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Abstract

We propose a flexible yet interpretable model for high-dimensional data with time-varying
second-order statistics, motivated and applied to functional neuroimaging data. Our approach
implements the neuroscientific hypothesis of discrete cognitive processes by factorizing the co-
variances into sparse spatial and smooth temporal components. While this factorization results
in parsimony and domain interpretability, the resulting estimation problem is nonconvex. We
design a two-stage optimization scheme with a tailored spectral initialization, combined with
iteratively refined alternating projected gradient descent. We prove a linear convergence rate up
to a nontrivial statistical error for the proposed descent scheme and establish sample complexity
guarantees for the estimator. Empirical results using simulated data and brain imaging data
illustrate that our approach outperforms existing baselines.
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1 Introduction

The manuscript proposes and evaluates a model for dynamic functional brain network connectivity,
defined as the time-varying covariance of associations between brain regions (Fox & Raichle, 2007).
Understanding the variation of brain connectivity between individuals is believed to be a crucial
step towards uncovering the mechanisms of neural information processing (Sakoglu et al., 2010;
Chang et al., 2016), with potentially transformative applications to understanding and treating
neurological and neuropsychiatric disorders (Calhoun et al., 2014).

In the neuroscience literature, estimators for time-varying covariances range from sliding win-
dow methods to hidden Markov models. The commonly used sliding window sample covariance
estimator is computationally efficient (Preti et al., 2017). However, this estimate is sensitive to the
selected window length, and spurious correlations may occur when the underlying window length
is misspecified (Leonardi & Van De Ville, 2015). Discrete-state hidden Markov models construct



interpretable estimates of brain connectivity in terms of recurring connectivity patterns (Vidaurre
et al., 2017), yet they fail to capture the smooth nature of brain dynamics (Shine et al., 2016a,b).
These shortcomings motivate a new approach. Specifically, our proposed approach implements the
neuroscientific hypothesis that brain functions are interactions between cognitive processes (Posner
et al., 1988a), which we model as weighted combinations of low-rank components (Andersen et al.,
2018). Beyond the neuroscientific underpinnings, high-dimensional data often has a low dimen-
sional representation (Udell & Townsend, 2019), and low rank can help prevent overfitting (Udell
et al., 2016). Specifically, we propose a smooth, structured low-rank time-varying covariance model
inspired by the observed sparsity of brain factors (Eavani et al., 2012), and temporal dynamics of
brain activity (Shine et al., 2016a,b). Hence, we constrain the temporal components to be smoothly
varying via projection to a temporal kernel and restrict the sparsity of the spatial components via
hard-thresholding, respectively.

We estimate parameters of the resulting model using a first-order optimization scheme that
is analogous to a Burer-Monteiro factorization (Burer & Monteiro, 2003, 2005). While the first-
order approach reduces the computational complexity as compared to semidefinite programming,
the resulting optimization program is nonconvex, and special care is needed to design and analyze
an optimization scheme that avoids converging to bad local optima. To this end, we build on
the growing literature studying matrix estimation problems (Candes et al., 2015; Chi et al., 2019)
using a two-stage algorithm. First, spectral initialization is used to find an initial point lying within
a local region, where the objective satisfies local regularity conditions. Next, projected gradient
descent is used to refine the estimate and find a stationary point of the objective.

In summary, our contributions include a novel dynamic covariance model motivated by neu-
roscientific models of functional brain connectivity networks. We provide an efficient procedure
for estimation, along with the convergence analysis and sample complexity. Specifically, under the
assumption that spatial components are shared across time, we develop a structured spectral initial-
ization method, which effectively uses the available samples and provides a better spatial estimate
than separate initialization per individual. We prove linear convergence of the factored gradient
method to an estimate with a nontrivial statistical error and provide a non-asymptotic bound on
the statistical error when data are Gaussian. Experiments show that the model successfully recovers
temporal smoothness and detects temporal changes induced by task activation.

2 Background

2.1 Notation

The inner product of two matrices is denoted as (X, Y = tr(X7Y). For a matrix X, o3 (X) denotes
the kth largest singular value, |X|% = tr(XTX) denotes the Frobenius norm, [X|[2 = o1(X)
denotes the spectral norm, and | X |, = max;;|X; ;| denotes the max norm. For two symmetric
matrices X and Y, X < Y denotes Y — X is positive semi-definite. The pseudoinverse of X is
denoted XT. The set of K x K rotation matrices is denoted as O(K). We use &(-,-) to denote

KxK converts a K-dimensional

a positive-definite kernel function. The function diag : RX — R
vector to a K x K diagonal matrix. For scalars a and b, a v b denotes max(a, b) and a A b denotes

min(a,b). We use a 2 b (a < b) to denote that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that a > Cb



(a < Cb). We use a = b to denote a 2 b and a < b. We use [J] to denote the index set {1,...,J}.

2.2 Problem Statement

Given samples from N subjects recorded at J time points, denoted a:§-n) e R, ne[N],jel[J]],

let Sy =N -1 25:1 :z:g."):cgn)T be the sample covariance across subjects at time j. We assume the
population covariance takes a factorized form as

E(Sn;) = X% + E; = V*diag(a))V*" + E;, je[J], (2.1)

where X7 is at most rank K and Ej is a noise matrix such that the largest singular value of Ej is
strictly smaller than the smallest nonzero singular value of X7. This factorization employs time-
invariant and columnwise orthonormal spatial components V* = (v},...,v%) € RP*K that are

RE*J represents the

the top-K eigenvectors of {E(Snj)}je[s]. Analogously, A* = (a],...,a}) €
temporal components. To facilitate estimation in a high-dimensional setting, we further assume
that the columns of V* are sparse and belong to Cy(s*) = {v € R : |v]jy < s*, |v]|2 = 1}. The
rows of A*, denoted as A} , k € [K], are smooth, bounded, and belong to C4(c*,v*) = {a = Qu €
R7: 0 < oy < ¢, ul Au < 4%}, where G = (Gay = £(2,9)) 4 4e(s] € R7*7 is a positive semi-definite
kernel matnx, the kernel « is known as a priori, and GT = QAQT is the eigendecomposition of
GT. The kernel & is used to model temporal smoothness of the rows of A* and the box constraint
ensures that a; > 0, so the covariance model is positive semi-definite, and is upper bounded by a
positive constant for j € [J].

Eigenvalues of the kernel matrix G may decay quickly, which may result in numerically un-
stable algorithms when projecting onto the set C4. For example, eigenvalues of a kernel matrix
corresponding to the Sobolev kernel decay at a polynomial rate, while for the Gaussian kernel
they decay at an exponential-polynomial rate (Scholkopf et al., 2002). Instead of working with the
kernel matrix G, we are going to construct a low-rank approximation, G of G by truncating small
eigenvalues. Write Q) = (Q Q@1), where the columns of Q are eigenvectors of G corresponding to
L= 0a|je[J]). Then Gt = QAQT. We
define C4(c,7) = {a = Qu: 0 < aj <cu TAu <~} and the rank of G is denoted as (G).

Under the model (2.1), we estimate the parameters Z* = (V*7, A*)T by minimizing the following
objective

eigenvalues greater or equal to d4, and AL = diag(A

’vkECV(S) kE K
Ap.€Ca(c), ke[ K]

J
. . 141 ,
min fx(Z) = min 5 ; 518w~ Vdiag(a; ) VT|%, (2.2)

where Aj. is the kth row of A. Although fy is nonconvex with respect to Z = (V7, A)T, the
corresponding covariance loss ¢y ;(2;) = 3[Sn,; — £;j|% is m-strongly convex and L-smooth with
m = L =1 (Nesterov, 2013). We use alternating projected gradient descent to update V' and A.
The selection of tuning parameters of Cy and C.4 is discussed in Section 3.2.

2.3 Related work

Dynamic covariance models are common for analyzing time-series data in applications ranging
from computational finance and economics (Engle et al., 2019) to epidemiology (Fox & Dunson,



2015) and neuroscience (Foti & Fox, 2019). Factor models are among the most popular analysis
approaches, some of which encode temporal structure using latent kernel regularization (Paciorek,
2003; Kastner et al., 2017). For instance, Andersen et al. (2018) encoded smooth temporal dynamics
by introducing a latent Gaussian process prior. Li (2019) also used piecewise Gaussian process
factors to capture the combinations of gradual and abrupt changes. For spatial structure in factor
models, Kolar et al. (2010) and Danaher et al. (2014) implemented variants of group lasso and
fused lasso to impose sparsity. Along similar lines, our approach implements temporal and spatial
structure through projection onto suitable constraint sets.

Our work is also related to dictionary learning (Olshausen & Field, 1997; Mairal et al., 2010),
which can be viewed as a type of factorization where the signal is decomposed into atoms and
coefficients. In such a factorization, sparsity is controlled through a sparse penalty on the coeffi-
cients. Mishne & Charles (2019) extended this approach to encode temporal data by constructing
time-trace atoms with spatial coefficients. In comparison, our model has shared spatial structure
and individual temporal structure.

Autoregressive models have also been applied to model dynamic connectivity in fMRI (Qiu
et al., 2016; Liégeois et al., 2019). Although autoregressive models employ different modeling
assumptions from ours, they can capture smooth temporal dynamics of signals. However, the
forecasts of autoregressive models can become unreliable in high-dimensional settings (Banbura
et al., 2010). To this end, various implementations of structured transition matrices (Davis et al.,
2016; Ahelegbey et al., 2016; Skripnikov & Michailidis, 2019) have been proposed and shown to
improve computational efficiency and prediction accuracy.

The optimization problem in (2.2) is nonconvex and is optimized by alternating minimization.
Recent literature has established a linear convergence rate to global optima (Jain et al., 2013; Hardt,
2014; Gu et al., 2016). In particular, our work builds on Bhojanapalli et al. (2016), who showed
linear convergence in V' when the underlying objective function is strongly convex with respect
to X = VVT. Subsequently Park et al. (2018) and Yu et al. (2020) proved a linear convergence
rate for non-symmetric matrices. Unlike previous work, our factorization scheme Vdiag(aj)VT
imposes additional structure on the eigenvalues, thus having potential applications in regularizing
graph-structured models (Kumar et al., 2020).

In nonconvex optimization, finding a good initialization in a local region is often useful to avoid
convergence to bad local optima (e.g., Z = 0 is a trivial stationary point in our model). Spectral
methods are typically employed for this task as they have good consistency properties (Chen &
Candes, 2015). We employ a problem-specific spectral approach to develop a novel initialization
method. Post-initialization, a first-order gradient descent method is sufficient to ensure convergence
to desired optima (Candes et al., 2015). Combining with the structured constraints, Chen &
Wainwright (2015) provided a theoretical framework for projected gradient descent method onto
convex constraint sets. In our work, we are projecting onto a nonconvex set, which might increase
the distance |V —V*R|%. Therefore, we need a problem-specific analysis to quantify the expansion
coefficient.



3 Methodology

3.1 Two-stage algorithm

We develop a two-stage algorithm for solving the optimization problem in (2.2). As the objective
is nonconvex, a local iterative procedure may converge to bad local optima or saddle points. In
the first stage of the algorithm, spectral decomposition is used to find an initialization point. In
the second stage, projected gradient descent is used to locally refine the initial estimate and find
a stationary point that is within the statistical error of the population parameters. Algorithm 1
summarizes our initialization procedure. Here, the eigendecomposition of {Sy ; }je[ 7] is performed
to obtain initial estimates of V* and A*. Specifically, the initialization uses the shared spatial
structure of {Z; } je[s] to increase the effective sample size, i.e., the initial estimate V0 is obtained
from the eigenvectors corresponding to the largest K eigenvalues of the covariance matrix pooled
across time, My = J 1 Z‘j]:l Sn,j. The initial estimate of the temporal coefficients, A is obtained
by projecting {Sn,;}je[s] onto V°.

Algorithm 1 Spectral initialization

Set My = (N.J)~! Zj:l 27]:;1 xgn)$§n)T
Set V0 = (v?, 1)8, .. ,vg) — top K eigenvectors of My
Forj=1toj=Jandk=1tok=K

0 oTaq.. .0
O < Uk SN,jk

Set AY = (a%j)ke[K],jE[J]
Output V0, A°

After initialization, we iteratively refine estimates of V' and A via alternating projected gradient
descent. In each iteration, the iterates V and A are updated using the gradient of fy, where 7
denotes the step size. Note that we scale down the step size for the V' update by J to balance the
magnitude of the gradient. After a gradient update, we project the iterates onto the constraint sets
Cy and C. 4 to enforce sparsity on V' and smoothness on A. Details are given in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Dynamic covariance estimation

Set V9, AY = Spectral initialization({xg.")}ne[N]’je[J])
While |fx(Z17Y) — fn(Z2072)| > ¢

Al Al nVAfN(Zi—l)

A? « Project rows of Ai to Cy

Vievicl- IVvIN(ZTY)

V" « Project columns of V* to Cy
Output V, A

Although Cy is a nonconvex set, projection onto this set can be computed efficiently by picking



the top-s largest entries in magnitude and then projecting the constructed vector to the unit sphere.
Despite projecting onto a nonconvex set, we are able to show that the gradient and projection step
jointly result in a contraction (see Supplementary Material). On the other hand, the projection
onto the convex set C, A can be computed efficiently via convex programming: we project onto C. A
by iteratively projecting onto {a € R : 0 < aj < ¢,j € [J]} and {a = Qu : uTAu < v}, which gives
us a point in the intersection of the sets by von-Neumann’s theorem (Escalante & Raydan, 2011).

3.2 Selection of tuning parameters

The parameters of the proposed model include the sparsity level s, the rank K, the kernel length
scale [, the smoothness coefficient v, the truncation level § 4, and the limits of the projected upper
bound of the box ¢. For some kernels (e.g., Gaussian kernel, Matérn five-half kernel, and other
radial basis function kernels), one must also select the length scale parameter I, which captures the
smoothness of the curves (i.e., {A} }re[x]); For example, a Gaussian kernel function is x;(z,y) =
o exp{—(z — y)?/(21%)}, where | affects the slope of the eigenvalues decay. We denote such kernel
functions as k; rather than k. Our theory suggests that d4 should be upper bounded by the
magnitude of min e a%((E;) to obtain good statistical error. Further, § 4 is selected for numerical
stability. In experiments, we find that 64 = 107° is a good empirical choice, and satisfies the
sufficient conditions. In principle, we do not want to cut off any important signals, so we choose
c as a value greater than maxjc(s) [Snjll2 and ¢* = maxjcs) [X}]2. In terms of the estimation
performance, we observe that the selection of sparsity and rank have a larger effect than the selection
of v and . While under-selection of s and K leads to poor evaluation scores, improper selection
of [ and ~ have relatively minor influence. Hence, we adopt a two-stage approach to selecting
parameters. In the first stage, we perform grid search on s, K, v, [ and find the configuration
that minimizes the Bayesian information criterion BIC = logNZﬁl lvkllo — 2Ly, where Ly is
the maximized Gaussian log-likelihood function. However, varying « and [ have subtle influence on
BIC. Consequently, in the second stage, we fix s, K with values selected in the first stage and select
~ and [ using 5-fold cross-validation with the Gaussian log-likelihood, which is motivated by prior
work on nonparametric dynamic covariances (Yin et al., 2010; Zhang & Li, 2019). Empirically, we
find that tuning the length scale parameter [ is more effective than tuning v in producing globally
smooth temporal structures (see Supplementary Material).

