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Abstract

We consider the problem of quantifying uncertainty for the estimation error of
the leading eigenvector from Oja’s algorithm for streaming principal component
analysis, where the data are generated IID from some unknown distribution. By
combining classical tools from the U-statistics literature with recent results on
high-dimensional central limit theorems for quadratic forms of random vectors
and concentration of matrix products, we establish a weighted x? approximation
result for the sin? error between the population eigenvector and the output of Oja’s
algorithm. Since estimating the covariance matrix associated with the approximat-
ing distribution requires knowledge of unknown model parameters, we propose a
multiplier bootstrap algorithm that may be updated in an online manner. We estab-
lish conditions under which the bootstrap distribution is close to the corresponding
sampling distribution with high probability, thereby establishing the bootstrap as a
consistent inferential method in an appropriate asymptotic regime.

1 Introduction

Since its discovery over a century ago [13], principal component analysis (PCA) has been a corner-
stone of data analysis. In many applications, dimension reduction is paramount and PCA offers an
optimal low-rank approximation of the original data. PCA is also highly interpretable as it projects
the dataset onto the directions that capture the most variance known as principal components.

Important applications of PCA include image and document analysis, where the largest few principal
components may be used to compress a large dimensional dataset to a manageable size without
incurring much loss; for a discussion of some other applications of PCA, see for example, [28]. In
these settings, the original dimensionality, which could be the number of pixels in an image or the
vocabulary size after removing stop-words, is in the tens of thousands. An offline computation of the
principal components would require the computation of eigenvectors of the sample covariance matrix.
However, in high-dimensional settings, storing the covariance matrix and subsequent eigen-analysis
can be challenging. Streaming PCA methods have gained significant traction owing to their ability to
iteratively update the principal components by considering one data-point at a time.

One of the most widely used algorithms for streaming PCA is Oja’s algorithm, proposed in the
seminal work of [41]. Oja’s algorithm involves the following update rule:
wer —we = n(wf X)Xy wljwegn =1, (1)

where X; € R? is the ¢! data point and w; is the current estimate for the leading eigenvector of
Y. = EXXT after t data-points have been seen. The parameter 7 can be thought of as a learning rate,
which can either be fixed or varied as a function of ¢. In this paper we fix the learning rate, similar
to [26].

35th Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2021).



Contribution: In the present work, we consider the problem of uncertainty quantification for the
estimation error of the leading eigenvector from Oja’s algorithm, which is one of the most commonly
used streaming PCA algorithms. Our contributions may be summarized as follows:

1. We derive a high-dimensional weighted 2 approximation to the sin” error for the leading
eigenvector of Oja’s algorithm. We recover the optimal convergence rate O(1/n) while
allowing d to grow at a sub-exponential rate under suitable structural assumptions on the
covariance matrix, matching state-of-the-art theoretical results for consistency of Oja’s
algorithm. Our result provides a distributional characterization of the sin? error for Oja’s
algorithm for the first time in the literature. The approximation holds for a wide range of
step sizes.

2. Since the weighted x? approximation depends on unknown parameters, we propose an online
bootstrap algorithm and establish conditions under which the bootstrap is consistent. Our
bootstrap procedure allows the approximation of important quantities such as the quantiles
of the error associated with Oja’s algorithm for the first time.

Prior analysis of Oja’s algorithm. While Oja’s algorithm was invented in 1982 it was not until
recently that the theoretical workings of Oja’s algorithm have been understood. A number of papers
in recent years have focused on proving guarantees of convergence of the iterative update in (1)
toward the principal eigenvector of the (unknown) covariance matrix EX X7, which can be recast as
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) on the quadratic objective function

min —trace(w? Lw), L=EXXT, )

wlw=1

projected onto the non-convex unit sphere. We assume that the data-points are mean zero. Despite
being non-convex and thus falling outside the framework for which theory for stochastic gradient
descent convergence is firmly established, the output of Oja’s algorithm be viewed as a product of
random matrices and shares similar structure to other important classes of non-convex problems, such
as matrix completion [27, 29], matrix sensing [27], and subspace tracking [4]. Thus, studying this
optimization problem serves as a natural first step toward understanding the behavior of SGD in more
general non-convex settings.

Let vy denote the principal eigenvector of 3, and let 91 = w,, be the solution to the stochastic iterative
method applying Eq 1. Finally, let A; > A9 be the first and second principal eigenvalues of 3. Sharp
rates of convergence for Oja’s updates were established in [25]. Under boundedness assumptions on
| X; XT — X||, they show that with constant probability, the square of the sine of the angle between
vy and w satisfies:

1—(vfn)*=0 (1) (3)
n
where the O hides a constant which depends in the optimal way on the eigengap between the top
two eigenvalues, and independent of n or d, improving on previous error bounds for Oja’s algorithm
[46, 18, 3, 47, 38, 2] which showed convergence rates that deteriorate with the ambient dimension
d, and thus did not fully explain the efficiency of Oja’s update. This sharp rate is remarkable, as it
matches the error of the principal eigenvector of the sample covariance matrix, which is the batch
or offline version of PCA. Other notable work include [31, 33] for unbounded X, analysis of Oja’s
algorithm for computing top & principal components [1, 24].

The bootstrap. The bootstrap, proposed by [9], is one of the most widely used methods for
uncertainty quantification in machine learning and statistics and accordingly has a vast literature.
We refer the reader to [17, 49] for expositions on the classical theory of the bootstrap for IID data.
Recently, since the groundbreaking work of [7, 8], the bootstrap has seen a renewed surge of interest
in the context of high-dimensional data where d can be potentially exponentially larger than n. Of
particular relevance to the present work are high-dimensional central limit theorems (CLTs) for
quadratic forms, which have been studied by [43, 51, 15]. In particular, our CLT for the estimation
error of Oja’s algorithm invokes a modest adaptation of [51] to independent but non-identically
distributed random variables. In machine learning, bootstrap methods have been used to estimate
the uncertainty of randomized algorithms such as bagging and random forests [35], sketching for
large scale singular value decomposition (SVD) [36], randomized matrix multiplication [37], and
randomized least squares [34].



A standard notion of bootstrap consistency is that, conditioned on the data, the distribution of the
suitably centered and scaled bootstrap functional approaches the true distribution with high probability
in some norm on probability measures, typically the Kolmogorov distance, which is the supremum
of the absolute pointwise difference between two CDFs. Bootstrap consistency is often established
by deriving a Gaussian approximation for the sampling distribution and showing that the bootstrap
distribution is close to the corresponding Gaussian approximation with high probability.

It may seem that if one knows that the approximating distribution of a statistic is Gaussian, this defeats
the purpose of bootstrap. However, for most statistics, the parameters of the normal approximation
depend on unknown model parameters, and have to be estimated if one intends to use the normal
approximation. Furthermore, the CLT only gives a first-order correct approximation of the target
distribution, i.e. with O(1/+/n) error. In contrast, the bootstrap of a suitably centered and scaled
statistic has been shown to be higher order correct for many functionals [16, 17, 19].

Quantifying uncertainty for SGD. Behind the recent success of neural networks in a wide range
of sub-fields of machine learning, the workhorse algorithm has become Stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) [42, 40, 44]. For establishing consistency of bootstrap, one requires to establish asymptotic
normality [11, 42, 45, 39]. There has also been many works on uncertainty estimation of SGD [6,
32, 12, 48]. However, all these works are for convex, and predominantly strongly convex loss
functions. Only recently, [52] has established asymptotic normality for nonconvex loss functions
under dissipativity conditions and appropriate growth conditions on the gradient, which are weaker
conditions than strong convexity but not significantly so.

Now, in Section 2 we present notation and do setup, present our main theoretical results in Section 3,
followed by simulations in Section 4.

2 Preliminaries

We consider a row-wise IID triangular array, where the random vectors {X; } in the n'" row take val-
ues in R%, with E[X;] = 0 and Var(X;) = %,,. Note that the triangular array allows {X1, ..., X,,}
to come from a different distribution for each n and the setting where d is fixed and n grows is a
special case. For readability, we drop the subscript n from X,,. We use || - || to denote the Euclidean
norm for vectors and the operator norm for matrices and || - || 7 to denote the Frobenius norm.

Expanding out the recursive definition in Eq 1, we see that Oja’s iteration can be expressed as
wiy1 = (Ig + nX¢ X! )w;. Thus, after n iterations the vector can be written as a matrix-vector
product, where the matrix is a product of n independent matrices. Expanding out the recursive
definition, we get:

2 Bnuo
B, = || X, xr by = — 4
e R @

where I is a d x d identity matrix. where u is a random unit vector in d dimensions. In the scalar
case, when ) = 1/n, for large n, the numerator of Eq 4 behaves like exp(>_, X?/n), which in turn
converges to exp(FE[X?]). For matrices, one hopes that, by independence, a result of the same flavor
will hold. And in fact if it does hold, then for , = 105", the numerator in Eq 4 will concentrate
around exp(log nX). The spectrum of this matrix is dominated by the principal eigenvector, i.e. the
ratio of the first eigenvalue to the second one is exp(log n(A; — A2)), where ); is the i eigenvalue
of the covariance matrix Y. This makes it clear that Oja’s algorithm is essentially a matrix vector
product of this matrix exponential (suitably scaled) and a random unit vector.

However, the intuition from the scalar case is nontrivial to generalize to matrices due to non-
commutativity. Limits of products of random matrices have been studied in mathematics in the
context of ergodic theory on Markov chains (see [14, 30, 5, 10] etc.). However, until recent results of
[23], which extended and improved results in [21], there has not been much work on quantifying the
exact rate of convergence, or finite-sample large deviation bounds for how a random matrix product
deviates from its expectation.

We reparametrize 7 as 17,, /n, where 7,, is chosen carefully to obtain a suitable error rate. Note that
this is not a scheme where we decrease 7 over time as in [20], but hold it as a constant which is a
function of the total number of data-points.



2.1 The Hoeffding decomposition

The Hoeffding decomposition, attributed to [22], is a key technical tool for studying the asymptotic
properties of U-statistics. However, the idea generalizes far beyond U-statistics; see Supplement
Section A for further discussion. In the present work, we use Hoeffding decompositions for matrix
and vector-valued functions of independent random variables taking values in R¢ to facilitate analysis
for B,,.

A concept closely related to the Hoeffding decomposition is the more well-known Héjek projection,
which gives the best approximation (in an Lo sense) of a general function of n independent random
variables by a function of the form ), g;(X;), where g; are measurable functions satisfying a square
integrability condition. The Hajek projection facilitates distributional approximations for complicated
statistics since this linear projection is typically more amenable to analysis. However, establishing a
central limit theorem requires showing the negligibility of a remainder term, which can be large if the
projection is not accurate enough.

The Héjek projection may be viewed as the first-order term in the Hoeffding decomposition, a general
way of representing functions of independent random variables. The Hoeffding decomposition
consists of a sum of projections onto a linear space, quadratic space, cubic space, and so on. Each
new space is chosen to be orthogonal to the previous space. Thus, the Hoeffding decomposition can
be thought of as a sum of terms of increasing levels of complexity. Even if the remainder of the Hajek
projection turns out to be small, the Hoeffding decomposition can be easier to work with due to the
orthogonality of the projections.

