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This paper investigates statistical inference for noisy matrix completion in a semi-
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parts. One part is a low-rank matrix induced by unobserved latent factors; the other
part models the effects of the observed covariates through a coefficient matrix which
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bility to go to zero as the sample size increases. We apply an iterative least squares
(LS) estimation approach in our considered context. The iterative LS methods in
general enjoy a low computational cost, but deriving the statistical properties of the
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few iterations, and the resulting entry-wise estimators of the low-rank matrix and
the coefficient matrix are guaranteed to have asymptotic normal distributions. As a
result, individual inference can be conducted for each entry of the unknown matrices.
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high-dimensional coefficient matrix. This simultaneous inferential tool can help us
further investigate the effects of covariates for the prediction of missing entries.
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1 Introduction

Advances in modern technology have facilitated us to collect large-scale data that are natu-

rally presented in the form of a matrix with both dimensions increasing vastly. Recovering

an intact matrix from partial observations, known as the matrix completion problem, has

received considerable attention in different fields. Most existing methods for estimating

missing entries of a matrix only use information from its partial observations. In many real

applications, auxiliary information is often available in addition to the observed entries.

For example, in a recommender system that aims to predict ratings of users based on the

observed ratings from others, the data often contain additional information such as user

demographical profiles, apart from the observed ratings by users. Indeed, such auxiliary

information can be exploited to enrich the basic model and improve prediction accuracy,

especially when only a few entries are observed. Because of the increased availability of

auxiliary covariates in real-world datasets, there is a pressing need to develop matrix com-

pletion techniques that can make good use of the auxiliary information. As a result, a few

computational algorithms have been recently proposed to tackle this problem, see, e.g.,

[34], [15], [36], [1] and [22], and see [20] for tensor completion with covariate information.

In this paper, we consider a semi-supervised model for the matrix completion problem

with row-feature information, in which a target matrix Θ ∈ Rn×m can be written as

Θ = Xβ′ + Γ, (1)

where X ∈ Rn×d is an observable row-feature matrix, β ∈ Rm×d is an unknown coefficient

matrix for X, and Γ ∈ Rn×m is an unknown low-rank matrix driven by unobserved latent

factors, so that it can be decomposed as Γ = LF ′ with L ∈ Rn×r and F ∈ Rm×r. As

a result, we have Θ = Xβ′ + Γ = [X,L][β, F ]′. Therefore, the target matrix Θ can be

learned from both observed covariates in X and unobserved latent variables in L of the
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subjects, while β and F can be considered unknown coefficients for X and L, respectively.

For example, in a recommendation system, we use the observed baseline characteristics in

X and the unobserved variables in L of users to predict their ratings. This model was also

mentioned in [16] and [27], and they proposed different penalized methods for estimating

the parameters. Moreover, [27] has investigated the convergence rates of their proposed

penalized estimators.

Unlike [16] and [27] that focus on the estimation of the target matrix, we aim to perform

statistical inferences for the unknown matrix Θ and the high-dimensional coefficient matrix

β in model (1). Our goal is to provide an interval estimator associated with a given

confidence level rather than a point estimator for each entry in Θ and to test the significance

of the covariates for the prediction of the missing entries. For the matrix completion

problem with an incomplete and noise-corrupted data matrix, estimation error bounds

in terms of entry-wise, Euclidean and spectral norm losses have been established for the

estimators of the unknown low-rank matrix, obtained from various convex and nonconvex

optimization algorithms [e.g. 8, 25, 28, 10, 2]. However, confidence intervals derived directly

from such bounds are expected to be too conservative, which is mainly caused by the

presence of a nonnegligible bias.

To quantify the uncertainty associated with a parameter estimator, one needs to charac-

terize the (asymptotic) distribution of the estimator. In general, this is a challenging task to

accomplish when fitting a high-dimensional statistical model, as it involves non-linear and

non-explicit parametric estimation procedures [21]. It can be even more difficult to derive

the asymptotic distribution when the data matrix has a large number of missing entries.

Thus, the literature on inference for matrix completion is still scarce. There is some recent

development in statistical inference for matrix completion without the observed auxiliary
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covariates based on either a de-biased strategy or singular value decomposition (SVD) es-

timation. [9], [11] and [32] proposed de-biased estimators to construct confidence intervals

of the unknown underlying matrix with a low-rank structure. The de-biased estimators are

built upon initial estimates that can be obtained from nuclear norm penalization. A sample

splitting step is needed in the approach considered in [9] and [32]. [23] proposed an iterative

SVD method with the missing entries replaced by the SVD estimates from the previous

step. Their estimator requires that the number of iterations diverges with the sample size

to have asymptotic normality. Under a block structure assumption for the observed entries,

[4] and [6] proposed to impute the missing values using the estimated factors and loadings

obtained from applying SVD on fully observed sub-matrices. Moreover, [33] applied SVD

to an adjusted covariance matrix computed from observed data.

Unlike the aforementioned works, we consider an iterative least squares (LS) estima-

tion procedure and provide an inferential analysis for the parameters of model (1) with

auxiliary information. The iterative LS method has become a popular approach for matrix

completion due to its computational advantages [35, 19, 30]. However, the literature on

the asymptotic distributions of iterative LS estimators is still scarce. Our algorithm starts

from the initial estimates of β and Γ, which are obtained from ordinary LS regression and

SVD of the residual matrix, respectively. Based on these initial estimates, we show that

we only need to iterate the LS estimation a finite number of times, and the resulting entry-

wise estimators of β, Θ and Γ are guaranteed to have asymptotic normality. As a result,

a pointwise confidence interval and individual inference can be conducted for each entry

of the unknown matrices. The iterative LS method enjoys low computational cost com-

pared to the iterative SVD approach [23], but the development of its statistical properties

is quite challenging. We show that without including the covariate matrix in the model,
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our iterative LS estimator of the unknown low-rank matrix Γ has the same asymptotic

distribution as the iterative SVD estimator proposed in [23]. Because our method only

requires finite iterations of LS estimation, it is computationally more efficient and much

faster than their method which needs to iterate the SVD procedure a diverging number of

times. This computational advantage becomes more significant as the data matrices are

larger. Moreover, we allow that the observational pattern of the responses depends on the

baseline covariates and its probability goes to zero as the sample size increases, whereas

the existing works on inference for matrix completion require the observational probability

of the responses to be independent of the baseline covariates and/or be bounded below by

a constant.

It is worth noting that each column of the coefficient matrix β is a high-dimensional

vector when m is large. It is of practical interest to conduct simultaneous inference for

these high-dimensional column-vectors in β, which correspond to the effects of the covari-

ates for the prediction of all missing entries jointly. To achieve this goal, we develop a

Gaussian multiplier bootstrap inferential procedure, and provide theoretical justification

for our bootstrap-based simultaneous inference in this high-dimensional setting. Gaussian

multiplier bootstrap that involves empirical processes is considered a powerful tool for con-

ducting tests in classical statistical problems, and has recently been successfully applied to

high-dimensional regression settings [12, 14]. Our work is the first to apply this technique

to the matrix completion problem with a thorough theoretical investigation. The pro-

posed multiplier bootstrap inferential method can help us identify the important auxiliary

covariates for the prediction of all missing entries.

In model (1), the rank of matrix Γ, which is r, is unknown a priori. We propose a new

information criterion (eIC) method for estimating r based on our iterative LS method, and
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show that the proposed eIC approach can consistently estimate r with a high probability.

This method has better finite sample performance than the commonly used singular-value-

based approaches for rank selection in matrix completion, and its advantage becomes more

significant when the data have more missing entries.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The proposed estimators and the the-

oretical results are given in Section 2 and Section 3. Section 4 provides the information

criterion method for rank estimation. The simultaneous inference for β is given in Section

5. Sections 6 and 7 provide simulation studies and analysis of the MovieLens 1M dataset

using the proposed method, respectively. A conclusion is given in Section 8. All technical

proofs and additional numerical results are provided in the Supplementary Materials.

Notations. Throughout the paper, ∥·∥ denotes the spectral norm, ∥·∥∗ the nuclear norm,

∥·∥F the Frobenius norm, and ∥·∥∞ the maximum absolute value of the entries of a matrix.

Let A ◦ B be the Hadamard product of two matrices A,B of the same dimensions. Let

n∧m (n∨m) denote the minimum (maximum) of n and m. For two sequences of positive

numbers an and bn, an ≪ bn means an = o(bn) and an ≲ bn means that an = O(bn).

2 Model and Estimation

2.1 The Model

We consider the following model:

Y = Θ+ ε = Xβ′ + Γ + ε, (2)

where Y,Γ, ε ∈ Rn×m, X = (X1, ..., Xn)
′ ∈ Rn×d in which Xi = (1, X̃ ′

i)
′, and X̃i ∈ R(d−1)×1

is the vector of baseline covariates for the ith subject. Moreover, β = (β1, ..., βm)
′ ∈ Rm×d

with βj ∈ Rd, so model (2) allows the unknown coefficients of the covariates to be different

across j. We assume that Γ = {Γij} = LF ′ with L = (L1, ..., Ln)
′ ∈ Rn×r and F =

(F1, ..., Fm)
′ ∈ Rm×r. We let r and d be fixed. To identify β, we assume that E(Li|X̃i) = 0,

6



and Fj are independent of X̃i and Li. We do not observe all entries in Y = (Yi,j), so let

Ξ = (ξi,j) ∈ Rn×m with each entry ξi,j ∈ {0, 1} denoting the status of Yi,j: ξi,j = 1 if and

only if Yi,j is observed.

We assume that P (ξi,j = 1|X̃i) = η(γ0,n + X̃i
′
γ1) = πi, where γ0,n = log(αn) + γ0 and

η(·) is the logit link function for logistic regression, so the probability of the observed rate

depends on the baseline characteristics of each subject. We allow αn → 0 as n → ∞,

so πi → 0 as n → ∞. The probability of the observed responses πi can be written as

πi = αne
(γ0+X̃i

′
γ1)/{1 + e(γ0,n+X̃i

′
γ1)}, so the rate of αn determines how fast πi can go to

zero, which will be discussed in Section 3.

2.2 The Estimation Procedure

2.2.1 Initial Estimators

To obtain an initial estimator of β, we compute the ordinary LS estimator β̂ = (β̂1, · · · , β̂m)
′

without considering the latent matrix Γ, so each β̂j is obtained by

β̂j =
(∑n

i=1
XiX

′
iξi,j

)−1 (∑n

i=1
XiYi,jξi,j

)
. (3)

Next, we obtain an SVD estimate of Γ as follows. Define

Wi,j = π̂−1
i ξi,j(Yi,j −X ′

iβ̂j). (4)

where π̂i = η(γ̂0,n + X̃i
′
γ̂1) is the estimated observation rate for the i-th subject, in which

γ̂ = (γ̂0,n, γ̂1) = argmin
r0,r1

∑n

i=1

∑m

j=1
Yij(r0 + X̃ ′

ir1)− log(1 + exp(r0 + X̃ ′
ir1)).

We perform SVD on W such that W = UDV ′ =
∑m∧n

s=1 dsusv
′
s where ds’s are the singular

values in D in decreasing order and us’s, vs’s are the corresponding left and right singular

vectors in U and V . Then for a given rank r, the SVD estimator of Γ is Γ̂ = (Γ̂i,j) = L̂F̂ =∑r
s=1 dsusv

′
s where L̂ =

√
n (u1, · · · , ur) and F̂ = 1/

√
n (d1 · v1, · · · , dr · vr).
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2.2.2 The Iterative LS Estimators

The initial estimator Γ̂ = L̂F̂ ′ is actually the minimizer of the following function:

f(β̂, L, F ) =
∥∥∥LF ′ − diag (π̂)−1(Y −Xβ̂′) ◦ Ξ

∥∥∥2
F
, (5)

where π̂ = (π̂1, · · · , π̂n)
′, and diag (π̂) is an n×n diagonal matrix with the diagonals being

π̂1, · · · , π̂n and the off-diagonal entries equal to zeros.

In the above function, the missing values are treated as zeros and contribute to the

residuals while fitting, so the resulting estimates may not be optimal as they ignore the

information about the missing positions. To solve this problem, we consider another objec-

tive function in which the missing entries do not contribute to the residuals, and propose an

updating procedure (algorithm) that iteratively updates the estimates using the estimates

given in Section 2.2.1 as the initial values.

We define the following objective function where the missing values do not contribute

to the residuals:
f ∗(β, L, F ) = ∥Ξ ◦ [LF ′ − (Y −Xβ′) ] ∥2F (6)

Although it is hard to find out the joint minimizers of (6) explicitly, we can easily obtain

its minimizer of each β, L and F if the other two are fixed at their current values by solving

an LS problem. Therefore, we can consider the following updating procedure:

β̃(g) = argminβ f
∗
(
β, L̃(g−1), F̃ (g−1)

)
;

F̃ (g) = argminF f ∗
(
β̃(g), L̃(g−1), F

)
; L̃(g) = argminL f

∗
(
β̃(g), L, F̃ (g)

)
(7)

for any given g ≥ 1, where g is the step index in the iterative algorithm. This algorithm

requires initial values for L̃ and F̃ to start with. An obvious option is to use L̃(0) = L̂, and

F̃ (0) = F̂ given in Section 2.2.1. Then the resulting estimator of Γ at the gth step is

Γ̃(g) = L̃(g)F̃ (g)′ . (8)

We call the corresponding estimators β̃(g) and Γ̃(g) the iterative LS estimators.
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3 Asymptotic Theory

3.1 Assumptions

We make the following assumptions to investigate the asymptotic theories about the pro-

posed iterative LS estimator.

Assumption 1.

i) Yi,j ⊥ ξi,j|(X̃i, Li, Fj).

ii) Assume ξi,j = 1{γ0,n + X̃ ′
iγ1 ≥ vi,j}, where {vi,j}1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m is a sequence of i.i.d.

logistic random variables independent of (ε,X, L, F ). Denote P (ξij = 1|X̃i) = η(γ0,n+

X̃ ′
iγ1) = πi, where γ0,n = log(αn) + γ0, η(·) is the standard logistic cdf, and αn ≤ 1 is

some deterministic sequence.

iii) n1/2 log(m+n) ≲ m ≲ n2 and (n∨m)ϱ ≪ (n∧m)α2
n for an arbitrarily small constant

0 < ϱ < 1.

iv) There exists a constant C > 0 such that sup
||u||≤C

∥∥∥∥ 1
nαn

n∑
i=1

Λi(u)(1− Λi(u))XiX
′
i −H0

∥∥∥∥ =

oP (1), where Λi(u) = Λi(u0, u1) = η((γ0,n+u0(nmαn)
−1/2)+X̃ ′

i(γ1+u1(nmαn)
−1/2)),

and H0 = E{exp(γ0 + X̃ ′
iγ1)XiX

′
i} is positive definite.

v) Entries of X̃i have sub-Gaussian norms bounded by a constant, ΣX = E (XiX
′
i) and

α−1
n E (πiXiX

′
i) have eigenvalues bounded away from zero and infinity for i = 1, · · · , n.

vi) Entries of Li, Fj and εi,j have sub-Gaussian norms bounded by a constant.

vii) For some constant c > 0,

P (σr(L
′L/n) > c) → 1, P (σr(F

′F/m) > c) → 1,

P

(
σr

(
n∑

i=1

LiL
′
iπi/(αnn)

)
> c

)
→ 1, P

(
σr

(
n∑

i=1

XiX
′
iπi/(αnn)

)
> c

)
→ 1,

where σr(A) is the r-th largest singular value of A.
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viii) Conditional on (X,L, F ), εi,j is independent across (i, j) with E(εi,j | L, F,X) = 0.

{X̃i}ni=1, {Li}ni=1 and {Fj}mj=1 are sequences of i.i.d. random variables, respectively.

With the above assumptions and the model identification assumption that E(Γij|Xi) =

0, we can first show that β̂ and Γ̂ are consistent estimators of β and Γ (see Supplement B).

Remark (Comments about Assumption 1). Assumption (i) assumes that the response

Yi,j and the variable for missingness ξi,j are independent conditional on the observed co-

variates and the latent variables. Assumption (ii) assumes that the missingness of each

response depends on the observed baseline covariates of each individual, and the probabil-

ity of the missing pattern is modeled through a logistic regression model, which is called

the propensity score function [29]. This assumption is more relaxed and practical than

the “missing uniformly at random” condition imposed in [9], [11] and [23] for statistical

inference. For example, in the MovieLens data in Section 7, whether users rate a movie

or not often depends on their baseline characteristics, including gender, age, etc. It is

worth noting that when the baseline characteristics for movies, denoted by Zj for the jth

movie, are observed, it is possible to include both X̃i and Zj in the logistic model such that

ξi,j = 1{γ0,n + X̃ ′
iγ1 + Z ′

jγ2 ≥ vi,j}. Our proposed estimation procedure and its statistical

properties can be extended to this model. We can also consider a logistic model for miss-

ing probabilities by including the entries of a latent low-rank matrix, denoted by Ai,j, so

ξi,j = 1{γ0,n + X̃ ′
iγ1 + Ai,j ≥ vi,j}. The estimation of the unobserved Ai,j in this nonlinear

model and the development of the associated statistical properties are nontrivial. We leave

the study of extending our method to these two models for future work.

Assumption (iii) provides the order requirement for n and m. It is typically assumed

to ensure the asymptotic properties of the estimators of L and F in factor models; see [3]

and [23]. Moreover, we allow αn to decay to zero in polynomial order of n ∨ m. Given
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the sub-Gaussianity of X̃i in Assumption (v), one has π := E(πi) = O(αn), so αn is the

observation rate that controls how fast the probability of the observed responses goes to

zero. If n and m are of the same order, then the main restriction in Assumption (iii) is

that αn cannot decay to zero faster than n−1/2. If only concerning the estimation in matrix

completion models, αn can decay to zero faster than the order given in Assumption (iii).

For example, [24] provided a Frobenius norm-based estimation error bound for the nuclear-

norm penalized estimators under the condition that the observation rate is polylog(n)/n.

To establish the distributional theory and uniform convergence rate of our iterative LS

estimators in matrix completion, we require a higher observation rate, as the higher-order

terms in our estimator involve the term O(α−2
n ). To make the higher-order terms negligible

so the resulting estimator can have an asymptotic linear expansion, αn needs to satisfy the

condition given in Assumption (iii).

Assumptions (iv)-(vii) are the moment and distribution conditions on the covariates,

latent variables, and error terms. These are typical conditions for convergence rates and

asymptotic analysis; see similar assumptions in [3], [11] and [23]. Specifically, Assumption

(iv) can be directly verified by the uniform law of large numbers. One sufficient condition

for H0 being a positive definite matrix is that Xi has compact support and EXiX
′
i is of full

rank. This condition is common for sparse logistic regressions; see, for example, Graham

[18, Assumption 3]. Under the first condition in Assumption (viii), model (1) is correctly

specified for the conditional mean of the responses. The second condition can be relaxed

to that {X̃i}ni=1, {Li}ni=1 and {Fj}mj=1 are sequences of independent random variables. Our

theoretical results still hold under this relaxed condition.

The following two theorems provide the asymptotic representations of β̃(g), Γ̃(g) and

their proofs are left in Supplement B-D.

Theorem 1. Let Model (2) and Assumption 1 hold and κn = (1/n+ 1/m)α
−3/2
n n1/q for a
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constant q > 0 that can be arbitrarily large. The estimator β̃(g) obtained from the updating

procedure (7) has the following asymptotic representation for any finite g ≥ 1,∥∥∥β̃(g) − β − n−1 (Ξ ◦ ε+ diag (π)LF ′)
′
X(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1
∥∥∥
2,∞

= OP (κn) ,

where π = (π1, · · · , πn)
′, diag (π) is a diagonal matrix with π as the diagonal, and ∥ · ∥2,∞

is the maximum row 2-norm of a matrix.

Theorem 2. Let Model (2) and Assumption 1 hold. The estimator Γ̃(g) defined in (8) has

the following asymptotic representation, for any finite g ≥ 1,
∥∥∥Γ̃(g) − Γ−∆

∥∥∥
∞

= OP (κn) ,

where ∆ is a n×m matrix with its (i, j)th entry being

∆i,j =
1

n
L′
i(ELiL

′
iπi)

−1
∑n

k=1
Lkξk,jεk,j +

1

mπi

∑m

t=1
F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj

− 1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1
∑n

k=1
πkXkL

′
kFj, where ΣF = E

(
FjF

′
j

)
.

Remark. Point-wise confidence intervals or inference for each component in βj and Γ

can be constructed based on the asymptotic representations given in Theorems 1 and

2. In addition, we propose a multiplier bootstrap statistic in Section 5 for conducting

simultaneous inference on the high-dimensional matrix β.

Remark. The iterative estimation algorithm starts from the initial ordinary LS esti-

mator β̂ given in (3). Under Assumption 1 (i), according to the derivation given in

Lemma 1 of the supplement, we can obtain the asymptotic variance of β̂j, denoted by

ṽar
(
β̂j

)
, as ṽar

(
β̂j

)
= n−1(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1{var(ξi,jXiεi,j) + var(ξi,jXiL
′
iFj)}(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1.

Moreover, from Theorem 1, we obtain the asymptotic variance of the iterative estimator

β̃
(g)
j , for g ≥ 1, denoted by ṽar

(
β̃
(g)
j

)
, as ṽar

(
β̃
(g)
j

)
= n−1(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1{var(ξi,jXiεi,j) +

var(πiXiL
′
iFj)}(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1. Given that E(ξi,jXiL
′
iFj|Xi, Li, Fj) = πiXiL

′
iFj, one has

var(ξi,jXiL
′
iFj) = E{πi(1− πi)Γ

2
ijXiX

′
i}+ var(πiXiL

′
iFj). Thus,

ṽar
(
β̂j

)
− ṽar

(
β̃
(g)
j

)
= n−1(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1E{πi(1− πi)Γ
2
ijXiX

′
i}(EπiXiX

′
i)

−1 ≥ 0.

This means that β̃
(g)
j always has a smaller asymptotic variance than β̂j. In fact, when
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the observation rate αn = o(1), var(πiXiL
′
iFj) in ṽar

(
β̃
(g)
j

)
is asymptotically negligible

compared to var(ξi,jXiL
′
iFj) in ṽar

(
β̂j

)
, and thus the difference between the asymptotic

variances of the initial and iterative estimators is larger when more observations are missing.

Remark. Without the existence of the covariate matrix X, model (2) becomes Y = Γ+ ε.

When πi = π such that missingness does not depend on covariates as considered in [23],

our iterative LS estimator Γ̃(g) − Γ at any finite g ≥ 1 has asymptotic representation:

π−1
(
n−1LΣ−1

L L′(ε ◦ Ξ) +m−1(ε ◦ Ξ)FΣ−1
F F ′). Therefore, it achieves the same efficiency as

the iterative PCA estimator given in [23], and it has been shown in [23] that the iterative

estimator has smaller asymptotic variance than the initial estimator Γ̂ obtained from one-

step PCA when π < 1. We also note that to achieve such efficiency improvement, [23] need

the number of iterations to go to infinity, while our iterative LS estimator only requires a

few iterations.

Remark. Based on the asymptotic linear expansions given in Theorems 1 and 2, one can

immediately obtain the error bounds of our iterative LS estimators in Frobenius norm:

||β̃g − β||2F/m = OP (((n ∧m)αn)
−1 log n); ||Γ̃g − Γ||2F/(nm) = OP (((n ∧m)αn)

−1 log n). (9)

Since our iterative LS estimators are asymptotically unbiased, the rate in (9) comes from the

asymptotic variance. Under a similar model as ours, [27] proposed a regularized estimation

method penalizing the nuclear and Frobenius norms, and derived the convergence rate of

the estimators for β and Γ. Without incorporating covariates, regularization methods based

on different norms have been studied in the matrix completion problems; see, for example,

[24] and [7]. In general, the regularized estimators have an inherent bias term from the

penalties that can go into the convergence rate in addition to the rate from the asymptotic

variance. To conduct inference, a debiasing procedure is often needed for the regularized

estimation, which is nontrivial in matrix completion problems. Our iterative estimators
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are asymptotically unbiased and have an asymptotic linear representation based on which

we can conduct inference. Moreover, the iterative LS estimation enjoys computational

convenience, which is important for modern large-scale data analysis.

4 Rank Estimation

In practice, r = rank (Γ) is often unknown and needs to be estimated. In this section, we

introduce a mean-square-error (MSE)-based approach to estimating the rank. This method

fully takes advantage of the proposed iterative LS estimates, and it is described as follows.

We compute β̂ following (3). Recall W defined in (4) and its SVD
∑m∧n

s=1 dsusv
′
s. We then

define L̂kF̂ k′ =
∑k

s=1 dsusv
′
s as the analogues of L̂, F̂ in Section 2.2.1 with a superscript k

denoting the rank used. Note that the true rank is unknown, and thus k could vary and

is not necessarily equal to r. We then consider an estimation procedure similar to (7) but

without updating β:

F̃ k,(g+1) = argmin
F

f ∗
(
β̂, L̃k,(g), F

)
; L̃k,(g+1) = argmin

L
f ∗
(
β̂, L, F̃ k,(g)

)
, (10)

where f ∗(·) is defined in (6). The initial value L̃k,(0) is set as L̂k.

Given a fixed positive integer g and for any k ≪ n∧m, we define the following function

mse (k, g) = 1
nm

∥∥∥Ξ ◦
(
Y −Xβ̂ − Γ̃k,(g)

)∥∥∥2
F
,

where Γ̃k,(g) = L̃k,(g)F̃ k,(g)′ is the rank k iterative LS estimator of Γ at step g ≥ 1.

We define the MSE-based rank estimating criterion and the resulting estimator of the

rank given as follows.

eIC(k | g) = logmse (k, g) + k · h(n,m), r̂eIC(g) = argmin1≤k≤r̄ eIC(k | g), (11)

for k ≥ 1 and a predetermined upper bound r̄, where k · h(n,m) is a penalty function that

depends on n,m. The theorem for the statistical guarantee of r̂eIC(g) is stated below, and

its proof is in Supplement E.

Theorem 3. Let Model (2) and Assumption 1 hold. Assume that r̄ is fixed and satisfies
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r̄ ≥ r. The rank estimator r̂eIC(g) defined in (11) satisfies P
(
r̂eIC(g) = r

)
→ 1 if h(n,m) =

o(1) and
√

mnαn

(m+n)
h(n,m) → ∞ in a polynomial rate in n ∨m.

Remark. Theorem 3 shows that the MSE-based rank estimator r̂eIC(g) can consistently

estimate the true rank r when h(n,m) satisfies certain conditions. Section 6.2 provides a

formula for calculating h(n,m) in our numerical analysis.

Remark. We have an interesting finding that the MSE-based method for rank selection

cannot be constructed based on the initial estimates β̂, L̂k and F̂ k, where L̂k and F̂ k are

rank k SVD estimates of L and F , because the MSE value may not be decreasing as k

increases when the observation rate is small. A heuristic argument and the numerical

illustration are given in Section G of the Supplementary Materials.

5 Bootstrap Inference of β

In this section, we provide a testing procedure for the null hypothesis:

H0 : Ajβj = a0j ∀j ∈ G (12)

where each Aj ̸= 0 is a given matrix with dimension q × k, and q ≤ k, each a0j is a

q-dimensional vector, and G is a subset of {1, ...,m}. By Theorem 1,

β̃
(g)
j − βj = n−1

∑n
i=1 ωi,j + smaller terms,

where ωi,j = E(πiXiX
′
i)

−1Xi (ξi,jεi,j + πiΓi,j). Therefore, a simple test statistic is

T = max
j∈G

∥Ajβ̃
(g)
j − a0j∥∞. (13)

We can use a simple multiplier bootstrap procedure to compute the p-value. Define

ω̂i,j = (n−1
∑n

i=1 π̂iXiX
′
i)

−1
Xi

(
ξi,j ε̂i,j + π̂iΓ̃i,j

)
,

where ε̂i,j = Yi,j −X ′
iβ̃j − Γ̃i,j, in which β̃j and Γ̃i,j are the iterative LS estimates of βj and

Γi,j at the last step.

Let {ιi}ni=1 be random variables generated from N(0, 1) that are independent of the

data. The bootstrapped test statistic is
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T ∗ = maxj∈G ∥n−1
∑n

i=1 ιiAjω̂i,j∥∞ . (14)

Conditional on the data, the randomness of T ∗ comes from the generated variables {ιi}ni=1.

By generating many realizations of T ∗, we can compute the (1−α) quantile of T ∗ conditional

on the data, i.e., Q(T ∗, 1− α) satisfies P (T ∗ ≤ Q(T ∗, 1− α) | data) = 1− α.

Assumption 2. Suppose that the following conditions hold:

i) There exists a constant M1 > 0 such that mini,j E(ε2i,j | X,L, F ) ≥ M1 almost surely.

ii) (logm)5/2 ≪ min{nm−1/2,mn−1/2}.

Theorem 4. Let Model (2) and Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Under the null hypothesis

(12), if |G| ≤ m, then P (T > Q(T ∗, 1− α)) = α + o(1), where T and T ∗ are defined in

(13), (14), and Q is the quantile function.

6 Simulation Studies

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to illustrate the finite sample performance

of our proposed iterative LS method. We generate the responses by model (2): Y =

Xβ′ + Γ + ε, where Γ = LF ′, in which L ∈ Rn×r and F ∈ Rm×r. We then generate the

covariates, the coefficients, and the latent matrices as follows. For i = 1, 2, · · · , n and

j = 1, 2, · · · ,m, we independently generate the covariates by Xi ∼ N(0,ΣX), the hidden

matrix by Li ∼ N(0,ΣL), Fj ∼ N(0, 4ΣF ), and the noise by εi,j ∼ N(0, 1). The covariance

matrices are (ΣX)k,k′ = cov(Xi,k, Xi,k′) = 0.5|k−k′|, (ΣL)k,k′ = cov(Li,k, Li,k′) = 0.5|k−k′| and

(ΣF )k,k′ = cov(Fj,k, Fj,k′) = 0.2|k−k′|. We generate the coefficients by βj ∼ N(0, 4Id). We

regenerate (X,L, F, ε) for each simulation replicate while β remains fixed. The dimension

of Xi and βj is d = 3 while the rank, r = 3, is considered for the latent factor matrix.

Next, we generate the observed entries of the responses according to the two data-

generating processes (DGPs) with constant and covariate-dependent observation rates, re-
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spectively. For each type of DGP, we consider n = m = 200, 500, 1000 to see how the

estimators and their asymptotic properties behave in different sample sizes.

DGP 1 (Constant observation rate π). In this design, we consider constant ob-

served rates and run simulations for π = 1, 0.8, 0.5, 0.2 to see how the observed rate would

affect the performance (the data is fully observed when π = 1).

DGP 2 (Covaraiate-dependent observation rate πi). In this design, we let the

observational rates of the response variables depend on the observed covariates of each

individual, so we generate πi from the logistic model: P (ξi,j = 1|Xi) = πi = η(γ0,n+X ′
iγ1),

where γ0,n = log(αn) with αn = Cn−1/2 log n and γ1 = (0.2, ..., 0.2)′. We see that αn

controls the sparseness of the observed values of each response, and we allow that αn → 0

as n → ∞, so that πi → 0 as n → ∞. We let C = 1.0, 1.5, 2.0. When the C value is larger,

it corresponds to larger observation rates of the responses.

When data are generated from DGP 1, we compare the performance of our proposed

iterative LS method with that of the iterative PCA method given in [23]. In [23], they

assume that the observed rate is a constant π which is bounded below by a constant. As

a result, their setting only satisfies the condition on the observation rate in DGP1, not the

one in DGP2.

Without the presence of the covariates X, [23] proposed to estimate Γ using an iterative

PCA method with the missing values of Y replaced by the PCA estimate of Γ from the

previous step. To make the iterative PCA method in [23] be accommodated to our model

(2), once we obtain the estimate of Γ by PCA, we use the same LS method to obtain

the estimate for β. To distinguish the estimators from our proposed method and the one

from [23], we denote our gth step iterative LS estimator by Γ̃
(g)
ls , and their iterative PCA

estimator by Γ̃
(g)
pca. The estimator Γ̃

(g)
ls is obtained as described in Section 2.2.2. To adapt
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the iterative PCA method given in [23] for our model, at the gth step, g ≥ 1, we replace

the missing values in W by the corresponding values of the estimates obtained from the

previous step, and then Γ̃
(g)
pca is the rank r SVD of the updated W . Once the estimate of Γ is

obtained, the estimate of β is obtained by the same LS method. The same initial estimator

Γ̃
(0)
pca = Γ̂ is used. In each simulation, we obtain Γ̃

(g)
pca and Γ̃

(g)
ls at the steps g = 1, 2, 3 and

g → ∞. The estimate at convergence denoted by Γ̃(c) is obtained by iterating the algorithm

until convergence, i.e., the maximum difference between the estimates from two consecutive

steps, ∥Xβ̃(g) + Γ̃(g) −Xβ̃(g−1) − Γ̃(g−1)∥2∞, is smaller than the small threshold 10−6.

