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Abstract

Federated Learning (FL) has gained significant recent attention in machine learning for
its enhanced privacy and data security, making it indispensable in fields such as healthcare,
finance, and personalized services. This paper investigates federated PCA and estimation for
spiked covariance matrices under distributed differential privacy constraints.

We establish minimax rates of convergence, with a key finding that the central server’s
optimal rate is the harmonic mean of the local clients’ minimax rates. This guarantees consistent
estimation at the central server as long as at least one local client provides consistent results.
Notably, consistency is maintained even if some local estimators are inconsistent, provided there
are enough clients. These findings highlight the robustness and scalability of FL for reliable
statistical inference under privacy constraints.

To establish minimax lower bounds, we derive a matrix version of van Trees’ inequality,
which is of independent interest. Furthermore, we propose an efficient algorithm that preserves
differential privacy while achieving near-optimal rates at the central server, up to a logarithmic
factor. We address significant technical challenges in analyzing this algorithm, which involves a
three-layer spectral decomposition. Numerical performance of the proposed algorithm is inves-

tigated using both simulated and real data.



1 Introduction

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and its variants are fundamental tools in statistics and
machine learning, particularly valuable for dimension reduction and data visualization when high-
dimensional data lie in a low-dimensional space. PCA has been widely applied in data denoising
and compression, feature extraction, clustering analysis, factor models, correlation analysis, and
regression analysis. Population principal components are typically defined using the leading eigen-
vectors of population covariance matrices. The estimation and inference of these components from
sample data have been extensively studied across various fields, including probability, statistics,
and machine learning (see, for example, Vershynin (2018); Jolliffe and Cadima (2016); Silverstein
and Bai (1995); Bickel and Levina (2008); Koltchinskii and Lounici (2016); Benaych-Georges and
Nadakuditi (2011); Cai et al. (2013, 2015); Zhang et al. (2022); Cai and Zhang (2016)). See Cai
et al. (2016) for a survey on optimal estimation of high-dimensional covariance structures.

With the digital shift in human activities, such as social networking, online shopping, and
healthcare, vast amounts of personal information are collected and analyzed by large information
technology firms and governmental organizations. The centralization of data storage raises critical
concerns about the misuse of sensitive personal information, whether through intentional abuse
or unintentional leaks. Traditional privacy-preserving methods like anonymization have proven
insufficient, particularly in the context of classical PCA. As shown by Dwork et al. (2006) and
Chaudhuri et al. (2013), classical PCA is vulnerable to alterations in individual data points and
poses a significant risk of personal information leakage.

Differential privacy (DP) provides a robust framework to ensure that published statistics do not
reveal whether any individual’s data was included in the dataset. Initially introduced by Dwork
et al. (2006), DP has become a widely accepted standard in both industrial and governmental ap-
plications (Erlingsson et al., 2014; Ding et al., 2017; Apple Differential Privacy Team, 2017; Abowd,
2016; Abowd et al., 2020). DP is typically achieved by adding random noise to statistical outputs,
using mechanisms such as the Gaussian or Laplace mechanisms. However, this randomization
can compromise the accuracy of statistical methods. Consequently, a growing body of literature
explores the trade-offs between privacy and accuracy in fundamental statistical and machine learn-
ing problems. The minimax optimal rates for differentially private PCA and covariance matrix
estimation under the spiked model are established in Cai et al. (2024b).

Federated Learning (FL) is a decentralized machine learning framework where local clients train
their models and communicate with a central server without sharing raw data (McMahan et al.,
2017). Instead, clients privatize their learned models and share them with the central server or

other clients, enabling collaborative machine learning while maintaining data privacy. Federated



learning has applications in healthcare, finance, Internet of Things (IoT), and more. However,
the heterogeneity of datasets, privacy constraints, and the increasing number of local clients pose
significant challenges to understanding the theoretical performance of federated learning. Under
the DP constraint, the special case where each client holds only one datum is referred to as the
local differential privacy setting (Duchi et al., 2013).

This paper investigates the minimax optimal rates in federated PCA under the spiked covariance
model, considering diverse privacy constraints and sample sizes at local clients. A surprising and
significant finding is that the minimax optimal rates achieved by the central server are the (scaled)
harmonic mean of the minimax optimal rates achieved by local clients. This indicates that federated
learning is multiply robust, meaning the central server attains a consistent estimator as long as at
least one local client provides a consistent estimator. We believe this phenomenon is general and
applies to many other federated learning problems under DP constraints.

The lower bound is established by leveraging a matrix version of the van Trees’ inequality,
inspired by a similar strategy in Cai et al. (2024a). This matrix version of van Trees’ inequality is of
independent interest. Additionally, we develop a computationally efficient algorithm that preserves
DP at local clients and achieves the minimax optimal rate at the central server (up to logarithmic
factors). The final estimator is obtained by applying three layers of spectral decomposition, posing
significant technical challenges in deriving the sharp upper bound.

When there is only one local client, federated PCA simplifies to DP-PCA, and the upper
bound derived in this study aligns with the results presented in Cai et al. (2024b). However, we
emphasize that the technical contributions of these two works are fundamentally distinct. The
primary contribution of Cai et al. (2024b) lies in the precise characterization of the sensitivity of
empirical spectral projectors and eigenvalues under the spiked covariance model, which serves as
the foundation for our methodology and theoretical framework for Federated PCA presented in this
paper. Specifically, their results are directly leveraged to determine the appropriate level of artificial
noise to be added at each local client. In contrast, the technical challenges in Federated PCA stem
from the need to perform a sharp analysis of aggregated PCA across multiple clients. Our proposed
method involves not one, but three layers of spectral decomposition, and the precise perturbation
analysis of the final estimator relies on an explicit characterization of both the stochastic error
and the artificial noise introduced in the first and second layers, respectively. Each layer’s spectral
decomposition is represented by a Neumann series expansion, leading to a composition of three
Neumann series. Consequently, we had to develop a unified strategy to derive concentration bounds
for numerous higher-order perturbation terms, which required new techniques beyond those used

in single-client DP-PCA. See the proof sketch of Theorem 1 for more details on our approach.



1.1 Problem formulation

The spiked covariance model has been widely applied and extensively investigated for extracting
low-dimensional covariance structure from potentially high-dimensional data. It has found applica-
tions in diverse fields such as genomics (Leek and Storey, 2007), wireless communication (Telatar,
1999), asset pricing (Chamberlain and Rothschild, 1982), econometrics (Fan et al., 2008), and pop-
ulation genetics (Patterson et al., 2006; Novembre and Stephens, 2008). Under the spiked model,
the covariance matrix ¥ is a low-rank deformation of the (scaled) identity matrix, which admits

the following decomposition:
Y =UAU" + %I, (1)

where U = (uy,--- ,u,) € OP*" and A = diag(\y, -+, \,) are the leading eigenvectors and eigen-
values of the low-rank deformation with A; > --- > X, > 0. Here I, represents the p x p identity
matrix and QP*" is the set of p X r matrices satisfying U'U = I,.

Estimating the population covariance matrix and its leading eigenvectors from a random sample
X = (Xy, -, X,) € RP*" where the column vectors are i.i.d. with cov(X;) = X, is a fundamental
problem in multivariate statistical analysis. The spiked structure often significantly facilitates the
theoretical derivation of the distribution of the sample eigenvectors and eigenvalues. Minimax
optimal PCA and covariance matrix estimation have been extensively studied under the spiked
model. An incomplete list of representative work includes Nadler (2008); Donoho et al. (2018);
Cai et al. (2010, 2016); Koltchinskii and Lounici (2017); Johnstone (2001); Fan et al. (2008); Paul
(2007) and references therein.

Differential privacy (Dwork et al., 2006) is a framework designed to provide privacy guarantee
when analyzing and sharing data. Let X € RP*™ be a data set consisting of n observations. In
standard definitions, a matrix X’ € RP*™ is called a neighboring data set of X if and only if
X and X' differ by only one datum, i.e., one column of X is replaced by some other, possibly
arbitrary, observation of the same dimension. In the context of PCA, since the observations in X
are independently sampled from the same distribution, a neighboring data set X’ is obtained by
replacing one datum in X with an independent copy. For a given data set X and any e > 0,6 € [0, 1),
a randomized algorithm A that maps X into R%*% is called (g, §)-differentially private ((&,d)-DP)
over the data set X if

P(A(X) € Q) < e -P(A(X') € Q) +5,

for all measurable subset Q C R4 %% and all neighboring data set X’.
Differentially private PCA algorithms have been proposed and investigated in Blum et al. (2005);
Chaudhuri et al. (2011); Dwork et al. (2014b) by treating each datum X; as a fixed vector. More



recently, Liu et al. (2022) and Cai et al. (2024b) studied the minimax optimal rates for differentially
private PCA and covariance estimation under the spiked covariance model (1). In particular, Cai

et al. (2024b) showed that the minimax optimal rates, up to logarithmic factors, are
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conditioned on max{¥y(n,¢e,d), ¥i(n,e,d§)} < /r (otherwise, a trivial estimator suffices) and under

certain constraint on 6. The parameter set ©(\, 02) is defined by
O\, 0?%) := {z =UAU" + 02T : U € QP A =diag(A1, - s M)y oA < A < - < A < Co/\},

with universal constants cp,Co > 0. Here U, ; and M, s represent the collection of all (¢,0)-DP
estimators of U and X, respectively. The terms in (2) involving e reflect the cost of privacy. The
error bound of E||§J —X||Z consists of two terms, where A2- WZ(n, e, §) and A\2- ¥%(n, e, ) are mainly
contributed from estimating the eigenvectors and eigenvalues, respectively.