The Hoeffding decomposition for the matrix product. LetY; = X; X/ —Y andlet S C {1,...n}.
By Corollary A.1 of the Supplement Section A, the Hoeffding Decomposition for B,, is given by:

= ijk, Th= Y HY. )
k=0 |S|=k

In 'y ifi e S
n S [ !
where H(¥) = | J Av(i " and Av(? is given by: A( {I + 123 otherwise

The above expansion has favorable properties that facilitate second-moment calculations. In fact, as a
consequence of the orthogonality property of Hoeffding projections, we have that

B[IB.2] -3 Y B ||f[H§S>%]

k=0 |S|=k i=1

E [|| Baz||?] Z S E ||HH<S>x||2]

k=0 |S|=k i=1

where the second statement holds for any = € R¢; see Proposition A.2 in Supplement Section A.

2.2 Online bootstrap for streaming PCA

To approximate the sampling distribution, we consider a Gaussian multiplier bootstrap procedure. As
observed by [7], a Gaussian multiplier random variable eliminates the need to establish a Gaussian
approximation for the bootstrap since conditional on the data, it is already Gaussian. It is not hard to
see that this is a natural candidate for the online setting; the multiplier bootstrap has been used for
bootstrapping the stochastic gradient descent estimator in [12].

We present our bootstrap in Algorithm 1. In our procedure, we update m + 1 vectors at every iteration.
The first one is 0, Which will result in the final Oja estimate of the first principal component. The
other vectors {U ) j=1,. ..m} are obtained by perturbing the basic Oja update (Eq 1).

The W;’s are the multiplier random variables, which are scaled mean zero scaled Gaussians with
variance 1/2. The update of the v*(7) is novel because it preserves the mean and the variance of the
original Oja estimator while not requiring access to the full sample covariance matrix. Consequently,
we can make our updates online and attain both a point estimate and a confidence interval for the
principal eigenvector, while increasing the computation and storage by only a factor of m.



Algorithm 1: Bootstrap for Oja’s algorithm

Input: Datapoints X1, ..., X, stepsize 7, number of bootstrap replicates m

Output: Oja’s solution 9; and m bootstrapped versions of it v, (1) R vf(m)

Draw g ~ N(0, 1)
Create unit vector ug < g/||g||
Initialize 9y, vy v Jo1 = g
for t=2,...,ndo
Update 01 < 01 + (X010,
Normalize 91 to have unit norm,;
for i=1:m do
Draw W; ~ N(0,1/2);
Let A) « (X7 v ))Xt,
Letg )(—(XT 1U1 )Xt 15
i)

Update vl( — vy *@) 4 n (h(i) + Wi(h® — g(i)));

Normalize vl( 9

end

to have unit norm;

end

3 Main results

In this section we present our main contributions: a CLT for the error of Oja’s algorithm and
consistency of an online multiplier bootstrap for error.

3.1 Central limit theorem for the error of Oja’s algorithm

We start by stating a CLT for the error of Oja’s algorithm. To state this theorem, we will need to
introduce some notation.

Let 07 denote the Oja vector and V/; the d x d—1 matrix with 2, . . . | d eigenvectors of X on its columns.
Note that V| is not uniquely defined, but V, VI’ = I — vy is if the leading eigenvalue is distinct
and consequently, norms of the form ||V I'z|| for z € R? are well-defined. Let A\; > --- > X\, denote
the eigenvalues of ¥ and A | be a diagonal matrix with A, (4,4) = (1 4+ npAit1/n) /(1 + a1 /n),
i=1,...,d—1. Also let

M :=E [V{(X{v)*X:1X] V] (©6)
Now we define

¥, = %” STEVIATWVI(XGXT - S)on] (XX - S)VIATV

Mn i—1 i—1 T
==V AT TMA 14 7
o VL <§Z i n ) i (N

We have the following result:

Theorem 1. Suppose that ug is drawn from the uniform distribution on S¥=', \; = O(1).

Choose 1, — oo such that nd - exp(—n, (A1 — A2)) — 0, (""Vlogd)n"i(Mg\/l) — 0, where

My = E[| X, XT - E||2]. Further, let Z, be a mean 0 Gaussian matrix such that Var(Zy) =
Var((X, XT — ¥)vy) and suppose that:

M| >¢>0 8)

E(|VEZ|| vE[IVI(aXT - S|
M1

= o(n) )



Then, for a sequence of Gaussian distributions {Zn}n21 with mean 0 and covariance matrix V,, (see
Eq 7), the following holds:

sup | P (n/ny sin®(61,v1) < t) — P(Z}) Z, <t)| =0 (10)
teR

Theorem 1 is very general. We allow the dimension to grow with the number of observations, which
is typical in the high-dimensional bootstrap literature. Note that the case of fixed d and growing n is
also a special case of this setup.

We want to point out that while previous literature obtained sharp bounds on the sin? error 1—(v] 91)2,
we go a step further. We establish an approximating distribution for n/n, (1 — (vI'9)?).

Remark 1 (Condition on norm). For simplicity, we assume \y = O(1), which can be easily
relaxed to grow slowly with n. We do not assume that the || X; X} — Y|z is bounded almost
surely. However, the norm of X; X} — 3. comes into play implicitly via the assumption in Eq 9.
Consider the case where X; are drawn from some multivariate Gaussian distribution. We use
this to build intuition about the assumptions in Eq 8 and 9. In this case, X{ V| is a Gaussian of

3

independent entries and thus E [HVJ_(XleT — Xy HG] =E|XTv|°E (Zj>1(X]ij)2) . Note
thaty ;- ((Xijj)2 — \;) is a sub-exponential random variable with parameters (c1 ) ;<1 Aj, C2).
M3 = A1 ;o1 Aie Thus Eq 9 reduces to checking if

AP M)
(3, 22)Y?

Remark 2 (Coordinates with summable sub-Gaussian parameters). Eq 9 imposes a growth condition
on the moments of both the data and a Gaussian analog. One setting for which both growth rates are
in fact bounded is if the coordinates of X are sub-Gaussian and the sub-Gaussian parameters satisfy

Z?Zl v; < C' < oo following similar arguments to Proposition 1.

§>1

Furthermore,

=o(n)

Remark 3 (Constant vs Adaptive Learning Rate). Adaptive learning rates are also commonly studied
in the literature on Oja’s algorithm and have the advantage that they require no prior knowledge of
the sample size. It should be noted that our results hold for a wide range of learning rates, ranging
fromlog(nd) < n, < n/3, so0 our results will still apply so long as in the initial guess of the sample
size is not off by orders of magnitude. We leave a detailed study of the adaptive learning rate setting
to future work.

As a corollary of our main theorem, we obtain the following error bound on the sin? error.

Corollary 1. Under the conditions in Theorem 1, we have

204 _ nnMd
sin“(01,v1) = Op <n()\1 — )\2))

Remark 4 (Comparison with previous work). As a byproduct of our analysis, we recover the sharpest

convergence rates for Oja’s algorithm in the literature. If we set n,, = ¢y log nd/ (A1 — Aa), for large
Mg4lognd

enough cy, the dominating term in the error is Op <dogn2
’fl(/\l — )\2)

matches the bound in [25].

Remark 5 (Rate of convergence in Kolmogorov distance). To simplify the theorem statement, we
have stated Theorem 1 without giving an explicit rate of convergence in the Kolmogorov distance.
Convergence rates depend on the rate of decay of the remainder terms, which are worked out in
Supplement Section B.3, and the magnitude of the quantity in Eq 9. The contribution of the latter
quantity to the rate is worked out in the IID case in [51].

) under mild conditions on d. This

Remark 6 (Lower bound on norm). While our rate matches the sharp bounds in literature and our
assumptions on norm upper bounds are similar or weaker than previous work, we do assume a lower
bound on the Frobenius norm of the covariance matrix as in Eq 8. Note that if indeed all X;’s were
a scalar multiple of v1, then the V,, matrix in Eq 7 will be zero. This will lead to a perfect point
estimate, but there will not be any variability from the data and hence there will be no non-degenerate
approximation. The lower bound on the norm is not resulting from loose analysis. Similar lower
bounds on the variance are imposed in the high-dimensional CLT literature [7, 8].



Now we provide a proof sketch of Theorem 1 below.

Proof sketch for Theorem 1. We provide the main steps in our derivation. The detailed calculations
can be found in Supplement Section B.

1. We start by expressing the sin? error as a quadratic form:

C o, ud BYvivf Baug  ug BE (I — viv]) Buug
sin®(v1,01) =1 — ——5—= = T
uy B Brug up By, Brug
(VJ_VEBn’LL())T(VJ_VEBnuO)
[ Bnuo|l?

1)

where in the last line we used the fact that V| VI is idempotent. Our proof strategy for the central
limit theorem involves further approximating Eq 11 with an inner product of the Héjek projection
(first-order) term in Eq 5.

2. Our second step is to show that || B,,ug|| concentrates around its expectation (1+17, A1 /n)"|v{ ug|.

3. Next we establish that ”VLVLH]%;Y;‘HQTUOHQ is Op (ﬂ ~exp{—nn(A1 — A2)} + 4/ 773]\452103;‘1)

This is achieved by using a similar recursive argument as in [25], but with the crucial observation
that the residual or common difference term is of a lower order because it can be replaced by a
matrix product minus its expectation.

4. Now we go back to the expansion in Eq 5.

(vlTuo)VLVLTanl = (vlTuO) z VLVLTTkvl
k

Since Ty = (I + n,/nX)", Vi VfTOful is the zero vector. Now we examine the
(vTug)VL VI (B, — Th)v; term. Here we use the structure of the higher order terms T}. In
particular, we use the fact that it is a matrix product interlaced with k X; X — ¥ matrices. For
example, for kK = 2 we have

2 i1 j—ie1
T="3 (1+25) v (1+22) v (14 )
n i<y n n n

We show that the norm of (v uo)V,V{I(B, — Ti)vi, normalized by the denominator, is
O(n2M3/n?). The fact that the summands of T} are uncorrelated and T} and 7} are uncor-
related for k # £ makes this possible.

5. Finally, we are left with V| VI'Tjv; (vfug). Note that this is of the following form:

M (UfUO)VLVfom _ nnsgn (v ug
n (o uo|(1 + Ainy/n)" n

) S VATV XGXT - D)oy

i=1

It is not hard to see that this is a sum of independent random vectors with covariance matrix
N /nV, (see Eq 7).

6. We adapt a result of distributional convergence of squared norm of sums of IID random vectors
in [51] to squared norm of sums of independent random vectors. Under the assumptions 9 and 8,
the conditions of distributional convergence are satisfied.

7. Finally, all the error terms are combined along with an anti-concentration argument for x? to
establish the final result. The full proof and accompanying lemmas are in Section B of the
Supplement.