The iterative PCA method in [23] requires that the number of iterations go to infinity

to have the desired convergence rate and the asymptotic distribution of the estimator for Γ.

We will show that our iterative LS estimator for Γ only needs a finite number of iterations

to achieve the same asymptotic distribution, so our method enjoys great computational

advantage, especially in the large dimensional setting. Moreover, we will illustrate the

performance of our proposed multiplier bootstrap inferential method for testing the high-

dimensional coefficient matrix and the rank estimation methods.

In the following subsections, we show partial simulation results due to the space limit.

For the complete numerical results, we refer to Section H of the Supplementary Materials1.

6.1 Performance of The Estimators

To evaluate the performance, we repeat the simulation under each setting 500 times and, for

any estimator θ̃ for a parameter θ0, we calculate the average mean-square-error: MSE(θ̃) =

1
500|θ0|

∑500
s=1

∥∥∥θ̃s − θ0,s

∥∥∥2
F
, where θ̃s, θ0,s are the estimator and the true parameter in sth

repetition, and |θ0| is the number of elements in θ0.

We first compare the performance of our iterative LS estimator with that of the iterative

PCA estimator using DGP 1. Table 1 shows the MSE of different estimators obtained with
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the true rank based on the 500 simulation replicates in each setting of DGP 1 for g = 3 and

g = c (at convergence), and r = 3. Results for other cases are similar, and are provided in

the Supplementary Materials1.

For larger sample sizes n,m = 500, 1000, we see that Γ̃
(3)
ls has much smaller MSE than

the initial estimator Γ̂, and it has the same MSE as Γ̃
(c)
ls at all values of π. It indicates

that our LS estimate of Γ at a finite step performs better than the initiate estimate, and it

has a similar performance as the LS estimate at convergence. Moreover, Γ̃
(3)
ls and Γ̃

(c)
pca have

similar MSE values, both of which are significantly smaller than the MSE obtained from

Γ̃
(3)
pca. The difference between the MSE values of Γ̃

(3)
ls and Γ̃

(3)
pca becomes more dramatic as

the observation rate π is smaller. This result corroborates our theoretical finding that the

proposed iterative LS estimator at a finite step g ≥ 1 achieves the same convergence rate

and asymptotic property as the iterative PCA estimator at g → ∞. For small sample size

n,m = 200, we can observe the same pattern for Γ̃
(3)
ls at π = 0.5, 0.8. The MSE of Γ̃

(3)
ls is

almost the same as that of Γ̃
(c)
ls and Γ̃

(c)
pca at π = 0.5, 0.8, but it is slightly worse at π = 0.2.

However, the MSE of Γ̃
(3)
pca is much larger than that of the other three estimates. This

result further shows that the iterative PCA method needs a diverging number of iterations

to achieve the desired convergence rate as proven in [23]. The performance of the estimators

of β is similar for both methods. Only in the case n = m = 200 and π = 0.2, β̃
(3)
pca is slightly

worse than β̃
(3)
ls .

Next, we compare the computing time of the iterative LS and the iterative PCA meth-

ods. When missing values exist, our proposed iterative LS method has a great computa-

tional advantage over the iterative PCA method in two aspects. First, for one complete

iteration, the computational complexity of PCA on the updated matrix W is O(mn2+m3),

and it is only O(r2πmn) for solving the two LS systems defined in (7) for L and F . Since
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we have the low-rank assumption, r is fixed and r ≪ min(m,n), we see that our LS method

is much more computationally efficient than the PCA method for one complete update.

Second, our estimator only needs a finite number of iterations, while the iterative PCA es-

timator requires a diverging number of iterations to have the same asymptotic properties.

This result was already demonstrated by the performance comparison in Table 1.

To test the actual computing time of the two estimators, we run simulations using

the data generated from DGP 1 when the true rank r = 3, and the sample sizes, n =

m = 200, 500, 1000, with observation rate π = 0.8, 0.5, 0.2, respectively. Based on 100

simulation replications of each setting, Table 2 reports the average computing time and

the number of iterations needed to obtain the converged estimate for each method, and

the average computing time of one iteration (one complete update). For a fair comparison,

all simulations are run on a regular laptop with specs: Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-8750H CPU,

2667MHz 16 GB RAM without the help of GPU or CPU parallel computing.

The last two columns in Table 2 show the average time for one update by both methods

at different sample sizes n,m. We see that the iterative PCA method has a more dramatic

increase (from 0.04 for n,m = 200 to 3 seconds for n,m = 1000) than our proposed iterative

LS method (from 0.04 to 0.3 instead) when the sample size increases. We can also see that

the number of iterations needed to converge increases as the observation rate π decreases.

From the “Number of iterations” columns, we observe that the iterative PCA method in

general needs more iterations to converge, and the difference between the PCA and the LS

methods becomes more prominent as the π value becomes smaller even in the settings with

large sample sizes. For instance, in the case with n,m = 1000, the iterative LS method

needs around 3 iterations at π = 0.8 and 5 iterations at π = 0.2, whereas the number of

iterations for the iterative PCA method grows from 7 to 49.
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Next, we show in Table 3 the MSE of our iterative LS estimators based on the 500

simulation replicates in each setting of DGP 2 for g = 3 and r = 3. We can observe similar

patterns as shown in DGP 1; the estimators at g = 3 have almost the same MSE as the

converged estimators in every case when n,m = 500 or 1000. Even for C = 1, n,m = 200,

the estimator at g = 3 performs quite well. When the C value is larger, the response matrix

is more densely observed, so the estimators are expected to have better performance. The

last column shows the average number of iterations to obtain the converged estimator, and

we can see that the numbers are all small. With the low computational complexity, it

is possible to use the converged solution in practice, or use the estimate at g = 3 if the

algorithm is implemented on large datasets and we need a faster computational speed.

In the last of this section, we construct pointwise confidence intervals for Γi,j and µi,j =

E(Yi,j |Li, Xi, Fj) for some given i, j based on the asymptotic representations in Theorem

1 and Theorem 2. For g ≥ 1, let Ỹi,j = X ′
iβ̃

(g)
j + Γ̃

(g)
i,j and σ2 = E(ε2i,j), then (Ỹi,j −

µi,j)/σn,m(Ỹi,j) and (Γ̃
(g)
i,j − Γi,j)/σn,m(Γ̃

g)
i,j) asymptotically follow N(0, 1), where

σ2
n,m(Γ̃

(g)
i,j ) = σ2

[
n−1L′

iE(πiLiL
′
i)
−1Li + (mπi)

−1F ′
jΣ

−1
F Fj

]
+ n−1ζ2i,j

σ2
n,m(Ỹi,j) = σ2

[
n−1

(
L′
iE(πiLiL

′
i)
−1Li +X ′

iE(πiXiX
′
i)

−1Xi

)
+ (mπi)

−1F ′
jΣ

−1
F Fj

]
, (15)

and ζ2i,j = X ′
iE(πiXiX

′
i)

−1E(π2
kXkL

′
kFjF

′
jLkX

′
k |Fj)E(πiXiX

′
i)

−1Xi. The unknown terms

in the above representations can be replaced by empirical estimators so that we can get

the estimated standard error σ̂n,m(·).

In the literature, the latent factor model is often considered for matrix completion with-

out considering the covariates. In this model, the matrix Θ is directly decomposed as Θ =

L∗F ∗′, where L∗ and F ∗ are latent factors and their loadings, both of which are unknown and

need to be estimated. Compared to model (1), we can write L∗ = [X,L] and F ∗ = [β, F ],

but both X and β are treated as unknown variables in the latent factor model. When
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E(XiL
′
i) = 0 and E(βjF

′
j) = 0, it can be shown that the asymptotic variance of the esti-

mator Ỹi,j := Θ̃i,j based on the latent factor model with Θ having rank r+d is σ2
n,m(Ỹi,j) =

σ2
[
n−1 (L′

iE(πiLiL
′
i)
−1Li +X ′

iE(πiXiX
′
i)

−1Xi) + (mπi)
−1(F ′

jΣ
−1
F Fj + β′

jΣ
−1
β βj)

]
, where

Σβ = E
(
βjβ

′
j

)
, and Θ̃ is the iterative LS estimator of Θ and has the rank of d + r. We

can see that this asymptotic variance has one additional term (mπi)
−1β′

jΣ
−1
β βj compared

to the one given in (15), so it is larger than the asymptotic variance of the estimator for

model (1) that incorporates the observed covariates. When the estimator Θ̃ has a rank

smaller than d+ r, it has an asymptotically nonnegligible bias.

Table 4 shows the biases and the empirical coverage rates of 95% CI of three arbitrarily

chosen estimators obtained at g = 3. Each value is calculated based on 500 simulation

replicates. We observe that all the biases are very small, and the coverage rates are close to

the nominal value except for the cases with a very small effective size (n = m = 200, C = 1).

The empirical distributions of the Z-statistics of Ỹi,j for (i, j) = (2, 3) are shown in Figure

1. We can see that the distributions are close to the standard normal (shaded area) in

those cases with larger effective sample sizes. Results for settings in DGP 1 are similar and

provided in the Supplementary Materials1.

Table 1: The MSE of different estimators in DGP 1.

DGP 1 initial iterative PCA iterative LS

n,m π β̂ Γ̂ β̃
(3)
pca β̃

(c)
pca Γ̃

(3)
pca Γ̃

(c)
pca β̃

(3)
ls β̃

(c)
ls Γ̃

(3)
ls Γ̃

(c)
ls

200 0.2 0.614 7.469 0.258 0.157 3.075 0.419 0.197 0.176 0.631 0.457
0.5 0.230 1.121 0.126 0.125 0.321 0.283 0.125 0.125 0.285 0.285
0.8 0.145 0.430 0.119 0.119 0.258 0.258 0.119 0.119 0.258 0.258
1 0.117 0.250 − − − − − − − −

500 0.2 0.224 2.354 0.068 0.057 0.835 0.150 0.058 0.058 0.152 0.152
0.5 0.087 0.399 0.047 0.047 0.116 0.108 0.047 0.047 0.108 0.108
0.8 0.054 0.167 0.044 0.044 0.099 0.099 0.044 0.044 0.099 0.099
1 0.043 0.096 − − − − − − − −

1000 0.2 0.110 0.726 0.030 0.029 0.246 0.074 0.029 0.029 0.074 0.074
0.5 0.044 0.195 0.024 0.024 0.057 0.055 0.024 0.024 0.055 0.055
0.8 0.028 0.084 0.023 0.023 0.050 0.050 0.023 0.023 0.050 0.050
1 0.023 0.048 − − − − − − − −

6.2 Rank Estimation
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Table 2: Computing time in seconds∗ in each setting.

Time in sec Number Ave. time
DGP 1 to get estimators of iterations for 1 iteration

n,m π Γ̂ Γ̃
(c)
ls Γ̃

(c)
pca Γ̃

(c)
ls Γ̃

(c)
pca ls pca

200 0.8 0.04 0.16 0.38 4.0 9.3 0.041 0.041
0.4 0.05 0.28 1.37 7.0 33.6 0.040 0.041
0.2 0.04 0.60 4.01 15.7 99.9 0.038 0.040

500 0.8 0.41 0.44 3.18 3.6 7.5 0.124 0.423
0.4 0.42 0.58 10.06 5.0 23.5 0.115 0.429
0.2 0.41 0.80 27.54 7.4 64.5 0.108 0.427

1000 0.8 3.43 1.05 24.24 3.0 6.9 0.351 3.514
0.4 3.03 1.16 62.22 4.0 19.9 0.287 3.130
0.2 2.96 1.39 149.12 5.5 48.8 0.252 3.056

∗ The values are calculated based on 100 simulation replicates

Table 3: The MSE of different estimators in DGP 2.

DGP 2 initial iterative LS

n,m C β̂ Γ̂ β̃
(3)
ls β̃

(c)
ls Γ̃

(3)
ls Γ̃

(c)
ls N

(c)
ls

†

200 1 0.420 5.993 0.183 0.178 0.516 0.456 12.7
1.5 0.318 3.612 0.155 0.154 0.379 0.375 9.7
2 0.268 2.315 0.142 0.141 0.337 0.334 8.4

500 1 0.192 3.271 0.067 0.066 0.185 0.182 8.9
1.5 0.143 1.472 0.057 0.057 0.147 0.147 7.2
2 0.119 0.888 0.053 0.053 0.132 0.132 6.3

1000 1 0.115 1.535 0.034 0.034 0.094 0.094 7.3
1.5 0.085 0.721 0.030 0.030 0.077 0.077 6.1
2 0.070 0.482 0.028 0.028 0.071 0.071 5.6

∗ The average number of complete iterations to get converged results.

The number of factors r is often unknown in practice. Section 4 introduces the estimator

r̂eIC to estimate the unknown rank r. With large n,m, Theorem 3 shows that this estimator

can find the correct rank with a high probability if the penalty h(n,m) satisfies the stated

condition. We let
h(n,m) = Chn

δh
√
(m+ n)/(mnα̂n), (16)

with Ch = 0.9 and δh = 0.1, where α̂n = π = n−1
∑n

i=1 π̂i for DGP1 and α̂n = eγ̂0,n for

DGP2, so that h(n,m) satisfies the condition given in Theorem 3. To see the performance

of the eIC method for rank estimation, we use the 500 simulation replicates in each setting

of DGP 1 and DGP 2, and estimate the rank using the eIC criterion given in (11). We

set g = 3 for the eIC method because our iterative LS estimates perform well with three
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Table 4: Average bias and 95% CI coverage rate for some estimators∗.

DGP 2 Bias (10−2) 95% CI coverage rate

n,m C Γ̃11 Γ̃23 Γ̃35 Ỹ11 Ỹ23 Ỹ35 Γ̃11 Γ̃23 Γ̃35 Ỹ11 Ỹ23 Ỹ35

200 1 0.3 −1.9 −1.9 −0.5 −2.6 −1.7 0.93 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
1.5 −1.0 −0.1 −1.1 −0.5 −0.4 0.5 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.96
2 −0.1 −0.0 −2.0 −0.0 0.2 −0.4 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.93 0.95 0.95

500 1 0.7 −0.4 −0.4 0.3 −0.3 2.0 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.95 0.93
1.5 0.5 −0.4 0.6 0.2 −0.4 1.9 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.95
2 0.1 −0.8 0.5 −0.1 −0.4 1.4 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.95

1000 1 0.3 −2.1 1.3 −0.9 −1.0 −1.1 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.96
1.5 0.7 −2.4 1.8 −0.3 −0.7 0.0 0.95 0.92 0.96 0.93 0.96 0.95
2 0.9 −1.9 1.3 0.0 −0.4 0.0 0.96 0.93 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.95

∗ Γ̃i,j = Γ̃
(3)
i,j and Ỹi,j = X ′

iβ̃
(3)
j + Γ̃

(3)
i,j .

Empirical Distribution of Z−statistic for Y~23

n = m = 200 n = m = 500 n = m = 1000

D
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P
 2

C

1
1.5
2

Figure 1: The empirical distribution of Ỹ23−µ23

σ̂n,m(Ỹ23)
in different simulation settings. The shaded

area is the density of standard normal distribution.

iterations as shown in Section 6.1.

We report the accuracy (the percentage of obtaining the true rank) along with the

average of the rank estimates based on 500 simulation replicates for all settings in Table 5.

Note that cases with π = 1 in DGP 1 are omitted since we aim to find a method that can

accurately estimate the rank when the data have missing entries. We see that our proposed

eIC method performs well in all settings for both DGP 1 and DGP 2. Even with a relatively

small sample size (n = m = 200) and low observation rate (π = 0.2 or C = 1.0), the eIC

method can correctly estimate the true rank with high probability. Its performance further

improves as the sample size becomes larger.
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Table 5: The rank estimation results of r̂eIC(3) based on 500 simulations in each setting

with the true rank r = 3.

DGP 1 DGP 2

n,m π Acc.∗ Ave.† C Acc.∗ Ave.†

200 0.2 93.8 2.95 1.0 97.8 3.02
0.5 100.0 3.00 1.5 99.8 3.00
0.8 100.0 3.00 2.0 99.8 3.00

500 0.2 100.0 3.00 1.0 100.0 3.00
0.5 100.0 3.00 1.5 100.0 3.00
0.8 100.0 3.00 2.0 100.0 3.00

1000 0.2 100.0 3.00 1.0 100.0 3.00
0.5 100.0 3.00 1.5 100.0 3.00
0.8 100.0 3.00 2.0 100.0 3.00

∗ The percentage of r̂eIC(3) = r.
† The average of r̂eIC(3).

6.3 Simultaneous Inference for The Coefficients

In this section, we conduct hypothesis tests on H0 : Aj ·βj = a0j for j ∈ G at the significant

level α = 0.05 by the multiplier bootstrap method given in Section 5. We consider the

following hypotheses: (i) H0 : βj,p = 0 ∀ j, p; (ii) H0 : βj,p0 = 0 ∀ j.

Note that in (ii), p0 is a fixed value (could be 1, 2 or 3 in our DGPs).

Remark. To follow the notation in Section 5, Aj = I in (i), and Aj = (1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0),

(0, 0, 1) in (ii) for p0 = 1, 2, 3 respectively, and G = {1, · · · ,m} in all the tests.

To see the performance of the testing procedure under null and different alternative

hypotheses, we generate our β from N(0, 4ρ2I) in DGPs 1 and 2. We run 500 simulation

replications in each setting with ρ = 0, e−3, e−2.5, e−2, e−1.5 and e−1, respectively. Note

that the null hypothesis H0 is true when ρ = 0. For each setting and ρ value, we compute

the empirical rejection rate of each test based on the 500 simulation replicates.

The results for DGP 2, r = 3 are presented in Figure 2. The numerical results of all

scenarios are relegated to the Supplementary Materials1. We observe that except for the

case with a small sample size n = m = 200 and π = 0.2, the rejection rate is very close

to the significant level 0.05 under the null hypothesis (ρ = 0). The power approaches 1
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quickly as the ρ value becomes larger or the sample size increases. This corroborates our

theoretical results for the proposed simultaneous testing method given in Section 5. The

rejection rate for the case with n = m = 200 and π = 0.2 is slightly larger due to the small

effective sample size.
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Figure 2: Empirical rejection rates at level α = 0.05. Each column represents a hypothesis,

and each row represents a sample size. When x = ln(ρ) = −Inf, the null hypothesis is true.

7 Application

In this section, we apply the proposed method to the MovieLens 1M dataset1. MovieLens is

a website where people can sign up and rate movies in their database, and it is run by a lab

at the University of Minnesota called GroupLens. They provide movie recommendations

to the users based on their rating history. The 1M dataset contains 1, 000, 209 ratings on

3, 952 movies from 6, 040 users. Some demographic information of users is provided using

an assigned ID, including the user’s gender, age, occupation, and zip code. Each rating is a

number between 0.5 and 5 with 0.5 gaps between two ratings, linked to a user and a movie.

1website: https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/
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The timestamp at which a rating was given was also recorded. In the dataset, each user

has rated at least 20 movies. To provide appropriate recommendations to users, our goal

is to : (i) estimate the ratings based on the proposed low-rank model with covariates given

in Model (2) through our iterative LS procedure, (ii) conduct pointwise inference for each

rating based on the established asymptotic distribution, and (iii) conduct simultaneous

inference for the coefficients of the covariates based on our bootstrap procedure.

7.1 Application of The Proposed Method to MovieLens 1M

To apply our method to the MovieLens 1M dataset, we use Y to represent the rating

matrix in which the ith row and jth column correspond to the ith user and jth movie,

respectively. As a result, the dimension of Y should be 6, 040× 3, 952. We consider gender

and age as the covariates in Model (2); both of them may have effects on the movie ratings

and the missingness of the ratings. Then, in the covariate matrix, the gender is encoded as

”0” (female) and ”1” (male); the age is factorized into 4 groups: ”0-24”, ”25-34”, ”35-49”,

”50+”, and it is represented by 3 dummy variables. We also include the interactive terms

between gender and age groups in the covariate matrix X, and then the dimension of X

including the intercept is m = 6040 by d = 8. The dataset is split into a training set and

a test set, and the test set contains 60, 400 ratings with 10 ratings from each user.

Let Gi be the indicator of the gender for the ith user, and Ai,k, 1 ≤ k ≤ 3, be the

indicator of age groups ”25-34”, ”35-49”, ”50+”, respectively. Both gender and age may

affect the missingness of movie ratings, so we fit a logistic model for πi = P (ξi,j = 1|Xi):

logit(πi) = γ0+Giγ1+Ai,1γ2+Ai,2γ3+Ai,3γ4+(Gi ·Ai,1)γ5+(Gi ·Ai,2)γ6+(Gi ·Ai,3)γ7, (17)

where logit(x) = log(x/(1− x)). Moreover, we fit the following model for the responses:

Yi,j = βj,0 +Giβj,1 + Ai,1βj,2 + Ai,2βj,3 + Ai,3βj,4+
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(Gi · Ai,1)βj,5 + (Gi · Ai,2)βj,6 + (Gi · Ai,3)βj,7 + L′
iFj + εi,j. (18)

We also consider the sub-model with only the main effects of G· and A·,k as well as other

sub-models which include only partial interactions between gender and age groups to see

which model has the best prediction. We use the eIC method with the penalty given in

(16) with Ch = 0.2, δh = 0.1 to obtain the estimated rank r̂ = r̂eIC(c). Tables 2 and 3 in

Section 6.1 show that the iterative LS algorithm in general only needs a few iterations to

converge. Then, in the real data analysis, we estimate βj and Γi,j by running the iterative

LS algorithm until convergence or stopped at step=30. With the estimated rank, we then

obtain the estimated ratings in the training set and the predicted ratings in the test set by

Ỹi,j = X ′
iβ̃j+Γ̃i,j where β̃ = β̃(c) and Γ̃i,j = L̃

(c)′

i F̃
(c)
j . In addition, since the rating is limited

to be between 0.5 and 5, we define the adjusted estimated rating as Ỹ adj
i,j = (Ỹi,j ∨ 0.5)∧ 5,

so as to enable the estimated ratings to have values between (0.5, 5).

7.2 The Fitting Results

The fitting result of the logistic model for πi given in (17) is shown in Table 6. It shows the

estimate and the standard error of each coefficient, and the p-values for testing whether each

coefficient is zero or not. Table 6 shows that the p-values are all close to zero, indicating

that all the coefficients for both the main and interaction effects are significantly different

from zero. This result further demonstrates that the two baseline covariates, gender and

age, and their interactions should have significant effects on the missing pattern of the

movie rates. We will use the full model (17) for πi in the follow-up analysis.

Next, we calculate the root mean square error (RMSE) of the estimated ratings, where

RMSE =
[
(nS)

−1
∑

(i,j)∈S(Yi,j − Ỹi,j)
2
]1/2

respectively, for the training and test datasets,

to check the prediction performance of each model. In the above formula, the S is the set
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Table 6: The fitting result fors the logistic model for πi.

(Intercept) G A1 A2 A3 G ·A1 G ·A2 G ·A3

Estimate −3.347 0.148 0.140 −0.037 −0.304 0.061 0.083 0.072
Std. Error (10−3) 4.53 5.25 5.71 5.97 7.87 6.58 6.93 9.07
p-value ∗ ∗ ∗ 10−9 ∗ ∗ ∗ 10−14

∗ Value < 10−15

of observed indices in the training set or the indices in the test set, and nS = |S| is the

number of elements in S. The RMSEs for the training and test datasets are provided in

Table 7. Note that in this table, we also calculate the RMSE using the adjusted rating

Ỹ adj
i,j . According to Table 7, we can see that all the estimated rank r̂ by the eIC method is

Table 7: RMSE of different models in training and test set.

Model RMSE adj. RMSE†

Covariate(s) p r̂ training tested training tested

1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A1 +G ·A2 +G ·A3 8 2 0.8381 0.9067 0.8379 0.8993
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A1 +G ·A2 7 2 0.8395 0.9046 0.8393 0.8982
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A1 +G ·A3 7 2 0.8398 0.9057 0.8396 0.8980
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A2 +G ·A3 7 2 0.8398 0.9064 0.8396 0.8982
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A1 6 2 0.8411 0.9032 0.8409 0.8962
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A2 6 2 0.8411 0.9043 0.8409 0.8966
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 +G ·A3 6 2 0.8415 0.9044 0.8413 0.8968
1 +G+A1 +A2 +A3 5 2 0.8428 0.9020 0.8426 0.8949
1 1 2 0.8582 0.9813 0.8581 0.9010

∗ adj. RMSE uses Ỹ adj
i,j in stead of Ỹi,j in the RMSE formula.

2 for all cases, and the best prediction which gives the lowest RMSE in the test set is the

model with only the main effects, no matter we use the original estimators or the adjusted

ones. As a result, we will use the model with only the main effects in the follow-up analysis,

and it is formulated as

Yi,j = βj,0 +Giβj,1 + Ai,1βj,2 + Ai,2βj,3 + Ai,3βj,4 + L′
iFj + εi,j. (19)

7.3 Insight into MovieLens 1M

With the selected model (19), we can run contrast tests on the coefficient matrix β to see

if any category in the covariates is unnecessary or if any two (or more) of them can be
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combined. Since the tests concern the high dimensional coefficient matrix β, we use the

multiplier bootstrap method provided in Section 5 to conduct simultaneous inference, and

the results are presented in Table 8. All the p-values in Table 8 are very small, indicating

Table 8: The hypothesis testing results for all contrasts.

H0 meaning test statistic p-value∗

βj1 = 0 ∀ j No difference in gender 5.25 < 0.001
βj2 = 0 ∀ j No difference in age group (-24) and (25-34) 5.50 < 0.001
βj3 = 0 ∀ j No difference in age group (-24) and (35-49) 10.75 < 0.001
βj4 = 0 ∀ j No difference in age group (-24) and (50+) 6.15 < 0.001
βj2 − βj3 = 0 ∀ j No difference in age group (25-34) and (35-49) 10.75 < 0.001
βj2 − βj4 = 0 ∀ j No difference in age group (25-34) and (50+) 7.81 < 0.001
βj3 − βj4 = 0 ∀ j No difference in age group (35-49) and (50+) 10.75 < 0.001

∗ Each p-value is calculated through 1000 bootstrap results.

that the different age and gender groups have significant effects on the prediction of movie

ratings. For further illustration, Figure 3 shows the box plots of the estimated movie

ratings in different gender and age groups for some movies. We can see that for the movie

“Antonia’s Line”, the ratings are very different between genders, but they are similar among

different age groups of the same gender. However, for some other movies such as “The Brain

That Wouldn’t Die”, in which both age and gender significantly affect the movie ratings;

see more boxplot examples in the supplementary materials1.
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3833. The Brain That Wouldn't Die

Figure 3: Boxplots of the estimated ratings in different gender and age groups for some movies.

While the overall effects of different covariates on the ratings can be investigated through
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Table 8, examples in Figure 3 motivate us to perform individual tests on each movie, so

that we can understand the effect of covariate on each movie. A z-test is then conducted

for each movie based on the asymptotic result in Theorem 1. Table S5 in Section H.1 of

the Supplementary Materials shows the top 10 movies with the smallest p-values in each

test. All the p-values shown in Table S5 are significant after a Bonferroni adjustment. In

Figure 4, we select two movies in which either gender or age has a significant effect and

draw a quantile plot with 90% point-wise confidence intervals (CI) to further illustrate the

effects. The movie “ Set It Off” is the one in which the ratings are significantly different in

gender (non-overlapping CI bands), but not at all in age, and “Boys and Girls” shows the

other way. Note that only the most significant pair of age groups are shown in this figure.

We refer to the supplementary materials for the numerical results of more movie examples.
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Figure 4: Estimated ratings and 90% point-wise confidence intervals in different groups. The

y-axis is the rating and the x-axis is the percentile. Ratings are grouped by gender or age.
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8 Conclusion

This paper studies statistical inference for noisy matrix completion with auxiliary infor-

mation when the missing pattern of the responses depends on baseline covariates and the

observed rates can go to zero as the sample size increases. We show that the iterative LS

method has a computational advantage over the iterative PCA method, and it is supported

by reliable statistical properties for inference. With only a finite number of iterations, the

resulting estimators of the latent low-rank matrix and the coefficient matrix for the ob-

served covariates are asymptotically unbiased and guaranteed to have asymptotic normality

under mild conditions. A new information criterion eIC method based on the iterative LS

estimation is proposed for rank estimation. It is supported by the consistency property and

is demonstrated to have better numerical performance than the widely used IC criterion

method based on the singular value estimation.

Moreover, we propose a simultaneous testing method for the high dimensional coeffi-

cient matrix β via a Gaussian multiplier bootstrap procedure. This inferential procedure

can help us investigate the effects (or contrast effects) of the auxiliary covariates for the

prediction of the missing entries. We have discussed in Section 6.1 and have shown in the

real data application Section 7 that the use of the observed covariates in matrix completion

does help the prediction and improves the prediction accuracy. Our proposed method has

immediate applications in collaborative filtering, biological and social network recovery,

recommender systems, and so forth. The semi-supervised model considered in our paper

makes use of row-feature information such as the user’s demographic information to help the

prediction of movie ratings. It is worth noting that [36] have considered a different model

that incorporates user-specific and content-specific predictors by letting their coefficients

be the same across all j and i, respectively. As an extended work, we can also consider
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incorporating the column-feature information into our proposed framework. Moreover, the

development of the asymptotic distributions of the iterative LS estimators in the setting

with the growing number of factors [27] or Γ with high rank is also an interesting future

research topic to explore.

9 Appendix

In this document, Section 10 derives the statistical properties of π̂i which will be used later

in the proofs of the main results, Sections 11-15 provide the technical proofs for Theorems

1-4, Section 16 provides an argument about the MSE pattern when eIC is constructed

based on the initial estimates, and Section 17 contains additional numerical results of the

simulation studies and the real data application.

10 Properties of π̂i

Proposition 1. Denote the true value γ = (γ0,n, γ1). Then, for any constant q > 0, we

have

γ̂ − γ =
1

nmαn

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

H−1
0 (ξi,j − η(γ0,n + X̃ ′

iγ1))Xi + op((nmαn)
−1/2),

γ̂ = γ +Op((nmαn)
−1/2), (20)

max
1≤i≤n

π−1
i ≲

P

α−1
n n1/q, max

1≤i≤n
|π̂−1

i πi − 1| ≲
P

(nmαn)
−1/2n1/q = oP (1),

and

max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣π̂−1
i − π−1

i +
(1− πi)X

′
i(γ̂ − γ)

πi

∣∣∣∣ ≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1,
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Proof. The first two results can be established by the usual analysis for logistic regressions.

For the third result, note that max1≤i≤n(| exp(γ0+ X̃ ′
iγ1)|+ | exp(−(γ0+ X̃ ′

iγ1))|) ≲
P

n1/q

for any q > 0 due to the sub-Gaussianity of ||X̃i||. This implies max1≤i≤n π
−1
i ≲

P

α−1
n n1/q.

In addition, we note that there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any q > 0,

max
1≤i≤n

|π̂i − πi| ≲
P

max
1≤i≤n

exp(C||Xi||)||Xi||αn(nmαn)
−1/2 ≲

P

αn(nmαn)
−1/2n1/q.

Therefore, we have

max
1≤i≤n

|π̂iπ
−1
i − 1| ≲

P

max
1≤i≤n

|π̂i − πi|α−1
n n1/q ≲

P

(nmαn)
−1/2n2/q = oP (1),

as q can be arbitrarily large. This further implies

max
1≤i≤n

|π̂−1
i πi − 1| ≲ (nmαn)

−1/2n1/q = oP (1).

