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Abstract

We establish a finite-sample Berry-Esseen theorem for the entrywise limits of the eigenvectors for a

broad collection of signal-plus-noise random matrix models under challenging weak signal regimes. The

signal strength is characterized by a scaling factor ρn through nρn, where n is the dimension of the

random matrix, and we allow nρn to grow at the rate of logn. The key technical contribution is a sharp

finite-sample entrywise eigenvector perturbation bound. The existing error bounds on the two-to-infinity

norms of the higher-order remainders are not sufficient when nρn is proportional to logn. We apply

the general entrywise eigenvector analysis results to the symmetric noisy matrix completion problem,

random dot product graphs, and two subsequent inference tasks for random graphs: the estimation of

pure nodes in mixed membership stochastic block models and the hypothesis testing of the equality of

latent positions in random graphs.

Keywords: Berry-Esseen theorems, Entrywise eigenvector analysis, Random dot product graphs, Signal-

plus-noise matrix model, Symmetric noisy matrix completion
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1 Introduction

In the contemporary world of data science, many statistical problems involve random matrix models with

low-rank structures. Random matrices with low expected rank, also referred to as the signal-plus-noise matrix

models, are pervasive in many applications, including social networks [39, 61, 91], compressed sensing [26, 28],

and recommendation systems [14, 36]. A broad range of statistical models also fall into the category of

signal-plus-noise matrix models, such as the low-rank matrix denoising model [23, 27, 71], matrix completion

problems [17, 18, 47], principal component analysis [7, 45], and stochastic block models [1, 39].

In signal-plus-noise matrix models, spectral estimators and eigenvectors of random matrices have been

extensively explored. These estimators can either be applied to obtain the desired inference results [43, 66, 75]

or serve as ideal initial guesses of certain iterative algorithms [33, 47, 89]. The theoretical support of spectral

estimators is fundamentally backboned by the matrix perturbation theory [16, 25, 73, 86] and the recent

progress in random matrix theory [11, 13, 62, 90]. From the practical perspective, the implementation of

these spectral-based estimators typically only requires the truncated spectral/singular value decomposition

of the data matrix, which is computationally cheap. In contrast, the maximum likelihood estimators for

low-rank matrix models are less preferred because they are intractable to compute in general due to the

nonconvex optimization problems involved [3].

1.1 Overview

This paper investigates the entrywise behavior of the leading eigenvectors of a symmetric random matrix A

whose expected value P = EA has a low rank. This class of random matrix models is referred to as the

signal-plus-noise matrix models (see Section 2.1 for the formal description). We establish a generic finite-

sample Berry-Esseen theorem for the rows of the leading eigenvectors under challenging weak signal regimes.

The resulting Berry-Esseen bound is quite general and allows for a possibly increasing rank(P).
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As a special case of the entrywise eigenvector limit theorem for the signal-plus-noise matrix models, we

obtain the Berry-Esseen bounds for the rows of the eigenvectors of a random matrix generated from the

symmetric noisy matrix completion model (see Section 4.1 for the formal definition). Our analysis is sharper

than the two-to-infinity norm error bounds for the eigenvectors obtained by [3].

Our generic entrywise Berry-Esseen theorem leads to the limit results of the rows of the adjacency spectral

embedding of the random dot product graph model (see Section 4.2 for the formal definition) under the sparse

regime that the graph average expected degree is at the order of Ω(log n), where n is the number of vertices.

The sparsity assumption is minimal because the graph adjacency matrix A no longer concentrates around

its expected value P when the average expected degree is o(log n). Our result also relaxes the sparsity

assumptions posited in [22, 79, 89].

Leveraging the generic entrywise eigenvector concentration bound for the signal-plus-noise matrix models,

we further study the entrywise limit theorem of the one-step refinement of the eigenvectors for random dot

product graphs proposed in [89]. The corresponding covariance matrix of the rows of the one-step estimator

is no greater than that of the rows of the eigenvectors. We then investigate the impact of the one-step

estimator for two subsequent inference tasks. Specifically, the one-step estimator has smaller asymptotic

variances than the eigenvectors for estimating the pure nodes in mixed membership stochastic block models;

It also leads to a more powerful test than the eigenvectors for testing the equality of latent positions in

random dot product graphs.

1.2 A motivating example

Let us take a glimpse into a simple yet popular random graph model that has attracted much attention

in the recent decade: the stochastic block model. Consider a graph with n vertices that are labeled as

[n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. These vertices are partitioned into two communities by a community assignment rule

τ : [n] → {1, 2}, where τ(i) = 1 indicates that vertex i lies in the first community, and τ(i) = 2 otherwise.

Let A = [Aij ]n×n be the adjacency matrix of the stochastic block model, ρn ∈ (0, 1] be the sparsity

factor, and a, b ∈ (0, 1) be constants. For each vertex pair (i, j) with i ≤ j, (Aij)i≤j are independent,

Aij ∼ Bernoulli(ρna) if τ(i) = τ(j), Aij ∼ Bernoulli(ρnb) if τ(i) 6= τ(j), and Aij = Aji for all i > j. Here,

ρna and ρnb represent the within-community probability and between-community probability, respectively,

and nρn governs the growing rate of the graph average expected degree as a function of n.

The stochastic block models were first introduced in [39] and have motivated the development of network

science and analysis substantially in recent years. There have also been countless papers addressing statistical

analyses of stochastic block models and their fundamental limits. The readers are referred to [1] for a survey.

A fundamental inference task for stochastic block models is the community detection, namely, the recovery

of the cluster assignment rule τ . In the context of the aforementioned two-block stochastic block model, we

are particularly interested in the case where nρn = α log n for some constant α > 0. There are, however,

other fundamental aspects of the behavior of the leading eigenvectors of the adjacency matrix A beyond

the community detection. In this work, we focus on the asymptotic distribution of the rows of the leading

eigenvector matrix of A. We begin the analysis with the population eigenvectors. For simplicity, we assume

that n is an even integer, τ(i) = 1 if i = 1, . . . , n/2, and τ(i) = 2 if i = n/2 + 1, . . . , n. Namely, the first

4
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Figure 1: Left panel: The histogram of
√
n(v̂12− v12) over the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates with the density

of N(0, (a+ b)/(a− b)) highlighted in the red curve. Right panel: The boxplots of
√
n(v̂12 − v12), its linear

approximation
√
n
∑
j(A1j−EA1j)vj2/λ2, and the infinity norm of the remainder

√
n‖v̂2−Av2/λ2‖∞ across

the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates.

n/2 vertices are in the first community, and the rest of the n/2 vertices fall into the second community. The

non-zero eigenvalues of EA are λ1 = nρn(a + b)/2 and λ2 = nρn(a − b)/2, and the associated eigenvectors

are u1 = n−1/2[1, . . . , 1]T and u2 = n−1/2[1, . . . , 1,−1, . . . ,−1]T. We also consider the scaled eigenvectors

v1 = λ
1/2
1 u1 and v2 = λ

1/2
2 u2. Because v1 and u1 are non-informative for the community structure whereas

the signs of v2 and u2 encode the community assignment, we focus on v2 and u2. Let v̂2 = [v̂12, . . . , v̂n2]T

be the eigenvector of A associated with the second largest eigenvalue λ̂2 of A and û2 = v̂2/‖v̂2‖2. We scale

v̂2 such that ‖v̂2‖2 = |λ̂2|1/2 to keep the scaling consistent.

To explore the entrywise asymptotic distributions of v̂2 and û2, we consider the following decompositions

motivated by [3] and [22] for each fixed i ∈ [n]:

√
n(v̂i2 − vi2) =

√
n

n∑
j=1

(Aij − EAij)v2j

λ2
+
√
n
(
v̂i2 −

n∑
j=1

Aijvj2
λ2

)
, (1.1)

nρ1/2
n (ûi2 − ui2) = nρ1/2

n

n∑
j=1

(Aij − EAij)u2j

λ2
+ nρ1/2

n

(
ûi2 −

n∑
j=1

Aijuj2
λ2

)
. (1.2)

The key observation is that the first terms on the right-hand sides of (1.1) and (1.2) are two sums of

independent mean-zero random variables. These two terms converge to N(0, (a+ b)/(a− b)) and N(0, 2(a+

b)/(a − b)2) in distribution, respectively, by Lyapunov’s central limit theorem (see, e.g., Theorem 7.1.2. in

[24]). The technical challenge lies in sharp controls of the second terms arising in these equations.

We pause the theoretical discussion for a moment and turn to a simulation study. The parameters for the

simulation are set as follows: n = 5000, α = 5, a = 0.9, b = 0.05, and nρn = α log n. We then generate 3000

independent Monte Carlo replicates of A and compute the corresponding eigenvectors v̂2 and û2. Below,

the left panels of Figures 1 and 2 visualize the histograms of
√
n(v̂12 − v12) and nρ

1/2
n (û12 − u12) (for the

vertex i = 1), respectively. The shapes of the two histograms are closely aligned with the corresponding

asymptotic normal densities. This observation leads to the conjecture that
√
n(v̂i2−vi2) and nρ

1/2
n (ûi2−ui2)

are asymptotically normal.

Continuing the theoretical investigation of
√
n(v̂i2 − vi2) and nρ

1/2
n (ûi2 − ui2), we can write (1.1) and

5
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Figure 2: Left panel: The histogram of nρ
1/2
n (û12−u12) over the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates with the density

of N(0, 2(a+b)/(a−b)2) highlighted in the red curve. Right panel: The boxplots of nρ
1/2
n (û12−u12), its linear

approximation nρ
1/2
n
∑
j(A1j −EA1j)uj2/λ2, and the infinity norm of the remainder nρ

1/2
n ‖û2−Au2/λ2‖∞

across the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates.

(1.2) alternatively as

√
n(v̂2 − v2) =

√
n

(A− EA)v2

λ2
+
√
n
(

v̂2 −
Av2

λ2

)
,

nρ1/2
n (û2 − u2) = nρ1/2

n

(A− EA)u2

λ2
+ nρ1/2

n

(
û2 −

Au2

λ2

)
.

One seemingly plausible approach is to show that
√
n‖v̂2 − Av2/λ2‖∞ and nρ

1/2
n ‖û2 − Au2/λ2‖∞ are

oP(1) using the recently developed tools in [3, 21, 22, 29, 32, 51, 58]. However, the right panels of Figures

1 and 2 suggest that this strategy may fail. Taking the unscaled eigenvectors for example, we present

the boxplots of nρ
1/2
n (û12 − u12), nρ

1/2
n
∑n
j=1(A1j − EA1j)uj2/λ2, and nρ

1/2
n ‖û2 − Au2/λ2‖∞ over the

aforementioned 3000 Monte Carlo replicates in the right panel of Figure 2. The boxplots suggest that

nρ
1/2
n ‖û2 − Au2/λ2‖∞ 6= oP(1). A similar phenomenon for the scaled eigenvectors can also be observed

from the right panel of Figure 1. These numerical results motivate us to explore the entrywise limits of the

eigenvectors for signal-plus-noise matrices beyond the two-to-infinity error bounds.

1.3 Related work

Entrywise limit theorems for the eigenvectors of random matrices first appeared in the context of network

models. Based on the random dot product graph model [61, 91], the authors of [10] explored the asymptotic

distributions of the rows of the eigenvectors of the random adjacency matrix for dense graphs. Generalizations

of [10] to sparse graphs were later explored in [79] and [89] under a weaker condition that the average

expected degree scales at ω((log n)4). The authors of [22] established a general entrywise limit theorem for

the eigenvectors of random matrices with low expected rank by exploiting the von-Neumann matrix series

expansion of the solution to a matrix Sylvester equation [15, 29]. Recently, a general framework for studying

the asymptotic theory of eigenvectors for generalized spiked Wigner models has been developed in [31].

Another line of the related research is on the two-to-infinity norm error bounds for eigenvectors of

random matrices. Previously, the authors of [54] have explored the exact community detection of stochastic

6



block models by studying the eigenvector error bound with respect to the two-to-infinity norm. Recently, the

authors of [21] established a general framework for studying the two-to-infinity norm eigenvector perturbation

bounds. However, the deterministic nature of their approach may lead to sub-optimal results in challenging

low signal-to-noise ratio regimes [3]. Since then, several related papers have emerged to address the entrywise

eigenvector estimation problems under various contexts [3, 4, 22, 51, 87].

The literature on the specific applications considered in this paper is quite rich. The symmetric noisy

matrix completion models can be viewed as a special case of the general noisy matrix completion models for

rectangular random matrices, which have seen enormous progress in the past decades. For an incomplete list

of reference, see [14, 17, 18, 19, 23, 38, 41, 47, 48]. The random dot product graphs, which were originally

developed for social networks [61, 91], have been extensively studied in recent years, including the theoretical

properties [10, 75, 78, 79, 80, 89, 88] and the involved applications [65, 81]. We refer to the survey paper [9]

for a review of random dot product graphs.

1.4 Organization

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 sets the stage for the generic signal-plus-noise

matrix models and introduces the corresponding entrywise eigenvector analysis framework. Section 3, which

is the main technical contribution of this paper, elaborates on the Berry-Esseen theorem for the rows of the

eigenvectors of the signal-plus-noise matrix models. We apply the main results to the symmetric noisy matrix

completion models and random dot product graphs in Section 4. Section 5 provides illustrative numerical

examples, and we conclude the paper with some discussions concerning future extensions in Section 6.

1.5 Notations

The symbol := is used to assign mathematical definitions. For any positive integer n, let [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}.
The set of all positive integers is denoted by N+. For any a, b ∈ R, we denote a ∧ b := min(a, b) and

a ∨ b := max(a, b). For any two non-negative sequences (an)n∈N+ , (bn)n∈N+ , we write an . bn (an & bn,

resp.), if there exists some absolute constant C > 0, such that an ≤ Cbn (an ≥ Cbn, resp.) for all n ∈ N+. If

the constant C also depends on another parameter c that is independent of n ∈ N+, then we write an .c bn

(an &c bn, resp.). We use Kc, Nc, . . . to denote constants that may depend on another parameter c but is

independent of the varying index n ∈ N+. Absolute constants are usually hidden using notations . and &,

and, when necessary, we use C0 and c0 to denote generic absolute constants that may vary from line to line.

We use the notation an � bn to indicate that an . bn and an & bn. If an/bn stays bounded away from

+∞, we write an = O(bn) and bn = Ω(an), and if an/bn → 0, we denote an = o(bn) and bn = ω(an). For

any symmetric positive semidefinite matrices Σ and Γ, we denote Σ � Γ (Σ � Γ, resp.), if Σ− Γ (Γ−Σ,

resp.) is positive semidefinite. When Σ− Γ (Γ−Σ, resp.) is strictly positive definite, we use the notation

Σ � Γ (Σ ≺ Γ, resp.). For any d ∈ N+, we use Id to denote the d × d identity matrix and 0d to denote

the zero vector in Rd. For n, d ∈ N+, n ≥ d, let O(n, d) := {U ∈ Rn×d : UTU = Id} denote the set of

all orthonormal d-frames in Rn. When n = d, we simply write O(d) = O(d, d). For an n × d matrix M,

we denote σk(M) the kth largest singular value of M, k ∈ [min(n, d)]. For any j ∈ [n] and k ∈ [d], we use

[M]j∗ to denote its jth row, [M]∗k to denote its kth column, and [M]jk to denote its (j, k)th entry. When

7



M ∈ Rn×n is a square symmetric matrix, we use λk(M) to denote the kth largest eigenvalue of M, namely,

λ1(M) ≥ λ2(M) ≥ . . . ≥ λn(M), and tr(M) the trace of M (the sum of its diagonal elements). If M ∈ Rd×d

is positive definite, then we let κ(M) := λ1(M)/λd(M) denote the condition number of M. The spectral norm

of a rectangular matrix M, denoted by ‖M‖2, is defined as the largest singular value of M. The Frobenius

norm of a rectangular matrix M, denoted by ‖M‖F, is defined as ‖M‖F =
√

tr(MTM). We use ‖M‖2→∞
to denote the two-to-infinity norm of a matrix M = [Mjk]n×d, defined as ‖M‖2→∞ = maxj∈[n]

√∑d
k=1M

2
jk,

and ‖M‖∞ to denote the matrix infinity norm ‖M‖∞ = maxj∈[n]

∑d
k=1 |Mjk|. Given d real numbers

a1, . . . , ad ∈ R, we let diag(a1, . . . , ad) to denote the d × d diagonal matrix whose (k, k)th element is ak for

k ∈ [d]. For a Euclidean vector x = [x1, . . . , xd]
T ∈ Rd, ‖x‖2 denotes the Euclidean norm of x given by

‖x‖2 =
√∑d

k=1 x
2
k and ‖x‖∞ denotes the infinity norm of x defined as ‖x‖∞ = maxk∈[d] |xk|. When the

dimension of the underlying Euclidean space is clear, with use ei to denote the unit basis vector whose ith

coordinate is one and the rest of the coordinates are zeros.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Setup

Consider an n×n symmetric observable data matrix A that can be viewed as a noisy version of an unobserved

low-rank signal matrix P through the following signal-plus-noise matrix model:

A = P + E, (2.1)

where E is an n× n symmetric noise matrix that is unobserved. Suppose rank(P) = d and d� n. Let p ∈
{1, 2, . . . , d} be the number of positive eigenvalues of P and q

∆
= d− p be the number of negative eigenvalues

of P. Namely, λ1(P) ≥ . . . ≥ λp(P) > 0 > λn−q+1(P) ≥ . . . ≥ λn(P). Let UP+ ∈ O(n, p) be the eigenvector

matrix of P corresponding to the positive eigenvalues λ1(P), . . . , λp(P), UP− ∈ O(n, q) be the eigenvector

matrix of P corresponding to the negative eigenvalues λn−q+1(P), . . . , λn(P), UP := [UP+
,UP− ], SP+

:=

diag{λ1(P), . . . , λp(P)}, SP− := diag{λn−q+1(P), . . . , λn(P)}, and SP := diag(SP+
,SP−).

The signal matrix P is associated with a scaling factor ρn ∈ (0, 1] that governs the signal strength of the

model (2.1) through nρn. For example, in the context of network models, nρn controls the average expected

degree of the resulting random graphs. Note that the spectral decomposition of P can be written as P =

UP+
|SP+

|UT
P+
−UP− |SP− |UT

P−
, where the absolute value | · | is applied entrywise on the eigenvalues. We

define X± := ρ
−1/2
n UP± |SP± |1/2WX± , where WX+ ∈ O(p) and WX− ∈ O(q) are deterministic orthogonal

matrices. This allows us to write P alternatively as P = ρnX+XT
+ − ρnX−XT

−. Denote X := [X+,X−],

∆n± := (1/n)XT
±X±, ∆n := (1/n)XTX, and WX := diag(WX+

,XX−). Clearly, ∆n = diag(∆n+,∆n−)

because of the orthogonality between X+ and X−.

The focus of this work is to characterize the entrywise limit behavior of the eigenvector matrices of

the data matrix A as the sample versions of their population counterparts UP± and X±. To this end,

we let UA+
∈ O(n, p) be the eigenvector matrix of A corresponding to the positive sample eigenvalues

λ1(A), . . . , λp(A), UA− ∈ O(n, q) be the eigenvector matrix of A corresponding to the negative sample

8



eigenvalues λn−q+1(A), . . . , λn(A), UA := [UA+ ,UA− ], SA+ = diag{λ1(A), . . . , λp(A)},
SA− = diag{λn−q+1(A), . . . , λn(A)}, and SA := diag(SA+

,SA−). Let X̃± := UA± |SA± |1/2 and X̃ :=

[X̃+, X̃−]. To reiterate, UA± and X̃± play the role of the population counterparts of UP± and ρ
1/2
n X±,

respectively.

2.2 Entrywise eigenvector analysis framework

We now briefly discuss the entrywise eigenvector analysis framework for the signal-plus-noise matrix model

(2.1). Unlike the case in Section 1.2, X± and UP± are only identifiable up to an orthogonal matrix due

to the potential multiplicity of the non-zero eigenvalues of P. To find the suitable orthogonal alignment

matrix, we follow the Procrustes analysis idea in [2, 20, 38, 70]. Let UT
P±

UA± yield the singular value

decomposition UT
P±

UA± = W1±diag{σ1(UT
P±

UA±), . . . , σd(U
T
P±

UA±)}WT
2±, where W1+,W2+ ∈ O(p)

and W1−,W2− ∈ O(q). Denote W∗
± = sgn(UT

P±
UA±) the matrix sign of UT

P±
UA± defined as W∗

± =

W1±WT
2± [3, 38] and let W∗ := diag(W∗

+,W
∗
−). Then the orthogonal alignment matrix between X̃± and

X± is selected as W± = (W∗
±)TWX± . It is believable that X̃±W± and UA± are reasonable approximations

to ρ
1/2
n X± and UP±W∗

±, respectively. For convenience, we denote W := diag(W+,W−).

The keystone observation of the framework lies in the following two decompositions:

X̃±W± − ρ1/2
n X± = ±ρ−1/2

n EX±(XT
±X±)−1 +

{
X̃±W± ∓ ρ−1/2

n AX±(XT
±X±)−1

}
, (2.2)

UA± −UP±W∗
± = EUP±S−1

P±
W∗
± + (UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±). (2.3)

To see why equation (2.2) holds, we first observe that P = ρnX+XT
+ − ρnX−XT

−, so that PX± =

±ρnX±(XT
±X±), implying that ±ρ−1/2

n EX±(XT
±X±)−1 = ±ρ−1/2

n AX±(XT
±X±)−1 − ρ1/2

n X± since we as-

sume that λp(P) > 0 and λn−q+1(P) < 0. Substituting ρ
1/2
n X± above to the left-hand side of (2.2) leads

to the right-hand side of (2.2). The argument for (2.3) is similar. As observed in [3] and [22], viewing

(X̃±,UA±) and (ρ
1/2
n X±,UP±) as functionals of A and P, we see that the first terms on the right-hand

sides of (2.2) and (2.3) are linear approximations to X̃±W± − ρ1/2
n X± and UA± −UP±W∗

±, respectively,

whereas the second terms are the higher-order remainders.

To shed some light on the entrywise limits of X̃±, we fix the vertex i ∈ [n] and re-write (2.2) as

WT(x̃i)± − ρ1/2
n (xi)± = ±

n∑
j=1

[E]ij(X
T
±X±)−1(xj)±

ρ
1/2
n

+

{
X̃±W± ∓

AX±(XT
±X±)−1

ρ
1/2
n

}T

ei,

where (x̃i)± and (xi)± denote the ith row of X̃± and X±, respectively. An immediate observation is

that the first term above is a sum of independent mean-zero random variables, which is quite accessible

for the analysis. The non-trivial part is a sharp control of the second term above. Using the fact that

ρnXT
±X± = WT

X±
|SP± |WX± , we further write

X̃±W± −
±AX±(XT

±X±)−1

ρ
1/2
n

= UA±(W∗
±|SA± |1/2 − |SP± |1/2W∗

±)TWX±

+ (UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±)(W∗

±)T|SP± |1/2WX± .

(2.4)
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Because the analysis of the first line in (2.4) is relatively easy (see, for example, Lemma 49 in [9]), we focus

on the entrywise control of UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
± in the second line in (2.4), which is also related to the

entrywise limit of UA± through (2.3). Although there has been some recent progress on the uniform control

‖UA± − AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±‖2→∞ (see [3, 22, 51]), the numerical experiment in Section 1.2 suggests that the

uniform error bound may not be sufficient for studying the entrywise limits of X̃± and UA± . This motivates

us to develop a sharp control of ‖eT
i (UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2 for each fixed i ∈ [n].

3 Entrywise limit theorem for the eigenvectors

3.1 Main results

This section establishes the entrywise limit results for the eigenvectors UA± and X±. We first present several

necessary assumptions for the signal-plus-noise matrix model (2.1).

Assumption 1. ‖X‖2→∞ is upper bounded by a constant.

Assumption 2. ρn ∈ (0, 1], ρ := limn→∞ ρn exists, and nρn = Ω(log n).

Assumption 3. The upper diagonal entries of E, ([E]ij : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n), are independent mean-zero

random variables; There exists mean-zero random variables ([E1]ij, [E2]ij : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n), such that

[E]ij = [E1]ij + [E2]ij, and they satisfy the following conditions:

(i) There exists constants B, σ2 > 0 independent of n such that maxi,j∈[n] |[E1]ij | ≤ B with probability one

and maxi,j∈[n] var([E1]ij) ≤ σ2ρn.

(ii) The random variables ([E2]ij : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n) are uniformly sub-Gaussian in the following sense:

maxi,j∈[n] ‖[E2]ij‖ψ2 ≤ σρ
1/2
n for some constant σ > 0 independent of n, where ‖ · ‖ψ2 is the sub-

Gaussian norm of a random variable (see, for example, [49, 84]).

Assumption 4. There exist absolute constants c0 > 0, ξ ≥ 1, and a non-decreasing function ϕ(·) : R+ → R+

with ϕ(0) = 0, ϕ(x)/x non-increasing in R+, such that for all i,m ∈ [n] and any deterministic n× d matrix

V, with probability at least 1− c0n−(1+ξ),

max{‖eT
i E(m)V‖2, ‖eT

i EV‖2} ≤ nρnλd(∆n)‖V‖2→∞ϕ
(

‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)
,

where E(m) is obtained by replacing the mth row and mth column of E by zeros.

Assumption 5. There exist absolute constants K, c0 > 0, ζ ≥ 1, such that ‖E‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2 with prob-

ability at least 1 − c0n−ζ and 32κ(∆n) max{γ, ϕ(γ)} ≤ 1, where ϕ(·) is the function in Assumption 4 and

γ := max{3K, ‖X‖22→∞}/{(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)} → 0 .

Several remarks regarding Assumptions 1-5 are in order. Assumption 1 is related to the notion of

bounded coherence in random matrix theory and matrix recovery [17, 18]. Indeed, observe that ‖UP‖2→∞ ≤
‖X‖2→∞/

√
nλd(∆n). Therefore, Assumption 1 implies the bounded coherence of UP (i.e., ‖UP‖2→∞ ≤
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Cµ
√
d/n for some constant Cµ ≥ 1) as long as dλd(∆n) = Ω(1), which is a mild condition. Assumption 2

requires that nρn = Ω(log n). In the context of the two-block stochastic block model illustrated in Section

1.2, this amounts to requiring that the average graph expected degree is Ω(log n). Assumption 3 is a

general requirement for the tail of the distributions of the noise E. It includes a variety of popular random

matrix models such as random dot product graphs, the low-rank matrix denoising model, and the matrix

completion model. Assumption 4 is motivated by the row-wise concentration assumption in [3]. The row-

wise concentration behavior of E is characterized by a function ϕ(·) that depends on the distributions of E

fundamentally. Assumption 5 is a standard assumption on the spectral concentration of the noise matrix E

and is satisfied under the binary random graph model by [50] and the matrix completion model by [47].

Theorem 3.1 below is the main result of this section. It asserts that when nρn = Ω(log n), the distributions

of the rows of X̃±W± − ρ1/2
n X± and UA± −UP±W∗

± are approximately Gaussians.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. For each i ∈ [n], let

Σni± = ∆−1
n±

{
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E([E]2ij)(xj)±(xj)
T
±

}
∆−1
n±, Γni± = ∆

−1/2
n± Σni±∆

−1/2
n±

be invertible. Define χ = ϕ(1) + (‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)/λd(∆n). Then for each fixed index i ∈ [n] and for any

sufficiently large n,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nΣ
−1/2
ni± (WT(x̃i)± − ρ1/2

n (xi)±) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.σ

d1/2χ‖Σ−1/2
ni± ‖2‖X‖22→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
+
d1/2‖Σ−1/2

n± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3(xj)
T
±∆−1

n±Σ−1
ni±∆−1

n±(xj)±,

(3.1)

and

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{nρ1/2
n Γ

−1/2
ni± WT

X±(W∗
±[UA± ]i∗ − [UP± ]i∗) ∈ A

}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.σ

d1/2χ‖Γ−1/2
ni± ‖2‖X‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
+
d1/2‖Γ−1/2

ni± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)3/2

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3(xj)
T
±∆

−3/2
n± Γ−1

ni±∆
−3/2
n± (xj)±,

(3.2)

where A is the collection of all convex measurable sets in Rd and z ∼ Nd(0d, Id).

