;2)5 < 1. And since 0k > 0, the second term in the above
is at most 1. Therefore:

[, 20k )

- (logn)s |

Using § < 2 and substituting the definitions of p and &, we arrive at:

1 4k aCesnS

< |z 4=
=gt (log n)¢ | ’
_ -K,+1 i(l‘)g")s

2

We recognize the base of the exponent as 1!, therefore:
—_1n 3
= 'LL 4( og ’ﬂ) ,
_ Nfi(logu n)g(logu e)~¢ ,
= M_i(l‘)gu n)(log,, n)gfl(logu e)~¢ 7

_ n—%(logu n)*~*(log,, e)75.

Therefore:

I A

2pk Pk
kf

P (|(X*u)_| > Ba(logn) Logn ] ,
n

—% logu n)s— 1(log e)” g'

IN

E.2 Proofs of moment bounds: Lemmas[6]and [7]

In this subsection we derive bounds on E [(X*u)” ] under different assumptions on the entries of
X. In particular, we will prove Lemmas[6] and [7] which are critical components of Theorem[I71

E.2.1 Some useful results

First we derive a formalism for working with moments of random matrix products. It follows from
the definition of matrix multiplication that the oth element of the vector X *u has the expansion:

E XMthZz e Xik—likuik'

.....
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As a result, we have:

E[(X*u)p] =B [ [ Y Xai Xiyi - Xop_rigui, | |
il,...,ik

p
=E| > o > [ Xuw X X o

[0 i) =

Here there are p summations, each over an independently-varying set of k variables iY), e i,(:)
which range from 1 to n. We replace the variables of summation with indexing functions, defined

as follows.
Definition 4. For positive integers p and k and an index o € [n], a (p, k, a)-indexing function is a
discrete map 7 : [p] x {0, ..., k} — [n] satisfying 7(r,0) = « for all r € [p].

An indexing function 7 corresponds to a single configuration of the variables of summation in the

expectation above. That is, we may interpret 7(r, £) as the value of the variable iy) in a particular

configuration. As such, we will use the shorthand notation TéT) = 7(r, £) so that X 7)) is replaced
£—1%¢
by X .
Y Kooyl
Let Z), 1.« be the set of all (p, k, «)-index functions. The above expectation can be written as:

P
E[(XFup] =E | Y []X.0,0X o0 X o oue
[( )a} 7 A (r) OO MON I

TGZPJC’OC r=1

p
= E E H XT[ET)TI(T)XH(T)TQ(T) . ”XT;ET,)N;ET)UT;ET) ,

TEZp k,a r=1
p
< B X, X oo X o oot
< A7 Xy X muo ||
TEZPJW,L r=1
p p
= E HUT,ET) A\ E H XT(ST)Tl(T)XTl(T)Tg(T).'.XTIET—)ITIET) ,
TEZp k,a r=1 r=1
wu(T) o(7)
= Y wlm) el (15)
TEZpyk,a

Here we write w,, to show that w,, is parametrized by the vector u. On the other hand, ¢ does not
depend on u. In the following two parts, we derive bounds on this quantity under assumptions on
the magnitude or variance of X;;. In each case the core approach is the same: we bound the size of
©(7) for any 7 by using the assumptions on X, and then bound the number of 7 for which ¢ and w,,
are non-zero.

The entries in the upper-triangle of the random matrix X are independent, but not necessarily iden-
tically distributed. Rather, the assumptions that we will place on the entries of X will not depend
on the indices. As a result, it is not important to use the precise knowledge of which entries of
X are selected by an indexing function 7 in order to bound ¢(7). We will therefore partition the
set of indexing functions into equivalence classes which characterize the important structure of the
indexing, and then derive a bound for each equivalence class independently.

First, some notation: For a set of sets A, we write [A] to denote the union of all elements of 4; i.e.,
[A] = U, 4 7- We introduce the following notion:

Definition 5. A (p, k)-index partition T is a partition of a subset of {1,...,p} x {0,...,k} with
the property that there exists a block 4 € T" such that every pair of the form (7, 0) is in 7; that is:

I elst.yD{(r,0) :re{l,...,p}}.
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We call 4 the root block of T'.

Note that a (p, k)-index partition is a partition of a subset of [p] x {0, ..., k}; i.e., it is not necessarily
the case that [T] is the full set [p] x {0, ..., k}. For example, any (p — 1, k — 1)-index partition is also
a (p, k)-index partition by definition. We will later find it useful to make use of such “subpartitions”,
but for the time being we will only consider index partitions which in fact partition the full set. Let
Pp,i; be the set of all “full” (p, k)-index partitions I such that [I'] = [p] x {0,...,k}.

Next, note that an index partition I' € P, ;, defines an equivalence relation on [I']. We use the
following notation to denote this relation:

Notation. For pairs (r,/), (7,/) € [[] we write (r, () ~ (7, 0) if and only if there exists a block
~ € T such that y contains both (r, £) and (7, ).