We formulate the problem of differentially private federated PCA as follows. There are m
local clients, where the j-th client holds data D; := {Xl-(j) eERP =1, ,nj} for each j € [m].
Under the spiked model, we assume that Xi(j )N (0,%) for all j € [m] and for all i € [n;].
Here n; represents the sample size in the j-th local client. All the data share a common spiked
covariance matrix, and we assume zero mean and Gaussian distribution for simplicity. There
is a central server that can communicate with the local clients, whose goal is to estimate the
underlying covariance matrix 3 and its principal components. Local clients have privacy constraints
and cannot share raw data with the central server or other local clients. Let €; > 0 and §; €
[0,1),j € [m] be two given sequences representing the privacy budgets on all local clients. Basically,
the j-th local client requires to achieve the (e;,d;)-differential privacy when communicating its
local information to the central server. Denote € := (g1, ,&m)', 8 := (81, ,0p) ", and n =
(n1, -+ ,nm)". An estimator is called federated (e,8)-DP if it is (gj,6;)-DP for data in the j-
th local client for all j € [m]. In this paper, we aim to investigate the minimax optimal rates
for federated (e,d)-DP PCA and covariance matrix estimation under the spiked model. We also
propose computationally and communication-efficient estimators that are federated (e, d)-DP and
achieve the minimax optimality. By slightly abuse of notations, we denote Uy ¢ 5 and My, o5 as
the collection of all federated (g, d)-DP estimators of U and X, respectively, when the sample sizes

in local clients are represented by n.



1.2 Main contribution

In this paper, we establish the minimax optimal rates for federated PCA and covariance ma-
trix estimation under the spiked model with distributed DP constraints. Recall the definitions of
P (nj,€4,05) and ®1(n;j,4,6;) in (2). Under mild conditions, these rates, up to logarithmic factors,

are
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The bounds in (3) and (4) show that the minimax optimal rates achievable by the central server

are proportional to the harmonic mean of the minimax optimal rates achievable by local clients.

By the harmonic mean inequality!, we get
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where avg and med stand for the sample mean and median, respectively. Two intriguing implications
can be derived from the aforementioned bound. First, federated PCA exhibits multiple robustness
in the sense that the estimator produced by the central server remains consistent as long as at least
one local estimator is consistent. Second, even if all local estimators are inconsistent, the central
server can still deliver a consistent estimator provided the number of local clients m — oc.
Federated PCA reduces to the differentially private PCA problem when m = 1, in which case
the bounds (3) and (4) align with the minimax optimal rates established in Cai et al. (2024b). Our
results immediately imply a performance bound for (non-interactive) local differentially private
(LDP) PCA under the spiked model. By setting n; = r = 1 and assuming ¢; = ¢ = O(1) ,
the bound (3) suggests that the rate of LDP PCA under the spiked model is p?/(me?). Here, m
represents the sample size. The minimax lower bound easily follows from Theorem 3. However, our

proposed estimator from Algorithm 1 will require a strong signal-to-noise ratio condition as stated

"Harmonic mean inequality: @Ta?l < 2%1 “ and the fact: 37, a7t > 7% a7t > (m/2) - med{a; '},

for positive numbers 0 < a1 < a2 < -+ < am.



in Theorem 1 because spectral decomposition is implemented on a single datum. We leave this as

future work.

1.3 Related work

Differentially private PCA was studied by Blum et al. (2005); Chaudhuri et al. (2011); Dwork et al.
(2014b) in a deterministic setting without assuming data are independently sampled from a common
distribution. Liu et al. (2022) investigated online methods and established the minimax optimal
rate for rank-one PCA under the spiked model. Cai et al. (2024b) leveraged spectral tools and
established the minimax optimal rates for general rank-r PCA and covariance matrix estimation.
Federated PCA with homogeneous sample sizes and privacy constraints was studied by Grammenos
et al. (2020), assuming data arrive sequentially and all data points are uniformly bounded. Their
estimator is sub-optimal without exploiting the statistical properties of sample data under the
spiked covariance model. Wang and Xu (2020) studied non-interactive local differentially private
PCA assuming that the observations are sampled independently from a common distribution but

are uniformly bounded.

1.4 Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce a federated algorithm
for differentially private PCA and covariance estimation. The algorithm incorporates three layers
of spectral decomposition and employs the Gaussian mechanism to ensure privacy guarantees.
We demonstrate that the algorithm produces valid DP estimators of the population covariance
matrix and its spectral projectors, achieving minimax optimal error rates up to logarithmic factors.
Additionally, we provide a proof sketch of the main theorem, outlining the technical challenges
and our proof strategy. Section 3 establishes the minimax lower bounds for differentially private
federated PCA and covariance estimation. The proof leverages a matrix version of Van Tree’s
inequality, which we believe is of independent interest. In Section 4, we comprehensively evaluate
the performance of our algorithm through numerical experiments and real data analysis, comparing

it with existing methods. All technical proofs are included in the supplementary material.

2 Optimal Federated PCA by Gaussian Mechanism

In this section, we present the federated PCA and covariance matrix estimators under distributed
differential privacy constraints. Due to the different levels of sensitivity of eigenvectors and eigen-

values, our approach estimates the eigenvectors and eigenvalues separately. Based on the given



privacy budget, each local client produces its own differentially private estimator of the eigen-
vectors and send them to the central server. The central server aggregate these estimators with
specially designed weights. Since the aggregation may break the geometric constraints of eigenvec-
tors, an additional step of eigen-decomposition is applied, from which the spectral projector serves
as the final estimator of eigenvectors. The algorithm essentially consists of three layers of spectral
decomposition: two performed by the local clients and one by the central server. These multiple
spectral decompositions are crucial for ensuring differential privacy and achieving minimax opti-
mality. They pose significant technical challenges to the theoretical analysis, where we leverage
sophisticated spectral representation tools (Xia, 2021; Cai et al., 2024b) to carefully examine the
behavior of three-layer eigen-decompositions.

After the differentially private estimator of eigenvectors is determined, the central server broad-
casts them back to the local clients. These are then used to produce differentially private estimators
of eigenvalues at each local client according to the given privacy budget. The central server re-
ceives these estimators, aggregates them by a weighted sum, and outputs the final estimator of the
covariance matrix. The details of our approach are summarized in Algorithm 1. The operation
svd,(-) returns the top-r left singular vectors of a matrix. For simplicity, we assume that the rank
r and the nuisance noise level 02 are both known. The algorithmic parameters a; and f3; represent

the sensitivity levels of empirical eigenvectors and eigenvalues (up to rotations).

Lemma 1. Suppose that Xi(j) big N(0,%) with ¥ € ©(\,02) for j € [m] and i € [n;]. For any
weight vectors v = (v1, -+ ,vm) | and w = (w1, -+ ,wn) ', the output UUT and & by Algorithm 1
are federated (e, §)-differentially private with probability at least 1—20 Z;nzl e—co(n;jAp) —Z}n:l nj_loo
for some absolute constant ¢y > 0.

By the post-processing property of differential privacy (Dwork et al., 2014a, Proposition 2.1),
UUT is federated (e,d)-DP as long as the estimator ﬁjﬁ; is (€j,0;)-DP at the j-th local client for
all j € [m]. The proof of Lemma 1 mainly focuses on establishing the privacy guarantee at local
clients, which follows similarly to the proof of Lemma 2.2 in Cai et al. (2024b) except that we have
an improved probability bound here.

The following theorem shows that the final estimator UUT is minimax optimal, up to logarithmic
factors and the dependence on §;’s, if the weights wy, are properly chosen. Recall that Wo(n;,¢€;,0;),

defined in (2), quantifies the error rate for EH[?](A] ]T — UU || achieved at the j-th local client.