Remark 1 (Generality of Theorem 3.1). Theorem 3.1 is stated in terms of Berry-Esseen type bounds for
√
nΣ
−1/2
ni± {WT

±(x̃i)± − ρ
1/2
n (xi)±} and

√
nΓ
−1/2
ni± WT

X±
(W∗
±[UA± ]i∗ − [UP± ]i∗). The upper bounds only

depend on nρn, the rank of P, the eigenvalues of ∆n, a constant depending on σ, ‖X‖2→∞, and the third

absolute moments of [E]ij ’s. Compared to the limit theorems in [22, 79, 89], Theorem 3.1 allows the rank d

and the eigenvalues of P to vary with the number of vertices n. Consequently, as long as the right-hand sides
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of (3.1) and (3.2) converge to 0 as n→∞, the asymptotic shapes of the distributions of WT
±(x̃i)±−ρ1/2

n (xi)±

and WT
X±

(W∗
±[UA± ]i∗ − [UP± ]i∗) can be approximated by multivariate Gaussians.

The key to the proof of Theorem 3.1 is Theorem 3.2 below. It provides the entrywise perturbation bounds

for the eigenvectors UA± and X̃±.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3.1 hold. Then there exists an absolute constant c0 > 0,

such that for each fixed m ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, for sufficiently large n, with probability at least

1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t,

‖eT
m(UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2 .σ

χ‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
,

‖eT
i {X̃±W± − (±)ρ−1/2

n AX±(XT
±X±)−1}‖2

.σ
χ‖X‖2→∞‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
.

Furthermore, if ζ ∧ ξ > 1, then for sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ,

‖UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±‖2→∞ .σ

χ‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}
,

‖X̃±W± − (±)ρ−1/2
n AX±(XT

±X±)−1‖2→∞

.σ
χ‖X‖2→∞‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}
.

3.2 Comparison with existing results

We first briefly compare Theorem 3.1 with some existing entrywise limit theorems for the eigenvectors of

signal-plus-noise matrix models. For simplicity, we assume that the non-zero eigenvalues of P are positive. In

[22], the authors established the asymptotic normality of WT
X(W∗[UA]i∗− [UP]i∗) when nρn = ω((log n)4ξ)

for some constant ξ > 1, provided that d is fixed across all n and ∆n converges to some positive definite ∆.

Later, the requirement for nρn is relaxed to nρn = ω((log n)4) in [89] for the rows of the scaled eigenvectors

in the context of random dot product graphs (see Section 4.2 for the formal definition). The same sparsity

requirement for nρn was required in [79] when the rows of X are i.i.d. latent random vectors, and their limit

result is stated as multivariate normal mixtures. In contrast, Theorem 3.1 only requires that nρn = Ω(log n)

when d is fixed and λd(∆n) is bounded away from 0.

We next provide several remarks regarding Theorem 3.2 and compare it with some results in the literature.

Again, for simplicity, we assume that the non-zero eigenvalues of P are positive and λd(∆n) stays bounded

away from 0. Then the asymptotic normality of (3.2) holds only if

‖eT
m(UA −AUPS−1

P W∗)‖2 = oP

(
1

nρ
1/2
n

)
, (3.3)

which can be obtained from Theorem 3.2 with t = log nρn. We argue that the concentration bound (3.3) is

sharper than the recently developed concentration bounds for ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ in [3, 22, 51]. In
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[22], the authors assumed that nρn = ω((log n)2ξ) for some ξ > 1 and showed that

‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ = OP

{
1

nρ
1/2
n

× (log n)2ξ

(nρn)1/2

}
. (3.4)

The bound (3.4) is not sufficient for (3.3) to occur unless nρn = ω((log n)4ξ). Under the most challenging

regime that nρn = Ω(log n), in the context of random graph models, the authors of [3] and [51] have

established that

‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ = OP

(
1√

n log log n

)
. (3.5)

This bound leads to a sharp analysis of the community detection using the signs of the second leading

eigenvector of A for a two-block stochastic block model but does not imply (3.3) either. The underlying

reason is that these two-to-infinity norm error bounds are obtained using a union bound, leading to sub-

optimal entrywise concentration bounds for UA −AUPS−1
P W∗.

4 Applications

4.1 Symmetric noisy matrix completion

The matrix completion problem has been extensively explored in recent decades, and the literature review

included here is by no means complete and exhaustive. It refers to a large class of random matrix problems

where the observed data matrix contains partial observations, and the task of interest is to predict the

missing entries. A canonical real-world application is the “Netflix problem” [14], where the data matrix

consists of multiple users’ ratings of multiple movies. The missingness is intrinsic to the nature of the

problem because it is unlikely to have the users watch all movies available in the database. Predicting the

missing entries is worthwhile because accurate predictions allow the system to make appropriate individual-

wise recommendations to the users. Theoretical properties of the matrix completion model have also been

well studied. For example, the theory of noiseless matrix completion has been explored in [18, 19, 38], whereas

the extensions for more general noisy matrix completion problems have been developed in [17, 23, 41, 47, 48].

This subsection considers a special case of the noisy matrix completion problem where the data matrix

is a symmetric random matrix with missing observations, also referred to as the symmetric noisy matrix

completion (SNMC) model. It also appears in the context of network cross-validation by edge sampling [53].

We follow the definition from [3] and assume that the non-zero eigenvalues of P are positive for the ease of

exposition.

Definition 4.1. Let X = [x1, . . . ,xn]T ∈ Rn×d. The symmetric noisy matrix completion model, denoted

by SNMC(ρnXXT, ρn, σ), is the distribution of a symmetric random matrix A = [Aij ]n×n given by Aij =

(ρnxT
i xj + εij)Iij/ρn, where (Iij , εij : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n) are jointly independent, Iij ∼ Bernoulli(ρn), εij ∼

N(0, σ2), and Aij = Aji for all i > j.

Below, Theorem 4.2 establishes the entrywise Berry-Esseen bounds for the eigenvectors of A generated
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from SNMC(ρnXXT, ρn, τρ
2
n) under the conditions that nρnλd(∆n)2 = ω(κ(∆n)2 log n) and nρn ≥ 6 log n.

We follow the same notations and definitions in Sections 2 and 3.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose A ∼ SNMC(ρnXXT, ρn, σ). Assume that nρn ≥ 6 log n, σ = τρ2
n for some constant

τ > 0, ‖X‖2→∞ is upper bounded by a constant, and nρnλd(∆n)2 = ω(κ(∆n)2 log n). Let

Σni = ∆−1
n

 1

n

n∑
j=1

{(1− ρn)(xT
i xj)

2 + τ2ρ3
n}xjxT

j

∆−1
n , Γni = ∆−1/2

n Σni∆
−1/2
n .

If Σni and Γni are invertible, then for each fixed index i ∈ [n] and for any sufficiently large n,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nΣ
−1/2
ni (WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.τ

d1/2‖Σ−1/2
ni ‖2(‖X‖72→∞ ∨ 1)

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)5/2
max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

and

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{nρ1/2
n Γ

−1/2
ni WT

X(W∗[UA]i∗ − [UP]i∗) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.τ

d1/2‖Γ−1/2
ni ‖2(‖X‖52→∞ ∨ 1)

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)5/2
max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

where A is the collection of all convex measurable sets in Rd and z ∼ Nd(0d, Id).

We now argue that Theorem 4.2 is sharper than the two-to-infinity norm error bounds obtained in [3].

Again, we assume that d is fixed and λd(∆n), λ1(∆n) are bounded away from 0 and∞ for simplicity. Under

the condition that nρn = ω(log n), the asymptotic normality of the rows of UA in Theorem 4.2 implies the

entrywise error bound (3.3): ‖eT
m(UA − AUPS−1

P W∗)‖2 = oP{(nρ1/2
n )−1}. In contrast, Lemma 13 in [3]

implies that ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ = OP{(log n)1/2/(nρ

1/2
n )} under the same conditions. Similar to the

reasoning in Section 3.2, the above two-to-infinity norm error bound does not imply the error bound (3.3).

Therefore, Theorem 4.2 provides a sharper entrywise eigenvector analysis compared to [3] for the symmetric

noisy matrix completion model.

4.2 Eigenvectors of random dot product graphs

In recent years, statistical network analysis has attracted much attention and has gained substantial progress

in theoretical foundations and methodological development. Network data are also pervasive in numerous

application domains, including social networks [35, 85, 91], neuroscience [65, 81], and computer networks

[60, 67]. In the statistical analyses of network data, spectral methods and eigenvector analysis of random

adjacency matrices are of fundamental interest because the eigenvectors not only contain the underlying

network latent structure but also provide gateways to various subsequent inference tasks, such as community

detection [66, 75], vertex classification [76, 80], and nonparametric graph testing [78].

In this subsection, we focus on the random dot product graph model [91] and study the behavior of its
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eigenvectors. It is a class of random graphs in which each vertex is assigned a latent position vector encoding

the vertex-wise information. The random dot product graph model is easy to interpret (especially in social

networks) and rich enough to include a variety of popular network models, including stochastic block models

[39] and their offspring [5, 46, 55]. Below, we first provide the formal definition of the random dot product

graph model.

Definition 4.3. Consider a graph with n vertices that are labeled as [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}. Let X be a subset

of Rd such that xT
1 x2 ∈ [0, 1] for all x1,x2 ∈ X , where d ≤ n, and let ρn ∈ (0, 1] be a sparsity factor. Each

vertex i ∈ [n] is associated with a vector xi ∈ X , referred to as the latent position for vetex i. We say that a

symmetric random matrix A = [Aij ]n×n ∈ {0, 1}n×n is the adjacency matrix of a random dot product graph

with latent position matrix X = [x1, . . . ,xn]T and sparsity factor ρn, denoted by A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X), if the

random variables Aij ∼ Bernoulli(ρnxT
i xj) independently for all i, j ∈ [n], i ≤ j, and Aij = Aji for all i > j.

The sparsity factor ρn in a random dot product graph model RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) fundamentally controls

the graph average expected degree through nρn as a function of the number of vertices, provided that∑
i,j xT

i xj = Ω(n2). When ρn ≡ 1, the resulting graph is dense, and the average expected degree scales as

Ω(n). The more interesting scenario happens when ρn → 0 as n→∞, which gives rise to a sparse random

graph whose average expected degree is a vanishing proportion of the number of vertices. A fast decaying

ρn corresponds to a challenging weak signal regime, which is one of the focuses of this subsection.

We now present the Berry-Esseen theorem for the rows of the leading eigenvectors for random dot product

graphs. The scaled eigenvector matrix X̃ is also referred to as the adjacency spectral embedding of A into

Rd [75].

Theorem 4.4. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) with nρn & log n. Denote ∆n = (1/n)XTX and suppose there

exists a constant δ > 0 such that mini∈[n](1/n)
∑n
j=1 xT

i xj ≥ δ. For each i ∈ [n], let

Σn(xi) = ∆−1
n

 1

n

n∑
j=1

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

∆−1, Γn(xi) = ∆−1/2
n Σn(xi)∆

−1/2
n .

If Σn(xi) and Γn(xi) are invertible and κ(∆n)/λd(∆n){(nρn)−1/2 ∨ log(nρnλd(∆n)2)
−1} → 0, then for

each fixed index i ∈ [n] and for any sufficiently large n,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nΣn(xi)
−1/2(WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.
d1/2‖Σn(xi)

−1/2‖2
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)5/2

max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{nρ1/2
n Γn(xi)

−1/2WT
X(W∗[UA]i∗ − [UP]i∗) ∈ A

}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.
d1/2‖Γn(xi)

−1/2‖2
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)5/2

max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

where A is the collection of all convex measurable sets in Rd and z ∼ Nd(0d, Id).

Compared to the eigenvector limit theorems for random dot product graphs in [10, 22, 79, 89], Theorem

4.4 requires a much weaker sparsity condition on ρn. Specifically, the authors [10] explored the entrywise
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eigenvector limits by assuming that ρn ≡ 1 and the minimal sparsity condition in [22, 79, 89] is nρn =

ω((log n)4). In contrast, in Theorem 4.4, we only require that nρn = Ω(log n) if the eigenvalues of ∆n are

bounded away from 0 and ∞. As mentioned in Section 1.1, our sparsity assumption nρn = Ω(logn) is

minimal because A no longer concentrates around P in spectral norm when nρn = o(log n) [79].

Next, we establish the two-to-infinity norm perturbation bounds for the eigenvectors of random dot

product graphs in Corollary 4.1 below.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and the conditions of Theorem 3.1 hold. Denote ∆n =

(1/n)XTX. Then there exists an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that given any fixed c > 0,

‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ .c

‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)2

max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}
,

‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞ .c ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ +

(log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

,∥∥∥∥∥X̃W − AX(XTX)−1

ρ
1/2
n

∥∥∥∥∥
2→∞

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}
,

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖2→∞ .c

∥∥∥∥∥X̃W − AX(XTX)−1

ρ
1/2
n

∥∥∥∥∥
2→∞

+
(log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

λd(∆n)1/2

with probability at least 1− c0n−c for sufficiently large n.

Corollary 4.1 provides a sharp concentration bound for ‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞ compared to some recently

obtained results. Assuming that λd(∆n) is bounded away from 0 for simplicity, we see that Corollary 4.1 leads

to ‖UA−UPW∗‖2→∞ .λd(∆n)

√
(log n)/(nρn)‖UP‖2→∞ with high probability. This also coincides with the

concentration bound obtained in [51]. In [22] and [58], it has been shown that ‖UA−UPW∗‖2→∞ .λd(∆n)√
(log n)2ξ/(nρn)‖UP‖2→∞ with high probability under a stronger assumption that nρn = ω((log n)2ξ) for

some ξ > 1. Our result is tighter than the above large probability bound by a (log n)ξ−1/2 factor. In [3], the

authors proved that ‖UA − UPW∗‖2→∞ .λd(∆n) ‖UP‖2→∞ with high probability, which coincides with

Corollary 4.1 when nρn � log n but deteriorates when nρn = ω(log n).

We also remark that the concentration bound on ‖X̃W− ρ1/2
n X‖2→∞ plays a fundamental role in estab-

lishing the entrywise limit theorem for the one-step estimator in Section 4.3 next.

4.3 One-step estimator for random dot product graphs

We continue the investigation of the entrywise estimation of the eigenvectors of random dot product graphs.

As observed in [89], the adjacency spectral embedding (the scaled eigenvector matrix X̃) can be further

refined by a one-step procedure implemented in the following vertex-wise fashion.

Definition 4.5. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and X̃ = [x̃1, . . . , x̃n]T ∈ Rn×d be the adjacency spectral embedding

of A into Rd. Then the one-step refinement of X̃ is the n× d matrix X̂ = [x̂1, . . . , x̂n]T, whose ith row x̂i is
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given by

x̂i = x̃i +


n∑
j=1

x̃jx̃
T
j

x̃T
i x̃j(1− x̃T

i x̃j)


−1

n∑
j=1

(Aij − x̃T
i x̃j)x̃j

x̃T
i x̃j(1− x̃T

i x̃j)

 , i = 1, 2, . . . , n. (4.1)

The one-step refinement above is motivated by the one-step estimator in the classical M-estimation theory

for parametric models (see, for example, Section 5.7 in [83]). In short, under mild conditions, given a root-n

consistent initial estimator, the one-step refinement achieves the information lower bound in a parametric

model asymptotically. The same idea also applies to the random dot product graph model. Denote `A(X)

the log-likelihood function of RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X). Then a straightforward computation shows that the score

function and the Fisher information matrix with regard to xi are

∇xi`A(X) =

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
and Ii(X) = ρn

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
j

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
.

Given the adjacency spectral embedding X̃ as an initial guess, the right-hand side of (4.1) is precisely the

updating rule of the Newton-Raphson algorithm for ρ
1/2
n xi initialized at x̃i, with the Hessian replaced by

the negative Fisher information matrix.

Below, Theorem 4.6 presents the Berry-Esseen bound for the rows of the one-step refinement X̂ of the

adjacency spectral embedding (the scaled eigenvectors X̃).

Theorem 4.6. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and suppose the conditions of Theorem 3.1 hold. Further assume

that there exists a constant δ > 0 such that mini,j∈[n]{xT
i xj ∧ (1 − xT

i xj)} ≥ δ. Denote ∆n = (1/n)XTX

and Gn(xi) = (1/n)
∑n
j=1 xjx

T
j {xT

i xj(1− ρnxT
i xj)}−1 for each i ∈ [n]. If

1

(nρn)λd(∆n)5/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}
→ 0,

then for each fixed index i ∈ [n] and for all sufficiently large n,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nGn(xi)
1/2(WTx̂i − ρ1/2

n xi) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.

d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
log nρn
λd(∆n)4

,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, (log nρn)2

}
,

(4.2)

where A is the set of all convex measurable sets in Rd and z ∼ Nd(0d, Id).

Remark 2. Theorem 4.6 generalizes Theorem 5 in [89] in the following aspects: First, we allow nρn to grow

at ω(log n) when λd(∆n) = Ω(1), which is significantly weaker than the assumption nρ5
n = ω((log n)2) in

[89]; Secondly, we have the least requirement on the embedding dimension d and the latent position matrix

X, whereas the authors of [89] assumed that d is fixed and X satisfies a Glivenko-Cantelli type condition.

In addition, Theorem 4.6 is also stated in terms of a Berry-Esseen type bound that only depends on nρn,

the embedding dimension d, the eigenvalues of ∆n, and a constant δ governing the entries of XXT. Hence,

the rows of X̂W− ρ1/2
n X can be approximated by a multivariate Gaussian as long as the right-hand side of
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(4.2) converges to 0.

The authors of [89] have shown that the covariance matrix Gn(xi)
−1 for the rows of X̂ satisfies Gn(xi)

−1 �
Σn(xi). Consequently, the one-step refinement of X̃ reduces the asymptotic variance of the rows of the scaled

eigenvectors X̃ in spectra. This result is particularly useful in stochastic block models whose block probability

matrix is rank-deficient (see Section 5 below for a numerical example).

Theorem 4.7 below provides a row-wise concentration bound for the one-step refinement X̂ and is instru-

mental towards establishing Theorem 4.7. It also generalizes Theorem 4 in [89].

Theorem 4.7. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.6 hold. Then

Gn(xi)
1/2(WTx̂i − ρ1/2

n xi) =
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
Gn(xi)

−1/2xj + r̂i, (4.3)

where, given any fixed c > 0, for all t ≥ 1, t . log n, and sufficiently large n, the remainder r̂i satisfies

‖r̂i‖2 .c
1

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for some absolute constant c0 > 0.

4.4 Eigenvector-based subsequent inference for random graphs

In this subsection, we apply the theory in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 to two subsequent random graph inference

problems: the estimation of pure nodes in mixed membership stochastic block models and the hypothesis

testing of the equality of latent positions in random dot product graphs.

Pure node estimation in mixed membership stochastic block models

The mixed membership stochastic block model [5] generalizes the stochastic block model [39] in which the

community memberships are continuously relaxed. Each vertex can have multiple community memberships

governed by a probability vector called the community membership profile. There have been several works

that explore the computation algorithms for mixed membership stochastic block models [5, 37]. There have

also been several recent attempts in exploring the theoretical aspects of mixed membership stochastic block

models (see, for example, [6, 40, 44, 57, 58, 92]).

We first introduce the formal definition of the mixed membership stochastic block models.

Definition 4.8. Let Θ = [θjk]n×d ∈ [0, 1]n×d be the membership profile matrix with
∑d
k=1 θjk = 1 for all

j ∈ [n], B ∈ (0, 1)d×d be the block probability matrix, and ρn ∈ (0, 1] be the sparsity factor. We say that a

symmetric random matrix A ∈ {0, 1}n×n is the adjacency matrix of a mixed membership stochastic block

model MMSBM(Θ,B, ρn), if Aij ∼ Bernoulli(ρnθ
T
i Bθj) independently for all i, j ∈ [n], i ≤ j, and Aij = Aji

for all i > j, where θi = [θi1, . . . , θid]
T.

For simplicity, we assume that the block probability matrix B is positive definite and there exist X∗ =

[x∗1, . . . ,x
∗
d]

T ∈ Rd×d such that B = (X∗)(X∗)T. Namely, A ∼ MMSBM(Θ, (X∗)(X∗)T, ρn) implies that

18



A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n ΘX∗). Geometrically, the latent positions (i.e., the rows of ΘX∗) can be viewed as scatter

points taken from a simplex whose corners are the rows of X∗, and the rows of X∗ are referred to as the

pure nodes [58]. A standard condition for estimating the membership profile matrix Θ is the existence of a

pure node for each community [58]. Formally, we say that each of the d communities contains at least one

pure node, if the vertex set {i ∈ [n] : θi = ek} is non-empty for each k ∈ [d]. Then there exists d distinct row

indices i1, . . . , id ∈ [n] such that ik = min{i ∈ [n] : θi = ek}, where θi is the ith row of Θ, i ∈ [n]. Namely,

{i1, . . . , id} are the vertices in the graph whose latent positions are exactly given by one of the pure nodes.

Given A ∼ MMSBM(Θ, (X∗)(X∗)T, ρn), an important inference task is to detect and estimate the pure

nodes x∗1, . . . ,x
∗
d. There are several earlier attempts in detecting the row indices corresponding to the pure

nodes [34, 44, 57, 58]. These algorithms are based on the finding that the corners of a simplex have the

highest norm (see Lemma 2.1 in [58]). Here, we adopt the successive projection algorithm proposed in [34].

The detailed algorithm is provided in the Supplementary Material for completeness.

We now construct two estimators for the pure nodes in a mixed membership stochastic block model based

on the adjacency spectral embedding X̃ = [x̃1, . . . , x̃n]T (i.e., the scaled eigenvectors) and its one-step refine-

ment X̂ = [x̂1, . . . , x̂n]T. Let J := SPA(A, d) be the output row indices of the successive projection algorithm

(see Algorithm 1 in the Supplementary Material) and VA ∈ Rd×d the sub-matrix of UA corresponding to

the row indices in J . We then estimate the membership profile matrix Θ by Θ̂ := UAV−1
A . Define

ιk := min
{
i ∈ [n] : ‖eT

i Θ̂− eT
k ‖2 ≤ η

}
, k ∈ [d], (4.4)

where η > 0 is a tuning parameter taken to be sufficiently small. Note that the membership profile matrix

is only identifiable up to a permutation. The two estimators for x∗k (modulus a permutation) are then given

by x̃ιk and x̂ιk , which are based on X̃ and X̂, respectively. Leveraging Corollary 4.1, Theorem 4.4, and

Theorem 4.7, we establish the two-to-infinity norm error bound for Θ̂ and the asymptotic normality of x̃ιk

and x̂ιk in Theorem 4.9 below.

Theorem 4.9. Suppose A ∼ MMSBM(Θ, (X∗)(X∗)T, ρn) and the following conditions hold:

(i) There exists at least one pure node for each of the d communities.

(ii) nρn = ω(log n) and d is fixed.

(iii) There exists a positive constant c1 > 0 such that min{n−1/2σd(Θ), σd(X
∗)} ≥ c1.

(iv) There exists a positive constant δ > 0 such that mink,l∈[d][(x
∗
k)T(x∗l ) ∧ {1− (x∗k)T(x∗l )}] ≥ δ.

Then for each sufficiently large n, there exists a permutation matrix Πn ∈ {0, 1}d×d, such that with probability

at least 1 − c0n−2, ‖Θ̂ − ΘΠn‖2→∞ ≤ K
√

(log n)/(nρn) for some constants K, c0 > 0. Furthermore, if

mini∈[n],θi 6=ek ‖θi− ek‖2 ≥ c2 for a constant c2 > 0 for all k ∈ [d] and η ≤ c2/2, then there exists a sequence

of permutations (πn)n over [d], such that for each k ∈ [d],

√
nΣn(x∗πn(k))

−1/2(WTx̃ιk − ρ1/2
n x∗πn(k))

L→ Nd(0d, Id),
√
nGn(x∗πn(k))

1/2(WTx̂ιk − ρ1/2
n x∗πn(k))

L→ Nd(0d, Id),
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where Σn(·) and Gn(·) are defined in Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 4.6, respectively, with X := ΘX∗.

The implication of Theorem 4.9 is two-fold. Firstly, we establish the following uniform error bound for the

membership profile estimator Θ̂: ‖Θ̂−ΘΠn‖2→∞ = O{
√

(log n)(nρn)} with probability at least 1−O(n−2),

where Πn is a d×d permutation matrix. This concentration bound is sharper than that in [58] by a poly-log n

factor and our sparsity assumption is weaker: we only assume that nρn = ω(log n), whereas the authors of

[58] required that nρn = Ω((log n)2ξ) for some constant ξ > 1. Secondly, we show the asymptotic normality

for the pure node estimators x̃ιk based on the adjacency spectral embedding and x̂ιk based on the one-step

estimator, with the asymptotic covariance matrices being Σn(x∗πn(k)) and Gn(x∗πn(k))
−1, respectively. By

Theorem 2 in [89], we have Gn(x∗πn(k))
−1 � Σn(x∗πn(k)). Therefore, the estimator x̂ιk , which is derived from

the one-step estimator X̂, improves upon the eigenvector-based estimator x̃ιk with a smaller asymptotic

covariance matrix in spectra.

Hypothesis testing for equality of latent positions

The second subsequent inference problem is to test whether the latent positions of two given vertices are

the same or not in a random dot product graph. This subsequent network inference task is inspired by

the hypothesis testing of the membership profiles in degree-corrected mixed membership stochastic block

models proposed in [30]. The testing procedure could be useful in, e.g., diversifying the portfolios in the

stock market investment and maximizing the expected returns [30]. Formally, given A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X)

and fixed vertex indices i, j ∈ [n], i 6= j, we consider testing the null hypothesis H0 : xi = xj against the

alternative hypothesis HA : xi 6= xj . Motivated by the asymptotic normality in Theorems 4.4 and 4.6, we

consider the following two test statistics associated with the adjacency spectral embedding X̃ and its one-

step refinement X̂, respectively: T
(ASE)
ij = n(x̃i− x̃j)

TΣ̃−1
ij (x̃i− x̃j) and T

(OSE)
ij = n(x̂i− x̂j)

TG̃−1
ij (x̂i− x̂j),

where Σ̃ij = Σ̃n(x̃i) + Σ̃n(x̃j), G̃ij = G̃n(x̃i)
−1 + G̃n(x̃j)

−1,

Σ̃n(x) = ∆̃−1
n

 1

n

n∑
j=1

xT
i x̃j(1− xT

i x̃j)x̃jx̃
T
j

 ∆̃n, G̃n(x) =
1

n

n∑
j=1

x̃jx̃
T
j

xT
i x̃j(1− xT

i x̃j)
,

and ∆̃n = (1/n)X̃TX̃. In what follows, we establish the asymptotic distributions of the test statistics T
(ASE)
ij

and T
(OSE)
ij under the null and alternative hypotheses.

Theorem 4.10. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.6 hold. Further assume

that d is fixed and λd(∆n) is bounded away from 0.

(i) Under the null hypothesis H0 : xi = xj, we have T
(ASE)
ij

L→ χ2
d and T

(OSE)
ij

L→ χ2
d.

(ii) Under the alternative hypothesis HA : xi 6= xj, if (nρn)1/2(xi − xj) → µ for some non-zero vector

µ ∈ Rd, Σn(xi)→ Σi, and Gn(xi)→ Gi for some fixed positive definite Σi and Gi as n→∞, then

T
(ASE)
ij

L→ χ2
d(µ

T(Σi + Σj)
−1µ) and T

(OSE)
ij

L→ χ2
d(µ

T(G−1
i + G−1

j )−1µ), where, for any a > 0, χ2
d(a)

is the noncentral chi-squared distribution with noncentral parameter a and degree of freedom d.

An important consequence of Theorem 4.10 is the power comparison between the two test statistics. It

turns out that the test based on T
(OSE)
ij is more powerful than the test based on T

(ASE)
ij under the conditions

20



of Theorem 4.10 (ii). Given a significance level α ∈ (0, 1), we can construct the following test functions:

φ
(ASE)
ij = 1

{
T

(ASE)
ij > qχ2

d
(1− α)

}
and φ

(OSE)
ij = 1

{
T

(OSE)
ij > qχ2

d
(1− α)

}
,

where qχ2
d
(1 − α) is the (1 − α) quantile of the chi-squared distribution with degree of freedom d. Then

under the conditions of Theorem 4.10 (i), we see that the two tests are asymptotically valid level-α tests,

i.e., EH0φ
(ASE)
ij → α and EH0φ

(OSE)
ij → α as n → ∞. To compare the power of the two tests under the

alternative HA : xi 6= xj under the conditions of Theorem 4.10 (ii), we first observe that the non-central

chi-squared distribution is stochastic increasing in its non-central parameter [74]. By Theorem 2 in [89], the

non-central parameters for T
(ASE)
ij and T

(OSE)
ij satisfy the inequality µT(Σi+Σj)

−1µ ≤ µT(G−1
i +G−1

j )−1µ.