We relate indexing functions and index partitions in the following way:

Definition 6. We say that an indexing function 7 respects the partition I' € P, ;, when Té(r) = Té,T )

if and only if (r, ) ~ (1, ¢').

It is clear that for any indexing function 7, there is exactly one partition I' € P, ;, such that 7 respects
T". As such, we have implicitly established an equivalence relation between indexing functions: 7
and 7/ are equivalent if and only if they respect the same index partition. For an index partition
I' € Py, write Zp_,k_,a{I‘} to denote the set of all indexing functions which respect I'.  Then
Equation (I3) can be re-written as:

E[(xX*0)0] < 3 Y w) ). (16)
TePyk TEZp k,a{l}

Definition 7 (Twin property). LetI' € P, x. Let (r,¢) € [I'] and (7,¢) € [I'] be distinct and such
that £, ¢ > 0. We say that (r, ¢) and (7, £) are twins in T if either:

1. (r,0) ~ (7,0) and (r,¢ — 1) ~ (7,0 — 1)); or
2. (r,0) ~ (7,0 — 1) and (r,0 — 1) ~ (7, D).

We say that a (p, k)-index partition I" satisfies the twin property if for any pair (r,¢) € [I'] with
¢ > 0 there exists a distinct (7, £) € [T'] with £ > 0 such that (r, £) and (7, ¢) are twins in T".

Lemma 8. Let T be an indexing function respecting the partition T'. Then (r,£) and (7, £) are twins
inTifand only if X & ) = XTemlT[(r%
£—1 ¢ -

Proof. Due to the symmetry of X and the independence of its entries along the upper triangle,
we have that for any indices 4, j, 7, j', X;; = Xy, if and only if either 1) (¢,5) = (¢, ') or 2)

(il‘j) = (4’,4). This is the case if and only if Te(i)l = (") and Tl@ =7 or2) Tlgi)l = (") and
Tégr) = Tg(i)l . The fact that that this holds if and only if (r, £) and (7, £) are twins follows from the
definition of twins and the notion of 7 respecting the partition I'. o

Definition 8. For any index partition I" € P, , denote by T{T'} the set of equivalence classes of

the rwin relation, defined on [p] x [k] by (r,£) ~ (7, £) if and only if (r, ¢) and (7, £) are twins.

Notation. If 7 is an indexing function which respects I and p € T{T'}, we write X, to denote the
random variable X;; such that X;; = Xr“‘) () for every (r, £) € p; this is well-defined as a result
2—1"¢

of Lemma

Lemma9. LetT" € P, ;. and suppose T is an indexing function which respects I'. Then:

ai= 1 [efp]

peT{T}
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Proof. Lemmal§limplies that the equivalence classes of the twin relation partition the pk terms of the
product in ¢ into sets of random variables which are equal. Since the entries of X are independent
random variables, the expectation factors. O

Since EX = 0, we have the following corollary:
Corollary 1. Suppose that I' € Py, does not satisfy the twin property; i.e., there exists a pair
(7,£) € [I] that does not have a twin in I'. Then o(1) = 0 for every T respecting T".

Corollary [[limplies that only partitions satisfying the twin property contribute to the sum in Equa-
tion (L6).

Lemma 10. Let F' = {i : u; # 0}. Fix o € [n]. Suppose that " € Py, i, is such that the root block 7
contains an element of the form (r, k) for some v € [p]. Then if « & F we have w, (1) = 0 for every
T which respects T.

Proof. By the definition of an indexing function, Tér) = « for every r € [p]. Let r* be such that

(r*) (r*)

(r*,k) € 4. If T respects I, then it is necessarily the case that 7, ' = 7' * = a. Thenu_¢+) = uq.
Tk

If « ¢ F, then u, = 0 and hence w,, (1) = 0. O

Definition 9. Fix a set F' C [n] and an index o € [n]. We write 73;_ ,(CF’O‘) to denote the set of all

I' € Py 1. such that

1. T satisfies the twin property; and

2. if a ¢ F, the root block 4 € T' contains no elements of the form (r, k).

The partitions in 73; ,(CF’O‘) do not contribute to Equation (I6). Hence:

B[] Y Y wl) el

rept(h® T€Zp5a{l'}

)

It is necessary for a partition I" to be an element of 73; ,gF’a in order for a 7 respecting it to be such

that o(7) # 0, however this is not a sufficient condition. Suppose that T,ET) ¢ F for some r. Then
U A0 = = 0 and hence w, (1) = 0. Therefore, we can restrict ourselves to considering 7 which map

(r, k) to F'. Define:
2V — {1 e Zpa{T) 77 € F Ve [pl).

p,k «

B[] Y wl) el

+(Fa) +(F)
rep, % rez (T}

Then:

Fix I' € P, k. Suppose that ¢(7) < @ for any 7 € Z: k};){l"} Furthermore, suppose that

|Z; k};) {T'}| < Zr. Note that w,,(7) € [0, 1], since it is the product of magnitudes of entries of u

and ||u|\oO = 1. Therefore:
E[(xM)l]< > zZr-orn
rep e
If Zr - & < Bforall I € P/ then:
< ) B
rep e

_ |prre)
=[PPl B.