4 Theory

4.1 Preliminaries

Before presenting our main theoretical results, we introduce two tools that will help us establish
the results.

First, we discuss orthogonalization. The spatial component V' produced by Algorithm 2 is not
necessarily orthonormal. However, V* is full rank and if minyco () |V — V*Y |3 < 1 is guaranteed
at each iteration, then V is full rank as well. As a result, the subspace spanned by columns of V/
is equal to the subspace spanned by columns of the orthogonalized version of it. To simplify the
analysis of Algorithm 2, we add a QR decomposition step that orthogonalizes V' after the projection



onto Cy. That is, in each iteration we compute

Vo < VHL) ™ (QR decomposition),

o

where L' is the upper triangular matrix, with diagonal entries less or equal to 1. Note that
orthogonalization of V' in each iteration of Algorithm 2 is not needed in practice and is only used
in establishing theoretical properties. Such an approach is commonly used in the literature (Jain
et al., 2013; Zhao et al., 2015). We further note that an addition of the QR decomposition only
increases the distance of the iterate V* to V*R by a mild constant (Stewart, 1977; Zhao et al., 2015)
(see Supplementary Material). Furthermore, QR decomposition increases the number of nonzero
elements of the iterate V to at most Ks. As we consider the rank K to be fixed and P = s, the
effect of the QR decomposition is mild. Our experiments further demonstrate that optimization
with and without the QR decomposition step result in comparable performance.

Next we introduce the notion of the statistical error, which allows us to quantify the distance of
the population parameters from the stationary point to which the optimization algorithm converges.
Note that the notion of statistical error has been previously adopted in M-estimation (Loh &
Wainwright, 2015). Let B; = {v e RY | [v]o < ¢, |v]2 < 1} and

Y(r,t, h,64) = {{A; = Vdiag(a;)WT}jes | v € Br,wy € By, ALGT Ay, < b,k € [r]},
where G is the truncation of G at the level of § 4. We define the statistical error as

S (VN (55),A5)
(A} JGTI(ElIa();ers* 2v,64) J 1/2
hen Rt B00 (B A1)

Estat = Estat(ZK; 2s + 5*7 277 5A) =

The statistical error describes the geometric landscape around the optimum—it quantifies the
magnitude of gradient of the empirical loss function evaluated at the population parameter in the
directions constrained to the set Y.

4.2 Assumptions and Main Results

We begin by stating the assumptions needed to establish the main results. Note that V in this
section is used to denote an iterate in after the QR factorization step.

An upper bound on the step size is required for convergence of Algorithm 2. Let Z;-) =
(VOT,diag(a?))T, j € [J], denote the output of Algorithm 1.

Assumption 4.1. The step size satisfies n < minjep g J1/2/(64HZJQH§).

Note that the step size depends on the initial estimate, but remains constant throughout the
iterations. Let 8 =1 —n/(4J€%) < 1, x = 48Y2(1 — 2Iy/+/J)"2(1 + 32||A*|%,), and 7 = J~1{9/2 +
(1/2 v K/8)}, where

2
1 1 J 16 8c
12:{ /\}, Zomax{ —— + [ 1+ —— . 4.1
NI Ea VO VRS S via PX ) ok (35) .

We also require the tuning parameters to be selected appropriately.



Assumption 4.2. We have ¢ > ¢*, v = +*, s = [{4(1/x —1)"2 + 1} v 2]s*. The matriz G is
obtained with the truncation level 4 < (167*) ™ minjep UK(Z*)

Note that the condition on 04 is mild. It guarantees that we do not truncate too much of the
signal. Finally, we require an assumption on the statistical error.

Assumption 4.3. We have €2,,, < JIZ{(BY? — B)/(mn) A minc SHZ*H }.

Assumption 4.3 is essentially a requirement on the sample size N, since for a large enough N
the assumption will be satisfied with high probability. Notice that as the sample size increases, the
statistical error gets smaller, while the radius of the local region of convergence, Iy, stays constant.
Furthermore, if Assumption 4.3 is not satisfied, this implies that the initialization point is already
close enough to the population parameters and the subsequent refinement by Algorithm 2 is not
needed.

With these assumptions, we are ready to state the main result, which tells us how far are the esti-
mates obtained by Algorithm 1 and 2 from the population parameters. Let EI Vidiag(a )(VI N
j € [J], denote the estimate of the covariance at the Ith iteration.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose Assumption 4.1—4.3 are satisfied and J = 4. Furthermore, for a sufficiently
large constant Cy, suppose that we are given N = CoK P log(PJ/dy) independent samples such that
H:rgn)H% < P|A*| o almost surely, j € [j], with zero mean and covariance as in (2.1). Then, with
probability at least 1 — &g, the estimate obtained by Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 satisfies

J J
. . 27u2n
Z IIE§ - Ej\l% < B2 (422 Z IIE? - EjH% + B _j 2t + 2K7*04, (4.2)
: ~

where p = maxe[7)(17/8)[ Z5 |2

The first term on the right hand side of (4.2) corresponds to the optimization error and we
observe a linear rate of convergence. The second and third term of (4.2) correspond to the statistical
error and approximation error due to the truncation of the kernel matrix, respectively. From the
bound, we observe a trade-off between e44; and the truncation error d4: if d4 is decreased, €44
increases.

The proof of Theorem 4.4 is given in two steps. First, we establish the convergence rate of
iterates obtained by Algorithm 2 by first assuming that V° and A° lie in a neighborhood around
V* and A* (see §4.3). Subsequently, we show in Theorem 4.7 that Algorithm 1 provides suitable
V9 and A° with high probability (see §4.5).

To give an example of Theorem 4.4, we consider the case where data are generated from a
multivariate Gaussian distribution and for a Gaussian kernel.

(n)

Proposition 4.5. Let x;’ € R be independent Gaussian samples with mean zero and covari-
ance as in (2.1) with J = 4 and N 2 K(P + logJ/dy). Suppose G is a Gaussian kernel ma-
triz whose eigenvalue decays at the rate exp(—I12j2) for some length-scale | > 0. Let 64 =
(Y*IN)~Y{log(v*IN)}2. Suppose that Assumption 4.1-4.2 hold, s* log(P/s*) < P.J and maxje(s] | Ejl2 <
Iy. Then after I 2 log(1/01) iterations of Algorithm 2, with probability at least 1 — &y, we have

1 P
2 HEI PO HF 01+ — [K {l (log’y*lN)l/2 + s*log s*} + logéo_l] + JmE;]( IE;|3.
je



The condition s*log(P/s*) < P.J is mild, since s* < P, while the condition max e[ | Ejll2 < o
is mild, since |[Ejlla < ox(¥}), j € [J]. Under the Gaussian distribution, the sample complexity
is improved to N 2 K(P + logJ) from N 2 KP(log P + logJ) in Theorem 4.4. Proposition 4.5
provides an explicit bound on the estimator that can be obtained under an assumption on the
eigenvalue decay. The statistical error is comprised of two terms that correspond to errors when
estimating smooth temporal components and sparse spatial components. In our choice of § 4, the
truncation error is at the same order as the statistical error induced by the smooth temporal
components.

4.3 Linear Convergence

We establish the linear rate of convergence of Algorithm 2 when it is appropriately initialized.
Recall that rows of A* belong to Ca(c*,7*)  Ca(c,), while the projected gradient descent is
implemented on the set Ca(c,v) < Ca(c,7). Let

A* = argmin  ||B — A*||%,
By.€Ca(c,y) ke[ K]

be the best approximation of A* in C. A(c,7). See Supplementary Material for details on the construc-
tion of A*. We define i; = V*diag(E;)V*T, je[J], and Z*T = (V*T | A*). With these definitions,
we establish the linear rate of convergence of the iterates to i; and Z*. The convergence rate in
Theorem 4.4 will then follow by combining the results with the truncation error.

Observe that the covariance factorization is not unique, since, for any R € O(K), we have
¥; = Vdiag(a;)VT = VRjRdeiag(aj)RjRjTVT, j € [J]. By triangle inequality, we have

J J
21155 = lE < Yjavy |V = VFRIE + aaldiag(a;) — R diag(a5)R]%, (4.3)
j=1 J=1

where ay; = 3{|Vdiag(a;)|3 + [V*diag(a})[3}, j € [J], and aa = 3|V*|3[V[3. This implies that if
|V — V*R|% + |diag(a;) — RTdiag(Ei;')RHfF is small for some rotation matrix R and every j € [J],
then the left hand side will also be small. To this end, our goal is to show that the following
distance metric contracts at each iterate of Algorithm 2. Let

J
R =argmin [V — V*Y|}, dist*(Z,2%) = Y. d*(Z;, Z}); (4.4)
YEO(K) j:1

d*(Z5,Z;) = |V = V*R|}. + |diag(a;) — R diag(a}) R|F,

where ZjT = (VT diag(a;)) and EJ*T = (V1 diag(a})). The metric first finds the rotation matrix
that aligns two subspaces and then computes the transformation of diag(Ei;) along the rotation
R. This metric is similar to the distance metric commonly used in matrix factorization prob-
lems (Anderson & Rubin, 1956; Ten Berge, 1977), but in our model the choice of R only depends
on V.

To show the convergence of distQ(Z, Z *), we need following assumptions.

Assumption 4.6. Suppose that ZJQ satisfies dZ(ZJO,Z]’-') < 13, for j € [J], where Iy is defined
n (4.1). Assume that [V — V*R|% < I3/J and |diag(a) — RT diag(a})R||% < (J — 1)I5/J.

9



Since dQ(Z]Q, Z]*) < dQ(Z]Q, Z3) for j € [J], Assumption 4.6 ensures that the distance of initial
estimates and the population parameters are bounded within the ball of radius Iy. In addition,
I2 < J ensures that [V — V*R|2 < 1, so that V is full-rank. Intuitively, we assume the squared
distance for V is 1/(J — 1) times smaller than the squared distance for A, because we have J times
more samples to estimate V' compared to A.

Theorem 4.7. Assume that Assumption 4.1—4.6 hold. After I iterations of Algorithm 2, we have

2
g 207l xy o plf2 9502070 x Tngstat. '
dist“(Z", Z*) < p*/“dist (Z,Z)+7ﬁl/2_6 (4.5)
The above result obtains a linear rate of convergence in dist?(Z, Z *). The second term on the left
hand side denotes the constant multiple of the statistical error, which depends on the distribution
of the data and the sample size. Combining with (4.3) yields a linear rate of convergence in

J Sx
Zj:l sz - Ej ||%

4.4 Statistical Error

Theorem 4.7 shows linear convergence of the algorithm to a region around population parameters
characterized by the statistical error. One may wonder how large the statistical error can be?
While Assumption 4.3 provides a condition under which convergence is guaranteed, this bound is
loose as it does not depend on the sample size. We establish a tighter bound under the Gaussian
distribution.

Proposition 4.8 (Statistical Error of Gaussian Distributed Data). Suppose that samples xgn) e RP
are Gaussian with mean zero and covariance as in (2.1). Then, with probability at least 1 — 9,

Estat (2K, (2m + 1)s*,2m'y*,64) < (v v Vz) + \/Jmﬁj)]( 1E;|2,
JE

where

N

1 ~

A [ f L o P
v= I log(S + Kr(G) + Ks* log p ,

€0

m, m’ are positive integers, ey is an absolute constant depending on m and m’, and r(G) is the rank
of the d o-truncated kernel matriz G.

To interpret £g44¢, the first term corresponds to the error in estimating the low-rank matrix,
while the second term corresponds to the essential error incurred from approximating the covariance
matrix by a low-rank matrix. The low-rank matrix can be estimated with the rate that converges
to zero as [K{r(G) + s*log P}/N]~%2, which corresponds to the rate of convergence of temporal
and spatial components. We also highljght that truncation of G simplifies the statistical analysis

because we can view the projection to C4 as restricting rows of A to a subset of a r(G)-dimensional
smooth subspace with 7(G) much smaller than J, the original dimension.

10



4.5 Sample Complexity of Spectral Initialization

We discuss the sample complexity required to satisfy Assumption 4.6. That is, we characterize the
sample size needed for Algorithm 1 to give a good initial estimate, so that Algorithm 2 outputs a
solution characterized in Theorem 4.7. We consider a general case of a bounded distribution.

Theorem 4.9 (Sample Complexity of Spectral Initialization). Let :cg.n) e RY be independent zero
mean samples with ngn)H% < P|A*|x almost surely, n € [N], j € [J], J = 4. Let M* =
J1 Z}']=1 E(Sn;j) and g = ox(M*) — ox4+1(M*) > 0 be the eigengap. Then, with probability
at least 1 — 6,

KJP2 4JP\?> KJP_  4JP
« 12 0 * < * .
dist®(Z ,Z)\<Z>(97A){ N2 <10g 5 > N log—5 } (4.6)
. Lo (51 + 1602 A%|2
o, A7) = afarpz, { AR gt

where ¢* = max;e[ {1 + 4v/2|A* |0/ k (25)}-

From (4.6) we note that if N 2 Plog(PJ/d), then Assumption 4.6 will be satisfied with high
probability. The eigengap g must be greater than 0 for the bound in (4.6) to be nontrivial. Moreover,
since g < | A*[|eo, the first term of ¢(g, A*) dominates when J is small. Combining results from
(4.3), Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 4.9, we can establish Theorem 4.4.

5 Simulations

We use the metric (4.4) to evaluate recovery. We also compare results to other methods using the
average log-Euclidean metric (Arsigny et al., 2006). Unless stated otherwise, we use the Matérn
five-half kernel (Minasny & McBratney, 2005) as the smoothing kernel for all the simulations. We
evaluate the algorithm with a variety of temporal dynamics and compare with methods stated
in Table 1. As for the data generation process, we create synthetic samples from the Gaussian
distribution: :rgn) ~ N(0,%% + oI), n € [N], j € [J], where ¥} = S aj, jopvp” and ol is the
additive noise.