For the last result, we note that

π̂i − πi = πi(1− πi)X
′
i(γ̂ − γ) +

1

2
π̃i(1− π̃i)(1− 2π̃i)(X

′
i(γ̂ − γ))2,

where πi = η(γ0,n + X̃ ′
iγ1), π̃i = η(γ0,n + r̃0 + X̃ ′

i(γ1 + r̃1)), r̃0 is between 0 and γ̂0 − γ0,n,

and r̃1 is between 0 and γ̂1 − γ1. This implies that for any e > 0, there exists a constant

C > 0 such that with probability greater than 1− e,

max
1≤i≤n

|π̂i − πi − πi(1− πi)X
′
i(γ̂ − γ)| ≤ max

1≤i≤n
αn|C exp(C||Xi||)(X ′

i(γ̂ − γ))2 ≲
P

n1/q(nm)−1.

In addition, we have

π̂−1
i − π−1

i = − π̂i − πi

π2
i

+
(π̂i − πi)

2

π2
i π̂i

,

which implies

max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣π̂−1
i − π−1

i +
(1− πi)X

′
i(γ̂ − γ)

πi

∣∣∣∣ ≲
P

max
1≤i≤n

(π̂i − πi)
2

π̂iπ2
i

+ α−2
n n3/q(nm)−1
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≲
P

α−2
n n5/q(nm)−1.

As q is an arbitrary positive constant, we obtain the desired result.

11 Auxiliary Results for Proof of Theorem 1 at g = 1

11.1 Notations

For the sake of simplicity, we define the operator En(·) = n−1
∑n

i=1. Since we only focus

on g = 1 in this section, we denote β̃ = β̃(1), W̃ = W̃ (1). F̃ = F̃ (1), L̃ = L̃(1) and omit the

iteration counter. Let ∆ = Γ̂ − Γ be the difference between the true value and the initial

estimator of the hidden matrix. Then

β̃j = (EnXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1En(Xi(X
′
iβj + Γi,j + εi,j − Γ̂i,j)ξi,j).

= βj + (EnXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1En(Xiεi,jξi,j)− (EnXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1En(Xi∆i,jξi,j). (21)

Let δj = β̂j − βj,

ui,j = Yi,j − L′
iFj −X ′

iβ̂j = εi,j −X ′
iδj,

π = (π1, · · · , πn)
′, and π̂ = (π̂1, · · · , π̂n)

′. Recall that

Wi,j = π̂−1
i ξi,j(Yi,j −X ′

iβ̂j) = π̂−1
i ξi,j(L

′
iFj + ui,j),

and we can define

ei,j = Wi,j − L′
iFj

= π̂−1
i ξi,jL

′
iFj + π̂−1

i ξi,jui,j − L′
iFj

= L′
iFj(π̂

−1
i ξi,j − 1) + π̂−1

i ξi,jui,j
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= π̂−1
i · (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFj + π̂−1

i · (πi − π̂i)L
′
iFj + π̂−1

i ξi,jεi,j − π̂−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj

= ξi,j(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFj + π−1

i (ξi,j − πi)L
′
iFj + π̂−1

i ξi,jεi,j − π̂−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj. (22)

In matrix notation, we can write

W = diag (π̂)−1(Y −Xβ̂) ◦ Ξ = LF ′ + e.

Let W = UDV ′ be the conventional SVD representation of W , and Dr ∈ Rr×r, Ur ∈

Rn×r, Vr ∈ Rm×r be matrices of the largest r singular values and the corresponding singular

vectors. By definition,

L̂ =
√
nUr

F̂ =n−1W ′L̂ =
1√
n
VrDr

Let Ω̂r = Dr(nm)−1/2. By the definition of L̂, F̂ , we have WF̂ = n−1L̂D2
r and thus

L̂ = nWF̂D−2
r = n(LF ′ + e)F̂D−2

r

= L
(
m−1F ′F̂ Ω̂−2

r

)
+m−1eF̂ Ω̂−2

r

= LH +∆L,

where H =
(
m−1F ′F̂ Ω̂−2

r

)
and ∆L = m−1eF̂ Ω̂−2

r . Since F̂ = n−1(FL′ + e′)L̂, we have

L̂F̂ ′ = n−1L̂L̂′(LF ′ + e) and thus

∆ = (n−1L̂L̂′ − In)LF
′ + n−1L̂L̂′e

= (n−1L̂L̂′ − In)(L̂−∆L)H
−1F ′ + n−1L̂L̂′e

= (In − n−1L̂L̂′)∆LH
−1F ′ + n−1L̂L̂′e.
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This means that

∆i,j = ∆′
L,iH

−1Fj − n−1L̂′
iL̂

′∆LH
−1Fj + n−1L̂′

iL̂
′e·,j, (23)

where e·,j ∈ Rn is the j-th column of e. We also write ei,· ∈ Rm to be the i-th row of e.

Thus,

e =

e′1,·
...

e′n,·

 = (e·,1 · · · e·,m) ∈ Rn×m.

Based on (21), we only need to show

En(Xi∆i,jξi,j) = −En(ξi,jXiL
′
i)Fj + oP (n

−1/2).

To show this, we observe that (23) implies

En(Xi∆i,jξi,j)

= Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,iH

−1Fj − n−1Enξi,jXiL̂
′
iL̂

′∆LH
−1Fj + n−1Enξi,jXiL̂

′
iL̂

′e·,j. (24)

This is the key decomposition in the proof, and we will revisit it later. To begin with, we

will establish some lemmas that give the asymptotic properties we need. We also define

δ =

 δ′1
...
δ′m

 = β̂ − β ∈ Rm×k.

We use Xn,m ≲
P

an,m to denote Xn,m = OP (an,m) as n ∧m → ∞. Throughout the supple-

ment, we use q to denote a positive constant that can be arbitrarily large.

11.2 Auxiliary results

Lemma 1. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then we have the following asymptotic properties.
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(1)

max
1≤j≤m

||(EnXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1 − (EXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1|| ≲
P

α−1
n

√
n−1α−1

n log n, (25)

max
1≤i≤n

||
m∑
j=1

(ξi,j − πi)FjF
′
j|| ≲

P

√
mαn log n, (26)

max
1≤j≤m

||Enπ
−1/2
i XiL

′
iξi,j|| ≲

P

√
n−1 log n, (27)

max
1≤j≤m

||EnXiεi,jξi,j|| ≲
P

√
n−1αn log n, (28)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

π−1
i XiF

′
jξi,jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n, (29)

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sξi,jεi,j
1− πi

πi

Fj,rXiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n, (30)

(2)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥δj − (EXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1(EnXiεi,jξi,j + (EnXiL
′
iξi,j)Fj)

∥∥ ≲
P

n−1α−1
n log3/2 n, (31)

(3)

max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2 ≲
P

√
n−1α−1

n log3/2 n, (32)

(4)

||δ||2F ≲
P

mn−1α−1
n log n, (33)

(5)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nαn log n, (34)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,sξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n, (35)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m

LiL
′
iFjF

′
jξi,sπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n+ n log n, (36)
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(6)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
i

πi

ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n, (37)

max
1≤j≤m,1≤r≤R,1≤k≤K

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Li,rξi,jXi,kXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n, (38)

m∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Liξi,jX
′
iδjX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

mα−2
n log2 n, (39)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n, (40)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π̂−1
i Liξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n, (41)

max
1≤j≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

LiL
′
iFjξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

n log1/2 n, (42)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(L
′
iFj)(ξi,jπ

−1
i − 1)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log2 n, (43)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n, (44)

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥Enπ̂
−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i − ΣX

∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n, (45)

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22ξi,j ≲
P

nmα2
n, (46)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjξi,j

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nmαn, (47)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

(ξi,s − πi)LiL
′
iFjξi,j

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(m log n)1/2 + n1/2 log2 n(mαn)
−1/2, (48)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLi

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
α−1
n log n, (49)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j

(
(1− πi)

πi

)
L′
iFjFjX

′
i(γ̂ − γ)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(m log n)1/2, (50)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2, (51)
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max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2, (52)

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−1/2
n log n, (53)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n, (54)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n (55)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFj

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

iξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n, (56)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q, (57)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2π−1
i ξi,sξi,j ≲

P

nαnn
1/q, (58)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2π−2
i ξi,sξi,j ≲

P

n1+1/q, (59)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j
1− πi

πi

XiL
′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q, (60)

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,jπ̂
−1
i π−1

i (1− πi)XiL
′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nα−2
n log2 n)1/2, (61)

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)F || ≲

P

(mn log n)1/2, (62)

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i ξi,sL

′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)|| ≲

P

(mn log n)1/2α−1
n , (63)

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j|| ≲

P

(mn log n)1/2, (64)

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i ξi,sπ

−1
i ξi,jεi,j|| ≲

P

(mn log n)1/2α−1
n , (65)

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj|| ≲

P

m1/2α−1/2
n log5/4 n, (66)

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,sπ

−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj|| ≲

P

m1/2α−3/2
n log5/4 . (67)

Proof of Lemma 1. For (25), we note that EnXiX
′
iξij−EXiX

′
iξi,j = EnXiX

′
i(ξij−πi)+
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(En−E)πiXiX
′
i. For the first term on the RHS of the above display, by Bernstein inequality,

we have

P

(
max

1≤k1,k2≤K,1≤j≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,k1Xi,k2(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

∣∣∣∣X
)

≤
∑

1≤k1,k2≤K,1≤j≤m

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,k1Xi,k2(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t|X

)

≤
∑

1≤k1,k2≤K,1≤j≤m

2 exp

(
− t2/2∑n

i=1X
2
i,k1

X2
i,k2

πi +Mnt/3

)
,

where Mn = max1≤k1,k2≤K,1≤i≤n |Xi,k1Xi,k2 |. We have Mn ≤ c log n w.p.a.1. and∑n
i=1X

2
i,k1

X2
i,k2

πi ≲
P

nαn. Then, by taking t = Cnαn log n for sufficiently large C, we have

max
1≤k1,k2≤K,1≤j≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,k1Xi,k2(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲P √nαn log n.

In addition, we have

max
1≤k1,k2≤K

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,k1Xi,k2πi − EXi,k1Xi,k2πi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲P αn

√
n.

This implies

max
1≤j≤m

||α−1
n EnXiX

′
iξij − α−1

n EXiX
′
iξij|| ≲

P

√
n−1α−1

n log n.

As σK(α
−1
n EXiX

′
iξij) > 0 and log n = o(nαn), we have

||(α−1
n EnXiX

′
iξij)

−1 − (α−1
n EXiX

′
iξij)

−1|| ≲
P

√
n−1α−1

n log n.

We can establish (26) in the same manner.

We can establish (27) in part (1) by the same argument used in (25) and noticing that

E(ξi,j|Xi, Li) = E(ξi,j|Xi) = πi and E(Li|Xi) = 0.
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For (28) in Part (1), because E(ξi,j|Xi, εi,j) = E(ξi,j|Xi) = πi, we have

EnXiεi,jξi,j = EnXiεi,j(ξi,j − πi) + EnXiεi,jπi.

Following the argument in the proof of (25), we have

max
1≤j≤m

||EnXiεi,j(ξi,j − πi)|| ≲
P

√
n−1αn log n.

In addition, let {ei}1≤i≤n be a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher random variable that is also

independent of the data and An(C) = {max1≤j≤n

∑n
i=1X

2
i,kε

2
i,jπ

2
i ≤ Cnα2

n log n}. Then,

for any η > 0, we can choose sufficiently large constants C ′ and C such that

P (Ac
n(C)) ≤ P (C ′

n∑
i=1

X2
i,kπ

2
i ≥ Cnα2

n) + P ( max
1≤j≤m,1≤i≤n

|ε2i,j| ≥ C ′ log n) ≤ η.

Then, by van der Vaart (1996, Lemma 2.3.7) we have(
1− max

1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K
P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t/2

∣∣∣∣X
))

P

(
max

1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

∣∣∣∣X
)

≤ 2P

(
max

1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K
4

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

eiXi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

∣∣∣∣X
)

≤ 2E

[
P

(
max

1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K
4

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

eiXi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

∣∣∣∣X, ε

)
1{An(C)}

∣∣∣∣X
]
+ η

≤ 2
∑

1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K

E

[
P

(
4

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

eiXi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

∣∣∣∣X, ε

)
1{An(C)}

∣∣∣∣X
]
+ η

≤ 4
∑

1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K

exp

(
− t2∑n

i=1 X
2
i,kε

2
i,jπ

2
i

)
1{An(C)}+ η

≲ exp

(
log(mK)− t2

Cnα2
n log n

)
+ η.

Let t = C
√

nα2
n log

2 n with a sufficiently large C. Then, by letting n,m diverge to infinity

first followed by η converging to zero, the RHS of the above display will converge to zero.
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In addition, we have

max
1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ C

√
nα2

n log
2 n/2

∣∣∣∣X
)

≲
P

nα2
n

nα2
n log

2 n

p−→ 0.

This implies

max
1≤j≤m,1≤k1≤K

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi,kεi,jπi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲P
√
nα2

n log
2 n. (68)

Combining the above two results, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||EnXiεi,jξi,j|| ≲
P

√
n−1αn log n.

For (29) in Part (1), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

π−1
i XiF

′
jξi,jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

π−1
i XiF

′
jξi,jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i XiF

′
sξi,sεi,s

∥∥∥∥∥ .
(69)

For the first term of (69), we note that

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

V ar(π−1
i Xi,kFj,rξi,jξi,sεi,j|X,F, ε) ≲

P

nm

and

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

X2
i,kF

2
j,rπ

2
i ε

2
i,j ≲

P

nmα2
n.

Therefore, we have

max
1≤s≤m,1≤k≤K,1≤r≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

π−1
i Xi,kF

′
j,rξi,jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max

1≤s≤m,1≤k≤K,1≤r≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

π−1
i Xi,kFj,r(ξi,jξi,s − π2

i )εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤s≤m,1≤k≤K,1≤r≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

Xi,kFj,rπiεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nm log n+ log5/2 n+

√
nmα2

n log n
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≲
P

√
nm log n,

where the second last inequality is due to the Bernstein’s inequality.

For the second term on the RHS of (69), we have

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1≤r,1≤k≤K

|Fs,r|

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Xi,kξi,sεi,s

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log2 n,

where we use (28) and the fact that max1≤s≤m,1≤r1≤r |Fr,s| ≲
P

√
log n. Combining the two

results, we have established (29). (30) can be established in the same manner.

For (31) is Part (2), we have

δj = (α−1
n EnXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1α−1
n EnXi(L

′
iFj + εi,j)ξi,j

=
[
(α−1

n EXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1 +Op(
√

n−1α−1
n log n)

]
α−1
n EnXi(L

′
iFj + εi,j)ξi,j

= (α−1
n EXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1α−1
n EnXi(L

′
iFj + εi,j)ξi,j +Op(n

−1α−1
n log3/2 n),

where we have used (25), (27), (28) and the fact that Fj is sub-Gaussian.

Part (3) directly follows Part (2).

For part (4), we have

∑
j=1

||δj||22 ≲
m∑
j=1

||(α−1
n EXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1α−1
n EnXi(L

′
iFj + εi,j)ξi,j||22 +Op(mn−2α−2

n log3 n)

≲
m∑
j=1

||α−1
n EnXi(L

′
iFj + εi,j)ξi,j||22 +Op(mn−2α−2

n log3 n)

= α−2
n trace

(
m∑
j=1

(EnXiL
′
iξi,j)

′(EnXiL
′
iξi,j)FjF

′
j

)
+ α−2

n

m∑
j=1

(EnX
′
iεi,jξi,j)(EnXiεi,jξi,j)

+Op(mn−2α−2
n log3 n)

≲
P

mn−1α−1
n log n,

where the last inequality is by (27) and (28).
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(34) in Part (5) is straightforward. For (35), we note that

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,sξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,sεi,s

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,sξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,s(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiF
′
jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

||Fj||2

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,s(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiF
′
jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ .
For the second term on the RHS of the above display, we note that {ξi,j−πi}1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

is independent conditional on the sigma field generated by (L, F,X, ξ·,s, ε),

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

π−1
i ||Li||22||Fj||22ε2i,jξi,s ≲

P

max
1≤s≤m

(
n∑

i=1

π−1
i ξi,s||Li||22

)(
max
1≤i≤n

∑
j ̸=s

||Fj||22ε2i,j

)
≲
P

mn

max
1≤i≤n,1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

π−1
i |ξi,j − πi|||Li||2||Fj||2|εi,j|ξi,s ≤ α−1

n n1/q.

Therefore, by the same argument leads to (80), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

π−1
i LiF

′
jξi,s(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n.

In addition, we note that {εi,j}1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m is independent conditionally on (L, F,X, ξ),

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

||Li||22||Fj||22ξi,sE(ε2i,j|L, F,X, ξ) ≲
P

nmαn,

max
1≤i≤n,1≤s,j≤m

||Li||2||Fj||2ξi,s|εi,j| ≲
P

log3/2 n.
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Therefore, by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on (L, F,X, ξ), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiF
′
jξi,sεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nmαn log n,

which implies the desired result in (35).

For (36), we note that

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m

LiL
′
iFjF

′
jξi,sπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

LiL
′
iFjF

′
jξi,sπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

LiL
′
iFsF

′
sξi,sπ

−1
i (1− πi)

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nm log n+ n log n,

where the last inequality is by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on L, F,X, {ξi,s}1≤i≤n.

The rest of the inequalities in Part (5) can be established in the same manner.

For (37) in Part (6), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
i

πi

ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
i

πi

(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
iεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ .
For the first term on the RHS, we note that

max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

E

((
(1− πi)Li,rXi,k

πi

(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

)2

|X,L, ε

)
≲
P

α−1
n n,

max
1≤j≤m,1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣(1− πi)Li,rXi,k

πi

(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

∣∣∣∣ ≲
P

α−1
n n1/q.

Therefore, by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on X,L, ε, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
i

πi

(ξi,j − πi)εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n,

where we use the fact that q is arbitrary and nαn diverges to infinity in a polynomial rate
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in n.

In addition, we have max1≤j≤m

∑n
i=1(1− πi)

2L2
i,rX

2
i,kε

2
i,j ≲ n. Following the same argu-

ment in the proof of (68), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
iεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
n log n,

which leads to the desired result.

Following the proof of (37), we can show (38).

For (39), we have

m∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Liξi,jX
′
iδjX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
m∑
j=1

∑
1≤r≤R,1≤k≤K

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Li,rξi,jXi,kXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

||δj||22.

Note that E(Li|Xi) = 0.

Then, by (38), we have

m∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Liξi,jX
′
iδjX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

nα−1
n log n

m∑
j=1

||δj||22 ≲
P

mα−2
n log2 n.

For (40), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Li(ξi,j − πi)X

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

LiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Li(ξi,j − πi)X

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥+ n−1/2.

In addition, by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on (L,X), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Li(ξi,j − πi)X

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n.

This leads to the desired result.

For (41), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π̂−1
i Liξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
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≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(π̂−1
i − π−1

i )Liξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n+ α2
n(nm)−1n1/q max

1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

∥Li∥ξi,j∥Xi∥

+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Liξi,jXiX
′
i(γ̂ − γ)

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n.

For (42), we note that

max
1≤j≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

LiL
′
iFjξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max

1≤j≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

||Li||22||Xi||2||Fj||2(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣+ max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

||Li||22||Xi||2||Fj||2

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log2 n+ n log1/2 n ≲
P

n log1/2 n.

We can establish (43) by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on (L, F,X). (44) can

be established in the same manner as (37).

For (45), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥Enπ̂
−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i − ΣX

∥∥
≤ max

1≤j≤m

∥∥En(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jXiX
′
i

∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥Enπ
−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i − ΣX

∥∥
≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m
Enξi,j||Xi||22 + max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥En

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jXiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥+√n−1α−1
n log n

≲
P

√
n−1α−1

n log n,

where we use the facts that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥En

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jXiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥ ≤ max
1≤j≤m

Enπ
−1
i ξi,j||Xi||32||γ̂ − γ||2 ≲

P

(nmαn)
−1/2,

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥Enπ
−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i − ΣX

∥∥ ≲
P

√
n−1α−1

n log n.
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For (46), we note that

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22ξi,j

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22ξi,j + nαn

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣+ max
1≤j≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ξi,j||Li||22πi

∣∣∣∣∣ (
m∑
j=1

||Fj||22) + nαn

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣+ nmα2
n.

We note that {ξi,j}i=1,··· ,n,1≤j≤m,j ̸=s is independent conditional on F ′
s, where F ′

s is the sigma

field generated by (L,X, F, {ξi,s}1≤i≤n). In addition, we have

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sπi||Li||42||Fj||42 ≤
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jπi||Li||42||Fj||42 ≲
P

α2
nnm

and

max
1≤i≤n,1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

|ξi,j − πi|ξi,s||Li||42||Fj||42 ≤ max
1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m

||Li||42||Fj||42 ≲
P

n1/q.

Then, following the argument that leads to (80) and the Bernstein’s inequality, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22(ξi,j − πi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲P √nmα2
n log n,

which leads to the desired result.

For (47), following the similar argument in (46) and by Proposition 1, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjξi,j

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22ξi,jπ−1
i ||Xi||2||γ̂ − γ||2

≲
P

√
nmαn.
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For (48), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

(ξi,s − πi)LiL
′
iFjξi,j

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

(ξi,s − πi)LiL
′
iFjξi,j

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,s(1− πi)LiL
′
iFs

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
s

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

(ξi,s − πi)LiL
′
iFj(ξi,j − πi)

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

(ξi,s − πi)LiL
′
iFj ((1− πi)X

′
i(γ̂ − γ))F ′

j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,s(1− πi)LiL
′
iFs

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
s

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

((mn)1/2 + (nαn log n)
1/2m+ n log2 n)(mnαn)

−1/2

≲
P

(m log n)1/2 + n1/2 log2 n(mαn)
−1/2.

For (49), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLi

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xiξi,jεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

||γ̂ − γ||2

≲
P

(nmαn)
−1/2

 max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xiξi,jεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ (nmαn)

−1/2

[
max

1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xiεi,sFs,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

]

≲
P

(nmαn)
−1/2

 max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xiξi,jεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+m−1/2α−1
n log n.

(70)
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In addition, we have

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xiξi,jεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xi(ξi,j − πi)εi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1 (1− πi)Xiεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

We note that

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,s||Li||22
(
1− πi

πi

)2

||Xi||22πiε
2
i,j||Fj||22 ≲

P

mn

max
1≤i≤n,1≤s,j≤m,j ̸=s,1≤r1,r2≤R

ξi,s||Li||2
(
1− πi

πi

)
||Xi||2|ξi,j − πi||εi,j|||Fj||2 ≲

P

α−1
n n1/q.

Therefore, by the same argument that leads to (80) and the Bernstein’s inequality, we have

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xi(ξi,j − πi)εi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nm log n.

Similarly, we note that {εi,j}1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m,j ̸=s is independent conditionally on the sigma

field generated by (L, F,X, ξ),

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,s||Li||22||Xi||22E(ε2i,j|L, F,X, ξ)||Fj||2 ≲
P

nmαn,

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

ξi,s||Li||2||Xi||2|εi,j|||Fj|| ≲
P

log2 n.

Therefore, by the same argument that leads to (80) and the Bernstein’s inequality, we

have

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1 (1− πi)Xiεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nmαn log n,
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which implies

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

ξi,sLi,r1

(
1− πi

πi

)
Xiξi,jεi,jFj,r2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nm log n.

Combining this with (70), we obtain the desired result.

For (50), we note that

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j

(
(1− πi)

πi

)
L′
iFjFjX

′
i(γ̂ − γ)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j

(
(1− πi)

πi

)
L′
iFjFjX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ||(γ̂ − γ)||2

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤r,1≤d1≤d

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s

(
1− πi

πi

)
Li,r1Xi,d1(

∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

ξi,jFj,r2Fj,r1)

∣∣∣∣∣ ||(γ̂ − γ)||2

≲
P

(m log n)1/2,

where the last inequality is by the Bernstein’s inequality and the fact that

max
i,s,r1,r2

|
∑

1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

ξi,jFj,r1Fj,r2| ≲
P

αnm.

For (51), we note that

max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2≤r

|
∑

1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

(ξi,j − πi)Fj,r1Fj,r2| ≲
P

(mαn log n)
1/2.

Then, by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on (X,L, F ) and {ξi,j}j ̸=s, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ max
1≤s≤m,1≤r1,r2,r3≤r

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i Li,r3

[ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

(ξi,j − πi)Fj,r1Fj,r2

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2.

We can establish (52) and (53) in the same manner by noticing that

max
1≤i≤n,1≤s≤m,1≤r1≤r

||
∑
j ̸=s

ξi,jεi,jFj,r1|| ≲
P

(mαn log n)
1/2.
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For (54), we note that {ξi,j −πi}1≤i≤n is independent conditional on (X,F, L, ξi,s) when

s ̸= j. In addition, we have

max
1≤s≤n

n∑
i=1

||Li||22π−1
i ξi,s ≲

P

n

max
1≤j,s≤n,s̸=j,1≤1≤n

||Li||2π−1
i ξi,s|ξi,s − πi| ≲

P

α−1
n n1/q.

Then, by the conditional Bernstein’s inequality, we have

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥ log1/2 n
≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n

For (55), we note that

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(ξi,sξi,j − π2
i )L

′
iFjπ

−1
i εi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

LiL
′
iFjπiεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n+ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

LiL
′
iFjπiεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n,

where the second inequality follows the same argument in the proof of (54) and the last

inequality is by the Bernstein’s inequality conditional on (L, F,X).

We note (56) can be established in the same manner above.

To see (57), we note

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)X

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
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≲
P

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)X

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥+√nαn log n

≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q log n,

where the last inequality follows the same argument in the proof of Lemma (55).

To see (58), we note that

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2π−1
i ξi,sξi,j

≤ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2π−1
i (ξi,sξi,j − π2

i )

∣∣∣∣∣+
n∑

i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2πi

≲
P

√
n log n+ α−1

n n1/q + nαn ≲
P

nαnn
1/q.

We can establish (59) in the same manner.

(60) can be established in the same manner of (55).

For (61), we have

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,jπ̂
−1
i π−1

i (1− πi)XiL
′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max

1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,jπ
−1
i π−1

i (1− πi)XiL
′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
+ α−2

n (nm)−1n1/q max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

|εi,s|ξi,sξi,jπ−1
i (1− πi)||Xi||||Li||||Fj||

+ max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,jπ
−2
i (1− πi)

2XiX
′
i(γ̂ − γ)L′

iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(nα−2
n log2 n)1/2.

For (62), let A(s) be a matrix with its typical entry
∑n

i=1 Li,rξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi). we

first define A(s,1) as the same as A(s) except its sth column, which is instead just zero. We

further define A(s,0) = A(s) − A(s,1) which contains all zero entries except its sth column.

54



Then, we have

max
1≤s≤m

||A(s)|| ≤ max
1≤s≤m

||A(s,1)||+ max
1≤s≤m

||A(s,0)||F . (71)

We first bound max1≤s≤m ||A(s,0)||F . Note that

max
1≤s≤m

||A(s,0)||F = max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFsπ

−1
i (ξi,s − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

n log1/2 n. (72)

Next, we bound ||A(s,1)||. Note that A(s,1) =
∑n

i=1A
(s,1)
i where A

(s,1)
i is a R × m matrix

with its jth column being Liξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi) if j ̸= s and 0m otherwise where 0m is

an m × 1 vector of zeros. Then, we see that A
(s,1)
i is independent across i and mean-zero

conditional on (L, F,X). In addition, we have

max
1≤i≤n,1≤s≤m

||A(s,1)
i || ≤ max

1≤i≤n,1≤s≤m
||A(s,1)

i ||F ≲
P

√
mα−1

n n1/q,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

E(AiA
′
i|L, F,X)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=s

E
(
LiL

′
iξ

2
i,s(L

′
iFj)

2π−2
i (ξi,j − πi)

2|L, F,X
)∥∥∥∥∥ ≲

P

nm,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

E(A′
iAi|L, F,X)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

E
(
||Li||22ξ2i,s(L′

iFj)
2π−2

i (ξi,j − πi)
2|L, F,X

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

n.

Therefore, by the matrix Bernstein inequality (Tropp [31, Theorem 1.6]), we have

max
1≤s≤m

||A(s,1)|| ≲ (mn log n)1/2.

This leads to the desired result.

We can establish (63) in the same manner.

For (64), we note that

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j =

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)εi,j +

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sεi,j.
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We note that max1≤s,j≤m ||
∑n

i=1 Liξi,sεi,j||2 ≲
P

√
nαn log n so that

max
1≤s≤m

∑
1≤j≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sεi,j||22 ≲ mnαn log n.

In addition, let A(s) ∈ ℜR×m be a matrix with its jth column being
∑n

i=1 Liξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j −

πi)εi,j. Then, following the same argument in the proof of (62), we have

max
1≤s≤m

||A(s)|| ≲
P

(mn log n)1/2,

which implies the desired result.

We can establish (65) in the same manner.

For (66), recall B
(s,4,1)
·,j =

∑n
i=1 Liξi,sπ

−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj. Then, we note that, for t = 1, · · · , d,

B
(s,4,1)
·,j =

d∑
t=1

n∑
i=1

(
Liξi,sπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)Xi,t

)
δj,t +

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sX
′
iδj

≡
d∑

t=1

B
(s,4,1,t)
·,j δj,t +B

(s,4,1,0)
·,j .

Define B(s,4,1,t) = (B
(s,4,1,t)
·,1 , · · · , B(s,4,1,t)

·,m ) for t = 0, · · · , d. Following the above argument,

we can show

max
1≤s≤m,1≤t≤d

||B(s,4,1,t)|| ≲
P

(nm log n)1/2.

In addition, by (32), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sX
′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2 ≲
P

log5/4 n.

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,1,0)|| ≤ max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,1,0)||F ≲
P

m1/2 log5/4 n,
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and thus,

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,1)|| ≤
d∑

t=1

||B(s,4,1,d)|| max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2 + max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,1,0)|| ≲
P

m1/2α−1/2
n log5/4 .

We can establish (67) in the same manner.

Lemma 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then ||e|| ≲
P

√
α−1
n (m+ n)n1/q for any q > 0 and

||Ξ ◦ ε|| ≲
P

√
(m+ n)αnn

1/q.

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall ei,j in (22). In matrix notation, we can write

e = diag (π̂−1)((Ξ− π1′m) ◦ Γ) + diag (π̂−1
1 (π̂1 − π1), · · · , π̂−1

n (π̂n − πn))Γ

+ diag (π̂−1)(Ξ ◦ ε)− diag (π̂−1)(Ξ ◦ (Xδ)′).

Note that (Ξ − π1′m) ◦ Γ are independent conditional on (Γ, X) with mean zero. In

addition, we have

max
1≤i≤n

E(
m∑
j=1

(ξi,j − πi)
2Γ2

i,j|Γ, X) ≲
P

mαn log n,

max
1≤j≤m

E(
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)
2Γ2

i,j|Γ, X) ≲
P

nαn log n,

max
1≤i,j≤m

|Γi,j| ≲
P

log n.

Therefore, by Bandeira and Van Handel [5, Corollary 3.12 and Remark 3.13], there exist

universal constants C and c that we have

P
(
||(Ξ− π1′m) ◦ Γ|| ≥ C

√
(m+ n)αn log n+ t|Γ, X

)
≤ (n+m) exp

(
− t2

c log2 n

)
.

By letting t = C log3/2 n for some sufficiently large constant C, we have

∥∥diag (π̂−1)((Ξ− π1′m) ◦ Γ)
∥∥ ≤

∥∥diag (π̂−1π)
∥∥∥∥diag (π−1)

∥∥ ∥((Ξ− π1′m) ◦ Γ)∥
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≲
P

α−1
n n1/q

√
(m+ n)αn.

Similarly, we can show that

∥∥diag (π̂−1)(Ξ− π1′m) ◦ ε
∥∥ ≲

P

α−1
n n1/q

√
(m+ n)αn.

In addition, we have

∥∥diag (π̂−1)(π1′m) ◦ ε
∥∥ ≲

P

max
i∈[n]

(π̂−1
i πi)||ε|| ≲

P

√
(m+ n).

Next, by Proposition 1, we have

||diag (π̂−1
1 (π̂1 − π1), · · · , π̂−1

n (π̂n − πn))Γ|| ≲ (nmαn)
−1/2n1/q||Γ|| ≲ α−1/2

n n1/q,

where we use the fact that ||Γ||2 ≤ ||Γ||2F ≤ ||L||2F ||F ||2F ≲
P

mn.