We can bound the number of partitions loosely using the following lemma:
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Lemma 11. |P, ;| < (2pk)P*

Proof. LetP],, be the set of all partitions of {1,...,p} x {1,..., k}. The number of such partitions
is the pk-th Bell number; a well-known bound gives [P, ;| < (pk)P*. We generate P, ;. from Pk
in the following way: For every I' € P o We

1. Create a new block ¥ = {(r,0) : r € {1,...,p}}.

2. For every element (r,¢) in {1,...,p} x {1,...,k}, make an independent decision about
whether to move (r, ¢) from the block of I" containing it to the new block 7. There are

2PF possible ways of deciding which elements to move, and so there are 2P* partitions of
{1,...,p} x{0,...,k} generated from T".

For each partition I' € P, ; we generate 2PF partitions; in total, we generate 2P% - Pkl = (2pk)PE.
It is clear that P, ;, is a subset of the generated partltlons Since some of the partmons generated
from I and a distinct partition I will be identical, (2pk)P* is only an upper-boundon [P, x|. O

Since P;,(CF’OZ) C Pp,k, we have ’P;,(CF’Q)

result:

< (2pk)Pk. We have therefore derived the following

Lemma 12. Fix a vector u and let F' = {i : u; # 0}. Fix an index a € [n]. For an index partition
I' e ’P+(F @) suppose that o(17) < ®r for any T € Z;_,(f;){F}, and that |Z:,(€12{I‘}| < Zp. If
Zp - ®r < B forallT € P, then:

E[(X*u)!]| < k)™ B

We will use this result as a starting point for proving Lemmas[@land[Zl In the next two parts, we will
derive B under different assumptions on the entries of X.

Lemma 13. Fix a vector wandlet F = {i : u; #0}. Let T € P;,gF’a). Then
’ZJr(F {F}’ < nlTlI=1.

Moreover, let Q C T be the set of blocks in T’ which contain an element of the form (r, k) for some
€ [p]. Suppose that o & F. Then:

‘ZJF,(CF){F}‘ < plti=ll-1 | pllel,
PR, -

Proof. By definition, TZ(T) = TE@ if and only if (r,¢) L (7,7). Hence an indexing function 7

respecting I" takes a distinct value on each v € I'. Exactly one block of the partition contains the
pairs of the form (r, 0), and on this block 7 must take the value «.. On the remaining |T" — 1| blocks
7 takes a value in [n]. Ignoring the constraint that these values be distinct between blocks to obtain
an upper bound, there are n!/"1=! possible choices for the values of 7 on these blocks; this gives the
desired upper bound.

For the second part, recognize that since 7 € Z; ,(f;) {T'} we have 7'( DeF by assumption. Hence the

number of possible values which 7 may take on a block in @ is bounded above by | F|. Furthermore,
it is true that ) does not contain the root block of the partition — this follows from the definition of

73;_ ,gF’a) and the assumption that o ¢ F'. The result then follows immediately. o

E.2.2 Proof of Lemma

In this part, we will bound E [(X*u ) | under the assumption that E [| X;;|°] < 1/n for all s > 2.
As per Lemmal[12] it is sufficient to bound Zr - @r for all partitions I" satisying the twin property.

In the following two lemmas, let I' € P:kF ) and suppose that E [|X;;|°] < 1/n forall s > 2.
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Lemma 14. Forany T € Z;,(f;){l"} we have (1) < ®r, where &p = n~IT{TH,

Proof. As aresult of Lemma [0t

We upper bound this by:

Since T satisfies the twin property we have |p| > 2. Then E [|Xp|‘pq < 1/n by assumption, and so:

< II »
peT{l'}
— - IT{TH

Lemma 15. We have |2 (")

ko AL H < Zr, where Zr = n!TATH,

Proof. From Lemma [13] we have |Z;r,(€Fa){l"}| < nlT1=1, We now show that |T'| — 1 < |T{T}|.
It is sufficient to find an injection from the set V' C T' of non-root blocks of I' to T{I'}; The
existence of an injection proves that |V'| < |T{T'}|, and since T" has exactly one root block it follows
that |I'| — 1 < |T{T'}|. We construct an injection g : V' — T{I'} as follows. For any block
~v € I, let min «y be the pair (r*, £*) € ~ which is the minimum element with respect to the natural
lexicographical order. That is, (r*,¢*) € - is the pair such that for any other (r,¢) € =, either
r > r* or it is the case that both = r* and £ > ¢*. The injection g is defined by:

g : 7 — the equivalence class p € T{I'} containing min ~.

First note that this is a function since T{I'} partitions the set [p] x [k] such that g(-y) is uniquely
defined. Next we show that it is indeed an injection. Suppose for a contradiction that v and ~' are
distinct members of I and that g(y) = g(7'). Let (r,£) = min~ and (r', ¢') = min~’, and assume
(without loss of generality) that (r, ) < (r/, £") with respect to the lexicographical order on pairs.