Table 1: Competing methods

Abbr.  Model low-rank smooth A  sparse V
M1 Sliding window principal component analysis v v X
M2 Hidden Markov model X X X
M3 Autoregressive hidden Markov model (Poritz, 1982) X 4 X
M4 Sparse dictionary learning (Mairal et al., 2010) v X v
M5 Bayesian structured learning (Andersen et al., 2018) v v v
M6 Slinding window shrunk covariance (Ledoit & Wolf, 2004) X v X
M* Spectral initialization (Algorithm 1) 4 X X
M Proposed model (Algorithm 2) v v v
MQ**  Proposed model (Algorithm 2) with QR decomposition step v v v
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Figure 1: Covariance recovery of K = 4, P = 20, J = 50. The left two columns show the simulation
ground truth, the center two columns show the recovery of N = 15, and the rightmost column
shows the convergence rate under different number of subjects. The results indicate good spatial
and temporal recovery and demonstrate linear rate of convergence.

5.1 Simulation of different temporal dynamics

Ground truth recovery and linear convergence: We demonstrate the algorithm in the noiseless
setting and evaluate the recovery using the distance metric distZ(Z, Z*). The objective of this
experiment is to evaluate the algorithm under different smooth temporal structures. All the tuning
parameters are selected based on Section 3.2. The ground truth and results are shown in Figure 1.
The top row shows the first setting of mixing temporal weights, where we have sine functions, a
constant function, and a ramp function. The bottom row shows the second setting of different sine
functions. On the right side of Figure 1, we plot the distance metric dist?(Z, Z*) with different
number of subjects N = {1,5,15,200}. For each trial, we see the linear convergence of the distance
metric up to some statistical error, and the error decreases with the increase of sample size, as
predicted by Theorem 4.7. Moreover, the statistical error is consistent with the number of sub-
jects. More simulation results for different temporal structures are presented in the Supplementary
Material.

5.2 Simulations in high dimension

We increase both the data dimension P and the number of components K to demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of the proposed algorithm. The data generation process is described in the Supplementary
Material. Note that the spatial components are non-overlapping in the previous simulation, whereas
we generate spatial components that are partially overlapping in the high-dimensional setting, mak-
ing the task more challenging.

To compare with other methods, we use the average log-Euclidean metric (Arsigny et al., 2006):
J1 Zj;l |log(X;) — log(X}) |, where log(¥;) = U; log(Aj)UjT and U is the eigenvector matrix,
and A is the diagonal eigenvalue matrix of ;. In practice, we truncate the eigenvalues whose
magnitude is smaller than 10~ to maintain stability of the evaluation.

Dimension v.s. rank: We first test the proposed algorithm with following experimental settings
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Table 2: Average log-Euclidean metric of high dimensional low-rank simulated data

P =50 P =100 P =150 P =200 P =300
K =10 0354+0.01 0.35+0.02 0.41+£0.02 0.35+£0.01 0.34+0.03
K =20 0.66+£0.02 0.66+002 0.69+0.02 0.66+0.03 0.66%+0.01
K =30 0824001 0.82+0.01 0.82+£0.02 0.80£0.01 0.79+£0.01
K =40 0974+0.01 0.934+0.01 0.93+0.01 0.88+£0.01 0.87+0.01
K =50 111+£0.01 1.10+£0.01 1.04£0.01 0.99+£0.01 0.994+0.01

N = 100, P = {50,100, 150,200,300}, J = 100, K = {10,20,30,40,50}. The result of different
configurations are shown in Table 2. The results indicate that with fixed N, the distance increases
with the increment of rank, which can be expected as there are more parameters to estimate.
Moreover, we also find the dimension P has a small influence on the performance.

Competing methods: To compare with other methods, we select relatively small P = 100 as
some methods are not scalable to high dimensions. The settings are J = 100, K = 10, and noise
level 0 = 0.5. Moreover, to make fair comparisons, we set the number of components for all methods
to be 10. We run 20 trials for each method. For the Bayesian model (M5), we draw 30 samples
from the posterior distribution and compute the estimated covariance.

From Table 3, we see that the proposed model performs the best compared to competing
methods and the log-Euclidean distance decreases as the number of samples increases for M**,
This observation matches the result of Theorem 4.4 and Proposition 4.8. When comparing M* and
M** we see the decrease of the log-Euclidean distance resulting from Algorithm 2. Comparing
M** and MQ**, we see that their scores are very close, implying that estimation with and without
QR decomposition does not change much, supporting the theory that V and V., span the same
subspace. Notably, our model yields comparable performance with M5. We can expect this because
the model structure of M5 and the proposed model are similar, though M5 takes the Bayesian
framework and uses variational inference (Blei et al., 2017). Moreover, we compare the running
time of different methods. From Table 4, we see that the running time of the proposed method
remains relatively stable as the number of subjects increases. On the other side, the running time
of other methods, M2-M4, increases as N increases. While our method remains efficient in high
dimension settings, many other methods become slow as the dimension increases. Finally, even
though M5 has comparable performance to ours, our method is more computationally efficient
than the counterparts.

Table 3: Average log-Euclidean metric of high dimensional low-rank data (o = 0.5)

Methods Number of training subjects
10 20 30 40 50

M1 W =20 0.49+0.01 0.46+£0.01 0.454+0.01 0.454+0.01 0.44240.01
M2 1.22 +0.01 1.04+0.01 1.00+£0.01 0.98+0.01 0.97+0.01
M3 7150+ 646 1.90+0.26 1.12+0.01 1.144+0.01 1.124+0.01
M4 0.94 +£0.03 0.46 £0.01 0.414+0.01 0.39+0.01 0.38+0.01
M5 0.51 £0.01 0.46 +0.01 043+0.01 0.42+0.01 0.41+0.01
M* 0.43 £0.01 0.40 +£0.01 0.404+0.01 0.39+0.01 0.39+0.01
M** 0.42 +0.03 0.35+0.05 0.36 £0.04 0.33+0.04 0.32+0.02
MQ** 0.40 + 0.04 0.40 £0.01 0.35+0.04 0.32+0.03 0.32+0.02
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Table 4: Running time (seconds) of high dimensional low-rank data (¢ = 0.5)

Methods Number of training subjects

10 20 30 40 50
M1W =20 0.8+0.4 0.5+0.3 1.2+0.6 1.5+0.5 1.8£0.5
M2 151.9+17.9 222.6 £51.0 376.7 £ 53.6 498.8 +40.0 635.5 £ 58.2
M3 422.0 £ 33.3 729.7 +161.6 1154.4+53.6 14274+ 64.4 1751.7 £ 52.0
M4 267.0+£112.1 378.4 +£148.5 846.2 £ 358.8 872.0+440.8 1841.5+697.2
M5 2243.8 £ 33.3 2263.3 £38.4 2273.7 £36.0 2259.8 £34.2 22789+ 35.1
M* 0.1+0.0 0.1£0.1 0.2£0.1 0.2+£0.1 0.2+0.1
M** 1.2+06 1.3+0.7 29+14 3.94+0.8 3.6 £0.7
MQ** 2.2+1.3 1.4+0.7 25+1.0 3.8+0.7 3.5+0.6

6 Experiment on neuroimaging data

To investigate the proposed model on real data, we focus on (i) the interpretability of the model
and (ii) the out-of-sample prediction. We use the motor task data from the Human Connectome
Project functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) data (Van Essen et al., 2013). The data
is preprocessed using the existing pipeline (Van Essen et al., 2013), and an additional high-pass
filter with a cutoff frequency 0.015H z to remove the physiological noise as recommended by Smith
et al. (1999). The data consists of five motor tasks: right hand tapping, left foot tapping, tongue
wagging, right foot tapping, and left hand tapping.

For the model interpretation experiment, we select N = 20 subjects. Preprocessed time series
J = 284 for each subject were extracted from P = 375 cortical and subcortical parcels, follow-
ing (Shine et al., 2019). The regions include 333 cortical parcels (161 and 162 regions from the left
and right hemispheres, respectively) using the Gordon atlas (Gordon et al., 2016), 14 subcortical
regions from the Harvard—Oxford subcortical atlas (bilateral thalamus, caudate, putamen, ventral
striatum, globus pallidus, amygdala, and hippocampus), and 28 cerebellar regions from the SUIT
atlas 54 (Diedrichsen et al., 2009).

During the session, each task is activated twice (see the activation sequence in Supplementary
Material). The goal is to analyze the corresponding dynamic connectivity. To investigate the
temporal and spatial components, we compute the correlation of each weight Ay. for every k € [K]
with the onset task activation, and select the component that has the highest correlation shown in
Figure 2. Our results show that the temporal fluctuations of the top components coincide with the
task activation.

Following the hypothesis that the neural activity are the consequence of multiple components
rather than single components (Posner et al., 1988b), for each task, we select three components
with the highest correlations and plot the connectivity patterns in Figure 3. The spatial hubs in
the connectivity matrices closely match with the expected motor regions as defined in the cortical
homunculus (Marieb & Hoehn, 2007). Thus, the results indicate that the proposed algorithm can
separate and identify the components of each task, and each task has a unique connectivity pattern.

As the ground truth is unknown, and motivated by the hypothesis that each task has a sep-
arate activation pattern, we design a classification task as a surrogate experiment to evaluate
the algorithm. Prior observations (Zalesky et al., 2012; Calhoun et al., 2014) also indicate that
task fMRI data share similar connectivity patterns across test subjects. Thus, if we can re-
cover the functional connectivity patterns of the training subjects, then similar patterns exist
in testing subjects. We partition the Human Connectome Project motor task dataset (Van Es-
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30 = --- 10 --- -

10 P

amplitude
amplitude
amplitude

Figure 2: The top row shows the temporal components (blue solid lines) whose correlations are
the largest with respect to the task activation (black dotted lines). The bottom row shows the
corresponding brain connectivity patterns (spatial components) of the tasks above. The red lines
denote positive connectivity and the blue lines denote negative connectivity.

Task:Right Hand Tapping

Figure 3: Each connectome is the superposition of top three spatial components. The spatial hubs
in the connectivity matrices closely match with the expected motor regions (hands, feet, tongue)
as defined in the cortical homunculus (Marieb & Hoehn, 2007).
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Table 5: The test classification accuracy of using covariance parameters to predict tasks in the
Human Connectome Project motor dataset (%)

Methods Number of training subjects
10 20 30 40 50

M1 (W =10,K =15) 496+6.4 70.8+34 773+32 79.7+28 80.8+1.7
M1 (W =50,K =15) 26.5+4.7 349+33 365+35 384+20 39.6+24
M2 (K = 15) 27.7+35 2714+43 251+20 243+44 248+20
M2 (K = 60) 37.6+£53 445+47 409+£58 382+39 44.1+6.7
M4 (K = 15) 526+83 774+6.8 850+35 89.0+£3.0 90.5+25
M6 (W = 10) 709+27 783+33 810%£16 798+£3.0 81.2+26
M** (K = 15) 61.5+74 815+54 87.4+25 90.0+1.7 90.5+£25

sen et al., 2013), which contains 103 subjects, into a training set and testing set. The length
of each task is identical, 27 time points for each activation, and 2 activations in each session.
Since each task partially overlaps with others (see the activation map in Supplementary Mate-
rial), we predict the task based on the activation blocks rather than single time points. We group
the estimated covariances {X;};c[s] and the testing data based on the task activation map and
perform a nearest neighbor search. The clustered covariance is denoted as ¥4k, Where task €
{right hand tapping, left foot tapping, tongue wagging, right foot tapping, left hand tapping} and i €
[54]. The task score of each block of testing data is defined as

2
E-

54
scorerask({Ti}iefsa) = O, @iw] — Staskil
i=1

where {z;};c[54] is a block of testing data. We predict the task of the block data by choosing the task
with the minimum score. We repeat the experiment 10 times and the result is shown in Table 5.
Note that the Markov model (M2) performs the worst even if we increase the number of states
to 60. The dictionary learning model (M4) has comparable performance to our model when the
sample size is large, and yet our model performs better with small sample sizes.

7 Discussion

Several directions are worthy of further investigation. We plan to explore more flexible spatial
structure. Prior work (Gibberd & Nelson, 2017; Hallac et al., 2017) applied fused graphical lasso
and group graphical lasso to encourage similar sparse structures for time-varying graphical models.
These approaches did not restrict the spatial components to be identical, but only similar, and thus
are more flexible compared to the proposed model. To this end, one idea is to build factor models
that encourage similar, but not identical spatial structures, while retaining low-rank. Finally, while
our work has focused on fixed sampling intervals, another direction is to explore models with
samples obtained at irregular time intervals (Tank et al., 2019; Qiao et al., 2020), as this setting is
common in multimodal data.
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Supplementary material for A Nonconvex Framework for Struc-
tured Dynamic Covariance Recovery

We propose a nonconvex framework to estimate structured covariance matrices. In the present
setting, the dynamic covariance matrices are decomposed into low-rank sparse spatial components
and smooth temporal components. We employ a two-stage approach to minimize the proposed
nonconvex objective function: we design a spectral initialization method to obtain a good initial
guess followed by iterative refinements via projected gradient descent. This approach converges

linearly to a statistically useful solution, which can be quantified by the statistical error rate. In
this supplementary material, we provide technical proofs and additional experimental results.

A Projection to constraint sets

We describe the algorithms used to project iterates to the constraints Cy, C~V, and C. 4. Next, we
characterize the expansion coefficient induced by projecting to nonconvex sets.

A.1 Projections to Cy and 5‘/

Recall that Cy(s) = {v e RY : |v]o < s, |v[|2 = 1}. To project a vector v onto Cy(s), we want to
solve the following problem

arg min v — z|3. (A.1)
mECV

Let S(z) = {i : #; # 0} be the support of 2. Given a support E < [P], let [x]z € R” be a vector
whose ith entry is equal to z; if ¢ € F and 0 otherwise. Let

d(E) = mxin |v—z||? subject to S(z) < E, |||z = 1,
and observe that
d(E) = min [v]3 + |3 — 2z, v)
= |lv|3 +1— 2m§LX<$, v)
=[5 + 1 = 2[[v] ]2
Then we can conclude that

E = arg E:r&gflgsd(E) = arg max, I[v]el2, (A2)
which can be solved by finding the top-s entries of v in magnitude. This can be done with computa-
tional complexity O(P log P). After finding the support in (A.2), we can obtain (A.1) by projecting
[z] 5 to the unit sphere. Algorithm 3 summarizes the procedure.