Therefore, under the alternative hypothesisHA : xi 6= xj and the conditions of Theorem 4.10 (ii), we conclude

that limn→∞ EHAφ
(ASE)
ij ≤ limn→∞ EHAφ

(OSE)
ij . Namely, the test based on T

(OSE)
ij is asymptotically more

powerful than the test based on T
(ASE)
ij .

5 Simulation study

In this section, we present a simulated example of random dot product graphs. Consider a stochastic block

model on n vertices with a cluster assignment rule τ : [n]→ {1, 2} and a block probability matrix

B = ρn

[
p2 pq

pq q2

]
,

where ρn ∈ (0, 1) is a sparsity factor and p, q ∈ (0, 1). The adjacency matrix A = [Aij ]n×n is generated as

follows: For all i ≤ j, i, j ∈ [n], let Aij ∼ Bernoulli([B]τ(i)τ(j)) independently for i ≤ j and let Aij = Aji for

all i > j. We take τ(i) = 1 if i = 1, . . . , n/2, and τ(i) = 2 if i = n/2 + 1, . . . , n for simplicity. The number of

vertices n is set to 5000 and we take nρn = 5(log n)3/2 such that the conditions of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem

4.6 are both satisfied. The values of p and q are selected to be p = 0.95 and q = 0.3.

We generate 3000 independent copies of the adjacency matrix A from the aforementioned stochastic block

model. For each realization of A, we compute the adjacency spectral embedding x̃ of A into R, the unscaled

top eigenvector uA of A, and the one-step refinement x̂ of x̃. The population scaled eigenvector and the

unscaled eigenvector are denoted by ρ
1/2
n x and uP, respectively. For this specific model, it is straightforward

to obtain x =
[
p . . . p q . . . q

]
and uP = (np2/2 + nq2/2)−1/2

[
p . . . p q . . . q

]
. The only

non-zero eigenvalue of P is λ = nρn(p2/2 + q2/2). For each i ∈ [n], we denote x̃i, [uA]i, x̂i, xi, and [uP]i

the ith coordinates of x̃, uA, x̂, x, and uP, respectively. Then by Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 4.6, for

each i ∈ [n], the random variables
√
n(x̃i − ρ1/2

n xi),
√
n(x̂i − ρ1/2

n xi), and nρ
1/2
n ([uA]i − [uP]i) converge to

mean-zero Gaussians in distribution with the variances depending on p,q, and the community membership

τ(i).

We take i = 1 as an illustrative vertex and visualize the numerical performance of x̃ and uA in Figures 3

and 4. The left panels of Figures 3, 4 are the histograms of
√
n(x̃1−ρ1/2

n x1) and nρ
1/2
n ([uA]1−[uP]1) with the

corresponding asymptotic normal densities highlighted in the red curves. We see that the shapes of the two
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histograms are closely aligned with the limit densities, verifying the conclusion of Theorem 3.1 empirically.

The right panels of Figures 3 and 4 present the boxplots of
√
n(x̂1− ρ1/2

n x1) and nρ
1/2
n ([uA]1− [uP]1), their
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Figure 3: Numerical results for Section 5. Left panel: The histogram of
√
n(x̃1 − ρ1/2

n x1) over the 3000
Monte Carlo replicates with the asymptotic normal density highlighted in the red curve. Right panel: The

boxplots of
√
n(x̂1− ρ1/2

n x1), its linear approximation
√
nρn

∑
j(A1j −EA1j)xj/λ2, and the infinity norm of

the higher-order remainder
√
n‖x̃−Aρ

1/2
n x/λ‖∞ across the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates.

linear approximations, and the infinity norms of the corresponding higher-order remainders. From the right

panel of Figure 3, we can see that the dominating term for
√
n(x̂1 − ρ1/2

n x1) is
√
nρn

∑
j(A1j − EA1j)xj/λ.

However, the infinity norm of the higher-order remainder
√
n‖x̃−Aρ

1/2
n x/λ‖∞ is not necessarily negligible.

This agrees with the observation in Section 1.2. A similar observation regarding the unscaled eigenvector

can be found in the right panel of Figure 4 as well.
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Figure 4: Numerical results for Section 5. Left panel: The histogram of nρ
1/2
n ([uA]1 − [uP]1) over the 3000

Monte Carlo replicates with the asymptotic normal density highlighted in the red curve. Right panel: The

boxplots of nρ
1/2
n ([uA]1 − [uP]1), its linear approximation nρ

1/2
n
∑
j(A1j − EA1j)[uP]j/λ, and the infinity

norm of the higher-order remainder nρ
1/2
n ‖uA −AuP/λ‖∞ across the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates.

We also compare the performance between the adjacency spectral embedding x̃ and its one-step refinement

x̂ in Figure 5 below. Taking i = 1 as an illustrative vertex, we visualize the histogram of
√
n(x̂1− ρ1/2

n x1) in

the left panel of Figure 5, overlaid with the corresponding asymptotic normal density in the red curve. The

limit normal density is almost perfectly aligned with the histogram, verifying Theorem 4.6 numerically. The

right panel compares the boxplot of ‖x̃w − ρ1/2
n x‖22 and that of ‖x̂w − ρ1/2

n x‖22 across the 3000 Monte Carlo

replicates, where w is the sign of uT
AuP. It is clear that the errors of the one-step refinement x̂ are smaller

22



than those of the adjacency spectral embedding, which also agrees with the observation in [89] but under a

much sparser regime that nρn ∝ (log n)3/2.
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Figure 5: Numerical results for Section 5. Left panel: The histogram of
√
n(x̂1−ρ1/2

n x1) over the 3000 Monte
Carlo replicates with the asymptotic normal density highlighted in the red curve. Right panel: The boxplots

of ‖x̃w− ρ1/2
n x‖22 for the adjacency spectral embedding and ‖x̂w− ρ1/2

n x‖22 for its one-step refinement across
the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates, where w is the sign of uT

AuP.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we establish the Berry-Esseen theorems for the entrywise limits of the eigenvectors for a broad

class of random matrix models with low expected rank, referred to as the signal-plus-noise matrix model.

Our generic entrywise eigenvector limit theorem leads to new and sharp results for several concrete statistical

applications: the symmetric noisy matrix completion model, the eigenvectors and their one-step refinement

of random dot product graphs, the estimation of pure nodes in mixed membership stochastic block models,

and the hypothesis testing of the equality of latent positions in random graphs.

Several potential future research directions are worth exploring. In terms of the general signal-plus-noise

matrix model framework, we restrict ourselves within the class of symmetric random matrices whose upper

diagonal entries are independent random variables. Extensions to singular vectors of rectangular random

matrices may be interesting for rectangular noisy matrix completion problems, bipartite network analysis,

and high-dimensional principal component analysis [4].

For the symmetric matrix completion problem, we require that the variance of the mean-zero normal

errors scales at the rate ρ4
n. It is possible to relax this requirement and assume that var(εij) scales at

the rate ρ2
n by modifying the proof technique in [3]. This relaxation may require additional work because

Assumption 3 no longer holds when var(εij) ∝ ρ2
n.

For random dot product graphs, we have focused on the eigenvector analysis of the graph adjacency

matrix. It has also been observed that the eigenvectors of the normalized Laplacian matrix have decent

performance when the graph becomes sparse [69, 79]. The entrywise limit theorems for the eigenvectors of

the normalized Laplacian have been established in [79] under the sparsity assumption that nρn = ω((log n)4).

An interesting future research direction is to explore the entrywise limit theorems for the eigenvectors of

the normalized Laplacian when nρn = Ω(log n). In addition, there has also been a growing interest in
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developing limit theorems for spectral analysis of multiple graphs [8, 52]. We believe that the results and the

approach developed in the present work may shed some light on the entrywise estimation of the eigenvectors

for multiple random graph models.

Supplement: Proofs and Additional Implementation Details

A Technical preparations

The supplementary material begins with several auxiliary results that have already been established in the

literature. We first present a theorem due to [3]. It is quite useful to obtain sharp concentration bounds for

‖UA±‖2→∞, ‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞, and ‖U(m)

A±
sgn(H

(m)
± ) − UP±‖2→∞. Although it can also lead to a sharp error

bound for ‖UA± − AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±‖2→∞ when log n � nρn, it does not provide an enough control of the

entrywise error ‖eT
m(UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2 for each individual m ∈ [n].

Theorem A.1 (Theorem 2.1 in [3]). Let M be an n×n symmetric random matrices with EM = P. Suppose

r, s are integers with 1 ≤ r ≤ n, 0 ≤ s ≤ n− r. Let U,UP ∈ O(n, r) be the eigenvector matrices of M and

P, respectively, such that MU = US and PUP = UPSP, where S = diag{λs+1(M), . . . , λs+r(M)}, and

SP = diag{λs+1(P), . . . , λs+r(P)}. We adopt the convention that λ0(P) = +∞ and λn(P) = −∞. Define

the eigengap

∆ = min{λs(P)− λs+1(P), λs+r(P)− λs+r+1(P)} ∧ min
k∈[r]
|λs+k(P)|

and κ = maxk∈[r] λs+k(P)/∆. Suppose there exists some γ̄ > 0 and a function ω(·) : R+ → R+, such that

the following conditions hold:

(A1) (Incoherence) ‖P‖2→∞ ≤ γ̄∆.

(A2) (Row and columnwise independence) For any i ∈ [n], the entries in the ith row and column of M are

independent of others.

(A3) (Spectral norm concentration) 32κmax{γ̄, ω(γ̄)} ≤ 1 and P(‖M−P‖2 > γ̄∆) ≤ δ0 for some δ0 ∈ (0, 1).

(A4) (Row concentration) Suppose ω(x) is non-decreasing in R+ with ω(0) = 0, ω(x)/x is non-increasing in

R+. There exists some δ1 ∈ (0, 1), such that for all i ∈ [n] and any n× r matrix V,

P
{
‖eT
i (M−P)V‖2 ≤ ∆‖V‖2→∞ω

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)}
≥ 1− δ1

n
.

Then with probability at least 1− δ0 − 2δ1, we have

‖U‖2→∞ . {κ+ ω(1)}‖UP‖2→∞ +
γ̄‖P‖2→∞

∆
,

‖Usgn(UTUP)−UP‖2→∞ . κ{κ+ ω(1)}{γ̄ + ω(γ̄)}‖UP‖2→∞ +
γ̄‖P‖2→∞

∆
+ ω(1)‖UP‖2→∞.

24



We next state a vector version of the Bernstein’s inequality due to [59]. The advantage of this concen-

tration inequality is that it is dimension free.

Lemma A.2 (Corollary 4.1 in [59]). Let y1, . . . ,yn ∈ Rd be a sequence of independent random vectors such

that E(yi) = 0d and ‖yi‖2 ≤ U almost surely for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and some U > 0. Denote τ2 :=
∑n
i=1 E‖yi‖22.

Then for all t ≥ (U +
√
U2 + 36τ2)/6,

P

(∥∥∥ n∑
i=1

yi

∥∥∥
2
> t

)
≤ 28 exp

(
− 3t2

6τ2 + 2Ut

)

Lemma A.3 below is a generic matrix Chernoff bound due to [82]. In the context of random dot product

graphs, it allows us to construct the required function ω(·) in condition A4 of Theorem A.1. See Section F.2

for more details.

Lemma A.3 (Corollary 3.7 in [82]). Let Z1, . . . ,Zn be a sequence of symmetric independent random matrices

in Rd×d. Assume that there is a function g : (0,+∞)→ [0,+∞] and a sequence of deterministic symmetric

matrices M1, . . . ,Mn ∈ Rd×d such that EeθZi � eg(θ)Mi for all θ > 0. Define the scale parameter ρ =

λmax (
∑n
i=1 Mn). Then for all t ∈ R,

P

{
λmax

(
n∑
i=1

Zi

)
≥ t

}
≤ d inf

θ>0
exp{−θt+ g(θ)ρ}.

We conclude this section with the following Berry-Esseen bound for multivariate nonlinear statistics due

to [72], which is useful for us to prove Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 4.6.

Theorem A.4 (Corollary 2.2 in [72]). Let ξ1, . . . , ξn be independent random vectors in Rd such that Eξj =

0d, j ∈ [n] and
∑n
j=1 E(ξjξ

T
j ) = Id. Let T =

∑n
j=1 ξj + D(ξ1, . . . , ξn) be a nonlinear statistic, where

D(·) is a measurable function from Rn×d → Rd. Let O be an event and ∆ be a random variable such that

∆ ≥ ‖D(ξ1, . . . , ξn)‖21(O), and suppose {∆(j)}nj=1 are random variables such that ∆(j) is independent of

ξj, j ∈ [n]. Denote γ :=
∑n
j=1 E(‖ξj‖32) and A the collection of all convex measurable sets in Rd. Then

sup
A∈A
|P(T ∈ A)− P(z ∈ A)| . d1/2γ + E

{∥∥∥ n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥
2

∆
}

+

n∑
j=1

E{‖ξj‖2|∆−∆(j)|}+ P(Oc).

B Auxiliary results

In this section, we introduce some technical tools that serve as the building blocks for our theory. We first

present several useful results that are applied throughout the proofs.

Result B.1 (Concentration of eigenvalues). Under Assumption 5, by Weyl’s inequality, with probability at

least 1− c0n−ζ , the p largest eigenvalues of A are bounded above by (1/2)nρnλd(∆n), the q smallest eigen-

values of A are bounded below by −(1/2)nρnλd(∆n), and the absolute values of the remaining eigenvalues

of A are bounded by a constant multiple of (nρn)1/2. In other words, for sufficiently large n, with probability
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at least 1− c0n−ζ ,

λ1(A) ≥ . . . ≥ λp(A) ≥ 1

2
λp(P) =

1

2
nρnλp(∆n+) ≥ 1

2
nρnλd(∆n),

max
p+1≤i≤n−q

|λi(A)| ≤ K(nρn)1/2,

λn(A) ≤ . . . ≤ λn−q+1(A) ≤ 1

2
λn−q+1(P) = −1

2
nρnλq(∆n−) ≤ −1

2
nρnλd(∆n).

(B.1)

Result B.2 (Concentration of SA). Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then for sufficiently large n, ‖SA‖2 ≤
2nρnλ1(∆n) and ‖S−1

A ‖2 ≤ {2nρnλd(∆n)}−1with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ , where c0 > 0, ζ ≥ 1 are

absolute constants. This can be implied by the concentration of eigenvalues in Result B.1 and Assumption

5.

Result B.3 (Eigenvector delocalization). UP satisfies that ‖UP‖2→∞ ≤ ‖X‖2→∞/{nλd(∆n)}1/2. Conse-

quently, λd(∆n) ≤ ‖X‖22→∞/d. To see why these results hold, we first observe that

‖UP‖2→∞ = ‖ρ1/2
n [X+,X−]diag(|SP+

|, |SP− |)−1/2‖2→∞

≤ ρ1/2
n ‖X‖2→∞max(‖S−1

P+
‖2, ‖S−1

P−
‖2)1/2 =

‖X‖2→∞√
nλd(∆n)1/2

.

Since ‖UP‖2→∞ ≥
√
d/n by the fact that UP ∈ O(n, d), we obtain λd(∆n) ≤ ‖X‖22→∞/d.

We next present a collection of auxiliary lemmas, the proofs of which are relegated to the Supplementary

Material. Lemma B.1 below essentially states the concentration property of eT
i EV for any deterministic

matrix V ∈ Rn×d and can be proved using a matrix Bernstein’s inequality [82].

Lemma B.1. Let (yi)
n
i=1 be independent random variables, |yi| ≤ 1 with probability one, and maxi∈[n] var(yi) ≤

σ2ρ for some constant σ2 > 0. Suppose V ∈ Rn×d is a deterministic matrix. Let vi = VTei, i ∈ [n]. Then

there exist constants C > 0, such that for any t ≥ 1,

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(yi − Eyi)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

> 3t2‖V‖2→∞ +
√

6σρ1/2t‖V‖F

}
≤ 28e−t

2

,

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(|yi − Eyi| − E|yi − Eyi|)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

> 3t2‖V‖2→∞ +
√

6σρ1/2t‖V‖F

}
≤ 28e−t

2

.

Lemma B.2. Let (yi)
n
i=1 be independent random variables such that maxi∈[n] ‖yi−Eyi‖ψ2

≤ σρ1/2 for some

constant σ > 0. Suppose V ∈ Rn×d is a deterministic matrix. Let vi = VTei, i ∈ [n]. Then there exist a

constant C0 > 0, such that for any t ≥ 1,

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(yi − pi)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

> C0σρ
1/2t‖V‖F

}
≤ 2(d+ 1)e−t

2

,

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(|yi − pi| − E|yi − pi|)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

> 2C0σρ
1/2t‖V‖F

}
≤ 2(d+ 1)e−t

2

.

One of the difficulties in generalizing the perturbation bounds for a single eigenvector to an eigenvector
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matrix lies in the control of W∗
±SA± −SP±W∗

± because the matrix multiplication is not commutative. The

following Lemma B.3 allows us to tackle this type of technical barrier.

Lemma B.3. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then there exists a absolute constant c0 > 0, such that for

sufficiently large n, the following events hold with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0e−t for all t > 0:

‖W∗
±SA± − SP±W∗

±‖2 .σ max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
,

‖W∗
±|SA± |1/2 − |SP± |1/2W∗

±‖F .σ
d1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)1/2
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
≤ ‖X‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
,

‖W∗
±|SA± |−1/2 − |SP± |−1/2W∗

±‖F .σ
‖X‖2→∞

(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)2
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
.

With the help of Lemma B.4 below, we are able to provide a sharp control of several remainder terms.

The analyses of these remainders are necessary, as will be seen in Section D.1 (see lines (D.7), (D.8), and

(D.9)).

Lemma B.4. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Let m ∈ [n] be a fixed row index. Then there exists an

absolute constant c0 > 0, such that for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, the following events hold with probability at least

1− c0n−ζ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n:

‖UP±SP±(UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
UT

P±UA±)‖2→∞ .σ
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2, d1/2,

1

λd(∆n)

}
,

‖eT
mEUP±(W∗

±S−1
A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2 .σ

t1/2‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)2

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
,

‖UP∓SP∓UT
P∓UA±S−1

A±
‖2→∞ .σ

d1/2‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
1

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
.

Also, for sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ ,

‖UP±(UT
P±UA± −W∗

±)‖2→∞ .
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)2

.

We conclude this section with the following lemma, which asserts that the two-to-infinity norm of UA

can be upper bounded by the two-to-infinity norm of UP with large probability. It is a direct consequence

of Theorem A.1.

Lemma B.5. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then there exists an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that for

sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ,

‖UA±‖2→∞ . {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖UP‖2→∞.
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C Proofs of the Lemmas in Section B

In this section, we provide the proofs of Lemmas B.1, B.2, B.3, and B.4 in Section B above.

C.1 Proof of Lemma B.1

The proof is a straightforward application of the vector version of the Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma A.2).

We set yi = (yi − Eyi)vi and yi = (|yi − Eyi| − E|yi − Eyi|)vi, respectively. Clearly,

τ2
1 =

n∑
i=1

‖vi‖22var(yi) ≤ σ2ρ‖V‖2F,

τ2
2 =

n∑
i=1

‖vi‖22var(|yi − Eyi|) ≤
n∑
i=1

‖vi‖22E{(yi − Eyi)2} ≤ σ2ρ‖V‖2F

and we take U = ‖V‖2→∞. Note that

1

6
(U +

√
U2 + 36τ2

k ) ≤ 1

3
U + τk ≤

1

3
‖V‖2→∞ + σρ1/2‖V‖F ≤ 3t2‖V‖2→∞ +

√
6σρ1/2t‖V‖F

for any t ≥ 1 and k = 1, 2. Then Lemma A.2 implies

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(yi − pi)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

> 3t2‖V‖2→∞ +
√

6σρ1/2t‖V‖F

}

≤ 28 exp

(
−3

9t4‖V‖22→∞ + 6σ2ρt2‖V‖2F + 6
√

6σρ1/2t3‖V‖F‖V‖2→∞
6σ2ρ‖V‖2F + 6t2‖V‖22→∞ + 2

√
6σρ1/2t‖V‖F‖V‖2→∞

)

≤ 28 exp

(
−3

9t4‖V‖22→∞ + 6σ2ρt2‖V‖2F + 6
√

6σρ1/2t3‖V‖F‖V‖2→∞
9t2‖V‖22→∞ + 6σ2ρ‖V‖2F + 6

√
6σρ1/2t‖V‖F‖V‖2→∞

)
= 28e−3t2 ,

and similarly,

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(|yi − pi| − E|yi − pi|)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

> 3t2‖V‖2→∞ +
√

6σρ1/2t‖V‖F

}
≤ 28e−3t2 .

C.2 Proof of Lemma B.2

We apply a “symmetric dilation” trick [3, 63] and the matrix Chernoff bound (Lemma A.3). Define

T(vi) =

[
0d×d vi

vT
i 0

]
, Zi = (yi − pi)T(vi), i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

28



and let Sn =
∑n
i=1 Zi. Clearly, ‖Sn‖2 = max{λmax(Sn), λmax(−Sn)} and −Sn =

∑n
i=1(−Zi). Observe that

the spectral decomposition of T(vi) is given by

T(vi) = Qi

[
‖vi‖2

−‖vi‖2

]
QT
i + 0×Qi⊥QT

i⊥,

where

Qi =
1√
2

[
vi
‖vi‖2

vi
‖vi‖2

1 −1

]

and Qi⊥ ∈ O(d+ 1, d−1) is the orthogonal complement matrix of Qi. Then for any θ > 0, we use the above

spectral decomposition and Lemma 5.5 in [84] to compute the matrix moment generating function of Zi:

EeθZi = E exp{θ(yi − Eyi)T(vi)}

= E

{
Qi

[
exp{θ(yi − Eyi)‖vi‖2}

exp{−θ(yi − Eyi)‖vi‖2}

]
QT
i + Qi⊥QT

i⊥

}
� exp{C0σ

2ρθ2‖vi‖22}QiQ
T
i + Qi⊥QT

i⊥

= exp(C0σ
2ρθ2‖vi‖22QiQ

T
i ) = exp{g(θ)Mi},

where C0 > 0 is an absolute constant,

g(θ) = C0σ
2ρθ2, and Mi = ‖vi‖22QiQ

T
i .

Similarly, Eeθ(−Zi) � exp{g(θ)Mi}. The corresponding scale parameter can be bounded by

0 < λmax

(
m∑
i=1

Mi

)
≤

n∑
i=1

‖Mi‖2 ≤
n∑
i=1

‖vi‖2 = ‖V‖2F.

Therefore, by Lemma A.3, for any t > 0,

P (‖Sn‖2 > t) ≤ P{λmax(Sn) > t}+ P{λmax(−Sn) > t}

≤ 2(d+ 1) exp

{
inf
θ>0

(
−θt+ C0θ

2σ2ρ‖V‖2F
)}

= 2(d+ 1) exp

(
− t2

4C2
0σ

2ρ‖V‖2F

)
.

Now replacing t by 2C0σρ
1/2‖V‖F and adjust C0 properly leads to the first assertion. The second assertion

follows from the first assertion and the fact that

‖|yi − Eyi| − E|yi − Eyi|‖ψ2 ≤ 2‖yi − Eyi‖ψ2 ≤ 2σρ1/2.
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C.3 Proof of Lemma B.3

To prove Lemma B.3, we first establish the following concentration bound for ‖UT
P(A−P)UP‖2.

Lemma C.1. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Let U1 ∈ O(n, r), U2 ∈ O(n, s) be two matrices with r, s ≥ 1,

r, s ≤ n. Then there exists a constant C > 0 depending on σ, such that for all t > 0, with probability at least

1− (2 + e)e−t,

‖UT
1 EU2‖2 ≤ C max(r, s)1/2 + Ct1/2.

Proof of Lemma C.1. By Assumption 3, we can write E = E1 + E2, where [E1]ij ’s are independent

bounded mean-zero random variables with var([E1]ij) ≤ σ2ρn for some constant σ > 0 and [E2]ij ’s are sub-

Gaussian random variables whose sub-Gaussian norms are bounded by σρ
1/2
n . We apply a classical discretiza-

tion trick to the spectral norm of UT
1 EkU2, k = 1, 2. By definition, ‖UT

1 EkU2‖2 ≤ max‖v1‖2,‖v2‖2≤1 |vT
1 UT

1 EkU2v2|.
Now let Sr−1

ε be an ε-net of the (r−1)-dimensional unit sphere Sr−1 := {v : ‖v‖2 = 1}, and similarly define

Ss−1
ε . Clearly, for any v1 ∈ Sr−1, v2 ∈ Ss−1, there exists some w1(v1) ∈ Sr−1

ε and w2(v2) ∈ Ss−1
ε , such

that ‖v1 −w1(v1)‖2 < ε, ‖v2 −w2(v2)‖2 < ε, and

‖UT
1 EkU2‖2 = max

‖v1‖2,‖v2‖2≤1
|vT

1 UT
2 EkU2v2|

= max
‖v1‖2,‖v2‖2≤1

|{v1 −w1(v1) + w1(v1)}TUT
1 EkU2{v2 −w2(v2) + w2(v2)}|2

≤ (ε2 + 2ε)‖UT
1 EkU2‖2 + max

w1∈Sr−1
ε ,w2∈Ss−1

ε

|wT
1 UT

1 EkU2w2|.

With ε = 1/3, we have

‖UT
1 EkU2‖2 ≤

9

2
max

w1∈Sr−1
1/3

,w2∈Ss−1
1/3

|wT
1 UT

1 EkU2w2|.

Furthermore, we know that Sr−1
1/3 and Ss−1

1/3 can be selected such that their cardinalities can be upper

bounded by |Sr−1
1/3 | ≤ 18r and |Ss−1

1/3 | ≤ 18s, respectively (see, for example, [64]). Now for fixed w1 ∈ Sr−1
1/3

and w2 ∈ Ss−1
1/3 , let z1 = U1w1 = [z11, . . . , z1n]T and z2 = U2w2 = [z21, . . . , z2n]T. Clearly, ‖z1‖2, ‖z2‖2 ≤ 1,

and

|wT
1 UT

1 EkU2w2| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[Ek]ijz1iz2j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
i<j

[Ek]ij(z1iz2j + z2iz1j) +

n∑
i=1

[Ek]iiz1iz2i

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
Denote cij = z1iz2j + z1jz2i if i 6= j and cii = z1iz2i. Note that

∑
i≤j

c2ij ≤
∑
i<j

(2z2
1iz

2
2j + 2z2

2iz
2
1j) +

n∑
i=1

z2
1iz

2
2i ≤ 4

(
n∑
i=1

z2
1i

)(
n∑
i=1

z2
2i

)
+

n∑
i=1

z2
1i ≤ 5.

For E1, by Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over w ∈ Sd−1
1/3 , we can pick an absolute constant
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C > 0, such that

P
{
‖UT

1 E1U2‖2 > C max(r, s)1/2 + Ct1/2
}
≤ 2e−t.

Appying Proposition 5.10 in [84] to ‖UT
1 E2U2‖2 leads to a similar concentration inequality

P
{
‖UT

1 E2U2‖2 > C max(r, s)1/2 + Ct1/2
}
≤ ee−t.

with a potentially different multiplicative constant C > 0 depending on σ. The proof is completed by the

inequality ‖UT
1 EU2‖2 ≤ ‖UT

1 E1U2‖2 + ‖UT
1 E2U2‖2.

Proof of Lemma B.3. The proof is based on a modification of Lemma 49 in [9]. Following the decompo-

sition there with the fact that AUA± = UA±SA± and PUP± = UP±SP± , we have

W∗
±SA± − SP±W∗

± = (W∗
± −UT

P±UA±)SA± + UT
P±(A−P)(UA± −UP±UT

P±UA±)

+ UT
P±(A−P)UP±UT

P±UA± + SP±(UT
P±UA± −W∗

±).

By Assumption 5, ‖A−P‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2 with probability at least 1−c0n−ζ for all sufficiently large n for some

absolute constants K, c0 > 0, ζ ≥ 1. By Result B.2, ‖SA‖2 ≤ 2nρnλ1(∆n) with probability at least 1−c0n−ζ

for sufficiently large n, where ζ ≥ 1. By Lemma 6.7 in [21], ‖W∗
± −UT

P±
UA±‖2 ≤ ‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖22.