The fact that g(y) = g(+') implies that (r, ¢) and (1, ¢') are twins. Therefore one of two cases hold:
In the first case, (7, £) L (r',¢)and (r,£—1) Y (r',£'). This results in a contradiction, because then

v = +'; i.e., they are not distinct. In the second case, (r, £) L (r',¢ —1)and (r,£ — 1) Y (', 0).
In particular, (r,£ — 1) and (1, £') are both in the same block ' of I". Note that (r’,¢') = min~’.
But (r,{ — 1) < (r,£) < (', ¢"). This is a contradiction. Since both cases lead to contradictions,
the assumption cannot hold. Therefore g(v) # g(7') when v # 4/, and g is an injection. O

With these results it is easy to prove Lemmal6] restated below:
Lemma 6. [fE[|X;;|°] < /n forall s > 2, then
E[(X"u)!] < 2pk).

Proof. Let Zr and ®r be as defined in Lemma[12l Using the bounds derived in Lemmas[14land[13]

we have for any I" € 73;_ ,(CF’O‘):

Zyr - Pr < n‘T{F}‘ .n*‘T{FH =1.

The result then follows immediately from Lemmal[I2] o
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E.2.3 Proof of Lemmal7l

In this part, we will bound E [(X*u)”] under the assumption that [X;;| < 1/ almost surely.
Again, as per Lemma [12] it is sufficient to bound Zr - <I)p for all partitions I" satisfying the twin

property. In the following part, assume that I" € 73; ,(QF “ and | X;;| < 1/vn unless otherwise stated.
We begin by obtaining a bound on the size of :

Lemma 16. Foranyt € Z, ") {T'} we have (1) < ®r, where & = n~Pk/2,

p,k,a

Proof. We have

p k
BT %0,
st

r=1¢=1

p k
<E H H ‘XTéi)lTe(r) ’

r=1¢=1

By assumption, the magnitude of each entry of X is bounded by 1/,/n. Therefore:

D k
INIERE

IN

—pk
:TLP/Z.

O

We next bound the number of indexing functions 7 € 2 +(F +{I'}. To this end, we will use the second

part of Lemma[I3]in combination with the following non tr1V1a1 result whose proof will constitute
much of this section.

Lemma 17. Let T € ’P+(F ) Let Q C T be the set of blocks in T which contain an element of the
form (r, k) for some r 6 [p] Then

T| < {1+Pk/2, a € F,
— |14+ rk/2+ |Q| — max{|Q|,?/2}, «a ¢ F.

Lemma 18. Fix a set F' C [n] and an o € [n]. We have |Z;,(€};){F}| < Zr, where

o/ 1, a € F,
Zr=n""%. p/2
: (@) , adF.

Proof. Suppose first that « € F. From Lemmal[I3] we have:
|Z;,(€1){I‘}| < plfl=lei=1 . plel,
Applying the bound of |T'| < 1 + p¥/2 from Lemmal[T7, we have
<n"mRIR@ (a e F).
Since F' C [n], we have |F'| < n, and so:
< -l glal
n*?.

This gives us the first part of our result: when o € F. Now assume that « ¢ F. Again, from
Lemmal[I3 we have
EAU R
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Applying the bound on |T'| from Lemmal[l7], we find:
< premax{lQlr/2} | p|Ql (a & F).
There are two cases: |Q] > p/2 and |Q| < p/2. In the first case we find

1ZE Py < | F|IQ] . pri/a-max{iQle2)

Pk,
= |F|\Q\ .M”‘/?-IQI7

_ @ \Q\npk/z
- .

p/2
< (@) ntt?.
n

In the other case where |Q| < p/2, we have:

Since |F| < n, we have:

|Z;_I(€F(3{F}| < |F|‘Q\ . npk/zfmax{\Q\ﬁp/Q},
= |F|IQl . p/2=rl

< |F|p/2 . npk/zfp/2,
(e
n

Therefore, in both cases we find

F p/2
iz < (B e
. o

when a ¢ F'. This proves the result. O

We may now easily prove Lemma[7] restated below:
Lemma 7. If | X;;| < Y/ynand F = {i : u;, # 0}, then

. L \D " 1, a € F,
[(X u)a]S(ka) : (ﬂ)m’ wir

n

Proof. Let Zr and ®r be as defined in Lemma[12l Using the bounds derived in Lemmas[T6l and[T8]
we have for any I" € 73;_ ,gF’a):

- - s 1, a € F,

. S n P . np . p/g ,

reer (%) , a¢F.
1, a € F,

e (%)P/z7 ang.'

The result then follows immediately from Lemmal[I2l O
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A careful count of index partitions. In the remainder of this part, we prove Lemma[l7 which was
an important part of the proof of Lemmal[7l First we establish new notation and some intermediate
results.