Theorem 1. Suppose Xi(j) s N(0,%) with ¥ € O()\,0%), nj > C1(rlogn;+log?n;), p > Cylogn;

for some large constant Cy > 0, and define (Ivio(nj,sj, ;) as

Uo(nj,e5,8;) = (UQ + U2> <\/;TD+ pyrir+logn,) log 25) <cvr, Vie[m]. (5)

A A ’rlej (5]'



Algorithm 1 Differentially Private Federated PCA and Covariance Estimation

Input: sample data D; := {Xi(j = [n]} at the j-th local client and its privacy budget

m

(ej,0;) for any j € [m]; weights w; and v; > 0 satisfying > 7", w; = 377" v; = 1.
V¥ Part 1: PCA
for j=1,--- ;mdo > on each local client

Sample covariance matrix and eigenvectors
£= =Y XxPxPT and U; =svd,(5)),

Gaussian mechanism for ensuring (e;,d;)-DP:

i.4.d.
~Y

~ ~ ~ i.4.d.
Uj = SVdT(UjU]T + Zj), [Zj}kl = [Zj]lk N(O, Oé?), k>, [Z]]kk ~ N(O, 2042-),

J

with a? := %log(%)”—;(%z 4 1)19(7‘%%%713-).

Send ﬁj to the central server.
end for
Weighted average: U = svd, (370 w; Uj U JT ). > on central server
V¥ Part 2: Covariance matrix estimation
Send U to local client > on central server
for j=1,--- ;mdo

(€j,05)-DP estimator of eigenvalues: > on each local client

S i.4.d.

-~ = - . i.1.d.
Aj=U'(E; = o*)U + Ej, [Ejlu = [Ejlu "= N(0,87),k > 1, [Ejlax "% N(0,287),

n

. 2.8 2.5\ A(r+logn;)24oip?
J J

Send Kj to the central server.
end for
5= Py v;UNUT 4 021 > on central server
Output: U and X.




satisfying \Ilg(nj, £j,05) < c1y/r for some small universal constant ¢; € (0,1/2) for all j € [m]. Let
U be the estimator output by Algorithm 1 with weight wy, = {Ivfaz(nk,ek,ék)/zgnzl \1162(7%,5]-,5]-)
for all k € [m]. Then there exist absolute constants ca,Cy > 0 such that

P Cy
WU —UUT |} < == (2r), (6)
Zj:l ‘1’02(713‘,5]'75]') /\

which holds with probability at least 1-22 371" e=2(AP) - Moreover, if (\/o?) doiting < e minje(m (75AP)
then

55T T2 Co
BIOOT —UUTIE < g A\er). (7)

Note that the order of \Tlo(nj,ej,éj) and Wo(nj,e;,6;) only differs by O(y/log(1/6;)) and
O(logn;) factors. They represent the minimax optimal spectral norm rate of estimating UU T for
the j-th local client. The condition T, (nj,ej,0;5) < +/r requires that the differentially private esti-
mator published by each local client is non-trivial and informative, albeit not necessarily consistent.
Based on Theorem 1, the optimal weights wy, for aggregation are proportional to ‘Ila 2(nk, Eky Ok ),
respectively. While the definitions of Efo(nk,sk, Jx)’s involve the unknown signal strength A, the
weight w;, only depends on known sample sizes and privacy constraints. In fact, we can simply set

the following data-independent weight:

_ p/ni + (p/nrer)\/(r + log ny) log(2.5/6)
STy /p/ng + (p/njej)y/(r +logn;) log(2.5/5;)

In the homogeneous case where nj =< n, g < ¢, and §; =< § for all & € [m], these weights are

wy k € [m].

wy =< m~! of the same order.

The upper bound (6) is the (scaled) harmonic mean of the error bounds for ||U jU JT —~UUT|3
for all j € [m]. Let us briefly elaborate on the technical challenges. Under mild conditions, the
Davis-Kahan theorem (Davis and Kahan, 1970) yields

s U 2
T T2 2 2
B0 -UUTIR SE| Y wia| =Y wiEIA R+ Y wnwnE(ALAL), (9)
Jj=1 j=1 1<k1#ka<m
where A := U jﬁ ]T —UUT. The bound (7) is primarily contributed by the first term. It remains to
carefully control the expected inner product ]E<Ak1 A, >, where the naive approach by applying the
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality delivers a sub-optimal bound. We exploit the spectral representation

formula from Xia (2021) to show that the second term in (8) is dominated by the first one.

Proof sketch of Theorem 1. There exist three layers of spectral decomposition in Algorithm 1. Ap-

plying the spectral representation formula from Xia (2021) to the last eigen-decomposition, we

10



obtain
1 ~~
S0 —UU

=Y > (sl Ny ey, 'tr(UTM(&)M(Sl)TAle(Sz)

1>2 seS; J1, s q1€lm]

M)A M(s1) M (s102) U ), (9)

where M(s) is a matrix-valued function, such that M(0) = U, and M(s) = U for s > 0, and
S; = {s = (81, ,slH)T e ZH g, ;8141 > 0,81+ -+ 85141 = l}. We use the underline
below to emphasize the recurrent terms in the pattern M (s;)A; M (s;41). Essentially, three different
patterns of terms appear in the summands of products in eq. (9): UTA]- U, UTAj U,,and UIAj U,.

Recall A; = (AJJIZT — UUT where (?j consists of the top-r eigenvectors of UU T + D; with
Dj;:= ﬁ]ﬁj—r —-UUT + Zj. Similarly, we can write

A=Y (=)ot ar(sy) - M(s1) "D M(sy) - M(s1) " DjM(s141) - M(si41) (10)
1>1 s€§;

and

ﬁjﬁjT_UUT = Z Z(_l)\\5||zo+1.

1>1 s€S;

M (s1)A™** M (s1) "Zj M (s2)A ™52 - - AU M () "2, M (s151) A5+ M (5741) " (11)

The above representation formulas show that the basic building elements are the terms U (Z; +
ZH)U, U (Z;+Z;)U,,and U (Ej+ Z;)U,. As a result, we will show that there is an event £ with
PE)>1-14370, e~2(PA%) " in which the following bounds hold

o2 ot p  p*(r +logn;) 2.5
UIAJ'ULH}5<>\+)\2> <+J IOg(Tj )

, 2.2
n; nje;

2
py/T + logn; 2.5
UTAU, 5(0 +a> [P log!/2 '
H J H \F)\ )\ ’I’Lj TLj&j 5j

For each fixed s € S;, we consider the upper bound for

maX{HUTAjUH,
(12)

‘E o wjy e wtr(UT M (s1)M(s1) TAG M(s) -+ M (s1) T A M (s141) M (s141) 'U) - 1(5)‘-
Jiye s Ji€lm]
(13)

The above summand is non-zero if and only if s1,$.1 > 1. Since s; + - -+ + s;41 = [, there exists

1 <41 <ig <, such that s;; > 0,8;,+1 =0, and s, =0, 55,41 > 0. We define

Hl('s) - {J € [m]l :ji1 #jiw{.jilajm} ﬂ{jl,--- aj;u"' 7.].;2"" 7jl} - @}

11



Here ~ means - is absent from the set. Then |I;(s)| = m(m—1)(m—2)""2. Denote I5(s) := [m]"\I1(s).
The sum in (13) can be decomposed into two parts: over I;(s) and I5(s), respectively. The proof

is concluded by bounding the summands in (13) for all j € I4(s) using the facts (12). O

We now show that the covariance matrix estimator & output by Algorithm 1 achieves the

minimax optimal rate. For each j € [m], define

~ [r(r + logn,; \/ r(r +logn;)3
\Ill(njvgja g ] nje; 4 (14)

which satisfies \Tll(nj,sj,éj) =< Uy(nj,ej,0;), up to O(/log(1/d;)) and O(logn;) factors. Recall

that A - (Ivil(nj,sj,éj) quantifies the error rate for estimating eigenvalues under the (ej,d;)-DP

constraint achieved by the j-th local client.