Then by Davis-Kahan theorem in the form of [21], we have

‖W∗
± −UT

P±UA±‖2 ≤ ‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖22 ≤
4‖A−P‖22
{nρnλd(∆n)}2

≤ 4K2

nρnλd(∆n)2

when ‖A − P‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2, which occurs with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ , ζ ≥ 1. Also, observe that

by Lemma 6.7 in [21] and Davis-Kahan theorem again, we have

‖UA± −UP±UT
P±UA±‖2 = ‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖2 ≤

2‖A−P‖2
nρnλd(∆n)

≤ 2K

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

provided that ‖A −P‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2, which occurs with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ , ζ ≥ 1. Hence, for

all sufficiently large n, we apply Lemma C.1 to obtain

‖W∗
±SA± − SP±W∗

±‖2 ≤ ‖W∗
± −UT

P±UA±‖2(‖SA±‖2 + ‖SP±‖2)

+ ‖E‖2‖UA± −UP±UT
P±UA±‖2 + ‖UT

P±EUP±‖2

.σ
nρnλ1(∆n)

nρnλd(∆n)2
+

(nρn)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
+ max(d1/2, t1/2)

. max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
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with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0e−t, ζ ≥ 1 This completes the proof of the first assertion.

We now turn to the second assertion. For any k, l ∈ [p], write

[W∗
+|SA+ |1/2 − |SP+ |1/2W∗

+]kl = [W∗
+]klλl(A)1/2 − λ1/2

k (P)[W∗
+]kl

= [W∗
+]kl

{
λl(A)− λk(P)

λl(A)1/2 + λk(P)1/2

}
.

Similarly, for any k, l ∈ [q], we have

[W∗
−|SA− |1/2 − |SP− |1/2W∗

−]kl = [W∗
−]kl|λn−q+l(A)|1/2 − |λn−q+k(P)|1/2[W∗

−]kl

= [W∗
−]kl

{
λn−q+k(P)− λn−q+l(A)

|λn−q+l(A)|1/2 + |λn−q+k(P)|1/2

}
.

This immediately implies that

‖W∗
±|SA± |1/2 − |SP± |1/2W∗

±‖F ≤
√
d‖W∗

±SA± − SP±W∗
±‖2

{nρnλd(∆n)}1/2

≤
‖X‖2→∞‖W∗

±SA± − SP±W∗
±‖2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
,

where we have used Result B.3 that d1/2 ≤ ‖X‖2→∞/λd(∆n)1/2. Therefore, by the first assertion, for all

sufficiently large n,

‖W∗
±|SA± |1/2 − |SP± |1/2W∗

±‖F .
‖X‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0e−t for all t > 0, where ζ ≥ 1 is given by Assumption 5.

The third assertion can be obtained in a similar fashion. By Result B.2, for sufficiently large n, with

probability at least 1− c0n−ζ , ‖|SA± |−1‖2 ≤ {2nρnλd(∆n)}−1. For any k, l ∈ [p], we have

[W∗
+|SA+

|−1/2 − |SP+
|−1/2W∗

+]kl = [W∗
+]kl{λl(A)−1/2 − λk(P)−1/2}

=
[W∗

+]kl{λk(P)− λl(A)}
λl(A)1/2λk(P)1/2{λl(A)1/2 + λk(P)1/2}

.

For any k, l ∈ [q], we have, similarly,

[W∗
−|SA− |−1/2 − |SP− |−1/2W∗

−]kl

= [W∗
−]kl{|λn−q+l(A)|−1/2 − |λn−q+k(P)|−1/2}

=
[W∗
−]kl{λn−q+l(A)− λn−q+k(P)}

|λn−q+l(A)|1/2|λn−q+k(P)|1/2{|λn−q+l(A)|1/2 + |λn−q+k(P)|1/2}
.
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Therefore, when ‖S−1
A ‖2 ≤ 2{(nρn)λd(∆n)}−1, by Result B.3 that d ≤ ‖X‖22→∞/λd(∆n),

‖W∗
±|SA± |−1/2 − |SP± |−1/2W∗

±‖2F ≤ ‖S−1
A ‖2‖S

−1
P ‖

2
2‖W∗

±SA± − SP±W∗
±‖2F

≤ d‖S−1
A ‖2‖S

−1
P ‖

2
2‖W∗

±SA± − SP±W∗
±‖22

≤
2‖X‖22→∞‖W∗

±SA± − SP±W∗
±‖22

(nρn)3λd(∆n)4
.

The proof of the third assertion is then completed by applying the first assertion.

C.4 Proof of Lemma B.4

We first analyze the concentration bound for ‖SP±UT
P±

UA± −UT
P±

UA±SA±‖2. Note that by definition of

eigenvector matrices, PUP± = UP±SP± and AUA± = UA±SA± . Clearly, by Davis-Kahan theorem in the

form of [21],

‖SP±UT
P±UA± −UT

P±UA±SA±‖2 = ‖UT
P±AUA± −UT

P±PUA±‖2

= ‖UT
P±EUP±UT

P±UA± + UT
P±E(I−UP±UT

P±)UA±‖2

≤ ‖UT
P±EUP±‖2 + ‖E‖2‖UA± −UP±UT

P±UA±‖2

≤ ‖UT
P±EUP±‖2 + ‖E‖2‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖2

≤ ‖UT
P±EUP±‖2 +

2‖E‖22
nρnλd(∆n)

.

For a realization of A with ‖E‖2 . (nρn)1/2 and ‖UT
P±

EUP±‖2 . d1/2 + t1/2, which occurs with probability

at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0e−t by Assumption 5 and Lemma C.1, we have,

‖SP±UT
P±UA± −UT

P±UA±SA±‖2 . max

{
t1/2, d1/2,

1

λd(∆n)

}
.

This event holds with probability at least 1−c0n−ζ−c0e−t for all t > 0. Then the first assertion is immediate

by Result B.2, Result B.3, and the observation that

‖UP±SP±(UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
UT

P±UA±)‖2→∞

≤ ‖UP‖2→∞‖S−1
A±
‖2‖SP±UT

P±UA± −UT
P±UA±SA±‖2.

For ‖UP±(UT
P±

UA± −W∗
±)‖2→∞, note that by Lemma 6.7 in [21] and Davis-Kahan theorem, we have

‖UP±(UT
P±UA± −W∗

±)‖2→∞ ≤ ‖UP‖2→∞‖UT
P±UA± −W∗

±‖2

≤ ‖UP‖2→∞‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖22

≤ 4‖E‖22
(nρn)2λd(∆n)2

‖UP‖2→∞.

Then the fourth assertion follows from Assumption 5.
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We now focus on ‖eT
mEUP±(W∗

±S−1
A±
−S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2. By Lemma B.1, Lemma B.2, for all t ≥ 1 and t . nρn,

we have

‖eT
mEUP±‖2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Amj − ρnxT
mxj)[UP± ]j∗

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

. t‖UP±‖2→∞ + σ(ρnt)
1/2‖UP±‖F

.σ (nρnt)
1/2‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− c0de−t. Then by Lemma B.3,

‖eT
mEUP±(W∗

±S−1
A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2 ≤ ‖eT

mEUP±‖2‖W∗
±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±‖2

≤ ‖eT
mEUP±‖2‖S−1

P±
‖2‖SP±W∗

± −W∗
±SA±‖2‖S−1

A±
‖2

.σ
t1/2‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)2
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, d1/2, t1/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n.

We finally deal with term ‖UP∓SP∓UT
P∓

UA±S−1
A±
‖2→∞ by adopting the analysis in Appendix B.1 in [68].

By construction, UT
P∓

UA± = UT
P∓

AUA±S−1
A±

= S−1
P∓

UT
P∓

PUA± , implying that

UT
P∓UA±SA± − SP∓UT

P∓UA± = UT
P∓EUA±

= UT
P∓E(In −UP±UT

P±)UA± + UT
P∓EUP±UT

P±UA± .

Namely,

SP∓UT
P∓UA± = UT

P∓UA±SA± −UT
P∓EUA±

and, by Lemma C.1 and Davis-Kahan theorem, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0e−t,

‖UT
P∓EUA±‖2 ≤ ‖E‖2‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖2 + ‖UT

P∓EUP±‖2 .σ max

{
1

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
for sufficiently large n. For any k ∈ [q] and l ∈ [p], we have

[UT
P−UA+

SA+
− SP−UT

P−UA+
]kl = [UT

P−UA+
]kl{λl(A)− λn−q+k(P)},

[UT
P+

UA−SA− − SP+UT
P+

UA− ]lk = [UT
P+

UA− ]lk{λn−q+k(A)− λl(P)}

Note that by the concentration of eigenvalues Result B.1

min
k∈[q],l∈[p]

{λl(A)− λn−q+k(P)} ≥ nρnλd(∆n),

min
k∈[q],l∈[p]

{λl(P)− λn−q+k(A)} ≥ nρnλd(∆n)
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with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ for large n. Therefore, by Lemma C.1,

‖UT
P∓UA±‖F ≤

1

nρnλd(∆n)
‖UT

P∓UA±SA± − SP∓UT
P∓UA±‖F

≤
√
d‖E‖2‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖2 +

√
d‖UT

P∓
EUP±‖2

nρnλd(∆n)

.σ
d1/2

nρnλd(∆n)
max

{
1

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n. Therefore,

‖UP∓SP∓UT
P∓UA±S−1

A±
‖2→∞ = ‖UP∓(UT

P∓UA± −UT
P∓EUA±S−1

A±
)‖2→∞

≤ ‖UP‖2→∞‖UT
P∓UA±‖2 + ‖UP‖2→∞‖UT

P∓EUA±‖2‖S−1
A±
‖2

.σ
d1/2‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
1

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n. The proof is thus completed.

D Proofs for Section 3

D.1 Proof sketch for Theorem 3.2

In this section, we discuss the basic idea of the proof of Theorem 3.2. We begin with a warm-up matrix

decomposition motivated by [3] and [22]. Denote E = A−P. Recall that UP± = PUP±S−1
P±

the definition

of (UP± ,SP±). This leads to the following observation

UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
± = −EUP±S−1

P±
W∗
± + (UA± −UP±W∗

±) (D.1)

because UP±−AUP±S−1
P±

= (P−A)UP±S−1
P±

. For the second term on the right-hand side of (D.1), we recall

that UA+ (UA− , resp.) is the eigenvector matrix of A corresponding to the eigenvalues λ1(A), . . . , λp(A)

(λn−q+1(A), . . . , λn(A), resp.). Therefore,

UA± = AUA±S−1
A±

= EUA±S−1
A±

+ PUA±S−1
A±

. (D.2)

We first focus on the second term PUA±S−1
A±

on the right-hand side of (D.2) above. By the spectral

decomposition P = UP+SP+UT
P+

+ UP−SP−UT
P−

, we can write

PUA±S−1
A±

= UP±SP±UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
+ UP∓SP∓UT

P∓UA±S−1
A±

.

35



Recall that W∗
± is the matrix sign of UT

P±
UA± , suggesting that W∗

± ≈ UT
P±

UA± . It is then conceivable

that UP±W∗
± ≈ UP±UT

P±
UA± = UP±SP±S−1

P±
UT

P±
UA± . This motivates us to write PUA±S−1

A±
as

PUA±S−1
A±

= UP±SP±UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
+ UP∓SP∓UT

P∓UA±S−1
A±

= UP±SP±(UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
UT

P±UA±) + UP±UT
P±UA±

+ UP∓SP∓UT
P∓UA±S−1

A±
.

(D.3)

We next turn our attention to the first term EUA±S−1
A±

on the right-hand side of (D.2). Intuitively, this

term should be closed to EUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±, which leads to the following decomposition

EUA±S−1
A±

= EUP±S−1
P±

W∗
± + (EUA±S−1

A±
−EUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±). (D.4)

Because A concentrates around P in spectral norm and UA± ,UP± are their eigenvector matrices, the matrix

perturbation theory suggests that UA± ≈ UP±W∗
±. Hence, we can write the second term in (D.4) above as

EUA±S−1
A±
−EUP±S−1

P±
W∗
± = E(UA± −UP±W∗

±)S−1
A±

+ EUP±(W∗
±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±).

(D.5)

We now combine equations (D.1), (D.2), (D.3), (D.4), and (D.5) to obtain the following decomposition of

UA −AUPS−1
P W∗:

UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
± = E(UA± −UP±W∗

±)S−1
A±

(D.6)

+ UP±SP±(UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
UT

P±UA±) (D.7)

+ UP±(UT
P±UA± −W∗

±) (D.8)

+ EUP±(W∗
±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±) (D.9)

+ UP∓SP∓UT
P∓UA±S−1

A±
. (D.10)

Among the five terms above, lines (D.7), (D.8), (D.9), and (D.10) are relatively easy to control using classical

matrix perturbation tools and the concentration of ‖E‖2 due to [50]. The formal concentration bounds of

these remainders are given in Lemma B.4. The challenging part is a delicate analysis of the row-wise

behavior of E(UA± −UP±W∗
±), which we sketch below. We borrow the decoupling strategy and a “leave-

one-out” analysis that appeared in [3, 12, 42, 51, 93]. Consider the following collection of auxiliary matrices

A(1), . . . ,A(n). For each row index m ∈ [n], the matrix A(m) = [Aij ]n×n is a function of A defined by

A(m) =

{
Aij , if i 6= m and j 6= m,

EAij , if i = m or j = m.
(D.11)

Namely, the matrix A(m) is constructed by replacing the mth row and mth column of A by their expected

values. Now let U
(m)
A±

be the leading eigenvector matrix of A(m) (UA+ ∈ O(n, p) and UA− ∈ O(n, q)) such
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that U
(m)
A±

S
(m)
A±

= A(m)U
(m)
A±

, where

S
(m)
A+

= diag{λ1(A(m)), . . . , λd(A
(m))} and S

(m)
A−

= diag{λn−q+1(A(m)), . . . , λn(A(m))}.

Denote H± = UT
A±

UP± and H
(m)
± = (U

(m)
A±

)TUP± . The smartness of introducing A(m) lies in the striking

fact that eT
mE and A(m) are independent. With this in mind, we can focus on the mth row of E(UA± −

UP±W∗
±) by inserting U

(m)
A as follows:

‖eT
mE(UA± −UP±W∗

±)‖2 ≤ ‖eT
mEUA±{sgn(H±)−H±}}‖2

+ ‖eT
mE(UA±H± −U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± )‖2

+ ‖eT
mE(U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP±)‖2.

(D.12)

Here, we have used the fact that W∗
± = sgn(H±)T ∈ O(d). Since eT

mE and U
(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP± are indepen-

dent, we can apply Bernstein’s or Hoeffding’s inequality to the third term above. The success of this decou-

pling strategy critically depends on the following sharp concentration bounds on ‖UA±H± −U
(m)
A±

H
(m)
± ‖2,

‖U(m)
A±

H± −UP±‖2→∞, and ‖U(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP±‖F.

Lemma D.1. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Denote ∆n = (1/n)XTX. Let m ∈ [n] be any fixed row index

and A(m), U
(m)
A±

, and H
(m)
± be defined as above. Then there exists an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that for

sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ,

‖U(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP±‖2 .

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
,

‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ . {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖UP±‖2→∞,

‖U(m)
A±

sgn(H
(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞ . [κ(∆n) {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)} {γ + ϕ(γ)}+ κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)] ‖UP‖2→∞,

and for all t ≥ 1 and t . nρn, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t,

‖U(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UA±H±‖2 .σ

{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
‖UP‖2→∞.

D.2 Proof of Lemma D.1

The proof of Lemma D.1 is slightly involved and is more difficult than Lemma 1 and Lemma 3 in [3]. The

underlying reason is that we replace the mth row and mth column in A by their expected values in A(m),

but the construction of A(m) in [3] is to zero out the mth row and column of A. As EA(m) is the same as

EA = P, we can borrow the entrywise eigenvector analysis there to U
(m)
A . By the construction of A(m),

[A−A(m)]ij =

{
0, if i 6= m and j 6= m,

Aij − EAij , if i = m or j = m.
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It follows that

‖A−A(m)‖2 ≤ ‖A−A(m)‖F ≤

2

n∑
j=1

(Amj − EAmj)2


1/2

≤
√

2‖E‖2→∞ . (nρn)1/2

with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ by Assumption 5. Denote I+ = Ip and I− = Iq for convenience. Now

viewing A(m) as a perturbed version of P, we apply Davis-Kahan theorem to obtain

‖U(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP±‖2 = ‖{U(m)

A±
(U

(m)
A±

)T − I±}UP±‖2 = ‖{U(m)
A±

(U
(m)
A±

)T − I±}UP±UT
P±‖2

= ‖ sin Θ(U
(m)
A±

,UP±)‖2 ≤
2‖A(m) −P‖2
nρnλd(∆n)

≤ 2‖A−P‖2 + 2‖A(m) −A‖2
nρnλd(∆n)

.
1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ . This completes the proof of the first assertion.

We now turn the focus to ‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ as well as ‖U(m)

A±
sgn(H

(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞. This is the place where we

apply Theorem A.1 with M = A(m). We set

γ̄+ =
max{3K, ‖X‖22→∞}
(nρn)1/2λmin(∆n±)

,

where K > 0 is the constant selected such that ‖E‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2 with probability at least 1 − c0n
−ζ

according to Assumption 5 and c0 > 0, ζ ≥ 1 are absolute constants. Denote ∆+ = λp(P) = nρnλp(∆n+),

∆− = −λn−q+1(P) = nρnλq(∆n−), κ+ = λ1(P)/∆+ = κ(∆n+), and κ− = |λn(P)|/∆− = κ(∆n−). Note

that κ± ≤ κ(∆n). We take the function ω(·) in Theorem A.1 to be the same the ϕ(·) given in Assumption

4. For condition A1, we see that

‖P‖2→∞ ≤ ρn‖X‖2→∞‖X‖2 ≤
√
nρn‖X‖22→∞

≤ max{3K, ‖X‖22→∞}nρnλmin(∆n±)

(nρn)1/2λmin(∆n±)
= γ̄±∆±.

Condition A2 automatically holds because for each fixed i, the ith row and column of A(m) are either the

ith row and column of A, or their expected values. By the construction of A, we see that the ith row and

column of A(m) are independent of the rest of the random variables in A(m). For condition A3, since γ± ≤ γ
and ϕ(·) is non-decreasing, we see that

32κ±max{γ̄±, ω(γ̄±)} ≤ 32κ(∆n) max{γ, ϕ(γ)} ≤ 1

by Assumption 5. Again, by Assumption 5,

‖A(m) −P‖2 ≤ ‖A−A(m)‖2 + ‖E‖2 ≤ 3K(nρn)1/2 ≤ γ̄±∆±
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with probability at least 1 − δ0, where δ0 = c0n
−ζ for constants c0 > 0 and ζ ≥ 1. For condition A4, it

automatically holds by Assumption 4 with probability 1−δ1n−1 because A(m)−P = E(m), where δ1 = c0n
−ξ

and ξ ≥ 1. Note that ϕ(·) is non-decreasing, implying that γ̄± + ϕ(γ̄±) ≤ γ + ϕ(γ). Also, note that

γ̄±‖P‖2→∞
∆±

.
‖X‖22→∞nρnλ1(∆n)

(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)2
‖UP‖2→∞ ≤ κ(∆n)‖UP‖2→∞.

Hence, we obtain from Theorem A.1 that, with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ,

‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ . {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)} ‖UP‖2→∞,

‖U(m)
A±

sgn(H
(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞ . [κ(∆n) {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)} {γ + ϕ(γ)}+ κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)] ‖UP‖2→∞,

which are the second and the third assertion.

We then focus on the last assertion regarding ‖U(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UA±H±‖2. By the concentration of eigenvalues

in Result B.1, we know that λp(A) ≥ (1/2)nρnλd(∆n) and λn−q+1(A) ≤ −(1/2)nρnλd(∆n) with probability

at least 1− c0n−ζ for sufficiently large n. By Weyl’s inequality, for sufficiently large n,

λp(A
(m)) ≥ λp(A)− ‖A−A(m)‖2 ≥

1

4
nρnλd(∆n),

λn−q+1(A(m)) ≤ λn−q+1(A) + ‖A−A(m)‖2 ≤ −
1

4
nρnλd(∆n)

with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ , where we have used the assumption that nρnλd(∆n)2 → ∞ and the

fact that ‖A −A(m)‖2 ≤
√

2K(nρn)1/2 ≤ (1/4)nρnλd(∆n) with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ for large n

by Assumption 5. On the other hand, applying Weyl’s inequality to λp+1(A) and λn−q(A) yields

λp+1(A) ≤ λp+1(P) + ‖E‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2 ≤ 1

8
nρnλd(∆n),

λn−q(A) ≥ λn−q(P)− ‖E‖2 ≥ −K(nρn)1/2 ≥ −1

8
nρnλd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ for sufficiently large n. We thus obtain that

λp(A
(m))− λp+1(A) ≥ 1

8
(nρn)λd(∆n) and λn−q(A)− λn−q+1(A(m)) ≥ 1

8
(nρn)λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1−c0n−ζ for large n. Hence, by a version of the Davis-Kahan theorem (See Theorem

VII.3.4 in [15]),

‖U(m)
A+

H
(m)
+ −UA+

H+‖2 = ‖ sin Θ(U
(m)
A+

,UA+
)‖2 ≤

‖(A−A(m))U
(m)
A+
‖2

λp(A(m))− λp+1(A)

≤
8‖(A−A(m))U

(m)
A+
‖F

(nρn)λd(∆n)
,

‖U(m)
A−

H
(m)
− −UA−H−‖2 = ‖ sin Θ(U

(m)
A−

,UA−)‖2 ≤
‖(A−A(m))U

(m)
A−
‖2

λn−q(A)− λn−q+1(A(m))
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≤
8‖(A−A(m))U

(m)
A−
‖F

(nρn)λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ for large n. We now focus on ‖(A−A(m))U
(m)
A ‖F. The key idea is that

the non-zero entries of A −A(m) are the centered version of the mth row and mth column of A, namely,

{Aij −EAij : i = m or j = m}. This is a collection of random variables that are independent of A(m). Since

U
(m)
A±

is the eigenvector matrix of A(m) corresponding to the eigenvalues in SA± , it follows that (A−A(m))

and U
(m)
A±

are independent. Write

‖(A−A(m))U
(m)
A±
‖2F =

∑
i6=m

(Aim − EAim)2‖[U(m)
A±

]m∗‖22 +

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Amj − EAmj)[U(m)
A±

]j∗

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤ ‖E‖22→∞‖U
(m)
A±
‖22→∞ +

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Amj − EAmj)[U(m)
A±

]j∗

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

.

By Assumption 5 and the second assertion, for large n, we know that with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ,

‖E‖2→∞‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ ≤ ‖E‖2‖U(m)

A±
‖2→∞ . {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}(nρn)1/2‖UP‖2→∞.

For the second part, for any t ≥ 1 and t . nρn, we consider the following two events:

E1 =

A :
∥∥∥ n∑
j=1

(Amj − EAmj)[U(m)
A±

]j∗

∥∥∥
2
≤ C0t‖U(m)

A±
‖2→∞ + C0σ(ρnt)

1/2‖U(m)
A±
‖F

 ,

E2 =
{

A : ‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ ≤ C0{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖UP‖2→∞

}
.

Here, C0 > 0 is a constant that will be determined later. By the independence between A−A(m) and U
(m)
A±

,

Lemma B.1, and Lemma B.2, we can select C0 depending on σ such that

P(E1) =
∑
A(m)

P(E1 | A(m))p(A(m)) ≥
∑
A(m)

{1− c0de−t}p(A(m)) = 1− c0de−t.

Also, by the second assertion, P(E2) ≥ 1 − c0n−ζ∧ξ for sufficiently large n. Now we consider a realization

A ∈ E1 ∩ E2. Then

∥∥∥ n∑
j=1

(Amj − EAmj)[U(m)
A±

]j∗

∥∥∥
2
≤ C0t‖U(m)

A±
‖2→∞ + C0σ(ρnt)

1/2‖U(m)
A±
‖F

≤ C0t‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ + C0σ(nρnt)

1/2‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞

.σ (nρnt)
1/2‖U(m)

A±
‖2→∞

.σ (nρnt)
1/2{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖UP‖2→∞.
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Such a realization occurs with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ− c0de−t for large n. Hence, we conclude that

‖U(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UA±H±‖2 = ‖ sin Θ(U

(m)
A±

,UA±)‖2

≤
8‖E‖2→∞‖U(m)

A±
‖2→∞

nρnλd(∆n)
+

8
∥∥∥∑j 6=m(Amj − EAmj)[U(m)

A±
]j∗

∥∥∥
2

nρnλd(∆n)

.σ
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}{(nρn)1/2 + (nρnt)

1/2}
(nρn)λd(∆n)

‖UP‖2→∞

.
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n. The proof is thus completed.

D.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

As discussed in Section D.1, a crucial step in controlling the row-wise perturbation bound of the term

UA −AUPS−1
P W∗ lies in a sharp control of eT

mE(UA −UPW∗). This result is established in Lemma D.2

below with the help of the decoupling technique in Section D.1 and Lemma D.1.

Lemma D.2. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Let A(m), U
(m)
A±

, and H
(m)
± be defined as in Section D.1. Let

m ∈ [n] be any fixed row index. Then there exists an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that for all t ≥ 1,

t . nρn,

‖eT
mE(UA± −UP±W∗

±)S−1
A±
‖2 .σ

‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

×max

{
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)

λd(∆n)2
, χt

}
holds with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n, where

χ := ϕ(1) +
‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
.

Proof of Lemma D.2. By inequality (D.12) in Section D.1, we immediately obtain

‖eT
mE(UA± −UP±W∗

±)S−1
A±
‖2 ≤ ‖eT

mEUA±{sgn(H±)−H±}‖2‖S−1
A±
‖2

+ ‖eT
mE(UA±H± −U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± )‖2‖S−1

A±
‖2

+ ‖eT
mE(U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP±)‖2‖S−1

A±
‖2.

We first focus on ‖eT
mEUA±‖2. By Assumption 5 and Lemma 2 in [3], we know that ‖H−1

± ‖2 ≤ 2 with

probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ for sufficiently large n. Then by Lemma D.1, Lemma B.1, Lemma B.2, and

the fact that eT
mE and U

(m)
A±

are independent, we have, for sufficiently large n,

‖eT
mEUA±‖2 ≤ ‖H−1

± ‖2{‖eT
mE(UA±H± −U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± )‖2 + ‖eT

mEU
(m)
A±
‖2}
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.σ ‖E‖2‖UA±H± −U
(m)
A±

H
(m)
± ‖2 + (nρnt)

1/2‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞

.σ
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

λd(∆n)
‖UP‖2→∞ + {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}(nρnt)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

.σ {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}(nρnt)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t, where the last inequality is due to the fact that λd(∆n)−1 .

(nρn)1/2. Letting t = {1 + (ξ ∧ ζ)} log n, we see that

‖eT
mEUA±‖2 .σ {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}(nρn log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ for large n. We now work on the first term, By Assumption 5, Result

B.2, Lemma 6.7 in [21], and Davis-Kahan theorem, for large n,

‖eT
mEUA±{sgn(H±)−H±}‖2‖S−1

A±
‖2 ≤ ‖eT

mEUA±‖2‖ sin Θ(UA± ,UP±)‖22‖S−1
A±
‖2

≤ ‖eT
mEUA±‖2

4‖E‖22
(nρn)2λd(∆n)2

‖S−1
A±
‖2

.σ (nρn){κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖UP‖2→∞

× nρn
(nρn)2λd(∆n)2

× 1

nρnλd(∆n)

=
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}
nρnλd(∆n)3

‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ∧ξ. For the second term, for all t ≥ 1 and t . nρn, by Assumption 5,

Result B.2, and Lemma D.1, for large n,

‖eT
mE(UA±H± −U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± )S−1

A±
‖2 ≤ ‖E‖2→∞‖UA±H± −U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± ‖2‖S−1

A±
‖2

≤ ‖E‖2‖UA±H± −U
(m)
A±

H
(m)
± ‖2‖S−1

A ‖2

. (nρn)1/2 × {κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

× 1

nρnλd(∆n)

=
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

nρnλd(∆n)2
‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t.