3.2 Bootstrap consistency

Using the weighted x? approximation for inference requires estimating the eigenvalues of ¥ and
other population quantities; however, accurate estimates may not be available in a streaming setting.
Instead, we propose a streaming bootstrap procedure that mimics the properties of the original Oja
algorithm. While a similar structure leads to error terms that are similar to the CLT, the analysis of the
bootstrap presents its own technical challenges. In what follows let P* denote the bootstrap measure,
which is conditioned on the data, and let E*[-] denote the corresponding expectation operator.

A common strategy for establishing consistency of the Gaussian multiplier bootstrap is to invoke a
Gaussian comparison lemma. Since the multipliers are themselves Gaussian and the data is treated
as fixed, the idea is that one can use specialized results for comparing the distributions of two
Gaussians (bootstrapped Z;: and approximating Z,, from the CLT) that only depend on how close
the covariance matrices E*[Z* Z**| and E[Z,,ZT] are in an appropriate metric. Using a Gaussian
comparison lemma for quadratic forms (see Supplement Section C.3), we have the following result
for the bootstrapped sin” error:

Lemma 1. [Bounding the difference between the bootstrap covariance and true covariance] Let:
* T M : i-1y,T v vT v, T
z = sgn(vlug) S WIVIAT VXX - X X o (12)
n =
Recall the definition of V., from Eq 7. We have,

E|l X, X{ — %)

t E*[Z*Z*T) = V)|, |IE*[Z: Z 1] = V|| = O
|race( [ n“n } )‘7” [ n“n ] HF P n()\l_)\z)

With this lemma in hand, we are ready to state our bootstrap result.

Theorem 2 (Bootstrap Consistency). Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 1 are satisfied.

Furthermore, let o, be a sequence such that P(AS) — 0, where A, is defined as A, =

Mglog?d 'r]721 (ai\/Md log d) a”ni
n n

XiH2 < an}. Further suppose that
Eff| X, xT -3
n()\l—)\r_;)

{maxigi5n| — 0, — 0,

2
an, Magn:,

nOnA) 0, and

— 0. Then,

sup |P*(n/nn Sin2(v’f,f)1) <t)—P(n/n, sinQ(@l,vl) < t)} Loy
teR

Proof sketch of Theorem 2. The proof follows a similar route to Theorem 2. We provide a detailed
analysis in Supplementary Section. We use a bootstrap version of the Hoeffding decomposition
conditioned on the data, stated in Supplement Section. In step one we have B} replace B,,, where
B} is given by:

By =1 +m/n(X: X+ Wi(X:XT — X;1 X))

i=1

We work out Step 1 using concentration of matrix products [23]. For steps 2-3, we see that 77’ has
the same structure as T}, with the difference that (I + 1,3 /n)? is replaced by its sample counterpart
which is a product of ¢ independent matrices of the form I + 7,,/nX; X JT . Concentration of these
terms in operator norm are established with results from [23]. Finally for step 4, we see that the main

term that approximates the bootstrap residual V, VI B uy is given by /7, /nZ}, where Z} is given
in Eq 12. Conditioned on the data, this is already Normally distributed since the multiplier random
variables W; are themselves Gaussian. We then invoke the Gaussian comparison result Lemma 1 to
obtain convergence to the weighted y? approximation. O

We now make a couple of points regarding our analysis. It should be noted that the terms in the
product are weakly dependent, which is different from the CLT and would seem to complicate
concentration arguments used to establish bootstrap consistency. However, the dependence is not
strong and second-moment methods may be used. We also operate on a good set in which the norms



of the the updates are not too large, which is far less restrictive than assuming an almost sure bound
on the norm.

In theorem above, we have stated the good set .4,, in an abstract manner, but one may wonder how
stringent the condition is in various problem settings. Below, we describe a general setup with
sub-Gaussian entries of X; in which «,, grows as log n; under milder forms of various decay, all we
need is for a, to grow slowly with n. Here |-, is the sub-Exponential Orlicz norm and ||-|,,,, is
the sub-Gaussian Orlicz norm (see, for example [50]).

Proposition 1 (The effect of variance decay on the norm). For each 1 < j < p, suppose that
X1, satisfies ”XUsz <y Z§=1 v; < C1 < oo. Then, for some universal constant Cy > 0,

HZ?Zl(ij — E[Xlzj])H¢ < Cs, and for some c1,ca > 0,
1

P ( max | X;]|> > ¢; logn> <2
n

1<i<n

We now present experimental validation of our bootstrap procedure below.

4 Experimental validation of the online multiplier bootstrap

We draw Z;; o Uniform(—+/3,v/3), fori = 1,...,nand j = 1,...d. Consider a PSD matrix
K;; = exp(—|i — j|c) with ¢ = 0.01. We create a covariance matrix such that ¥,;; = K (i, j)o;0;.
We consider o; = 5i~7 for § = 0.2 and 3 = 1. Now we transform the data to introduce dependence
by letting X; = X/2Z,. By construction, we have that E[X;X/] = ¥ forall 1 < i < n. Our
goal is to simply demonstrate that the bootstrap distribution of sin? errors closely match that of the
sampling distribution. To this effect, we fix uo and draw 500 datasets and run streaming PCA on
each and then construct an empirical CDF (F’) from the sin? error with the true v;. This is the point
of comparison for the bootstrap distribution (F£'*), for which we fix a dataset X. We then invoke
algorithm 1 to obtain 500 bootstrap replicates 0] as well as the Oja vector for the dataset 1. The
bootstrap distribution is the empirical CDF of 1 — (41 07)2. We use 1, = logn. In Figure 1, we see
that for 8 = 0.2 (see (A) and (B)), where the variance decay is slow and therefore the error bounds
of the residual terms are expected to be large, the quality of approximation is poorer compared to
(C) and (D), where 5 = 1. However, even for § = 0.2, increasing n improves performance. Also
note that, for (A) and (B) the variance decay does not satisfy our theorem’s conditions and thus,
the normalized error does not behave like a Op(1) random variable. However, for (C) and (D) the
variance decay satisfies the conditions and in this case the normalized error is Op (1), which happens
to be in the [0,1] range for this example.

5 Discussion

Modern tools in non-asymptotic random matrix theory have given rise to recent breakthroughs
in establishing pointwise convergence rates for stochastic iterative methods in optimizing certain
nonconvex objectives, including the classic Oja’s algorithm for online principal component analysis.
By synthesizing modern random matrix theory tools with classic results from the U-statistics literature
and recently developed high-dimensional central limit theorems, we extend the error analysis of Oja’s
algorithm from pointwise convergence rates to distributional convergence and moreover establish
an efficient online bootstrap method for Oja’s algorithm to quantify the error on the fly. Our results
are a first step toward incorporating uncertainty estimation into the general framework of stochastic
optimization algorithms, but we acknowledge the present limitations of our analysis: new tools will
be needed to extend the current analysis to estimating higher-dimensional principal subspaces, and
additional tools will be needed to account for non-independent matrix products which appear beyond
the setting of online PCA.
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Figure 1: Bootstrapped and sampling CDF for n = 1000, d = 500 in (A) and (C) and for n =
10,000, d = 500 in (B) and (D). (A) and (B) use 8 = 0.2 whereas (C) and (D) use 3 = 1.
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Supplementary Material

In this document we provide the detailed proofs of results presented in the main manuscript. In
Section A, we provide a proof for the Hoeffding expansion of the matrix product in Eq 5 of the main
document. We also provide the Hoeffding decomposition for the bootstrap in Proposition A.4. In
Section B we provide all results needed for a complete proof of Theorem 1. In Sections B.1, B.2,
and B.3 we provide the proof of Theorem 1, the adaptation of high dimensional CLT of [8] to our
setting and all supporting lemmas, respectively.

In Section C we provide all details of the proof of the Bootstrap consistency, i.e. Theorem 2. To be
specific, Section C.1 has the proof of Theorem 2; Section C.2 has the proof of Lemma 1, Section C.3
has the statement and proof of the Gaussian comparison lemma, and Section C.4 has all the supporting
lemmas. Finally, in Section D, we provide a proof of Proposition 1.

A On the Hoeffding decomposition

We discuss Hoeffding decompositions for a function f of n independent random variables X7, ... X,
where the random variables take values in an arbitrary space and the function takes values' in R%*¢
or R?. The following exposition largely follows [6].

With Hoeffding decompositions, we project 7'(X71, . . ., X,,) onto spaces of increasing complexity
that are orthogonal to each other. In our setup, orthogonality means (f, g) 2 = 0 where (f, g)r2 =
[{f,g)dP. Here, (f, g) = Trace(f*g) in the matrix case and (f, g) = f* g in the vector case. The
first-order projection, also known as a Hajek projection, involves projecting our function onto a space
of functions of the form

9(X;)
where ¢(9) satisfies E[g(")] = 0. We will let H()(X;) denote the corresponding projection. Since the

functions ¢(*), () are mutually orthogonal for i # j, the sum of the projections is equivalent to the
projection onto the space spanned by functions of the form:

D9 x)
i=1
The higher-order spaces have the form:
g (X;:ief)

'The math generalizes to Hilbert spaces due to the Hilbert projection theorem but we specialize to these
cases for concreteness.

35th Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2021).



where S C {1,...,n} and the functions satisfy E[¢(*) | X; : i € R] = 0 for any R C S, including
R = (), which implies E[g(®)] = 0. f R ¢ Sand S ¢ R, (g%, g/} ;> = 0 since, by conditional
independence given {X; : i € RN S}:

E[E[(g®,¢") | X;:i€ RN S]] =E [(E[g<s> | Xi:ie RNS), Elg™ | X;:ie RN S >} =0
(S.1)

Combining these projections leads to the following representation, known as the Hoeffding decompo-
sition:

T(X1,...,Xn) :i: > HY(X;:i€8)

k=0 |S|=k

While the following proposition is stated for real-valued functions in [6][Lemma 11.11], it turns out
that the proof there generalizes to our setting without difficulty due to machinery for projections in
Hilbert spaces.

Proposition A.1 (Hoeffding projections). Let X, ..., X, be arbitrary random variables and let
suppose (T, T),, < oc. Then the projection on the the space of functions of the form g (X;:1€9)
with E[g\%) | X; : i € R] = 0 for any R C S has the form:

HOT) = (-1)SFIME[T | X; :i € R]
RCS

For completeness, we provide a proof of the proposition below.

Proof. We begin by verifying that the space of all random matrices (vectors) satisfying ||A||Lz < oo
forms a Hilbert Space. First, it is clear that (-, )2 is indeed an inner product. Linearity follows
from linearity of the inner product (-, -) and linearity of expectations and conjugate symmetry follows
from this property holding pointwise in € for (-,-). Positive definiteness again follows from the
fact that this property holds pointwise in €2; then a standard contradiction argument yields that if
(x,z)r2 = 0, but z is not equal to 0 almost surely, there exists some M such that for some ¢ > 0,
P(||z]| > 4;) > & and hence [(z,z)dP > 6/M > 0, a contradiction.

One can again adapt standard arguments for completeness of Lo spaces to our setting; namely, show
that Cauchy sequences converging in Lo implies convergence almost everywhere, and then invoke
completeness of the Hilbert space over matrices/vectors along with integral convergence theorems;
see for example, the proof of Theorem 1.2, page 159 in [5].