Next, we discuss the projection procedure when we additionally orthogonalize the estimate via
QR decomposition. Let V= Il¢, (V) and V = BL be the QR decomposition of 17, where B has
orthonormal columns and L is upper triangular matrix. We define

I (V) =B. (A.3)

Cv
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Algorithm 3 Projection to Cy(s)

Input: v e RY

vg < Pick the top-s entries of v in magnitude and set the rest of entries to 0
¥ «— Project vg to the unit sphere S¥~1

Output v

A.2 Projection to CNA

Recall that Ca(c, ) = {a = Qu:0<a; <culAu< < 7}, where Gt = QAQT is the eigendecompo-
sition of GT and Aj denotes the jth dlagonal entry of A. To project to the convex set C. 4, We use an
alternating projection method. While the convergence rate of the alternating projection method
is not our focus, in the experiments, we observe that often one iteration of the alternating projec-
tion results in an iterate that satisfies both constraints. Algorithm 4 summarizes the alternating
projection procedure.

Algorithm 4 Projection to 5A(c, v)

Input: o € R/
While a ¢ C4(c, )

a < Project a to the hypercube [0, c]”

a < Project @ to the set {a = Qu: uTAu < < v} using Algorithm 5
Output «

Next, we provide an algorithm for projecting to the ellipsoid {a = @u ulAu < v}, which is
one of the steps in Algonthm 4. Tt is easy to see that a vector y belonging to {a = Qu uTAu < <7}
lies in the range space of Q, which has dimension ’I”(G) Let @1 be the matrix whose orthonormal
columns form the subspace orthogonal to columns of Q, which has dimension J — T'(G). In this
case, we have QTy = 0.

Projection of a to the ellipsoid {a = Qu : uTAu < ~} is conducted by solving the following
constrained optimization problem

argmin|a — y|3, subject to T Gy < v, y € R(Q), (A.4)
y
where R(QV) denote the range space of QV We can find the solution by finding the Karush-Kuhn-

Tucker condition of the Lagrangian function. The following proposition characterizes the solution,
which justifies Algorithm 5.

Proposition A.1. The solution to (A.4) is

QQ'a,  falGlas<y
QAN (ZI + A~ H)7IQTa, otherwise,
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Algorithm 5 Projection to {o = Qu : uT Au < ~}

Input: a € R/
If a7Gta < v
a—QQTa
Else
ue—QTa
D < Find the roots of x: 3:622] 1 )\3u2 — 2z ZT(G )\2 2 +Z] 1 )\ u —v=0
Z « Pick the largest nonnegative Value in the set D
a— QA @I+ A H)1QTa
Output a

where Gt = @K@T is the eigendecomposition of Gt and Aj denotes the jth diagonal entry of /NX, T
1s the largest nonnegative solution to

QT(G) 4 5 r(G) ) r(G) )
3z Z Ajuj — 2z Z Ajuj + Z Ajug =
j=1 Jj=1 J=1

and u = QTa.

Proof. Let (Q, Q1) be a unitary matrix with Q7Q; = 0. Let @ = (Q, Q1)7@, and 7 = (Q, Q1)Ty
Since (@, (1) is unitary, we have

l& - I3 = 1@Q Q)" @—y)3 = |a—=3.

Let u = Q7@ and z = QTy. Since Q{@ = 0 and we must have QTy = 0, the problem (A.4) is
equivalent to the following

argmin |u — z||3, subject to 27 Az < 7. (A.5)
z
Letting w = AY2z, we can rewrite the objective function (A.5) as follows
. T—1 9 . T
argmin |u — A" 2w|3, subject to w”w < 7.
w
Let the corresponding Lagrangian function be
L(w,z) = |u— 7\_1/210“% + z(wlw — 7).
The condition V,,£ = 0 implies that

w=(zI + A" TTA 2,
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By the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker condition, if w”w < 7, then y* = @@Ta. Otherwise, w’w = 7. This
implies that

T (A.6)

Using the second order Taylor expansion, we write (A.6) as

r(G) r(G) r(G)
322 Z A;’UJZ —2x Z )\?ug + Z )\ju? —v=0. (A.7)
j=1 Jj=1 J=1

Then, finding x is equivalent as finding the roots of the above polynomial function. Finally, we
plug 7, the largest nonnegative solution to (A.7), into y* = QA~YZI + A~1)~'QTa and complete
the proof. O

A.3 Expansion Coefficients of Projections to Cy and 5V

Let v be a column of V', v* be a column of V*, and let ¥ denote projection of v to Cy. Since Cy is a
nonconvex set, v may be further away from v* compared to v. We denote Il¢,, (V') as the projection
operator that projects columns of V' to Cyy. We characterize p such that

e, (V) = V'R < plV = VR

Lemma A.4 characterizes p by combining results from Lemma A.2 and Lemma A.3. Lemma A.6
provides a bound on p when an additional step to orthogonalize V' via QR decomposition is per-
formed.

The following lemma shows the expansion coefficient of the hard thresholding operator, which
corresponds to the first step in Algorithm 3.

Lemma A.2 (Lemma 4.1 in Li et al. (2016)). Suppose that u € RY is a sparse vector such that
luo < s*. Let II4(-) : RY — R be the hard thresholding operator, which outputs a vector by
selecting the top-s entries of the input vector in absolute value and setting the rest of the entries to
0. Given s > s*, for any vector v e RY, we have

o)~ g < {14 2 o

The following results characterizes the expansion coefficient for the second step in Algorithm 3.

Lemma A.3. Assume that viu >0, |ulz = 1, and |v|]s < 1. Then

2

v
2o =l > ‘ E
2

of Lemma A.3. Showing 2||v — u|3 = |v/||v]2 — u|3 is equivalent to showing

2[v||3 + 20" <| P > = 0.
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Let cos® = (vTu)/(|v]2]u]2). Then we need to show that
2v]3 + 2cos @ — 4|v]2 cos 6 = 0. (A.8)

Since (a + b) = 24/(ab), for a = 0 and b = 0, and cos'/?26 > cos for cosf > 0, we have estab-
lished (A.8). O

Combining Lemma A.2 and Lemma A.3, we obtain the following result.

Lemma A.4. Consider two matrices U,V € RP*E " and assume that vl u, = 0 and |uglo < s* for

k € [K]. Assume that s > s*. Let ¢, : RP*E — RE*K pe the projection operator that projects
columns of the matriz onto the set Cy, defined in Section A.1. Then

2 24/s” 2
e, (V) - Ul < 2 {1+ 22w - v, (A9)
of Lemma A.4. Lemma A.2 states the expansion coefficient of the first projection in Algorithm 3.
Similarly, Lemma A.3 states the expansion coefficient of the second projection in Algorithm 3
when the vector before projection has norm smaller than 1. If the vector before projection has
norm greater or equal to 1, then the projection to the unit sphere is equivalent as the projection to
the unit ball, which is a convex set. Then, the resulting projection is a contraction. By multiplying
the results of two lemmas, we can obtain the expansion coefficient of projection to Cy for each
column vector. Stacking all the column vectors together, we obtain the result (A.9). O

The following lemmas characterize the expansion coefficient p when an additional QR decompo-
sition step is used. We first state a result from the perturbation theory of QR decomposition (Stew-
art, 1977).

Lemma A.5 (Adapter from Theorem 1 in (Stewart, 1977)). Let A" be the pseudo inverse of a
rank K matrizv A € RP*K. Suppose that E € RP*E and |E|2|AT|2 < 1. Then, given a QR
decomposition of (A + E) = BL, there exists a decomposition of A = B*L*, such that B* has
orthonormal columns and L* is a nonsingular upper triangular matriz and

V2| AT B p

IB=B"|r < -— =
1 — [ E]2] AT

(A.10)

Next, we apply Lemma A.5 to our setting and establish the following lemma.

Lemma A.6. Let U be a matriz with orthonormal columns. Let V e RE*K be o rank K matriz
with unit norm columns, and |V — Uls < 1’ < 1. Let V. = BL be the QR decomposition of V,
where B € RP*E has orthonormal columns and L € REXE s an upper triangular matriz. Then

2
* |2 2
|B = B*|% < m”‘/— Ul -
Proof. Let E =V —U and A = U. We have ||E|]s < 7/, |Af|2 = 1. The result then follows from
Lemma A.5 as
V2|V - Ulr

B —BY|p <
H lr < ¥
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B Linear Convergence and Statistical Error

B.1 Upper bound for the distance metric

We establish an upper bound on dist?(Z, Z*) in terms of {1%; — i;”%}je[ﬂ? which serves as an
important ingredient in the analysis of linear convergence.

Lemma B.1. For two matrices V,V* € RE*E with orthonormal columns, let

R = argmin |V — V*Y|%.
YeO(K)

Let ¥; = Vdiag(aj)V7T, i‘* V*diag(a )V*T ¥ = V*diag(a})V*T and ¢ be a positive constant
such that |diag(a;)ll2 < ¢ fOTj e [J]. Suppose that or (X} — i;) < 1/4ok (X5) for j € [J], then

J
DV = V*R|} + |diag(a;) — R diag(a}) R|% < & Z 1S5 — =51,
j=1

where

2
16 8¢
2 —max{ ———+ |1+
SR ey 0w ()

of Lemma B.1. We establish the result for a single j € [J]. The bound can easily be extended to
the sum of all j € [J]. B
Since X7 is rank K, we have ok 1(X}) = 0 for j € [J]. Consequently,

ok (53) — ok +1(X]) = ok (X}) > 0,
for j € [J] and we can use Lemma G.2 to obtain

* 8 S*
|V —V*R|% < WHEJ' - 3|%. (B.1)
K\=j

Moreover, since

UK(ZE) = O'K(E;) — O'K(Ej — Z]) = 40}((2]-),
we have 16
V-VR|A2< ——0u|%, — 3.
H < e - Sl

Next, by the triangular inequality, we have

|25 — 3| p = |Vdiag(a;)V? — V*RRT diag(a}) RRTV*T |
> |V* R{diag(a;) — R diag(a}) R}R"V*T |
= |(V = V*R)diag(a;)V"|p — [V*Rdiag(a;)(V = V*R)" | .
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Since
|V* R{diag(a;) — R"diag(a})R}R"V*"|p = |diag(a;) — R" diag(a;) R|r
and
V2 + [V*R|2 = 2, (B.2)
we further have

|25 = Stp = |diag(ay) — RY diag(a}) R r
— (V= V*R)|r {|diag(a;)VT |2 + [V*Rdiag(a;)|2}
> |diag(a;) — BT diag(a}) R|r — 2| diag(a;)|2|V — V*R| .

Therefore,
|diag(a) — R diag(@}) Rl < |Z; — Sillr + 2|diag(ay) 2|V — V*R] .

Combining (B.1) and [|diag(a;)|2 < ¢, we have

8c ~
di ) — RTdiag(a* <1 PO 311 B.
|diag(a;) — R* diag(a;)R| r ( +0’K(E;)) i — X5 F (B.3)

The proof is complete by combining (B.1) and (B.3). O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.7

We prove Theorem 4.7 in several steps. First, we show that given a current iterate Z, which satisfies
suitable assumptions, the subsequent iterate Z* obtained by Algorithm 2 with a suitable step size
satisfies

dist?>(Z*+, Z2*) < Y2 dist*(Z, Z*) + C1€2

stat»

with 0 < 82 < 1 and some constant C;. Second, we show that the step size can be chosen in a
way that does not depend on the specific iterate. Finally, the lemma follows by applying the first
step of the proof I times starting from Z°.

We start by introducing some additional notation for simplicity of presentation. We define

Vv % o vV
() () (1)
where Z is the current iterate, Z* is the iterate obtained by one step of Algorithm 2 starting from

Z, and Z* is the truncated version of the ground truth parameter Z*. Furthermore, let

R = argmin [V -~ V*Y|%, RY = argmin|[V" - V*Y|%.
YeO(K) YeO(K)

be the optimal rotation matrices in the current and subsequent step.
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Let Il (X) be the projection operator defined in (A.3). Let Il (Y) be the projection operator
that projects rows of Y to C. A, given in Algorithm 4. One update of Algorithm 2 can be written as

vVt = HC~V(V —nvVvin), At = HCTA (A=naVafn), (B.4)

where

J
Yy fn(Z Z Vi (%) Vding(ay),  Vaf(2) = SW(V), (B.5)

k‘\w

with
W(V) = [we;(vx)] € RF . wgj(vp) = vf VN (S5)on, VN (S)) = 55 — Sn;.
Similarly, we define
W*(V) = [wh;(ve)] € RF* 0 wits(ve) = vf VN (S5 v

Let Sy = S(V) uS(V*T) u S(V*) and note that |Sy| < 2s + s*. Given the index set Sy, we
write [X]s, to denote the projection of X to the support Sy

Xii (7, j) € SU
Xls,, = * ’
[ ]SU { 0 (l,j)¢SU
With some abuse of notation, given a matrix Y with the factored form ¥ = X X7, we write
[Y]SUa‘SU = [X]SU [X]gy
With this notation, we have

VT =ll; (V—nvVyfy) =1z (V—nv[Vvfnls,) (B.6)

Furthermore, recall that @ is the matrix whose columns are eigenvectors of G. Then @@T is the
projection operator to the subspace spanned by the columns of Q Since the output of Algorithm 5
is in the range space of Q, we have that AQQT A and

AT =TI (A= naVafy) =g {(A=naVafn)QQ"} = Tz {A—na(VafnQQ")}.  (B.7)

For later convenience, we also note that for a rotation matrix R € O(K), we have

J
(Vvfn(Z),V —=V*R) = % D (Vi ;(55), Vdiag(a;)VT — V* Rdiag(a;)V") (B.8)
j=1

and

(diag{(Vafn);},diag(a;) — RTdiag(?i;)R>
=%<V€N,j(zj),Vdiag(aj)v — VR"diag(a;)RV"). (B.9)

With this notation, we are ready to state the result of the first step of the proof.
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Lemma B.2. Suppose that Z satisfies
d*(Z;,Z2}) < I3, |V-V*R|p<I3/J, |diag(a;) — R diag(a})R|} < (J - 1)I§/J, (B.10)

where Ig is given in (4.1). Furthermore, suppose Assumption 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 hold. Then
dist?(Z*+, Z2*) < B\2dist>(Z, Z*) + 78~ ne?

stat»

where ZT is obtained with one iteration of Algorithm 2 starting from Z and T = J~1{9/2 + (1/2 v
K/8)}.

Note that d2(ZjZ;) < d*(Z;, Z3) for j € [J] and 64 quantifies how close Z* is to Z*. Therefore
we do not need additional assumptions for Z*.