Last, by (32) and (33), we have

max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

π̂−1
i ξi,j|X ′

iδj| ≤ max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

π̂−1
i ξi,j||Xi||2||δj||2 ≲

P

√
nα−1

n log3/2 n,

max
1≤i≤n

m∑
j=1

π̂−1
i ξi,j|X ′

iδj| ≤ max
1≤i≤n

||Xi||2π̂−1
i

m∑
j=1

ξi,j||δj||2 ≲
P

m

√
n−1α−1

n log5/2 nn1/q.

Then, by Golub and Van Loan [17, Corollary 2.3.2], we have

||((diag (π̂−1)Ξ) ◦ (Xδ)′)||

≤

[
max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

π̂−1
i ξi,j|X ′

iδj|

]1/2 [
max
1≤i≤n

m∑
j=1

π̂−1
i ξi,j|X ′

iδj|

]1/2

≲
P

(mα−1
n )1/2n1/q,

which leads to the first desired result.

For the second result, we have

||Ξ ◦ ε|| ≤ ||Ξ||max
i

πi + ||Ξ ◦ (ε− π1′m)|| ≲
P

√
(m+ n)αnn

1/q.
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Lemma 3. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

1. ||L′e||F = OP (
√

α−1
n mn log n),

2. max1≤j≤m ||L′e·,j||2 = OP (
√
nα−1

n log n.),

3. ||F ′e′||F = OP (
√
m(m+ n)α−1

n log3/2 n).

Proof of Lemma 3. For the first result, by (22) in Lemma 3, we have

L′e·,j =
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j +

n∑
i=1

Liπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFj +

n∑
i=1

Liξi,j(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFj

+
n∑

i=1

Li(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j −
n∑

i=1

Liπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj. (73)

For the third term on the RHS of (73), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(π̂−1
i − π−1

i )Liξi,jL
′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m

[
n∑

i=1

∥Liξi,jL
′
iFj∥2

]
+ max

1≤j≤m

[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
i

πi

ξi,jL
′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
]
||γ̂ − γ||2

≲
P

m−1α−1
n n1/q + n1/2(mαn)

−1/2,

where the first inequality is by Proposition 1 and the second inequality holds because of

(20), (42), and the fact that max1≤j≤m

[∑n
i=1 ∥Liξi,jL

′
iFj∥2

]
≲
P

αnn.

For the fourth term on the RHS of (73), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m

[
n∑

i=1

∥Liξi,jεi,j∥2

]
+ max

1≤j≤m

[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(1− πi)LiX
′
i

πi

ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
]
||γ̂ − γ||2

≲
P

m−1α−1
n n1/q,
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where the first inequality is by Proposition 1 and the second inequality is by (20), (37),

and the fact that max1≤j≤m

[∑n
i=1 ∥Liξi,jεi,j∥2

]
≲
P

αnn.

For the fifth term, by Proposition 1, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π̂−1
i Liξi,jX

′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m

[
n∑

i=1

||Liξi,jX
′
iδj||2

]

+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Liξi,jX
′
iδjX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥γ̂ − γ∥2 + max
1≤j≤m

[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,jX

′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

]
. (74)

For the first term on the RHS of (74), we have

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m

[
n∑

i=1

||Liξi,jX
′
iδj||2

]
≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m
||δj||2

[
n∑

i=1

||Liξi,jX
′
i||F

]

≲
P

(mαn)
−1(nαn)

−1/2n1/q,

where we use (32) and the fact that max1≤j≤m [
∑n

i=1 ||Liξi,jX
′
iδj||2] ≲

P

αnn.

For the second term on the RHS of (74), by (20), (38), and (39), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1− πi

πi

Liξi,jX
′
iδjX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥γ̂ − γ∥2 ≲
P

(mn)−1/2α−3/2
n log1/2 n.

For the third term on the RHS of (74), we have

max
1≤j≤m

[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,jX

′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

]
≤ max

1≤j≤m

[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π−1
i Liξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
]

max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2 ≲
P

α−1
n log5/4 n,

where the last inequality is by (32) and (40).

Combining the above three bounds, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π̂−1
i Liξi,jX

′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−1
n log5/4 n.
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Therefore, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥L′e·,j −
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j −

n∑
i=1

Liπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−1
n log5/4 n+ n1/2(mαn)

−1/2.

(75)

For the first term on the RHS of (73), we define Ai ∈ ℜR×m with its (r, j)th entry

Ai,r,j = Li,rπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j. In addition, we have

||Ai|| ≤ ||Ai||F ≲
P

m1/2α−1/2
n n1/q,

||E(
n∑

i=1

AiA
′
i|L,X)|| = mnα−1

n ,

||E(
n∑

i=1

A′
iAi|L,X)|| ≤ max

1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

||Li||22π−1
i E(ε2i,j|X,L) = nα−1

n .

Then, by Tropp [31, Theorem 1.6], we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Ai

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(
nmα−1

n log n
)1/2

.

Similarly, for the second term on the RHS of (73), we have∥∥∥∥∥(
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i (ξi,1 − πi)L

′
iF1, · · · ,

n∑
i=1

Liπ
−1
i (ξi,m − πi)L

′
iFm)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(
nmα−1

n log n
)1/2

.

Therefore, we have ||L′e|| ≲
P

(nmα−1
n log n)

1/2
.

For the second result in Lemma 3, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j||2 ≲

P

√
nα−1

n log n,

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n,

as shown in (43) and (44). Combining the above bounds with (75), we obtained the desired

result.
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For the third result in Lemma 3, by (22), we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fjei,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fjξi,j(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fjπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fjπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fj(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fjπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fj(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jX
′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

We can further show

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

FjF
′
jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

mαn,

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

FjF
′
jπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
mα−1

n log n,

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Fjπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

√
mα−1

n log n,

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

δjFjπ
−1
i ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2

(
m∑
j=1

||Fj||2π−1
i ξi,j

)
≲
P

m

√
n−1α−1

n log3/2 n.

Following the previous argument, these bounds imply that

max
1≤i≤n

||F ′ei||2 ≲
P

√
m(1 +m/n)α−1

n log3/2 n, (76)

which leads to the desired result.

Lemma 4. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then ||Ω̂−1
r || ≲

P

1 and ||H|| ≲
P

1.

Proof of Lemma 4. Note that σr(W ) ≥ σr(LF
′)−||e|| and P ((nm)−1/2σr(LF

′) > b2) →

1 as shown in the paper. Therefore, we have

P ((nm)−1/2σr(W ) + (nm)−1/2||e||) ≥ P ((nm)−1/2σr(LF
′) > b2) → 1.
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Since (nm)−1/2||e|| = oP (1) by Lemma 2. Note ||Ω̂−2
r || = nmσ−2

r (W ). Therefore, ||Ω̂−2
r || is

bounded above by 4/b2 with probability approaching one, i.e., ||Ω̂−1
r || = OP (1). Also note

that

||H|| = ||F ′W ′L̂Ω̂−2
r (nm)−1|| ≤ ||F ||||W ||||L̂||||Ω̂−2

r ||/(nm) = OP (1).

Lemma 5. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, we have

1. ||∆L|| ≲
P

√
α−1
n (1 + n/m)n1/q,

2. max1≤j≤m ||L̂′e·,j||2 = OP (
√
n(1 + n/m)α−2

n n1/q),

3. ||L̂′e|| = OP (
√
n(n+m)α−1

n n1/q).

Proof of Lemma 5. We have

||∆L|| = ||eW ′L̂Ω̂−2
r (nm)−1|| ≲

P

||e||||W ||||L̂||(nm)−1 ≲
P

√
(1 + n/m)α−1

n n1/q.

By (22), we have

ei,j =
4∑

l=1

Al,i,j,

where

A1,i,j = ξi,j(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFj,

A2,i,j = π−1
i (ξi,j − π)L′

iFj,

A3,i,j = π̂−1
i ξi,jεi,j,

A4,i,j = −π̂−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj.
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Then, we have

max
j

n∑
i=1

A2
1,i,j ≤ (mα2

n)
−1n1/q,

max
j

n∑
i=1

A2
2,i,j ≤ nα−1

n log n,

max
j

n∑
i=1

A2
2,i,j ≤ nα−1

n ,

max
j

n∑
i=1

A2
2,i,j ≤ nα−1

n .

This implies

max
j

||e·,j|| ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n.

By Lemmas 2 and 3, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||L̂′e·,j||2 ≤ max
1≤j≤m

||H ′L′e·,j||2 + max
1≤j≤m

||∆′
Le·,j||2

≤ ||H|| max
1≤j≤m

||L′e·,j||2 + ||∆L|| max
1≤j≤m

||e·,j||

≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n+
√
(1 + n/m)α−1

n n1/q
√
nα−1

n log n

≲
P

√
n(1 + n/m)α−2

n n1/q.

In addition, we have

||L̂′e|| ≤ ||L̂||||e|| ≲
P

√
n(n+m)α−1

n n1/q.
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11.3 More auxiliary results: bound on Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i

Lemma 6 (bound on Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i). Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, uniformly over j

Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i = −(nm)−1(EnπiXiL

′
i)F

′FL′L̂Ω̂−2
r +OP (n

−1 log2 n+ (nm)−1/2 log n),

and

max
1≤j≤m

||Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i|| ≲

P

αnn
−1/2 + n−1 log2 n+ (nm)−1/2 log n.

Proof of Lemma 6. By the definition of ∆L,i, we have

∆′
L,i = (nm)−1e′iFL′L̂Ω̂−2

r + (nm)−1e′ie
′L̂Ω̂−2

r .

This implies

Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i = n−2m−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXie
′
iFL′L̂Ω̂−2

r + n−2m−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXie
′
ie

′L̂Ω̂−2
r

≡ Q1,j +Q2,j.

Step 1: bound max1≤j≤m ||Q2,j||2. We have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXie
′
ie

′L̂Ω̂−2
r

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤

√√√√( max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

ξi,j||Xi||22

)
×

(
n∑

i=1

||e′ie′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||22

)

≲
P

√√√√nαntrace

(
n∑

i=1

Ω̂−2
r L̂′eeie′ie

′L̂Ω̂−2
r

)

≲
P

√
nαntrace

(
Ω̂−2

r L̂′ee′ee′L̂Ω̂−2
r

)
≲
P

√
nαn||Ω̂−2

r ||||L̂′e||||e||

≲
P

n(n+m)α−1/2
n n1/q.

This implies max1≤j≤m ||Q2,j|| ≲
P

n−1α
−1/2
n (1 + n/m)n1/q.
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Step 2: bound max1≤j≤m ||Q1,j||2. By the definition of ei,j and ui,j, we observe that

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXie
′
iF

=
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXi

(
m∑
s=1

ei,sF
′
s

)

=
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXi

[
m∑
s=1

(
L′
iFs(ξi,sπ̂

−1
i − 1) + π̂−1

i ξi,sui,s

)
F ′
s

]

=
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXi

[
m∑
s=1

(
L′
iFsξi,s(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
s

)]
+

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

[
m∑
s=1

(
L′
iFsπ

−1
i (ξi,s − πi)F

′
s

)]

+
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXiπ̂
−1
i

[
m∑
s=1

ξi,sεi,sF
′
s

]
−

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

[
m∑
s=1

(
π̂−1
i ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s

]
. (77)

For the first term on the RHS of (77), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXi

[
m∑
s=1

(
L′
iFsξi,s(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
s

)]∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
s=1

ξi,j||Xi||2||L′
iFsFs||2ξi,s

+ max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

ξi,j||Xi||2||XiL
′
i||

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
s=1

(
ξi,s

(
1− πi

πi

)
FsF

′
s

)∥∥∥∥∥ ||(γ̂ − γ)||2

≲
P

n1/q + (nmαn)
1/2 ≲

P

√
nmαn,

where we rely on (20) and the facts that

max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
s=1

ξi,j||Xi||2||L′
iFsFs||2ξi,s ≲

P

nmα2
n,

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
s=1

(
ξi,s

(
1− πi

πi

)
FsF

′
s

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

m, and

max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

ξi,j||Xi||2||XiL
′
i|| ≲

P

αnn.

For the second term on the RHS of (77), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXi

[
m∑
s=1

(
L′
iFsπ

−1
i (ξi,s − πi)F

′
s

)]∥∥∥∥∥
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≤ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

π
−1/2
i ξi,jXiL

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
s=1

(
π
−1/2
i (ξi,s − πi)FsF

′
s

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
n log n

√
m log n ≲

√
nm log2 n,

where the last inequality is by (27) and the fact that

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
s=1

(
π
−1/2
i (ξi,s − πi)FsF

′
s

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
m log n.

For the third term on the RHS of (77), by (29) and (30), we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXiπ̂
−1
i

[
m∑
s=1

ξi,sεi,sF
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jXiπ
−1
i

m∑
s=1

ξi,sεi,sF
′
s

∥∥∥∥∥
+ α−2

n n1/q(nm)−1 max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,j||Xi||2

(
m∑
s=1

ξi,s|εi,s|||Fs||2

)∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
s=1

ξi,jXi
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,sεi,sF

′
s

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nm log n+ max

1≤j≤m,1≤r≤R

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
s=1

ξi,jξi,sεi,s
1− πi

πi

Fs,rXiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ||γ̂ − γ||

≲
P

√
nm log n.

For the last term on the RHS of (77), we have

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

m∑
s=1

(
π̂−1
i ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s =

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

∑
s̸=j

(
π̂−1
i ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s + n

(
Enπ̂

−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i

)
δjF

′
j .

(78)

For the first term on the RHS of (78), we have

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

∑
s ̸=j

(
π̂−1
i ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s

=
n∑

i=1

ξi,jπ
−1
i Xi

∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sX
′
iδs)F

′
s +
∑
s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

(
(π̂−1

i − π−1
i )ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s
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=
∑
s ̸=j

(
n∑

i=1

ξi,sXiX
′
i

)
δsF

′
s +

n∑
i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]

+
∑
s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

(
(π̂−1

i − π−1
i )ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s. (79)

For the first term on the RHS of (79), we have

∑
s ̸=j

(
n∑

i=1

ξi,sXiX
′
i

)
δsF

′
s

=
∑
s ̸=j

(
n∑

i=1

ξi,sXiX
′
i

)[
(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1(EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,s)Fs)

]
F ′
s

+
∑
s ̸=j

(
n∑

i=1

ξi,sXiX
′
i

)[
δs − (EXiX

′
iπi)

−1(EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,s)Fs)

]
F ′
s

= n
∑
s ̸=j

[EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,sFs)]F

′
s +OP (m log3/2 n),

where the last OP (·) term holds uniformly over j and the last equality holds by (31) and

the facts that

max
1≤s≤m

||(Enξi,sXiX
′
i)(Eξi,sXiX

′
i)

−1 − IK || ≲
P

√
n−1α−1

n log n,

max
1≤j≤m

||
∑
s ̸=j

(EnXiεi,sξi,s + EnXiL
′
iξi,sFs)F

′
s|| ≲

P

m

√
n−1αn log

2 n.

For the second term on the RHS of (79), we note that when s ̸= j, δs = β̂s − βs is

Fj-measurable where Fj is the sigma field generated by (L, F,X, {εi,s, ξi,s}1≤i≤n,1≤s≤m,s ̸=j).

In addition, conditionally on Fj, {ξi,j}1≤i≤n is independent and

max
1≤j≤m

E
n∑

i=1

{
(ξi,j − πi)π

−1
i Xi,kX

′
i

[∑
s̸=j

(ξi,sδs)Fs,r

] ∣∣∣∣Fj

}2

≤ max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

π−1
i X2

i,k(X
′
i

∑
s ̸=j

ξi,sδsFs,r)
2

≲
P

max
1≤j≤m,1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

n∑
i=1

π−1
i X2

i,k||Xi||22(
∑
s ̸=j

ξi,s||δs||2|Fs,r|)2
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≲
P

max
1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

n∑
i=1

π−1
i X2

i,k||Xi||22(
m∑
s=1

ξi,s||δs||2|Fs,r|)2

≲
P

m2 log3/2 n.

We also have

max
1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m,1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

∣∣∣∣∣(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i Xi,kX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)Fs,r

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤ max

1≤i≤n
π−1
i ||Xi||22

m∑
s=1

ξi,s||δs||2||Fs||2

≲
P

mn−1/2α−1/2
n n1/q.

For any η > 0, we can choose a sufficiently large constant C1 such that

P (Ec
n) ≤ η, En =

{
max1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

∑n
i=1 π

−1
i X2

i,k||Xi||22(
∑m

s=1 ξi,s||δs||2|Fs,r|)2 ≤ C1m
2 log3/2 n

max1≤i≤n π
−1
i ||Xi||22

∑m
s=1 ξi,s||δs||2||Fs||2 ≤ C1mn−1/2α

−1/2
n n1/q

}
.

Further define

Ej,n =

{
max1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

∑n
i=1 π

−1
i X2

i,k||Xi||22(
∑

s ̸=j ξi,s||δs||2|Fs,r|)2 ≤ C1m
2 log3/2

max1≤i≤n,1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

∣∣∣(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i Xi,kX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j (ξi,sδs)Fs,r

]∣∣∣ ≤ C1mn−1/2α
−1/2
n n1/q

}

so that En ⊂ Ej,n and Ej,n ∈ Fj.

Therefore, we have

P

(
max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ Cm log2 n

)

≤ P

(
max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ Cm log2 n, En

)
+ η

≤
∑

1≤j≤m

P

(∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ Cm log2 n, En

)
+ η

≤
∑

1≤j≤m

P

(∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ Cm log2 n, Ej,n

)
+ η

≤
∑

1≤j≤m

EP

(∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ Cm log2 n

∣∣∣∣Fj

)
1{Ej,n}+ η
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≤
∑

1≤j≤m,1≤k≤d,1≤r≤R

EP

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i Xi,kX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)Fs,r

]∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ Cm log2 n

∣∣∣∣Fj

)
1{Ej,n}+ η

≲ exp

(
log(dRm)−

1
2
C2m2 log4 n

C1m2 log3/2 n+ 1
3
C1Cm2(nαn)−1/2n1/qm log2 n

)
+ η,

where the last inequality is by Bernstein’s inequality and the definition of Ej,n. By choosing

a sufficiently large C and letting m → ∞ followed by η ↓ 0, the RHS of the above display

vanishes, which implies

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(ξi,j − πi)π
−1
i XiX

′
i

[∑
s ̸=j

(ξi,sδs)F
′
s

]∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

m log2 n (80)

For the third term on the RHS of (79), we have

max
1≤j≤m

||
∑
s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

(
(π̂−1

i − π−1
i )ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s||

≲
P

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1

m∑
s=1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j||Xi||22ξi,s||δs||2||Fs||2

+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥∑
s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,sX

′
iδs

)
F ′
s

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

n1/q

√
n−1α−1

n log5/2 n+ max
1≤j≤m,1≤k≤K,1≤r≤R

∥∥∥∥∥∑
s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi,k

(
1− πi

πi

ξi,sXiX
′
i||γ̂ − γ||2||δs||2

)
Fs,r

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
m log3/2 n.

This implies

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

∑
s ̸=j

(
π̂−1
i ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s = n

∑
s ̸=j

[EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,sFs)]F

′
s +OP (m log2 n),

where the OP (·) term holds uniformly over j.

For the second term on the RHS of (78), by (45), we have

max
1≤j≤m

n
∥∥(Enπ̂

−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i − ΣX

)
δjF

′
j

∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n log n max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2||Fj|| ≲
P

α−1
n log7/4 n.
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In addition, by (31), we have

max
1≤j≤m

n
∥∥ΣX

[
δj − (EXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1(EnXiεi,jξi,j + (EnXiL
′
iξi,j)Fj)

]
F ′
j

∥∥ ≲
P

α−1
n log5/2 n.

This implies

n
(
Enπ̂

−1
i ξi,jXiX

′
i

)
δjF

′
j = nΣX(EXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1(EnXiεi,jξi,j + (EnXiL
′
iξi,j)Fj)F

′
j

+OP (α
−1
n log5/2 n)

= OP (

√
nα−1

n log3 n)

where the OP (·) term holds uniformly over j.

Therefore, (78) implies

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXi

m∑
s=1

(
π̂−1
i ξi,sX

′
iδs
)
F ′
s

= n
∑
s ̸=j

(EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,s)Fs)F

′
s +OP (

√
nα−1

n log3 n) +OP (m log2 n)

= n
m∑
s=1

(EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,s)Fs)F

′
s +OP (

√
nα−1

n log3 n) +OP (m log2 n),

where OP (·) term holds uniformly over j. Furthermore, (77) implies

n∑
i=1

ξi,jXie
′
iF = −n

m∑
s=1

(EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,s)Fs)F

′
s +OP (m log2 n+ (nm)1/2 log n),

where OP (·) term holds uniformly over j, which further implies

max
1≤j≤m

||Q1,j + (nm)−1

m∑
s=1

(EnXiεi,sξi,s + (EnXiL
′
iξi,s)Fs)F

′
sL

′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||

≲
P

(n−2m−1)(m log2 n+ (nm)1/2 log n)||L′L̂|| ≲
P

n−1 log2 n+ (nm)−1/2 log n.

We also note that

(nm)−1

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
s=1

EnXiεi,sξi,sF
′
sL

′L̂Ω̂−2
r

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nm)−1

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
s=1

n∑
i=1

Xiεi,sξi,sF
′
s

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nm)−1/2α1/2
n
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and ∥∥∥∥∥(nm)−1

m∑
s=1

(EnXiL
′
i(ξi,s − πi))FsF

′
sL

′L̂Ω̂−2
r

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nm)−1/2α1/2
n .

This implies that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥Q1,j + (nm)−1

m∑
s=1

(EnXiL
′
iπi)FsF

′
sL

′L̂Ω̂−2
r

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

n−1 log2 n+ (nm)−1/2 log n.

Given the bound for Q2,j derived in Step 1, we obtain the desired result.

11.4 More auxiliary results: bound on Enξi,jXiL̂
′
i and L̂′∆L

Lemma 7 (bound on Enξi,jXiL̂
′
i). Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, we have

1. ||L′eF || ≲
P

(nmα−1
n )1/2 +mα−1

n log5/4 n,

2.

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiei,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n+mα−1/2

n log5/4 n.

3. ||L′diag (π)eF || ≲
P

(nmαn)
1/2 +m log5/4 n

Proof of Lemma 7. We have

L′eF =
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liei,jF
′
j

=
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiL
′
iFjξi,j(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
j +

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

LiL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)F

′
j

+
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j −

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j . (81)
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For the first term on the RHS of (81), we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiL
′
iFjξi,j(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,j||Li||22||Fj||22

+

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,j
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)LiL

′
iFjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

α−1
n n1/q + (nm)1/2α−1/2

n ≲
P

(nm)1/2α−1/2
n .

For the second term on the RHS of (81), by the Markov’s inequality, we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)F

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nm)1/2α−1/2
n .

For the third term on the RHS of (81), we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπ
−1
i εi,jξi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

Li
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)εi,jξi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ α−2

n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

||Li||2|εi,j|ξi,j||Fj||2

≲
P

(nmα−1
n )1/2 + α−1

n n1/q ≲
P

(nm)1/2α−1/2
n .

For the last term on the RHS of (81), we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

||δj||2||Fj||2

+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

||δj||2||Fj||2

+ α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

||Li||2ξi,j||Xi||2||δj||2||Fj||2

≲
P

mα−1
n log5/4 n,

where the last inequality holds by (32), (40), and the fact that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li
1− πi

πi

X ′
iξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nα−1

n n1/q
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This implies

||L′eF || ≲
P

(nmα−1
n )1/2 +mα−1

n log5/4 n.

For the second result of Lemma 7, note that

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiei,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjξi,j(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)F

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ . (82)

For the first term on the RHS of (82), by (46) and (47), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjξi,j(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q max

1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||22||Fj||22ξi,j

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjξi,j

(
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)

)
F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

n1/q +
√
nmαn ≲

P

√
nmαn.

For the second term on the RHS of (82), by (36), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)F

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
mn log n.

For the third term on the RHS of (82), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤s≤m
α−2
n (mn)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||2ξi,j|εi,j|||Fj||2
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+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLi

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
nm log n,

where the second inequality is by (35), (49), and the fact that

max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||2||Fj||2|εi,j|ξi,j ≲
P

nmα2
n.

For the last term on the RHS of (82), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ α−2

n (nm)−1n1/q max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||2ξi,j||Xi||2||δj||2||Fj||2

+ max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,s||Li||2
(
1− πi

πi

)
||Xi||22||γ̂ − γ||2ξi,j||δj||2||Fj||2

≲
P

(
m∑
j=1

||δj||2||Fj||2

)
max

1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,sξi,jLiX
′
iπ

−1
i

∥∥∥∥∥
+ max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jLiX
′
iπ

−1
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ||δj||2||Fj||2 + (nαn)
−1/2n1/q +

√
m log3/2 n

≲
P

mα−1/2
n n1/q,

where the last inequality is by (32), (40), and (57).

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,sLiei,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nm log n+mα−1/2

n n1/q.

For the last result of Lemma 7, we have

L′diag (π)eF =
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπiei,jF
′
j
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=
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiπiL
′
iFjξi,j(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
j +

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

LiL
′
iFj(ξi,j − πi)F

′
j

+
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j −

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j . (83)

For the first term on the RHS of (83), we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiπiL
′
iFjξi,j(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )F ′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jπi||Li||22||Fj||22

+

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

ξi,j(1− πi)X
′
i(γ̂ − γ)LiL

′
iFjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

n1/q + (nm)1/2α−1/2
n ≲

P

(nmαn)
1/2.

For the second term on the RHS of (83), by the Markov’s inequality, we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

LiL
′
iFj(ξi,j − πi)F

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nmαn)
1/2.

For the third term on the RHS of (83), we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liεi,jξi,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

Li(1− πi)X
′
i(γ̂ − γ)εi,jξi,jF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
+ α−2

n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

||Li||2|εi,j|πiξi,j||Fj||2

≲
P

(nmαn)
1/2 + n1/q ≲

P

(nmαn)
1/2.

For the last term on the RHS of (83), we have∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liπiπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjF

′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

||δj||2||Fj||2

+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(1− πi)X
′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

||δj||2||Fj||2

+ α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

πi||Li||2ξi,j||Xi||2||δj||2||Fj||2

≲
P

m log5/4 n,
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where the last inequality holds by (32) and the facts that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nαn log n)
1/2,

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(1− πi)X
′
iξi,jX

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
nαnn

1/q.

This implies

||L′diag (π)eF || ≲
P

(nmαn)
1/2 +m log5/4 n.

Lemma 8 (bound on L̂′∆L). Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||Enξi,jXiL̂
′
i|| ≲

P

√
n−1αn log n,

||L′∆L|| ≲
P

α−1
n (1 + n/m)n1/q,

||L̂′∆L|| ≲
P

α−1
n (1 + n/m)n1/q,

||H−1|| ≲
P

1,

H−1 = Ω̂2
r

(
n−1L′L̂

)−1

Σ−1
F +OP ((nαn)

−1 log5/4 n+ (mαn)
−1(1 +m/n)1/2n1/q),

H−1Σ−1
L = H ′ +OP ((nαn)

−1(1 + n/m)n1/q)

||L′diag (π)∆L|| ≲
P

(1 + n/m)n1/q.

Proof of Lemma 8. Because L̂ = LH +∆L, we have L̂′
i = L′

iH +∆′
L,i, and thus,

Enξi,jXiL̂
′
i = Enξi,jXiL

′
iH + Enξi,jXi∆

′
L,i.

By Lemma 6, we have max1≤j≤m ||Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i|| ≲

P

αnn
−1/2 + n−1 log2 n + (nm)−1/2 log n.
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In addition, we have max1≤j≤m ||Enξi,jXiL
′
i|| ≲

P

√
n−1αn log n, which implies

max
1≤j≤m

||Enξi,jXiL̂
′
i|| ≲

P

√
n−1αn log n.

By the definition of ∆L and Lemmas 2 and 7, we have

||L′∆L|| = ||L′eW ′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||(nm)−1

≤ ||L′eFL′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||(nm)−1 + ||L′ee′L̂Ω̂−2

r ||(nm)−1

≲
P

||L′eF ||m−1 + ||L′e||||L̂′e||(nm)−1

≲
P

||L′eF ||m−1 + ||e||2m−1

≲
P

(nm−1α−1
n )1/2 + n1/q(1 + n/m)α−1

n

≲
P

n1/q(1 + n/m)α−1
n .

This further implies

||L̂′∆L|| ≤ ||∆′
L∆L||+ ||H ′L′∆L|| ≲

P

α−1
n (1 + n/m)n1/q,

where the second inequality is by Lemmas 4 and 5. Next, note that I = L̂′L̂/n = (H ′L′ +

∆′
L)(HL+∆L)/n. This means

H ′ΣLH = I −∆′
LLH/n−H ′L′∆L/n−∆′

L∆L/n

= I −OP ((nαn)
−1(1 + n/m)n1/q) = I − oP (1). (84)

This implies ΣL = (H−1)′(I − oP (1))H
−1, and thus, H−1 = OP (1). It also implies that

H−1Σ−1
L = H ′ +OP ((nαn)

−1(1 + n/m)n1/q).
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Last, we note that

H = F ′W ′L̂Ω̂−2
r (nm)−1 = ΣFL

′L̂Ω̂−2
r n−1 + F ′e′L̂Ω̂−2

r (nm)−1

and by Lemmas 3, 4, 5, and 7,

||L̂′eF || ≤ ||H||||L′eF ||+ ||∆L||||F ′e′|| ≲
P

mα−1
n log5/4 n+ α−1

n n1/q
√
n(m+ n).

This implies

||H − ΣFL
′L̂Ω̂−2

r n−1|| ≲
P

(nαn)
−1 log5/4 n+ (mαn)

−1(1 + n/m)1/2n1/q,

and thus,

||H−1 − Ω̂2
r(n

−1L′L̂)−1Σ−1
F || ≲

P

(nαn)
−1 log5/4 n+ (mαn)

−1(1 +m/n)1/2n1/q,

given H−1 = OP (1).

Last, we have

||L′diag (π)∆L|| = ||L′diag (π)eW ′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||(nm)−1

≤ ||L′diag (π)eFL′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||(nm)−1 + ||L′diag (π)ee′L̂Ω̂−2

r ||(nm)−1

≲
P

||L′diag (π)eF ||m−1 + ||L′diag (π)e||||L̂′e||(nm)−1

≲
P

||L′diag (π)eF ||m−1 + αnn
1/q||e||2m−1

≲
P

(nm−1αn)
1/2 + n1/q(1 + n/m)

≲
P

n1/q(1 + n/m).
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12 Proof of Theorem 1 at g = 1

We aim to show that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥β̃(1)
j − βj − (EXiX

′
iπi)

−1 [En(Xiεi,jξi,j + πiXiL
′
iFj)]

∥∥∥
2
= OP (κn). (85)

Recall ∆i,j = Γ̂i,j −Γi,j = ∆′
L,iH

−1Fj − n−1L̂′
iL̂

′∆LH
−1Fj + n−1L̂iL̂

′e·,j. Then, we have

β̃
(1)
j − βj = (Enξi,jXiX

′
i)

−1En(Xiξi,j(εi,j −∆i,j))

and

En(ξi,jXi∆i,j) = En(ξi,jXi∆L,iH
−1Fj)− n−1En(ξi,jXiL̂

′
iL̂

′∆LH
−1Fj) + n−1En(ξi,jXiL̂iL̂

′e·,j).

We first notice that uniformly over j,

En(ξi,jXi∆L,iH
−1Fj)

= −(nm)−1(EnπiXiL
′
i)F

′FL′L̂Ω̂−2
r H−1Fj +OP ((n

−1 + (nm)−1/2) log2 n)

= −(nm)−1(EnπiXiL
′
i)F

′FL′L̂Ω̂−2
r (Ω̂2

r(n
−1L′L̂)−1Σ−1

F +R1,n)Fj +OP ((n
−1 + (nm)−1/2) log2 n)

= −EnπiXiL
′
iFj +OP ((n

−1 + (nm)−1/2) log2 n)

where the first equality is by Lemma 6, R1,n in the second equality satisfies

||R1,n|| ≲
P

(nαn)
−1 log5/4 n+ (mαn)

−1(1 +m/n)1/2n1/q log n

by Lemma 8, and the last inequality is by the fact that

||EnπiXiLi|| ≲
P

αn

√
n−1 log n.