Now to verify that this function is indeed the projection, we invoke the Hilbert Projection Theorem;
see for example, Lemma 4.1 of [5]. To use this theorem, we need to check that the space spanned
by functions of the form ¢ satisfying the condition E[¢(*) | X; : i € R] = 0 forany R C S
is a closed subspace. Linearity of the space follows from the fact that the sum of such functions
satisfies the constraint; therefore it is a subspace. To check closure, let || f||? = (f, f) and consider

some (convergent) sequence in this subspace ( g&s))azl where g((xs) — ¢ and observe that, for any

RCS:
Elllgl¥ — g% = E[E[lg{ — ¢*II? | Xi : i € R]]
>E (B[ - ¢ | X i € R
> E (B | X; : i € R]|?]
where above we used the fact that E[g((xs) | X; :i € R] = 0 for all a by assumption. Since the LHS

converges to 0, it follows that E[g®) | X; : i € R] must be equal to 0 almost surely. Since the limit
satisfies E[g(®) | X; : i € R] = O forall R C S, it belongs in the space, proving closure.



Now, we show that the stated expression is indeed the Hoeffding projection. First, to show that
belongs in this space, we have, following analogous reasoning to [6], for any C' C A,

EHYT) | X;:ieCl= Y (-)AIPET|X;:ie BNC]

BCA
1Al-lc|
=Y > (AP ('Al |C|>E[T|XZ—:¢6D}
DCC  j=0 J
= Y (~D)ICIPIEIT | X; i e D] (1 - 1)1 = 0
DCC

where the last line follows from the Binomial Theorem. Now as a consequence of the Hilbert
Projection Theorem, it suffices to show that H(4) (T) satisfies the property:

(T — H(T), g™ =0

for any g(4) in the space. In the matrix case, we have

d
S Y E {(—1)‘A‘*|B‘E[TJ—,€ |X,:i€ B]-Elg\ | X, :i€ B

j=1k=1BCA

The first term above is 0 since conditional expectations may be viewed as an orthogonal projection in
the Hilbert Space with inner product [ fg dP into the closed subspace of o(X; : i € A)-measurable

functions. The second term is zero since ]E[gj(",?) | X;:i€ B]=0forany B C A. The vector case is
analogous.

Since this property holds, it must be the unique (up to measure 0 sets) minimizer and projection. [

Now an immediate corollary for our setting follows.
Proposition A.2 (Orthogonality of Hoeffding projections). Let:

Bn = zn: Z H(S)
k=0|S|=k

where A% is the Hoeffding projection corresponding to the set S C {1,...,n}. Then,

E[IB.2] =3 3 B [149)3]

k=0|S|=k

E[[Bwcl?] = Y 3 E[140]

k=0 |S|=k

where the last inequality holds for all x € R®.

Proof. Letting ¢¢°) = H) and ¢(® = H() in Eq S.1, we have that (H(S), H(®), = 0 for all
R # S and the result follows. O

It remains to be shown that Hoeffding decomposition has the form stated in Eq 5. Deriving all
projections in the Hoeffding decomposition for a general function is typically non-trivial, but the
product structure facilitates our proof below. Before establishing the Hoeffding decomposition,
following for example, [1] observe that the following inverse relation holds:

Proposition A.3 (Conditional expectation and Hoeffding projections).

E[T|X;:ieS) =Y H(T)
RCS



Proof. Observe that:

E[T |X;:i€ 5] :zn: > EH(T)|X;:ie 8]
k=0|R|=k

Since the conditional expectation is zero for R ¢ .S and for R C S, the Hoeffding projection is fixed,
the result follows. O

Now we are ready to establish the form of the Hoeffding projection for any S C {1,...,n}. Wein
fact prove a slightly stronger statement, which makes the induction argument more natural. In what
follows let S[i] denote the ith element in S. We will also use H%) instead of H(S)(T') when it is
clear from the context.

Theorem A.1 (Hoeffding projections for Oja’s algorithm). Define:

T ;= ﬁ (1+%"XiXiT)7 T=T70:ﬁ<1+%XiXiT>v
i=j+1 i=1

Then forany S C {1,...,n} and for all 0 < j < S[1], we have the Hoeffding projection of T_; onto
{X; :i € S} may be expressed as:

HS = [ A9, B =gt (S.2)

where:

Proof. We will conduct (strong) induction on k = |R|, where R C .S. We will start with the base
case k = 1; k = 0 is simply the expectation. For the base case |R| = 1, a direct calculation is
possible, since:

H® =E[T_;| X, i€ R -~ E[T_}),

which has the stated form. Now, we will suppose that the inductive hypothesis holds. In what follows,
let S[1] = k and define the conditional expectation for any set S as:

n
ET ;| Xi:ie8 = ] B,
i=j+1

where:

E(S) _ I+ %‘XZXF 1€8

U+ By i¢S

We will now add and subtract a product where an entry corresponding to S[1] in E[T_; | X; : i € S]
is replaced by (I + “=¥). Doing, so we have

n
E[T_; | X;:i€ S8 =E[T_;|X;:ie€ S]—(I+%E)’H <[] E®
i=k+1

M s k—j - (S)
+(I+22)F x .H E
1=k+1
We recognize the second summand as E[T_; | X : i € S_i], where S_;, = {i € S,i # k}. Now
for the first summand, taking the difference we have the term
Mnnk—i—1 . "n T - (S)
T4+ =) x — (X, X; — X)) x E.
(1+ 25 o -2 ]I &

—(I+ %”E)k*j*l x %"(ka,{ —S)XE[T_p | X;:i€ Sy



By Proposition A.3, we may represent a conditional expectation as:

E[T | X;cieSyl= > HY (S.3)
RCS_x

Furthermore, by the inductive hypothesis, each H
two parts, we have

(f,? takes the form in Eq S.2. Now, combining the

E[T_;|X;cieS)= > (I+ eyt M xx] —x) x )

RE5 n n

+ > ey g™
RCS_y n

COTT 4 (R)

LAy a
=41 RCS

For the last step, notice that with the exception of R = S_j; in the first sum, each product in the sum
corresponds to a Hoeffding projection of some set of size less than k by the inductive hypothesis.
The first term must be the Hoeffding projection onto S (with S[1] = k > j) by the same argument as
EqS.3,ie.

S _ TT 4
T
i=j+1

proving the desired result. O

Now, since the Hoeffding decomposition is a sum of Hoeffding projections by definition, we have the
following corollary.

Corollary A.1 (Hoeffding decomposition for Oja’s algorithm).

where A is given by H®) in Eq S.2.

It turns out that the bootstrap Hoeffding decomposition can be proved using the same strategy in
Theorem A.1, where X1,..., X, is treated as fixed in the bootstrap measure. We state the result
below.

Proposition A.4 (Hoeffding decomposition for the bootstrap).
B=3 3 o
k=0|S|=k
where o) = [[1_, ags) and ags) is given by:

QS _ Wi (NGXT = X X0,) ifies
’ I+ %Xz'XiT otherwise

B Central limit theorem for Qja’s algorithm

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Our strategy will be to approximate sin? distance for estimated eigenvector with
a quadratic form, and invoke a high-dimensional central limit theorem result. The remainder terms
will be bounded using an anti-concentration result for weighted y? random variables due to [8].



Observe that sin?(9;,v1 ) has the representation:

L ( r Bnuo >2 _ ud BE (I — vi0T) Bhug
! HBnuOH ||Bnu0H2

Let V. VI =T —voT. Clearly, V. VT is idempotent and is a projection matrix, implying that it is
also symmetric. Therefore,

1/ ViVEBuug) T (Vn/n, Vo VEB,
Wﬁ - sin® (tp, v1) = W/ ViV, |1|L;) ( |2n/77 LVL Brto) (S4)
n nUQ

Leta; = (vlTuo) denote the scalar projection of ug so that ug = aiv; + w, where w is in the
orthogonal complement of v .

Our first reduction of (S.4) is to approximate the denominator with a more convenient quantity. By
Lemma B.2, we have that (S.4) may be written as

(\/ﬁ/nn : VLVanUO)T(\/'H/nn : VLVanUO)

‘R
a2 (14 1) )2n !

where

||Bnu0||2 Mn n2Mylogd
— _ MWPatoll g dexp (1 (A — A fIad 08 ¢
LG Y W e O | Vi exp (=73 0n =) + n

[ Bnuol|
farl (L )
quantity since with high probability for n large enough, |%| < 2and |2? — 12| < 3|z —1]
forall -2 < x < 2.

While the aforementioned Lemma is stated for the relationship holds for the squared

We will further approximate the quantity v/n/ny,, - V.. VI By ug. First we will bound the contribution
of V. VI'B,V, VI'. By Lemma B.3 we have that:

n ViVIB,ViVEug nd n2M?logd
Roi= /. = O0p | 22 expl{enn(\ — Mo)} + ) [ a 082
2 M ag|(1+ an;\l)n P Mn p{=mn(h = A2)} n

Now it remains to bound the term V| Vanvl (vlTuo). First, by Corollary A.1, B,, can be decom-
posed as:

1%:}2%
k=0
where for S C {1,...,n}, T} is defined as:

Tp= Y A® (S.5)
|S|=k

with A taking the form in Eq S.2.

Since v; is orthogonal to V :

Vo VIT,
i . LV, Lo v1a1 — \/T . Slgn(al)(l — UI’U{)UI =0.
Vo faa](1+ /)" T

nS M3
n VJ_VLT(Bn — Tl)vlal 1’}3M3

R = - . = O n S.6

e P SRy (s W) (50

Furthermore, by Lemma B.4, since — 0 by assumption,




Now our term of interest is given by:

(V/n/nn - ViVETw) T (/n/nn - Vi VET01)
1+ nﬁ/\l)Q"

(S.7)

Now, observe that (142 3) and v, v} share a common eigenspace and therefore commute. Therefore,
the terms in the product to the left of 77 may be written as:

n yV)i— d i1
VLVI(I 4 Byt (H’Ha> vl = Dy 1, say (S.8)
e — e jv; = Di1, . .
(1+ n)\l) — 1+ n>\1
Hence,
n VLVETﬂ}l Mn - ( MNn -1 T
oo Aavihn e NS —/\) D (XX —%
T (1_’_%/\1)71 n; +n 1 zl( 14N g )Ul
S f<1+”"A)7llzn:U sa
= n = n —_— - 79 ’
n ni= ’
where

Us = D _1(X; X — X)ov;. (S.9)

Observe that S, is a sum of independent but non-identically distributed random variables with mean
0. Therefore, if the conditions of Proposition B.5 are satisfied, we may approximate S!S, with

Zr7,, where E[Z,] = 0, Var(Z,) = Var(S,,). Below define Z; to be a Gaussian vector with
Var(Z;) = Var((X; X! — ¥)v;). Now define Z; = D;_1Z;. We now verify these conditions.