Theorem 2. Suppose the conditions in Theorem 1 hold, and set the weights in Algorithm 1 such
that 377 v; =1 and

N 4ot 8 2.5\ A2(r +logn;)2 + o4p?\
v; o ijLinog <) (r+ ogT;y) +op
nj €j 5j nj

There exist absolute constants co,Co > 0 such that the bound

~ 2 2
IS - ) §C2< 2 TR )/\(W)
Zj:l U1 (ny,€5,65) Zj:l Vo (nj,€5,05)

holds with probability at least 1 —23 71", e=c0iAp) S 100 Moreover, if (Vo) S n; <

€0 MM ¢ ] (Tbj/\p)’ then we have

- 22 N2
EE—E%S%< —— + == ) (2rA?). (15)
ST U (ng,e5,05) XL Vo (5, 65) A

Our proposed Algorithm 1 separately estimates the eigenvectors and eigenvalues under privacy
constraints. The central server aggregates differentially private estimators of both the eigenvalues
and eigenvectors sent from the local clients. Therefore, the bound (15) involves two terms, primarily
contributed by the estimation of the eigenvalues and eigenvectors, respectively. The bound (8)
demonstrates the (doubly) multiple robustness of the estimator S, As long as one client can
provide a consistent estimator of the eigenvectors and another (can be the same client) can provide
a consistent estimator of the eigenvalues, the aggregated estimator S delivered by the central
server remains consistent. The weights v; rely on the unknown eigenvalue A. For simplicity, the
empirical eigenvalue can be used in practice. Alternatively, one can resort to random matrix theory

(Benaych-Georges and Nadakuditi, 2011) to obtain a sharper estimate of \.
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In the homogeneous case when n; < n,e; < ¢ and 0; < 9, we have Wo(n;,e;,6;) < ¥o(n,¢,0)
and Vq(n;,e;,05) < Ui(n,e,6) for all j € [m]. Theorems 1 and 2 show that the estimators U and
5 output by Algoirthm 1 achive the rates (up to logarithmic factors):

4 2 2,.2
ENWGOT —vuT2< (2 L2\ (P, P .
|| ||F ~ )\2 + A mn + mn2€2 /\Tv

R 2 4 2,.2
E|S — S|2 < A2 <T+T> + o2\ + o?) (pr+ pr )/\(7’)\2),

mn  mn2e? mn  mn2e?
which decay whenever the number of local clients m or local sample size n increases. The aggregate
sample size across all local clients is mn. The statistical error, quantified by the rate pr/(mn),
is inversely proportional to this total sample size. Notably, this rate aligns with the minimax
optimal rate achievable by estimators that utilize all observations collectively (Cai et al., 2016).
This implies that distributing observations evenly among m local clients does not compromise
statistical efficiency. In contrast, the privacy cost is represented by the rate p?r?/(mn?e?), which
decreases as the number of local clients increases. As demonstrated in Cai et al. (2024b), the rate
p?r?/(n%e?) reflects the privacy cost at each individual local client. This suggests that aggregating
multiple differentially private estimators can effectively reduce the overall privacy cost. Another
interpretation of the rate p?r?/(mn?e?) is to express it as m - p?r?/(m?n%e?), where mn in the
denominator represents the total sample size. When the total sample size is fixed, the privacy
cost increases with the number of local clients m. This is because maintaining differential privacy

becomes more challenging as the number of observations per local client decreases.

3 Minimax Lower Bound

In this section, we establish the minimax lower bounds for PCA and covariance matrix estimation
under the federated (e,d)-DP constraints. These lower bounds match, up to logarithmic factors
and ¢;-terms, the upper bounds achieved by our proposed estimators derived from Algorithm 1.
Under the spiked model with a covariance matrix ¥ € ©(\,0?), we denote Unes and My, ¢ 5
the collection of all federated (e,d)-DP estimators of U and X, respectively. The vector n :=
(n1, -+ ,nm)" stands for the sample sizes at local clients. Recall that the rates Wo(nj,¢;,d;)
and ¥;(nj,ej,0;) defined in (2) characterize the minimax optimal rates for differentially pri-
vate estimators achievable at the j-th local client. Moreover, Vo(n;,e;5,0;) =< \flg(nj,sj,dj) and
Uyi(nj,e5,05) < \Tll(nj,ej,éj), up to logarithmic factors, for all j € [m]. For presentation clarity,

the following theorem focuses on the case ¢; = O(1) for all j € [m].

Theorem 3. Suppose XZ.(j) b N(0,%), p > 2r, and maxjcp, €; < Co for some large absolute
constant Cy > 0. There exist absolute constants cg,c1 > 0 such that if (rp + ‘/rpnj)ég'g < clnj5§
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for all j € [m], then

€0

inf sup E|UUT —UUT |} >

R > = (2r),
Uel(n,e,8) 2€O(\,02) Zj:l ¥ 2(7% €5 5]‘) /\

~ 22 A2
_inf sup E|E-3|f>co | =—— + = (2r2?).
SeM(n,e,8) eO(M,02?) Zj:l ¥, 2(”]'7 €5, 65) Zj:l ¥y 2(713‘, £5,05) /\

(16)

In the special case of m = 1, the bound (16) matches the lower bound for differentially private
PCA established in Cai et al. (2024b). Theorem 3 shows that the minimax lower bound in federated
PCA is the harmonic mean of the minimax lower bounds at each local client. The technical tool
in Cai et al. (2024b) is a differentially private version of Fano’s lemma, which imposes a restricted
condition on the range of allowed d;’s. In contrast, Theorem 3 allows a much wider range of J;’s.
We remark that the exponent 0.9 can be replaced by k/(k + 1) for any positive integer k > 1. The
minimax lower bounds in Theorem 3 hold as long as (rp + \/W) (5]1-_C < cln]e? for any ¢ € (0,1).

Our main technical tool for proving Theorem 3 is a matrix version of Van Tree’s inequality,
which quantifies a lower bound for the average error rate of estimating principal components under
privacy constraints. We then establish the inequality (16) by specifying a prior distribution over
the set OP*" and bounding the Fisher information. The detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.4

in the supplementary materials.

4 Numerical Experiments

Our proposed algorithm, Fed-DP-PCA, is easy to implement. In this section, we evaluate its numer-
ical performance through simulations and demonstrate its practical utility by applying it to a lung
cancer dataset. To provide a comprehensive evaluation, we also compare its performance against
two alternative approaches: the equal-weight aggregation method and the Fed-DP-Qja algorithm
(Grammenos et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022).

4.1 Simulations

We present simulation results comparing our proposed algorithm, Fed-DP-PCA, with existing algo-
rithms and their variations. Specifically, we evaluate the Fed-DP-Qja algorithm introduced in Gram-
menos et al. (2020), which addresses federated PCA under homogeneous sample sizes and privacy
constraints. Additionally, we compare our approach with an alternative aggregation method that
assigns equal weights to each client. We also examine a strategy where each local client transmits
U Ji U JT + Z; to the central server. While this method ensures privacy protection, it is not an optimal

estimator of principal components, as it generally fails to qualify as a valid spectral projector and
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incurs additional communication costs. Nevertheless, we include the results from this approach as
a reference. In all experiments, we set the covariance matrix to ¥ = \UU " + I, where U € RP*"
is an orthogonal matrix generated by extracting the left singular vectors of a randomly generated
matrix with i.i.d. entries via QR decomposition. Performance is assessed using the projection
distance between the estimated subspace and the true subspace, defined by HU U —UU TIF.

In the first simulation setting, we examine the utility-privacy trade-off under homogeneous
conditions. We set the dimensionality to p = 50, rank to r = 1, and signal strength to A = 10.
The data are distributed across m = 10 clients, each with a privacy budget of ¢; = ¢ and ¢; = 0.1,
and a sample size of n; = 10,000. Given the homogeneous setting, the optimal choice of weights
is equal weighting. Therefore, we compare our proposed method with the Fed-DP-Oja algorithm
and the reference approach. The privacy budget ¢ varies between 0.1 and 1.0. For each choice
of €, the simulation is repeated 50 times. The results, presented in Figure la, demonstrate that
the Fed-DP-Oja algorithm significantly underperforms compared to both our proposed method
and the reference approach. In contrast, our method achieves performance nearly identical to the
reference. These findings confirm that transmitting the top r left singular vectors of ﬁ]ﬁf + Zj.
to the server is sufficient for effective federated PCA. Additionally, larger values of ¢ correspond to
weaker privacy guarantees but result in more accurate estimations. This behavior aligns with our
theoretical predictions.

In the second experiment, we evaluate the estimation quality as the total number of total clients
m varies. We use the same parameters: p = 50,7 = 1, A\ = 10. Each client is assigned a privacy
budget of ¢; = 0.5 and J; = 0.1. We consider a homogeneous setting where each client has a sample
size of nj = n = 1000 and vary the number of clients m € {10,20,--- ,100}. For each value of m, the
simulation is repeated 50 times. The results, depicted in Figure 1b, show that our proposed method
achieves performance comparable to the reference approach while significantly outperforming the
Fed-DP-Oja algorithm. Furthermore, as the number of clients increases, the estimation accuracy
improves. These findings indicate that our method effectively leverages information from multiple
clients, enhancing the quality of the estimated principal components as the client population grows.