Next, we have, uniformly over j, that

n−1|En(ξi,jXiL̂
′
iL̂

′∆LH
−1Fj)|
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≤ n−1|En(ξi,jXiL
′
iHL̂′∆LH

−1Fj)|+ n−1|En(ξi,jXi∆
′
L,iL̂

′∆LH
−1Fj)|

≲
P

n−1||Enξi,jXiL
′
i||||H||||L̂′∆L||||H−1||||Fj||2 + n−1

∥∥Enξi,jXi∆
′
L,i

∥∥ ||L̂′∆L||||H−1||||Fj||2

≲
P

(nαn)
−1/2(n−1 +m−1)n1/q

where the third inequality is by Lemmas 6 and 8 and the fact that max1≤j≤m ||Enξi,jXiL
′
i|| ≲

P√
n−1αn log n.

Finally, we observe that, by Lemma 3,

n−1||Enξi,jXiL̂iL̂
′e·,j||2 ≲

P

n−1||Enξi,jXiL̂
′
i||||L̂′e·,j||2

≲
P

n−1(||Enξi,jXiL
′
i||+ ||Enξi,jXi∆

′
L,i||)||L̂′e·,j||2

≲
P

n−1(
√

n−1αn log n)
√

n(1 + n/m)α−2
n n1/q

≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m)α−1/2
n n1/q.

This implies that, uniformly over j,

EnXi∆i,jξi,j = −EnπiXiL
′
iFj +OP ((1/n+ 1/m)α−1/2

n n1/q).

In addition, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||EnπiXiL
′
iFj|| ≲

P

αnn
−1/2 log1/2 n and (EXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1 = (EXiX
′
iπi)

−1 ≲ α−1
n .

By (25), we have that, uniformly over j

(EnXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1EnXi∆i,jξi,j

=
[
(EXiX

′
iξi,j)

−1 +OP (α
−2
n

√
n−1α−1

n log n)
] [

−EnπiXiL
′
iFj +OP ((1/n+ 1/m)α−1/2

n n1/q)
]

= −(EXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1EnπiXiL
′
iFj +OP ((1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2

n n1/q).
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Similarly, we have that, uniformly over j,

(EnXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1EnXiεi,jξi,j = (EXiX
′
iξi,j)

−1EnXiεi,jξi,j +OP ((1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2
n n1/q).

This leads to the desired result.

13 Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 for g ≥ 1

Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 for any finite g satisfying g ≥ 1

13.1 Preliminary results

Lemma 9. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,se
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(mn)1/2n1/q,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s∆
′
L,i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(1 + n/m)α−1/2
n n1/q,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(ξi,s − πi)e
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(mn)1/2n1/q,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(ξi,s − πi)∆
′
L,i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(1 + n/m)α−1/2
n n1/q.

Proof of Lemma 9. For the first result of Lemma 9, let

B
(s,1)
·,j =

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFj(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,j

B
(s,2)
·,j =

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFjπ

−1
i (ξi,j − πi)

B
(s,3)
·,j =

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,j
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B
(s,4)
·,j =

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj

and B(s,d) = (B
(s,d)
·,1 , · · · , B(s,d)

·,m ) for d = 1, · · · , 4. Then, by (22), we have

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,se
′
i|| ≤

4∑
d=1

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,d)||.

For B(s,1), by Proposition 1, we have

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFj(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q max

1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

||Li||22ξi,sξi,j||Fj||2

+ max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

||Li||22ξi,sξi,j||Fj||2π−1
i ||Xi||2||γ̂ − γ||

≲
P

m−1n1/q + (nαn)
1/2m−1/2 log1/2 n

and

max
1≤s,j≤m,s=j

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFj(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

||Li||22ξi,j||Fj||2 + max
1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

||Li||22ξi,j||Fj||2π−1
i ||Xi||2||γ̂ − γ||

≲
P

(mαn)
−1n1/q + n1/2(mαn)

−1/2 log1/2 n.

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,1)|| ≤ max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,1)||F ≤

 max
1≤s≤m

m∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sL
′
iFj(π̂

−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

1/2

≲
P

(nαn log n)
1/2.

For B(s,2), by (62), we have

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,2)|| ≲
P

(mn log n)1/2.

For B(s,3), we define B
(s,3,1)
·,j =

∑n
i=1 Liξi,sπ

−1
i ξi,jεi,j and B

(s,3,2)
·,j = B

(s,3)
·,j − B

(s,3,1)
·,j =
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∑n
i=1 Liξi,s(π̂

−1
i −π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j, B
(s,3,1) = (B

(s,3,1)
·,1 , · · · , B(s,3,1)

·,m ), andB(s,3,2) = (B
(s,3,2)
·,1 , · · · , B(s,3,2)

·,m ).

Note that, by (64), we have

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,3,1)|| ≲
P

(mn log n)1/2.

We next bound ||B(s,3,2)||. Note that

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

||Li||2ξi,sξi,j|εi,j|

+ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

iξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ||(γ̂ − γ)||2

≲
P

m−1n1/q + (mαn)
−1/2 log1/2 n,

where the last inequality is by (20) and the facts that

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

||Li||2ξi,sξi,j|εi,j| ≲
P

nα2
n

and

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

iξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(n log n)1/2.

In addition, we have

max
1≤j,s≤m,j=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤j≤m

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

||Li||2ξi,j|εi,j|+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(
1− πi

πi

)
X ′

iξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ||(γ̂ − γ)||2

≲
P

α−1
n m−1/2 log1/2 n,
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which implies

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,3,2)|| ≤ max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,3,2)||F

=

 max
1≤s≤m

∑
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

1/2

≲
P

m−1/2α−1
n log1/2 n+ α−1/2

n log1/2 n,

and thus,

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,3)|| ≲
P

(mn)1/2n1/q.

For B(s,4), we define B
(s,4,1)
·,j =

∑n
i=1 Liξi,sπ

−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj, B

(s,4,2)
·,j =

∑n
i=1 Liξi,s(π̂

−1
i −

π−1
i )ξi,jX

′
iδj, B

(s,4,1) = (B
(s,4,1)
·,1 , · · · , B(s,4,1)

·,m ), and B(s,4,2) = (B
(s,4,2)
·,1 , · · · , B(s,4,2)

·,m ). Then,

by (66), we have

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,1)|| ≲
P

m1/2α−1/2
n log5/4 .

In addition, we have

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jX
′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤j≤m

||δj||2

and by (58)

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q

n∑
i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2ξi,sξi,j

+ max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

||Li||2||Xi||2π−1
i ξi,sξi,j||γ̂ − γ||2

≲
P

α−2
n (mn)−1n1/q(nα2

n + log2 n) + (mnαn)
−1/2(nαnn

1/q)
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≲
P

m−1/2(nαn)
1/2n1/q.

This implies

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jX
′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

m−1/2n1/q.

Similarly, we can show that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Li(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )ξi,jX
′
iδj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−2
n (mn)−1n1/q max

1≤j≤m

n∑
i=1

||Li||2ξi,j||Xi||2||δj||2

+ max
1≤j≤m

(mnαn)
−1/2

n∑
i=1

||Li||2π−1
i ξi,j||Xi||2||δj||2

≲
P

m−1α−1
n log3/4 n.

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,2)|| ≤ max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4,2)||F ≲
P

n1/q,

and thus,

max
1≤s≤m

||B(s,4)|| ≲
P

m1/2α−1/2
n log5/4 n.

Combining the four bounds for (B(s,1), · · · , B(s,4)) above, we obtain that

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,se
′
i|| ≲

P

(mn)1/2n1/q.

For the second result in Lemma 9, we note that

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s∆
′
L,i||

= max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,s

(
e′ie

′L̂+
m∑
j=1

ei,jF
′
jL

′L̂

)
Ω̂−2

r (mn)−1

∥∥∥∥∥
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≲
P

(mn)−1 max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liξi,se
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ||L̂′e||+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liξi,sei,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ||L′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||(nm)−1

≲
P

(1 + n/m)α−1/2
n n1/q + max

1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liξi,sei,jF
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥ ||L′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||(nm)−1

≲
P

(1 + n/m)α−1/2
n n1/q + (n/m)1/2α−1/2

n log5/4 n ≲
P

(1 + n/m)1/2α−1/2
n n1/q.

where the second inequality is by Lemma 5 and the third inequality is by Lemma 7 and

the first result in Lemma 9 shown above.

The third and fourth results can be established in the same manner.

Lemma 10. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥(EnL̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1

− (H ′E(LiL
′
iπi)H)

−1

∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

n−1(1 + n/m)α−3
n n1/q + n−1/2α−1

n .

Proof of Lemma 10. We note that

∥∥∥EnL̂iL̂
′
i(ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥
=
∥∥En(H

′Li +∆L,i)(L
′
iH +∆′

L,i)(ξi,j − πi)
∥∥

≤ ∥H ′(EnLiL
′
i(ξi,j − πi))H∥+ 2||H||||EnLi∆

′
L,i(ξi,j − πi)||+ ||En∆L,i∆

′
L,i(ξi,j − πi)||.

For the first term, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥H ′EnLiL
′
i(ξi,j − πi)H∥ ≲

P

(n−1αn log n)
1/2.

For the second term, by Lemma 9, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||H||||EnLi∆
′
L,i(ξi,j − πi)|| ≲

P

n−1(1 + n/m)α−1/2
n n1/q.
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For the third term, by Lemma 5, we have

max
1≤j≤m

||En∆L,i∆
′
L,i(ξi,j − πi)|| ≤ n−1||∆L||2F ≲

P

(nαn)
−1(1 + n/m)n1/q.

This implies

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥EnL̂iL̂
′
i(ξi,j − πi)

∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nαn)
−1(1 + n/m)n1/q.

In addition, we have

EnL̂iL̂
′
iπi = En(H

′Li +∆L,i)(H
′Li +∆L,i)

′πi

= H ′EnLiL
′
iπiH +H ′EnLi∆

′
L,iπi + (EnLi∆

′
L,iπi)

′H +H ′En∆L,i∆
′
L,iπiH,

||H ′EnLi∆
′
L,iπi|| ≲

P

||H||n−1||L′diag (π)∆L|| ≲
P

n1/qn−1(1 + n/m),

and

H ′En∆L,i∆
′
L,iπiH ≲

P

αnn
1/qn−1||∆L||2 ≲

P

n1/qn−1(1 + n/m).

Last, we have

||EnLiL
′
iπi − ELiL

′
iπi|| ≲

P

n−1/2αn.

Therefore, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥(EnL̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)
− (H ′E(LiL

′
iπi)H)

∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nαn)
−1(1 + n/m)n1/q + n−1/2αn.

which implies

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥(EnL̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1

− (H ′E(LiL
′
iπi)H)

−1

∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

n−1(1 + n/m)α−3
n n1/q + n−1/2α−1

n .
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Lemma 11. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂iui,sξi,s − n−1H ′
n∑

i=1

Liεi,sξi,s

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(n−1 +m−1)α−1/2
n n1/q,

and

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂iũi,sξi,s − n−1H ′
n∑

i=1

Liεi,sξi,s

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(n−1 +m−1)α−1/2
n n1/q

where ui,s = εi,s −X ′
iδs, ũi,s = εi,s −X ′

i δ̃s, δs = β̂s − βs, and δ̃s = β̃
(1)
s − βs.

Proof of Lemma 11. The first result of Lemma 11. We have

n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂iui,sξi,s − n−1H ′
n∑

i=1

Liεi,sξi,s

= n−1

n∑
i=1

(H ′Li +∆L,i)(εi,s −X ′
iδs)ξi,s − n−1H ′

n∑
i=1

Liεi,sξi,s

= n−1

n∑
i=1

∆L,iεi,sξi,s −H ′EnLiX
′
iδsξi,s − En∆L,iX

′
iδsξi,s.

In addition, by (32) and Lemma 5, we have

max
1≤s≤m

||EnLiξi,sX
′
iδs||2 ≤ max

1≤s≤m
||EnLiξi,sX

′
i||2 max

1≤s≤m
||δs||2 ≲

P

n−1 log5/4 n

and

max
1≤s≤m

||En∆L,iX
′
iδsξi,s||2 ≤ n−1

[
n∑

i=1

||∆L,i||22 × max
1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

ξi,s(X
′
iδs)

2

]1/2

≲
P

n−1
√
α−1
n (1 + n/m)n1/q.

Next, we turn to the first term. Note ∆′
L,i = (nm)−1e′iW

′L̂Ω̂−2
r = (nm)−1e′iFL′L̂Ω̂−2

r +

(nm)−1e′ie
′L̂Ω̂−2

r . The rest of the proof proceeds in three steps.

Step 1: bound
∑n

i=1 εi,sξi,se
′
ieL̂. Note that

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sei,j =
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFj +

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFj

89



+
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,j −

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj

≡
4∑

l=1

Al,s,j.

For A1,s,j, by (60), we have

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|A1,s,j|

≤ α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

|εi,s|ξi,sξi,j||Li||2||Fj||2

+ max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,jπ
−1
i (1− πi)X

′
i(γ̂ − γ)L′

iFj|

≲
P

m−1n1/q +
(√

n log n+ α−1
n n1/q log n

)
(nmαn)

−1/2

≲
P

(mαn)
−1/2 log n

and

max
1≤s≤m

|A1,s,s| = max
1≤s≤m

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFs|

≤ α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

|εi,s|ξi,s||Li||2||Fs||2

+ max
1≤s≤m

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (1− πi)X

′
i(γ̂ − γ)L′

iFs|

≲
P

α−1
n m−1n1/q +

(√
nα−1

n n1/q
)
(nmαn)

−1/2.

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||A1,s|| ≤ max
1≤s≤m

||A1,s||F ≲
P

α−1/2
n log n.

For A2,s,j, we have

max
1≤s,j≤m,s̸=j

|A2,s,j| ≲
P

n1/2+1/q
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and

max
1≤s≤m

|A2,s,s| ≲
P

α−1/2
n n1/2+1/q.

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||A2,s|| ≲
P

(mn log n)1/2n1/q.

For A3,s,j, we have

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|A3,s,j| = max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,j|

≲
P

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,j|

+ α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

n∑
i=1

|εi,s||εi,j|ξi,sξi,j

+ max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

εi,sεi,jξi,sξi,j
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ − γ)

∣∣∣∣∣
≲
P

(n log n)1/2 + n1/qm−1 +
(√

n log n+ α−1
n n1/q log n

)
(nmαn)

−1/2

≲
P

(n log n)1/2

and

max
1≤s≤m

|A3,s,s| = max
1≤s≤m

|
n∑

i=1

ξi,sε
2
i,sπ̂

−1
i |

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

|
n∑

i=1

ξi,sε
2
i,sπ

−1
i |

+ max
1≤s≤m

α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

ε2i,sξi,s + max
1≤s≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ε2i,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ − γ)

∣∣∣∣∣
≲
P

n.
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This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||A3,s|| ≲
P

(mn log n)1/2 + n.

For A4,s,j, we have

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|A4,s,j| = max
1≤s,j≤m,s̸=j

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj|

≲
P

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδj|

+ α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤s,j≤m,s̸=j

n∑
i=1

|εi,s||X ′
iδj|ξi,sξi,j

+ max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,jX
′
iδj

1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ − γ)

∣∣∣∣∣
≲
P

α−1/2
n log5/4 n

and

max
1≤s≤m

|A4,s,s| ≲
P

max
1≤s,j≤m,s ̸=j

|
n∑

i=1

ε2i,sξi,sπ
−1
i X ′

iδs|+ α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤s≤m

n∑
i=1

|εi,s||X ′
iδs|ξi,s

+ max
1≤s≤m

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sX
′
iδs

1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ − γ)

∣∣∣∣∣
≲
P

n1/2α−1/2
n log3/4 n.

This implies

max
1≤s≤m

||A4,s|| ≲
P

(m1/2 + n1/2)α−1/2
n log5/4 n.

Therefore, by Lemma 5, we have

max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
ieL̂|| ≤ max

1≤s≤m
||

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
i||2||eL̂||

≤ max
1≤s≤m

 ∑
1≤j≤m

(
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sei,j

)2
1/2

||eL̂||
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≲
P

n(n+m)α−1/2
n n1/q.

Step 2: bound
∑n

i=1 εi,sξi,se
′
iF . We have

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
iF =

m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sei,jFj

=
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j(π̂
−1
i − π−1

i )L′
iFjFj +

m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFjFj

+
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jFj −

m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjFj

≡
4∑

l=1

Bl,s.

For B1,s, we have

max
1≤s≤m

||B1,s||2 ≤α−2
n n1/q(nm)−1 max

1≤s≤m

m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

|εi,s|ξi,jξi,s|L′
iFj|||Fj||2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sξi,j

(
(1− πi)

πi

)
L′
iFjFjX

′
i(γ̂ − γ)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s

(
(1− πi)X

′
i(γ̂ − γ)

πi

)
L′
iFsFs

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

n1/q + (m log n)1/2 + α−1
n m−1/2n1/q,

where the last inequality is by (50).

For B2,s, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,s − πi)L

′
iFsFs

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2,
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where by (51), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i (ξi,j − πi)L

′
iFjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2

For B3,s, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q max

1≤s≤m

m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

|εi,s|ξi,sξi,j|εi,j|||Fj||2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ε2i,sξi,sπ
−1
i Fs

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ n1/q

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ε2i,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)Fs

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2 + n log n,

where by (52) and (53), we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn log2 n)1/2

and

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
1≤j≤m,j ̸=s

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jεi,jFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

α−1/2
n log n.

For B4,s, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ̂
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jX

′
iδjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ α−2
n (nm)−1n1/q max

1≤s≤m

m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

|εi,s|ξi,sξi,j|X ′
iδj|||Fj||2
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+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jX

′
iδjFj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

m∑
j=1

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

||δj||2||Fj||2 + max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i X ′

iδsFs

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
m∑
j=1

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)ξi,jXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

||δj||2||Fj||2

+ max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

X ′
i(γ̂ − γ)X ′

iδsFs

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ (nαn)
−1/2n1/q

≲
P

mα−1/2
n log5/4 n+ α−1

n log9/4 n,

where we use the facts that

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i ξi,jXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(n log n)1/2,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sπ
−1
i Xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(nα−1
n log n)1/2,

max
1≤j,s≤m,j ̸=s

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

ξi,jXiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(n log n)1/2,

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,s
1− πi

πi

XiX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(nα−1
n log n)1/2.

Combining all bounds, we have

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
iF

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

n log n+mα−1/2
n log5/4 n.

Step 3: derive the final result. Combining the results in Steps 1 and 2, we have

max
1≤s≤m

||En∆
′
L,iεi,sξi,s||2

≤ n−2m−1 max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
iFL′L̂Ω̂−2

r ||2 + n−2m−1 max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
ie

′L̂Ω̂−2
r ||2

≤ n−2m−1 max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
iF ||2||L′L̂||||Ω̂−2

r ||+ n−2m−1 max
1≤s≤m

||
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,se
′
ie

′L̂||2||Ω̂−2
r ||

≲
P

m−1 log n+ n−1α−1/2
n log5/4 n+ (1 +m/n)1/2(nmαn)

−1/2n1/q
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≲
P

(n−1 +m−1)α−1/2
n n1/q.

The second result of Lemma 11. This can be proved in the same manner as the

first result by noticing that max1≤j≤m ∥δ̃j∥ ≲
P

√
n−1α−1

n log3/2 n due to (85).

13.2 Asymptotics for F̃
(1)
j

Lemma 12. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥F̃ (1)
j −H−1Fj − n−1 (H ′E(LiL

′
iπi)H)

−1
H ′

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2
n n1/q.

Proof of Lemma 12. For the sake of simplicity of notations, we denote F̃ (1) as F̃ . Since

L̂′
i = L′

iH +∆L,i, we notice that

F̃j −H−1Fj

=

(
n∑

i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂i(L
′
iFj + ũi,j)ξi,j − L̂iL̂

′
iξi,jH

−1Fj

)

=

(
n∑

i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂iũi,jξi,j

)

+

(
n∑

i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂iL
′
iFjξi,j − L̂iL̂

′
iξi,jH

−1Fj

)

=

(
n∑

i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂iũi,jξi,j

)
−

(
n∑

i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂i∆
′
L,iξi,j

)
H−1Fj. (86)

Now we bound
∑n

i=1 L̂i∆
′
L,iξi,j. Note that

n∑
i=1

L̂i∆
′
L,iξi,j = H ′

n∑
i=1

Li∆
′
L,iξi,j +

n∑
i=1

∆L,i∆
′
L,iξi,j.

To bound the second term, we notice that

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∆L,i∆
′
L,iξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

n∑
i=1

∥∆L,i∥22 ≤ r∥∆L∥2
(i)

≲
P

α−1
n (1 + n/m)n1/q,
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where (i) follows by Lemma 5. To bound the first term, we notice that since ∥H∥ = OP (1)

(due to Lemma 4). Then, by Lemma 9, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

L̂i∆
′
L,iξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

(1 + n/m)α−1
n n1/q.

Since ∥H−1∥ = OP (1) (Lemma 8) and maxj ∥Fj∥2 ≲
P

√
logm, Lemma 10 and the above

display imply

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(

n∑
i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂i∆
′
L,iξi,j

)
H−1Fj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP ((αnn)
−1) ·OP

(
(1 + n/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
.

By Lemmas 10 and 11, we have that uniformly in j,(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂iL̂
′
iξi,j

)−1(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂iũi,jξi,j

)

=
(
(H ′E(LiL

′
iπi)H)

−1
+OP (n

−1(1 + n/m)α−3
n n1/q + n−1/2α−1

n )
)

·

(
n−1H ′

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j +OP

(
(n−1 +m−1)α−1/2

n n1/q.
))

(i)
= n−1 (H ′E(LiL

′
iπi)H)

−1
H ′

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j +OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2

n n1/q
)
,

where (i) follows by ∥H∥ = OP (1) (Lemma 4) and (34) in Lemma 1. We now combine (86)

with the above two displays, obtaining

max
1≤s≤m

∥∥∥∥∥F̃j −H−1Fj − n−1 (H ′E(LiL
′
iπi)H)

−1
H ′

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2
n n1/q.

The proof is complete.
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13.3 Auxiliary results for iterations

We would like to prove Theorem 1 and 2 for any g ≥ 1 by induction. We already proved

the result of Theorem 1 at g = 1 in 11, so now it is sufficed by proving that

(1) for any g ≥ 1, the representation of β̃(g) implies the representation of Γ̃(g), and

(2) for any g ≥ 1, the representation of Γ̃(g) implies the representation of β̃(g+1)

Note that with β̃(g), the estimator Γ̃(g) is totally determined by F̃ (g) because L̃(g) is ac-

tually a function of β̃(g), F̃ (g) and the given data. Since We already have the asymptotic

representation of F̃ (1) in 13.2, the proof can also be completed by proving that

(1) the representations of F̃ (g) and β̃(g) imply the representation of Γ̃(g),

(2) the representation of Γ̃(g) implies the representation of β̃(g+1), and

(3) the representations of β̃(g+1) and F̃ (g) imply the representation of F̃ (g+1).

Now we make a supporting assumption that gives us the representation for F̃ (g), and later

we will prove that it is automatically satisfied under Assumption 1.

Assumption 1. Suppose that F̃
(g)
j = H−1Fj + aj + b

(g)
j , where

aj = n−1 (H ′E(LiL
′
iπi)H)

−1
H ′

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j

max
1≤j≤m

∥b(g)j ∥2 = OP (κn)

where κn = (1/n+ 1/m)α
−3/2
n n1/q.

Lemma 13. Under Assumptions 1, if F̃ (g) satisfies Assumption 1 and β̃(g) satisfies the

representation in Theorem 1, then

L̃
(g)
i −H ′Li = H ′π−1

i Σ−1
F m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j − n−1H ′
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi + d
(g)
i ,
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≡ c1,i + c2,i + d
(g)
i

max
i

∥d(g)i ∥2 = OP (κn) .

In particular, L̃(1) satisfies the above representation.

Proof of Lemma 13. For notation simplicity, we denote F̃ (g), L̃(g), β̃(g), W̃ (g), b
(g)
j by

F̃ , L̃, β̃, W̃ and bj. By the definition of L̃ and Assumption 1,

L̃i =

(
m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1 m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,jW̃i,j

=

(
m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1 m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,j
(
F ′
jLi + ũi,j

)
=

(
m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1 m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,j

(
F̃j − aj − bj

)′
H ′Li +

(
m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1 m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,jũi,j

= H ′Li −

(
m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1 m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,j (aj + bj)
′ H ′Li

+

(
m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1 m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,jũi,j (87)

Step 1: Asymptotic of
(∑

j F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1

. Observe that, by Assumption 1,

m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j =

m∑
j=1

(H−1Fj + aj + bj)(H
−1Fj + aj + bj)

′ξi,j

= H−1

(
m∑
j=1

FjF
′
jξi,j

)
H−1 + (H ′)−1

(
m∑
j=1

Fj(aj + bj)
′ξi,j

)

+

(
m∑
j=1

(aj + bj)F
′
jξi,j

)
(H ′)−1 +

m∑
j=1

(aj + bj)(aj + bj)
′ξi,j.

Note that by (26) in Lemma 1 and the fact that ∥H−1∥ = OP (1), we have

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1H−1

(
m∑
j=1

FjF
′
jξi,j

)
(H ′)−1 − πiH

−1ΣF (H
′)−1

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP (
√
m−1αn log n).
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On the other hand, by Lemma 17 below, we observe that

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

Fj(aj + bj)
′ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

Fja
′
jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥+max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

||Fj||2ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥κn

≲
P

(mn)−1/2 log n+ αnκn

and

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

(aj + bj)(aj + bj)
′ξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ m−1max
i

m∑
j=1

∥aj + bj∥22ξi,j = OP

(
n−1 logm+ αnκ

2
n

)
.

Therefore, we have

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j − πiH

−1ΣF (H
′)−1

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP (
√
m−1αn log n+

√
n−1αn logm) and

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
m−1

m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1

− π−1
i H ′Σ−1

F H

∥∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

((√
m−1α−3

n +
√
n−1α−3

n

)
n1/q

)
(88)

Step 2: Asymptotic of
∑

j F̃jξi,j (aj + bj)
′H ′Li. Following the above argument, we have

m−1

m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,j (aj + bj)
′H ′Li

= m−1H−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,j (aj + bj)
′ H ′Li +m−1

m∑
j=1

(aj + bj)(aj + bj)
′ξi,jH

′Li

= m−1H−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,ja
′
jH

′Li +m−1H−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jb
′
jH

′Li

+m−1

m∑
j=1

(aj + bj)(aj + bj)
′ξi,jH

′Li

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,j (aj + bj)
′H ′Li

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

αnκn (89)
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Step 3: Asymptotic of
∑

j F̃jξi,jũi,j. Recall that ũi,j = εi,j −X ′
i(β̃j −βj). Let δ̃j = β̃j −βj.

We have

m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,jũi,j = H−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j −H−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jX
′
i δ̃j +

m∑
j=1

ajξi,jũi,j +
m∑
j=1

bjξi,jũi,j

Since β̃ satisfies the representation in Theorem 1, and maxi ∥Xi∥2 = OP (
√
log n), we have

max
j

∥δ̃j∥2 = OP (
√
n−1α−1

n logm ),

max
i,j

|ũi,j| = OP (
√

log(nm) +
√

n−1α−1
n logm log n ) = OP

(√
log n+

√
logm

)
,

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

bjξi,jũi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
αnκn(

√
log n+

√
logm )

)
,

and

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ajξi,jũi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ajξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ajξi,jX
′
i δ̃j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

αnκn + n−1 log n logm

≲
P

αnκn,

where we use Lemma 17.

By the representation of δ̃j in Theorem 1,

m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jX
′
i δ̃j = m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,j δ̃
′
jXi

= m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,j

(
n−1

(
n∑

k=1

(Xkεk,jξk,j + πkXkL
′
kFj)

)′

(EXiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi + sj

)
,

where maxj ∥sj∥ ≲
P

κn. Observe that

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥(nm)−1

m∑
j=1

n∑
k=1

Fjξi,jξk,jεk,jX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
(nm)−1/2 log n

)
,
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max
i

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jsj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP (αnκn) ,

and

max
i

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

(
m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jF
′
j

)
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi − n−1 (πiΣF )
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=OP

(√
m−1αn log n n−1/2

√
log n

)
.

Therefore

m−1

m∑
j=1

F̃jξi,jũi,j = m−1H−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j −H−1n−1 (πiΣF )
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi + τ1,i,

(90)

where maxi ∥τ1,i∥2 = OP (αnκn) .

Step 4: Combining (87), (89), (90), we have

L̃i −H ′Li

=

(
m−1

m∑
j=1

F̃jF̃
′
jξi,j

)−1(
H−1m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j −H−1n−1 (πiΣF )
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi

)
+ τ2,i,

where maxi ∥τ2,i∥2 = OP (κn log n) . Then by (88) and the fact that maxi ∥m−1
∑m

j=1 Fjξi,jεi,j∥2 =

OP (
√

m−1αn log n) and maxi ∥H−1n−1 (πiΣF )
∑n

k=1 πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi∥2 = OP (n
−1/2αn

√
log n),

we have

L̃i −H ′Li

= H ′π−1
i Σ−1

F H

(
H−1m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j −H−1n−1 (πiΣF )
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi

)
+ τ3,i

= H ′π−1
i Σ−1

F m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j − n−1H ′
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi + τ3,i

max
i

∥τ3,i∥2 = OP

(
α1/2
n κn + κn

)
= OP (κn) .
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This concludes the proof.

Lemma 14. Under the same assumption in Lemma 13, the estimator Γ̃(g) satisfies the

representation in Theorem 2. That is

Γ̃
(g)
i,j − Γi,j −∆i,j = t

(g)
i,j

where

∆i,j =
1

n
L′
i(ELiLiπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j +
1

mπi

m∑
t=1

F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj −

1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj

max
i,j

|t(g)i,j | = OP (κn)

Proof of Lemma 14. Again, we denote b
(g)
j , d

(g)
i , F̃ (g), L̃(g) and Γ̃(g) by bj, di, F̃ , L̃ and

Γ̃. By Assumption 1 and Lemma 13, we have

F̃j = H−1Fj + aj + bj

L̃i = H ′Li + c1,i + c2,i + di

and note that

max
j

∥aj + bj∥2 = OP

(√
n−1α−1

n logm
)
,

max
j

∥bj∥2 = OP (κn) ,

max
j

∥c1,i + c2,i + di∥2 = OP

(√
m−1α−1

n n1/q + n−1/2 log n
)
,

max
j

∥di∥2 = OP (κn) .

Thus, we have

L̃′
iF̃j − L′

iFj = L′
iHaj + (c1,i + c2,i)

′H−1Fj + τ1,i,j,
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where

max
i,j

|τ1,i,j| = max
i,j

|(c1,i + c2,i + di)
′(aj + bj) + L′

iHbj + d′iH
−1Fj| ≲

P

κn.

By Assumption 1, we have

L′
iHaj = n−1L′

iH(H ′ELiLiπiH)−1H ′
n∑

k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j

= n−1L′
i(ELiLiπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j.

By Lemma 13,

(c1,i + c2,i)
′H−1Fj = m−1π−1

i

m∑
t=1

F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj − n−1X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj

and therefore

Γ̃i,j − Γi,j = L̃′
iF̃j − L′

iFj = ∆̃i,j + τ1,i,j

where

max
i,j

|τ1,i,j| ≲
P

κn.

Lemma 15. Under the same assumption in Lemma 13, β̃(g+1) has the following represen-

tation.

β̃
(g+1)
j − βj = n−1E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1

(
n∑

i=1

Xiεi,jξi,j + πiXiL
′
iFj

)
+ s

(g)
j

max
j

∥s(g)j ∥ = OP (κn) .

Proof of Lemma 15. For the sake of simplicity of notations, we denote β̃(g+1), t
(g)
i,j , and
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Γ̃(g) as β̃, ti,j, and Γ̃, respectively. By Lemma 14, we have

β̃j − βj =

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

XiX
′
iξi,j

)−1(
n−1

n∑
i=1

Xiεi,jξi,j

)

−

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

XiX
′
iξi,j

)−1(
n−1

n∑
i=1

Xi(∆i,j + ti,j)ξi,j

)
(91)

where

∆i,j =
1

n
L′
i(ELiLiπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j +
1

mπi

m∑
t=1

F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj −

1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj.

Observe that

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−2

n∑
i=1

(Xiξi,jL
′
i)(ELiL

′
iπi)

−1

n∑
s=1

(Lsξs,jεs,j)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
n−1 logm

)
,

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

m∑
t=1

π−1
i (Xiξi,jεi,tξi,tF

′
t)Σ

−1
F Fj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
(nm)−1/2 logm

)
,

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

Xiti,jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP (κnαn) .