We now focus on the third term. Denote V
(m)
± = U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP± . Let t ≥ 1 and t . nρn. Consider the

following events:

E1 =
{

A : ‖eT
mEV

(m)
± ‖2 ≤ C0t‖V(m)

± ‖2→∞ + C0σ(ρnt)
1/2‖V(m)

± ‖2
}
,

E2 =

{
A : ‖V(m)

± ‖2 ≤
C0

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
, ‖U(m)

A±
‖2→∞ ≤ C0{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖UP‖2→∞

}
,

E3 =
{

A : ‖U(m)
A±

sgn(H
(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞ ≤ C0χ‖UP‖2→∞

}
,
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where

χ := ϕ(1) +
‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
.

and C0 > 0 is a constant that will be determined later. Note that

‖V(m)
± ‖2→∞ ≤ ‖U

(m)
A±
‖2→∞‖sgn(H

(m)
± )−H

(m)
± ‖2 + ‖U(m)

A±
sgn(H

(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞

≤ 2‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ + ‖U(m)

A±
sgn(H

(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞.

By Lemma D.1, we can select the constant C0 > 0, such that P(E2) ≥ 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ, P(E3) ≥ 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ for

sufficiently large n. For event E1, we use the conditional distribution and the fact that eT
mE is independent

of V
(m)
± , together with Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2, to obtain

P(E1) =
∑
A(m)

P(E1 | A(m))p(A(m)) ≥
∑
A(m)

(1− c0de−t)p(A(m)) = 1− c0de−t.

Then over the event E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3, we apply the fact that ‖UP‖2→∞ ≥
√
d/n to obtain

‖eT
mEV

(m)
± ‖2 ≤ C0t‖V(m)

± ‖2→∞ + C0σ(ρnt)
1/2‖V(m)

± ‖F

≤ C0t‖U(m)
A±
‖2→∞ + C0t‖U(m)

A±
sgn(H

(m)
± )−UP±‖2→∞ + C0σ(dρnt)

1/2‖V(m)
± ‖2

.σ χt‖UP‖2→∞ +
t1/2

λd(∆n)

√
d

n

. χt‖UP‖2→∞.

It follows from Result B.2 that

‖eT
mE(U

(m)
A±

H
(m)
± −UP±)‖2‖S−1

A±
‖2 .c

χt‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n. The proof is completed by combining

the above concentration bounds.

We are now in a position to prove Theorems 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof follows from Lemmas D.2 and B.4. Following the decomposition of

UA −AUPS−1
P W∗ in Section D.1, we have

‖eT
m(UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖ ≤ ‖eT

mE(UA± −UP±W∗
±)S−1

A±
‖2→∞

+ ‖UP±SP±(UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
UT

P±UA±)‖2→∞

+ ‖UP±(UT
P±UA± −W∗

±)‖2→∞

+ ‖eT
mEUP±(W∗

±S−1
A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2

+ ‖UP∓SP∓UT
P∓UA±S−1

A±
‖2→∞.
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By Lemma D.2, the first term on the right-hand side above satisfies

‖eT
mE(UA± −UP±W∗

±)S−1
A±
‖2 .σ

‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

×max

{
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}

λd(∆n)2
, χt

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n. We also know from Lemma B.4 that

the following events hold with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t for t ≥ 1, t . nρn:

‖UP±SP±(UT
P±UA±S−1

A±
− S−1

P±
UT

P±UA±)‖2→∞ .
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2, d1/2,

1

λd(∆n)

}
,

‖eT
mEUP±(W∗

±S−1
A±
− S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2 .σ

‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλ2

d(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
,

‖UP±(UT
P±UA± −W∗

±)‖2→∞ .
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)2

,

‖UP∓SP∓UT
P∓UA±S−1

A±
‖2→∞ .

d1/2‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
1

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
where we have used the fact that t1/2/(nρn)1/2 . 1 and t/(nρn)1/2 . t1/2. Then Lemmas D.2 and B.4

immediately imply that

‖eT
m(UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2

.σ
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}

λd(∆n)2
, χt

}
+
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2, d1/2,

1

λd(∆n)

}
+
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)2

+
‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)2

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
+
d1/2‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
1

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
≤ χ‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1 − c0n−ζ∧ξ − c0de−t for sufficiently large n. Here, we have used the fact that

d1/2 ≤ d ≤ ‖X‖22→∞/λd(∆n) from Result B.3 and

κ(∆n) =
λ1(∆n)

λd(∆n)
≤ ‖X‖2F
nλd(∆n)

≤ ‖X‖
2
2→∞

λd(∆n)
.

This completes the first assertion. For the entrywise perturbation bound for the scaled eigenvectors, we

recall the decomposition (2.4)

X̃±W± −
±AX±(XT

±X±)−1

ρ
1/2
n

= UA±(W∗
±|SA± |1/2 − |SP± |1/2W∗

±)TWX±
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+ (UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±)(W∗

±)T|SP± |1/2WX± .

Then for each fixed row index m ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1 and t . nρn, we apply the first assertion above, Lemma

B.5, and Lemma B.3 to conclude that

‖eT
m(X̃±W± − (±)ρ−1/2

n AX±(XT
±X±)−1)‖2

≤ ‖UA±‖2→∞‖W∗
±|SA± |1/2 − |SP± |1/2W∗

±‖2 + ‖eT
m(UA± −AUP±S−1

P±
W∗
±)‖2‖SP±‖

1/2
2

.
{κ(∆n) + ϕ(1)}‖X‖2→∞‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2, d1/2

}
+
χ‖X‖2→∞‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
.
χ‖X‖2→∞‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−ζ∧ξ− c0de−t for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof of the second

assertion. The third and fourth assertions regarding the concentrations of

‖UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±‖2→∞ and ‖X̃±W± − (±)ρ−1/2

n AX±(XT
±X±)−1‖2→∞

are immediate from the first two assertions and a union bound over m ∈ [n] because ζ ∧ ξ is strictly greater

than 1.

D.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

By Theorem 3.2 and decompositions (2.2), (2.3) in the manuscript, for each fixed i ∈ [n], we have

√
n(WT(x̃i)± − ρ1/2

n (xi)±) =
±1
√
nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − EAij)∆−1
n±(xj)± +

√
nRT

X±ei,

nρ1/2
n WT

X±(W∗
±[UA± ]i∗ − [UP± ]i∗) =

±1
√
nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − EAij)∆−3/2
n± (xj)±

+ nρ1/2
n {RU±(W∗

±)TWX±}Tei,

where RX± = X̃±W± − (±)ρ
−1/2
n AX±(XT

±X±)−1 and RU± = UA± −AUP±S−1
P±

W∗
±. Equivalently, we

have

√
nΣ
−1/2
ni± (WT(x̃i)± − ρ1/2

n (xi)±) =
±1
√
nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − EAij)Σ−1/2
ni± ∆−1

n±(xj)±

+
√
nΣ
−1/2
ni± RT

X±ei,

nρ1/2
n Γ

−1/2
ni± WT

X±(W∗
±[UA± ]i∗ − [UP± ]i∗) =

1
√
nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − EAij)Γ−1/2
ni± ∆

−3/2
n± (xj)±

+ nρ1/2
n Γ

−1/2
ni± {RU±(W∗

±)TWX±}Tei.
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To apply Theorem A.4, we take

ξj =
±1
√
nρn

(Aij − EAij)Σ−1/2
ni± ∆−1

n±(xj)±, D =
√
nΣ
−1/2
ni± RT

X±ei,

∆(j) = ∆ = C
χ‖Σ−1/2

ni± ‖2‖X‖22→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2

max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

O = {A : ∆ > ‖D‖2},

and

ξ′j =
±
√
nρn

(Aij − EAij)Γ−1/2
ni± ∆

−3/2
n± (xj)±, D′ =

√
nΓ
−1/2
ni {RU±(W∗

±)TWX±}Tei,

∆(j)′ = ∆′ = C
χ‖Γ−1/2

ni± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2

max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

O′ = {A : ∆′ > ‖D′‖2}.

Here C > 0 is an absolute constant. In particular, we can select C > 0, which may depend on σ, such

that P(Oc) . d/(nρn) and P{(O′)c} . d/(nρn) for sufficiently large n according to Theorem 3.2. Note that

Assumption 3 implies that E[Eij ]
2 ≤ σ2ρn for all i, j ∈ [n], so that

Σni± = ∆−1
n±

 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E[Eij ]
2(xj)±(xj)

T
±

∆−1
n± � σ2∆−1

n± =⇒ ‖Σ−1/2
ni± ‖2 ≥

1

σ
λ1(∆n±)1/2,

Γni± = ∆
−3/2
n±

 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E[Eij ]
2(xj)±(xj)

T
±

∆
−3/2
n± � σ2∆−2

n± =⇒ ‖Γ−1/2
ni± ‖2 ≥

1

σ
λ1(∆n±).

Therefore, by Result B.3, we have

P(O) .
d

nρn
≤ ‖X‖22→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

≤ ‖X‖
2
2→∞λ1(∆n±)1/2

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
.σ

χd1/2‖Σ−1/2
ni ‖2‖X‖22→∞

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
.σ d

1/2∆,

P(O′) . d

nρn
≤ d1/2‖X‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)1/2

≤ d1/2‖X‖2→∞λ1(∆n±)

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
.σ

χd1/2‖Γ−1/2
ni ‖2‖X‖2→∞

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
.σ d

1/2∆′.

Note that |∆ −∆(j)| = 0, |∆′ −∆(j)′ | = 0, and ∆(j)’s, ∆(j)′ ’s are constant random variables so that ∆(j)

and ξj are independent, and ∆(j)′ and ξ′j are independent as well. Furthermore, E(ξj) = E(ξ′j) = 0 and by

the definition of Σn(xi), Γn(xi),

n∑
j=1

E(ξjξ
T
j ) =

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E[Eij ]
2Σ
−1/2
ni± ∆−1

n±(xj)±(xj)
T
±∆−1

n±Σ
−1/2
ni±

= Σ
−1/2
ni± ∆−1

n±

 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E[Eij ]
2(xj)±(xj)

T
±

∆−1
n±Σ

−1/2
ni± = Id,
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n∑
j=1

E{(ξ′j)(ξ′j)T} =
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E[E]2ijΓ
−1/2
ni± ∆

−3/2
n± (xj)±(xj)

T
±∆

−3/2
n± Γ

−1/2
n±

= Γ
−1/2
ni± ∆

−3/2
n±

 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E[E]2ij(xj)±(xj)
T
±

∆
−3/2
n± Γ

−1/2
ni± = Id.

We now proceed to
∑n
j=1 E(‖ξj‖32),

∑n
j=1 E(‖ξ′j‖32), and E(‖

∑n
j=1 ξj‖2), E(‖

∑n
j=1 ξ

′
j‖2). For the first two

terms, under Assumption 3 (i), we have

n∑
j=1

E(‖ξj‖32) =
1

(nρn)3/2

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3‖Σ−1/2
ni± ∆−1

n±(xj)±‖2(xj)
T
±∆−1

n±Σ−1
ni±∆−1

n±(xj)±

≤
‖Σ−1/2

n± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3(xj)
T
±∆−1

n±Σ−1
ni±∆−1

n±(xj)±,

n∑
j=1

E(‖ξ′j‖32) =
1

(nρn)3/2

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3‖Γ−1/2
ni± ∆

−3/2
n± (xj)±‖2(xj)

T
±∆

−3/2
n± Γ−1

ni±∆
−3/2
n± (xj)±.

≤
‖Γ−1/2

ni± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)3/2

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3(xj)
T
±∆

−3/2
n± Γ−1

ni±∆
−3/2
n± (xj)±.

For E(‖
∑n
j=1 ξj‖2), we use Jensen’s inequality to write

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

 ≤
E


∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2




1/2

=

 n∑
j=1

E‖ξj‖22

1/2

=

tr


n∑
j=1

E(ξjξ
T
j )


1/2

= d1/2.

Similarly, we also have E(‖
∑n
j=1 ξ

′
j‖2) ≤ d1/2. This immediately implies that

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

∆

 ≤ d1/2∆ and E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξ′j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

∆′

 ≤ d1/2∆′.

We now apply Theorem A.4 and the aforementioned results to conclude that

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nΣ
−1/2
ni± (WT(x̃i)± − ρ1/2

n (xi)±) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.σ

χd1/2‖Σ−1/2
ni± ‖2‖X‖22→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
+
d1/2‖Σ−1/2

n± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3tr
{

Σ
−1/2
ni± ∆−1

n±(xj)±(xj)
T
±∆−1

n±Σ
−1/2
ni±

}
and

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{nρ1/2
n Γ

−1/2
ni± WT

X±(W∗
±[UA± ]i∗ − [UP± ]i∗) ∈ A

}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
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.σ
d1/2χ‖Γ−1/2

ni± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2

max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
+
d1/2‖Γ−1/2

ni± ‖2‖X‖2→∞
(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)3/2

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3tr
{

Γ
−1/2
ni± ∆

−3/2
n± (xj)±(xj)

T
±∆

−3/2
n± Γ

−1/2
ni±

}
for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof.

E Proofs for Section 4.1

To prove Theorem 4.2, we need to verify Assumptions 1-5. The technical tools we applied here are based

on Section 3.3 of the Supplementary Material of [3]. By the conditions of Theorem 4.2, Assumptions 1 and

2 hold automatically. For Assumption 3, we let [E1]ij = xT
i xj(Iij − ρn) and [E2]ij = εijIij/ρn. Clearly,

[E]ij = [E1]ij + [E2]ij and [E1]ij satisfies Assumption 3 (i). Since

‖[E2]ij‖ψ2
≤ 1

ρn
sup
p≥1

1
√
p

(E |εijIij |p)
1/p ≤ 1

ρn
sup
p≥1

1
√
p

(E|εij |p)1/p × sup
p≥1

(E|Iij |p)1/p . τρn,

we see that [E2]ij satisfies Assumption 3 (ii). We now work with Assumptions 4 and 5. Define

ϕ̄(x) =


4‖X‖22→∞
λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn
max

(
x,

√
log n

nρn

)
, if x > 0,

0, if x = 0,

ϕ̃(x) =


4‖X‖22→∞
λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

τρn
‖X‖22→∞

, if x > 0,

0, if x = 0,

Let ϕ(x) = ϕ̄(x) + ϕ̃(x). Clearly, ϕ(0) = 0 and ϕ(x)/x is non-increasing in (0,+∞). Without loss of

generality, we may assume that V 6= 0n×d. By Lemma 16 in [3],

‖eT
i EV‖2 ≤ nρnλd(∆n)ϕ

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)
with probability at least 1− c0n−(1+ξ), where ξ = 1 and c0 = 5. To show that the same concentration bound

holds for ‖eT
i E(m)V‖2, we consider [E

(m)
1 ]ij and [E

(m)
2 ]ij separately. We may assume that i 6= m without

loss of generality. Exploiting the proof of the first assertion of Lemma 16 in [3], we see that

‖eT
i E

(m)
1 V‖2 ≤ nρnλd(∆n)ϕ̄

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)
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with probability at least 1 − 2n−(1+ξ), where ξ = 1. By the proof of the second assertion of Lemma 16 in

[3], we have

‖eT
i E

(m)
2 V‖2 ≤ τρ2

n‖V‖2→∞

√
12(n− 1) log(n− 1)

ρn
≤ τρ2

n‖V‖2→∞

√
12n log n

ρn

≤ nρnλd(∆n)

{
4‖X‖22→∞
λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

τρn
‖X‖22→∞

}
= nρnλd(∆n)ϕ̃

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)

with probability at least 1− 4n−2 for sufficiently large n. Therefore,

‖eT
i E(m)V‖2 ≤ ‖eT

i E
(m)
1 V‖2 + ‖eT

i E
(m)
2 V‖2

≤ nρnλd(∆n)

{
ϕ̄

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)
+ ϕ̃

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)}
= nρnλd(∆n)ϕ

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)
with probability at least 1− 6n−(ξ+1) with ξ = 1. Hence, Assumption 4 holds. For Assumption 5 , we let

γ =
c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
,

where c1 > 0 is a constant to be determined later. By Lemma 14 in [3], we have

‖E‖2 ≤ c2(‖X‖22→∞ + τρn)(nρn)1/2

with probability at least 1 − 4n−ζ with ζ = 1, where c2 > 1 is a constant. Then ‖A − EA‖2 ≤ K(nρn)1/2

with with probability at least 1 − 4n−ζ (ζ = 1) if we select K = c2(‖X‖22→∞ + τ). Now set c1 =

max{3K, ‖X‖22→∞}/(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞). By the conditions of Theorem 4.2, we have

γ =
max(3K, ‖X‖22→∞)

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
.

√
log n

nρnλd(∆n)2
→ 0.

Note that

c1 ≥
3K

τρn + ‖X‖22→∞
=

3c2(‖X‖22→∞ + τ)

τρn + ‖X‖22→∞
≥ 3c2 ≥ 1.

Then by Lemma 12 in [3], we know that

ϕ(γ) ≤ 4γ
√

log n(1 + γ
√

log n)

≤ 4c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

{
1 +

c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

}

≤ 4c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

{
1 +

c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

}
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≤ 8c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn

for sufficiently large n by the condition of Theorem 4.2. Note that γ ≤ ϕ(γ). It follows that

32κ(∆n) max{γ, ϕ(γ)} ≤ 256c1(τρn + ‖X‖22→∞)κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn
→ 0.

Thus, Assumptions 1-5 hold, allowing us to apply Theorem 3.1. Again, by Lemma 12 in [3], we have,

ϕ(1) . γ
√

log n .
τρn + ‖X‖22→∞

λd(∆n)

√
log n

nρn
.τ
‖X‖22→∞
λd(∆n)

.

Observe that κ(∆n) = λ1(∆n)/λd(∆n) ≤ ‖∆n‖F/λd(∆n) ≤ ‖X‖22→∞/λd(∆n). Therefore,

χ = ϕ(1) +
‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
.
‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
≤ ‖X‖

4
2→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
.

In addition, we have

E|[E]ij |3 . E|[E1]ij |3 + E|[E2]ij |3 . ‖X‖22→∞(xT
i xj)

2ρn(1− ρn) + τ3ρ4
n

.τ (‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1){ρn(1− ρn)(xT
i xj)

2 + τ2ρ3
n},

which implies that

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3xT
j ∆−1

n Σ−1
ni ∆−1

n xj

= tr

 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3Σ−1/2
ni ∆−1

n xjx
T
j ∆−1

n Σ
−1/2
ni


.τ (‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)tr

 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

{ρn(1− ρn)(xT
i xj)

2 + τ2ρ3
n}Σ

−1/2
ni ∆−1

n xjx
T
j ∆−1

n Σ
−1/2
ni


= d(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1) ≤ ‖X‖

4
2→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
≤ ‖X‖

5
2→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)3/2
,

and similarly,

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3xT
j ∆−3/2

n Γ−1
ni ∆−3/2

n xj .τ
‖X‖42→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)
.

We thus conclude from Theorem 3.1 that

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nΣ
−1/2
ni (WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.τ

{
‖X‖52→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)

}
d1/2‖Σ−1/2

ni ‖2‖X‖22→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)3/2
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×max

{
(‖X‖22→∞ ∨ 1)(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

and

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{nρ1/2
n Γ

−1/2
ni WT

X(W∗[UA]i∗ − [UP]i∗) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.τ

{
‖X‖42→∞ ∨ 1

λd(∆n)

}
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ni ‖2‖X‖2→∞
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{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
.

The proof is thus completed.

F Proofs for Section 4.2

F.1 A sharp concentration inequality

The key technical challenge for the application of Theorem A.1 lies in finding the function ϕ(·) satisfying

condition A4. In the context of a two-block stochastic block model, the authors of [3] showed in Lemma 7

there that ϕ(x) ∝ [max{1, log(1/x)}]−1. Lemma F.1 below is a generalization of Lemma 7 in [3] to general

dimension d. Note that it does not follow from the vector Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma A.2) but provides

a sharper control of the sum of vector-scaled independent centered Bernoulli random variables.

Lemma F.1. Let yi ∼ Bernoulli(pi) independently for all i = 1, . . . , n, and suppose V is a deterministic

matrix. Let vi = VTei, i ∈ [n] and ρ = maxi∈[n] pi. Then for any α > 0,

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

(yi − pi)vi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

>
(2 + α)nρ‖V‖2→∞

Log(
√
n‖V‖2→∞/‖V‖F)

}
≤ 2(d+ 1)e−αnρ,

where Log(x) := max{1, log x}.

Proof of Lemma F.1. The proof is a non-trivial generalization of Lemma 7 in [3]. We follow the “sym-

metric dilation” trick [3, 63] applied in the proof of Lemma B.2 together with a sharp control of the moment

generating function of yi, which is motivated by [3, 51]. Without loss of generality, we may assume that

‖V‖2→∞ = 1, since the event of interest is invariant to rescaling of V. Let

T(vi) =

[
0d×d vi

vT
i 0

]
, Zi = (yi − pi)T(vi), i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

and let Sn =
∑n
i=1 Zi. Clearly, ‖Sn‖2 = max{λmax(Sn), λmax(−Sn)} and −Sn =

∑n
i=1(−Zi). Observe that

the spectral decomposition of T(vi) is given by

T(vi) = Qi

[
‖vi‖2

−‖vi‖2

]
QT
i + 0×Qi⊥QT

i⊥,
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where

Qi =
1√
2

[
vi
‖vi‖2

vi
‖vi‖2

1 −1

]

and Qi⊥ ∈ O(d + 1, d − 1) is the orthogonal complement matrix of Qi. Then we use the above spectral

decomposition to compute the matrix exponentials

EeθZi = pi exp{(1− pi)θT(vi)}+ (1− pi) exp{−piθT(vi)}

= Qi

[
pie

(1−pi)θ‖vi‖2 + (1− pi)e−piθ‖vi‖2

pie
−(1−pi)θ‖vi‖2 + (1− pi)epiθ‖vi‖2

]
QT
i

+ Qi⊥QT
i⊥

and

Eeθ(−Zi) = pi exp{−(1− pi)θT(vi)}+ (1− pi) exp{piθT(vi)}

= Qi

[
pie
−(1−pi)θ‖vi‖2 + (1− pi)epiθ‖vi‖2

pie
(1−pi)θ‖vi‖2 + (1− pi)e−piθ‖vi‖2

]
QT
i

+ Qi⊥QT
i⊥.

Observe the following two basic inequalities: 1 + x ≤ ex for x > −1 and ex ≤ 1 + x+ erx2/2 for |x| ≤ r. We

then obtain

pie
(1−pi)θ‖vi‖2 + (1− pi)e−piθ‖vi‖2

= {(1− pi) + pie
θ‖vi‖2}e−piθ‖vi‖2 ≤ exp{pi(eθ‖vi‖2 − 1)− piθ‖vi‖2}

≤ exp

{
piθ‖vi‖2 + pi

eθ‖V‖2→∞

2
θ2‖vi‖22 − piθ‖vi‖2

}
= exp

{
eθ‖V‖2→∞

2
θ2‖vi‖22pi

}
,

pie
−(1−pi)θ‖vi‖2 + (1− pi)epiθ‖vi‖2

= {(1− pi) + pie
−θ‖vi‖2}epiθ‖vi‖2 ≤ exp{pi(e−θ‖vi‖2 − 1) + piθ‖vi‖2}

≤ exp

{
−piθ‖vi‖2 + pi

eθ‖V‖2→∞

2
θ2‖vi‖22 + piθ‖vi‖2

}
= exp

{
eθ‖V‖2→∞

2
θ2‖vi‖22pi

}
for any θ > 0. Namely,

EeθZi � exp

{
eθ‖V‖2→∞

2
θ2‖vi‖22pi

}
QiQ

T
i + Qi⊥QT

i⊥

= exp

(
1

2
θ2eθ‖vi‖22pi

)
QiQ

T
i + Qi⊥QT

i⊥

= exp{g(θ)Mi},

where

g(θ) =
1

2
θ2eθ, Mi = (pi‖vi‖22)QiQ

T
i .
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Similarly, we also have Eeθ(−Zi) � exp{g(θ)Mi}. Now we compute the scale parameter

ρ = λmax

(
n∑
i=1

Mi

)
≤

n∑
i=1

‖Mi‖2 ≤ ρ‖V‖2F.

Since Mi � 0d×d, we also see that ρ > 0. Now applying Lemma A.3 yields

P (‖Sn‖2 > t) ≤ P {λmax(Sn) > t}+ P {λmax(−Sn) > t}

≤ 2(d+ 1) exp

(
−θt+

1

2
ρθ2eθ‖V‖2F

)
for any θ > 0 and t ∈ R. Set θ = Log(

√
n/‖V‖F). Since ‖V‖F ≤

√
n‖V‖2→∞ =

√
n, we see that

log(
√
n/‖V‖F) > 0, and hence, θ ≤ 1 + log(

√
n/‖V‖F). It follows that

ρθ2

2
eθ‖V‖2F ≤

ρθ2

2
e
√
n‖V‖F =

eρn

2

‖V‖F√
n

{
Log

( √
n

‖V‖F

)}2

≤ enρ

2
,

where we have applied the basic inequality Log x ≤
√
x for x ≥ 1. With t = {Log(

√
n/‖V‖F)}−1(2 + α)nρ,

we then obtain

P
{
‖Sn‖2 >

(2 + α)nρ

Log(
√
n/‖V‖F)

}
≤ d exp

{
−(2 + α)nρ+

enρ

2

}
≤ 2(d+ 1)e−αnρ.

The proof is thus completed.

F.2 Proof of Theorem 4.4

We first present two useful results for random graph models.

Result F.1 (Spectral norm concentration for random graphs). If A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and the conditions of

Theorem 4.4 hold, then for any c > 0, there exists some constant Kc > 0 only depending on c, such that

‖A−P‖2 ≤ Kc(nρn)1/2 with probability at least 1− n−c. This follows exactly from Theorem 5.2 in [50].

Result F.2 (Concentration bound for ‖E‖∞ for random graphs). Suppose A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and the

conditions of Theorem 4.4 hold. For any c > 0, there exists some constant Kc > 0, such that with probability

at least 1 − 2n−c, ‖E‖∞ ≤ Kcnρn. This is a consequence of Bernstein’s inequality. To see this, we first

observe that ||[E]ij | − E|[E]ij | ≤ 1, E|[E]ij | = 2ρnxT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj) ≤ 2ρn, and

n∑
j=1

E(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)2 ≤
n∑
j=1

E(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

2 ≤ nρn.

Then for any C > 0, an application of Bernstein’s inequality yields

P


n∑
j=1

|[E]ij | > (C + 2)nρn

 ≤ P


n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |) > Cnρn

 ≤ 2 exp

(
−3C2nρn

6 + 4C

)
.
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The constant C can be selected such that 3C2nρn/(6 + 4C) ≥ (c + 1) log n. Now taking Kc = C + 2 and

applying a union bound over i ∈ [n] yields that ‖E‖∞ ≤ Kcnρn with probability at least 1− 2n−c.

To prove Theorem 4.4, we apply Theorem 3.1 by first verifying Assumptions 1-5. By the definition of

random dot product graphs, Assumption 1 automatically holds because ‖X‖2→∞ ≤ 1. Assumption 2 also

holds automatically by the conditions of Theorem 4.4. Assumption 3 also holds because one can set [E2]ij = 0

and [E1]ij = Aij − ρnxT
i xj . It remains to verify Assumptions 4 and 5. Let c ≥ 1 be any fixed constant. By

Result F.1, there exists a constant Kc ≥ 1 that depends on c > 0, such that P{‖E‖2 ≤ Kc(nρn)1/2} ≥ 1−n−c.
Set ϕ(x) = (2 +βc){Log(1/x)}−1λd(∆n)−1 for a constant βc > 0 such that βcnρn ≥ (c+ 2) log n. Then with

γ =
max{3Kc, ‖X‖22→∞}

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
=

3Kc

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
,

we immediately see that

32κ(∆n){γ, ϕ(γ)} .c
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
max

{
1

(nρn)1/2
,

1

log(nρnλd(∆n)2)

}
→ 0

by the condition of Theorem 4.4. This shows that Assumption 5 holds with ζ = c ≥ 1 and c0 = 1. It

remains to show that Assumption 4 holds with the previously selected ϕ(·) function. By Lemma F.1, for

any deterministic V ∈ Rn×d, we have

P
{
‖eT
i EV‖2 ≤ nρnλd(∆n)‖V‖2→∞ϕ

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)}
= P

{
‖eT
i EV‖2 ≤

nρnλd(∆n)(2 + βc)‖V‖2→∞
λd(∆n) Log(

√
n‖V‖2→∞/‖V‖F)

}
≥ 1− 2d exp(−βcnρn) ≥ 1− c0n−(1+ξ),

where ξ = c and c0 = 2. To show that the same concentration bound also holds for ‖eT
i E(m)V‖2, we simply

observe that [E(m)]im can be viewed as a centered Bernoulli random variable whose success probability is

zero. Then applying Lemma F.1 leads to that

P
{
‖eT
i E(m)V‖2 ≤ nρnλd(∆n)‖V‖2→∞ϕ

(
‖V‖F√
n‖V‖2→∞

)}
≥ 1− c0n−(1+ξ),

where c0 = 2 and ξ = c. To finish the proof, we observe that E|[E]ij |3 ≤ E[E]2ij = ρnxT
i xj(1 − ρnxT

i xj),

implying that

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3xT
j ∆−1

n Σ−1
ni ∆−1

n xj ≤ tr(Id) = d ≤ ‖X‖
2
2→∞

λd(∆n)
≤ 1

λd(∆n)
,

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

E|[E]ij |3xT
j ∆−3/2

n Γ−1
ni ∆−3/2

n xj ≤ tr(Id) = d ≤ ‖X‖
2
2→∞

λd(∆n)
≤ 1

λd(∆n)
.