Starting from Z°, which satisfies Assumption 4.6 (that is also restated in (B.10)), we show

that Z! also satisfies (B.10). Therefore, we can apply Lemma B.2 over I iterations to obtain
Theorem 4.7.

of Theorem 4.7. When we apply one iteration of Algorithm 2, Lemma B.2 gives us
dist?(Z*+, Z2*) < BY2dist*(Z, Z*) + 78~ *ne2,,. (B.11)

Under Assumption 4.3, the right hand side of (B.11) is bounded by JI3. This implies that the
new estimate is still in a good region where we can apply Lemma B.2. That is, Z* satisfies (B.10).
Consequently, since Z" satisfies Assumption 4.6 and, therefore, equation (B.10), we can apply the
result of Lemma B.2 for I iterations to obtain

- - 2
dist?(Z1, Z*) < B2 dist?(2°, Z7*) + L Estat

B
[
B.3 Proof of Lemma B.2
of Lemma B.2. Recall that
J
dist?(Z*, Z*) Z |[V* = V*RT|% + |diag(a) ) — R* diag(a}) R} (B.12)

We bound the two terms on the right hand side of (B.12) separately. From the triangle inequality,
we have

|diag(a}) — R*" diag(a;) R" |7 < 2|diag(a}) — R diag(a})R|%
+ 2| R"diag(a}) R — R*"diag(a})R" 7.
By Lemma B.6, | RT diag(a R~ R*leag(N*)RJFHF 4|diag(a})[2|V* — V*R|F and

\dlag — RT diag(a )RJr ||F

uMg

J
< 32J|A* ||V = V*R|E +2 ) |diag(a)) — R diag(@})R[%. (B.13)
j=1
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Combining (B.13) with (B.12) and recalling the definition of V* and A" from (B.6) and (B.7) we
have

dist*(Z*, 2*) < Jk|Ug (V = nv[Vv fnls,) = V*R|F

J
+2 3 |diag [Tl {4 = n4(VafvQQT)};| — BT ding(@)RI3.  (B.14)
j=1

where k= (1 + 32| A*[|2,). Next, we define

Vt =Te, (V—nv[Vvinlsy)

where we recall that HC~V(-) is the projection operator by first applying Il¢, (-) followed by a QR

decomposition step. By Lemma B.8, we have |V — V*R|y < 2I/J'2. Therefore, we can apply
Lemma A.6 with U = V*R = B*L*, where B* = V*R and a nonsingular matrix L* = I. Then,

2
(1 - ?1[/02)2

2 N
= 57 ey (V = nv[Vv fnlsy) = VR
( - ‘]1/02)2

HH5V(V —nv[Vvinlsy) — V*R|% < 7+ — V*R|2

By the fact |V — V*R|r < Ip/J"/? and Lemma B.7, we have

71
6.J1/2
Since columns of V*R are unit norm, the result in (B.15) implies that the inner product of the
kth column of V' — ny[Vy fn]s, and the kth column of V*R is nonnegative for every k € [K].
Therefore, we can apply Lemma A.4 and the further bound HHC~V(V —nv[Vvfnlsy) — V*R|% as

IV =nv[Vvinlsy =VRlr < |V = V*R[r + |nv[Vv inls, | r < <L (B.15)

I, (V= mv[Vy fxlsy) = V*RIE < plV = nv[Vv fnlsy — V*RIE,

where p = 4(1 — /) 72{1 + 24/5*/y/(s — s*)} and 7/ = 2Iy/J"/?. By the contraction property of
projection to convex sets, we have

3 g [115, 14— (Vs Q)| — 7@ R
j=1

J
< ), [diag(a;) — nadiag{(VafnQQ");} — R diag(@})R|%,
j=1

where (VAfNé@T)j denotes the jth column of V4fvQQT € RE*/. Combining the last two
displays and noting that p’ = px > 2, we have

dist>(Z*, 2*) < p'[JIV —nv[Vvinlsy — V*R|%

J
1Y [ding(ay) — nadiag((Vafx QO™ } — RTdiag@;)Rr%] (B.16)
j=1
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Recall that ny = n/J and n4 = n. Therefore
dist?(Z*, Z*) < p/dist®(Z, Z*) + n*p' (B1 + B2) — np' (Al + A2), (B.17)
where
Al = X[Vv fnlsy, V = V'R),

J
A2 =2 ) (diag{(VafvQQT),}, diag(a;) — RT diag(a}) R),

j=1
B1 = J7Y[Vv fnlsylF
J
B2 = " |diag{(VafnQQ");}[}-
j=1

Next, we upper bound B = Bl + B2 and lower bound A = Al + A2 in Lemma B.3 and
Lemma B.4, respectively. With these bounds, we will be able to show contraction distz(Z tZ%)
with respect to dist?(Z, Z*).

Lemma B.3. Under same conditions of Lemma B.2, we have

J
113 N 9 2 % ’
As J{4 .21'2 NS S Z H VN (55) = Veni(Z)]s, s |

g <1+ M*&) 12 dist(Z 5*)}
J 0 S y .

Lemma B.4. Under same conditions of B.2, we have

J

16 . A4 v K)

7 > {IVEN;(55) = Vin (S5} 12505 + — 77 Egtar max | Z;]3.
— jelJ]

Using Lemma B.3 and Lemma B.4, we have

/A_ 2/B>p/77 3 z E'—i*2—8 1 ”A*Hgo IZd-,tQZZ*
np npb=—r 4ﬂ;%” j i + 7 o dist*(Z,27)

_

~~

C1
9 4(4v K)n
— pnE <2J T e 1Z; 5

<

v

J
np’ )
+ <2 - 16 max 12, |2> D IVEN;(S5) = VN (S)]F-
_J=1
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Under the assumption that 4 < (167*)~! min e[ O'%((E;) and the inequality in (E.2), we have

o (35— 3% = o (V*diag(aj — Eg)V*T) = [i]r{l] ‘a;k - E;k’

J J ke
- 1
< Ar — Aflls < (47)V?2 < Zop(2F
max | A% — AL ll2 < (6477) 10K (Z5)

for j € [J]. Therefore, using Lemma B.1, we have

J
~ 1 ~
YIS = 3% = o dist*(Z, 27).
=1 ¢

Furthermore, from the definition of I3 in Assumption 4.6, we have that

A*|2 1
[2 1 Hioo < —.
80< 1) <

Therefore, combining the last two displays, we arrive at

|
Cl> 4—§2dlst (Z,27).
In fact, we can verify that C3 is nonnegative because the step size 1 that satisfies Assumption 4.1
is small enough such that the following inequality holds.
Lemma B.5. Under the conditions of Lemma B.2 we have | Z;]5 < 2| Z3|3.

Therefore,

. J
n<mn_-_——-
il 32]1Z;13

and C3 = 0 can be omitted, while C2 < 7. Then

P 1

J 462 diSt2<Z7 2*) - 5§tat7p,77~

np'A—n’p'B =

Under Assumption 4.2, it is easy to verify that p’ < Y2, where 8 = 1 — n/(4J€?). Plugging
into (B.17), we have

distQ(ZJra Z*) < 51/2 diStQ(Z, Z*) + 7'»8_1/2775§tata

which completes the proof. O
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B.4 Proofs of Lemma B.3-B.5
of Lemma B.3. Using (B.8) and ([V{y ;(2;)Vdiag(a;)]se, [V — V*Rl]s,) = 0, we have

Al = (Vin ;(35)Vdiag(aj)]s,, [V = V' Rls,)

<
Il
—_

N
D=

([Vin,;(EZ5)Vdiag(aj)]s, + [Vin,;(3;)Vdiag(aj)]sg, [V — V' Rls,)

<
Il
—_

I I
D= LD~

<.
I
—

(Vin,;(E;)Vdiag(ay), [V — V' R]s,)

(VIn;(5)), [V — V*R]s,diag(a;)V")

I
o
1=

<.
Il
—_

(Venj(Z), [V = V*Rls, [diag(a;)VT]s,)

I
S
gl

<.
Il
—

(Vin (), [Vdiag(a;)VT — V*Rdiag(a; )V s, s0)-

I
SIS
[~

<.
Il
—

Furthermore, we can write Al as
AV

J A
Al = A13 + Z Vin;(25), [(V — V*R)RT diag(@}) RV ], 50 ); (B.18)

N

AV A(Ij
A

~

Al3 = = Z<WN] ), [(V = V*R) {diag(a;) — R"diag(a}) R} V" ]s, s,)-

We also write A2 in a suitable way. Note that diag{RTdiag(E;)R} = diag(Haj), where H =
(hij)ie[K],je[K] with h;; = T'JQ»Z- and 7;; is the ijth entry of R. Then

J
A2 = 2 Y (diag{(VafnQQ");}, diag(a;) — RT diag(a}) R)

j=1
= AVANQQT, A — HA*)
— AV Afn, A— HA*)

J

=2 ) (diag {(Vafn);},diag(a;) — R” diag(a})R),
Jj=1
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since rows of A and A* belong to the subspace spanned by eigenvectors of G and A@@T = A and
A*QQT = A*. Finally, using (B.9), we have

J
9 .
A2 = 5 Z<V€N’j(2j)’ [leag(aj)V VRleag( )RV lsysu)
j=1
2 ~
= AL+ A12+ 5 > (Vi (%), [5) - VR diag(a)) RV ]s, ) (B.19)
=1
J
2 * ~*
All= 5 DUV G(Z5) = VN (55), [5) — S5 su 500
7j=1
2 <
A12 =5 ; Vin;(33), [ — Xflsy.s0)-

Combining (B.18) and (B.19), we obtain

A= Al1l1+ A12 + A13 + Al4;

AV AVT
——

‘ T T
Al4 = = Z<WNJ ), [(V = V*R) RTdiag(a})R (V — V*R)"]s, .5
where we have used that

4 J
jz Vin,;(S), [AVRT diag(@) RV s, s,)

J
Z Vin;(%5), [AVR diag(a )RV lsy.su7

%\1\3

J
2 . ~%
+5 2 : Vin,;(35), [VRT diag(a}) RAV ], s

since VI ;(X;) for j € [J] is symmetric. Next, we lower bound A11, A12, A13, and A14 separately.
Recall that 33; = Vdiag(a;)V7T and ¥ = V*diag(E;)V*T. Additionally, since [V]se = [V*]se =
0,
(3 — S spasy, = [55 — Silsu.se =[5 — S} se e =0,

for every j € [J], and therefore [¥; — i;]gU,gU =X - f]; Then
J
2 * S*
All = 5 D UVEN;(55) = Vin;(55), 55 = )
j=1

J
1 o
> 2 3 {IZ5 = i+ 1V () - Ve (S)IF

j=1
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where we applied Lemma G.1 with m = L = 1. For A12, we have

Al2> -2 FIORE DS R

Since {[X; — i;]SU"gU }jers) € T(2K,2s + s*,27,04), we have

1/2
2 61 S
Al2 > 55“” <Z 1= SU,$U|F) = - ( ;Zt Z I1%; Ejﬁv) :

where the last inequality follows by Young’s inequality ab < a?/(2¢) + (eb?)/2 for every € > 0. We
will use this bound with e; = 1/4. For A13, we have

J
Al3 = — Z<VEN3 AVAQJVT]SU,$U>

J
2 (Vin (%)) = Vin;(33), [AVAa VT s, 5.0 (B.20)

We first bound the second term on the right hand side of (B.20). Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and using ||V = 1, we have

_f2|<wNj i) = VN (3, [AVAa VT s, 500

J
4 *
> 7 Z VN, (55) = VN (55l Aas | | AV] .

Using the fact that |AV|p|Aas]r < 3d*(Z;, Z ), the above display can be further lower bounded
as

J
2 . ~,
= j Z IV (%)) = Vin (5 ed*(Z;, Z5). (B.21)

Since {[AVAa; Vs, 50 }jer) € T(2K, 2s + s*,27,84), we can bound the first term of (B.20) as

J J 1/2
4

Z VN (55), [AVAGV s, 50| = ——Estat (2 VH%IAajI%HAV%>

: j:l

) 5 1/2
= _jgstat (Z Aa]|%’”AV|%'>

=1

1/2
4 1 <
> ——Estat (4 Z a*(z;, Zj)> : (B.22)

7j=1
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where the last inequality uses that [AV|r|Ag;|r < %d2(Zj,Z;). Combining (B.21) and (B.22),
we have

J J 1/2
2 * 2 "'* 4 1 4 "'*
AL > —~ ; IVEn,;(35) = VN ;(E5) | F - d°(Z5, Z) — < Estat <4 Z d*(Z;, Zj)> :

Applying Young’s inequality with eo = 4, the above display can be bounded as

J

1 * *
Al3 > -5 § {VEN]( i) = VN (53 + e2d (25, Z )}
j=1
1(1 J
2 4 2
. > dNZ;, Z;
J{6253tat+€2j_1 ( Jo ])}

7j=1

J
1 * €2 %
= o] { Estat T Z IVEn,;(E;) — VN (X} |F} 7 Z [§d*(Z; ' Z35)

where the last inequality follows by d*(Z;, Z;) < d*(Z;, Z7) < I3

A lower bound for A14 can be obtained in a similar way to the one for A13. We have

J
2 * . ~%
Ald > j Z IVl ;(35) — Vin (2 j)HFHAVH%Hdlag(aJ')HF

) J 1/2
— Estat (Z IAV|4Fdiag(5§)§> :

j=1
Applying Young’s inequality with e3 = 4 > 0, the above display can be bounded as

1 )
Ald = — €3J { Estat T Z IVEn;(E5) — VZN,](E ”F}

\AV\Iplldlag ;)3
7=1

u\w

5

| A% 5, 154%(2;, Z5),

&‘w

j=1

J
1 *
> —J{+ 2 1V 5(55) = Viewy (25) HF}

where the last inequality is followed by |diag(a})|2 < |A*[w and AV % <

JU3A% (25, Z)).
Putting everything together, we have

1

J
3 <z 9 5
A;J{4Z|zj_zj|% 2§mt+ §;\|WN,J j) = VN (Z)F
j=1

-8 1+% I2dist?(Z, 2* B.23
7 o dist“(Z,2%) ;. (B.23)
O
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of Lemma B.J. We separately bound Bl and B2. Since X; = Vdiag(a;)V7, recalling (B.5), we
have

J 2
172
Bl = 717 Z [Vin,;(X;)Vdiag(a;)]s,
j=1 F
J 2
4 o .
= Z [Vin;(35)Vdiag(as)]s, + [{VEn;(25) — Vin;( j)}leag(aj)]SU
j=1 F

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and along with the fact that (a 4 b)? < 2(a® + b?), the above
display can be bounded as

g J

<77, Z [({Vin;(Z5) — Vin;(Z5)}V diag(a))]s, |7

J 2
Z [Vin ;(X5)Vdiag(aj)]s,

8
.l (B.24)

F

For any Xs, with |Xs,|r = 1, we have {[Vdiag(a;)X”]s,.s,}je(s) € T(2K,25 + 5*,27,84). We
can bound the second term in (B.24) as

= sup ) t([Ven;(E)Vdiag(ay)]s, XE,)

J

= sup (VN (S, [Vdiag(a;)ls, X &,
| Xsy lr=1 721

1/2
< Estat © Sup (Z I[Vdiag(a;) X ]SU7$U|%‘>

HXSU ”F 1
< estatd |V 31 Alco- (B.25)
Plugging (B.25) back into (B.24), we arrive at

8 . 8
Bl< - D IVEN(Z5) = Ven;(ED) [V I3 diag(ay) 5 + J2€§tatHVH§IIAII§o

J
8 8
S 2 IVen i (25) = Ve (55) 7| diag(a) 3 + 7 Eararl A%,

where the last inequality follows since |[V]g = 1.
For B2, we have

B2 = S IW(V)GQ I} = [ (V) ~ W (V) + W (V)}GQ"

2 ~ o~ 2 ~
< SHW V) =W (MDIQQTIE + W (V)QQT %
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Since QQT is an orthogonal projection operator, we have | XQQT | < | X||r for a matrix X. Then

J
{W (V) = W*(MIQQT(F < [W(V) = W*(V) [ < 2, VTV ew (3%) = Vs ()} Vi

J
{Z |V ( wm@*)HF} (B.26)

since |V = 1. Furthermore, we have

Mx

W (V)QQT |3 = Z 1QQT W (k)3 <

k=1

By
Il
—

2
|QQ™ W (%)\2}

[zxll2<1

2
sup (ap, QQTWE (Uk)>}

x>

= I

N

Il
r-—/\——\/-—/\—\rq\——\
7>

M

2
sup <C~2@Tﬂﬁk7 Wi (’Uk)>}
k=1 |QQT x| 2<1

2

1o\ 12 L
(35) _sw  (@@swi)

2007/ |GgTa 3<2547

ilaale

Let yy = @@T for k € [K]. Since a ball of radius (2647)'/? is contained in the truncated ellipsoid
{o = Qu: uTAu < 29}, yi, for k € [K], lies in the ellipsoid. Therefore, {35 YrjUkVE }je[s] IS in
T(2K,2s + s*,27,04) and we can bound the above display as

K

1 .