First, we derive a lower bound on HVn H - that will be used in all of the following bounds. Observe
that ||V, ||F = |3, A TITMAT HF and the kith entry of 3", A’ '"MA’ " is lower bounded by:

Uy (1 JF77n)\k+1/n>i1 (1 +Tin>\e+1/”)i1M(k 0)
n o= 14+ nA1/n L+nuA1/n ’

242
o2~ %) (1- mX)
T 20 — (Ng1 A A1) + (A2 = ) (S.10)
-2
1 —exp(—2nn (A1 — A2)) (1 - ﬁ
>
- 2\ + 777")\%

c
>—M
> Mk, 0

for some ¢ > 0 and n large enough since exp(—n, (A1 — A2)) — 0.

For the first term of Ly, ¢ = 3 we have

1 E(U]V,U;)%/?
Vi TVl
MRV (X, XT — S)oy |3
vn Va3
My N (||VEX1X1TU1||>3
Vn M| r

LY, <

Since ||V, || < Mgn,, from Eq 7

<C




Similarly, for the Gaussian analog, we have that:

1 E(Z1V,, Z;)3/?
L:’?l < —max%
VIR Va3
MY E||Z)

< max ——
N A
3/2 3/2 fad
M2 B 2P

v [Vall

3/2 5 3
< CMd/ U%A‘;’E 121l
- vn M 7

For the second term, using the definition of U; in Eq S.9 we have:

1 E|UfU;?

L o 21V U5

n i<j ||Vn||?l)~’

1 EW] (X;X] = 2)Djyjo(X; X — S)vy 2
n

i<i V2 1%

U
L3,

2 2
(BIVEXGXE = S)orl’)® _ nid (BIVE XX o )

1
n Vol Ton VI3

For K3, we have:

Kg’:nZE‘Ul Ui — B(UIU)
=1

f
E(UTU;)3 + (EUTU,)3 E(UTU,)3
< max (U, U:) J;( U U:) §2maxw_170;)
é f i |[Vallg
T(yv.xT _ 6
< 2y EIVIXXT B
[

Finally, for J; we have:

_ > iy Var(U'U;) < i E(U )
(nf)? - n? f2
M E[|[VL( X1 XT — Z)vq||*]
n ([M|3,

Jn

<

E[IVL (X XT —S)u |*] _
M1

The first makes L3 », K3 /n and J,, go to zero. The two conditions also imply
o(+v/n), which implies L 1 — 0.

Finally, we collect remainder terms and show that their contribution to the inner product is negligible
using anti-concentration. Observe that,

sup ‘P(n/nn sin?(w,v) <t)— P(ZY Z, < t)‘
teR

T T (S.11)

= sup
teR




Now will will lower bound the above quantity. Observe that

N\T
P(Rl- (Sn+R2+R3) (Sn+R2+R3) <t>

f
Sn Sn 2||Ro| +2||Rsll, | | Ri-[Ra+ Rs|”
>P|R - 1+ + <t S.12)
( b ( STS, f (
T ~
=P (R’ S"fsn +R< t) , say

Now, for 6,, = o(+/f), we have that:

P (SFS, <62) <sup|P(SF S, <t)—P(ZrZ, <t)|+ P(Z) Z, <62) -0 (S.13)
teR

Note that §,, = o(1) suffices since f is bounded away from zero under Eq 8 as shown in Eq S.10.

3 2 .
Now, choose ¢,, satisfying €, = o(1) €, = w 1 Milosd ) - qofine the set:
ymg n

— {|R/ — 1] < ey, |]§’ < en}

so that P(G¢) — 0 with the choice of §,, in Eq. S.13. By using the fact that, for any two sets A and
B,1> P(A)+ P(B) — P(AN B) and hence P(AN B) > P(A) — P(B¢), we have that:

(
P(R’ S Sn ~<t>

(R STS [f+R<tnG)+P(R - SIS/f+R<tng?) (514

zP(STS” <t —en> - P(G°)
Therefore,
p(TWWSt>_P(Zan St)
f f
T T

Now, we may upper bound /7] — 0 arising from our choice of d,,, and 11 goes to 0 if the conditions
of Proposition B.5 are satisfied, and I — 0 due to Proposition B.7.

Now for the upper bound, since || R;||, > 0, observe that we may bound Eq S.11 with:

T
P (Rl' (Sn+R2+R3)f(Sn+R2+R3) <t>

T .
<P|R - SnSn (1 2||Rol| +2[|Rs]\  Ru- IR [[Rs]l <t
f VSIS, f

We may now lower bound the negative terms and arrive at an identical expression to the lower bound.
The result follows. O

With the central limit theorem in hand, we are now ready to give the proof for Corollary 1.



Proof of Corollary 1. Observe that the approximating distribution ZT' 7., has expectation trace(V,,)
and variance f = ||Vn || o Therefore, for any M > 0, it follows that:

p (n/nn sin2(@1,vfl) — trace(V,,) - M)

. 20 T Zy Zn
< sup’P (n/r]n sin®(01,v1) > t) —P(Zn Ty > t)| + P
teR

—;ctrace(Vn) - M)

The first term goes to zero under the conditions of Theorem 1. Chebychev’s inequality implies that
there exists M > 0 such that the latter probability can be made smaller than ¢/2 for any € > 0.
Hence,

n/np sin? (91, v1) — trace(V,,)
f

Therefore, under the conditions in Theorem 1,

sin?(0y,v;) = i [trace( n) +O0p (|[Va H )]

= 0p(1).

We now derive bounds for trace(V ) an d [Va|| - Let Ay be a diagonal matrix with A (i,i) =
(1 +nuXNiv1/n)/(1+ 0, 1/n), i =1,...,d — 1. Recall that:

M:=E [VL (X{v1)2 X1 X7 V. (S.16)

5 Mn i—1 i—1 T
V,=—V E AT MA 1%
not ( i . . ) .
So now observe that,

Vol =

> OATMAT!
i F

trace(V,,) = UL (Z AilMAill)
n

i

A direct calculation shows that the k, £" entry of the sum 3", A’ 'MA’ ! is

1+ npApt1/n = + MnAot1/n il
E M(k, £)
1+nn>\1/n 1+nn)\1/n

>1

< nM(k, ) (14 Asl2)2 (S.17)
- n, 221 — (Agt1 + A1) + %’()\% — )\k:)\l)

_ n CM(k,0)

o Tin /\1 - )\2

for some 0 < C' < 0.
Therefore, by Eq 7, we have

trace(M) My
< <
trace(V,,) < C Ny o C’)\1 W
— C|M||r , My
Va <
|| HF )\1 A C Al )\2

The last step is true since:
trace(M) = trace(E [V (X{ v1)*X1 X{ V1])
= trace(E [V (X1 X] — D)vivf (XX —E)Vi])
=E (trace [V (X1 X] — S)vivf (X XT —2)V1])
= E[VI (XX — S)u|)® < My

10



Similarly,
M| = B [V (X 0)? X0 XT VL] |
= |E VI (X1 XT = S)vo] (X1 XT - S)Vi] ||,
<E[X:1X] - 2|3, = My

where in the last line we used the fact that ||:ch Hop = Hm:T HF for x € R? since zzT isrank 1. [

B.2 Adaptation of high-dimensional central limit theorem

Let Uy, ..., U,, be independent random vectors in R? such that E(U;) = 0 and Var(U;) = V;.
Define a Gaussian analog of Y, denoted Z;, which satisfies £(Z;) = 0 and Var(Z;) = V;. Further-
more, let V,, = L 3" | V;, g, = Var(U'U;), f1 = trace(V,,), and f = ||V, .. For0 <4 <1,

q =2+ 9, and 8 > 2 define the following quantities: F

Ty q/2 Trr.|9
LU:*Z BOIV,U)Y | 1§ BQUIULYY

4 nd/2 fa (g) e nd f4
1 <~ E(ZI'V, 7;)4/?
z _ 2N~ Indi)
Lq - n Z n5/2fq
1 < |UTU; — E(UEDy)|”
B8 _ i Vi i Yi
" = ZE‘ /
=1
J = >ic1 i
(nf)?

The following proposition is an adaptation of [8], which is stated for IID random variables, to
independent but non-identically distributed random variables. While the changes are minor, we
provide a proof below detailing the adaptation for completeness.

Proposition B.5. Suppose that L([IJ — 0, LqZ -0, J, =0, nlfBKg — 0. Then,

sup|P(nUgUn §t) fP(nZE;Zn §t)| —0
teR

Proof. Since a Lindeberg argument is easier with diagonals removed, we will show that the removal
of these terms is negligible. Observe that:

sup ’P nUrU, <t)—PnzZlZ, <t
teR
Ulu;
< sup |P <nU Un <t 1753 <t
t'eR f
uru; ZTZ
+ sup |P Z#J <t 175] <t
t'eR nf
72T 7, 7Tz _
+ sup |P El#] J <t —P(n wZn — f1 St/)
t’'eR nf !

=14+ 1II+111, say.

We will start by bounding I11. First note that ﬁ S Zi ~N(0,V,). Let V,, = QT DQ denote

the eigendecomposition, with diagonal entries of D givenby A\; > ... > Az and let g ~ N(0,1,). It
follows that:

ST 5 d

nZrZ, = (QDY?QT¢)T(QD'?Q"g)
d
= ¢ Dyg

11



Notice that V := ¢gTDg ~ Zle Ary, Where 11,...,mq0 ~ x%(1). Now define RZ =
1 S
M Notice that:

7T 7 L. 7T 7.
P(nZnZn fl St)P(ZEﬁ] [ §t>

/ f
=P(%gt)_p(%_1{5§t) (8.18)

<P <V <t +hy)+ P(IRZ| > hy)

Under the conditions J,, — 0, n' =P K g — 0, Nagaev’s inequality implies that one may choose

h, — 0 such that P(|RZ| > h,) — 0. The desired anti-concentration for the first term in the
previous display follows from Lemma S2 of [8]. We may also derive the lower bound P(¢' <V <
t' + hyn) — P(|RZ| > h,,) in a similar manner.

To adapt 1, consider the smoothed indicator function:
gyp,¢(z) = [1 — min{l, max(z — ¢, 0)}4]4 .
This function satisfies:

max{|g,., (2)] + 1970 (@)] + |94 (2)[} < o0

o<t < gyt < Lactip—1.