In the third experiment, we investigate the effect of varying the number of clients m on esti-
mation quality while maintaining a fixed total number of samples N. Specifically, for each client
J, the sample size is set to n; = N/m . We configure the parameters as p = 50,7 = 1, A = 10,
with each client assigned a privacy budget of ¢; = 0.5 and 0; = 0.1. The total sample size is
fixed at N = 100,000, and we vary the number of clients m across the values {10, 20,25,50}. For
each configuration, we conduct 50 independent simulation runs. The results are illustrated in Fig-
ure lc. The findings indicate that, under a fixed sample complexity, a smaller number of clients

leads to more accurate estimations. This occurs because fewer clients allow for larger sample sizes
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per client, thereby enhancing the quality of the local principal component estimates and facilitates
easier privacy preservation. These results align with our theoretical predictions.

Lastly, we assess the performance of our method under heterogeneous sample sizes and privacy
budgets. We set p = 50,7 = 1, and A = 10, with data distributed across m = 10 clients. For
each client, the privacy parameters ¢;,d; are independently and uniformly drawn from (0.1,0.3)
and (0.1,0.2), respectively. To introduce heterogeneity in sample sizes, we allocate a sample size
of 2 % Ngample to the first five clients and 20 * Ngample to the remaining five clients, where Ngample €
{100,200, --- ,1000}. The results are presented in Figure 1d. Our proposed method outperforms
the equal weight aggregation approach and even the reference method. This superior performance
is attributed to our method’s ability to optimally weight clients based on their individual sample
sizes and privacy budgets, thereby effectively balancing the trade-offs inherent in a heterogeneous
setting. In contrast, the reference method does not account for such heterogeneity in its weighting

scheme, resulting in less efficient estimation.
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Figure 1: Numerical simulations comparing our method with existing methods and their variations.

The performance is assessed using the projection distance |UUT — UU T ||p.
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4.2 The Lung Cancer Data

In this section, we illustrate the practical utility of the proposed algorithm, Fed-DP-PCA, by apply-
ing it to a lung cancer dataset. We also compare its performance with the equal-weight aggregation
approach and the Fed-DP-Oja algorithm.

The Lung Cancer dataset, initially collected and cleaned by Gordon et al. (2002), comprises
expression data for 12,533 genes across 181 subjects, categorized into diseased and normal groups.
Following the refinement by Jin and Wang (2016), genes without differential expression between
the groups were excluded, resulting in a curated data matrix with dimensions p = 251.

For our experiment, we consider a federated setting with m = 2 clients. We randomly shuffle
the sample indices and assign the first 130 samples to Client 1, and the remaining 51 samples to
Client 2. We set the target rank to » = 5. For each client, the signal strength X is estimated by
averaging the first three eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix, and the noise variance o is
estimated as the mean of the 51st to 251st sample eigenvalues. Both clients are allocated identical
privacy budgets of ¢ = 0.4 and 6 = 0.1.

Subsequently, each client computes a differentially private subspace estimation and transmits
it, along with the corresponding unnormalized weights, to a central server for aggregation. We
compare the performance of our method with that of the Fed-DP-Qja algorithm and the equal-
weight aggregation approach. After aggregation, we perform dimensionality reduction using the
estimated subspace at the central server and report the explained variance as the evaluation metric.
The results are illustrated in Figures 2a, 2b, and 2c. The experimental outcomes indicate that our
proposed method outperforms the Fed-DP-QOja algorithm, which requires the addition of excessively
large noise, thereby degrading its performance. Moreover, when compared to the equal-weight
aggregation approach, our method achieves a higher explained variance, demonstrating its superior
ability to capture the underlying data structure effectively. These results underscore the efficacy
of our method in balancing privacy constraints with estimation accuracy in a federated learning

environment.

5 Discussions

This paper establishes minimax optimal rates and demonstrates the multiple robustness and scal-
ability of federated PCA. The central server’s estimator remains consistent as long as at least one
local estimator is consistent. Moreover, even if all local estimators are inconsistent, the central
estimator can still be consistent given a sufficient number of local clients. These findings highlight
federated learning’s potential for reliable and robust statistical inference in a privacy-preserving

manner, paving the way for further research and application in fields requiring stringent privacy
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and data security measures.

For simplicity, we assume in this paper that the mean vector of the data distribution is ei-
ther zero or known. However, the approach can be readily adapted to handle cases where the
mean is unknown. In such instances, we calculate the client-specific sample covariance matrix as
f]j =(n; — )71, (Xi(j) - X(j)) (Xl.(j) — X(j))T, where XU) denotes the sample mean vector
for the j-th local client. Under the Gaussian assumption, the distribution of (n; — 1)X; remains
Wishart, which preserves the validity of all technical proofs presented in this work, except that the
sensitivity of empirical spectral projectors and eigenvalues need to be carefully re-examined. For
analytical convenience, we assume a Gaussian data distribution throughout our study. Extending
these results to sub-Gaussian or more general distributions is an intriguing avenue for future re-
search. Nevertheless, as highlighted earlier, the main technical challenges lie in developing a unified
framework to bound higher-order perturbation terms that arise from the three layers of spectral
decomposition.

An interesting future research direction is the study of federated SVD under the low-rank
matrix denoising model. While SVD and PCA are closely related in traditional settings, they
differ significantly in the context of federated learning under DP constraints due to differences in
measurement units. Specifically, the covariance matrix is symmetric, whereas the low-rank signal in
the matrix denoising model can have dimensions that differ drastically (Cai and Zhang, 2018). This
introduces additional challenges and unique features when investigating minimax optimal rates for
estimating the left and right singular subspaces under distributed differential privacy constraints.
Nonetheless, we believe the multiple robustness phenomenon observed in federated PCA also applies
to federated SVD, with the minimax optimal rate at the central server being the harmonic mean
of the minimax optimal rates achievable at each local client.

Additionally, it is worthwhile to explore the minimax optimal rates in federated sparse PCA (Cai
et al., 2013) and tensor PCA (Zhang and Xia, 2018) under privacy constraints. These problems often
rely on iterative algorithms, making the development of sharp upper bounds technically challenging.
Moreover, these settings are known to exhibit a statistical-to-computational gap even without
privacy constraints. Understanding the interplay between privacy constraints and computational

feasibility in these problems remains an open and important research problem.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We first derive the upper bound for the expectation, and then derive the high probability upper
bound. In the proof, we set Apax = A1 and Apin = Ay

Upper bound for expectation. We now derive the upper bound for E|UUT —UU " 2. We will
first expand |UUT — UUT|4. Denote A = > 1w]U U —-UU" = > ey wiAj. We define the
event Fo = {|| X7, wJUjUjT — UU"|| < 1/4} and we will show shortly from (26), Fy holds with
high probability. Notice that the columns of U are the top r left singular vectors of Z;’;l wj ﬁj U jT,
we can use the representation formula developed in Xia (2021) to show the following expansion
holds under Fy:

[/Jv UUT ZSUUTl

>1

Here Sy (A) takes the following form:

Sypm (&) = (D)l 0 (1) M (51) TAM (59) -+ M(s) TAM (s101) M (s141) T,
sES;

where M (s) is a matrix-valued function, such that M(0) = U, and M(s) = U for s > 0, and
St ={(s1,--+ ,8141) : 81, 8141 = 0,81 + - + 5141 = 1}
Under Fy, we can expand |[UU T — UUT|Z as
%HﬁﬁT —UU|E=r— QU UUY=—@0U" —UU",UUT)

== (Syyr,(A),UUT).
1>2

Plug in the expression for Sy ;(A), and we have the following expansion under Fo:
L o7 T2
SO0 —UU g

—EZEZ 1)19160 (M (51) M (51) "AM (s2) -+ M (1) TAM (s1:1) M (s111) T, UU )

l>2 SGSZ
_ Z Z ||ng0 Z wj, -+ wj, -tr(UTM(sl)M<31)TAj1M(S2)
1>2 s€S; J1ye s gi€lm]

M (s0)T A M (s10) M(s111) TU). (17)
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Here the first equality holds due to (SyyT 1(A), UUT) =0. Recall A; = ﬁ]ﬁ]—r — UUT. Notice ﬁj
is the top r left singular vectors of U jﬁ JT + Z;, and U is the top r left singular vectors of UU T We
denote D; = U;U —UUT + Z;, then

Aj=T;0 —U0U"T =" Syyr(Dy), (18)
>1
and
Sypr (D) = > (=)t M (sy) - M(s1) T D;M(s9) - M(s1) ' DM (s141) - M(s141) "
s€S;
Therefore

Aj =" (=)ot ar(sy) - M(s1) DM (s2) -+ M(s1) " DM (s1) - M(sga) . (19)
1>1 s€S;

Since D; = ﬁjﬁj—r —-UUT + Zj, we consider the expression for ﬁ]ﬁ; — UUT. Consider the
event Séj) = {Hflj — 32|l € Amin/4}. Then from Lemma 5, we have ]P’(é’éj)) > 1—e P, We denote
H;= fj — %, then under Eéj ), we have the following expansion under the event Eéj )

UjUjT ~UU" = ZSUAUTJ(EJ')»
>1

where

SvavTi(Ej)

= (=)ot A (s1) AT M (51) T2 M (52) A2 - AT M (s1) "E5 M (sp00) AT M (s744) T
SES;

(20)

here we denote A=0 = p—r with slight abuse of notation. We denote ggj ) =U TXi(j ) and hgj ) =
U XY Then
9 ~ N(O.A+0%L), W~ N(0,0°L,,).