Recall from Definition [ that a (p, k)-index partition is a partition of a subset of [p] x {0, ..., k}.
We have so far only made use of “full” index partitions I' € P, ;, which partition the full set [p] x
{0,...,k}. In this section we will use index partitions in their full generality. In particular, we will
consider index subpartitions, defined as follows:

Definition 10. Let " be a (p, k)-index partition. I" is an (p, k)-index subpartition of T if T is
a (p, k)-index partition, [['] C [['], and for any (r,£), (7, ) € [I'], (r,) ~ (7, 0) if and only if
(r,0) ~ (7, D).
We now define notation for referencing meaningful elements of [T]:
Definition 11. Let I" be a (p, k)-index partition. For any r € {1, ..., p}, define

Lastr(r) = max{¢: (r,£) € [[]}.

This is always well-defined, since by the definition of an (p, k)-index partition, (r,0) € [[']. Simi-
larly, we may define:

Firstr(r) = min{¢: (r,¢) € [T']}.

However, since (r,0) € [I'] by definition, it is always the case that Firstp(r) = 0. For (r,¢) € [T
such that ¢ > 0, define:

Prevr(r,¢) = max{¢ : ¢’ < {and (r,¢') € [['},
and for (r,¢) € [I'] such that ¢ < Lastp(r), define:
Nextr(r,¢) = min{¢' : ¢’ > ¢ and (r,¢") € [T']}.

With this notation we may define a generalized notion of the twin property which applies to any
(p, k)-index partition, not just full partitions.

Definition 12 (Twin property, generalized). Let I be a (p, k)-index partition. Let (r, ¢) € [I'] and
(7,£) € [I'] be distinct and such that £, ¢ > 0. We say that (r,£) and (7, £) are twins in T"if either:

1. (r,f) ~ Y (7,0) and (r, Prevp(r, £)) ~ (r Prevr(7,¢)); o
2. (r,0) & (7, Prevp (7, £)) and (r, Prevp(r, £)) ~ (7, 0).

We say that a (p, k)-index partition I" satisfies the twin property if for any pair (r,¢) € [I'] with
¢ > 0 there exists a distinct (7, ) € [['] with £ > 0 such that (r, £) and (7, /) are twins in T,

Claim 1. Let T be a (p, k)-index partition satisfying the twin property with p > 2, and suppose that
{(r*,€*)} is a singleton block in T. Then:

1. 0 < ¢* < Lastp(r*), hence both Prevp(r*, £*) and Nextr (r*, £*) are well-defined;

2. (r*,Nextr(r*, £*)) is the unique twin of (r*,£*) in T, and
3. (r*, Prevp(r*, %)) Y (r*, Nextp(r*, £*)).

Proof. First, suppose ¢* = 0. Then (r*,£*) is in a block containing {(r,0) : r € {1,...,p}} due
to the definition of an (p, k)-index partition. Since p > 2, this block cannot be a singleton, and so it
must be that £* > 0.

Because /* > 0, we may invoke the twin property of I' to find a distinct pair (7, /) € [I'] such that
(7, £) and (r*, £*) are twins and ¢ > 0. From the definition of the twin property, it must be that either

(r*, £%) ~ (7, 0) or (r*, £*) Y (7, Prevp(7, £)). It cannot be that (r*, £*) ~ (7,7), as then the block

containing (r*, *) also contains the distinct pair (7, /) by definition of X, contradicting the fact that
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the block is a singleton. Hence it must be the case that (r*, £*) Y (7, Prevp(F, 7)). Since the block

contains only one element, this implies that 7 = 7* and Prevp (7, /) = Prevp(r*,f) = ¢*. This
implies that £ = Nextr (¢*). Since Nextp(r*, £*) is unique, this implies that (r*, Nextp(r*, £*)) is
the unique twin of (r*, ¢*) in I'; it’s existence implies that £* < Lastp(r*).

We now prove the third part of the claim. Since it cannot be that (r*, £*) Y (7, g), the twin property

implies that (r*, Prevp (£*)) Y (7,£). But, as shown above, (7, £) = (r*, Nextp(r*, £*)). Therefore
(r*, Prevp (r*, £*)) Y (r*, Nextp (r*, £*)). O

Lemma 19 (Removing singletons preserves twin property). Let I be a (p, k)-index partition satis-
fying the twin property with p > 2, and suppose that {(r*,¢*)} is a singleton block in T. Let T be
obtained by removing the block {(r*,¢*)} from T and deleting (r*, Nextr(r*, £*)) from the block
which contains it (note that Nextr (r*, £*) is well-defined according to Claim[I). Then

1. TV is a (p, k)-index subpartition of T which satisfies the twin property;
2. || = I = Land |[I"]] = [[I"]| = 2;

3. forevery € {1,...,p}, (F, Lastp(7)) ~ (F, Lastr (7).