Therefore, we may bound the approximation error with smoothed indicator function by again using
anti-concentration of the weighted XQ In what follows, let:

Sy, fZUTU», SZ = fZZT
i#] i#]
We have that:
P(S;] <t) = P(S7 <1)
<SPS <) = P(S7<t+¢™) + P(S] <t+97) - P(ST < 1)
< Egy(SY) — Egp (SE)+TIT+ Pt <V <t+y ).
An analogous argument establishes a lower bound of gy, +(SY) — Egy +(SZ) — IIT — P(t — ¢~ <

V' < t). Choosing 1), — oo, the last term goes to zero. A Lindeberg telescoping sum argument leads
to the following bound for the leading term:

|Egy1(SY) = Egy (ST <) cg(BIAI|" + E[T4]9),
i=1
where:
=1 n
Hi=Y Ui+ Y Zi, A=
Jj=1 j=t1+1

UIH: [ _ Z]H
nf N oaf

We may use analogous reasoning to bound these terms. Let £ ~ N (0, 1). Conditioning on U; = u;,
by Rosenthal’s inequality:

SLE(UTw]] s B[l 27w (W Vu;)
1 1 g Bt B /217 )
E HA" ‘ Uz] < ; n‘;fq +j;_1 n;f‘? + nd i s
a B (S.19)
i—1 E[|U TV uz) q/2 (uTVnui)q/2
< Z qfq 2_1 ||§||q nd f4 + an/qu
Jj=t
Taking expectations, it follows that:
| E[[UTU;17] 1~ E|UTV,Ui|Y°
E[|A;|? < v i L et e el
; H | } 5) 1<i<j<n n? fa n; nt/2 fa

12



Now, for I';, we may use Rosenthal’s inequality so that:

E[UZT, 0|7 1 E[|27Vazi|"] E(279,2])""

1 n
ZE [IT]"] Z;qu Ez:: ndéfa ﬁ; na/2 fa

While omitted in the original proof, in the IID case, the latter terms may be bounded by using
an eigendecomposition along with properties of the Gaussian. However, since the Z; do not have
variance matrix V,,, we instead oppose the additional condition for LqZ . By the assumptions made in
theorem, it follows that /1 — 0.

Finally, for I, we have that:
7T _ L UTU,
P(nUnU"fl §t> _P @ <t
f nf
<P(SX <t+h,)—P(SY <t+h,)+ P(RX| > hy,)
+ Pt <V <t+2h,)+ P(S?] > h,)

Using bounds from /I and I1] along with anti-concentration properties, we may conclude that
I—0.

O

B.3 Supporting lemmas for CLT

In several of our lemmas, we use the following technique from [4] that facilitates analysis for
initializations from a uniform distribution on S?~! particularly when d is large.

Proposition B.6 (Trace trick). Suppose that u is drawn from a uniform distribution on S*='. Then,
for any A € R4 and v € RY satisfying ||v|| = 1, with probability at least 1 — C$, for some C' > 0
independent of A and 0 < § < 1,

uTAT Au _ log(1/6) trace(AAT)
<
(vTu)2 — 62

Proof. First, we recall the well-known fact that v = g/ ||g||, where g ~ N (0, I;). Therefore, ||g||
cancels as follows:
uTATAu  gTAT Ag

(T2~ (vTg)?

Furthermore, observe that g7 AT Ag may be viewed as a weighted sum of independent x?(1) random
variables. In particular, by an eigendecomposition argument, for 7y, ... 7, ~ x?(1)and A = VDV7T,

g (vDVTY(VDVT)g = g"VD?*VTyg

L 4TD%
P
= "N =1, say
r=1
where above we used the fact that Vg ~ N (0, I;). Now observe that E[¢)] = >F_ A2 = HAH?,

and that 7, is sub-Exponential. Therefore, by by Bernstein’s inequality (see for example Theorem
2.8.2 of [7]), for some K > 0,C; > 0,0 <4 < 1,

2 4 . 2
P (4~ 5161 > (og(1/5) 1) J4I2) < exp {— min (10% O I, | s /) 'AS2) }

AK? |Alls, T 2K |Als,
~ (log?(1/8) log(1/5
Sexp{—mln( g4l((2/ ), g2(K/ )>}§C1(5

13



where above ||| s, 1s the pth Schatten-Norm, defined as (Zfz L s2)1/P, where s,. is the rth singular

value and satisfies ||-[|s < [ s, for p < q. Now for the denominator, since vlg ~ N(0,1) and
(vTg)? ~ x*(1), Proposition B.7 yields:

The result follows. O

The following anti-concentration result for weighted x? distributions is also used in several places.

Proposition B.7 (Weighted x? anti-concentration, [8]). Leta; > --- > a, > Osuchthaty "_, a? =
1 and suppose that &1, ..., &, ~ x?(1). Then,

P 4h
sup P (tg > ang, §t+h> <y =

™
teR p—

We now present a concentration result for matrix products that follow immediately from Corollary
5.4 of [3].

Lemma B.1 (Expectation bounds for operator norms of of matrix products). Let By, = H§:1 I+

M X; X /n). We have,

Maen?(1 + 2log d)k
a1+ 2I0g Dk ) 4 5, )™, (S.20)

E| By — EB:||* <
n

. . (14+2log d) Man?
For the expectation, we have, if % <1:

ken? kn?
E||B|* < exp (2\/2Md”2" <2Md772" V log d>> (14 npAs/n)?" . (S.21)
n n

Proof. We invoke Corollary 5.4 in [3] with [|[E(I +7,/nX; XD)|| < 1+n,\1/n, 02 = MdZ—Z, and
v= Md%i. Note that for a random matrix M with Schatten norm || M ||s,, E||M]| < /EHMH%IJ

and hence the same argument as in their proof invoking Eq 5.5 and 5.6 works. O

Lemma B.2 (Concentration of the norm for the CLT). For some C > 0, and any e > 0,0 < § < 1,

laa (L4 mAr/n)m ]
2

2 2
B dexp (*nn(Al —Xg) + (M + Md)> + 1 My exp (%) N e2n2 My(1 + log d)

3
Llog~!(1/8)9%2 (1 + 121 ne?

+C4

Proof. Consider the bound:

[ Bn VL (VEuo)||
la1|(1 + naAs/n)™

[ Bruol _ ‘< [ Brviaa || — [larTovs |
|ax| (1 + npAs/n)" |ar|(1+mnAs /)"

We will start by bounding the second term.
Using Proposition B.6, observe that, with probability at least 1 — C,

I(B.VLVIg*  _ log(1/8)trace(Vi B, B, V)
o] g]>(1 + nnAa /m)2m — 02(1 + 1 A1 /n)?"

14



Let G denote the good set for which the upper bound above holds. Markov’s inequality on the good
set, together with Lemma 5.2 of [4] with V,, < M, yields that:

p (BT
(14 npA1/n)"

dexp (—nn(/\l —A2) + ”%(A% + Md)) + %iMd exp (%)
1610g ™' (1/6) € (1+ %31

>e/2 N 9)

<

Now we will bound the first summand. By Lemma B.1 Eq S.20, we have by Markov’s inequality,

||(Bn — TO)”op €2Md(1 +log d)
—_ 2l < —= = 7
((1 + N A1 /n)" >¢/2) < ne2

Combining the two bounds and the probability of G, the result follows.
O

Lemma B.3 (Negligibility of V| for the CLT). Let V| denote the matrix of eigenvectors orthogonal
to vy1. Also let \; denote the it" largest eigenvalue of ¥. For some C > 0, and any € > 0,0 < § < 1,

AL
M Jag|(1+ 2220)n

< ndlog(1/6) exp{—2m, (A1 — A2) + n2(A\] + Mg)/n}  eM?(1 + 2logd)nZe2log(1/5)5 2
= N €262 n2(A1 = A2) +n2(AF — A3 — My)

+C6

Proof. We consider bounding the squared quantity. We have, with probability at least 1 — C'9, using
Proposition B.6, this quantity is upper bounded by:

|(VLVE B, ViVl
(v 9)2(1 + A1 /)"
trace ((VLVEBHVLVE)(VLVEB,IVLVE)T)
- I (v 9)2(1 + npAi/n)?"
trace (VanVJ_VEBnVJ_)
R O
Now we will bound the expectation of the numerator.
We will denote ) = = for simplicity. Let U; = I + nX; X TandY; = X; X! — 3. We have that:

oy =E(B, V. VBl v, V')
=E(B,\V.VI B! _,,U,V,.VIUT)
= (EB, V.V BL_|,EU, V.V UL) (S.22)
Now we have:
EU V. VIUT =E(I +n2) VoV (I +02)" + *EY, V. VYT
= (14 2nhe + X2 VLV + 0 Mg(VLVE + vo])

< (1420 + Mo + > MHVLVE + 2 MgvyoT (S.23)

Finally, using Eqs S.22 and S.23, we have:
o < (1420 +0°(A3 + Ma)) a1 + > M (EB, 1 V. VI BL_ | vi0]) (S.24)
We will use the fact that,
(402" ViV +92)* 1 vpef ) = 0.

15



Thus, for some N such that the condition 2 My(1+21log d)/n < 1 holds for all rows of the triangular
array with index n > N, we have by Lemma B.1,

(EB, 1V, VIBL_ | vi0])
= (E(Bp1— (I +02)" YWV By = (T +9%)" ) viof)
< |E(Bp-1 = (I +02)" "WV (Bpy = (T +05)" )7
<E||Bny— (I +7%)"1?
< Mgen?n(1 + 2log d)(1 + nu Ay /n)> Y,
Thus, Eq S.24 gives:
an < (14 20X + 172N + My)) an—1 + n*Mie(1 + 2logd) (n — 1)(1 +nAy)> =Y

c1 (n—l)c;71
=cia,_1 +n*Mie(1+ 2logd)(n — 1)ch ™
= cPag +n*Mze(1 +2logd) Z i n —id)ey

eM2(1+ 21ogd)n4n>

C2 —C1

<cy (d(cl/CQ)" +

< (14 muA1/n)*" (d(l — A0k /n) exp{=2n, (A — A2) + 7 (AT + Mg)/n}

eM2(1+ 2logd)n? /n? )
My)

2001 = X2) + 03 /n(A] — A3 —
where above we used the fact e*(1 — ’”—n?) < (1+ 2)" <e” for || < ntobound (c1/c,)".
O

Lemma B.4 (Negligibility of higher-order Hoeffding projections for the CLT). Let 3,, = ni% and
suppose that 0 < B3,, < 1. Then, for some C > 0 and any € > 0,

p (VIS Tl N g,
(14 Zndiyn T S

Proof. By Markov’s inequality, it follows that:
n 2
, ST Zk>1Tkv1H _wE [HVLVLT o Tivs }
(1+ "” L)n = 2(1+ nnnkl )2n

Now, by submultiplicativity of the operator norm and the fact that E[( Ps, T')T (Ps,)T] = 0 for any
two Hayek projections, the numerator is upper bounded by:

(2) ()" ¥ mleasor) < (1) 3 F (%) = [1asi2)

k=2 [S|=k k=2|S|=k

_ n T \ 2K . -y 2(n—k)Mk
()R S ()

|S|=k

2n n 2 k—1
N1 Mgn;
<n,Mygl1 g —n

k=2

< (1 + 7771/\1>2n Brunn My
n 1- 571
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The result follows.

C Consistency of the online bootstrap
In this section, we provide the detailed proof of Bootstrap consistency, i.e Theorem 2.

C.1 Proof of bootstrap consistency

Proof of Theorem 2. Similar to the CLT, we will establish the negligibility of remainder terms and
then use anti-concentration terms to argue that the contribution to the Kolmogorov distance is
small. We then show that the bootstrap covariance of the main term approaches the weighted x?
approximation in Theorem 1 yith high probability. Let ©; denote the leading eigenvector estimated

from Oja’s algorithm and let V; denote its orthogonal complement. Again, we have that:

n (Biuo)"ViVE (Biuo)

2 sin2(v], i) = —

N N | Bz uo ||
_ (\V/n/mVLVEBug)T (Vn/n, VLV Biug)
| B uol)?