Also, observe that ϕ(1) . λd(∆n)−1 and χ = ϕ(1)+(‖X‖22→∞∨1)/λd(∆n) . λd(∆n)−1. Then by Theorem
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3.1, we have, for each fixed index i ∈ [n] and for any sufficiently large n,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nΣn(xi)
−1/2(WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi) ∈ A
}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.
d1/2‖Σn(xi)

−1/2‖2
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)5/2

max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{nρ1/2
n Γn(xi)

−1/2WT
X(W∗[UA]i∗ − [UP]i∗) ∈ A

}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
.
d1/2‖Γn(xi)

−1/2‖2
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)5/2

max

{
(log nρn)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log nρn

}
,

whereA is the collection of all convex measurable sets in Rd, and z ∼ Nd(0d, Id). The proof is thus completed.

F.3 Proof of Corollary 4.1

From the proof in Section F.2, we see that Assumptions 1-5 hold with ξ = ζ = c and ϕ(x) ∝ {Log(1/x)}−1λd(∆n)−1.

By Theorem 3.2 with t = (c+ 1) log n and a union bound over m ∈ [n] for sufficiently large n, we have

‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ .c

‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)2

max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)
,

1

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}
,∥∥∥∥∥X̃W − AX(XTX)−1

ρ
1/2
n

∥∥∥∥∥
2→∞

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, log n

}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c. Also, we observe that

‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞ ≤ ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ + ‖(AUPS−1

P −UP)W∗‖2→∞

= ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ + ‖EUPS−1

P ‖2→∞

≤ ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ +

‖EUP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

.

By Lemma B.1 and a union bound, for any a > 0, we have

P
{
‖EUP‖2→∞ > 3a log n‖UP‖2→∞ + (6aρn log n)1/2‖UP‖F

}
≤

n∑
m=1

P

∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Amj − ρnxT
mxj)(U

T
Pej)

∥∥∥
2
> 3a log n‖UP‖2→∞ + (6aρn log n)1/2‖UP‖F


≤ 28ne−3a logn = 28n−(3a−1).

Now we can set a = (c+ 1)/3 to obtain that

‖EUP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

.c
(log n)‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

+
(6ρn log n)1/2‖UP‖F

nρnλd(∆n)

.
(nρn log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

nρnλd(∆n)
+

(nρn log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)
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=
2(log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1 − c0n−3c. Then by the concentration bound for ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞, we

have

‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞ ≤ ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ +

‖EUP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

.c ‖UA −AUPS−1
P W∗‖2→∞ +

‖EUP‖2→∞
nρnλd(∆n)

+
(log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1 − c0n−c for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof of the concentration

bound for the unscaled eigenvectors ‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞.

For the fourth assertion, we recall the decomposition (2.2)

X̃W − ρ1/2
n X = ρ−1/2

n (A−P)X(XTX)−1 + {X̃W − ρ−1/2
n AX(XTX)−1}.

For the first term, we apply Lemma B.1 with t = (c log n)1/2 and a union bound over m ∈ [n] to obtain

‖ρ−1/2
n (A−P)X(XTX)−1‖2→∞ = ‖EUPS

−1/2
P ‖2→∞ ≤ max

m∈[n]
‖eT
mEUP‖2‖S−1/2

P ‖2

.c
(nρn log n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)1/2
=

(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)1/2
‖UP‖2→∞

with probability at least 1− c0n−2c. The proof is thus completed.

G Proofs for Section 4.3

G.1 Outline of the proof of Theorem 4.7

We first present the outline the proof of Theorem 4.7, which is a non-trivial extension of [89] to sparse

graphs. Recall that the ith row of the one-step refinement x̂i = x̃i + ρ
1/2
n Ii(ρ−1/2

n X̃)−1∇xi`A(ρ
−1/2
n X̃).

Then a simple computation leads to the following decomposition of WTx̂i − ρ1/2
n xi:

WTx̂i − ρ1/2
n xi = WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi + ρ1/2
n Ii(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)−1∇xi`A(ρ−1/2
n X̃W)

= WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi + ρ1/2

n Ii(X)−1
{
∇xi`A(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)−∇xi`A(X)
}

(G.1)

+ ρ1/2
n

{
Ii(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)−1 − Ii(X)−1
}
∇xi`A(ρ−1/2

n X̃W) (G.2)

+ ρ1/2
n Ii(X)−1∇xi`A(X). (G.3)

Since ‖ρ−1/2
n X̃W−X‖2→∞ = oP(1) by Corollary 4.1, it is expected that Ii(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)−1 ≈ Ii(X)−1 by the

continuous mapping theorem, and hence, term (G.2) should be comparatively small. Term (G.3) corresponds

to the first term on the right-hand side of (4.3) and is a sum of independent mean-zero random variables.
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The non-trivial part is the analysis of the term in line (G.1). The intuition is that

∇xi`A(ρ−1/2
n X̃W)−∇xi`A(X) ≈ −Ii(X)(ρ−1/2

n WTx̃i − xi)

by a first-order Taylor approximation of ∇xi`A. However, making the above approximation precise is tech-

nically involved because ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃j 6= xj for all j 6= i. In [89], the authors assumed nρ5

n = ω((log n)2) and

their proof technique is no longer applicable when nρn = Ω(log n). In the present work, we overcome this

difficulty by taking advantage of the decoupling strategy developed in Section 3, together with a delicate

second-order Taylor approximation analysis.

Now for any ε > 0, denote

Xn(ε) :=
{
V = [v1, . . . ,vn]T ∈ Rn×d : vT

i vj ∈ [ε, 1− ε] for all i, j ∈ [n]
}

and for each fixed index i ∈ [n], define the matrix-valued function Hi : Xn(δ/2)→ Rd×d by

Hi(V) =
1

n

n∑
j=1

vjv
T
j

vT
i vj(1− ρnvT

i vj)
. (G.4)

We continue the decomposition of WTx̂i − ρ1/2
n x0i mentioned earlier:

WTx̂i − ρ1/2
n xi = WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi + ρ1/2
n Ii(X)−1

{
∇xi`A(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)−∇xi`A(X)
}

+ ρ1/2
n

{
Ii(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)−1 − Ii(X)−1
}
∇xi`A(ρ−1/2

n X̃W)

+ ρ1/2
n Ii(X)−1∇xi`A(X)

=
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijGn(xi)
−1xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

+ Gn(xi)
−1{Gn(xi)(W

Tx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi) + ri1}+ Ri2ri1 + ri3,

where

ri1 =
1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

{
(Aij − x̃T

i x̃j)(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃j)

ρ−1
n x̃T

i x̃j(1− x̃T
i x̃j)

− (Aij − ρnxT
i xj)xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

}
, (G.5)

Ri2 = Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−1 −Gn(xi)

−1, (G.6)

ri3 =
1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
Ri2xj .

The most challenging part is a sharp concentration bound for ri1. We now sketch the argument for bounding

ri1. For any constant ε ∈ (0, 1/2), define X2(ε) = {(u,v) ∈ Rd × Rd : ‖u‖2, ‖v‖2 ≤ 1, ε ≤ uTv ≤ 1− ε}. For

each (u,v) ∈ X2(δ/2), define the following functions:

g(u,v) =
v

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
,
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hij(u,v) =
(xT
i xj − uTv)v

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
,

φij(u,v) = (Aij − ρnxT
i xj)g(u,v) + ρnhij(u,v).

Applying a first-order Taylor expansion to g and h yields

g(u,v)− g(xi,xj) = −
(1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2
(u− xi)

+

{
Id

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
− (1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
i

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2

}
(v − xj)

+ rg(u,v,xi,xj),

hij(u,v)− hij(xi,xj) = −
xjx

T
j (u− xi)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
− xjx

T
i (v − xj)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
+ rhij (u,v,xi,xj),

where rg, rhij are higher-order remainders of g and hij . Then we can write ri1 as

ri1 =
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

{
φij(ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃i, ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃j)− φij(xi,xj)

}
= − 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
j

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi) (G.7)

− 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj) (G.8)

− 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[
[E]ij(1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2

]
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi) (G.9)

+
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ij{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)Id − (1− 2ρnxT
i xj)xjx

T
i }

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj) (G.10)

+
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijrg +
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnrhij , (G.11)

where we have compressed the notation rg = rg(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i, ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃j ,xi,xj) and rhij = rhij (ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃i, ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃j ,xi,xj).

Term (G.7) is the same as Gn(xi)(W
Tx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi). In what follows, we are going to work on terms (G.8),

(G.9), (G.10), and (G.11), respectively, and provide sharp concentration bounds for them.

G.2 Some technical preparations

In this section, we make some technical preparations for the proof of Theorem 4.7. The following lemma

provides a concentration bound for ‖X̃W − ρ−1/2
n AX(XTX)−1‖F.

Lemma G.1. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.4 hold. Then there exists

an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that given any fixed c > 0, for all sufficiently large n and for all t > 0, the
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following event holds with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t:

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n AX(XTX)‖F .c

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
t1/2,

κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)

}
,

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖F .c

1

λd(∆n)
.

Proof of Lemma G.1. We first remark that this lemma does not follow from Theorem 3.2. Instead, we

rely on the following matrix decomposition due to [9] and [77]:

X̃−UPS
1/2
P W∗ = EUPS

−1/2
P W∗ −UPUT

PEUPW∗S
−1/2
A

+ (I−UPUT
P)E(UA −UPW∗)S

−1/2
A + UP(UT

PUA −W∗)S
−1/2
A

+ UP(W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗)−EUP(S

−1/2
P W∗ −W∗S

−1/2
A ).

Denote E = A − P. Since UPS
1/2
P W∗ = ρ

1/2
n XWT and UPS

−1/2
P W∗ = ρ

−1/2
n X(XTX)−1WT, it follows

that

X̃W − ρ1/2
n X = ρ−1/2

n EX(XTX)−1 −UPUT
PEUPW∗S

−1/2
A W

+ (I−UPUT
P)E(UA −UPW∗)S

−1/2
A W + UP(UT

PUA −W∗)S
−1/2
A W

+ UP(W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗)W −EUP(S

−1/2
P W∗ −W∗S

−1/2
A )W.

Denote RX = X̃W − ρ−1/2
n AX(XTX)−1. Using Davis-Kahan theorem and the fact that RX = X̃W −

ρ
1/2
n X− ρ−1/2

n EX(XTX)−1, we obtain

‖RX‖F ≤
√
d‖UT

PEUP‖2‖S−1/2
A ‖2 + ‖E‖2‖UA −UPW∗‖F‖S−1/2

A ‖2

+
√
d‖UT

PUA −W∗‖2‖S−1/2
A ‖2 + ‖W∗S

1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖F

+ ‖E‖2‖W∗S
−1/2
A − S

−1/2
P W∗‖F

.
√
d‖UT

PEUP‖2‖S−1/2
A ‖2 +

√
d‖E‖22

nρnλd(∆n)
‖S−1/2

A ‖2 +

√
d‖E‖22

(nρn)2λd(∆n)2
‖S−1/2

A ‖2

+ ‖W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖F + ‖E‖2‖W∗S

−1/2
A − S

−1/2
P W∗‖F.

By Lemma C.1, Lemma B.3, Result F.1, and Result B.2, for sufficiently large n,

‖UT
PEUP‖2 .c d1/2 + t1/2, ‖E‖2 .c (nρn)1/2, ‖S−1/2

A ‖2 .c
1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)1/2

‖W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖F .c

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
,

‖W∗S
−1/2
A − S

−1/2
P W∗‖F .c

1

(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)2
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
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with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t. Here, we have used the fact that

d1/2 ≤ d ≤ λd(∆n)−1‖X‖22→∞ ≤ κ(∆n)/λd(∆n)

from Result B.3. Hence, we conclude that

‖RX‖F .c
d+ (dt)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)1/2
+

d1/2(nρn)

(nρn)3/2λd(∆n)3/2

+
d1/2(nρn)

(nρn)5/2λd(∆n)5/2
+

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
t1/2,

κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)

}
+

1

(nρn)λd(∆n)2
max

{
t1/2,

κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)

}
.

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
t1/2,

κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)

}
with probability at least 1 − c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof of the first

assertion. The second assertion follows from the fact that

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖F ≤

1

nρ
1/2
n

‖E‖2‖X‖F‖∆−1
n ‖2 + ‖RX‖F,

Result F.1, and the assumption that κ(∆n)/{(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)} → 0.

Lemma G.2. Suppose A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and let the conditions of Theorem 4.4 hold. Then there exists

an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that given any fixed c > 0, for each fixed i ∈ [n], for sufficiently large n

and for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn,

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖2 .c

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t.

Proof of Lemma G.2. By Theorem 3.2 and Lemma B.1, for sufficiently large n and for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn,

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖2 ≤

1

nρ
1/2
n

‖eT
i EX∆−1

n ‖2 + ‖eT
i (X̃W − ρ−1/2

n AX(XTX)−1)‖2

.c
(nρnt)

1/2‖X‖2→∞‖∆−1
n ‖2

nρ
1/2
n

+
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
≤ t1/2√

nλd(∆n)
+
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
.
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1−c0n−c−c0e−t. Note that the tail probability c0de

−t can be replaced by c0e
−t when
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Aij ’s are Bernoulli random variables because the vector Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma B.1) is dimension

free. The proof is thus completed.

We finally present the following lemma that characterizes the Taylor expansion behavior of the functions

g and hij defined in Section G.1.

Lemma G.3. Let X2(ε), g(u,v), hij(u,v), rg(u,v,xi,xj), and rhij (u,v,xi,xj) be defined as in Section

G.1. Suppose (xi,xj) ∈ X (δ). Then:

(a) For all (u,v) ∈ X2(δ/2),

‖g(u,v)− g(xi,xj)‖2 .
1

δ4
(‖u− xi‖2 + ‖v − xj‖2),

‖hij(u,v)− hij(xi,xj)‖2 .
1

δ4
(‖u− xi‖2 + ‖v − xj‖2).

(b) For all (u,v) ∈ X2(δ/2),

‖rg(u,v,xi,xj)‖2 .
d1/2

δ6
(‖u− xi‖22 + ‖v − xj‖22),

‖rhij (u,v,xi,xj)‖2 .
d1/2

δ6
(‖u− xi‖22 + ‖v − xj‖22).

Proof of Lemma G.3. For each k ∈ [d], denote

gk(u,v) =
eT
k v

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
, hijk(u,v) =

(xT
i xj − uTv)eT

k v

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
.

A simple algebra shows that the gradients of gk and hijk are

∂gk
∂uT

(u,v) =
(1− 2ρnuTv)eT

k vvT

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
,

∂gk
∂vT

(u,v) =
Id

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
+

(1− 2ρnuTv)eT
k vuT

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
,

∂hijk
∂uT

(u,v) = − eT
k vvT

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
− (1− 2ρnuTv)(xT

i xj − uTv)(eT
k v)vT

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
,

∂hijk
∂vT

(u,v) =
(xT
i xj − uTv)eT

k

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
− eT

k vuT

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
− (1− 2ρnuTv)(xT

i xj − uTv)(eT
k v)uT

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
.

Clearly,

sup
(u,v)∈X2(δ/2)

max

{∥∥∥∥ ∂g

∂uT
(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥ ∂g

∂vT
(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

,

∥∥∥∥∂hij
∂uT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥∂hij
∂vT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

}
.

1

δ4
.

Then assertion (a) then follows directly from the mean-value inequality for vector-valued functions. To prove

assertion (b), we need to first compute the Hessian of gk:

∂2gk
∂u∂uT

(u,v) =

[
2ρn(eT

k v)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

2(1− 2ρnuTv)2(eT
k v)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}3

]
vvT,

∂2gk
∂v∂uT

(u,v) =

[
2ρn(eT

k v)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

2(1− 2ρnuTv)2(eT
k v)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}3

]
uvT
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− (1− 2ρnuTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv}2
(ekv

T + eT
k vId),

∂2gk
∂v∂vT

(u,v) =

[
2ρn(eT

k v)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

2(1− 2ρnuTv)2(eT
k v)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}3

]
uuT

− (1− 2ρnuTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
(eku

T + ueT
k ).

Since (u,v) ∈ X2(δ/2) and ρn ∈ (0, 1], we see that

sup
(u,v)∈X2(δ/2)

max

{∥∥∥∥ ∂2gk
∂u∂uT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

,

∥∥∥∥ ∂2gk
∂v∂uT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

,

∥∥∥∥ ∂2gk
∂v∂vT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

}
.

1

δ6
.

By the mean-value inequality, for any (u1,v1), (u2,v2) ∈ X2(δ/2),∥∥∥∥∥
[
∂gk
∂u (u1,v1)
∂gk
∂v (u1,v1)

]
−

[
∂gk
∂u (u2,v2)
∂gk
∂v (u2,v2)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

.
1

δ6

∥∥∥∥∥
[
u1 − u2

v1 − v2

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

Namely, the gradient of gk is Lipschitz continuous over X2(δ/2) with a Lipschitz constant upper bounded by

an absolute constant factor of 1/δ6. By Taylor’s theorem, for any (u,v) ∈ X2(δ/2),

|eT
k rg(u,v,xi,xj)| .

‖u− xi‖22 + ‖v − xj‖22
δ6

,

and hence,

‖rg(u,v,xi,xj)‖2 =

(
d∑
k=1

|eT
k rg(u,v,xi,xj)|2

)1/2

.

√
d

δ6
(‖u− xi‖22 + ‖v − xj‖22).

The Hessian of hijk can be computed similarly:

∂2hijk
∂u∂uT

(u,v) =

[
2(1− 2ρnuTv) + 2ρn(xT

i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

2(1− 2ρnuTv)2(xT
i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}3

]
× (eT

k v)vvT,

∂2hijk
∂v∂uT

(u,v) =

[
2(1− 2ρnuTv) + 2ρn(xT

i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

2(1− 2ρnuTv)2(xT
i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}3

]
× (eT

k v)uvT −
[

1

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
+

(1− 2ρnuTv)(xT
i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv}2

]
× (ekv

T + eT
k vId),

∂2hijk
∂v∂vT

(u,v) = −
[

1

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
+

(1− 2ρnuTv)(xT
i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv}2

]
(ueT

k + eku
T)

+

[
2(1− 2ρnuTv) + 2ρn(xT

i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

2(1− 2ρnuTv)2(xT
i xj − uTv)

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}3

]
× (eT

k v)uuT.
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This implies that

sup
(u,v)∈X2(δ/2)

max

{∥∥∥∥ ∂2hijk
∂u∂uT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

,

∥∥∥∥ ∂2hijk
∂v∂uT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

,

∥∥∥∥ ∂2hijk
∂v∂vT

(u,v)

∥∥∥∥
2

}
.

1

δ6
.

An identical argument shows that

‖rhij (u,v,xi,xj)‖2 .
√
d

δ6
(‖u− xi‖22 + ‖v − xj‖22).

G.3 Concentration bound for (G.8)

Lemma G.4. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) with and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Then there

exists an absolute constant c0 > 0, such that given any fixed c > 0, for each fixed row index i ∈ [n], for all

t ≥ 1, t . nρn, and for sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥ .c 1

nρ
1/2
n δ2λd(∆n)

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
.

Proof of Lemma G.4. Denote RX = X̃W − ρ
−1/2
n AX(XTX)−1. By the decomposition (2.2), for any

j ∈ [n], we have

WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj =

1

n
√
ρn

n∑
a=1

(Aja − ρnxT
j xa)∆−1

n xa + RT
Xej .

It follows that

1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

=
1

n2√ρn

n∑
j=1

n∑
a=1

xjx
T
i ∆−1

n xa
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(Aja − ρnxT

j xa) +
1

n

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
i RT

Xej
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

=
1

n
√
ρn

∑
j≤a

zija +
∑
j>a

zija

+
1

n

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
i RT

Xej
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
,

where

zija =
(Aja − ρnxT

j xa)xjx
T
i ∆−1

n xa

nxT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
.

By Lemma B.1, with t ≥ 1 and t . nρn, we see that

1

n
√
ρn

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
j≤a

zija

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
1

n
√
ρn

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
j>a

zija

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c

{
t+ (n2ρnt)

1/2

n
√
ρn

}
max
j,a∈[n]

∥∥∥∥ xjx
T
i ∆−1

n xa
nxT

i xj(1− ρnxT
i xj)

∥∥∥∥
2
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.
t1/2

nδ2λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0e−t. In addition, by Lemma G.1, for sufficiently large n,

‖RX‖F .
1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for all t > 0. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
i RT

Xej
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

n

n∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥ xjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥
2

‖RT
Xej‖2

≤ 1

n

 n∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥ xjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥2

2

1/2

‖RX‖F ≤
‖RX‖F√
nδ2

.c
1

nρ
1/2
n δ2λd(∆n)

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
,

with probability at least 1 − c0n
−c − c0e

−t for all t > 0 whenever n is sufficiently large. Therefore, we

conclude that ∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
.c

t1/2

nδ2λd(∆n)
+

1

nρ
1/2
n δ2λd(∆n)

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
.

1

nρ
1/2
n δ2λd(∆n)

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, provided that n is sufficiently large. The

proof is thus completed.

G.4 Concentration bound for (G.9)

Lemma G.5. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) with and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Suppose

{Bnij : i, j ∈ [n]} is a collection of deterministic d × d matrices with supi,j∈[n] ‖Bnij‖F ≤ δ−4. Then given

any fixed c > 0, for each fixed row index i ∈ [n], for all t > 0, t . nρn, and sufficiently large n,

∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

[E]ijBnij(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

∥∥∥
2

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)
max

{
t

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
, t3/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t, where c0 > 0 is an absolute constant.
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Proof. First observe that by definition of the matrix norm,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

[E]ijBnij(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1
√
ρn
‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi‖2

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

Bnij(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1
√
ρn
‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi‖2

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

vec(Bnij)(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

By Lemma B.1, with for all t . nρn and t ≥ 1, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

vec(Bnij)(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.
(nρnt)

1/2

nρ
1/2
n

max
j∈[n]

‖Bnij‖F ≤
t1/2√
nδ4

with probability at least 1− c0e−t. Hence, by Lemma G.2 for sufficiently large n,

∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

[E]ijBnij(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

∥∥∥
≤ ‖W

Tx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖2√

ρn

∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

vec(Bnij)(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

∥∥∥
2

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)
max

{
t

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
, t3/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t. The proof is thus completed.

G.5 Concentration bound for (G.10)

Lemma G.6. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) with and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Suppose

{Bnij : i, j ∈ [n]} is a collection of deterministic d × d matrices such that supi,j∈[n] ‖Bnij‖2 ≤ δ−4. Then

given any fixed c > 0, for each fixed index i ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn and sufficiently large n,

∥∥∥ 1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

[E]ijBnij(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

∥∥∥
2

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)1/2t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n, where c0 > 0 is an absolute constant

Proof of Lemma G.6. Let A(m), U
(m)
A , and H(m), m = 1, . . . , n be the auxiliary matrices defined in

65



Section 3 of the manuscript. Now we fix the row index i ∈ [n]. Observe that

X̃W − ρ1/2
n X = UAS

1/2
A (W∗)TWX −UPS

1/2
P WX = (UAS

1/2
A sgn(H)−UPS

1/2
P )WX

= UA{S1/2
A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S

1/2
P }WX + UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WX

+ (UAH−U
(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WX + (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX.

This immediately leads to the following decomposition of the quantity of interest: 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

[E]ijBnij(W
Tx̃j − ρ1/2

n xj)


T

=
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WXBT

nij (G.12)

+
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WXBT
nij (G.13)

+
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WXBT

nij (G.14)

+
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WXBT

nij . (G.15)

For term (G.12), for all t > 0, we apply Result F.2, Lemma B.3, and Lemma B.5 to obtain that for sufficiently

large n, ∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WXBT

nij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖UA‖2→∞‖W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖2‖max

j∈[n]
‖Bnij‖2

=
1

nρn
‖E‖∞‖UA‖2→∞‖W∗S

1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖2‖max

j∈[n]
‖Bnij‖2

.c
1

nρnδ4
(nρn)

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
=

‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)2

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c− c0e−t. For term (G.13), we invoke Lemma B.3, Lemma 6.7 in [21], and

the Davis-Kahan theorem to obtain that for sufficiently large n,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WXBT
nij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖UA‖2→∞‖W∗ −UT
PUA‖2‖SP‖1/22 max

j∈[n]
‖Bnij‖2
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≤ 1

nρn
‖E‖∞‖UA‖2→∞

4‖E‖22
λd(P)2

‖SP‖1/22 max
j∈[n]

‖Bnij‖2

.c
1

nρn
(nρn)

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

(nρn)

(nρn)2λd(∆n)2
{(nρn)λ1(∆n)}1/2 1

δ4

.
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3

with probability at least 1−4n−c. We now turn the focus to the more complicated terms (G.14) and (G.15).

Denote Ω(i) = [ω
(i)
1 , . . . ,ω

(i)
n ]T, where [ω

(i)
j ]T = eT

j (U
(i)
A H(i) −UAH)S

1/2
P WXBT

nij , j = 1, . . . , n. Then for

the term (G.14), we invoke Result F.1 and Lemma D.1 to obtain that for sufficiently large n, for all t ≥ 1,

t . nρn, ∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WXBT

nij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

nρn

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

[E]ijω
(i)
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

nρn
‖eT
i EΩ(i)‖2

≤ 1

nρn
‖E‖2→∞‖Ω(i)‖F =

1

nρn
‖E‖2→∞

 n∑
j=1

‖ω(n)
j ‖

2
2

1/2

≤ 1

nρn
‖E‖2→∞

 n∑
j=1

‖ej(U(i)
A H(i) −UAH)‖22‖SP‖2 max

j∈[n]
‖Bnij‖22

1/2

≤ 1

nρn
‖E‖2

(
d‖U(i)

A H(i) −UAH‖22‖SP‖2 max
j∈[n]

‖Bnij‖22
)1/2

.c
d1/2

(nρn)1/2
{nρnλ1(∆n)}1/2 1

δ4

t1/2‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2

≤ κ(∆n)1/2‖UP‖2→∞t1/2

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)2

with probability at least 1 − c0n
−c − c0e

−t. We finally turn our attention to the term (G.15). Denote

Θ(i) = [θ
(i)
1 , . . . ,θ

(i)
n ]T, where (θ

(i)
j )T = eT

j (U
(i)
A H(i) − UP)S

1/2
P WXBT

nj , j = 1, . . . , n. Let t ≥ 1 and

t . nρn. We take advantage of the fact that Θ(i) and (Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

n
j=1 are independent and consider the

following events:

E1 =

A :

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)θ

(i)
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t‖Θ(i)‖2→∞ + (2tρn)1/2‖Θ(i)‖F

 ,

E2 =

{
A : ‖U(i)

A sgn(H(i))−UP‖2→∞ ≤
Cc‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

, ‖U(i)
A ‖2→∞ ≤

Cc‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

}
,

E3 =

{
A : ‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2 ≤
Cc

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

}
.
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Here, Cc > 0 is a constant only depending on c that will be determined later. By Lemma B.1,

P(E1) =
∑
A(m)

P(E1 | A(m))p(A(m)) ≥ (1− 28e−t)
∑
A(m)

p(A(m)) = 1− 28e−t.