Thus, by (91), we have

β̃j − βj =

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

XiX
′
iξi,j

)−1(
n−1

n∑
i=1

Xiεi,jξi,j

)
+ n−1E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj + s1,j

max
j

∥s1,j∥ = OP (κn) .

Then, by the facts that

max
j

∥n−1
∑
i

Xiεi,jξi,j∥2 = OP (
√
n−1αn logm) and

max
j

∥(n−1
∑
i

XiXiξi,j)
−1 − [E(XiX

′
iπi)]

−1∥ = OP (
√

n−1α−3
n logm),

we finally get

β̃j − βj = n−1E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

(
n∑

i=1

Xiεi,jξi,j + πiXiL
′
iFj

)
+ sj
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max
j

∥sj∥ = OP (κn) .

Lemma 16. Under the same assumption in Lemma 13, F̃ (g+1) also satisfies the decompo-

sition in Assumption 1 and has order

max
j

∥b(g+1)
j ∥2 ≡ max

j

∥∥∥F̃ (g+1)
j −H−1Fj − aj

∥∥∥
2
= OP (κn).

Proof of Lemma 16. For the sake of simplicity of notations, we denote L̃(g), F̃ (g+1),

β̃(g+1), W̃ (g+1) by L̃, F̃ , β̃ and W̃ . By definition

F̃j =

(
n∑

i=1

L̃iL̃
′
iξi,j

)−1 n∑
i=1

L̃iξi,jW̃i,j

with the decomposition of L̃i in Lemma 13:

L̃i = H ′Li + ci + di

ci = H ′π−1
i Σ−1

F m−1

m∑
j=1

Fjξi,jεi,j − n−1H ′
n∑

k=1

πkLkX
′
k(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi

max
i

∥di∥2 = OP (κn) .

The proof is very similar to the one for Lemma 13, so we only sketch it. Recall W̃i,j =

L′
iFj + ũi,j = (L̃i − ci − di)

′H−1Fj + ũi,j,

F̃j −H−1Fj =

(
n∑

i=1

L̃iL̃
′
iξi,j

)−1 n∑
i=1

L̃iξi,j
(
ũi,j − (ci + di)

′H−1Fj

)
.

Note that

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

L̃iξi,jd
′
iH

−1Fj

∥∥∥∥∥
2
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≤ n−1(max
j

n∑
i=1

ξi,j)max
i

∥L̃i∥2 ·max
i

∥di∥2 · ∥H∥ ·max
j

∥Fj∥2

≲
P

αnκn log n

and since maxi ∥ci∥2 = OP (α
−1/2
n (m−1/2 + n−1/2)

√
log n), we have

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

L̃iξi,jc
′
iH

−1Fj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jc
′
iH

−1Fj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

(ci + di)ξi,jc
′
iH

−1Fj

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jc
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥max
j

∥Fj∥2 +max
i

(ci + di)
2max

j

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j

)
max

j
||Fj||2

=OP

(
(n−1 +m−1) logm log n

)
,

where we use the fact that

max
s

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

Liξi,sc
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
s

(mn)−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Liξi,sF
′
jξi,jεi,jπ

−1
i

∥∥∥∥∥
+max

s

∥∥∥∥∥n−2(
n∑

i=1

Liξi,sX
′
i)(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1(
n∑

k=1

πkLkXk)

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m) log1/2 n.

For
∑n

i=1 L̃iξi,jũi,j =
∑n

i=1(H
′Li + ci + di)ξi,jũi,j, first note that

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

diξi,jũi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

diξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

diξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥δ̃j∥2
≲
P

αnκn

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ciξi,jũi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ciξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+max
j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ciξi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥δ̃j∥2
≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m) log1/2 n,
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where we use the facts that

max
s

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

εi,sξi,sc
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
s

(mn)−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

εi,sξi,sF
′
jξi,jεi,jπ

−1
i

∥∥∥∥∥
+max

s

∥∥∥∥∥n−2(
n∑

i=1

εi,sξi,sX
′
i)(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1(
n∑

k=1

πkLkXk)

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m) log1/2 n

and

max
s

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

Xiξi,sc
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
s

(mn)−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

Xiξi,sF
′
jξi,jεi,jπ

−1
i

∥∥∥∥∥
+max

s

∥∥∥∥∥n−2(
n∑

i=1

ξi,sXiX
′
i)(EXiX

′
iπi)

−1(
n∑

k=1

πkLkXk)

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m) log1/2 n+ αnn
−1/2.

In addition, we have

H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jũi,j = H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jεi,j −H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jX
′
i δ̃j,

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jX
′
i δ̃j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP (logm) .

Last, we have

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̃iL̃
′
iξi,j

)−1

−H−1(ELiL
′
iπi)

−1(H ′)−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= OP (n

−1(1 + n/m)α−3
n n1/q + n−1/2α−1

n ),

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥H ′
n∑

i=1

Liξi,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(√
nαn logm

)
.

Combine all the results, we have

F̃j −H−1Fj =
[
H−1(ELiL

′
iπi)

−1 +OP

(√
nαn logm

)]
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×

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j +OP (αnκn)

]

=
1

n
H−1(ELiL

′
iπi)

−1

n∑
i=1

Liξi,jεi,j + τ1,j

max
j

∥τ1,j∥2 = OP (κn) .

Lemma 17. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

max
i

∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jajεi,j∥2 ≲
P

αnκn

and

max
i

∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jFja
′
j∥ ≲

P

(mn)−1/2 log n,

where aj = n−1 (H ′E(LiL
′
iπi)H)−1H ′∑n

i=1 Liξi,jεi,j.

Proof of Lemma 17. We proceed in two steps.

Step 1: we bound maxi ∥m−1
∑m

j=1 ξi,jajεi,j∥2.

Note that

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jajεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥(nmαn)
−1

m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1

ξi,jLhξh,jεh,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ (nmαn)
−1 max

1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1, h̸=i

ξi,jLhξh,jεh,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ (nmαn)
−1

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Liξi,jε
2
i,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (92)

where (i) follows by ∥H∥ = OP (1) due to Lemma 4. Let Lh,q be the q-th entry of Lh for q ∈

{1, ..., k}. Note that conditional on (Ξ, L), the term
∑m

j=1

∑n
h=1, h̸=i ξi,jLh,qξh,jεh,jεi,j is a

summation ofm(n−1) independent sub-Gaussian mean-zero variables given (Ξ, L, {εi,j}mj=1).
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Therefore, for any non-random λ > 0,

E

[
exp

(
λ

m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1, h̸=i

ξi,jLh,qξh,jεh,jεi,j

)∣∣∣∣∣ Ξ, L, {εi,j}mj=1

]
≤ exp

(
C1λ

2

m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1, h̸=i

L2
h,qε

2
i,jξi,j

)
,

where C1 > 0 is a constant. In other words,∑m
j=1

∑n
h=1, h̸=i ξi,jLh,qξh,jεh,jεi,j√∑m

j=1

∑n
h=1, h̸=i L

2
h,qε

2
i,jξi,j

has bounded sub-Gaussian norm. Thus, by the exponential tail of sub-Gaussian variables

and the standard union bound, we have

max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑m

j=1

∑n
h=1, h̸=i ξi,jLh,qξh,jεh,jεi,j√∑m

j=1

∑n
h=1, h̸=i L

2
h,qε

2
i,jξi,j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≲P √log n.

Since we can apply the same analysis for all q ∈ {1, ..., k} and k is bounded, we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1, h̸=i

ξi,jLhξh,jεh,jεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

max
i

√√√√ m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1, h̸=i

L2
h,qε

2
i,jξi,j log n ≲

P

√
mnαn log n.

(93)

We also observe that

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

Liξi,jε
2
i,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ ∥L∥∞ max
1≤i≤n

m∑
j=1

ξi,jε
2
i,j

(i)

≲
P

mαn

√
log n.

where (i) follows by maxi
∑m

j=1 ξi,jε
2
i,j ≲

P

mαn (due to Lemma 1) and ∥L∥∞ ≲
P

√
log n.

Combining the above two displays with (92), we obtain

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jajεi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

αnκn.

Step 2: we bound maxi ∥m−1
∑m

j=1 ξi,jFja
′
j∥.

Note that

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jFja
′
jH

′Li

∥∥∥∥∥
2
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≲
P

(nmαn)
−1 max

1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

ξi,jFj

n∑
h=1

L′
hξh,jεh,j

∥∥∥∥∥ .
Again, we observe that conditional on (Ξ, F, L),

∑m
j=1

∑n
h=1 ξi,jFjL

′
hξh,jεh,j is the sum of

mn independent sub-Gaussian variables with mean zero. Therefore, by the same argument

as in (93), we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
j=1

n∑
h=1

ξi,jFjL
′
hξh,jεh,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

max
i

√√√√ m∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

ξi,jξh,j||Fj||2||Li||2 log n

≲
P

√
nmα2

n logn +

√
αnm log2 n.

The above two displays imply that

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥m−1

m∑
j=1

ξi,jFja
′
j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

(mn)−1/2 log n.

The proof is complete.

13.4 Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2

Proof.

By Lemma 12, we have

F̃
(1)
j = H−1Fj + aj + b

(1)
j , (94)

such that maxj ∥b(1)j ∥2 = OP (κn), where

κn = (n−1 +m−1)α−3/2
n n1/q

that satisfies Assumption 1. In Section 12, we have proved that β̃(1) satisfies the represen-

tation in Theorem 1. Now we have F̃ (1) and β̃(1) that satisfy Assumption 1 and Theorem

1 respectively. Next, we assume that there exists a positive integer g such that F̃ (g) and
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β̃(g) satisfy Assumption 1 and Theorem 1, respectively. Then by Lemma 15, we have

∥∥∥β̃(g+1) − β − n−1E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

(
n∑

i=1

Xiεi,jξi,j + πiXiL
′
iFj

)∥∥∥
2,∞

= OP (κn)

that satisfies Theorem 1. By Lemma 16, we have

max
j

∥∥∥F̃ (g+1)
j −H−1Fj − aj

∥∥∥
2
= OP (κn) ,

which again satisfies Assumption 1. Thus, the induction for β̃(g) and F̃ (g) is completed,

and hence Theorem 1 is proved for all g. Lastly, since we also proved that F̃ (g) satisfies

Assumption 1 for all g, by Lemma 14, we can get

∥∥∥Γ̃(g) − Γ−∆
∥∥∥
∞

= OP (κn)

for all g, where ∆ is a n×m matrix with its (i, j)th entry

∆i,j =
1

n
L′
i(ELiLiπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j +
1

mπi

m∑
t=1

F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj −

1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj.

14 Proofs of The Theorem of Rank Estimation

Notations. We now define them-by-m diagonal matrix Ξi,· by Ξi,· = diag (ξi,1, ξi,2, · · · , ξi,m)

= diag (ξi,·) and similarly Ξ·,j ∈ Rn×n. We first prove a special case of Theorem 3 at g = 1.

Therefore, for the sake of simplicity of notation, we now denote L̃k,(1) and F̃ k,(1) by L̃k

and F̃ k and omit the iteration counter for all their derivatives. Note that, unlike the

estimation, we do not update β̂ in each iteration. Again, W ∈ Rn×m and its SVD are

defined as follows

W = diag (π̂)−1Ξ ◦
(
LF ′ −X(β̂ − β)′ + ε

)
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= UDV ′

Furthermore, the rank-k SVD of W with k largest singular values is denoted by UkDkV
′
k .

Also, we define

W̃ = Ξ ◦ (Y −Xβ̂′) = Ξ ◦ (LF ′ −Xδ̂′ + ε),

e = diag (π̂)−1W̃ − LF ′,

where both W̃ and e do not depend on k. We want to use the same strategy that separates

the proof into the cases when k ≤ r and the cases when k > r. Before we start the proof,

we need to generalize some of the previous lemmas to the cases when k is not equal to the

true rank r.

Lemma 18. Let L̂k,F̂ k be the estimators defined in Section 4. Under Assumption 1, for

k ≤ r, we have

L̂k = LHk
L +∆k

L

F̂ k = FHk
F +∆k

F

where Hk
L = m−1F ′F̂ kΩ̂−2

k , Hk
F = n−1L′L̂k, Ω̂k = Dk√

nm
. Moreover, the matrices Hk

L, H
k
F ,

∆k
L, ∆

k
F satisfy

∥∥Hk
L

∥∥ = OP (1),
∥∥Hk

F

∥∥ = OP (1),
∥∥∆k

L

∥∥ = OP

(√(
1 +

n

m

)
α−1
n n1/q

)
,

∥∥∆k
F

∥∥ = OP

(√(
1 +

m

n

)
α−1
n n1/q

)
.

Proof of Lemma 18. By definition,

L̂k =WF̂ k · n ·D−2
k = (LF ′ + e)F̂ knD−2

k

=L
(
m−1F ′F̂ kΩ̂−2

k

)
+m−1eF̂ kΩ̂−2

k
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=LHk
L +∆k

L

F̂ k =W ′L̂k · n−1 = (LF ′ + e)′L̂kn−1

=F
(
n−1L′L̂k

)
+ n−1e′L̂k

=FHk
F +∆k

F

Similar arguments as in Lemma 4 would give ∥Ω̂k∥ = OP (1), ∥Ω̂−1
k ∥ = OP (1) for k ≤ r.

Hence we have

∥∥Hk
L

∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥√m−1F

∥∥∥∥∥∥√m−1F̂ k
∥∥∥∥∥∥Ω̂−2

k

∥∥∥ = OP (1)∥∥Hk
F

∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥√n−1L

∥∥∥∥∥∥√n−1L̂k
∥∥∥ = OP (1).

By Lemma 2, ∥e∥ = OP (
√

(m+ n)α−1
n n1/q), and thus we also have

∥∥∆k
L

∥∥ = OP

(√(
1 +

n

m

)
α−1
n n1/q

)
∥∥∆k

F

∥∥ = OP

(√(
1 +

m

n

)
α−1
n n1/q

)

Lemma 19. Under Assumption 1, for k ≤ r, the estimator F̃ k = F̃ k,(1) ∈ Rm×k satisfies

F̃ k = FH̄k
F + ∆̃k

F

where ∆̃k
F satisfies

∥∥∥∆̃k
F

∥∥∥ = OP

(
((1 +m/n)α−1

n )1/2n1/q
)
,

H̄k
F =

(
1
n

∑n
i=1 LiL

′
iH

k
Lπi

) (
Hk′

L
1
n

∑n
i=1 LiL

′
iπiH

k
L

)−1
and ∥H̄k

F∥ = OP (n
1/q).

Proof of Lemma 19. Let ûi,j = εi,j −X ′
i δ̂j. By definition, we have

F̃ k
j − H̄k′

F Fj
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=

(
n∑

i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂k
i (L

′
iFj + ûi,j)ξi,j − L̂k

i L̂
k′

i ξi,jH̄
k′

F Fj

)

=

(
n∑

i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂k
i ûi,jξi,j

)

+

(
n∑

i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂k
iL

′
iFjξi,j − L̂k

i L̂
k′

i ξi,jH̄
k′

F Fj

)
.

We have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

∆k
L,i∆

k′

L,iξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

∆k
L,ie

′
i(FHk

F +∆k
F ))ξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

∆k
L,ie

′
iFξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥+ (nm)−1||∆k
L||||e||||∆k

F ||

≲
P

(nm)−1max
i

||F ′ei||2
n∑

i=1

||∆̂k
L,i||2ξi,j + (1/n+ 1/m)3/2α−3/2

n n1/q

≲
P

(nm)−1max
i

||F ′ei||2||∆̂k
L||(nαn)

1/2 + (1/n+ 1/m)3/2α−3/2
n n1/q

≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m)α−1/2
n n1/q,

where the last inequality is by (76). In addition, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂k
iL

′
iξi,j

)
−

(
Hk′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
Hk′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
i(ξi,j − πi)

)∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

∆̂k
L,iL

′
iξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(αnn
−1 log n)1/2 + max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

F̂ k′e′iLiξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(αnn
−1 log n)1/2 + max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

F ′e′iLiξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥+ (mn)−1/2n1/q(1 +m/n)1/2α−1/2
n

≲
P

(αnn
−1 log n)1/2,

where the last inequality is due to Lemma 7 and the fact that (n ∧ m)α2
n → ∞ in a
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polynomial rate in n.

Therefore, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)
−

(
Hk′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπiH

k
L

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂k
iL

′
iξi,j

)
−

(
Hk′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

∆̂k
L,i∆̂

k′

i ξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥
= OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)α−1/2

n n1/q
)
.

Last, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

Hk′

L

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)
Hk

L

≥ cHk′

L

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
i

)
Hk

Lαnn
−1/q

≥ cαnn
−1/q

(
Ik −

1

n

n∑
i=1

L̂k′

i ∆̂
k
L,i −

1

n

n∑
i=1

∆̂k′

L,iL̂
k
i +

1

n

n∑
i=1

∆̂k′

L,i∆̂
k
L,i

)

≥ cαnn
−1/q (Ik − oP (1)) ,

which implies

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)−1

−

(
Hk′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπiH

k
L

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥

= OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)α−3

n n1/q + α−3/2
n n−1/2n1/q

)
and

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(

n∑
i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂k
iL

′
iFjξi,j − L̂k

i L̂
k′

i ξi,jH̄
k′

F Fj

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
= max

j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
( n∑

i=1

L̂k
i L̂

k′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̂k
iL

′
iξi,j

)
− H̄k′

F

Fj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2
n n1/q.
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In addition, by the same arguments in Lemmas 11 and 12 respectively, we have

max
j

n−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

L̂k
i ûi,jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
(1/n+ 1/m)αnn1/q.

Therefore, we have

∥∥∥F̃ k − FH̄k
F

∥∥∥ ≲
P

√
m

(
(1/n+ 1/m)α−3/2

n n1/q + α−1
n

√
(1/n+ 1/m)αnn1/q

)
= OP

(
((1 +m/n)α−1

n )1/2n1/q
)
.

Next, we define the function mse(k) under rank k estimators as

mse(k) =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

(
W̃i,j − ξi,jL̃

k′

i F̃
k
j

)2
(95)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥W̃i,· − Ξi,·F̃
kL̃k′

i

∥∥∥2
2

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥W̃i,· − PΞi,·F̃kW̃i,·

∥∥∥2
2

=
1

mn

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·MΞi,·F̃kW̃i,·

whereMΞi,·F̃k = I−PΞi,·F̃k , PΞi,·F̃k is a projection matrix, and we use the fact that Ξi,·W̃i,· =

W̃i,·. By the definition of L̃k = L̃k,(1), we can write eIC∗(k) as a function of F̃ k

eIC∗(k) =
1

nm

∥∥∥Ξ ◦
(
Y −Xβ̂

′ − L̃k,(1)F̃ k,(1)′
)∥∥∥2

F
+ k · h∗(n,m)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥W̃i,· − Ξi,·F̃
kL̃k

i

∥∥∥2
2
+ k · h∗(n,m)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥W̃i,· − Ξi,·F̃
k
(
F̃ ′kΞi,·F̃

k
)−1

F̃ ′kΞi,·W̃i,·

∥∥∥∥2
2

+ k · h∗(n,m)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·

(
I − PΞi,·F̃k

)
W̃i,· + k · h∗(n,m)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·MΞi,·F̃kW̃i,· + k · h∗(n,m)
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= mse(k) + k · h∗(n,m)

Therefore, the difference eIC∗(r) and eIC∗(k) is

eIC∗(r)− eIC∗(k) = mse(r)−mse(k) + (r − k) · h∗(n,m)

where

mse(r)−mse(k) =
1

nm

{
n∑

i=1

W̃
′

i,·

(
MΞi,·F̃ r −MΞi,·F̃k

)
W̃i,·

}

=
1

nm

{
n∑

i=1

W̃
′

i,·

(
PΞi,·F̃k − PΞi,·F̃ r

)
W̃i,·

}
.

In order to characterize eIC∗(r)− eIC∗(k), we need to study the difference between PΞi,·F̃k

and PΞi,·F̃ r .

Lemma 20. Under Assumption 1, for k ≤ r, we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥∥πi

(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

m

)−1

−
(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)
.

Proof of Lemma 20. Note that∥∥∥∥∥ F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃
k

πim
− H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

∥∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
FH̄k

F + ∆̃k
F

)′
Ξi,·

(
FH̄k

F + ∆̃k
F

)
πim

− H̄k′
F F ′FH̄k

F

m

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤m−1π−1

i

∥∥∥H̄k′

F F ′Ξi,·FH̄k
F − πiH̄

k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

∥∥∥
+ 2m−1π−1

i ∥H̄k′

F F ′Ξi,·∆̃
k
F∥+m−1π−1

i

∥∥∥∆̃k′

F Ξi,·∆̃
k
F

∥∥∥
= Ii + 2IIi + IIIi
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For Ii, we have

Ii =
1

mπi

∥∥∥∥∥H̄k′

F

m∑
j=1

FjF
′
j (ξi,j − πi) H̄

k
F

∥∥∥∥∥ and

max
1≤i≤n

Ii = OP

(
(mαn)

−1/2n1/q
)

by Lemmas 1 and 18. For IIi and IIIi, we have

max
1≤i≤n

IIi ≤
1

mπi

∥∥H̄k
F

∥∥ ∥F ′Ξi,·∥
∥∥∥∆̃k

F

∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)

and

max
1≤i≤n

IIIi ≤
1

mπi

∥∥∥∆̃k
F

∥∥∥2 = OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)α−2

n n1/q
)

by Lemma 18 and 19. Thus we have∥∥∥∥∥ F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃
k

πim
− H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)
.

Moreover, since k ≤ r, m−1H̄k′
F F ′FH̄k

F converges to a full rank matrix whose smallest eigen-

value is bounded below by cn−1/q, where the positive constant c depends on the smallest

eigenvalue of ΣF . This means both ∥(m−1π−1
i F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k)−1∥ and ∥(m−1H̄k′
F F ′FH̄k

F )
−1∥ are

OP (n
1/q). Hence,∥∥∥∥∥∥

(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

πm

)−1

−
(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

πim

)−1(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

πim
− H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

)(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥

=OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)
.

Lemma 21. Under Assumption 1, for k ≤ r, we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥πiF̃
k
(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k
)−1

F̃ k′ − PFH̄k
F

∥∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)
.
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Proof of Lemma 21. Consider

πiF̃
k
(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k
)−1

F̃ k′ − PFH̄k
F

=m−1F̃ k

(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

mπi

)−1

F̃ k′ −m−1FH̄k
F

(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

)−1

H̄k′

F F ′

With the fact F̃ k = FH̄k
F + ∆̃k

F , we can decompose the above difference as Ii + IIi + IIIi,

where

Ii = m−1FH̄k
F

( F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃
k

mπi

)−1

−
(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

m

)−1
 H̄k′

F F ′,

IIi = m−1FH̄k
F

(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

mπi

)−1

∆̃k′

F +m−1∆̃k
F

(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

mπi

)−1

H̄k′

F F ′, and

IIIi = m−1∆̃k
F

(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k

mπi

)−1

∆̃k′

F .

By Lemmas 18, 7, and 20, we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥Ii∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)
,

max
1≤i≤n

∥IIi∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
,

max
1≤i≤n

∥IIIi∥ = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
.

The above bounds lead to the desired result.

Lemma 22. Under Assumption 1, we have, for k < r,

lim
n,m→∞

P

(
1

nm

{
n∑

i=1

W̃
′

i,·

(
PΞi,·F̃ r − PΞi,·F̃k

)
W̃i,·

}
> αnτk

)
= 1,

for some constant τk > 0.

Proof of Lemma 22. LetRi = F̃ k
(
F̃ k′Ξi,·F̃

k
)−1

F̃ k′−PFH̄k
F
/πi and recall that diag (π−1)W̃ =
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LF ′ + e. Then, Lemma 2 implies

∥diag (π−1)W̃∥2F = ∥LF ′ + e∥2F ≲
P

mn. (96)

Then, we have

1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·PFH̄k
F
W̃i,·

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·(PFH̄k
F
/πi +Ri)W̃i,·

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

(W̃
′

i,·π
−1
i )πi(PFH̄k

F
+ πiRi)(W̃i,·π

−1
i )

≤ 1

nm

n∑
i=1

(W̃
′

i,·π
−1
i )πiPFH̄k

F
(W̃i,·π

−1
i ) +

1

nm
max

i
||π2

iRi||||(W̃diag (π−1))||2F

≤ 1

nm

n∑
i=1

(W̃
′

i,·π
−1
i )πiPFH̄k

F
(W̃i,·π

−1
i ) +OP (α

2
n

√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q),

where the last inequality is by Lemma 21 and (96).

Similarly, we have

1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·PFH̄r
F
W̃i,· ≥

1

nm

n∑
i=1

(W̃
′

i,·π
−1
i )πiPFH̄r

F
(W̃i,·π

−1
i )−OP (αn

√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

(W̃
′

i,·π
−1
i )πiPF (W̃i,·π

−1
i )−OP (α

2
n

√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q),

where the equality holds because H̄r
F is a square matrix.

Next, we have

1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·πiPF W̃i,· −
1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·πiPFH̄k
F
W̃i,·

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

(FLi + ei)
′ πi

(
PF − PFH̄k

F

)
(FLi + ei)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

L′
iF

′πi

(
PF − PFH̄k

F

)
FLi + 2

1

nm

n∑
i=1

L′
iF

′πi

(
PF − PFH̄k

F

)
ei

+
1

nm

n∑
i=1

e′iπi

(
PF − PFHk

F

)
ei
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= I + 2II + III

Note that, since k < r, the column space of FH̄k
F is a subspace of the column space of F ,

and PF − PFH̄k
F
is a (p.s.d.) projection matrix. Then it is obvious that III ≥ 0.

For part II, we have

|II| = 1

nm

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{
F ′
(
PF − PFH̄k

F

) n∑
i=1

eiπiL
′
i

}∣∣∣∣∣
=

1

nm

∣∣∣trace{F ′
(
PF − PFH̄k

F

)
e′diag (π)L

}∣∣∣
≤ r

nm

∥∥∥F ′
(
PF − PFH̄k

F

)
e′diag (π)L

∥∥∥
≲
P

(mn)−1||F ||||e||||diag (π)||||L||

= OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
= oP (αn).

For part I, if we write down the explicit form of the two projection matrices, the term can

be simplified as

I =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

L′
iF

′πi

(
F (F ′F )

−1
F ′ − FH̄k

F

(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

)−1

H̄k′

F F ′
)
FLi

=
1

nm
trace

{
diag (π)LF ′

(
F (F ′F )

−1
F ′ − FH̄k

F

(
H̄k′

F F ′FH̄k
F

)−1

H̄k′

F F ′
)
FL′

}
= trace

{
F ′F

m

L′diag (π)L

n
− F ′F

m
H̄k

F

(
H̄k′

F

F ′F

m
H̄k

F

)−1

H̄k′

F

F ′F

m

L′diag (π)L

n

}

= trace

{[
ΣF − ΣF H̄

k
F

(
H̄k′

F ΣF H̄
k
F

)−1

H̄k′

F ΣF

]
L′diag (π)L

n

}
= trace

{[
L′diag (π)L

n

]1/2
Σ

1/2
F

[
Ir − Σ

1/2
F H̄k

F

(
H̄k′

F ΣF H̄
k
F

)−1

H̄k′

F Σ
1/2
F

]
Σ

1/2
F

[
L′diag (π)L

n

]1/2}

= trace

{
U ′Σ

1/2
F

[
L′diag (π)L

n

]
Σ

1/2
F U

}
≥ λmin

(
U ′Σ

1/2
F

[
L′diag (π)L

n

]
Σ

1/2
F U

)
≥ σr

(
Σ

1/2
F

[
L′diag (π)L

n

]
Σ

1/2
F

)
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≥ cαn,

for some constant c > 0, where U ∈ ℜr×k such that

U ′U = Ik and UU ′ = Ir − Σ
1/2
F H̄k

F

(
H̄k′

F ΣF H̄
k
F

)−1

H̄k′

F Σ
1/2
F

and the last inequality follows Assumption 1(vi).

Therefore, we can conclude that I > τk > 0 for some positive value τk. Then the result

follows.

For k > r, note that the matrixDk is asymptotically singular, and thus theHk
L defined in

Lemma 18 might behave unpredictably. The following lemma gives another decomposition

for L̃k for k > r.

Lemma 23. Under Assumption 1, for k > r, we have

F̂ k = FH̄k
F + ∆̂k

F

where H̄k
F = n−1L′L̂k and Ω̂k = (nm)−1/2Dk. Moreover, the matrices H̄k

F and ∆̂k
F satisfy

∥∥H̄k
F

∥∥ = OP (1) and
∥∥∥∆̂k

F

∥∥∥ = OP

(√(
1 +

m

n

)
α−1
n n1/q

)
.

Proof of Lemma 23. Let Hk
F = (n)−1L′L̂k. Then, we have

F̂ k = n−1W ′L̂k = n−1(LF ′ + e)′L̂K = F (n−1L′L̂k) + n−1e′L̂k = FHk
F + ∆̂k

F .

Therefore, we have

∥∥Hk
F

∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥√n−1L

∥∥∥∥∥∥√n−1L̂k
∥∥∥ = OP (1),

∥∥∥∆̂k
F

∥∥∥ = OP

(√(
1 +

m

n

)
α−1
n n1/q

)
.

Recall that eIC∗(k) − eIC∗(r) = mse(k) −mse(r) + (r − k) · h∗(n,m), we still need to
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study the difference between mse(k) and mse(r) for k > r. The following lemma gives a

very good bound for any mse(k).

Lemma 24. Under Assumption 1, we have the following bounds

u− vk − α0 − α1v
1/2
k < mse(k) < u− vk + α0 + α1v

1/2
k

where

0 < u =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iΞi,·εi,·,

0 < vk =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iPΞi,·F̃kεi,·,

0 < α0 = OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
,

0 < α1 = OP

(√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
.

Proof of Lemma 24. Note H̄k
F ∈ ℜr×k for r < k. This implies there exists a pseudo

inverse H̄k+
F ∈ ℜk×r such that H̄k

F H̄
k+
F = Ir. In addition, we note that

∥H̄k+
F ∥ = ∥[n−1L′L̂k]+∥ =

∥∥∥∥[(H ′)−1n−1(L̂r − ∆̂r
L)

′L̂k
]+∥∥∥∥ ≤ ∥H∥−1∥[(Ir, 0)− n−1∆̂r′

L L̂
k]+∥ ≲

P

1,

where the last inequality is by the fact that the rth singular value of (Ir, 0)− n−1∆̂r′
L L̂

k is

bounded away from zero.

By definition, W̃i,· has the following form

W̃i,· = Ξi,·

(
FLi −

(
β̂ − β

)
Xi + εi,·

)
= Ξi,·

(
FH̄k

F H̄
k+
F Li −

(
β̂ − β

)
Xi + εi,·

)
= Ξi,·

(
F̃ k − ∆̃k

F

)
H̄k+

F Li − Ξi,·

(
β̂ − β

)
Xi + Ξi,·εi,·

= Ξi,·F̃
kH̄k+

F Li − Ξi,·∆̃
k
F H̄

k+
F Li − Ξi,·

(
β̂ − β

)
Xi + Ξi,·εi,·

= Ξi,·F̃
kH̄k+

F Li − ai − bi + Ξi,·εi,·
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and thus we can write the mean-square-error as

mse(k) =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

(−ai − bi + Ξi,·εi,·)
′MΞi,·F̃k (−ai − bi + Ξi,·εi,·)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iMΞi,·F̃kai +
1

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iMΞi,·F̃kbi +
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iΞi,·MΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,·+

2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iMΞi,·F̃kb′i −
2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iMΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,· −
2

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iMΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,· (97)

Now we determine the order of each term above. Since MΞi,·F̃k is a projection matrix, we

have

0 <
1

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iMΞi,·F̃kai <
1

nm

∑
i

∥ai∥22

=
1

nm

∑
i

∑
j

{
r∑

l=1

ξi,j[∆̃
k
F H̄

k+
F ]j,lLi,l

}2

≤ k

nm

∑
i

∑
j

r∑
l=1

ξi,j[∆̃
k
F H̄

k+
F ]2j,lL

2
i,l

≤

(
max
j,l

∑
i

ξi,jL
2
i,l

)
r

nm

∑
j

r∑
l=1

[∆̃k
F H̄

k+
F ]2j,l

=

(
max
j,l

∑
i

ξi,jL
2
i,l

)
r

nm
||∆̃k

F H̄
k+
F ||2F

≤

(
max
j,l

∑
i

ξi,jL
2
i,l

)
r2

nm
||∆̃k

F H̄
k+
F ||2

≲
P

nαn
r2

nm
(1 +m/n)α−1

n n1/q

≲
P

(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q,

where the second last line follows Lemma 23.