We aim to show that the bootstrap distribution conditional on the data is close to the weighted x?
approximation with high probability; therefore we may work the good set .A,,. With the a slight abuse
of notation, in the remainder terms below, O p will be on the measure restricted to A,,.

We first approximate the norm using Lemma C.7. Analogous to the CLT, the corresponding remainder
is given by:

HB*uoH2 Mn 2 Mglogd — nnpom,
Ril=——+"2—_—=1-0 d (f—)\f)\ ) 1/ =
1 a%(l ¥+ %)\1)2" P \[exp B (M 2) ) + " + NG

Next, we bound the contribution of the higher-order Hoeffding projections. This step is different
from the CLT in the sense that we handle both v; and V| , using the fact that on the good set, even
the Frobenius norm of certain terms are well-behaved. By Lemma C.8 we have that:

R n}ﬂﬂ&ﬁM_OP%p¢M@m%d¢%ﬁ
Do |a1|(1 4+ nn/nA)™ n n
Next, we bound the contribution of V| to the Hijek projection using Lemma C.10, as long as
2
AlMd(IOgd)Q% — 0,

R \/T ‘7l ‘/}ETl* Vl VEUO o O‘nMd”]?L
- - = P -
2 n |a’1|(1 +77n/n)\1)" n()\l — )\2)
The final remainder term arises from the disparity between the orthogonal complements and the
residuals of matrix products from their expectation. By Lemma C.6, with A; = X; X! — X,  XI |,

R = [n —0p ( | Mo, n? logd>
n n

Now, define:

‘Z_‘Afle*vl(v'fuo) N
o wol(1+muAr/m)" n

Z WiD;_1A;v;

gr_ [ Vo VET v
n n, (1+ NMnA1 )n
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Consider the following bound:

P {sup |P*(n/nn sin®(vi,01) <t) = P(Z"Z < t)| > e}
teR

_p {Sup - (R*_ (S5 + R3 + B3 + R)T(S; + Ry + Ry + R}) <t> _P(ZTZ <t>’ >6}
" ter ! f - I
* * * *\T * * * * ZTZ
P {Sup P (RT- (S + Rs+ R+ R;)T(Sk + R5 + R + R) St) _P< §t>‘ >E}
teR
(S.25)

The second term is easily upper-bounded by P(.A¢) — 0, so we will bound the first term. To lower
bound the Kolmogorov metric, we may follow the same reasoning used in Eqgs S.12, S.14, S.15, to
deduce, on the good set A,,, we have the lower bound:

f 1+e, f 1+e,
+P<ZTZ <t . ) —P(ZTZ<t> — P* (Gooot N Ap) = I* + IT* + IIT*
f “1+e, " ;- o0 "
where G, satisfies P(Gg, ;) = 0 and for some ¢,, — 0, is defined as:
Groot = {|R] — 1] < €, [R5, |R3],|RI| < €, }

For I, we may use Lemma 1, which establishes that bootstrap version of the covariance matrix,
which consists of empirical covariances, is close to the Gaussian approximation, implying, by our
Gaussian comparison result Lemma C.5:

r_o (E[HXiX?—EH“})M
_0p ]
n(A1 — A2) [ M|

For 17*, we may use the anti-concentration result and P*(Gpoot N Ap) i 0 by Markov’s inequality
since the Lemmas hold for the unconditional measure, which is the expectation of the bootstrap
measure. We may use analogous reasoning to the CLT for the upper bound and the result follows.

O
C.2 Proof of Lemma 1
Proof. LetY; := X; XTI — ¥. Also let M; = E[D;_1Y;v1v'Y;D;_4]. First note that
E'ZZ" -V, =" ;Di_l(m —Yi ool (Vi = Yi1)Ds
_ M Z (Di—1Yiviwl YDy — M) + (Ds—1Yi_qvivl Vi1 Diy — M)
n e 2
4 I Z (DzelYileTYéleifl + D¢71Yi71U1U1TYiDi71) (5.26)

n =
%

We first compute trace.

trace(E* 22" —V,,) = 723" (| DisyYior |? — El| Dy Yion )

2n 4
! Ui,
Tin 2 2
+ o Z (||D¢71Yi71111|| —E||D;—1Yi| )
Us,;
+ % Z”UlyiDz(i—nYi—l’Ul

Us,i
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The last step is true because D? ;| = Dy(;_1). We start with the first term.

1+ nnkz/nr(i_l)

RUZ, <E|D;_1Yivi|* < E||Yi||*
1 SEIDi Yo < B (3t

1+ he/n\ 7Y
Var( ZUlz <E[n|* Z<1+nn)\1/n

P
- nn()\l - >\2)

n 1
< LB min (5
S Y]] Pl
Finally,

1+ nn)\2/n) 2(i—1)

E[U2.] <E (0,Y;Doygi 1) Yi_1v1)" < M2
[Us) < B (YiDogn)Yicior)” < My L+ m,A1/n

Thus, we have

T o E[Ya*
% ;ULZ B OP < ’I”L()\l — /\2)

n o E|Ya*
2n ; U271 B OP < n()\l - )\2)

Also note that while U3 ; terms are 1-dependent, they are in fact uncorrelated. Thus, we have:

We also have,

M32n
V. Us ) < ———d =
ar(zi: 3,i) < On =)’
and,
; BIX X7 3!
t E*ZZT -V,)=0 _
race( ) P O — )

Now we bound the Frobenius norm. We will start with the expected Frobenius norm of the first term
of Eq S.26.

2

1 n
Ar=E 5> DiaYinwl iDioy = M;
=1 F
1 E||yy|*
< — Y E|D;_1Yiv1vi V;D;_ _—
< g L EIDYeoed ViDiallh < PR
Similarly,
1 2
A - i—1Yiv1o] Y1 Dy
2 ’I’LZD 1Y1)1U1Y 1D i
T F
1
< - = M?
= (M — A2) ¢
Thus ,

E[|X, X{ — 3|4

* T Wi _
HE 2 _V”HF_O n(A1 — \a)
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C.3 The Gaussian comparison lemma

We use the following lemma to compare to Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and different
covariance matrices. Our result is related to [2], but our lemma below is easier to implement and does
not require that 3||[|2 < [|X]|%.

Lemma C.5. [Comparison lemma for inner products of Gaussian random variables]

Suppose that Z ~ N(0,V), Z ~ N(0,V), f = ||V||p, and Ay = tr(V — V). Then, there exists
some constant K > 0 such that for any € > 0,

Aql+€
Ty <y <,N1+@<{_( )}
ek =Ty P -WWVWAMVW

sup ’P ZTz <t)y-pPZ¥Z )|

Proof. Let Ay > ... > A, denote the eigenvalues V, v > ... > , denote the eigenvalues of V.
Recall that ZTZ ~ Y2 Ao, ZTZ ~ SP_ 4.1y, where 1, ~ x%(1). We upper bound the
difference between the CDFs uniformly in ¢; the argument for the lower bound is analogous. For
e>0,lett’ =t — |Aq| — e It follows that:
P(zTZ <t)-P(ZTZ <1t)
=P (er)_})‘rnr < ;) _p (Zf_l At + 3001 (9 — M) — Ay < t—fAl)

! ¥4 !
<P<1} T_l/\"n"<t+|A1|+€>+P< >e>

f B f
Observe that 3°7_; (A, —)? < ||V — V||2. by Hoffman-Wielandt inequality and max,. |\, — | <
|V — V||,, by Weyl’s inequality. Since x?(1) is sub-Exponential, by Bernstein’s inequality (see for

example Theorem 2.8.2 of [7]:
> < —
%ew{@mvvawvv)}

p
( Z e — A

r=1
The upper bound follows from an application of Proposition B.7. The lower bound is analogous.

f
p
- )\r)nr - A1

O

C.4 Other supporting lemmas for bootstrap consistency

Before presenting our supporting lemmas, we present some events we will use frequently. Let Agiy,
denote the set

Agin 1= {1 — (wTo)? < egi“ } (S.27)
Using Corollary 1, and the remark thereafter, we have
P (1 — (v 61)* > egi“) < 6n, (S.28)
where, under the assumptions of Theorem 1,
Mdnn
sin — C S.29
€ 500 — Aa) (5.29)
Also let,
— 12 < )
A, {fg&xﬂ 1X: 5 < an (S.30)
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Lemma C.6. [Bounding the norm of bootstrap residual from T} ] Let A; = XiXiT — X¢_1X£1 and
assume the conditions in Theorem 1. Let D; = V| A} VI, where A (k, () = Wl(k ={).
For any €, > 0, we have:

p [n ‘;LVEval(Ufuo) M Sebna,
M || 07 wo|(1 + muAr/n)™  n

Z WiDi_1Azu;
i

3
< C,,anM(mgn log d P
ne2d
Proof.

VA VI T 01 (v o)

[ uo|(1 4 npAr /n)n =1
: T Tn

= — ) WiDi 1A

sign(v; uo) " z; 18401
+ sign(vf uo) ™ (VLVT = ViVE) Y WiDioi Ay

ry
n R4
+ sign(vlTuo)n— Z W | — 01 -
n - (14 Xn,/n)
ro
Wil +naAi /)" AR nvy w P 8iltin v
(1+ A /n)" " (14 A /)"t
r3 T4
Define
J n
Tin Mn
By = H1 (1+mxx!) B =] (1+2x:xT) (8.31)
1= 1=

Whenj = 0, Bl,j =1.

Using Lemma B.1 we have:

Ri;=8B1,— I+ T)RE/n)i Rip=B8i,— I+ nnE/n)"*i (S.32)
2

B[Ry i1 ]]? < eMa(1 +2log d) L5 (1 + A /n)™ (8.33)
2 .
E||R; 0|2 < eMy(1 + 2log d)%(n —3) (14 Ay /n) 2D (S.34)

We have, on the good set Ag;y,,

€sin

On

E*HT1H2 < nay,
We also have:
2
« M
E [E*||r2[|*1(An)] < ;%ZE[IIR?,A(«%)IF]

< eMy(1+2log d)oz,,,ni
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The last step is true because E[HRiil(An) 2] < E[HR%Z |2]. Similarly
E [E*[|rs||*1(An)] < eMy(1 + 2log d)an?

and

E [IE*||7"4H21(A71)] < e2M3(1 +2log d)Qanni/n

Finally, we have:

M 2 Min 2
P L 2 > NA, | <P 4= 1% > NnA,
nn%ﬁw > < n%NMn_e

<SP ({2 > == in | + 60
_Zi: ({nn _16nn}mAnmAb >+5

Mn

7+5n
ne

< O3 B[ il 1(An N Asn)] X

(7) ;
c’ <na Esin + My log danni) x + 6,
ne

= nz
anMdn?L log d
nedy,

(ii

)
S Cl/ + 671

Step (i) is true because M, log dn? /n — 0. Step (ii) is true because of Eq S.29. Now setting §,, to
any § > 0 gives the result.

O

Lemma C.7 (Concentration of the norm for the bootstrap). Let uq be uniformly distributed on S*~!