2 T 2

< Estat 25 e sup HQQ '1"22H2
AT\ k=1 1QQT Y [2<26 4

=2 K. (B.27)
Combining (B.26)—(B.27) and noting that V|2 = 1, we have

J
2 .
B2<J{Z|V€N,J( ) = V(55 n}m% K lVIE
7j=1

Finally, combining B1 and B2 we arrive at the following

24 v K)

JQZ{HWNJ i) = Ven;CHIE (Idiag(a)) 13 + 1VIE)} + =5 5a(IVIE + [4]5)

44 v K
LAY E) o max | 203, (B.28)

V€ Y4 Z* Z
H N] N,J HF}H HZ 72 iel]

“M“

where the second inequality comes from (|diag(a;)[3 v [V[3) < [ Z;]3. O
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of Lemma B.5. We first upper bound |Z;[2 with [Z7||s for every j € [J]. We have

1Z2 = ‘ (dia;/(aj>) - (RTd£;Z§) R) + <RTd¥;;?a;)R>

2

S [T Y G 12
= || \diag(a;) RTdiag(a;)R ) il
< lo+ 772
UK(Z;) .
< Tz
17
< 12 o, B.2

where the third inequality follows from (4.1), in particular that Iy < ox(X})/16, and the last
inequality follows because |Z7 |2 > ok (¥}).
Next, we lower bound HZOH2 in terms of |Z72 for every j € [J]. Similar to (B.29), we have

” ZO H _ V*R N V*R
27 dlag ) RTdiag(a;)R RTdiag(a;)R

2

()| +171
dlag RTdiag(a;)R ) gl
= —Io + HZj H2
UK(E;-) .
> -0 730,
15
> —|Z7]. B.
2zl (B.30)
Combining (B.29) and (B.30), we obtain ||Z;]3 < 2HZJOH§ O

B.5 Proofs of Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma B.6. Suppose V* has orthonormal columns. Let

R = argmin |V - V*Y|%, R' = argmin |[V" - V*Y|%.
YeO(K) YeO(K)

Then
|IR" = R|r <2|V' —V*R|p

and

|RT diag(a*)R — R™Tdiag(a*)R* | p < 4|diag(a®)||2|V' — V*R|p.
Proof. Recall that V* has orthonormal columns. This implies that for a matrix X, we have

VX% = w(XTVTVX) = (X7 X) = | X[}
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Using the above property, we have

|IR" —R|p = |V*R* —=V*R|p = |(VT = V*R)+ (V*R" —V7)|F
S|Vt =V*R|p+|VT - V*RT|r (B.31)
<2Vt = V*R|p,

where the last inequality follows as R™ minimizes the distance |Vt — V*R|p. This completes the
proof for the first statement.
For the second statement, we have

|RT diag(a*)R — R™Tdiag(a*)R" |r = |(R — R*)Tdiag(a*)R + R™ T diag(a*)(R — R")|r
< ||diag(a®)[2(|Rll2 + [RT[2)|RT — R|F
< 4|diag(a®) 2|V = V*R|F,

where the last inequality follows from (B.31) and |R|s = |RT |2 = 1. O
Lemma B.7. Assume that V' has orthonormal columns and
|V =V*R|p < 13/J, |diag(a;) — R"diag(a})R|% < (J —1)I5/J,

and Z = (VT, A)T. Under Assumption 4.1-4.3, we have

n )
=11A% zZ < —,
SV IN(Z)]s, | 6V
where Iy is defined in (4.1).

of Lemma B.7. By (B.5), we have

J
fH[vaN sullr = 2 [Vin;(E;)Vdiag(aj)]s,
Jj=1 F
n J
J{ Z {Vini(E)) — Vin;(35)} Vdiag(aj)]s,
i=1 F

J

J
Z [Vin,;(37)Vdiag(as)]s,

)

We can bound the second term of the above display using (B.25) and obtain

J
2n o
\ﬁ{\A\erwm( §) = Vin (2 j>F+esmtJ1/2\A\w}

j=1

J
2n .
=7 {IAloo Z 125 — 23| F + esmtJl/QlAloo} :

=1
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From (4.3), we have
135 = S51% < 3{(IAI% + [A* )V = V*RIE + [diag(ay) — R diag(aj) BRI}
<3 (max 122 + max | 2312 ) i,
jelJ] j'elJ]

where the last inequality uses that [|Afe < maxjes) |Zjl2, [A*o < maxjers[Z]]2, and 1 =
V]2 < |Zj|2 for j € [J]. Then

n 21 .
S Il b < T3 o {2002 1231 + s 125 1e) + €statJ1/2|Zj||2} .
Applying (B.29), the above display can be bounded by

2 . 17 x
< 2 mas { S IRIZ B + lewar 1212

< 9[07’]
J

< 32[077
3J

ax || Z7||3
m[ﬁﬂ B

ax [ 293,
a1 2015
where the second to last inequality follows by Assumption 4.3 and the last inequality follows
by (B.30). Then, by Assumption 4.1, we have

o
63/

which completes the proof. ]

v ilsolr < (B.32)

Lemma B.8. Assume that V has orthonormal columns and let

V=T AV —0/J[VvInD)ls, ), Z=VTAT, R= argn(lil; |V = VY.
YeO(K

Assume that
|V —V*R|r < I§/J, |diag(a;) — R" diag(a})R[% < (J — 1)I5/J,
then under Assumption 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3, we have

[V —V*R|2 < 51-7/02 <1.
of Lemma B.8. By definition, we have
VT =V*Rl2 <[VT = V]2 + [V = V'Rl
By Assumption 4.6, we have |V — V*R|s < I5/J"/2. Then, it remains to show that

[V = V]2 < [VF = V]p < Io/JV2.
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The first step is to apply Lemma A.4 on |V — V|| p. We first verify that the inner product of
the kth column of V' — (n/J)[Vv fn]s, and v are nonnegative for k € [K]. By Lemma B.7, we
have

(oo (U9vtle) o) 21 (S0, 1 5 o

for every k € [K], which allows us to apply Lemma A.4. Note that the term 1 + 24/s*/4/(s — s*)
decreases as s increases. Under Assumption 4.2, s > 2s* and we have 1 + 24/s*/4/(s — s*) < 3.
Therefore applying Lemma A.4 with s = 2s*:

< Jo

[V Vs < [V V] < GHV Ny inls, — V] <22
NG

J

where the last inequality follows from Lemma B.7.

C Quantification of Statistical Error

C.1 Proof of Proposition 4.8

Let Q(s, P) be a collection of subsets of [P], each with cardinality s. Let
Sy = Sv(K, s) = {Sy;, € Qs, P)tielx)

be the set of the supports, where Sy, denotes the support of component k for k € [K]. We first
establish a bound on the statistical error for a fixed support Sy and then take the union bound
to establish a bound on the statistical error on the set T (2K, ms*,2m/y*,§4), for some constant
m,m’ > 0. For some positive semi-definite matrix G, we define the sets

V(Sv, K) = {V e RNt fugla = 1, Vs | = 0,k € [K]};

T(G,7) = {a = Gu : uT Au < 7},
where GT = QAQT is the eigendecomposition. For a positive semi-definite kernel matrix G and a
positive scalar v, we define the semi-norm || , as

1
(%, = g(wTGT%')-
Therefore, the set 7(G,7) is a unit ballin ||| . We use My (ey) to denote the e-net for N'(V(Sv, 2K), ey, |-
|#) and Nor(€,) to denote the e-net for N'(T (G, 2m/y*), €q, Il & Qm/v*)' For a matrix A € RF>*/ we
use Aj. to denote kth row of A and a; to denote the jth column of A. We define the following set
U(Sy,2m'y*) = {({Udiag(aj)VT}jes : U,V € V(Sy,2K), Ay. € T(G, 2m'y*), k € [2K]},

and let {A; = Udiag(aj)VT}je[J] € U(Sv,2m'y*). Recall that Viy ;(¥%) = X7 — Sn,; for j € [J].
We have

Z@ — SN D)

{A }GU(SV 2m/~v* )j 1

J

J
= sup (Sn; =25 —Ej, M)+ > (E;,Aj). (C.1)
{Aj}emsv,zmw*)j; T ;1 Y
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For the second term in the above display, we have

J J

1 1
DYEA = 5 DB+ AT < 3 DB 1A, + Al < (max il ) Slae. (@2
i=1 =1 i

where the first equality follows by the fact that E; is symmetric.
Using Lemma C.2, we have

sup
{A;YelU(Sy,2m/v*)

g Js

<(1-26 —e)™ UVeNs(en)
) Vi€v
Ag.eNT(ea), ke[2K]

(C.3)

J

1 N

5 Z<SN’j — Ej — Ej,Aj + A?> .
=1

For a fixed set of {Aj}}‘]:1 for j € [J], we let Yj(n) = (1/2)tr{(A; + A]T)x(n n)T} Note that
E{Yj(n)} = (1/2) tr {(Aj + A;‘F) (E; + Ej> } Consequently, we have

LS ol (s . LS o
7 2 {5+ By (8 + AT) (55 + E)) (Aj+A]T)}<ZZHE + B3 tr {(A; + AT)?}
j=1 J=1
1 J
= ZZ 155 + B51314; + A7 17
J:

< max |3 + Ej I3 Z 1217
j=1

J
<4A%5 3 14, (C.4)
j=1

where the last step follows from [X7 + Ejf2 < 2[X7[2 < A% for all j € [J].
Then, using Lemma G.7,

! Nn=1j:1 ! ’ /4

< 2exp Ne e <
S - 0 "
16]4%)1% 37, 1451% " 4] maxse) 852

where ey are some absolute constant.
We choose ¢, = ¢, = 1/4. Taking the union bound over Ay (e,), N7(e,) and the choice of
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Q(ms*, P), we have

>

=

£
4

J
jZlyj(n) _E {Yj(n)}

N
3

T max max -
P Sye{Q(ms*,P)}2K  UVeNy(ey) N =
ApeNr(ea), ke[2K] T

< 2( P >4K94Kms*+2Kr(é') exp { —Negy g2 A £
ms* 16A4%2, 51 1817 41 4% oo maxjesy 14,12

(C.5)

where we applied the metric entropy in Lemma C.1.
Given 0 < d < 1, let

11 1 ~ Pe)1Y?
v < 7 [N {log(S + Kr(G) + Ks* + Ks*log;}]
for some constant ef,. Combining (C.2) and (C.5) with (C.1), we have

J 1/2 J 1/2 J
Estat <Z IAjI%> < Ao (Z Aj%) (v v?) + <Z IAj|F> max | Ejll2, (C.6)
j=1

j=1 Jj=1
with probability at least 1 — §. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
g 7 1/2
DA le < T (Z IAJ'I%>
j=1 j=1
and, therefore,

otat < | A oo (v v ¥2) + T2 max | By
JelJ]

with probability at least 1 — 4.

C.2 Metric Entropy of the Structured Set

We find the metric entropy of N(V(Sy, K), €, | - |r) and N(T(G,7), €, | - |ay)-
Lemma C.1. Given a support set Sy (K, s) = {Sv, € Q(s, P) e[k, let
V(Sv, K) = {V e RPN : ug2 = 1, |V | = 0,k € [K]}.
The metric entropy of N(V(Sy, K), €y, | - |F) is
2
log | N(V(Sy, K), €0, | - ||r)] < Kslog (1 + €> )
Gwen G and vy, the metric entropy of N(T(G,7), €a, || - lla,) is
2
108 IV (T (Gt L) < (G o (142 ).
where r(G) is the rank of G.

of Lemma C.1. The first result directly follows from Lemma 5.2 in Vershynin (2010). For the
second reults, we note that the set 7(G, ) is a r(G)-dimensional unit ball in the semi-norm |- |,
Therefore, we can again apply Lemma 5.2 in Vershynin (2010). O
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C.3 Inner Product on a e-net
We define the following operator similar to the definition of W*(V):

W*(U,V) = [} (ug, vr)] € RE G (ug, o) = ul Vv (o, Vin(E5) = 25— Sy
Recall that A = [ai,...,a;] € RE*J. Then

Z<V€N,g ), Udiag(a;)V") = Z AL (ug, vp),
7j=1 k=1

where Aj. € RY denote the kth row of A and /W,: (ug, vi) denotes the kth row of /V[7*(U, V) e R/
Consequently, if every row Aj. € R” lies in T(G,~), we have

J K
Y (VN ;(55), Udiag(a)VT) = > ALQQTWY (ug, vi),
J=1 k=1

where @ is the matrix whose columns are eigenvectors of G. This is another representation of the
statistical error and will help us to simplify the proof steps of the following lemma.

Lemma C.2 (Inner product on a net). Given a support Sy, a matriz G, and a positive scalar 7,
we have

AT QQTW}( 1—2€, —€,) " AT QQTW} (
o Z QQ Wy (ug, vx) < ( €0 — €a)” LA Z QQ" Wi (ug, vi),
AreT(G), ke[ 1k Ap Ny (eq) ke[K]F

where @ denotes the matriz whose columns are eigenvectors of G.