Proof. First, TV is a partition of [['] \ {(r*, £*), (r*, Nextp(r*, £*)}; we need only verify that re-
moving (r*, Nextr(r*,¢*)) from the block containing it cannot create an empty block. This is
true, as (r*, Prevp(r*, £*)) was in the same block of " as (r*, Nextr (r*, £*)) according to Claim[I]
and (r*, Prevp(r*, ¢*)) remains in [I']. Hence |IV| = |T'| — 1, and |[I']| = |[T']| — 2. Moreover,
(r*,0) was not removed from the block containing it, since £* > 0 by Claim[I] and it is clear that
Nextr(r*, £*) cannot be (r*,0) by the definition of Next. Therefore, there exists a block v € I
which contains all of {(+/,0) : » € {1,...,p}}. This is sufficient to show that I is a (p, k)-index
partition. Furthermore, it is clear that any two elements in [['] are in the same block of I if and only
if they are in the same block of . Hence I'" is a (p, k)-index subpartition of T’

We now show that IV satisfies the twin property. First we prove a useful intermediate result: for
any (7,/) € [['] with £ > 0, (7, Prevp: (7, £)) X (7, P@VF(F,Z)). If Nextr(r*,¢*) = Last(r*)

then the above is trivially true, since in fact (7, Prevr: (7, £)) = (7, Prevp(7, £)) for all (7, ¢) € [I"].
If Nextp(r*,¢*) # Last(r*), then (r',¢') := Nextr(Nextr(r*, £*)) is well-defined; moreover, it
is the only element in [IV] for which Prevp: # Prevp. It follows from the definitions of Next
and Prev that Prevr: (/,¢') = Prevp(r*,¢*) and Prevp(r’,¢’) = Nextp(r*, ¢*). Furthermore,
(r*, Prevp(r*, £*)) € [I'] by Claim[I] and it was not removed with the singleton, so it is also in [I”].

Also by Claim[T] Prevr(r*, £*) Y Nextr(r*, £*). In summary:
Prevrs (', £') = Prevr (r*, £*) &~ Nextr(r*, £*) = Prevp (1, £').
Therefore Prevp: (17, ¢) ~ Prevp(r’,¢'), and the intermediate result is proven.

Now let (#,¢) € [I"] with £ > 0. We will show that it necessarily has a twin in T". Let (7, /) be its
twin in I — the existence of such a twin is guaranteed by the fact that I satisfies the twin property. It

cannot be that (7, £) is missing from I'; if it were missing, it would mean that (7, £) is one of (r*, £*)
or (r*, Nextr(r*, £*)), and since (r*, £*) and (r*, Nextp (r*, £*)) are unique twins in I, this would
imply that (7, £) is either (r*,£*) or (r*, Nextr(r*, £*)), and would therefore have been removed.

Hence (7, () € [I'].
By the definition of twins, it must be that either

1. (7,8) &~ (#,0) and (7, Prevp (7, £)) ~ (7, Prevp(#, )); or

2. (#,0) ~ (7, Prevp(#, ) and (7, Prevp (7, 0)) ~ (7, 0).

5 7y T

Assume the first case. Then since (7, /) ~ (7, ) and both pairs exist in [I], we have (7, /) N
(7,£). From the above intermediate result, we see that (7, Prevps (7, /) ~ (7, Prevp(7, /)

and
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(7, Prevp (7, 0)) ~ (7, Prevr(f 7). Since in this case (7, Prevp(7,0)) ~ (7,Prevp(#,f)), this

implies (7, Prevp (7, 6)) (7, Prevp(#,¢)). Hence (7, £) and (7, {) are twins in I".

. . . oAy T
Now assume the second case. From the intermediate result, we see that: (7, Prevp/ (7,0)) ~

(7, Prevp(7,€)) and hence (7, /) ~ (7, Prevp (7, £)). Therefore (7, /) ~ (7, Prevp/ (#,£)). The
symmetric argument shows (7, ¢) ~ (7, Prevp: (7, £)). As aresult, (7, /) and (#, /) are twins in T”.

In both cases, (7, ) and (7, ) are twins in I"". Since (7, ) was arbitrary, it follows that I"" satisfies
the twin property.

Finally, we show that for every 7 € [T, Lastp/ (7) X Lastp (7). There are two cases. If Lastp(7) €
[[], we are done. If Lastp( 7) & [IV], then it must have been removed by the above procedure, and
hence either (7, Lastp (7)) is (r*,£*) or (r*, Nextr(r*, £*)). It cannot be (r*, £*) as per Claim [Il
Therefore it must be that (7, Lastp( 7)) = (r, Nextp(r*,é*)). Then Lastr (F) = Lastp/ (r*)

Prevp(r*, £*). Since (r*, Prevp(r*, £*)) X (r*, Nextp (r*, £*)), it follows that (7, Lastr (7))
(7, Lastp (7)), proving the claim.

O =l

Lemma 20. Let T be a (p, k)-index partition satisfying the twin property, with p > 2. Then
M<1+ (I[ Il=p).

Moreover, let 4 be the block of T which contains {(r, 0):7e{l,...,p}} as a subset, and define
Q={yeTl:(rLastr(r)) €y forsomer e {1,...,p}}.
Ify & Q, then
P < 141Q1+ 5 (7]~ p — max{21Q, p}).

Proof. DefineT'y =T, andletTy,T'1,...,'; be asequence of (p, k)-index partitions in which ' 1
is obtained by removing an arbitrary singleton (r}, ¢;) from T'; along with (r}, Nextr, (v}, ¢;)) in
the manner of Lemma[T9] such that I'z has no singletons.