By a similar argument, we have

0 <
1

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iMΞi,·F̃kbi <
1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥bi∥22

≤

(
max
j,l

∑
i

ξi,jX
2
i,l

)
d2

nm
||β̂ − β||2
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≲
P

(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q.

We then write the third term as

1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iΞi,·MΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,· =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iΞi,·εi,· −
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iPΞi,·F̃k
εi,·

= u− vk

For the cross term with ai, bi, we can use Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and get∣∣∣∣∣ 2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iMΞi,·F̃kbi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2

nm

n∑
i=1

∥ai∥∥MΞi,·F̃kbi∥

≤

(
2

nm

n∑
i=1

∥ai∥2
)1/2(

2

nm

n∑
i=1

∥MΞi,·F̃kbi∥2
)1/2

≲
P

(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q.

The last equation is from the previous results. For the other two cross terms, we use

the fact MΞi,·F̃k = I − PΞi,·F̃k to split the term, and then either bound it directly or use

Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to find the relation. The details are as follows.

2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iMΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,· =
2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iΞi,·εi,· −
2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iPΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,·

For each term above,∣∣∣∣∣ 2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iΞi,·εi,·

∣∣∣∣∣ = 2

nm

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{

n∑
i=1

L′
i

(
Hk+

F

)′ (
∆̃k

F

)′
Ξi,·εi,·

}∣∣∣∣∣
=

2

nm

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{(

Hk+
F

)′ (
∆̃k

F

)′ n∑
i=1

Ξi,·εi,·L
′
i

}∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2r

nm

∥∥Hk+
F

∥∥∥∥∥∆̃k
F

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Ξi,·εi,·L
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ 2r

nm

∥∥Hk+
F

∥∥∥∥∥∆̃k
F

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Ξi,·εi,·L
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
F
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≤ 2r

nm

∥∥Hk+
F

∥∥∥∥∥∆̃k
F

∥∥∥
 m∑

j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jεi,jL
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

1/2

= OP

(
1

nm
· 1 ·

√
(1 +m/n)α−1

n n1/q ·
√

m · nαn logm

)
= OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
,

∣∣∣∣∣ 2

nm

n∑
i=1

a′iPΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,·

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
(

4

nm

n∑
i=1

∥a′i∥22

)1/2(
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iPΞi,·F̃kεi,·

)1/2

= OP

(√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
v
1/2
k .

Also, for the last cross term in (97), we have

2

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iMΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,· =
2

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iΞi,·εi,· −
2

nmπ̂

n∑
i=1

b′iPΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,·

and each has the bound∣∣∣∣∣ 2

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iΞi,·εi,·

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2p

nm

∥∥∥δ̂∥∥∥
F

 m∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ξi,jεi,jX
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

1/2

= OP

(
1

nm
·
√

m

n
·
√
m · n logm

)
= OP

(√
logm

n

)

∣∣∣∣∣ 2

nm

n∑
i=1

b′iPΞi,·F̃kΞi,·εi,·

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
(

4

nm

n∑
i=1

∥b′i∥22

)1/2(
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′iPΞi,·F̃kεi,·

)1/2

= OP

(√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
v
1/2
k .

Then we have the result

u− vk − α0 − α1v
1/2
k < mse(k) < u− vk + α0 + α1v

1/2
k

for some 0 < α0 = OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
, 0 < α1 = OP

(√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
.
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Note that the value u does not depend on k, so the above lemma implies that the upper

and lower bounds for mse(k) − mse(r) do not involve the value u. As a result, the next

step is to find the bound for vk. The difficulty here is from the projection matrix PΞi,·F̃k .

This matrix varies from different i, so it is not possible to get a good bound by the same

techniques used in Lemma 4, [3], or in Lemma C.1, [26]. Thus, we need a mediator to help

us get the desired bounds. Therefore, we would like to introduce the solution proposed by

[23]. In the article, they implement iterative SVD with rank r̄ by replacing the missing

values in W̃ with the corresponding estimated values from the previous step. Specifically,

suppose

(L̇r̄, Ḟ r̄) = argmin
L,F

∥∥∥Ξ ◦ (Y −Xβ̂′ − LF ′)
∥∥∥2
F
, (98)

where (L, F ) are chosen so that L ∈ ℜn×r̄, F ∈ ℜm×r̄ and L′L = Ir̄.

Remark. The solution (L̇r̄, Ḟ r̄) following [23] is only necessary for the proof as a mediator.

We do not need to find them when applying the proposed method in this article. The nature

of the SVD solution is better for theoretical work. However, as we mentioned in the main

article, one needs to implement SVD multiple times until converges to get this solution,

and hence it is computationally expensive.

Let Ẇ be the matrix by replacing the missing values in W̃ with the corresponding

values in L̇r̄Ḟ r̄′ .

Ẇ = W̃ + (1n1
′
m − Ξ) ◦ L̇r̄Ḟ r̄′

and denote its SVD (and reduced rank SVD) as

Ẇ = U̇ḊV̇ ′ = U̇r̄Ḋr̄V̇
′
r̄ + res
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where U̇r̄Ḋr̄V̇
′
r̄ includes the r̄ largest singular values. Since Ḟ r̄, L̇r̄ are the converged esti-

mators, so we have U̇r̄Ḋr̄V̇
′
r̄ = L̇r̄Ḟ r̄′ .

Lemma 25. The mse of the final solution L̇r̄Ḟ r̄′ is defined and can be written as follows.

mse∗ =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥Ẇi,· − Ḟ r̄L̇r̄
i∥22

(
=

1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥W̃i,· − Ξi,·Ḟ
r̄L̇r̄

i∥22

)

=
1

nm

n∑
i=1

Ẇ ′
i,·(I − PḞ r̄)Ẇi,· =

1

nm

n∑
i=1

Ẇ ′
i,·MḞ r̄Ẇi,·

and we have

mse∗ = u+ α2

where u = 1
nm

∑n
i=1 ε

′
iΞi,·εi,· is the same as in mse(k), and α2 has the bound

α2 = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
.

Proof of Lemma 25. We observe that,

Ẇi,· = W̃i,· + (I − Ξi,·)Ḟ
r̄L̇r̄

i

= Ξi,·

(
FLi −

(
β̂ − β

)
Xi + εi,·

)
+ (I − Ξi,·) Ḟ

r̄L̇r̄
i

= Ξi,·

(
FLi − Ḟ r̄L̇r̄

i −
(
β̂ − β

)
Xi + εi,·

)
+ Ḟ r̄L̇r̄

i

= Ḟ r̄L̇r̄
i + Ξi,·εi,· + Ξi,·

(
FLi − Ḟ r̄L̇r̄

i

)
− Ξi,·

(
β̂ − β

)
Xi

= Ḟ r̄L̇r̄
i + Ξi,·εi,· + ai − bi.

Then we have

mse∗ = (Ξi,·εi,· + ai − bi)
′ MḞ r̄ (Ξi,·εi,· + ai − bi)

The proof is similar to the one for Lemma 24. The only difference is the terms involving
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ai. Note that

1

nm

n∑
i=1

∥ai∥22 =
1

nm

∥∥∥Ξ ◦
(
FL′ − Ḟ r̄L̇k′

)∥∥∥2
F
= OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
. (99)

The second equality follows the same argument as in the proof of Jin et al. [23, Theorems

3.1. and 3.2]. In particular, their Lemma B.5 is still applicable in our setting because (1)

{ξi,j}1≤i≤n,1≤j≤m are independent conditional on X and (2) the results in Lemma B.5 still

holds if the matrix entries are independent but not identically distributed.

This gives the bounds for
∑n

i=1 b
′
iMḞ r̄ai and

∑n
i=1 a

′
iMḞ r̄ai in mse∗. We also have

n∑
i=1

b′iMḞ r̄bi ≲
P

(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q.

On the other hand, since PḞ r̄ does not depend on i, we can simply write∣∣∣∣∣(nm)−1
∑
i

ε′i,·Ξi,·PḞ r̄ai

∣∣∣∣∣ = (nm)−1

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{
PḞ r̄

∑
i

aiε
′
i,·Ξi,·

}∣∣∣∣∣
(i)

≤ k(nm)−1 ∥PḞ r̄∥ ∥A(Ξ ◦ ε)∥

≤ k(nm)−1 ∥A(Ξ ◦ ε)∥

≤ k(nm)−1 ∥Ξ ◦ ε∥ ∥A∥F
(ii)
= OP

(
(mn)−1/2

√
(m+ n)αnn1/q

√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
= OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)α1/2

n n1/q
)
,

where A ∈ ℜm×n is the matrix (a1, a2, · · · , an). The inequality (i) comes from the fact that

rank (PḞ r̄) = k, and equation (ii) are again from (99) and Lemma 2.

Next, we focus on the term (nm)−1
∑

i ε
′
i,·Ξi,·ai. Since Ξ2

i,· = Ξi,·, we have

(nm)−1

∣∣∣∣∣∑
i

ε′i,·Ξi,·ai

∣∣∣∣∣ = (nm)−1

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{∑

i

aiε
′
i,·Ξi,·

}∣∣∣∣∣
= (nm)−1 |trace {A (Ξ ◦ ε)}|
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≲
P

(nm)−1 ∥A∥F ∥Ξ ◦ ε∥F

≤ (nm)−1/2(1/m+ 1/n)1/2n1/q(m ∧ n)1/2 ∥Ξ ◦ ε∥

≲
P

(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2
n n1/q.

Last but not least, for the term (nm)−1
∑n

i=1 ε
′
i,·Ξi,·PḞ r̄Ξi,·εi,· we have

(nm)−1

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ε′i,·Ξi,·PḞ r̄Ξi,·εi,·

∣∣∣∣∣ = (nm)−1

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{

n∑
i=1

ε′i,·Ξi,·PḞ r̄Ξi,·εi,·

}∣∣∣∣∣
= (nm)−1

∣∣∣∣∣trace
{
PḞ r̄

n∑
i=1

Ξi,·εi,·ε
′
i,·Ξi,·

}∣∣∣∣∣
≤ (nm)−1 ∥PḞ r̄∥∗ ∥(Ξ ◦ ε)′(Ξ ◦ ε)∥

= OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)αnn

1/q
)

because of the fact ∥PḞ r̄∥∗ = rank (PḞ r̄) = r̄ and Lemma 2. Then the result follows.

Now we can use the bound for mse∗ to find the bound for vk.

Lemma 26 (Bound for vk and mse(k) for k ≥ r). Let vk be the value defined in Lemma

24. Under Assumption 1, for k ≥ r, we have

vk = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
.

In particular, the mse(k) has the form

mse(k) =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

ε′i,·Ξi,·εi,· +OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
. (100)

Proof of Lemma 26. First, by the definitions of L̇r̄ and Ḟ r̄ with k ≤ r̄, we have

mse∗ < mse(k).
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Then by Lemmas 24 and 25,

u+ α2 < u− vk + α0 + α1v
1/2
k(

v
1/2
k

)2
− α1v

1/2
k + α2 − α0 < 0

for some α0 = OP

(
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
, 0 < α1 = OP

(√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q

)
, and α2 =

OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α

1/2
n n1/q

)
. Then we can solve the quadratic form and get

0 < v
1/2
k ≤ |α1|+

√
α2
1 + 4|α2|

2
= OP

(√
(1/m+ 1/n)n1/q + (1/n+ 1/m)1/2α

1/2
n n1/q

)
0 < vk = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)

and (100) follows the bounds given in Lemma 24.

Proof of Theorem 3 at g = 1. Recall that

eIC(k)− eIC(r) = log

(
mse(k)

mse(r)

)
+ (k − r)h(n,m).

Step 1: show P (eIC(k)− eIC(r) > 0)
P→ 1 for k < r.

Note that

mse(k)−mse(r) =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·

(
MΞi,·F̃k −MΞi,·F̃ r

)
W̃i,· =

1

nm

{
n∑

i=1

W̃
′

i,·

(
PΞi,·F̃ r − PΞi,·F̃k

)
W̃i,·

}

By Lemma 22, there exist a positive value τk such that, for k < r,

P (mse(k)−mse(r) > αnτk) → 1

Also note that, for any k,

0 < mse(k) =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

W̃
′

i,·MΞi,·F̃kW̃i,· ≤
1

nm
∥W̃∥2F = OP (αn).
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Thus, there exist a constant ιk > 0, such that

P

(
mse(k)

mse(r)
> 1 + ιk

)
→ 1

and that gives

P

(
log

(
mse(k)

mse(r)

)
> ζk

)
→ 1

for some ζk > 0. As a result,

P (eIC(k)− eIC(r) > 0) → 1

if h(n,m) → 0 as n ∧m → ∞.

Step 2: show that P (eIC(k)− eIC(r) > 0) → 1 for k > r.

By Lemma 26, we know that, for k ≥ r

mse(k) =
1

nm

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

ε2i,jξi,j +OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)

and note that 1
nm

∑n
i=1

∑m
j=1 ε

2
i,jξi,j = OP (αn). Hence, we have

mse(k)

mse(r)
− 1 = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α−1/2

n n1/q
)
,

log

(
mse(k)

mse(r)

)
= OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α−1/2

n n1/q
)
,

and thus,

P (eIC(k)− eIC(r) ≤ 0)

= P
(
(k − r)h(n,m) +OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α−1/2

n n1/q
)
≤ 0
)
.

Therefore, P (eIC(k)− eIC(r) ≤ 0)
P→ 0 if

√
mnαn

(m+n)
h(n,m) → ∞ in a polynomial rate in n

as n ∧m → ∞.
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Now, if we consider g > 1 (and thus we bring back the notation L̃k,(g) and F̃ k,(g)), the

key is to prove the analogues of Lemma 19. We will show it by induction.

Lemma 27. Under Assumption 1, for k ≤ r, the estimator F̃ k,(g) ∈ Rm×k satisfies

F̃ k,(g) = FH̄
k,(g)
F + ∆̃

k,(g)
F for all g ≥ 1

where ∥H̄k,(g)
F ∥ = OP (n

1/q), σk(H̄
k,(g)′

F H̄
k,(g)
F ) ≥ c > 0, and ∆̃

k,(g)
F = F̃ k,(g) − FH̄k

F satisfies

∥∥∥∆̃k,(g)
F

∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1 +m/n)α−1

n n1/q
)
. (101)

Proof of Lemma 27.

Note that the condition is satisfied when g = 1 by Lemma 19 and

H̄
k,(1)
F =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iH

k
Lπi

)(
Hk′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπiH

k
L

)−1

.

Then, we have

σk(H̄
k,(1)′

F H̄
k,(1)
F ) ≳P α−2

n σk
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1

n

n∑
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LiL
′
iH

k
Lπi

)′(
1

n

n∑
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LiL
′
iH

k
Lπi

))

≳P n−1/qσk
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1

n

n∑
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′
iH

k
L

)′(
1

n

n∑
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LiL
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L

))

≳ α−2
n σk
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1

n

n∑
i=1

L̂r
i L̂

k′

i
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H−2

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

L̂r
i L̂

k′

i

)
−OP ((1/n+ 1/m)α−1

n n1/q)

)

≳ n−1/q,

where the first inequality is by the fact that(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)2

≥ α2
nn

−1/q

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
i

)2

.

We now assume it is also satisfied by F̃ k,(g) and H̄
k,(g)
F .
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Let H̄
k,(g)
L =

(
F ′FH̄

k,(g)
F

m

)(
H̄

k,(g)′
F F ′FH̄

k,(g)
F

m

)−1

. Then, we have
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L Li

=
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F̃ k,(g)′Ξi,·F̃
k,(g)

)−1
1

mπi

m∑
j=1

F̃
k,(g)
j ξi,j(εi,j −X ′

i δ̂j)

+

[(
1

mπi

F̃ k,(g)′Ξi,·F̃
k,(g)

)−1
1

mπi

m∑
j=1

(F̃
k,(g)
j ξi,jF

′
j)− H̄

k,(g)′

L

]
Li.

It can be shown that

max
j′

n∑
i=1

ξi,j′

∥∥∥∥∥
(

1

mπi

F̃ k,(g)′Ξi,·F̃
k,(g)

)−1
1

mπi

m∑
j=1

F̃
k,(g)
j ξi,j(εi,j −X ′

i δ̂j)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

≲
P

(1 + n/m)n1/q.

In addition, similar to Lemma 20, we have

max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥∥∥∥πi

(
F̃ k′,(g)Ξi,·F̃

k,(g)

m

)−1

−

(
H̄

k,(g)′

F F ′FH̄
k,(g)
F

m

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)
.

We can also show∥∥∥∥∥ 1

mπi

m∑
j=1

(F̃
k,(g)
j ξi,jF

′
j)−

(
H̄

k,(g)′

F F ′F

m

)∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−2

n n1/q
)

and ∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
H̄

k,(g)′

F F ′FH̄
k,(g)
F

m

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(
n1/q

)
.

Then, we have

max
j′

n∑
i=1

ξi,j′

∥∥∥∥∥
[(

1

mπi

F̃ k,(g)′Ξi,·F̃
k,(g)

)−1
1

mπi

m∑
j=1

(F̃
k,(g)
j ξi,jF

′
j)− H̄

k,(g)′

L

]
Li

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

≲
P

(1 + n/m)α−1
n n1/q.

Therefore, we have

L̃k,(g) = LH̄
k,(g)
L + ∆̃

k,(g)
L
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such that ∥∥∥∥∥max
j′

n∑
i=1

|∆̃k,(g)
L,i |22ξi,j′

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(
(1 + n/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
.

We follow the proof of Lemma 19 and define

H̄
k,(g+1)
F =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iH̄

k,(g)
L πi

)(
H̄

k,(g)′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπiH̄

k,(g)
L

)−1

.

Then, we have

F̃
k,(g+1)
j − H̄

k,(g+1)′

F Fj

=

(
n∑

i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i (L′

iFj + ûi,j)ξi,j − L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,jH̄
k,(g+1)′

F Fj

)

=

(
n∑

i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i ûi,jξi,j

)

+

(
n∑

i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L′

iFjξi,j − L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,jH̄
k,(g+1)′

F Fj

)
.

In addition, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L′

iξi,j

)
−

(
H̄

k,(g)′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max

1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

∆̃
k,(g)
i L′

iξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥

(
H̄

k,(g)′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
i(πi − ξi,j)

)

= OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
.

Therefore, we have

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L̂

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)
−

(
H̄

k,(g)′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπiH

k,(g)
L

)∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L′

iξi,j

)
−

(
H̄

k,(g)′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)∥∥∥∥∥+ max
1≤j≤m

∥∥∥∥∥
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

∆̃
k,(g)
L,i ∆̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)∥∥∥∥∥
= OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
.
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Last, we have

σk(H̄
k,(g)′

L H̄
k,(g)
L ) = σk

(H̄
k,(g)′

F F ′FH̄
k,(g)
F

m

)−1(
F ′FH̄

k,(g)
F

m

)′(
F ′FH̄

k,(g)
F

m

)(
H̄

k,(g)′

F F ′FH̄
k,(g)
F

m

)−1


≳P

∥∥∥∥∥H̄k,(g)′

F F ′FH̄
k,(g)
F

m

∥∥∥∥∥
−2

σk(H̄
k,(g)′

F H̄
k,(g)
F ) ≳P n−1/q.

This implies there exists a constant c > 0 such that

H̄
k,(g)′

L

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπi

)
H̄

k,(g)
L

≥ cH̄
k,(g)′

L

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
i

)
H̄

k,(g)
L αnn

−1/q

≥ cαnn
−1/q (ΣL − oP (1)) .

This implies

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(

n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L′

iFjξi,j − L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,jH̄
k,(g+1)′

F Fj

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
= max

j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
( n∑

i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L̃

k,(g)′

i ξi,j

)−1( n∑
i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i L′

iξi,j

)
− H̄

k,(g+1)′

F

Fj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= OP

(√
(1/n+ 1/m)α−1

n n1/q
)
.

In addition, by the same arguments in Lemmas 11 and 12, we have

max
j

n−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

L̃
k,(g)
i ûi,jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

max
j

n−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

∆̃
k,(g)
i ûi,jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥+max
j

n−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liûi,jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ n−1max

j

(
n∑

i=1

∥∆̃k,(g)
i ∥22ξi,j

)1/2

max
j

(
n∑

i=1

û2
i,jξi,j

)1/2

+max
j

n−1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

Liûi,jξi,j

∥∥∥∥∥
≲
P

√
(1/n+ 1/m)αnn1/q.
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Therefore, we have

∥∥∥F̃ k,(g+1) − FH̄
k,(g+1)
F

∥∥∥ = OP

(
((1 +m/n)α−1

n )1/2n1/q
)
.

In addition, we have ∥H̄k,(g+1)
F ∥ = OP (n

1/q) and

σk(H̄
k,(g+1)′

F H̄
k,(g+1)
F )

≳

∥∥∥∥∥H̄k,(g)′

L

1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iπiH̄

k,(g)
L

∥∥∥∥∥
−2

σk

((
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iH̄

k,(g)
L πi

)′(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
iH̄

k,(g)
L πi

))

≳P n−1/qσk

H̄
k,(g)′

L

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

LiL
′
i

)2

H̄
k,(g)
L


≳P n−1/qσk

(
H̄

k,(g)′

L H̄
k,(g)
L

)
≳P n−1/q.

The proof is then completed by induction.

Lemma 28. Under Assumption 1, for k ≥ r, we have

mse(k, g)−mse(r, g) = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
,

where mse(k, g) is the analogue of mse(k) defined by (95), in gth iteration. (In fact,

mse(k) ≡ mse(k, 1).)

Proof of Lemma 28.

Note the definition of mse∗ in Lemma 25 does not depend on (k, g). Then by definition,

mse∗ ≤ mse(k, g) ≤ mse(k, 1) = mse(k)

for any k ≥ r and g ≥ 1, and thus

mse(k, g)−mse(r, g) ≤ mse(k)−mse∗
(i)
= OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
,

mse(r, g)−mse(k, g) ≤ mse(r)−mse∗
(ii)
= OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)
,
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where (i) and (ii) are from Lemmas 25 and Lemma 26, respectively. Therefore

|mse(k, g)−mse(r, g)| = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)

and the result follows.

Proof of Theorem 3 for g > 1.

Since we already proved that, for any finite g ≥ 2,

mse(k, g)−mse(r, g) ≥ αnτk > 0 for k < r, and

mse(k, g)−mse(r, g) = OP

(
(1/n+ 1/m)1/2α1/2

n n1/q
)

for k > r.

We can follow Proof of Theorem 3 at g = 1, and have

P (eIC(k | g)− eIC(r | g) > 0)
P→ 1

if h(n,m) → 0 and
√

mnαn

(m+n)
h(n,m) diverges to infinity in a polynomial rate in n. Therefore,

the statement P (r̂eIC(g) = r) → 1 for g > 1 is also shown.

15 Proof of The Inference Results on β

In this section, we will prove the inference result of β ∈ Rm×d based on our estimators. For

the sake of simplicity of notations, we fix a finite g > 0 and denote the estimator β̃(g), Γ̃(g)

as β̃ and Γ̃.

15.1 A more general result and proof of Theorem 4

Let B ∈ Rr×md be a non-random matrix. Recall ωi,j = E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj)

and ω̂i,j = En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−1Xi(ξi,j ε̂i,j + π̂iΓ̃i,j). Let ωi = (ω′
1, ..., ω

′
m)

′ ∈ Rmd and ω̂i =
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(ω̂′
1, ..., ω̂

′
m)

′ ∈ Rmd. Consider

T o
(B) =

∥∥∥∥∥n−1/2

n∑
i=1

ιiBωi

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

and

T ∗
(B) =

∥∥∥∥∥n−1/2

n∑
i=1

ιiBω̂i

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

.

Proposition 2. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Assume that r ≤ md. Suppose that the

following conditions hold:

1. there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that the ℓ1-norm of each row of B is bounded by

C1.

2. there exist constant C2, C3 > 0 such that the diagonal entries of the matrix Bαn(Eωiω
′
i)B

′

are in [C2, C3].

Then

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣P (√nαn∥B(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x
)
− P

(
α1/2
n T ∗

(B) ≤ x | {ω̂i}ni=1

)∣∣∣ = oP (1).

With the help of Proposition of 2, we now prove Theorem 4.

Proof of Theorem 4. Let WG be the |G|×m selection matrix such that for any b ∈ Rm,

bG = Wb. Clearly, in each row of WG, all the entries are zero except that one entry is one.

Then let B = WG ⊗ Ik ∈ R|G|k×mk, where ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product and Ik is the

k×k identity matrix. Clearly, each row of B has ℓ1-norm equal to one and |G|k ≤ mk (due

to |G| ≤ m).

We observe that

Eωi,jω
′
i,j = E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1
(
EXiX

′
iπiε

2
i,j

)
E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1 + E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1
(
EXiX

′
iπ

2
i (L

′
iFj)

2
)
E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1.
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Let σmin(·) and σmax(·) denote the minimal and maximal eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix.

We now take B to be the mk by mk identity matrix. Since E(ε2i,j | X) ≥ M1, we have that

αnσmin

(
Eωi,jω

′
i,j

)
≥ σmin

[
αnE(XiX

′
iπi)

−1
(
EXiX

′
iπiε

2
i,j

)
E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1
]

≥ M1σmin(αnE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1).

On the other hand, sinceXi, Li, Fj and εi,j are sub-Gaussian, σmax

(
αnEωi,jω

′
i,j

)
is bounded.

It follows that diagonal entries of αnEωi,jω
′
i,j are bounded away from zero and infinity.

Therefore, we can apply Proposition 2, obtaining that under H0 : βj = βo
j for all j ∈ G,

sup
x∈R

|P (T ≤ x)− P (T ∗ ≤ x | {ω̂i}ni=1)|

= sup
x∈R

|P (
√
nαnT ≤ x)− P (

√
nαnT

∗ ≤ x | {ω̂i}ni=1)|

= sup
x∈R

∣∣∣P (√nαn∥B(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x
)
− P

(
α1/2
n T ∗

(B) ≤ x | {ω̂i}ni=1

)∣∣∣ = oP (1).

The desired result follows.

15.2 Proof of Proposition 2

We first prove three auxiliary results before proving Proposition 2.

Lemma 29. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

1. max1≤j≤m n−1
∑n

i=1 ∥Xi∥22ξi,j(Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)
2 ≲

P

(n−1 +m−1)(log n ∨m)2.

2. max1≤j≤m n−1
∑n

i=1(Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)
2 ≲

P

α−1
n (n−1 +m−1)(log n ∨m)2.

3. max1≤j≤m ∥β̃j − βj∥2 ≲
P

(nαn)
−1/2(log n ∨m)2.

4. max1≤j≤m n−1
∑n

i=1 ∥Xi∥22 (ξi,j ε̂i,j − ξi,jεi,j)
2 ≲

P

(m−1 + n−1)(log n ∨m)2.

Proof. We proceed in three steps.
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Step 1: show maxj n
−1
∑n

i=1 ∥Xi∥22ξi,j(Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)
2 ≲

P

(n−1 +m−1)(log n ∨m)2.

Denote κn = (n−1 +m−1)α
−3/2
n n1/q. In Theorem 2, we have proved

∥∥∥Γ̃(g) − Γ−∆i,j

∥∥∥
∞

= OP (κn)

for all g, where ∆ is a n×m matrix with its (i, j)th entry

∆i,j =
1

n
L′
i(ELiLiπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j +
1

mπi

m∑
t=1

F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj −

1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj.

Recall that maxi ∥Li∥2 ≲
P

√
log n due to the sub-Gaussian assumption. By Lemma 1,

maxj ∥EnLiξi,jεi,j∥2 ≲
P

√
αnn−1 logm, which means that

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22

∣∣∣∣∣ 1nL′
i(ELiLiπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

Lkξk,jεk,j

∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤∥(ELiLiπi)
−1∥2 ·

(
max

j
n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Li∥22∥Xi∥22

)
·max

j

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
s=1

Lsξs,jεs,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

=OP

(
n−1 logm

)
.

In addition, we have maxi ∥
∑m

t=1 ξi,tFtεi,t∥2 ≲
P

√
mαn log n. By maxj ∥Fj∥2 ≲

P

√
logm, we

have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

mπi

m∑
t=1

F ′
tξi,tεi,tΣ

−1
F Fj

∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ ∥Σ−1
F ∥2 ·

(
max

j
∥Fj∥22

)
·

(
max

j
n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22π−2
i

)max
i

∥∥∥∥∥(m)−1

m∑
t=1

ξi,tFtεi,t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


= OP

(
m−1 logm log n

)
.

The above three displays imply that

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣Γ̃i,j − Γi,j +
1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj

∣∣∣∣∣
2

≲
P

(n−1 +m−1) log2(m+ n).
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By the elementary inequality of (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2, it follows that

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22(Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)
2

≤ 2max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22

(
1

n
X ′

iE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1

n∑
k=1

πkXkL
′
kFj

)2

+OP

(
(n−1 +m−1) log2(m+ n)

)
=2max

j
n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22
(
n−1F ′

jAnE(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi

)2
+OP

(
(n−1 +m−1) log2(m+ n)

)
=2n−2max

j
F ′
jAnE(XiX

′
iπi)

−1(EnXiX
′
i∥Xi∥22ξi,j)E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1AnFj +OP

(
(n−1 +m−1) log2(m+ n)

)
,

where An =
∑n

k=1 πkLkX
′
k. Since An = OP ((nα

2
n)

1/2)) and maxj ∥Fj∥2 ≲
P

√
logm, the

above display implies

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22(Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)
2 = OP

(
(n−1 +m−1) log2(m+ n)

)
.

The second result can be derived in a similar manner.

Step 2: show maxj ∥β̃j − βj∥2 ≲
P

(nαn)
−1/2(log n ∨m)2.

By Theorem 1,

max
j

∥∥∥∥∥β̃j − βj − n−1

n∑
i=1

E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
P

κn.

Similar to Step 1, we have maxj ∥E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1En(Xiεi,jξi,j)∥2 ≲
P

√
(nαn)−1 logm. By

maxj ∥Fj∥2 ≲
P

√
logm, we have maxj ∥E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1(EnπiXiL
′
i)Fj∥2 ≲

P

√
n−1 logm. There-

fore,

max
j

∥β̃j − βj∥2 ≲
P

√
(nαn)−1 logm+ κn ≲

P

(nαn)
−1/2(log n ∨m)2.

Step 3: show maxj n
−1
∑n

i=1 ∥Xi∥22 (ξi,j ε̂i,j − ξi,jεi,j)
2 ≲

P

(m−1 + n−1)(log n ∨m)2.

By the definition of ε̂i,j, we observe that

ξi,j ε̂i,j − ξi,jεi,j = ξi,j

(
X ′

i(βj − β̃j) + (Γi,j − Γ̃i,j)
)
.
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By the elementary inequality of (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2, we have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥22 (ξi,j ε̂i,j − ξi,jεi,j)
2

≤ 2

(
max

j
n−1

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥22ξi,j
(
X ′

i(βj − β̃j)
)2)

+ 2

(
max

j
n−1

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥22ξi,j(Γi,j − Γ̃i,j)
2

)
.

For the first term, we have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22
(
X ′

i(βj − β̃j)
)2

≲
P

∥En(XiX
′
i∥Xi∥22ξi,j∥)∥β̃j − βj∥22 ≲

P

(m−1 + n−1)(log n ∨m)2.

The second term is simple because

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

ξi,j∥Xi∥22(Γi,j − Γ̃i,j)
2 ≲

P

(m−1 + n−1)(log n ∨m)2. (Step 1)

Therefore, we have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥22 (ξi,j ε̂i,j − ξi,jεi,j)
2 ≲

P

(m−1 + n−1)(log n ∨m)2.

The proof is complete.

Lemma 30. Let Assumption 1 hold. Assume that r ≤ mk. Suppose that the following

conditions hold:

1. there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that the ℓ1-norm of each row of B is bounded by

C1.

2. there exist constant C2, C3 > 0 such that the diagonal entries of the matrix αnB(Eωiω
′
i)B

′

are in [C2, C3].