We define the matrix GU) € R™*"%  and HY) € RP~7)%nj a9

GO =g, HO = D, hY)

nj

Then, GU) and HY) are independent. We also have

ninU)H(J’W — o2, if 1 =59 =0,

. %H(j)G(j)T if s =0,52 >0,
M(s1) EjM(s2) = b A (21)
%G(J)H(])T if 51 > 0,59 =0,

nijG(ﬁG(j)T — (A +021,) if 51,50 > 0.
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Notice Z; is a Gaussian orthogonal ensemble (GOE), and thus is invariant to orthogonal con-
jugation. Therefore, U TZjU, UIZjU, UIZjU | are independent. We will in the following denote
Zj 1 Zj 2
Zly Zja

Uz, u U'Z;Uy
uvlz,u ulz;u,

. (22)

We recap the observations so far in the following diagram.

IvUT - vU T

UTAU UTA U, UTAU,L

Zjx Zj2 Zjgs U'D;U U'D;U, U DU,

U'z;,U0 UTE;U0, UJEUL

Figure 3: Layer by layer decomposition of HﬁﬁT — UUT||Z, with the building blocks
{G(j)’H(j)7 Zi1 Zia Zj73}j]\i1
Now we analyze each terms in Figure 3 from bottom to top. We first consider U TDj U:
U'D,Uu =U"(U;U] -UuU"U+U"Z,U.
We have
vh(uu —vuhu

= 3> DI U T M (1) A M (1) TE M (52)A
I1>1 s€S;

c ATIM (1) T2 M (s140) AT M (841) T UL

A simple fact is in each summand above, it is symmetric in both GU), H(). In details, we have
U'D;iU = A(GY HY) + Z;1,

where f; is a matrix-valued function such that f;(GU), HY)) = f,(-GW), HU)) = f,(GU), —HU)).

And we can similarly show

Ul DU, = f3(GY, HU)) + Z;5,
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for some f3 such that f3(GY), HO)) = f3(—~GU), HO)) = f3(GU), —H)),
For UTD]'UJ_, we have

UTD;UL = [o(GY, HY) + Z,

where — fo(GY), HY)) = fo(~GW), HO)) = f,(GU), —HU)),
Notice UTDjU, UTD]‘UJ_, and UIDle are the building blocks for A;, we have

UTAU = gi(GY, HY), Z;1,Z;2,Z; ),
where ¢y is an even function in both GU), H@) 7 Zj 2. Similarly,

UTAU] = go(GY, HY) 71, Z;5, Z; ), (23)
where gs is an odd function in both G(]) H(J) Zj 2, and

UTAUT = g3(GY, HY), 21, Z;9, Z;3),

where g3 is an even function in both GY) ,H ( ) Zjo.

Upper bounds for |UTZ;U||, |[UTZ;UL|, U] Z;UL||. We denote the normalized versions of gz-(j), hlw

as
gi(j) _ (A+0’2L~)_1/2, ﬁz(j) _ a_lhl(-j),

and
G = ", .. gﬁh)] HD = [pY . ~-?L£ij)]-

Then we have

UTE]'UJ_ — %(AUQ +0l,)GWAHWT,
J

Standard e-net argument shows with probability exceeding 1 — 2e P — 2e™ ",

IUTEUL S W+ o)oy [

max n]
For UTEjU, we have

UTE;U = %(AW +0l,)GDGUT(AY2 £ 61,) — (A + o1,.).
J



And with probability exceeding 1 — 2e™"7,

IUTZU] < (e + 02) Y1
NG

For UIEJ'UJ_, we have
Ulz,U, = %H(j)ﬁ(j)T — 620,
J

And with probability exceeding 1 — 2e™P,

Nt
J

U UL < o?

We define the event

e? = {072,000 5 (U + o) [T b0 {01 S O 409V
J

{II UEU|So \/>} (24)

Then P(EY)) > 1 — de™P — 2~ — 2.

Upper bounds for || Z;l|,1|Z;2
1—-2e7 —4e P,

Zjsl|. From (22), we see that with probability exceeding

125,

Saj/r+ng, 1 Z2ll S v, 117

We define the event,

£Y) = {HZ‘JII < aWw} n {nz,zu < am’a} n {sz,gu < ams}, (25)

e =g nel neY), and € := NI €9). Then P(ED) > 1 —4e™ — 10e P,

Upper bounds for |UUT — UUT||Z -1(£). Under the SNR condition, we have A_1 <()\%n/azx

o)o, /fj) < 1, and under the event £, we have

2
U7 DU < C2A mln(@é(gﬁa) ,/5) S 9y Cap i
J

1>2

S AL (Amax + 02)o? '+ozj\/r+17j,
nj
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and

107 Dyt < Oxh (O + 0oy [2) 2 4 s
J

>1

<k (O + 1o [T ) 4
J

2
0T DU < A (A + o) [2) T2t 4 s
J

1>2

_ b
5 )‘mi2n()\max + 0'2)0'277]. + \/Z3

and similarly,

As long as 1; +r < p and since a;,/p < 1, we have
wax {07 DU 107 DU T D0 < Xk (O + oy [T ) + e (26)
J

We denote the right hand side bound u; = A;}H(Ai{i +0)o, /n% + a;./p- Notice under the given
SNR, max;u; < ;. Together with (18), we conclude ||I7J(7JT —UUT|| < 1 This also implies
[y wjﬁjﬁ; —UUT| < 1/4. That is, £ implies Fo.
For the terms related to Aj, we have
l
078,01 = 3¢ (3 (O + 1o [T ) +3v5)
1>2 J

S A2 (Amax + 02)023 + adp,

~ “‘min n]
_ p
IUTAUL| S A A2+ 0)0,/; + a;/p,
J
UL AU L S A2 Anax + 0%)0° 2 + a2p.

~ “‘min
n
J

Then w; is also the upper bound for [|[UTA;U|[, |[UTA;UL||, and ||[U] A;UL || under £.

Now we go back to (17). For each s € S, in order for the summand in (17) to be non-zero,
51, S1+1 should be strictly greater than 0. Since s1 + --- 4 s;11 = [, there exists 1 < 41 < i3 <[,
such that s;; > 0,s;,4+1 =0, and s;, =0, 54,41 > 0. We define

Hl(s) = {J € [m]l :ji1 #j@?{jil?jlé} m{jla"' 7j;17"' 7.7.;2"" 7jl} - Q}

Here - means - is absent in the set. Then [I;(s)| = m(m — 1)(m — 2)!=2. We define the complement
of T;(s) as Iy(s) = [m]'\I1(s). Then

Ia(s) C {j € [m]': ji, = jiz}U (Unzirio 4 € M)« jiy = ji}) U (Ungirio {3 € [+ Gy = ji}).
(27)
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Next we consider the upper bound for

E Y wywtr(UTM(s)M(s) "Aj M(sa) - M(s1) ' A M (sp) M (si1) 'U) - L(€))|.

Juyesgi€lm]

We can split the above sum into two parts, namely

DD IR I

Jreeqi€lml Ti(s)  I2(s)

Notice from (23), we have EUTAjilUl -1(EYn)) = 0. Then for all § € I;(s), we have

Etr(UT M (s1)M(s1) " Aj M(sg) - M(s;) " Ay, M (s111)M(s141) " U) - 1(E) = 0.

For each summand with index j € I3(s), using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

tr(U T M (s1)M (s1) T Aj, M (s2) -+ M(s1) T Ay M (s101) M (s141) " U)| < 7wy - -

B

Using these facts, we have

‘E o wjy e wtr(UTM(s1)M(s1) TAG; M(so) -+ M(s) TAj M (s131) M (s141) U - 1(€)

Ji,01€lm]

<r. E Ugjy - Uy, -

jela(s)
Using the inclusion relation in (27), this is further upper bounded by
m m
SOIED VDI VP ) FERTEL NS L D WIS
Jiy=Jiy  kFid2Ji=Jk  kFi,i2 Jipy=Jk k=1 k=1

Therefore we have

m m m
EH(?(?T —~UUT|%2-1(E) < Z4l . 2lr(z w%ui)(z wiug) 72 < 47"(2 wiul), (29)
1>2 k=1 k=1 k=1
where the last inequality is due to up < % Finally, we set wy to be such that > ", w,%u% is

minimized, that is wy u,;Q.