By Lemma D.1, for sufficiently large n, P(E2) ≥ 1 − 6n−c and P(E3) ≥ 1 − 3n−c. Hence, over the event

E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3, which has probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)e

T
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WXBT

nij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 3t

nρn
‖Θ(i)‖2→∞ +

(6ρnt)
1/2

nρn

 n∑
j=1

‖θ(i)
j ‖

2
2

1/2

=
3t

nρn
max
j∈[n]

‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WXBT

nij‖2

+
(6ρnt)

1/2

nρn

 n∑
j=1

‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WXBT

nij‖22

1/2

≤ 3t

nρn
(2‖U(i)

A ‖2→∞ + ‖U(i)
A sgn(H(i))−UP‖2→∞)‖SP‖1/22 max

j∈[n]
‖Bnij‖2

+
(6ρnt)

1/2

nρn

(
‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2F‖SP‖1/22 max
j∈[n]

‖BT
nij‖22

)1/2

.c
t

nρn

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

{nρnλ1(∆n)}1/2 1

δ4
+

(dρnt)
1/2

nρn

{nρnλ1(∆n)}1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

1

δ4

=
‖UP‖2→∞t

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)
+

t1/2

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)

√
d

n
.

‖UP‖2→∞t
(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)

.

Combining the aforementioned concentration bounds for (G.12), (G.13), (G.14), and (G.15) completes the

proof.

G.6 Concentration bound for (G.11)

We now focus on the concentration bound for term (G.11) by taking advantage of the auxiliary matrices

U
(i)
A ,H(i) defined in Section 3. Observe that term (G.11) consists of two terms:

1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijrg and
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnrhij .

The second term is relatively easy to analyze, whereas the first term is more involved. Recall that we assume

κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)(nρn)1/2
→ 0,

1

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
→ 0.
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By Corollary 4.1, given any fixed c > 0, for sufficiently large n,

‖ρ−1/2
n X̃W −X‖2→∞ .c

‖UP‖2→∞
n1/2ρnλd(∆n)

max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
+

(log n)1/2

ρ
1/2
n λd(∆n)1/2

‖UP‖2→∞

≤ 1

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
+

(log n)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−c. By assumption,

1

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
=⇒ (log n)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
→ 0.

Therefore, for sufficiently large n,

(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i, ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃j) ∈ X2(δ/2) for all i, j ∈ [n]

with probability at least 1− c0n−c. Then we can apply Lemma G.3 to further obtain∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijrg

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnrhij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.
d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6

‖E‖∞‖ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi‖22 +

d1/2

nρ
3/2
n δ6

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22

+
d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6

n∑
j=1

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖22 +

d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6

n∑
j=1

‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22

=
d1/2(‖E‖∞ + nρn)

nρ
3/2
n δ6

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖22 +

d1/2

nρ
3/2
n δ6

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22

+
d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖2F

with probability at least 1− c0n−c for large n. By Result F.2, Lemma G.1, and Lemma G.2, for sufficiently

large n,

‖E‖∞ .c nρn with probability at least 1− c0n−c,

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖F .c

1

λd(∆n)
with probability at least 1− c0n−c,

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖2 .c

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t.
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It suffices to provide a concentration bound for

1

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22.

Lemma G.7. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Then given any

fixed c > 0, for each fixed index i ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, and sufficiently large n,

1

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22 .c

‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

max

{
t,

1

λd(∆n)2

}
,

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖2

.c
1√

nλd(∆n)
+

‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

max

{
t,

t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n, where c0 > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proof of Lemma G.7. The proof is quite similar to that of Lemma G.6 modulus some slight modifications.

Following the decomposition

X̃W − ρ1/2
n X = UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WX + UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WX

+ (UAH−U
(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WX + (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX,

we obtain from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that (a+ b+ c+ d)2 ≤ 4a2 + 4b2 + 4c2 + 4d2 and the triangle

inequality that

1

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22

≤ 1

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖22 +

2

nρ
1/2
n

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖2F

≤ 4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WX‖22 (G.16)

+
4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WX‖22 (G.17)

+
4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WX‖22 (G.18)

+
4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX‖22 (G.19)

+
2

nρ
1/2
n

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖2F (G.20)
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and

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖2

≤ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖2 +

2

n

n∑
j=1

‖eT
j (X̃W − ρ1/2

n X)‖2

≤ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WX‖2 (G.21)

+
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WX‖2 (G.22)

+
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WX‖2 (G.23)

+
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX‖2 (G.24)

+
2√
n
‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖F. (G.25)

For terms (G.20) and (G.25), we know from Lemma G.1 that

1

nρ
1/2
n

‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖2F .c

1

nρ
1/2
n λd(∆n)2

,
1√
n
‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖F .c
1√

nλd(∆n)

with probability at least 1 − c0n−c for sufficiently large n. For terms (G.16) and (G.21), by Result F.2,

Lemma B.3, and Lemma B.5, for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn,

4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WX‖22

≤ 4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖UA‖22→∞‖W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖22

=
4

nρ
3/2
n

‖E‖∞‖UA‖22→∞‖W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖22

.c
1

nρ
3/2
n

nρn

{
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

}2 [
1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}]2

=
‖UP‖22→∞

nρ
3/2
n λd(∆n)4

max

{
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
=
‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

max

{
κ(∆n)2

nρnλd(∆n)4
,

t

nρnλd(∆n)2

}
.
‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

max

{
1

λd(∆n)2
, t

}

and

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{S1/2

A sgn(H)− sgn(H)S
1/2
P }WX‖2
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≤ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖UA‖2→∞‖W∗S
1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖2

=
1

nρn
‖E‖∞‖UA‖2→∞‖W∗S

1/2
A − S

1/2
P W∗‖2

.c
1

nρn
nρn

{
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

}
1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
=

‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
,

t1/2

λd(∆n)

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c− c0e−t. For terms (G.17) and (G.22), by Lemma B.5, Lemma 6.7 in [21],

and the Davis-Kahan theorem,

4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WX‖22

≤ 4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖UA‖22→∞‖W∗ −UT
PUA‖22‖SP‖2

≤ 4

nρ
3/2
n

‖E‖∞‖UA‖22→∞‖ sin Θ(UA,UP)‖42‖SP‖2

≤ 4

nρ
3/2
n

‖E‖∞‖UA‖22→∞
‖E‖42
λd(P)4

‖SP‖2

.c
nρn

nρ
3/2
n

{
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

}2
(nρn)2

(nρn)4λd(∆n)4
(nρn)λ1(∆n) =

κ(∆n)‖UP‖22→∞
nρ

3/2
n λd(∆n)5

=
‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

{
κ(∆n)

nρnλd(∆n)3

}
≤ ‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

{
1

λd(∆n)

}
.

and

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j UA{sgn(H)−H}S1/2

P WX‖2

≤ 1

nρn

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖UA‖2→∞‖W∗ −UT
PUA‖2‖SP‖1/22

≤ 1

nρn
‖E‖∞‖UA‖2→∞‖ sin Θ(UA,UP)‖22‖SP‖1/22

≤ 1

nρn
‖E‖∞‖UA‖2→∞

‖E‖22
λd(P)2

‖SP‖1/22

.c
nρn
nρn

{
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

}
(nρn)

(nρn)2λd(∆n)2
(nρn)1/2λ1(∆n)1/2

=
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

{
1

λd(∆n)2

}
.

with probability at least 1− c0n−c for sufficiently large n. For terms (G.18) and (G.23), we invoke Lemma

72



D.1 to obtain that

4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WX‖22

.c
1

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

‖eT
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))‖22‖SP‖2 =

d

nρ
3/2
n

‖UAH−U
(i)
A H(i)‖22‖SP‖2

.
d

nρ
3/2
n

t‖UP‖22→∞
nρnλd(∆n)4

nρnλ1(∆n) ≤ κ(∆n)‖UP‖22→∞t
nρ

3/2
n λd(∆n)4

=
‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

{
κ(∆n)t

nρnλd(∆n)2

}
.
‖UP‖22→∞t
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

and

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))S

1/2
P WX‖2

.c
1

nρn

n∑
j=1

‖eT
j (UAH−U

(i)
A H(i))‖2‖SP‖1/22 =

d1/2

nρn
‖UAH−U

(i)
A H(i)‖2‖SP‖1/22

.
d1/2

nρn

t1/2‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2

(nρn)1/2λ1(∆n)1/2 ≤ ‖UP‖2→∞κ(∆n)1/2t1/2

nρnλd(∆n)2

=
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2

{
κ(∆n)1/2t1/2

(nρn)1/2

}
.

‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2

κ(∆n)1/2

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. Finally, for terms (G.19) and (G.24), we

denote Θ(i) = [θ
(i)
1 , . . . ,θ

(i)
n ]T, where (θ

(i)
j )T = eT

j (U
(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX, j = 1, . . . , n and consider the

following events that are similar to those in the proof of Lemma G.6:

E1 =

A :

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖θ(i)
j ‖

2
2 ≤ tmax

j∈[n]
‖θ(i)

j ‖
2
2 + (2ρnt)

1/2
( n∑
j=1

‖θ(i)
j ‖

4
2

)1/2

 ,

E ′1 =

A :

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖θ(i)
j ‖2 ≤ tmax

j∈[n]
‖θ(i)

j ‖2 + (2ρnt)
1/2‖Θ(i)

j ‖F

 ,

E2 =

{
A : ‖U(i)

A sgn(H(i))−UP‖2→∞ ≤
Cc‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

, ‖U(i)
A ‖2→∞ ≤

Cc‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

}
,

E3 =

{
A : ‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2 ≤
Cc

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

}
,

where Cc is a constant only depending on c and will be selcted later. By Lemma B.1 and the independence

between Θ(i) and ([E]ij)
n
j=1, we have P(E1) ≥ 1 − 28e−t and P(E ′1) ≥ 1 − 28e−t. By Lemma D.1, for

sufficiently large n, P(E2) ≥ 1− 6n−c and P(E3) ≥ 1− 3n−c. Hence, over the event E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3, we have

4

nρ
3/2
n

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX‖22
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≤ 4t

nρ
3/2
n

max
j∈[n]

‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)‖22‖SP‖2

+
4(2ρnt)

1/2

nρ
3/2
n


n∑
j=1

‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)‖42‖SP‖22


1/2

≤ 4t

nρ
3/2
n

‖U(i)
A H(i) −UP‖22→∞‖SP‖2

+
4(2ρnt)

1/2

nρ
3/2
n

‖SP‖2‖U(i)
A H(i) −UP‖2→∞‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖F

≤ 4t

nρ
3/2
n

‖U(i)
A H(i) −UP‖22→∞‖SP‖2

+
4(2dρnt)

1/2

nρ
3/2
n

‖SP‖2‖U(i)
A H(i) −UP‖2→∞‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2

≤ 4t

nρ
3/2
n

(2‖U(i)
A ‖2→∞ + ‖U(i)

A sgn(H(i))−UP‖2→∞)2‖SP‖2

+
4(2dρnt)

1/2

nρ
3/2
n

‖SP‖2‖U(i)
A H(i) −UP‖2→∞‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2

.c
t

nρ
3/2
n

‖UP‖22→∞
λd(∆n)2

nρnλ1(∆n) +
(dt)1/2nρnλ1(∆n)

nρn

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

=
t‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

+
t1/2‖UP‖2→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

√
d

n
.

t‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n λd(∆n)2

.

Similarly, over the event E ′1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3, we have

1

nρn

n∑
j=1

(|[E]ij | − E|[E]ij |)‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)S

1/2
P WX‖2

≤ t

nρn
max
j∈[n]

‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)‖2‖SP‖1/22

+
(2ρnt)

1/2

nρn


n∑
j=1

‖eT
j (U

(i)
A H(i) −UP)‖22‖SP‖2


1/2

≤ t

nρn
‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2→∞‖SP‖1/22 +
(2ρnt)

1/2

nρn
‖SP‖1/22 ‖U

(i)
A H(i) −UP‖F

≤ t

nρn
‖U(i)

A H(i) −UP‖2→∞‖SP‖1/22 +
(2dρnt)

1/2

nρn
‖SP‖1/22 ‖U

(i)
A H(i) −UP‖2

≤ t

nρn
(2‖U(i)

A ‖2→∞ + ‖U(i)
A sgn(H(i))−UP‖2→∞)‖SP‖1/22

+
(2dρnt)

1/2

nρn
‖SP‖1/22 ‖U

(i)
A H(i) −UP‖2

.c
t

nρn

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

{nρnλ1(∆n)}1/2 +
(dρnt)

1/2(nρn)1/2λ1(∆n)1/2

nρn

1

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

=
t‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
+

t1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

√
d

n
.

t‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

.
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The events E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3 and E ′1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3 both occur with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t. The proof

is completed by combining the concentration bounds above.

We now combine the aforementioned analysis to obtain the concentration bound for (G.11).

Lemma G.8. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Then given any

fixed c > 0, for each fixed index i ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, and sufficiently large n,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijrg +
1

nρ
1/2
n

ρnrhij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c
d1/2‖UP‖22→∞
ρ

1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n, where c0 > 0 is an absolute constant.

G.7 Concentration bound for (G.5)

We are now in a position to obtain a concentration bound for term (G.5) by collecting the results in Sections

G.3, G.4, G.5, and G.6.

Lemma G.9. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Let φij(u,v), g,

hij be defined as in Section G.1 and ri1 be defined as in (G.5). Then given any fixed c > 0, for each fixed

row index i ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1, t . log n, and sufficiently large n,

‖ri1‖2 .c
‖UP‖2→∞
δ4λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
,∥∥∥∥∥∥ri1 +

1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
j (ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c
d1/2‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ6λd(∆n)5/2
max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n, where c0 > 0 is an absolute constants.

Proof of Lemma G.9. For convenience, we denote ỹi = ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i, i ∈ [n]. We first show that for

sufficiently large n, (ỹi, ỹj) ∈ X2(δ/2) for all (i, j) ∈ [n] × [n] with large probability. By Corollary 4.1, for

all c > 0,

max
i∈[n]
‖ỹi − xi‖2 = ρ−1/2

n ‖X̃W − ρ1/2
n X‖2→∞

.c
1

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
+

(log n)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
.

with probability at least 1 − c0n
−c for sufficiently large n. The upper bound on the preceeding display

converges to 0 as n → ∞ by our assumption. Therefore, for sufficiently large n, with probability at least

1− c0n−c,
max
i∈[n]
‖ỹi − xi‖2 ≤

δ

6
.
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Then for any i, j ∈ [n], with probability at least 1− c0n−c,

ỹT
i ỹj = (ỹi − xi + xi)

T(ỹj − xj + xj) ≤ xT
i xj + ‖ỹi − xi‖22 + 2‖ỹi − xi‖2

≤ xT
i xj + 3‖ỹi − xi‖2 ≤ 1− δ + 3(δ/6) = 1− δ/2,

ỹT
i ỹj ≥ xT

i xj − 3‖ỹi − xi‖2 ≥ δ − 3(δ/6) = δ/2.

This further implies that ‖ỹi‖2 ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [n], and hence, (ỹi, ỹj) ∈ X2(δ/2) for all (i, j) ∈ [n]× [n] with

probability at least 1− c0n−c for sufficiently large n.

We now proceed to the first assertion. Invoking assertion (a) of Lemma G.3, we have

‖φij(ỹi, ỹj)− φij(xi,xj)‖2 . (|[E]ij |+ ρn)‖ρ−1/2
n X̃W −X‖2→∞

with probability at least 1 − c0n−c for sufficiently large n. It follows from Result F.2, Lemma G.2, and

Lemma G.7 that, for any t ≥ 1 and t . log n,

1

nρ
1/2
n

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

{φij(ỹi, ỹj)− φij(xi,xj)}

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.
1

δ4
(‖E‖∞ + nρn) ‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi‖2 +
1

nρnδ4

n∑
j=1

|[E]ij |‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖2

+
1

nδ4

n∑
j=1

‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖2

.c
nρn
nρnδ4

‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
+

1√
nδ4λd(∆n)

+
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
max

{
t,

t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2

}
+

1√
nδ4λd(∆n)

.c
‖UP‖2→∞
δ4λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
+

1√
nδ4λd(∆n)

+
‖UP‖2→∞
λd(∆n)

max

{
t

(nρn)1/2
,

t1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
,

κ(∆n)

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)2

}
.
‖UP‖2→∞
δ4λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1 − c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof of the first

assertion. For the second assertion, we recall that∥∥∥∥∥∥ri1 +
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
j

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2
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can be decomposed into the four terms (G.8), (G.9), (G.10), and (G.11). More specifically,

ri1 +
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
j

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

= − 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
i

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

− 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[
[E]ij(1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2

]
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i − xi)

+
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ij{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)Id − (1− 2ρnxT
i xj)xjx

T
i }

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

+
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijrg +
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnrhij .

By Lemma G.4, for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, for sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

ρnxjx
T
i (ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c
1

nρ
1/2
n δ2λd(∆n)

max

{
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)
, t1/2

}
.

We next apply Lemma G.5 with

Bnij =
(1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2

to obtain that for sufficiently large n, for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ij
(1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j (ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)
max

{
t

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
, t3/2

}
.

In addition, by Lemma G.6, with

Bnij =
{xT

i xj(1− ρnxT
i xj)Id − (1− 2ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
i }

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2
,

for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ij{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)Id − (1− 2ρnxT
i xj)xjx

T
i }

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2
(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃j − xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)
max

{
κ(∆n)1/2t1/2

λd(∆n)
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1 − c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. Finally, by Lemma G.8, for all t ≥ 1,
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t . nρn,∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijrg +
1

nρ
1/2
n

ρnrhij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.c
d1/2‖UP‖2→∞

(nρn)1/2δ6λd(∆n)5/2
max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c− c0e−t for sufficiently large n. The proof is then completed by combining

the aforementioned concentration bounds.

G.8 Concentration bound for (G.6)

In this section, we work on a concentration bound for term (G.6). Since X̃W is close to ρ
1/2
n X in the stringent

two-to-infinity norm distance by Theorem 3.2, it is expected that term (G.6) is asymptotically negligible by

the continuous mapping theorem. A formal description of this result requires some work. To begin with,

we first oberve the following fact that guarantees that ρ
−1/2
n X̃W is close to X in the two-to-infinity norm

distance.

Result G.1. By Corollary 4.1, given any fixed c > 0,

‖ρ−1/2
n X̃W −X‖2→∞ .c

1

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
+

(log n)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−c for sufficiently large n. By assumption,

1

nρnλd(∆n)3/2
max

{
(log n)1/2

λd(∆n)3
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)3
,

log n

λd(∆n)

}
=⇒ (log n)1/2

(nρn)1/2λd(∆n)
→ 0.

Therefore, for sufficiently large n,

(ρ−1/2
n WTx̃i, ρ

−1/2
n WTx̃j) ∈ X2(δ/2) for all i, j ∈ [n]

with probability at least 1− c0n−c.

Lemma G.10. Let A ∼ RDPG(ρ
1/2
n X) and assume the conditions of Theorem 4.7 hold. Then given any

fixed c > 0, for each fixed row index i ∈ [n], for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn, and sufficiently large n,

∥∥∥Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−Hi(X)

∥∥∥
2
.c

1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n.

Proof of Lemma G.10. For any u,v with ‖u‖2, ‖v‖2 ≤ 1 and δ/2 ≤ uTv ≤ 1− δ/2, define

H(u,v) =
vvT

uTv(1− ρnuTv)
.
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By the matrix differential calculus (see, e.g., [56]), we can compute

∂

∂uT
vec{H(u,v)} =

(1− 2ρnuTv)(v ⊗ v)uT

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
,

∂

∂vT
vec{H(u,v)} =

(1− 2ρnuTv)(v ⊗ v)vT

{uTv(1− ρnuTv)}2
+

Id ⊗ v + v ⊗ Id
uTv(1− ρnuTv)

.

Clearly,

sup
(u,v)∈X2(δ/2)

{∥∥∥∥ ∂

∂uT
vec{H(u,v)}

∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥ ∂

∂uT
vec{H(u,v)}

∥∥∥∥
2

}
≤ 40

δ4
.

Then by the mean-value inequality, for any u,v with ‖u‖2, ‖v‖2 ≤ 1, δ/2 ≤ uTv ≤ 1− δ/2,

‖H(u,v)−H(xi,xj)‖2 ≤
40

δ4
(‖u− xi‖2 + ‖v − xj‖2)

Denote ỹi = ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃i, i ∈ [n]. We then apply Result G.1, Lemma G.1, and Lemma G.2 to obtain that

for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn,

‖Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−Hi(X)‖2

≤ 1

n

n∑
j=1

‖H(ỹi, ỹj)−H(xi,xj)‖2 .
1

nδ4

n∑
j=1

(‖ỹi − xi‖2 + ‖ỹj − xj‖2)

≤ 1

ρ
1/2
n δ4

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖2 +

1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

‖WTx̃j − ρ1/2
n xj‖2

≤ 1

ρ
1/2
n δ4

‖WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi‖2 +

1

(nρn)1/2δ4
‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖F

.c
‖UP‖2→∞

ρ
1/2
n δ4λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
+

1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)

.
1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. The proof is thus completed.

G.9 Proofs of Theorems 4.7 and 4.6

Proof of Theorem 4.7. We first recall the following decomposition of WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi in Section G.1:

Gn(xi)
1/2(WTx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi) =
1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
j=1

[E]ijGn(xi)
−1/2xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
+ r̂i,

where

r̂i = Gn(xi)
−1/2{Gn(xi)(W

Tx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi) + ri1}+ Gn(xi)

1/2Ri2ri1 + Gn(xi)
1/2ri3,
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ri1 =
1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

{
(Aij − x̃T

i x̃j)(ρ
−1/2
n WTx̃j)

ρ−1
n x̃T

i x̃j(1− x̃T
i x̃j)

− (Aij − ρnxT
i xj)xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

}
,

Ri2 = Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−1 −Gn(xi)

−1,

Hi(·) is the function defined in (G.4), and

ri3 =
1

n
√
ρn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
Ri2xj .

By Lemma G.9, for all t ≥ 1, t . log n,

‖ri1‖2 .c
‖UP‖2→∞
δ4λd(∆n)

max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
≤ 1√

nδ4λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n, and

∥∥∥ri1 + Gn(xi)(W
Tx̃i − ρ1/2

n xi)
∥∥∥

2
.c

d1/2‖UP‖2→∞
(nρn)1/2δ6λd(∆n)5/2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

≤ d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)3

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t. We next focus on Ri2. Observe that

Gn(xi) =
1

n

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
j

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
= Hi(X) � 1

n

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
j = ∆n.

By definition of Hi(·) and Result G.1,

Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W) = WT

 1

n

n∑
j=1

x̃jx̃
T
j

x̃T
i x̃j(1− x̃T

i x̃j)

W

= WT

 1

n

n∑
j=1

x̃jx̃
T
j

ρn(ρ
−1/2
n x̃T

i ρ
−1/2
n x̃j)(1− ρnρ−1/2

n x̃T
i ρ
−1/2
n x̃j)

W

&
1

ρn
WT

 1

n

n∑
j=1

x̃jx̃
T
j

W =
1

nρn
WT(X̃X̃T)W

with probability at least 1− c0n−c for sufficiently large n. Namely,

λd

{
Hi(ρ

−1/2
n X̃W)

}
&

1

nρn
λd(X̃

TX̃) =
1

nρn
λd(A),
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and hence, by Result B.2,

‖Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−1‖2 . nρn‖S−1

A ‖2 .
1

λd(∆n)

with probability at least 1− c0n−c for sufficiently large n. Also, by Lemma G.10, for all t ≥ 1, t . nρn,

‖Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−Hi(X)‖2 .c

1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. It follows that

‖Gn(xi)
1/2Ri2‖2 = ‖Gn(xi)

−1/2{Hi(ρ
−1/2
n X̃W)−Gn(xi)}Hi(ρ

−1/2
n X̃W)−1‖2

≤ ‖Gn(xi)
−1/2‖2‖Hi(ρ

−1/2
n X̃W)−Gn(xi)‖2‖Hi(ρ

−1/2
n X̃W)−1‖2

.
1

λd(∆n)3/2
‖Hi(ρ

−1/2
n X̃W)−Gn(xi)‖2

.c
1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. We then move forward to the analysis of

ri3. Write

‖Gn(xi)
1/2ri3‖2 ≤ ‖Gn(xi)

1/2Ri2‖2
1

n
√
ρn

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

By Lemma B.1, for all t ≥ 1 and t . nρn, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 3tmax
j∈[n]

∥∥∥∥ xj
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥
2

+ (6ρnt)
1/2


n∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥ xj
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥2

2


1/2

. (nρnt)
1/2 max

j∈[n]

∥∥∥∥ xj
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥
2

.
(nρnt)

1/2

δ2

with probability at least 1− c0e−t. It follows immediately that

‖Gn(xi)
1/2ri3‖2 .c

1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
(nρnt)

1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ2

=
1

nρ
1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)3

max

{
t

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
, t3/2

}

81



with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for all sufficiently large n.

Summarizing the above large probability bounds, for all t ≥ 1, t . log n,

‖r̂i‖2 ≤ ‖Gn(xi)
−1/2‖2‖Gn(xi)(W

Tx̃i − ρ1/2
n xi) + ri1‖2

+ ‖Gn(xi)
1/2Ri2‖2‖ri1‖2 + ‖Gn(xi)

1/2ri3‖2

.c
d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)7/2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

+
1

(nρn)1/2δ4λd(∆n)3
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
× 1√

nδ4λd(∆n)3/2
max

{
t1/2

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)

λd(∆n)2
, t

}
+

1

nρ
1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)3

max

{
t

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
, t3/2

}
≤ d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)7/2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

+
1

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

+
1

nρ
1/2
n δ6λd(∆n)3

max

{
t

λd(∆n)2
,
κ(∆n)t1/2

λd(∆n)2
, t3/2

}
.

1

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
t

λd(∆n)4
,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, t2
}

with probability at least 1− c0n−c − c0e−t for sufficiently large n. The proof is thus completed.

Proof of Theorem 4.6. We apply Theorem A.4 to obtain the desired Berry-Esseen bound. Let

ξj =
(Aij − ρnxT

i xj)Gn(xi)
−1/2xj√

nρnxT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
, D =

√
nr̂i,

∆(j) = ∆ =
C

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
log nρn
λd(∆n)4

,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, (log nρn)2

}
,

O = {A : ∆ > ‖D‖2},

where C > 0 is some absolute constant. By definition of ξj and Gn(xi), E(ξj) = 0 and Σn(xi),

n∑
j=1

E0(ξjξ
T
j ) =

1

n

n∑
j=1

Gn(xi)
−1/2xjx

T
j Gn(xi)

−1/2

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)
= Id.

We now proceed to
∑n
j=1 E(‖ξj‖32) and E(‖

∑n
j=1 ξj‖2). For the first term, we have

n∑
j=1

E(‖ξj‖32) =
1

(nρn)3/2

n∑
j=1

E|Aij − ρnxT
i xj |3

∥∥∥∥ Gn(xi)
−1/2xj

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥3

2
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≤ ‖Gn(xi)
−1/2‖2

(nρn)3/2δ2

n∑
j=1

E{(Aij − ρnxT
i xj)

2}
∥∥∥∥ Gn(xi)

−1/2xj
xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

∥∥∥∥2

2

≤ 1

(nρn)3/2δ2λd(∆n)1/2

n∑
j=1

ρnxT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)tr

[
Gn(xi)

−1/2xjx
T
j Gn(xi)

−1/2

{xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)}2

]

=
1

(nρn)1/2δ2λd(∆n)1/2
tr

Gn(xi)
−1/2

 1

n

n∑
j=1

xjx
T
j

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)

Gn(xi)
−1/2


=

1

(nρn)1/2δ2λd(∆n)1/2
tr(Id) =

d

(nρn)1/2δ2λd(∆n)1/2
.

For E(‖
∑n
j=1 ξj‖2), we use Jensen’s inequality to write

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

 ≤
E


∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2




1/2

=

 n∑
j=1

E‖ξj‖22

1/2

=

tr

 n∑
j=1

EξjξT
j


1/2

= d1/2.

This immediately implies that

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

∆

 . d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
log nρn
λd(∆n)4

,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, (log nρn)2

}

Finally, for P(Oc), the concentration bound in Theorem 4.7 implies that P(Oc) . (nρn)−1/2 for sufficiently

large n. We hence conclude from Theorem A.4 that

sup
A∈A

∣∣∣P{√nGn(xi)
−1/2(WT

n x̂i − ρ1/2
n xi) ∈ A

}
− P (z ∈ A)

∣∣∣
. d1/2γ + E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
j=1

ξj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

∆

+ P(Oc)

.
d1/2

nρ
1/2
n δ8λd(∆n)9/2

max

{
log nρn
λd(∆n)4

,
κ(∆n)2

λd(∆n)4
, (log nρn)2

}
.