Proof. Let U , V and A be the quantities that maximize

£=  max ZA%QQTka,vk)
AR.eT(Gy), ke[K] k=1

K K
3 ALQQTWE (k. Bk) + Y (Ak. — Ar)T QQTW (g, vi)

+ 3 AL QQT{W (uk, vi,) — W (T, O) }-

k=1

Using the triangle inequality, we have

K
Z LQQTW; (up, v)| = €Ty — T,
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where

K
= D7 (A — A)TQQTW (uk, k)
k=1

and

K
>} ALQQ {W (k. ) - W,:«Mk)}(.
k=1

Let 0 = (Ap. — A)/|Ar. — Ag. |G € R7. Then |6k c. = 1 for every k € [K] and ), € T(G,~).
Therefore, we have

T1 < max | Ak — Arllcry 2 0T QQTW} (ug, i)

k=1

(QQT0)TQQTW (up, vi)| <

= max | Ay — Ak-”G

€ 6
ke[K] “

where the inequality holds because QQT0 € T(G, ) for k € [K]. For T2, we have

K
<wN,j(z;), 2 i (upvf — a,ﬁ,{)>‘

<g ’g[ax ||ukvk — ﬂvaHF

J

2

J=1

K
= Z ALQQT {W,:,(uk,vk) - Wﬁ.(ﬂkﬁk)}‘ =
=1

< — + - < 28¢,,
g g%(l\vk Ul + [ur — tx5) < 28
where the second equality follows from AT QQT = Ay, for ke [K]. O

D Sample Complexity of Spectral Initialization

D.1 Proof of Theorem 4.9

Let My = J7'37 | Sy, M* = E(My), and R® = argminyco(x [V® — V*Y|%. The proof
proceeds in two steps. In the first step, we establish that
J
dist®(2°, 2*) < er|[ My — M*[5+ e2 Y [Sn; — 553, (D.1)
j=1
where e; = 5K Jg (1 + 169*| A*[%,), e2 = 8K¢?, and ¢® = maxje[ {1 +4/2| A*|oo/ok (3F)} with
g=o0og(M*) —og41(M*) > 0. In the second step, we bound HMN M*|2 and |Sn,; — 3|2 for
j € [J] using Lemma G.5.
Step 1. We write

dist?(2°,2*) = T1 + T2,
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where T'1 = Z;jzl VO — V*RO% and T2 = Z}le Hdiag(a?) - ROTdiag(a;)RoH%,. First, we find a
bound on minyepx) |[VY — V*Y|% that does not depend on R°. By Lemma G.3, we have
1
i | It < 5=l I3 (D.2)
The following Lemma, gives us a bound on 72 that does not depend on R°.

Lemma D.1. Let ¢* = max;e;{1 + 42| Ao /oK ()}, we have

J
T2 < 4K Y (5|SHBIVOVOT — VAVTI3 + 2 S — £313). (D.3)
j=1

Putting (D.2) and Lemma D.1 together, we have

J

it 2( 70 7xY <
dist (Z,Z)\2(\/2_1)

HVoVOT . v*V*TH%?
J
+ 4K Y (208N — S5 + SIS IBIVOVOT vt ) . (D)
j=1
Using Lemma G.2 to bound [VOVOT —V*V*T || and [VOVOT — V*V*T5, and noting that [%]2 <
|A* |0, we obtain (D.1).
Step 2. We show that |My — M*|3 and |Sy; — E;H% are bounded with high probability when
the eigengap ¢ is bounded away from zero. We apply Lemma G.5 with ||M*|2 < |A* |« and obtain

N 0
pr {|My = M2 > har(0)} < 5,
where )
2P| A% . 2PJ 2P| A*|? 2PJ 2
ha(6) = 1 =2y :
e A T G R
Similarly, for J > 4 and for every j € [J], we have
. J—16§
pr{[Sn; —}2 = hs(d)} < 7
where )
2P||A*|| o0 4PJ 2P| A% 4PJ\ 2
= 1 1 .
hs(6) N g5+ N lg—
Then, collecting results and applying union bound, we have

SKJ
92

dist?(2°, 2*) < (1 + 16¢%|A*||2,) h3;(0) + 8K Jp*h%(6),

with probability at least 1 — . This implies that

KJP2 4PJ\? KJP_ K 4PJ
s 12 ZO Z* < A* 1 1 .
dist ( ) ) ¢<gv ) N2 5 + N og 5 )
. Lo (51 + 1602 A%|2
ota, 47) =tz { 2SI gt 05)

with probability at least 1 —§ and ¢(g, A*) is a constant that depends on g and A* . In particular,
the bond holds only when the eigengap ¢ is bounded away from zero.
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D.2 Proof of Lemma D.1

We prove the result for J = 1 and drop the subscript j throughout the proof. The proof can
be easily extended to the case where J > 1. Recall that R? = argminyco k) VY — V*Y|2% and
@ = maxje( {1 + 4v/2[ A* | /oK ( ¥%)}. Similar to (B.3) in the proof of Lemma B.1, we have

Hdiag(ao) - ROTdiag(a*)ROHi, < @2 HVOdiag(aO)VOT — V*diag(a*)V*T
2

, (D.6)
2

-

TSNUk ’Uk.'Uk — E*

where we can write V'diag(a®)V7T = Zle(ngSva)v,gvk Note that we can write ¥* Zle(v;TZ*vk)v,:v,:T.

Applying the triangle inequality to the right hand side of (D.6), we have

2

K
Hdiag(ao) - ROTdiag(a*)ROH? <4 { Z ATy up) (ol — viopT)
k=1 2
K 2
Z (v Syl — v S up) oot } (D.7)
= 2
Next, we bound the two terms on the right hand side of (D.7) separately. We have
K 2 K K 2
BTSRRI 3 ol - 3 "
el 9 k=1 k=1 2
By the uniqueness of projection operators, the above display can be written as
2)11/01/0T T2
= [E*RIVIVE = VIV, (D.8)
Since v9, ... ,v% are orthonormal to each other, we have

2

Z {op" Snop — vp S bodop” il
h=1

< max [V Syl — il S|
ke[K]

= m[ax] [ueT Sy — v S ) + T S ) — vp T S f )2
ke[ K

< 2|Sy — T3 + 2 max |v)T E*0) — v Er0f?
ke[ K]

= 2| Sy — T*|3 + 2 max [(Z*, vlodT — viurTH|2. (D.9)
ke[ K|

Next, we upper bound the second term on the right hand side of (D.9). We have

T

max K7, vevi! — vpup PP < 573 pax lokvR” — vior" 17

ke[ K]

< 2= mnax [oReR” — vior" 3

< 2= BIVOVET — vV (D.10)
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Plugging the result of (D.10) into (D.9), we have

2
< 2|8y = B3 + 4= VOV - vV, (D.11)

K
2 (T SvoR — o Srup)viep”
= 2

where the last inequality follows by triangle inequality. Combining results from (D.8) and (D.11),
we have

|diag(ay) — R™ diag(aj) R|% < 4K ¢® (5|S31VOVOT = VIVT3 + 2 Sn; — ¥33)

for every j € [J]. Hence, we complete the proof.

E Proof of Theorem 4.4

To proof Theorem 4.4, we need following lemma.

Lemma E.1 (Linear Convergence Rate). Suppose that Assumptions 4.1-4.6 are satisfied. After I
iterations of Algorithm 2, we have

27 %1

it (E.1)

J
Z — B3 < B2 (2126?) Z 120 — S22 + Creday, Cy =

where i = max;e[7)(17/8)|Z7 |2 and T = J7H9/2 + (1/2 v K/8)}.

Since HZ; |2 and p are bounded, Lemma E.1 shows that Algorithm 2 achieves error smaller than
§+C1e2,,; after I = log(1/9) iterations. The second term on the left hand side denotes the constant
multiple of the statistical error, which depends on the distribution of the data and the sample size.

of Lemma E.1. Let Z = (VT A)T be an iterate obtained by Algorithm 2, ¥; = Vdiag(a;)V? for
je[J], and

R = argmin |V — V*Y|%.
YeO(K)

We have the following decomposition

5 — 3% = (V — V*R)R" diag(a}) RR"V*"
+ V{diag(a;) — R diag(a )R}RTV*T + Vdiag(a;)(V — V*R)™.

Then
125 — 3l e < {|diag(ay)|2 + [diag(@})]2} |V — V*R|p + |diag(a;) — R diag(a}) R| p-
Since [diag(a;)le < 121z and |25 + |1 Z; |2 < | Zyle + 127l < (17/8)]1Z; |2 from (B.29), we have

125 = Str < u{|V = V*R|p + |diag(a;) — R diag(@})R|r} .
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Combining Theorem 4.7 with Lemma B.1, in the Ith iteration, we have
J ~
MISE - 533 < 2p” dist®(27, 2%)
< 9,2 51/2 distQ(ZO Z*) i Tngztat
= ST R - gy

J 2
2 I/2+2 0 w2 TTNEstat
<2u {ﬁ/é leEj—EjIFvLﬁm(l_aB)l/z}’
j=

which completes the proof.
O

of Theorem 4.4. We first note that under the assumptions, using Theorem 4.9, Assumption 4.6 is
satisfied with probability at least 1—dy. This allows us to use Lemma E.1 to bound Z}']:1 HE]I -3 2.
By triangle inequality, we have

J J J
1 St T 2
Z — il <2 15 - SlE 2 DI85 - 50
7=1 j=1 j=1
Y Y
Estimation error Approximation error

and, therefore, it remains only to bound the approximation error. We have

J J
Z = E5F = ) |V diag(a; —af)VTE

7j=1

M“

Hdlag a; —a))|h

= | A" — A%

Recall that each row of A* is the projection of the corresponding row of A* to the set C. ale, ),
where ¢ = ¢* and v = v*. Recall that columns of () = (@, Q1) denote eigenvectors of G For any
ke [K), if QT A;. = 0, then we have no loss in projecting A} to Ca(c,7). When QTA; #0, we
want to quantify the loss of using truncated ellipsoid. Let A* = Qhy, hy € R’ for k € [K]. Then
AZ = Qh where hkj = hj,; for j < (@), k € [K]. Therefore, for each row k € [K], we have

J J h*2
Ax * kj * *
4 —Atl= X hi<hg X 3 SA@) Sdar (E.2)
j=r(G)+1 i=r(@+1 "’

Then |A* — A*|% < K&47v*, which completes the proof.
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F Proof of Proposition 4.5

The proof proceeds in three steps. First, we verify that the iterate Z° obtained by Algorithm 1
satisfies Assumption 4.6. In the second step, we bound the statistical and approximation errors.
In the final step, we establish a bound on Z‘jjzl HE]I - E;H%

Step 1. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.9. Let My = J~! Z;}:l Sn,j and M* =
E(Mpy). Since ox(¥}) > Ej for every j € [J], the eigengap g = ox(M*) — ox1(M*) > 0 is
nonzero and we can apply Davis-Kahan “sin6” theorem, stated in Lemma G.2. From (D.1),

dist*(2°, 2") < er| My — M*H2+622||5N,g i
7j=1

From the definition of | - ||, in (G.1), for every n € [N] and j € [J], we have
) E* * *
+ Ej 2 Y le < 2| A%|oo-
o™ I3, < max H l2 < max 1372 < 2] A%l

Lemma G.6 then gives us

1
1 2J 1 2J\ ]2
My — M*|s < |A” — (2P + log — 2P +1 F.1
It =307l = 14 | 5 (2P 1085 )+ {5 +og50)}], (F.1)
with probability at least 1 — dg/J. Similarly, for J > 4, we have for every j € [J],
1
1 4J 1 4J\ )2
=X < AT 2P + log — 2P +1 F.2
I$ws = Sila < 1% | (2P 0w ) + 4 +og50>}], (F2)

with probability at least 1 — (J — 1)d/J?. A union bound, together with (D.5), gives us

KJ 4J\*| KJ 4.
P2+2(1 4P + 2log —
N2{8 ! <Og50>}+N< " g50>]
with probability at least 1 — dp.

This shows that dist?(Z%, Z*) < JI? with probability at least 1—dy when N = K (P + log J/dp).
From (D.2) and (D.4) we have that |[V? - V*R|% < 5K g 2| My — M*|3. From (F.1) we have that
|V — V*R|% < 12/J with high probability when N 2 K (P +logJ/&). Similarly, |diag(a;) —
RTdiag(a;)RH% < (J —1)I2/J with high probability. This shows that Assumption 4.6 is satisfied..

Step 2. Let r = r(é) Recall that G = QATQT. Setting Al = exp(—1?r%) = § 4, we have

r(G) = { <zl2 log ;f})é A J} . (F.3)

eﬁmt < 2(vy v V%) + 2ijax HEng

dist*(Z°, Z*) < ¢(g, A")

Proposition 4.8 then yields
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where

* |2
< AL
eqsN

1
1 1 11\2 P
log — + —log— ) AJ}+ Ks log—
do o? oA s*

with probability at least 1 — dp.
If s*log P/s* < PJ, then

1 P 1
log — + Kr(G) + Ks*log— < (log— + KJP ).
do s* do

Therefore (v v v3) < JIj. Combining with the assumption max;e[ | Ejl2 < Io, we establish that
Assumption 4.3 holds with probability at least 1 — dg.
Step 3. Similar to the proof of Theorem 4.4, we combine results from Step 1 and 2 to obtain

J
DS -5 <00+
j=1

Kr(G) + Ks*log(P/s*) + log 5yt
N

+ Jmax |E;[3 + Ky*5a (F.4)
jelJ]

after I = log(1/d1) iterations. We omit details for brevity.

In the final step, we choose a d4 that satisfies 64 < (167*) ™" minjep O'%((E;) and obtains the
optimal error of (F.4). Plugging (F.3) into (F.4), the optimal choice is 6% = (v*IN) "' (log y*IN)/2.
Note that 6% is smaller than (167*)~! minje U%{(E;), given that IV is not too small. Then,
plugging 6% into (F.4), we establish the result.

G Known Results

Lemma G.1 (Theorem 2.1.12 in Nesterov (2013)). For a L-smooth and m-strongly convex function
h, we have

mL
m+ L

1
m+ L

Lemma G.2 (Davis-Kahan sin 6 theorem, adapted from Yu et al. (2015)).