On the other hand, we can set n; = c¢o(nj A p), then we have

m
BITOT — UUT 3 - 1(%) < 2r- P(E°) < 28 3 e~ 0ms®),
j=1
In summary, we have

m

o~ 4
|00 - UU I < 27“_2 +28r 3 ec0nnn),
U -

m
J=1"j j=1
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High probability upper bound. Recall the event Efj ),52(j ) defined respectively in (24) and

(25). Moreover, we define

& = {189 5 v e} n {1691 5 v}

Then P(E5) > 1 —2e7P — 2¢~"5"P. We denote FU) = £/ n &) N €Y and F = i F U,
We define the function ¢(s;tg) for given to > 0 as

1, s <t
P(s5t0) = 2— £, to<s <2 (30)
0, s> 2t.

Also define
(GO, HD) : = g(|HD | /n; V) - $UIHD BT — 1| /) - o(IGDHOT |5 /ip)
1(|GD| < /) - 11(HGj GUT — Il </ (r +mj)ny).
Then we have

+ .
IUTE;U | - (G H<J>>_V:”ﬁjm<x

In the following, we shall condition on G). In order to compute the Lipschitz constant, we

max T 02)-

denote

UT

Ul

LG0T — (A + o21) LaOg@T
==U v ™ - m
1O qGT L@ gO)'T _ 421

Then we have

IUTE;U I - 4GV, HD) — |ULEjU |lp - 45(GV), HVY)

<102 ). |G — 76
=

And

!||UL:]ULHF »(GD, HD) — |UTEU ||y - ¢;(GY), HY))

=~ . \/njVp- 12D — BO ||
J
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Under the given SNR condition, we have

1 20
— (A2 +0) > > . n; V p.

m max n]
Next we analyze U' D;U,U[ D;U and U D;U. Recall D; = U;U —UUT + Z;, and
U —uuT

=3 S ()l g () A M (1) TE M (s2)A 52 - AM (1) T2 M (s1) A M (1) T
1>1 s€S;

Now for each [, s € S;, we have

HM(sl)ASlM(sl)TEjM(SQ)ASQ o ATEM (5) TR M (s140) AT M (s141) T - (GY), HOD)

— M(s1)A™* M(s1) "E[M (s2) A2 -« A5 M (sy) "M (s3401) A M (5141) " - P (GU), 7O

F
LI T LGV 70) _ gy
<l 87 )‘mln : ;U()‘max + U) ' ||H -H ||F
J
Therefore we conclude
|UTD;U - 45(GW, HD) ~ UT DU - wj«?(f HY) |y

S A - \/ — o\E + o) [HD — AY g + o) Z;1 — Z) 4 v,

J
|UL D;U - 4p;(GD, HD) —UT DU - 9;(GY, B9 ||

1 _ . i _ _

< A - \ oA E + o) | HY — A9 ||p + ;)| Zj2 — Z) ¥,
J

|ULD;UL - 4p;(GY), HY)) —UT DU - 4p;(GD, HD) |1

S N OO+ ) IO — 9 e + 0325 — Zp )

J
Recall
=S S (=)l ar (s1) - M(s51) DM (s2) -+ M(s1) " DM (s11) - M(s101)
[>1 s€S;
We also define
i (GYHY) 751, Z;9, Z;.3) = (G, HOY - (1| Zjall; /7 +17) - 01 Zs2lls /B) - 61 Z;51: v/D)-
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And we have conditioning on G, for arbitrary given ||M||r < 1, the function tr(U A;UM) -

(GO HG) Z; 1 Zi, Z;3) is
Ain - ,/ (A + o)+ aj
Uz

Lipschitz. Using Gaussian concentration theorem, this indicates

lvec(UT A;U) - 3(GY, HY, Z;1, Z;.5, Zj3) |l gy < C/\Eun'\/n c(A\2 +0) + Cay. (31)
J
:ZL]'

For notation simplicity, we collect g := [vec(GUNT vec(HY)T vec(Z;1) ", vec(Z;2) ", vec(Z;3)T]T.
Then g; ~ N(0,I). We shall define two matrix-valued functions fi, fa as

filgy) =UTAUL - QZj(gj)a
-1

fogys g5 ) = UL A, M(s3) -+ M(sim)TA;, UL - [ ¥i.(g5,)-
u=2

Then it boils down to estimating

Z Wjy -+ Wy, 'tr(fl(gj1) ’ f2(gj2’ T ’gjz—l) ) fl(gjl>T)

Jjeh
We define a projection map: 77'l271 s (15 5) = (J2, 00+ 5 Jie1)- And we denote leil(]h) the image
of 7rl2_1 applied to I1. And then we can rewrite Zje]h as
JEL (o gjioa)enb YWy . SR

{71,900 {g2, j1—1}=0

Next, we shall fix (j2,---,71—1), and use the decoupling to derive the upper bound. For given
(j2; -+, ji—1), condition on g, ,---,g, _,, using the decoupling technique (e.g. De la Pena and
Giné (2012)), we have

P(‘ Z wjl"'wjltr(fl(gj1)’f2<gj2’”' ’gjz—l)’fl(gjl)T)‘ Z
{jl,jl}ﬂ{]jlzwj'lm—l}zw
< C]P’<C\ Z wy - wytr(fi(gg,) - fo(gyye 95, ,) - Fi(g],) )‘ Z

{330 {g2, g1 }=0

g]27"' ’gjl—1>’
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for some absolute constant C' > 0, where g} is an i.i.d. copy of g,. Notice

E : Wiy == Wyy 'tr(fl(gh)'fQ(gjz"” ’gjlfl)'fl(g;z)T)
J17#41
{0 {g2, i1 }=0

N tr(( Z wjlfl(gﬁ)) TWjy Wy fo (G, G5 0) ( Z wjlfl(g;-l))T>

Jr€m\ gz, -1} Jr€m\ gz, i1}

- Z wj21wj2“'w]‘l—1tr<fl(gj1)'f2(gj27"' 7gjl_1>'f1(g;1)T>'

J€m\{g2, Ji—1}

For the first term above, due to (31), we have

| > wj,vec(f1(g;,)) I, = |l > wj,vec(f1(g5,) 117,

s€[m\ {2, i1} gi€lm\{g2,j1-1}
Y uBeYun
JelmN\{jz,ji—1} Jj€lm]

Therefore we have

{gj};nﬂ

(5wl o) (X wdi@))

s €[m\{g2, di—1} sem\{jz, Ji-1}

<IC X wihilgg) wn e wi S g5 ) e ( zmms,

J1€[m\{s2, j1—1}

holds with probability exceeding 1 — e, Using Lemma 6, we have

I( > wj f1(95,)) - Wi Wi f2(Ggs 95, )l

jle[m]\{j27"' 7jl—1}

Swj2'''wqu”fQ(nga"‘ agjl,l)H ] Z wjlfl(gjl)HF
Jre[mP\{jz, ji—1}

2 212
< Wy Ujy -+ Wy, 1ujz1' E:wL / 312+V r),

with probability exceeding 1 — e S, Taking union bound, we conclude

tr<( > wj, f1(95,)) - Wiy - wjy_, f2(Gj, 195 ) - ( > wjlfl(g}ﬂ)T)‘

J€mN\{j2, ji—1} si€lm\ gz, Ji-1}

< WjpUjy + - Wy 1”]11§ w 3 “s11(81,2 +/pr)
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with probability exceeding 1 — Ml_2(efsl2’1 + 6’781272). This leads to

‘ > wj, - wj, - tr(filgg,) - fagg,

J17#5
{an{sz, - gi—1}=0

2 212
< WipUjy ++ - Wy 1ujz1' E:wL / 3l2+\/ r) +

In conclusion, we have

J€H1

ijl" tr fl(gjl) f2(gj27"'

’gjzf1) ’ fl(g;'z)—r)

>

J€mM\{j2, - Ji—1}

79j171) ’ fl(gjl)T)

(W), uj, ) Wiy, - -

-2 2
iju] Zw L 1(s2+/pr)+r- thuh~ SWj, Uy,

_81 2ZwL “s1a(s12 ++/pr) + 1 Zwﬁuﬁ-

Je€lz

jels

Wy, Uy -

C Wiy Uy -

Now we sum up over all s € S; and [ > 2, and we set s;1 = 5,2 = max{7o, /2l - log(4m)} for some
70 < /pr to be chosen later, and we get with failure probability

Z 2 - 4'm!=2 . exp(— max {73, logm})

1>2
[75 /2 1og(4m)]

< Z (4m) - e 4

=2

—72/9
< de T/,

the following holds:

jeh

> wj e witr(fi(gy,)  falgg, o g5) - filg)")

Z (4m)~"!