The proof is thus completed.

H Proofs for Section 4.4

H.1 Proof of Theorem 4.9

We follow the notations and definitions in Sections 2 and 3.

� Row-wise concentration bound for the membership profile matrix estimate. First note that

σ1(Θ) ≤
√
n because

σ1(Θ) ≤ ‖Θ‖F ≤
√
n‖Θ‖2→∞ ≤

√
n‖Θ‖∞ =

√
n.
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Also, we have ΘTΘ � c21nId by the condition of Theorem 4.9. Therefore,

λd(∆n) =
1

n
λd{(X∗)TΘTΘ(X∗)} ≥ c21λd{(X∗)T(X∗)} ≥ c41.

Namely, λd(∆n) is bounded away from 0. By Corollary 4.1, there exists constants K1, c1 > 0, such that

‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞ ≤
K1(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

with probability at least 1− c1n−2.

By Lemma B.5, Result F.1, and Davis-Kahan theorem,

‖UAUT
A −UPUT

P‖2→∞ ≤ ‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞‖UT
A‖2 + ‖UP‖2→∞‖UA −UPW∗‖2

≤ ‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞‖UT
A‖2 + ‖UP‖2→∞

4‖E‖2
nρnλd(∆n)

≤ K2(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for constants K2, c0 > 0 for sufficiently large n. By Lemma 2.1 in [58], UP = ΘVP, where VP ∈ Rd×d is

the submatrix of UP corresponding to the pure node indices {i1, . . . , id}. By Lemma II.3 in [58], we have

σ1(VP) ≤ (c21n)−1/2 and σd(VP) ≥ n−1/2. Since

P

{
‖UAUT

A −UPUT
P‖2→∞ ≤

K2(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

}
≥ 1− c0n−2,

σd(UPVT
P) = σd(VP) ≥ n−1/2, ‖(UPVP)T‖2→∞ = ‖VT

P‖2→∞ ≤ σ1(VP) ≤ 1√
n
,

K2(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

= o(n−1/2) ≤ 1√
n

min

(
1

2
√
d− 1

,
1

4

)(
1 + 80

n−1

n−1

)−1

≤ σd(UPVT
P) min

(
1

2
√
d− 1

,
1

4

)(
1 + 80

‖(UPVP)T‖22→∞
σd(UPVT

P)2

)−1

,

then by Theorem 3 in [34], there exists a permutation matrix Πn ∈ {0, 1}d×d such that

max
k∈[d]

‖(UAVT
A −UPVT

PΠn)ek‖2 ≤
K3(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for constants K3, c0 > 0 for sufficiently large n. It follows that

‖VA −ΠT
nVPUT

PUA‖2→∞ = max
k∈[d]

‖eT
k (VAUT

A −ΠT
nVPUT

P)UA‖2

≤ max
k∈[d]

‖(UAVT
A −UPVT

PΠn)ek‖2

≤ K3(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

with probability at least 1− c0n−2
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for sufficiently large n. By Lemma 6.7 in [21], Result B.1, and Davis-Kahan theorem, we further have

‖VA −ΠT
nVPW∗‖2 ≤ ‖VA −ΠT

nVPUT
PUA‖2 + ‖ΠT

nVP(UT
PUA −W∗)‖2

≤ ‖VA −ΠT
nVPUT

PUA‖2 + ‖VP‖2‖ sin Θ(UA,UP)‖22

≤
√
d‖VA −ΠT

nVPUT
PUA‖2→∞ +

4‖E‖22
c1
√
n(nρn)2λd(∆n)2

≤ K4(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for sufficiently large n, whereK4, c0 > 0 are constants. By Weyl’s inequality, we have σd(VA) ≥ (1/2)σd(VP) ≥
(1/2)n−1/2 with probability at least 1− c0n−2 for sufficiently large n since log n = o(nρn). Namely,

‖V−1
A ‖2 ≤ 2

√
n with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for sufficiently large n. Hence, we have

‖Θ̂−ΘΠn‖2→∞ = max
i∈[n]
‖eT
i (UAV−1

A −UPV−1
P Πn)‖2

≤ max
i∈[n]
‖eT
i (UA −UPW∗)‖2‖V−1

A ‖2 + ‖UP‖2→∞‖W∗ −UT
PUA‖2‖V−1

A ‖2

+ max
i∈[n]
‖eT
i UPUT

PUA(ΠT
nVPUT

PUA)−1(ΠT
nVPUT

PUA −VA)V−1
A ‖2

≤ ‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞‖V−1
A ‖2 + ‖UP‖2→∞‖ sin Θ(UA,UP)‖22‖V−1

A ‖2

+ max
i∈[n]
‖eT
i UPV−1

P Πn(ΠT
nVPUT

PUA −VA)V−1
A ‖2

≤ ‖UA −UPW∗‖2→∞‖V−1
A ‖2 + ‖UP‖2→∞

4‖E‖22
(nρn)2λd(∆n)2

‖V−1
A ‖2

+ ‖ΘΠn‖∞‖ΠT
nVPUT

PUA −VA‖2→∞‖V−1
A ‖2

≤ K1(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

× 2
√
n+

1√
nλd(∆n)1/2

× K5

(nρn)λd(∆n)2
× 2
√
n

+
K4(log n)1/2

nρ
1/2
n

× 2
√
n

≤ K

√
log n

nρn
with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for sufficiently large n for constants K,K5, c0 > 0. This completes the proof for the two-to-infinity norm

error bounds on the membership profile matrix estimation.

� Asympototic normality of the estimators for the pure nodes. Let jk ∈ [n] be the row index such

that ΠT
nθjk = ek. For each k ∈ [d], define

Ik = {i ∈ [n] : eT
i Θ = ek}, Jk =

{
i ∈ [n] : ‖eT

i Θ̂− eT
k ‖2 ≤ η

}
.
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Let πn ∈ Sd be the permutation such that Πnek = eπn(k). We claim that Iπn(k) = Jk with probability at

least 1− c0n−2 for sufficiently large n. For any i ∈ Iπn(k), we know that eT
i Θ = eπn(k) = Πnek. Therefore,

‖eT
i Θ̂− eT

k ‖2 = ‖eT
i Θ̂ΠT

n − eT
kΠT

n‖2 = ‖eT
i Θ̂ΠT

n − eT
i Θ‖2

= ‖eT
i (Θ̂−ΘΠn)‖2 ≤ ‖Θ̂−ΘΠn‖2→∞

≤ K

√
log n

nρn
≤ η with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for sufficiently large n. This shows that Iπn(k) ⊂ Ij with probability at least 1− c0n−2 for sufficiently large

n. Conversely, for any j ∈ Jk, we have

‖θj − eπn(k)‖2 = ‖eT
j Θ− eT

kΠT
n‖2 = ‖eT

j ΘΠn − ek‖2 ≤ ‖eT
j (ΘΠn − Θ̂)‖2 + ‖eT

j Θ̂− eT
k ‖2

≤ ‖Θ̂−ΘΠn‖2→∞ + η ≤ K

√
log n

nρn
+
c2
2

with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for sufficiently large n. Then for sufficiently large n, we have

‖θj − eπn(k)‖2 ≤
3c2
4

< min
i∈[n],θi 6=eπn(k)

‖θi − eπn(k)‖2,

with probability at least 1− c0n−2, implying that for sufficiently large n, θj = eπn(k) by the condition of the

theorem. Therefore, Jk ⊂ Iπn(k) with probability at least 1− c0n−2 for sufficiently large n, implying that

ιk = min
j∈Jk

j = min
i∈Iπn(k)

i = iπn(k) with probability at least 1− c0n−2

for sufficiently large n. Now for any k ∈ [d], define

t̃nk =
√
nΣn(x∗k)−1/2(WTx̃ik − ρ1/2

n x∗k) and t̂nk =
√
nGn(x∗k)1/2(WTx̂ik − ρ1/2

n x∗k).

By Theorem 4.4, we know that for any convex measurable A ⊂ Rd,

P
(
t̃nk ∈ A

)
→ P(z ∈ A) and P

(
t̂nk ∈ A

)
→ P(z ∈ A),

where z ∼ Nd(0d, Id). This implies that

max
π∈Sd

P
(
t̃nπ(k) ∈ A

)
→ P(z ∈ A), min

π∈Sd
P
(
t̃nπ(k) ∈ A

)
→ P(z ∈ A),

max
π∈Sd

P
(
t̂nπ(k) ∈ A

)
→ P(z ∈ A), min

π∈Sd
P
(
t̂nπ(k) ∈ A

)
→ P(z ∈ A).

Hence, we have

P
{√

nΣn(x∗πn(k))
−1/2(WTx̃ιk − ρ1/2

n x∗πn(k)) ∈ A
}
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≤ P
{√

nΣn(x∗πn(k))
−1/2(WTx̃ιk − ρ1/2

n x∗πn(k)) ∈ A, ιk = iπn(k)

}
+ P(ιk 6= iπn(k))

≤ P
{√

nΣn(x∗πn(k))
−1/2(WTx̃iπn(k)

− ρ1/2
n x∗πn(k)) ∈ A

}
+ c0n

−2

≤ max
π∈Sd

P(t̃nπ(k) ∈ A) + c0n
−2 → P(z ∈ A),

P
{√

nΣn(x∗πn(k))
−1/2(WTx̃ιk − ρ1/2

n x∗πn(k)) ∈ A
}

≥ P
{√

nΣn(x∗πn(k))
−1/2(WTx̃ιk − ρ1/2

n x∗πn(k)) ∈ A, ιk = iπn(k)

}
= P

(
t̃nπn(k) ∈ A

)
+ P

(
ιk = iπn(k)

)
− P

[{
t̃nπn(k) ∈ A

}
∪
{
ιk = iπn(k)

}]
≥ P

(
t̃nπn(k) ∈ A

)
+ 1− c0n−2 − 1

≥ min
π∈Sd

P(t̃nπ(k) ∈ A)− c0n−2 → P(z ∈ A).

This implies that t̃nπn(k) → Nd(0d, Id). The same reasoning also implies that t̂nπn(k) → Nd(0d, Id), and the

proof is thus completed.

H.2 Proof of Theorem 4.10

By the proof of Theorem 4.4, Theorem 3.2, and Theorem 4.7, under the condition that d is fixed and λd(∆n)

is bounded away from 0, we have

(WTx̃i − ρ1/2
n x0i) =

1

nρ
1/2
n

∆−1
n

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa + oP(n−1/2),

(WTx̂i − ρ1/2
n x0i) =

1

nρ
1/2
n

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa

xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)
+ oP(n−1/2).

Since |Aij − ρnxT
i xj | ≤ 1 and nρ

1/2
n = ω(n1/2), we have,

√
n
{

WT(x̃i − x̃j)− ρ1/2
n (xi − xj)

}
=

1

(nρn)1/2
∆−1
n

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa

− 1

(nρn)1/2
∆−1
n

n∑
b 6=i

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb + oP(1),

√
n
{

WT(x̂i − x̂j)− ρ1/2
n (xi − xj)

}
=

1

(nρn)1/2

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa

xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)

− 1

(nρn)1/2

n∑
b6=i

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb

xT
j xb(1− ρnxT

j xb)
+ oP(1).

Note that

1

(nρn)1/2
∆−1
n

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa −

1

(nρn)1/2
∆−1
n

n∑
b 6=i

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb and
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1

(nρn)1/2

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa

xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)
− 1

(nρn)1/2

n∑
b 6=i

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb

xT
j xb(1− ρnxT

j xb)

are sums of mean-zero independent random vectors. In addition, observe that Σn(xi), Σn(xi)
−1, Gn(xi),

and Gn(xi)
−1 are all O(1) and Ω(1), and that

var

 1

(nρn)1/2
∆−1
n

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa −

1

(nρn)1/2
∆−1
n

n∑
b 6=i

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb


= Σn(xi) + Σn(xj) + o(1),

var

 1

(nρn)1/2

n∑
a=1

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa

xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)
− 1

(nρn)1/2

n∑
b6=i

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb

xT
j xb(1− ρnxT

j xb)


= Gn(xi)

−1 + Gn(xj)
−1 + o(1),

n∑
a=1

E
∥∥∥∥∆−1

n

(Aia − ρnxT
i xa)xa

(nρn)1/2

∥∥∥∥3

2

+

n∑
b6=i

E

∥∥∥∥∥∆−1
n

(Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb

(nρn)1/2

∥∥∥∥∥
3

2

≤ ‖∆
−1
n ‖32

(nρn)1/2

 1

n

n∑
a=1

xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)‖xa‖32 +
1

n

n∑
b 6=i

xT
j xb(1− ρnxT

j xb)‖xb‖32


≤ ‖∆

−1
n ‖32

(nρn)1/2
→ 0,

n∑
a=1

E
∥∥∥∥ (Aia − ρnxT

i xa)xa
xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)(nρn)1/2

∥∥∥∥3

2

+

n∑
b 6=i

E

∥∥∥∥∥ (Ajb − ρnxT
j xb)xb

xT
i xa(1− ρnxT

i xa)(nρn)1/2

∥∥∥∥∥
3

2

≤ 1

(nρn)1/2

 1

n

n∑
a=1

‖xa‖32
{xT

i xa(1− ρnxT
i xa)}2

+
1

n

n∑
b6=i

‖xb‖32
{xT

j xb(1− ρnxT
j xb)}2


≤ 2

(nρn)1/2δ4
→ 0.

Therefore, by Lyapunov’s central limit theorem (see, for example, Theorem 7.1.2 in [24]),

√
n{Σn(xi) + Σn(xj)}−1/2

{
WT(x̃i − x̃j)− ρ1/2

n (xi − xj)
}
L→ N(0d, Id),

√
n{Gn(xi)

−1 + Gn(xj)
−1}−1/2

{
WT(x̂i − x̂j)− ρ1/2

n (xi − xj)
}
L→ N(0d, Id).

We next show that

ρ−1
n WT∆̃nW = ∆n + oP(1), WTΣ̃n(x̃i)W = Σn(xi) + oP(1), WTG̃n(x̃i)W = Gn(xi) + oP(1).

For the first equation, by Lemma G.1, we have

‖ρ−1
n WT∆̃nW −∆n‖2 ≤

1

nρn
‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖F‖X̃W‖2 +
1

nρn
‖ρ1/2
n X‖2‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖2
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=
1

nρn
OP(1)×OP((nρn)1/2) = OP

(
1

(nρn)1/2

)
.

For the second equation, we denote

D̃i =
1

ρn
diag

{
x̃T
i x̃1(1− x̃T

i x̃1), . . . , x̃T
i x̃n(1− x̃T

i x̃n)
}
,

Di = diag
{
xT
i x1(1− ρnxT

i x1), . . . ,xT
i xn(1− ρnxT

i xn)
}
.

By Result G.1 and Corollary 4.1, we have

max
i,j∈[n]

|x̃T
i x̃j − ρnxT

i xj | ≤
(
‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖2→∞ + 2 max
i,j∈[n]

‖ρ1/2
n X‖2→∞

)
‖X̃W − ρ1/2

n X‖2→∞ = OP

(
ρn

√
log n

nρn

)

and

max
i,j∈[n]

|(x̃T
i x̃j)

2 − (ρnxT
i xj)

2| ≤ max
i,j∈[n]

|x̃T
i x̃j − ρnxT

i xj |
(
|x̃T
i x̃j − ρnxT

i xj |+ 2ρnxT
i xj

)
= OP

(
ρ2
n

√
log n

nρn

)
.

It follows that

‖D̃i −Di‖2 ≤ ρ−1
n max

i,j∈[n]
|x̃T
i x̃j − ρnxT

i xj |+ ρ−1
n max

i,j∈[n]
|(x̃T

i x̃j)
2 − (ρnxT

i xj)
2| = OP

(√
log n

nρn

)
.

Therefore, by Lemma G.1,∥∥∥∥∥∥WT 1

nρ2
n

n∑
j=1

x̃T
i x̃j(1− x̃T

i x̃j)x̃jx̃
T
j W − 1

n

n∑
j=1

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

n

∥∥∥(ρ−1/2
n X̃W)TD̃i(ρ

−1/2
n X̃W)−XTDiX

∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

n

∥∥∥ρ−1/2
n X̃W −X

∥∥∥
2
‖D̃i‖2‖ρ−1/2

n X̃W‖2 +
1

n
‖X‖2‖D̃i −Di‖2‖ρ−1/2

n XW‖2

+
1

n
‖X‖2‖Di‖2‖ρ−1/2

n X̃W −X‖2

=
1

n
×OP(ρ−1/2

n )×OP(1)×OP(n1/2) +
1

n
×O(n1/2)×OP

(√
log n

nρn

)
×OP(n1/2)

+
1

n
×O(n1/2)×O(1)×OP(ρ−1/2

n ) = oP(1).

Hence, for the second equation, we have

WTΣ̃n(x̃i)W = (ρ−1
n WT∆̃nW)−1WT

 1

nρ2
n

n∑
j=1

x̃T
i x̃j(1− x̃T

i x̃j)x̃jx̃
T
j W

 (ρ−1
n WT∆̃nW)−1

= {∆n + oP(1)}−1

 1

n

n∑
j=1

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j + oP(1)

 {∆n + oP(1)}−1
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= ∆−1
n

 1

n

n∑
j=1

xT
i xj(1− ρnxT

i xj)xjx
T
j

∆−1
n + oP(1)

= Σn(xi) + oP(1).

For the third equation, it follows directly from Lemma G.10 with t = log n. Hence, we conclude that

WTΣ̃ijW = WTΣ̃n(x̃i)W + WTΣ̃n(x̃j)W = Σn(xi) + Σn(xj) + oP(1),

WTG̃ijW = WTG̃n(x̃i)
−1W + WTG̃n(x̃j)

−1W = Gn(xi)
−1 + Gn(xj)

−1 + oP(1).

By Slutsky’s lemma, under the null distribution H0 : xi = xj , we have

T
(ASE)
ij = n(x̃i − x̃j)

TΣ̃ij(x̃i − x̃j)

= n{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}TWTΣ̃ijW{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}

= n{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}T[{Σn(xi) + Σn(xj)}−1 + oP(1)]{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}
L→ χ2

d,

T
(OSE)
ij = n(x̂i − x̂j)

TG̃ij(x̂i − x̂j)

= n{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}TWTG̃ijW{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}

= n{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}T[{Gn(xi)
−1 + Gn(xj)

−1}−1 + oP(1)]{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}
L→ χ2

d.

We now consider the distributions of T
(ASE)
ij and T

(OSE)
ij under the alternative HA : xi 6= xj but (nρn)1/2(xi−

xj)→ µ 6= 0d. Under the condition that Σn(xi)→ Σi and Gn(xi)→ Gi, we have,

√
n{Σn(xi) + Σn(xj)}−1/2WT(x̃i − x̃j)

L→ N
(
µT(Σi + Σj)

−1µ, Id
)
,

√
n{Gn(xi)

−1 + Gn(xj)
−1}−1/2WT(x̃i − x̃j)

L→ N
(
µT(Gi + Gj)

−1µ, Id
)
.

Since WT(x̃i − x̃j) = OP(n−1/2) and WT(x̂i − x̂j) = OP(n−1/2), it follows that under HA : xi 6= xj but

(nρn)1/2(xi − xj)→ µ 6= 0d,

T
(ASE)
ij = n(x̃i − x̃j)

TΣ̃ij(x̃i − x̃j)

= n{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}TWTΣ̃ijW{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}

= n{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}T[{Σn(xi) + Σn(xj)}−1 + oP(1)]{WT(x̃i − x̃j)}

=
∥∥∥√n{Σn(xi) + Σn(xj)}−1/2WT(x̃i − x̃j)

∥∥∥2

2
+ oP(n‖WT(x̃i − x̃j)‖22)

L→ χ2
d(µ

T(Σi + Σj)
−1µ),

T
(OSE)
ij = n(x̂i − x̂j)

TG̃ij(x̂i − x̂j)

= n{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}TWTG̃ijW{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}
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= n{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}T[{Gn(xi)
−1 + Gn(xj)

−1}−1 + oP(1)]{WT(x̂i − x̂j)}

=
∥∥∥√n{Gn(xi)

−1 + Gn(xj)
−1}−1/2WT(x̂i − x̂j)

∥∥∥2

2
+ oP(n‖WT(x̂i − x̂j)‖22)

L→ χ2
d(µ

T(G−1
i + G−1

j )−1µ).

The proof is thus completed.

I The successive projection algorithm

This section provides the detailed successive projection algorithm proposed in [34], which finds the row

indices corresponding to the pure nodes based on the noisy observed adjacency matrix A. It is used to

construct the estimator Θ̂ for the membership profile matrix Θ in a mixed membership stochastic block

model in Section 4.4 of the manuscript.

Algorithm 1 Successive projection algorithm (SPA)

1: Input: Data matrix A = [Aij ]n×n, rank d

2: Compute the leading eigenvectors of A: AUA = UASA, where UA ∈ O(n, d), SA = diag(λ̂1, . . . , λ̂d),

and |λ̂1| ≥ |λ̂2| ≥ . . . ≥ |λ̂n|.
3: Let R = UAUT

A, J = ∅, and k = 1.
4: While R 6= 0n×n and j ≤ d

Set j∗ ←− arg maxj∈[n] ‖Rej‖22. If there are ties, pick j∗ to be the smallest index.
Set uj ←− Rej∗ .
Set R←− (In − ‖uj‖−2

2 uju
T
j )R.

Let J ←− J ∪ {j∗}.
Set j ←− j + 1.

End While
5: Output: Set of indices J .

J Additional simulation examples

J.1 Symmetric noisy matrix completion

We first consider a synthetic example for the symmetric noisy matrix completion problem and illustrate

Theorem 4.2. The setup here is similar to the two-block stochastic block model in Section 1.2. We set

n = 5000, a = 0.9, b = 0.05, α = 5, nρn = log n, λ1 = nρn(a+b)/2, λ2 = nρn(a−b)/2, u1 = n−1/2[1, . . . , 1]T,

u2 = n−1/2[1, . . . , 1,−1, . . . ,−1]T (the first n/2 entries of u2 are n−1/2 and the remaining entries are −n−1/2),

and X =
√
n[u1,u2]. Let εij ∼ N(0, ρ4

n) and Iij ∼ Bernoulli(ρn) independently for i, j ∈ [n], i ≤ j,

and let εij = εji, Iij = Iji if i > j. The noisy observed matrix A = [Aij ]n×n is generated by taking

Aij = (ρnxT
i xj + εij)Iij/ρn, where xi is the ith row of X, i ∈ [n]. We follow the notations in Section 1.2

by letting û2 be the unscaled eigenvector (i.e., ‖û2‖2 = 1) of A corresponding to λ2(A), v̂2 = λ2(A)1/2û2

be the scaled eigenvector, v2 = λ
1/2
2 u2, ûi2, v̂i2, ui2, and vi2 be the ith coordinate of û2, v̂2, u2, and v2,
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Figure 6: Numerical results of Section J.1. The left and the right panels are the histograms of√
n(sgn(ûT

2 u2)ṽ12 − v12) and nρ
1/2
n (sgn(ûT

2 u2)ṽ12 − v12) over the 3000 Monte Carlo replicates with the
asymptotic normal densities highlighted in the red curves, respectively.

respectively. Then by Theorem 3.1,

√
n(sgn(ûT

2 u2)v̂i2 − vi2)
L→ N

(
0,
a2 + b2

a− b

)
, nρ1/2

n (sgn(ûT
2 u2)ûi2 − ui2)

L→ N

(
0,

2(a2 + b2)

2(a− b)2

)
.

We next generate 3000 independent Monte Carlo replicates of A from SNMC(ρnXXT, ρn, ρ
2
n). For

each realization of A, we compute the unscaled eigenvector û2, the scaled eigenvector v̂2, and plot the

histograms of
√
n(sgn(ûT

2 u2)ṽ12 − v12) and nρ
1/2
n (sgn(ûT

2 u2)ṽ12 − v12) in Figure 6, together with their

respective asymptotic normal densities. It is clear that the empirical distributions of the Monte Carlo samples

of
√
n(sgn(ûT

2 u2)ṽ12 − v12) and nρ
1/2
n (sgn(ûT

2 u2)ṽ12 − v12) can be well approximated by their respective

asymptotic normal distributions. This numerical observation is in agreement with the asymptotic normality

established in Theorem 4.2.

J.2 Eigenvector-based inference in random graphs

We now consider the numerical experiments for the two subsequent random graph inference tasks in Section

4.4. Consider a mixed membership stochastic block model specified as follows. The block probability matrix

B is a 2×2 symmetric matrix with the diagonals being 0.9 and the off-diagonals being 0.1. The corresponding

two pure nodes are x∗1 = [0.7071, 0.6325]T and x∗2 = [0.7071,−0.6325]T. We set the number of vertices to be

n = 4500 with n0 = 900 pure nodes in each community and set the sparsity factor to be ρn = 5(log n)3/2/n.

The membership profile matrix Θ has the form

Θ =


1n0

0n0

0n0 1n0

t 1n−2n0
− t

 ,
where t ∈ Rn−2n0 is the vector whose entries are equidistant points over [0.2, 0.8] and 1n0

∈ Rn0 is the vector

of all ones. Equivalently, the mixed membership stochastic block model can be written as RPDG(ρ
1/2
n X)

with X = ΘX∗, where X∗ = [x∗1,x
∗
2]T. Let xi be the ith row of X for each i ∈ [n].
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We draw 2000 independent Monte Carlo replicates of A from MMSBM(Θ,B, ρn) specified above and

investigate the performance of the two inference tasks in Section 4.4: The estimation of the pure nodes

and the hypothesis testing of the equality of latent positions. For the first task, given a realization A ∼
MMSBM(Θ,B, ρn), we first compute the adjacency spectral embedding X̃ of A into R2 and then apply

Algorithm 1 to obtain the estimated pure node indices J . Next, we compute ιk using formula (4.4) for

k = 1, 2, with the tuning parameter η being 0.1. For each k = 1, 2, we then compute the two estimators

given by x̃ιk (the estimator based on the adjacency spectral embedding) and x̂ιk (the estimator based on the

one-step refinement). For the second task, we let i = 1 and consider testing the null hypothesis H0 : xi = xj

against a collection of alternative hypotheses HA : xi 6= xj for j ∈ {1901, 2101, . . . , 3701} using the two test

statistics T
(ASE)
ij and T

(OSE)
ij defined in Section 4.4. We set the significance level to be 0.05.

For the estimation of the pure nodes, for each k = 1, 2, we compute the empirical mean-squared errors

(MSE) for estimating x∗k using x̃ιk and x̂ιk across the 2000 repeated experiments. We also compute the

corresponding sample covariance matrices. These numerical results are summarized in Table 1. Clearly,

Table 1 suggests that the estimators x̂ι1 , x̂ι2 based on the one-step refinement have smaller mean-squared

errors and smaller variances compared to the estimators x̃ι1 , x̃ι2 based on the adjacency spectral embedding.

This phenomenon validates Theorem 4.9 empirically. For the hypothesis testing of the equality of the

Table 1: Numerical results for Section J.2: Summary statistic for estimating the pure nodes.
Pure node MSE for x̃ιk MSE for x̂ιk Sample covariance for x̃ιk Sample covariance for x̂ιk

x∗1 7.4× 10−4 5.4× 10−4 1
n

[
1.00 0.90
0.90 2.25

]
1
n

[
0.97 0.75
0.75 1.34

]
x∗2 7.8× 10−4 5.4× 10−4 1

n

[
0.99 −0.96
−0.96 2.36

]
1
n

[
0.95 −0.75
−0.75 1.36

]

latent positions, we compare the empirical powers of the two testing procedures across the 2000 repeated

experiments. Below, Table 2 tabulates the empirical powers of tests (i.e., the numbers of successful rejections

divided by 2000) based on T
(ASE)
ij and T

(OSE)
ij as functions of the distance ‖xi − xj‖2 when j varies in

{1901, 2101, . . . , 3701}. It is clear from Table 2 that the test statistic T
(OSE)
ij is more powerful than the test

statistic T
(ASE)
ij , which validates Theorem 4.10 empirically.

Table 2: Numerical results for Section J.2: Power comparison for testing the equality of latent positions.
‖xi − xj‖2 0.31 0.37 0.42 0.48 0.53 0.59 0.65 0.70 0.76 0.82

Power of T
(ASE)
ij 0.33 0.42 0.52 0.61 0.70 0.76 0.85 0.89 0.94 0.95

Power of T
(OSE)
ij 0.35 0.45 0.56 0.67 0.75 0.80 0.88 0.92 0.95 0.97
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