Let My = J71 Z}-le Sn; and M* = E(My). V* is the matriz whose columns are top-K eigenvec-
tors of M™*, and V is the matriz whose columns are the top-K eigenvectors of My. Assume that
the eigengap g = o (M*) — o 41(M*) > 0 is bounded away from zero. Then

2 /K

(VH(X)=Vh(Y),X -Y) > IX -Y|?+ IVA(X) — VR(Y)|?

e ox * * Y x 2 *
VT =V VTle < 2R My < M VYT = VYTl < 2 My - M,

Moreover, we have

, . 2¢/2 R
min |V = V*Y|p < 22 |My — M*||p.
YeO(K) g

Lemma G.3 (Adapted from Lemma 5.4 in Tu et al. (2016)). For any X,U € RP*X  we have

1
2(v2 — 1)o%(X)

in |[U—-XY|?% < vt — xxT)2.
min [ I [ I

Y

o4



Lemma G.4 (Matrix Bernstein, adapted from Theorem 6.6.1 in Tropp (2015)). Consider a se-
quence of independent, random, Hermitian matrices Xi,..., Xy with dimension P. Moreover,
assume that for n € [N], we have almost surely | X, |2 < L. Define

N N
Y =) Xp— B(X,), v(Y)=|)] var(X,)

2

Then, for every t = 0, we have

)
pr(|Y ] > 1) < 2Pexp{z<u<y>t+u>}‘

Lemma G.5. Let x1,...,zy be independent centered random vectors in RY such that |z,|3 < L
almost surely and S = BE(N~! 25:1 rpxl). Then

L
T
pr{'anzllxnxn -5

Proof. For each sample, we have

—Nt?
>ty <2Pexp{ ———— /.
3 } P{2L<”5|2 +t>}

var (zp21) = E{(a:nxg)g} —-F (xan)Z <FE {Han%xncL’ZZ} < LE (zpzl) .
Consequently, we have

1N
N 2 var {mnacg} < L||S||2-
n=1 2

The result follows from Lemma G.4. OJ

Let Z be a sub-Gaussian random variable, and we define the sub-Gaussian norm as

D=

1
A =sup —(E|Z|P)».
1Z|+p, p>11)¢p( 1ZIP)

Let Z be a P dimensional Gaussian random vector, then we define the sub-Gaussian norm as

1Z]ly, = sup Kz, Z)|ly,- (G.1)
eSP-1

zesS

Lemma G.6 (Adapted from Corollary 5.50 in Vershynin (2010)). Let x1,...,zN be independent
centered random vectors with sub-Gaussian distribution. Let Han?p2 < L for every n € [N]. Then,

we have
1Y, 2t
pr HNTLz_leL'nxn—Szzt <2exp{2P—eoN<L2/\L>},

for some absolute constant eg.
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Lemma G.7 (Adapted from Proposition 1.1 in Hsu et al. (2012)). Let A € RP*F be a matriz, and
let ¥ = ATA. Let v = (x1,...,2p) be an isotropic multivariate Gaussian random vector with zero
mean. For allt > 0. We have

t2 t
pr{||Az|3 — E(|Az|3)| > t} < 2exp [— { A }} .
el 2> 1 NSRS

Moreover, consider K matrices Aq, ..., Ak, with X = AZAk for k e [K] and x3, € RY be isotropic
multivariate random vectors. Then, for all t > 0, we have

12 t
Pt >ty <2expi — A '
{ } { (4215_1 ”Ek”% 2 maXpe (k) |Zk|2> }

of Lemma G.7. The first part is shown in Hsu et al. (2012), we show the second result. Let VA, V,T
be the eigendecomposition of ¥. define z; = Vkak which follows isotropic multivariate Gaussian

K
D Arzil3 — E( Apzel3)
k=1

distribution by the rotation invariance of Gaussian distribution. Then |Agzi|3 = Zfi | AkiZass
where \g; is the ith diagonal entry of Ag. Then, we apply the chi-square tail inequality (Laurent
& Massart, 2000) and obtain

1

K P K K 3
r Apize, — tr(Xe) >21 ¢ Y2 + 2e max |2 <e c.
ed 3150t 3 2 (< 2 13 ) 2l

Consequently, for all t > 0, we have

t2 t
pr >t]| <2expi — A .
( ) { <4Z£11 [Zel3 " 2maxier) \zm)}

Here we complete the proof. O

K
D A3 — B (| Api]3)
k=1

H Additional Empirical Results

Table 1: Competing methods

Abbr.  Model low-rank smooth A  sparse V
M1 Sliding window principal component analysis v v X
M2 Hidden Markov model X X X
M3 Autoregressive hidden Markov model (Poritz, 1982) X v X
M4 Sparse dictionary learning (Mairal et al., 2010) v X v
M5 Bayesian structured learning (Andersen et al., 2018) v v v
M6 Slinding window shrunk covariance (Ledoit & Wolf, 2004) X 4 X
M* Spectral initialization (Algorithm 1) 4 X X
M** Proposed model (Algorithm 2) v v v
MQ**  Proposed model (Algorithm 2) with QR decomposition step v v v

Table 1 repeats the list of competing methods we use in the main text. We will use the same
abbreviations in the following experiments.
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H.1 More Simulations on Temporal Dynamics

In this section, we show additional simulation results with different temporal dynamics. Table 6
and Table 7 show the average log-Fuclidean metric and the running time, repectively, where the
data generation process is shown in Figure 1 in the main text. In the second part, we evaluate

the model with discrete switching temporal dynamics as shown in Figure 4. This experiment is to
evaluate the performance of the discrete switching case, analogous to the assumption of the hidden
Markov model. The results are shown in Table 8.

Table 6: Average log-Euclidean metric of simulated data (o =

Methods
M1 W =20
M2

M3

M4

M5

M*

M**

MQ**

=

= OO0
H+ H H =

LR Eo
=

— O =

ot

OO0 OOWWOoO
w —

o 00 B O U
°

COOOIDO

Mixing waveform

N =5

0.40 +£0.01
0.68 + 0.02
0.75 4+ 0.02
0.43 +£0.02
0.36 +£0.01
0.41+0.01
0.29 +0.03
0.31+0.03

=

S SO R DI |
o
—

.01

o OO
O N =

01
.04
.03

coocooooo
B Lo LW WD W
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Table 7: Average running time of simulated data (o

x10%s

Methods
M1 W =20
M2

M3

M4

M5

M**
MQ**

=2

Tt io Lt o i Ot
EAOIRSHO R~ ® |

COOOoXNO

H - - H

Mixing waveform

N=5

0.4 +0.0

7.9 +0.1%
28.4% +0.1%
5.2% 4+ 2.9
3.6% + 1.3
0.2+ 0.0

4.5+ 0.2

14.0 + 0.6

N =10
0.6 +0.0
10.0% + 0.4*
24.5% + 0.7
10.8% + 5.1*
3.8% + 0.6
0.2+ 0.0
5.9+ 0.6
13.4+0.3

N=1

0.67 +£0.03
6.22 +1.02
7.36 +0.24
0.64 + 0.01
0.58 +0.01
0.94 + 0.06
0.59 + 0.02
0.58 + 0.02

0.5) (x1072s).

Sine waveform
=5
0.63 £0.01
0.82 £0.01
0.87 £0.02
0.58 £ 0.03
0.54 +0.01
0.58 + 0.02
0.51 +0.03
0.56 + 0.02

Sine waveform
N=5
0.4+0.0
8.0f + 0.1%
28.4*% + 0.2
3.2% 4+ 1.5
3.6 +1.1*
0.2+ 0.0
4.5+0.8
12.940.8

Table 8: Simulation result of Figure 4

Average log-Euclidean metric

Running time (x10~

N =5 N =10 N=1
0.02 0.52£0.01 050%£001 04£0.1
042 0.70£0.01 0.66+£0.01 31.4%29
333 0.81+£0.04 0.68+£0.01 173.2+21.0
0.01 0.50+0.03 043+£0.03 44.8+14.2
0.01 0.46£0.01 043£0.00 3521.0+£123.2
0.11 0.49+0.01 046+0.01 0.14+0.0
0.03 0.42+0.07 040+£0.09 68%+1.6
0.04 042£0.04 038+£0.06 48%£0.1

H.2 More Experiments on High-Dimensional Data

For the data generation process, we randomly generate a sparse orthogonal matrix of V*

N =5
0.4+0.0
790.8 £ 6.3
2834.0+ 7.3
393.1 +£225.4
3596.6 + 98.3
03+04
5.9+ 1.0
3.8+0.2

0.5)

N =10

0.63 £ 0.01
0.80 £ 0.01
0.80 +0.01
0.54 + 0.04
0.53 £ 0.01
0.57 +0.01
0.50 + 0.02
0.56 £ 0.01

I denotes the scaling of

N =10

0.5+ 0.0
8.3+ 79
29.0% + 4.1
7.8% + 3.3
3.8 +0.9*

Cn
e N
Il
—_
o
H%Hpo’“
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&
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HHHSLo® g+
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oo
w oo H
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H+
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€ RPXK‘

We first generate sparse orthogonal block diagonal matrices V with dimension P x P and then
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Ground Truth Components

Ground Truth Weights 0 1
1.0 0000080000008 T FFFFFFFFFY ﬁ-«m—o— 0 0 E
-1
s mi
J 3
0.8 = 10 i
0.3
g 067 0 10 0 10 0.2
=1
01
2 3
0 . 0.0
0.2 -0.1
10 - 1 [ | -0.2
0.0 -0.3

6 1'0 2‘0 3‘0 4‘0 5‘0 0 10 0 10
t
Figure 4: The left figure shows the ground truth of square temporal weights and the right figure
shows the corresponding temporal components.

compute the QR decomposition of each block. We keep the orthogonal component of the QR de-
composition in each block and then randomly permute the row of the matrix. Finally, we randomly
pick K columns of V to compose V*. For the temporal components Ay. for every k € [K], unless
stated otherwise, we randomly select 6 knots and interpolate the knots with a cubic spline func-
tion. The location of each knot is uniformly distributed, with y-position drawn from unif([0, 1])
and z-position uniformly drawn from unif([0, 7).

Selections of kernel functions: In this experiment, we vary the number of knots to see how the
choice of kernel length scale affects the estimations. Moreover, we choose different kernel functions
to demonstrate the model generalization. We run the simulation with N = 50, K = 10, P = 100,
and J = 100. The simulation results averaged by 20 trials are shown in Table 9. The result
show that as the number of knots increases, indicating that the temporal signal fluctuates more
intensively, the optimal choice of length scale decreases. We observe such behavior in all three
kernel functions. As for selecting the kernel function, there is no clear distinction which function
is the optimal choice for all cases but may require testing all combinations.

More experiments in high-dimensional setting: Table 10-11 show experimental results of P =
100, J = 100, K = 10 with different noise level {0.2,0.1}. While most methods have improved
results as the noise level decrease, M2 and M3 have downgraded results. This may be because M2
and M3 are already poor estimators.

H.3 Experiment on fMRI Data

In this section, we provide the remaining experiment result in Figure 5, the task correlation in
Table 12, and the task activation map in Figure 6.
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Table 9: dist?>(Z, Z*)/.J of different kernel functions and kernel length scale

Methods Number of knots in J = 100
5 10 15 20

Radial-basis function (I = 5) 0.16 +£0.04 0.26£0.05 0.52+£0.07 0.91+0.17
Radial-basis function (! =10)  0.12+0.04 0.18 £0.05 0.33 £0.07 0.69 +0.18
Radial-basis function (! =50)  0.094+0.04 0.16+0.05 0.76 +£0.09 1.17+0.11
Radial-basis function (I = 200) 0.08+0.04 0.30+0.05 0.84+0.08 1.27+0.16
Matérn five-half (I = 5) 0.15+0.04 0.23+0.05 0.44+0.06 0.80+0.18
Matérn five-half (I = 10) 0.13+0.04 0.20+£0.05 0.36£0.06 0.70+0.18
Matérn five-half (I = 50) 0.10+£0.04 0.15+£0.05 0.31£0.06 0.59=+0.12
Matérn five-half (I = 200) 0.09+0.04 0.14+0.05 0.31+£0.07 0.62+0.19
Rational quadratic (I = 5) 0.14+0.04 0.24+0.05 0.51+0.07 0.89+0.18
Rational quadratic (I = 10) 0.17+0.04 0.29+0.05 0.61+0.07 1.03+0.18
Rational quadratic (I = 50) 0.10£0.04 0.13£0.05 0.43+£0.07 1.07£0.18
Rational quadratic (I = 200) 0.08+0.04 0.22+0.05 0.81+£0.08 1.26+0.16

Table 10: Average log-Euclidean metric of high dimensional low-rank data (o = 0.2)

Methods Number of training subjects
10 20 30 40 50

M1 W =20 0.40+£0.01 0.37£0.01 0.36+£0.01 0.36+0.01 0.35+0.01
M2 2.21 £0.01 2.07+0.01 2.04+0.01 2.024+0.01 2.02+0.01
M3 78424+ 746 1.66+0.09 2154+0.01 2204+0.01 2.1940.01
M4 0.96 + 0.02 0.43+0.02 0.36 £0.04 0.36 +£0.03 0.35+0.03
M5 0.43 £0.01 0.39+£0.01 0.38+0.01 0.37+0.01 0.36+0.01
M* 0.35 +0.01 0.31+0.01 0.294+0.01 0.29+0.01 0.284+0.01
M** 0.32 £ 0.02 0.29+0.02 0.27+0.01 0.27+0.01 0.26+0.01
MQ** 0.30 £ 0.02 0.28 +0.02 0.28+0.02 0.28+0.01 0.27+0.01

Table 11: Average log-Euclidean metric of high dimensional low-rank data (o = 0.1)

Methods Number of training subjects
10 20 30 40 50

M1 W =20 0.35+0.00 0.33+£0.00 0.33£0.00 0.32+0.00 0.32+0.00
M2 3.03 £ 0.01 2.90+0.00 2.87+0.00 2.85+0.00 2.85%+0.00
M3 73.62+9.48 2.25+0.15 298+0.01 3.03+0.01 3.01+0.00
M4 1.00 + 0.05 0.48+0.05 041 +0.05 0.37+0.05 0.39+0.03
M5 0.39 £ 0.01 0.36 £0.01 0.35+0.01 0.34+0.01 0.33+0.01
M* 0.31 £0.01 0.27+0.02 0.254+0.01 0.24+£0.01 0.24£0.01
M** 0.28 £ 0.02 0.26 £0.02 0.244+0.01 0.23+£0.01 0.23£0.01
MQ** 0.29 £ 0.02 0.26 £0.02 0.254+0.01 0.24+£0.01 0.23£0.01

Table 12: The correlation of the components with task activation.

Task Rank of the correlation, order from largest to smallest (component index)
Right Hand Tapping 5 3 2 14 13 12 11 10 7
Left Foot Tapping 2 14 13 12 11 10 3 1 0
Tongue Wagging 7 14 13 12 11 10 3 9 8
Right Foot Tapping 14 13 12 11 10 3 2 4 1
Left Hand Tapping 3 1 2 6 14 13 12 11 1
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