Because I'r is a (p, k)-index partition, it contains a block which is a superset of {(r,0) : r €
{1,...,p}}. There are at least p elements in this block, implying that there are at most |[['7]| — p
pairs outside of this block, distributed over |T'r| — 1 blocks. Since each of these blocks is not a
singleton by construction of I'r, each block has at least 2 elements. Therefore:

Prl ~ 1< 2 (IIPe]l - p).

Since |T's41| = |T¢| — 1, it follows that |I'r| = |T'| — T'. Similarly, since |[T'y41]] = |[T¢]] — 2, we
have |[T'r]| = |[T']] — 27. Substituting these into the above inequality, we find:

T/ <147+ 3 ([T - 27 - p)
=1+ 5 (Il - ).

This proves the general claim. Now suppose that ¥ € ). Let 47 be the block of I'r which contains
{(r,0) : r € {1,...,p}} as a subset, and let

Qr ={y€Tr:(rLastr,.(r)) € yforsomer € {1,...,p}}.
We claim that 37 & Qr, and |Qr| = |Q|. First, it is easy to see that 't is a (p, k)-index subpartition

of Iy = I'. Second, it follows from the third part of Lemma[I9and induction that (r, Lastr(r)) L
(r,Lastp,(r)) for any r € {1,...,p}; in other words, for each block v € @ there is a block
~yr € Qr such that v7 C 7. Recall that (r, ) <% (7, ¢) if and only if (r, £) ~ (7, ) by the definition
of (p, k)-index subpartition. Therefore, the blocks of Q1 are in bijection with the blocks of @, such
that v € Qr maps to v € Q if and only if v D 7. Hence |Qr| = |Q|. Moreover, since 7 C 7, it
follows that 7 & Q.
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We use this to improve the bound on |T'r|. As argued above, there are at least p elements in 7. Now,
however, there is a set of blocks @) which (importantly) does not contain J7. The total number of
elements in all blocks of Q7 is

> hl

YEQT

Tzl =p= Y

YEQT
pairs distributed among the blocks of I'7 which are not in Q1 and which are not 7. Since none of
these blocks are singleton by construction of 'z, these elements can form at most

Hence there are

el [ Dl

YEQT
blocks. Hence:
1
Prl <1+1Qrl+ 5 (IPrll —p— 3 )

YEQT

Now, each v € Q has at least two elements, since I'7 contains no singletons. Therefore:

> = 20Qr].

~el’
Simultaneously, we know that

{(r,Lastp (1)) : r € {1,...,p}} C U 5.

YEQT

The set on the LHS contains exactly p elements. Hence

> hl=p

~el’

Therefore,

> 1yl > max{2|Qr], p}-

~el’
Substituting this into the bound for |T'r|, we find:

Prl < 14 1Qr| + 3 (IIPr]] ~ p ~ max{21Qx]. p}).

As before, we have [T'| = |T'r| + T and |[I'7]| = |[T]| — 27, and therefore
1
T} < 1+1Qr| + 5 (I[1 = 2T — p — max{2|Qr|, p}) + T,
1
=1+1Qr| + 5 (1] = p — max{2|Qr|, p}) .
Since |Qr| = |Q|, we arrive at:

= 1+1Q1 + 5 (1)l — p— max{21QL, p}).

We can now prove Lemmall7] restated below:

Lemma 17. LetT" € 'P;_,(CF’Q). Let Q C T be the set of blocks in I" which contain an element of the
form (r, k) for some r € [p]. Then

T| < {1+Pk/2, a € F,
T 1+ + Q) — max{|Q,7/2}, o ¢ F.
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Proof. T is a full (p, k)-index partition and it satisfies the twin property by assumption. Moreover,
if a ¢ F, then the root block is notin @ = {y € I' : (r, Lastp(r)) € yforsomer € {1,...,p}}.
We have that |[']| = p(k + 1), and so the result follows immediately from Lemma 20l O

Lemma 21. Suppose that ‘ (Xku) a‘ < BQF forall k < K. Let 1 be a positive number, and suppose
n < min{Q, ||X||"}. Then:

x|
Z| 77X < BnQ _'_HU”Z [ X] '

E>1 T 1-nQ L —[InX]|

Proof. We have:

S [, | = 00+ X o

k>1 k>K

#1 #2
We begin by bounding #1. Foreach 1 < k < K, we have

[[X)*u] | = n*|(X*) | < B0Q)*

The last step follows from the assumption that n@) < 1. As a result:

K
S X))k | <8 mQ)*,
k=1

k=1

=

8 I

<BY Q)
k=1

AnQ Z(n@)’“

k=0
Q@
1-nQ"

We next bound #2. Here we will use the assumption that ||7X || < 1 combined with the fact that the
oo-norm of a vector is bounded above by the 2-norm. We have:

D [mx) ] | < 300 |

kE>K kE>K
< Y [ 0X)kull,
kE>K
< STU@X)4] - uls,
kE>K
= S X [* - Jlulla,
E>K
= Julle - X 1S x|,
k>0
_ lullo -l X
1= [[nX]]

E.3 Proofs of Theorems[10} 15 and

We are now able to prove the main results of this section, restated below:
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Theorem 10. Let H be an n X n symmetric random matrix with independent entries along the
diagonal and upper triangle satisfying EH;; = 0. Suppose ~y is such that E|H;; /" < 1/n for all
p > 2. Choose £ > 1 and k € (0,1). Let A\ € R and suppose that v < A(logn)¢ and X\ > ||H||. Fix
u € R™. Then: with probability 1 — n~ 1108, W) (logy €)™ +1 yypepe b = (“TH)_l.