Then ∥∥∥∥∥B
(
n−1

n∑
i=1

ωiω
′
i − ω̂iω̂

′
i

)
B′

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≲
P

α−3/2
n (m−1/2 + n−1/2)(log n)5/2.
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Proof. Let ζ = ∥B (n−1
∑n

i=1 ωiω
′
i − ω̂iω̂

′
i)B

′∥∞. We observe that

ζ ≤ C2
1

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ωiω
′
i − ω̂iω̂

′
i

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

= C2
1 max

j1,j2

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

− ω̂i,j1ω̂
′
i,j2

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C2
1 max

j1,j2

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

− ω̂i,j1ω̂
′
i,j2

∥∥∥∥∥
F

,

where ωi,j = E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi(ξi,jεi,j +πiL
′
iFj) and ω̂i,j = En(XiX

′
iξi,j)

−1Xi(ξi,j ε̂i,j + π̂iΓ̃i,j).

We proceed in two steps.

Step 1: show that n−1maxj
∑n

i=1 ∥ωi,j − ω̂i,j∥22 ≲
P

α−2
n (m−1 + n−1)(log(m+ n))2.

By the elementary inequality of ∥a+ b∥22 ≤ 2∥a∥22 + 2∥b∥22, we notice that

∥ω̂i,j − ωi,j∥22

≲
P

∥∥∥En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−1Xi(ξi,j ε̂i,j − ξi,jεi,j + π̂iΓ̃i,j − πiΓi,j)
∥∥∥2
2

+
∥∥(E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1 − En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−1)Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj)

∥∥2
2

≲
P

∥En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−2∥∥Xi∥22ξi,j(ε̂i,j − εi,j)
2 + ∥En(XiX

′
iξi,j)

−2∥∥Xi∥22ξi,j|π̂i − πi|2Γ2
i,j

+ ∥En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−2∥π̂2
i (Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)

2 +
∥∥(E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1 − En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−1)
∥∥2 ∥Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL

′
iFj)∥22

≡ A2
1,i,j + · · ·+ A2

4,i,j.

Note that

max
j

∥(EXiX
′
iπi)

−1∥ ≲
P

α−1
n and max

j

∥∥(E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1 − En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−1)
∥∥ ≲

P

α−1
n (nαn)

−1/2 log1/2 n.

Therefore, by Lemma 29, we have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

A2
1,i,j ≲

P

n−1α−2
n max

j

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥22ξi,j(ε̂i,j − εi,j)
2

≲
P

α−2
n (n−1 +m−1)(log n ∨m)2
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and

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

A2
3,i,j ≲ α−2

n max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

π̂2
i (Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)

2

≲
P

n1/q max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

(Γ̃i,j − Γi,j)
2

≲
P

α−1
n (n−1 +m−1)(log n ∨m)2.

In addition, by Proposition 1, we have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

A2
2,i,j ≲

P

n−1(nmαn)
−1n1/q max

j

n∑
i=1

∥En(XiX
′
iξi,j)

−2∥∥Xi∥22ξi,jπ2
i Γ

2
i,j ≲

P

(nm)−1n1/q.

Last, we have

max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

A2
4,i,j ≲

P

n−1α−2
n (nαn)

−1 log1/2 n(nαn + nα2
n log n) ≲

P

n−1α−2
n (log1/2 n+ αn log n).

Combining the bounds for A2
1,i,j to A2

4,i,j, we obtain the desired result.

Step 2: show that the desired result.

We observe that

ζ ≲ max
j1,j2

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

− ω̂i,j1ω̂
′
i,j2

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ max
j1,j2

n−1

n∑
i=1

∥∥ωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

− ω̂i,j1ω̂
′
i,j2

∥∥
F

= max
j1,j2

n−1

n∑
i=1

∥∥(ωi,j1 − ω̂i,j1)ω
′
i,j2

+ ω̂i,j1(ωi,j2 − ω̂i,j2)
′∥∥

F

≤ max
j1,j2

n−1

n∑
i=1

(∥∥(ωi,j1 − ω̂i,j1)ω
′
i,j2

∥∥
F
+ ∥ω̂i,j1(ωi,j2 − ω̂i,j2)

′∥F
)

≤ max
j1,j2

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ωi,j1 − ω̂i,j1∥22 ×

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ωi,j2∥22

+max
j1,j2

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ωi,j2 − ω̂i,j1∥22 ×

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ω̂i,j1∥22.

We observe that n−1
∑n

i=1 ∥ω̂i,j1∥22 ≤ 2n−1
∑n

i=1 ∥ωi,j1∥22 + 2n−1
∑n

i=1 ∥ω̂i,j1 − ωi,j1∥22. By
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Step 1, we have that

ζ ≲
P

α−1
n (m−1 + n−1)1/2(log(m+ n)) ·

√√√√max
j

n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ωi,j∥22.

Since ωi,j = E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj), we have

max
j

n∑
i=1

∥ωi,j∥22 ≤ 2max
j

n∑
i=1

∥E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xiξi,jεi,j∥22 + 2max
j

n∑
i=1

∥E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1XiπiL
′
iFj∥22

≲
P

nα−1
n + n log n.

Thus, we have proved

ζ ≲
P

α−1
n (m−1/2 + n−1/2)(log(m+ n))2 ×

√
α−1
n log n ≲

P

α−3/2
n (m−1/2 + n−1/2)(log n)5/2.

Lemma 31. Let Assumption 1 hold. Suppose that the following conditions hold:

1. there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that the ℓ1-norm of each row of B is bounded by

C1.

2. there exist constant C2, C3 > 0 such that the diagonal entries of the matrix αnB(Eωiω
′
i)B

′

are in [C2, C3].

Assume that r ≤ mk. Also assume that entries of Xi have bounded sub-Gaussian norm.

Then ∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

Bωiω
′
iB

′ −B(Eωiω
′
i)B

′

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≲
P

√
(nα3

n)
−1 log(n).

Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemma 30, we observe that∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

Bωiω
′
iB

′ −B(Eωiω
′
i)B

′

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≲ max
j1,j2

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

− Eωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

∥∥∥∥∥
F

. (102)
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Since the dimension of ωi,j is bounded, we use Lemma A.1 of [12] (applied to each entry of

ωi,j) and obtain

Emax
j1,j2

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

ωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

− Eωi,j1ω
′
i,j2

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≲
√

(nα3
n)

−1 log(m2α−1
n ) + n−1 log(m2α−1

n )
√

Emax
i,j

∥ωi,j∥42, (103)

where we use the fact that

max
j1,j2

E(ωi,j1ωi,j2)
2 ≲

P

α−3
n .

Recall ωi,j = E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj). Thus,

Emax
i,j

∥ωi,j∥42 ≤ Emax
i,j

∥E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi∥42|ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj|4

≲
P

α−4
n Emax

i,j
∥Xi∥42(ε4i,jξi,j + π4

i ∥Li∥42∥Fj∥42). (104)

We now derive an elementary bound. Let {Wi}ni=1 be random variables with bounded sub-

Gaussian norms, i.e., P (|Wi| > t) ≤ exp(1− t2/K) for any i and t ≥ 0. Then by the union

bound, for any z ≥ 0,

P
(
max

i
|Wi| > z +

√
K log n

)
≤

n∑
i=1

P
(
|Wi| > z +

√
K log n

)
≤ n exp

(
1−

[
z +

√
K log n

]2
/K

)
≤ n exp

(
1−

[
z2 +K log n

]
/K
)
= exp(1− z2/K).

In other words, maxi |Wi|−
√
K log n is sub-Gaussian. Thus, E

(
maxi |Wi| −

√
K log n

)8
=

O(1). Since (a+b)8 ≤ 27(a8+b8) for any a, b ≥ 0, we have that Emaxi |Wi|8 = O((log n)4).

Now we apply this bound to Wi = ∥Xi∥2, obtaining Emaxi ∥Xi∥82 ≲ log4 n. We also apply

this bound to Wi = ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj; since L

′
iFj is sub-exponential, we only need to slightly

modify the bound and obtain Emaxi,j |ξi,jεi,j+πiL
′
iFj|8 ≲ (log(mn))8. Therefore, by (104),

148



we have

Emax
i,j

∥ωi,j∥42 ≲ α−4
n (log n)2 × (log(mn))4

(i)

≲ α−4
n (logm)6,

where (i) follows by logm ≍ log n (due to the assumption of n1/2 log(m + n) ≲ m ≲ n2).

Thus, by (102) and (103), we have

E

∥∥∥∥∥n−1

n∑
i=1

Bωiω
′
iB

′ −B(Eωiω
′
i)B

′

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≲
√
(nα3

n)
−1 log(n) + (nα2

n)
−1 log4(n).

The desired result follows.

Proof of Proposition 2.

Define α
1/2
n T(B) = ∥Z∥∞, where Z ∼ N(0, Vn) and Vn = n−1αn

∑n
i=1 EBωiω

′
iB

′.

Step 1: show that supx∈R

∣∣∣P (√n∥B(β̃ − βo)∥∞ ≤ x
)
− P

(
T(B) ≤ x

)∣∣∣ = oP (1).

Recall that ωi,j = E(XiX
′
iπi)

−1Xi(ξi,jεi,j + πiL
′
iFj) and L′

iFj = Γi,j. Since the diagonal

entries of αnB(Eωiω
′
i)B

′ are in [C2, C3], it follows that each component of α
1/2
n Bωi has

second moment bounded below by C2. We have

E∥ωi,j∥32 ≤ E
(
∥E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi∥32 (|εi,j|ξi,j + πi|Γi,j|)3
)
≲
P

α−2
n .

Since the ℓ1-norm of each row of B is bounded, each component of α
1/2
n Bωi its has third

moment bounded by Cα
−1/2
n for some constant C > 0.

Similarly, we have

max
j

E∥α1/2
n ωi,j∥42 ≤ E

(
∥E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi∥7/22 (|εi,j|ξi,j + πi|Γi,j|)7/2
)
≲
P

α−1
n .

and

Emax
j

∥α1/2
n ωi,j∥9/22 ≤ α9/4

n E

(
∥E(XiX

′
iπi)

−1Xi∥9/22 max
j

(|εi,j|ξi,j + πi|Γi,j|)9/2
)

≲
P

α−9/4
n log9/2 n.
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Since the ℓ1-norm of each row of B is bounded, we have

max
r1=1,··· ,|G|k

E[α1/2
n Br1,·ωi]

3 ≲
P

max
j

E∥α1/2
n ωi,j∥32 ≲

P

α−1/2
n

max
r1=1,··· ,|G|k

E[α1/2
n Br1,·ωi]

4 ≲
P

max
j

E∥α1/2
n ωi,j∥42 ≲

P

α−1
n

E max
r1=1,··· ,|G|k

[α1/2
n Br1,·ωi]

9/2 ≲
P

Emax
j

∥α1/2
n ωi,j∥9/22 ≲

P

α−9/4
n log9/2 n.

Hence, conditions (M.1), (M.2) and (E.2) in Proposition 2.1 of [14] are satisfied with

q = 9/2 and Bn = Cα
−1/2
n log2 n. Therefore, by Proposition 2.1 of [14], we have that

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣∣∣P
(∥∥∥∥∥n−1/2α1/2

n

n∑
i=1

Bωi

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ x

)
− P

(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x

)∣∣∣∣∣
≲

(
(log(rn))9

nαn

)1/6

+

(
(log(rn))5

n1−2/(9/2)αn

)1/3

. (105)

For Z = (Z1, ..., Zr)
′ ∈ Rr, note that T(B) = ∥Z∥∞ = max1≤j≤r |Zj| can be written as

max{Z1, Z2, ..., Zr,−Z1,−Z2, ...,−Zr}. Hence, by Corollary 1 of [13], it follows that for

any ε > 0,

sup
x∈R

P
(
α1/2
n T(B) ∈ [x− ε, x+ ε]

)
≤ κ1ε

√
log(r/ε), (106)

where κ1 > 0 is a constant depending only on C2, C3.

By Theorem 1, ∥∥∥∥∥β̃ − β − n−1

n∑
i=1

ωi

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≲
P

κn.

Since the ℓ1-norm of each row of B is bounded, it follows that∥∥∥∥∥B(β̃ − β)− n−1

n∑
i=1

Bωi

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≲
P

κn. (107)

Let Mn be a sequence such that (nαn)
1/2κn ≪ Mn and Mn

√
logm = o(1). This is possible
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because (nαn)
1/2κn ≪ (logm)−1/2. The choice of Mn and (107) imply that

sup
x∈R

(
P
(
∥
√
nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x

)
− P

(∥∥∥∥∥α1/2
n n−1/2

n∑
i=1

Bωi

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ x+Mn

))
≤ o(1).

By (105), we have

sup
x∈R

(
P
(
∥
√
nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x

)
− P

(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x+Mn

))
≤ o(1).

Therefore,

sup
x∈R

(
P
(
∥
√
nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x

)
− P

(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x

))
≤ o(1)+sup

x∈R
P
(
α1/2
n T(B) ∈ (x, x+Mn]

)
.

(108)

Similarly, (107) and the definition of Mn imply

sup
x∈R

(
P

(∥∥∥∥∥(nαn)
−1/2

n∑
i=1

Bωi

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ x−Mn

)
− P

(
∥
√
nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x

))
≤ o(1)

and thus we can combine it with (105), obtaining

sup
x∈R

(
P
(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x−Mn

)
− P

(
∥
√
nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x

))
≤ o(1),

which means

sup
x∈R

(
P
(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x

)
− P

(
∥
√
nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x

))
≤ o(1)+sup

x∈R
P
(
α1/2
n T(B) ∈ [x−Mn, x)

)
.

(109)

Combining (108) and (109), we have

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣P (∥√nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x
)
− P

(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x

)∣∣∣
≤ o(1) + sup

x∈R
P
(
α1/2
n T(B) ∈ [x−Mn, x+Mn]

)
.
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It follows, by (106), that

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣P (∥√nαnB(β̃ − β)∥∞ ≤ x
)
− P

(
α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x

)∣∣∣ ≤ o(1) +O(Mn

√
log(r/Mn))

(i)
= o(1),

where (i) holds by r ≤ mk and the definition of Mn.

Step 2: show that supx∈R

∣∣∣P (α1/2
n T(B) ≤ x

)
− P

(
α
1/2
n T ∗

(B) ≤ x | {ω̂i}ni=1

)∣∣∣ = oP (1).

Recall that α
1/2
n T(B) = ∥Z∥∞, where Z ∼ N(0, Vn) and Vn = n−1α

1/2
n

∑n
i=1 EBωiω

′
iB

′. Also

recall that α
1/2
n T ∗

(B) = ∥Z∗∥∞, where Z∗ is a mean-zero Gaussian vector with covariance

matrix V̂n = Vn = n−1αn

∑n
i=1Bω̂iω̂

′
iB

′. By Lemmas 30 and 31, we have

∥Vn − V̂n∥∞ ≲
P

α−1/2
n (m−1/2 + n−1/2)(log n)5/2.

Note that the diagonal entries of Vn are in [C2, C3]. By Theorem 2 of [13], it suffices to

show that

ζ(log(r/ζ))2 = oP (1),

where ζ = ∥Vn−Vn∥∞. Note that ζ(log(r/ζ))2 = ζ(log r− log ζ)2 ≤ ζ[2(log r)2+2(log ζ)2].

Since r ≲ m and logm ≍ log n, it follows that

ζ(log r)2 ≲
P

ζ(logm)2 ≲
P

α−1/2
n (m−1/2 + n−1/2)(log n)9/2 = oP (1).

The desired result follows.
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16 Pattern of the MSE Values With Different Ranks

When The Initial Estimates Are Used

16.1 A heuristic argument

We have an interesting finding that the MSE-based method for rank selection cannot be

constructed based on the initial estimates β̂, L̂k and F̂ k, where L̂k and F̂ k are rank k SVD

estimates of L and F , because the MSE value may not be decreasing as k increases when

the observation rate of the responses is small. For simplicity of illustration, we let πi = π,

so the observation rate is a constant for all responses. Let π < 0.5. A heuristic argument

is given below, and the numerical illustration is provided in Section 16.2.

The MSE based on the estimates β̂, L̂k and F̂ k is given as follows.

mse(k, Γ̂k) =
1

nmπ̂

∥∥∥Ξ ◦
(
Y −Xβ̂

′ − L̂kF̂ k′
)∥∥∥2

F
. (110)

Each entry contributing to the Frobenius norm in (110) is ξ2i,j(π̂Wi,j − Γ̂k
i,j)

2, and we

know that ξi,jWi,j = Wi,j by definition and ξ2i,j = ξi,j since ξi,j ∈ {0, 1}. Define ∆k =

−2π̂(nm)−1
∑n

i=1

∑m
j=1

(
Wi,j − Γ̂k

i,j

)
Γ̂k
i,j (π̂

−1ξi,j − 1). We can write (110) as

mse(k, Γ̂k) = π̂(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

[(
Wi,j − Γ̂k

i,j

)2
+
(
Γ̂k
i,j

)2 (
π̂−1ξi,j − 1

)2 ]

− 2π̂(nm)−1

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

(
Wi,j − Γ̂k

i,j

)
Γ̂k
i,j

(
π̂−1ξi,j − 1

)
= π̂(nm)−1

[∑
l>k

σ2
l (W ) +

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

(
Γ̂k
i,j

)2 (
π̂−2ξi,j − 2π̂−1ξi,j + 1

) ]
+∆k

= π̂(nm)−1

[
∥W∥2F +

∥∥∥Γ̂k ◦ Ξ
∥∥∥2
F

(
π̂−2 − 2π̂−1

) ]
+∆k

(i)
= π(nm)−1

[
∥W∥2F +

(
π−1 − 2

) k∑
l=1

σ2
l (W )

]
+ oP (1) + ∆k, (111)
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where equation (i) can be derived by using the same technique as Lemma 1 in Appendix 11.

In the form of (111), if π−1 > 2 (or π < 0.5), the first term increases with k, so its behavior

depends somehow on the value ∆k. In fact, we have shown in Figure 5 in Section 16.2 that

in some cases, ∆k is small, so the mse(k, Γ̂k) value increases as k increases. Therefore, we

can not use (110) in a rank estimation criterion.

16.2 Numerical illustration

In Section 4 of the main article, we have discussed the motivation for using eIC which is

based on MSE using the iterative LS estimates. The basic idea is to avoid any missing

values instead of padding them as zeros when calculating the MSE. We have also provided

an interesting finding in Section 16.1 about why the initial estimates Γ̂k cannot be used

to define eIC: mse(k, Γ̂k) does not always decrease as k increases when π < 0.5 in Section

16.1.

Here, we demonstrate the aforementioned phenomenon through simulations to show

that the value of mse(k, Γ̂k) can increase with k when the initial estimate Γ̂k is used. In

Figure 5, a plot of mse(k, Γ̂k) versus k is shown on the left, and the values are calculated

using data generated from DGP 1 with n,m = 200, r = 3, π = 0.2. For comparison, the

right side shows the value of mse(k, Γ̃k), which is used in eIC, where Γ̃k is the iterative

LS estimate obtained at step=3. We can see that mse(k, Γ̃k) decreases steadily whereas

mse(k, Γ̂k) increases with k.
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Figure 5: Values of mse(k, Γ̂k) and mse(k, Γ̃k) at step g = 3, versus different rank k values.

Each point is the average value of 500 simulations. Settings: n,m = 200, π = 0.2 from

DGP 1.

17 Additional Numerical Results

17.1 Additional simulation and empirical results

The tables and figures in this section provide all numerical results for DGP1 in the simula-

tion studies section (Section 6), and additional results of the real data analysis in Section

7. Because of the space limit, we present all simulation results for DGP2 in the main text,

while relegating partial simulation results for DGP1 to Section 17.1 in the Supplement.

• Table S9, S10: the full comparison of empirical MSEs between the iterative PCA and

iterative LS methods under DGP 1 (Associated with Section 6.1, Table 1).

• Table S11: full table of computational time comparison between the iterative PCA

and iterative LS algorithms. (Associated with Section 6.1, Table 2).

• Table S12: empirical bias and 95% CI coverage rate of the LS estimator under DGP

1 (Associated with Section 6.1, Table 4).

• Table S13: the results of the hypothesis testing for each movie in Section 7.3. Movies

with the top 10 smallest p-values in each test are shown in order.

• Figure S6: empirical distribution of the Z-statistic of the selected Ê(Yi,j) of DGP 1.
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(Associated with Section 6.1, Figure 1).

• Figure S7: rejection rates of hypothesis testing for β in different settings under DGP

1. (Associated with Section 6.3, Figure 2).

• Figure S8, S9: additional boxplots and point-wise CI curves of predicted movie rat-

ings. (Associated with Section 7.3, Figure 3, 4).

Table S9: The MSE of different estimators of β in each simulation setting of DGP1.

DGP 1 Initial iterative PCA iterative LS

n,m π β̂ β̃
(1)
pca β̃

(2)
pca β̃

(3)
pca β̃

(c)
pca β̃

(1)
ls β̃

(2)
ls β̃

(3)
ls

200 1 0.117 − − − − − − −
0.8 0.145 0.119 0.119 0.119 0.119 0.119 0.119 0.119
0.5 0.230 0.132 0.127 0.126 0.125 0.132 0.126 0.125
0.2 0.614 0.389 0.281 0.258 0.157 0.389 0.231 0.197

500 1 0.043 − − − − − − −
0.8 0.054 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044
0.5 0.087 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.047
0.2 0.224 0.084 0.073 0.068 0.057 0.084 0.060 0.058

1000 1 0.023 − − − − − − −
0.8 0.028 0.023 0.023 0.023 0.023 0.023 0.023 0.023
0.5 0.044 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024
0.2 0.110 0.033 0.031 0.030 0.029 0.033 0.029 0.029

Table S10: The MSE of different estimators of Γ in each simulation setting of DGP1.

DGP 1 Initial iterative PCA iterative LS

n,m π β̃
(c)
ls Γ̂ Γ̃

(1)
pca Γ̃

(2)
pca Γ̃

(3)
pca Γ̃

(c)
pca Γ̃

(1)
ls Γ̃

(2)
ls

200 1 − 0.250 − − − − − −
0.8 0.119 0.430 0.269 0.259 0.258 0.258 0.259 0.258
0.5 0.125 1.121 0.513 0.372 0.321 0.283 0.305 0.285
0.2 0.176 7.469 4.186 3.456 3.075 0.419 1.975 1.021

500 1 − 0.096 − − − − − −
0.8 0.044 0.167 0.102 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099
0.5 0.047 0.399 0.182 0.131 0.116 0.108 0.110 0.108
0.2 0.058 2.354 1.447 1.065 0.835 0.150 0.341 0.162

1000 1 − 0.048 − − − − − −
0.8 0.023 0.084 0.052 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050
0.5 0.024 0.195 0.090 0.064 0.057 0.055 0.055 0.055
0.2 0.029 0.726 0.479 0.334 0.246 0.074 0.085 0.074

156



Empirical Distribution of Z−statistic for Y~23

n = m = 200 n = m = 500 n = m = 1000

D
G

P
 1

Observation Rate

0.8
0.5
0.2

Figure S6: The empirical distribution of
Ỹij−µij

σ̂n,m(Ỹij)
in different simulation settings of DGP1.

The shaded area is the density of standard normal distribution.

Table S11: Computing time in seconds∗ in each setting of DGP1.

Time in sec Number of Ave. time for
DGP 1 to get estimators iterations 1 iteration

n,m π Γ̂ Γ̃
(c)
ls Γ̃

(c)
pca Γ̃

(c)
ls Γ̃

(c)
pca ls pca

200 0.8 0.04 0.16 0.38 4.02 9.29 0.04 0.041
0.4 0.05 0.28 1.37 7.01 33.62 0.04 0.041
0.2 0.04 0.60 4.01 15.72 99.94 0.04 0.040

500 0.8 0.41 0.44 3.18 3.56 7.52 0.12 0.423
0.4 0.42 0.58 10.06 5.01 23.48 0.12 0.429
0.2 0.41 0.80 27.54 7.40 64.53 0.11 0.427

1000 0.8 3.43 1.05 24.24 3.00 6.90 0.35 3.514
0.4 3.03 1.16 62.22 4.03 19.88 0.29 3.130
0.2 2.96 1.39 149.12 5.52 48.80 0.25 3.056

∗ The values are calculated based on 100 simulation replicates

Table S12: Average bias and 95% CI coverage rate for some estimators∗.

DGP 1 Bias (10−2) 95% CI coverage rate

n,m π Γ̃11 Γ̃23 Γ̃35 Ỹ11 Ỹ23 Ỹ35 Γ̃11 Γ̃23 Γ̃35 Ỹ11 Ỹ23 Ỹ35
200 0.8 −2.2 −5.8 3.3 −0.5 −0.0 −0.7 0.96 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95

0.4 0.4 0.1 1.0 −0.7 0.9 −2.2 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.92
0.2 −3.5 4.4 2.3 −5.7 6.0 2.6 0.88 0.89 0.91 0.88 0.87 0.90

500 0.8 −0.4 −0.2 −1.0 −0.7 0.8 1.0 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.94 0.97 0.97
0.4 −2.9 1.7 0.3 −2.2 2.2 −0.1 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
0.2 2.4 −0.1 −2.4 0.1 −2.1 −1.0 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.93 0.93 0.95

1000 0.8 1.1 0.9 −0.9 0.4 0.5 −1.5 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95
0.4 −1.2 −0.2 −0.8 −0.7 0.6 0.3 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.95
0.2 0.9 1.7 2.7 0.2 1.9 −0.7 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.94

∗ Γ̃ = Γ̃
(3)
i,j and Ỹi,j = X ′

iβ̃
(3)
j + Γ̃

(3)
i,j .
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Figure S7: Empirical rejection rates at level α = 0.05. Each column represents a hypothesis,

and each row represents a sample size. When x = ln(ρ) = −Inf, the null hypothesis is true.

Table S13: Hypothesis testing results for each movie. Movies∗† with the top 10 smallest

p-values in each test are shown in order.
ID movie name p-value

H0 : βj1 = 0
1592 Air Bud < 10−10

203 Thanks for Everythin < 10−9

1979 Friday the 13th Part < 10−8

1978 Friday the 13th Part < 10−8

15 Cutthroat Island < 10−8

1088 Dirty Dancing < 10−8

1707 Home Alone 3 < 10−7

2106 Swing Kids < 10−6

506 Orlando < 10−6

1201 The Good, The Bad an < 10−6

∗ Names are trimmed to 20
characters.
† Only movies with more than 100
ratings are considered.

ID movie name p-value
H0 : βj2 = 0

3690 Porky’s Revenge < 10−14

3689 Porky’s II: The Next < 10−12

2382 Police Academy 5: As < 10−11

520 Robin Hood: Men in T < 10−11

3099 Shampoo < 10−10

1978 Friday the 13th Part < 10−10

2379 Police Academy 2: Th < 10−9

2550 The Haunting < 10−9

3017 Creepshow 2 < 10−9

1996 Poltergeist III < 10−9

H0 : βj3 = 0
2173 The Navigator: A Med < 10−20

1205 The Transformers: Th < 10−19

2550 The Haunting < 10−17

1150 The Return of Martin < 10−16

1238 Local Hero < 10−16

3341 Born Yesterday < 10−16

1592 Air Bud < 10−15

3690 Porky’s Revenge < 10−14

3099 Shampoo < 10−14

1985 Halloween 4: The Ret < 10−13

H0 : βj4 = 0
65 Bio-Dome < 10−31

358 Higher Learning < 10−28

2860 Blue Streak < 10−16

2119 Maximum Overdrive < 10−16

2195 Dirty Work < 10−13

3146 Deuce Bigalow: Male < 10−12

2296 A Night at the Roxbu < 10−10

3177 Next Friday < 10−10

104 Happy Gilmore < 10−10

2907 Superstar < 10−9

ID movie name p-value
H0 : βj2 − βj3 = 0

2170 Wrongfully Accused < 10−14

1667 Mad City < 10−13

1592 Air Bud < 10−11

502 The Next Karate Kid < 10−10

1984 Halloween III: Seaso < 10−10

12 Dracula: Dead and Lo < 10−10

2162 The NeverEnding Stor < 10−9

1085 The Old Man and the < 10−9

1205 The Transformers: Th < 10−9

3873 Cat Ballou < 10−9

H0 : βj2 − βj4 = 0
358 Higher Learning < 10−36

2195 Dirty Work < 10−35

2907 Superstar < 10−19

65 Bio-Dome < 10−19

3901 Duets < 10−14

3177 Next Friday < 10−13

2860 Blue Streak < 10−12

2606 Idle Hands < 10−11

3225 Down to You < 10−11

258 A Kid in King Arthur < 10−10

H0 : βj3 − βj4 = 0
2195 Dirty Work < 10−27

65 Bio-Dome < 10−22

358 Higher Learning < 10−19

3177 Next Friday < 10−18

2907 Superstar < 10−16

2860 Blue Streak < 10−12

818 A Very Brady Sequel < 10−10

3627 Carnival of Souls < 10−9

122 Boomerang < 10−9

3693 The Toxic Avenger < 10−9
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Figure S8: Boxplots of the estimated ratings in different gender and age groups for some

movies.
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Figure S9: Estimated ratings and 90% point-wise confidence intervals in different groups.

The y-axis is the rating and the x-axis is the percentile. Ratings are grouped by gender or

age.
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17.2 Comparison of estimation performance with other methods

Under a similar model as (1), [27] proposed a penalized estimation method to estimate the

target matrix Θ using the Frobenius-norm and nuclear-norm regularization and derived

the convergence rate of the resulting penalized estimator. Although they focus on the

estimation and our work, on the other hand, provides statistical inference for the matrix

completion problem, we also compare the estimation performance of their penalized method

and our iterative LS method. We generate the data using same the model given in Table

2 of Section 6 in [27] with the true rank r = 10 for the latent row-rank matrix Γ.

For comparison, we report the empirical root mean squared error (RMSE) for the esti-

mators of β, Γ and Θ given in model (2), respectively, as well as the test errors (Test Err.)

calculated based on 100 simulation replicates. The formula for calculating the RMSE and

the test error are given in Section 6 of [27]. In addition, we also report the average value

of the absolute bias (Absolute bias) for the estimates of β, Γ and Θ and the average of

the rank estimates based on 100 simulation replicates. For any estimator θ̃ of an unknown

parameter θ, the absolute bias is calculated by: Absolute bias(θ)=|nsim−1
∑nsim

s=1 θ̃s − θ|,

where θ̃s is the estimate of θ in the sth simulation replication, and nsim is the number of

simulation replicates. We estimate the rank using the proposed eIC method with h(n,m)

given in (16) with Ch = 0.15 and δh = 0.1. [27] considered four estimators which have

similar performance. For computational convenience, we only report the numerical results

of their estimate SVT-1 and denote this method by MCW.

Table S14 summarizes the simulation results for the estimates of unknown parameters

obtained by our method (Ours) and the method (MCW) in [27] under different sample

sizes. We see that our method yields slightly smaller RMSEs and test errors than the

MCW method at n,m = 800. However, as the sample size increases to n,m = 1000 and
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1200, the RMSEs and test errors obtained by our method decrease faster than those values

obtained by the MCW method. For example, when the sample size is increased from 800 to

1200, the test error is reduced from 0.4281 to 0.2290 for our method, and it is decreased from

0.4293 to 0.3300 for the MCW method. Our method yields smaller RMSEs than the MCW

method when the sample size is large, because our iterative LS estimator is asymptotically

unbiased. However, the penalized estimators in general have a nonnegligible bias that can

contribute to the RMSE value. From Table S14, we see that our iterative LS estimator

has smaller absolute bias values than the penalized estimator for all cases. Table S14 also

shows that our proposed eIC method can accurately estimate the true rank.

Table S14: Empirical root mean squared errors (RMSEs), test errors (Test Err.), average

value of absolute biases (Absolute bias), and estimated ranks by the two methods under

different sample sizes.

RMSE Absolute bias

n,m Method β Γ Θ β Γ Θ Test Err. Rank
800 Ours 0.5149 2.6585 3.4951 0.0413 0.2661 0.3220 0.4304 10.00

MCW 0.5175 2.6463 3.4997 0.2337 1.9308 2.1944 0.4260 51.35
1000 Ours 0.4346 2.1471 2.8708 0.0350 0.1885 0.2432 0.2977 10.00

MCW 0.4669 2.4631 3.2073 0.1955 1.7770 1.9807 0.3716 62.06
1200 Ours 0.3871 1.8960 2.5598 0.0310 0.1589 0.2102 0.2291 10.00

MCW 0.4346 2.3627 3.0537 0.1691 1.6987 1.8612 0.3280 70.85
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