2
and ay = ulvy and V, VI is orthogonal complement. Suppose that (cu,)n>1 satisfies 0 < % <

1. Then, for any ¢ > 0,0 < 6 < 1 and some C' > 0,
Zen} N An)

p({| 2

la1|(1 + npA1/n)"
dexp (<mn(A = A2) + (N + M) ) + B Myexp (%)
S 2 )2
8log1(1/6)52 2 (1 + ”"%)

L &mmMa(l +logd) OB log(1/9)
2ne? (1—B;)o%e?
where (3} is defined in (5.36) and A,, is defined in Eq S.30.

-1

+ C6,

Proof. First note that we may reduce the problem as follows:

(gt )

a1 | (1 +npAi /)"
Bn
|| UOHQ 1‘ > 6} mAﬂ)

HB*uO — BnUOHQ
<p({ 15 + -
<{|@1|(1+77n>\1/n)” lag |(1 4 na A1 /n)"

| B} uo — Bruoll, e> ] ( [ Bruoll 6)
<E|P* n >—]1(A + P 1> -
P (ot 5) 1640 @+ mgmr 73
The bound for the second term follows from Lemma B.2. For the first term, we invoke Proposition B.6
so that, with probability at least 1 — C4,
* 2 *
(B, = Bu)glly  _ log(1/6) ||B; — Bnll%
(v 92 (L+mA/n)?m = 62 (L +npAi/n)?"
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Now, using the fact that for any two Hayek projections P and Py, E[(PZ)T P;] = 0 and for any two
matrices | AB| r < ||A||#||B||op, We have on the high probability set:

E*||B;, — Ball%

< Z >, (73:) HHXS[leS[zFXSM 1 Xt H HH

k=11|S|=k

where Bj(i) denotes a contiguous block of I + %XiXiT only. More precisely, suppose |S| = k. Let
S[i] denote the ith element of .S, with S[0] = 0 and S[k 4+ 1] =n — 1. Foreach 1 < j < k + 1if
S[j] > S[j — 1] + 1 define B; ,, as:

slij-1
(S) _ n T
B = I (1+2xx)) (8.35)
i=S[j—1]+1

otherwise, set BJ( ) = T. Now, we may repeat arguments in Lemma C.8 equations (S.37), (S.38), and
(S.39) to conclude that, for some C' > 0,

log(1/8) || BL, — Bal C'log(1/8)8;
P<5m+mMm% >f7A> et

The result follows. O

Lemma C.8 (Negligibility of higher-order Hoeffding projections for the bootstrap). Suppose «, is
defined so that 0 < ) <1, where

CM?2n2logd \ 4n2a?
¥ — exp < d'ln 208 ) (S.36)
n n
Then for any € > 0,0 < § < 1 and for some C > 0,
S [V L T
Y > €y ﬂ A,
|aq|(1+ 220)n

CM3n2logd \ log(1/8) a2pBn
< d’In n'in
-”m< n 7 a-ge T

where A, is defined in Eq S.30.

Proof. Using the trace trick in Proposition B.6 again, we have that, with probability at least 1 — C'¢
for some C > 0,

2
n O YT « n )
VT S Tia| 2108179 [ i Tl
R (P

The Hoeffding decomposition (Proposition A.4), together with the fact that [|AB| < [|Al|z [ B],,
implies:

Z%

k>1

- 2k K
> (%n) IT | Xst 8 — Xt X35 1H H‘

STz

k>1

(S.37)
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Now, that expectation corresponding to a given summand is given by:

/ HXS[lem Xs1ij-1 X5} H HHB

n

/Anzl—[léla H H
)" 1T

where B\ is defined in Eq S.35.

Jn

(S.38)

}

To bound E {HB(S } we invoke Lemma B.1 Eq S.21. For some C' > 0 uniformly in .S:

k+1
[CM212 log d A ) 2R
| I E [HBJ? ] < exp < Va8 ¢ ) (1 + 1 1)
n n

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality,

7207 e |
P (1+n/\1)n > €, ﬂAn

k
M2n2logd \ <~ { 4n%a2 M2n2 log d
< 7{532 exp< My logd > Z( I n exp< CM g logd ))
Enlln " =2 n n (S.39)

k
CM? d\ = [ 4n2a? CM?n2logd
S ai?}n5;36;2 exp ( dnn 0og ( T Oy exp dnn og
n n

n

< CM?3n2logd a2 Brn,
ex
=P n (1-5)e23

where the last line follows from a geometric series argument. O

Lemma C.9.

n

Nn /1AL — A2) 2 no . 1
11— < — ny Ny
Z( 1+77n/\1/n - Tn A )\1_)\2

1=0

Proof. This follows from the definition of a geometric series. O

Lemma C.10 (Bounding the leading Hoeffding projection for the bootstrap on V). Let

/\1Md(logd)2"7§ — 0, and ndexp(—n,(A1 — X2)) — 0. For any ¢,06 > 0, and Cy,Cy > 0,
we have:

P \|17LI7foVLVqu\| nA ClanMdn,% log(1/9) 1,
7]7, (1 + nu A1 /n)" o] uo\ n(A — Ag)d3 €2 2
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Proof. Using Proposition B.6, with probability at least 1 — 4,

A ol L 8
(1 + A1 /n)2m v ol 02(1 + A1 /n)?"
log(1/8)trace(V, VIT; V. VITV, VT)
- 52(1 + nphy/n)2n

~ o~ 2
log(1/8) HVLVfo‘VLHF

S.40
02(1 + mpA1/n)2n ( )
First note that,
IVovE — ViV = ool — 0107 |13 = 201 - (v]'01)?)
Thus, we have
E |V VT V.|
2 o~ o~
= % SOIWVAVI B (XX = X1 X )Bian Vi3
n :
<A S Sl s

i =1

where B ; are defined in Eq S.32, and the residual vectors 7}, ; are defined as follows. Recall the
definition of R ; and Rz; ,, from Eq S.32. Now define the following vectors which contribute to the
remainder.

ri;=ViVIR 1 (Y; = Yis1)Riy1a VL

ras = VoV Ruica (Y= Yoot (I + /)" *Va

rag = VLV (I 400 /nE)" (¥ = Yio))Riv1,n Vi

rig = ViV 40 /n)" 7 (Y = Yiea) (I + 1o /nE)" VL

ri = (VLUL = VAVI)I + 1 /nS)" (Y = Yio)) Rig1n Vi

roi = (VLVE = VIV 40 /n8)" ™ (Vi = Yiea) (T + 0 /n%)" V2

First we will bound ||r; ;||%. Recall the set A, where the maximum norm is bounded from S.30.

iy o= / Il 3P < 20, / IR |2 Risral PP

n An
< 20zn/ | Ry |2 | Ris1nl|?dP < 20, E|| Ry i ||*E|| Ris 1.0 (5.42)
Similarly,
By = / [0l 3dP < 20 (14 mpAo/n)* ™"V E|| Ry i1 || (S.43)
Es; = / Irs il 3P < 20 (1 + Ao /n) " B[ Ry nl|? (S.44)
Similarly, "
Ey;= / 742 )|2dP < 200 (1 4 1 Ag/n)?" (S.45)

n
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Recall the set Ag;,, from Eq S.27. With probability at least 1 — 6,,,

€sin i—
Bio= [ IrmalpdP < 40,52 (04 /0] Bl Ri o

nNAgin

€sin i— n—i
Bos= [ lroalhdP £ 20,52 (L /) (L mda/n)* )
AnnAsin n

Observe that, using Eq S.32, we have,

20,2 M?(1 4 21log d)? i e
&= ZEl’i < d( " ) ) L (1 +77n/\1/n)2( 1)
i

4aeMy(1+ 2logd)nd
n

. 1 n—
&y = Z(Ezz + Bs;) < min <77n7 )\1_)\2> (L+maA1/n)*" 1

%

Eq = ZE‘W < 2a,n(1+ 77n)\2/n)271
i

With probability at least 1 — §,,, we have

€sin n—
£1:=Y FEs; <o, SeMa(1 +2log d)n? (1 4y 2D

n
2

€sin M 1
=3 Foi < 20, 90 i L N 12D
&s i 6,i > «0ln S T min <77n7 A — )\2> ( +n 1)

If A\ My(log d)”% — 0, then & < (&5 for some positive constant Cy. If nd exp(—2n, (A —
)\2)) — 0, then &3 < (5Es.

Thus, under these conditions,
E1,E < Ch&s
With probability at least 1 — §,,, for some positive constant C”,

Z;?:l 51 < C/O[ €sin
(1+ 7771)‘1/”)2n - " 6

Finally, using Eq S.41 we get:

E* |V . VITV,||2dP >
fAsinmAn || LVi+1 J—||F‘ Scllanninesi (S46)
(1 +mpA1/n)?n n on
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Let A; denote the set where Eq S.40 holds.

S ST T 2
b <{ n ||[VLVITVLV | > 6} mA,L>

M (1 + 7 A /n)2n (VT wo)

HVLVET{"VL‘F . .
=" (1 +17n)\1/n)2le = 10;(61/5)7; NA, NAL | +26
H‘/}L‘/}foVLHQ I
=7 (1 +nnA1/n)25 = log(1/3) n NA, MVAL N Agin | +20 + 6,
B+ [P 0TV, \2 log(1/5)n
<E { +77n)\1/n)2"F X o, 1(A, VAL N Agn) | + 26+ 6,

© C"apnp log(1/6) sin
- 0n02
(Z) C" ap Myn? log(1/6) 1

-+2
- n(>\1 — )\2)51152 € + d + 6n

Step (i) follows from Eq S.46. Step (ii) follows from the definition of ey, in Eq S.29. Now setting
€sin = 0, we get the result. O

+20 46,

D Proof of Proposition 1

Proof of Proposition 1. Since || Xy, < wv; it follows that HXIQij < vZ. Observe that
1

(X3t; — EXF;)/v} is sub-Exponential with parameter at most 1 since H(Xlzj - ]E[Xlzj])/Z/?Hw1 <
HX 12j || " / 1/32 = 1. By multivariate Holder inequality with p; = Z;l:l 1/]2 / 1/32 and property (e) of
d

Proposition 2.7.1 of [7], for [A| < 1/(32_, v?):

i=1"1

v2

d a T L A
Ty | 2
E |exp AZ(X% - E[Xf]]) =< HE €xp ()‘(X12j - E[Xlzj])) ! ]
j=1 j=1 L
V2
r d s 7
e (A(ZH V) (X3, - E[X%m)] R
= exp 5
; v
j=1 L J
d 2/yd 2\2,,2
K\ L VD)Us
<Hexp< (21;712) J)
j=1 D1 Vi
d 2
=exp{ K\? <Z zxf)
i=1
Therefore, Z?Zl X% < Z?Zl v2. Since a subexponential random variable 7" satisfy the tail
¥
condition: '

P(T —E[T] > t) < exp(—t/Kv)

for another universal constant K > 0, the second claim follows by a union bound and noting that

E[ X1 ||§] < Zle v? < Cy since absolute summability implies square summability. O
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