LY
1=/

[ S ()7 = 2B+ Jala ®

oo~ A—(logn)t

(),
5 wizl,
= llullee Y

G5 i)
2 |\X5) Tl

Define X = H/v,n = %, and v = u/||u 0. Then:
= Julloe > [[(nX)F 0], (17)
p>1

Note that E|X;;|” = E|H;;/~v[". Thus for all p > 2 we have E|X;;|” < 1/n. We may therefore
invoke the first result in Theorem[17]to derive, for all p < %(log n)s,

Proof. We have

=2

p>1

= Jlulloe Y

p>1

)

P (|(va)a|k > (log N)kf) < 1— - alos, ) (log, &)7¢ (18)

We now bound }° -, [[((nX)" v],,| by applying Lemma 2Tl with X = H/v, 8 = 1, n = /A,
Q = (logn)* and K = |£(logn)*|. One of the requirements of Lemma2Tlis that n = ~/X must
satisfy:

T <min {Q7, |IX] 7"} = min { (logm) =€, /1] '}

Hence we must have v < A(logn)~¢ and A > |H||, as assumed. Then, applying the result of
Lemma[2]] we have:

CalH A ) = [lullse D [[(0X)7 0],

p=>1
£ (logn)é
<l [ 208m) N/l
B X=rllogm) T T [HAT  lull )
E(logn)¢
__(ogn)* lulloo + ||H/)\|‘Ls(1 gn)®+1] .
X = (logn)e L= [H/A

O

Theorem 15. Let H be an n x n symmetric random matrix satisfying EH;; = 0. Suppose -y is such
that |H;j /| < /. Choose ¢ > 1 and k € (0,1). Let A € R and suppose that v < A\(log n)* and
A > ||H|. Fixu € R" and let F = {i : u; # 0}. Define

1, a € F,
Pa = ﬂ, aéF.

n

Then for all o € [n] simultaneously,

£ (lo n§
Co(Ho A ) < Doy (ogn)® | H L8 Goe 1)
Ay llegn)t T~ [H/A

(log e)7§+1 _ (k1)1
b , where b = (—2 ) .

Nulloo + ull2.

with probability 1 — n~ 1 n)¢!
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Proof. The proof follows that of Theorem [I0 almost identically. Picking up from Equation (IZ) in
that proof, we invoke the second result in Theorem[I7]to derive, for all p < %(log n)g s

P (|(va)a|k > B, (log n)kE) <1- n*%(logu n)*~*(log,, 6)757 (19)
where 3, is defined as:
1, a € F,
Pa = ﬂ, aéF.

We now bound } -, [[((nX)? v],| by applying Lemma 2Tl with X = H/v, 8 = Ba, 1 = v/

Q = (logn)® and K = | £(logn)* |. We see that the result will be the same as that of Theorem 0]
except for an extra factor of 3, in the first term. o

Theorem 16. Let H be an n x n symmetric random matrix satisfying EH;; = 0. Suppose vy is such

that |H;; /| < 1/ym. Choose &€ > 1 and k € (0,1). Let A € R and suppose that v < \(logn)* and
A > ||HJ. Let Fy, ..., Fi be the K blocks of a partition of [n]. If u is an (n, K)-block vector with
blocks F1, . .., Fi, write c;(u) to denote the value that u takes on block Fy,. Define for all a € [n]

and k € [K]:
1, «a € Fy,
Ba,k:{ /M, ang

Then for all (n, K)-block vectors w and all o € [n] simultaneously:

|/ £ )

K Ba.k 7y (logn)*
Ca(H, A ) S;Ck(u)' <W+m L—|[H/A|

with probability 1 — Kn~i(logyn)* (log, e)%*l, where b = (“T'H)il.

Proof. For any (n, K)-block vector u with blocks Fi, ..., Fi, we have

=

Hence:

All of the assumptions of Theorem[I3hold, and we use it to bound (, (H, A\, 1, ) for each k € [K].

We find:
£ (loe n)&
B PO Ly B T2 il
= A= (logm)t AN )

where we have defined
1, «a € Fy,
Ba,k = /‘F—nk‘, o ¢ F.
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In the last line we used the fact that ||1p,||cc = 1 and ||1p, |2 = +/|Fk|. Since we invoked
Theorem [L3] for each of the K indicator vectors, a union bound gives that this result holds with

probability at least: 1 — Kn— 1008 7)™ (log, €)"*+1 ywhere h = (£H) -

O
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