1>[72/2log(4m)]+1

< 8117_2 ijz-L? - max {7y, /2l - log(4m) } (max{ry, /2l - log(4m)} + \/pr)
J

ey wiug, e wy g,
g€l

- 8117—2 > w; L - max{ro, /21 - log(4m)}(max{ro, /21 -log(dm)} + V/pr)

m m
+ 20 (Y wiud) (Y wpw)'
k=1 k=1
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where the last line is due to (28). Using this, we have

Z Z ”SHZO—H Z Wy +- tr fl(g]l) f2(gj2"" 7gj171) ' fl(gjl)T)

1>2 s€S; [m]!
<Y (=)l N g tr(filg) - ol g5 ) - filg)T)
1>2 s€S; jJeli(s)
+ 1D (1)l Z wjy - witr(f1(g;,) - F2(Ggy0 - 95,,) - Filg;) )|
1>2 s€S; j€la(s

The first term above can be bounded by

]'73/2 log(4m)]
Z wsz? : < Z To/pr - 270+ Z 27 (21 log(4m) + \/2lpr 10g(4m))>
j =2 1>[78/2log(4m)]+1
+ Z4l 20r( Zwkuk Zwkuk —2
1>2
<C Z wszjz (7-0\/]7 + log(4m) + /pr log(4m)> + C’I’(Z wiuy)
j k=1

m
< Croy/pr Yy w3 +Cr(d_wiug),
j k=1

if we set 79 = co,/p > log(4m). Here the first inequality is due to (29).

In summary,

> D (et Z wy, - wite(fi(gy,) - f2(gs 1 95.,) - Filg;) ")

1>2 s€S; [m]t
m
< CTo/pr Z u;2L2 + CT(Z w?u?)
J= J=1
—2
with probability 1 — 22 ZTZI e—c(ni"P) By setting w; = Zu —, we obtain
J J
00T U R < oY uph) = Cpr
F= J =1 (/2 /1
J Z (mm max“’a +a]

Cpr 2

< }
Zj (nj A (n?a? log_l(%’)p_l(r + log nj)_l)) )‘min

g
( max/)\min + )

)\min

Finally since Amax =< Amin < A, we finish the proof.
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A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We have

S-2=) (U (5 -’ NUU +UEU") —UU (8- o*UU"
J
= UU"(E; - NUU —UU (S - o*)UU" +Y o, UE;U". (32)
J J

For the first term in (32), we can further decompose it as

Y U0 (S —* 0T —UUT (8- o*HUUT
J
=(OU"-UU")Y v - DUUT +TT"T (35 — 1) (UU" —UUT)
J J
+UUT (Y s —nyuu’. (33)
J

And notice from Lemma 5, for each j, with probability exceeding 1 — e~t14,

~ r t1 . -~ t1 s
IS, =3 < Tty Tty (A +0?),
J ~ N N
] ]

where 7 = ’”iig‘f. Under the given SNR, and by setting ¢1; = p A nj, we obtain Hij -3 <A

and therefore with probability exceeding 1 — e P\,

I1Z; — 1| < |5 - B[ + 1T - o21]] S A

Moreover, we have

Now applying Lemma 5, we obtain with probability exceeding 1 — e~ 2,

J
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In summary, we obtain the upper bound as follows:

|

<A-UUT —UUT ||p + (62 + N

Y U0 (E; -’ 0T —UUT (8- o*HUUT
J

F

(r+t2)r

S pr . (02+)\)02> (@)\)
<\/Z§n=1 (nj n* 52p—1(’r + log nj)—l 10g71(2.5(5j_1))) /\

'Uj 7
Z n*] (’I" + 2)7’,

J

where the last inequality comes from Theorem 1. For the second term in (32), [> . v;Ejln =
225 viEjli ~ N(0, 3, 0]2-6]2), and [3; vjEjlu ~ N(0,23; 0]25]2) And with probability exceeding

—t
1—e"2,

I ZqujHF <SVreJr+ s ngﬁg.
J

J

—to

So we conclude with probability exceeding 1 — 23> y e~ (niAP) _ g=t2,

& pr 2 2 2
(PRSI ( (07 4+ Ao ) (2rA%)
> i < A (n? Je3d=1(r +logny)~ 1log_1(2.55j_1))> /\

+ (r +to)r < (A2 + ot +,82>

Next we consider the expectation for EHE — X||%. From (32) and (33), we see

E[S-SIE SEIY v(S—o*DNOTT —UUNIRE+E| Y viEl

j J
+EIUT(Y v - DUk (34)
J

We consider the event

m

EN r+t1; T+t
flzﬂ{yzj—o—%ugc:(wr#)( rthy It 1’j>+)\}.

i1 n; nj

By setting ¢, ; = n; A p, then under F7, we have H§] — 02I|| < 2 under the given SNR condition,
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and P(Ff) < 3 e~ ("), Then

IEHZ’U]E—U nOoT -uvun3

—EHZUJ nOUT -UUN|E-1UF) +E| Y v(E; - o’ NOTT = UUT)|f - 1(FF)
J
R 1/2 12
<ANE|\UUT -UUT |2 + <IE|| Zvj nou' - UUT)H%> (P(FD)) 7.
Notice
EHZUJ NOUT —vU )| < 4? EHZUJE — 21|

? m3zu;*1[«:uzj —o?I||*.
J
And
E|S; — o I||* < 8E|S; — B[t + 8AL.

From Lemma 5, we see

EN r+t T4+t
P(IS; - S < CO+0?)(,/ L v Il ) <ot
! nj nj

Then from Lemma 7, we see

E|E; -2t < OO+ o2)* ; <A

m:[\) ‘ ﬁl\g

where the last inequality comes from the SNR. condition. And thus

E 0j(3; — 1) (OUT —UUT)||f < 64r2m3A!
] F

Therefore

1/2
<E||Zvj (8, —2D({0TT - UUT)||4F> (B(FD) Y < 8rmP2AZ (Y e/,
J
1

S ) (5 ) For the second

This term is dominated by the first term as long as \/o? <

term in (34), we have

E| Y wiEjlf=r*Y 03B,
i J
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We now consider the last term in (34). From Lemma 5, we have

P(HUT(Z@ _S)U|| > Co® 1 )
7

Which gives

<

2
ENUTO 0,8 - UR <rEIUT (S 08 - DU < Cr*(A+0)2 > L
J J J

<.

In conclusion, we have

Cpr
Py (nj A (n262p—1(7“ +logn;)~! 10g71(2.55j_1))

Aot 8 2.5\ A2(r +logn;)? + o*p?
2 9 J
+Cr Z ( : 52- log(6j> "

J J

E|T -2} <

) (@A +0h) | A@rd?)

~1
2 4.2
Now by setting v; o (/\21-{04 + 6% log (T5> A (r+1ogn2]) +oip ) . we obtain
i i

i

Cpr
Py (nj A (n252p*1(r +logn )1 log_1(2.55;1))
Cr?
Z;”Zl ((nj()\z + 04)*1) A (n?e? log~! <25—f> ()\2(7‘ +logn;)? + O'4p2)_1)>

E|E -2 <

) (X +0*) | A\@rd?)

+

Finally we show

Cr?
251 ((na‘(/\2 +oh) L) A (nfeflog™ (25—]5) (A2(r + logn;)? + a4p2)*1)>
< Cpr (02)\ N 04)
Py ("j A (n2e3p=t(r +logn;)~! log_1(2.55j_1))>
Cr?

_l’_

Z;T;I ((nj)\_z) A (n?s? log™! (%) A72(r + log nj)—g))
We consider the different cases for A\/o?. When \/o? < 1, the left hand side is bounded by

Crio*

i (mi A (et log™ (%))
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which is bounded by the first term on the right hand side. Next if A\/o? > %, we have the left hand
side is bounded by

Cr2\?
> (nj A (n?s? log™* (%) (r + log nj)*Q))
which is bounded by the second term on the right hand side. Finally we consider if 1 < /o2
Then the left hand side is bounded by

)

IN
I

Cr?
Py ((nj)\—2) A (n?e? log~! (25—]5) (N2(r + logn;)? + 04p2)71)>
Notice the first term on the right hand side is lower bounded by
Cpro?\
Py (nj A (n2£2p_1(r +logn;)~1 log_1(2.55j_1))) .

Therefore it is equivalent to showing

Cr?
1
Z;rlzl (22 + 21 5 log ( ) ()‘Q(T + logn ) + U4p2)>
J niE;
Cpro?\

= 1>
Zj]\/il <nl] + ﬁp(r +logn;) 10g(2.55j—1)>
777

which is true if and only if

U 1 -1 US| 2.5 -1
rz ( + ﬁp(r + log n;) log(2. 55 )) < pJQ)\Z < + —5— log (6) (/\2(7’ + lognj)2 + U4p2)> )
3 J

n;
=1\ e j=1

This can be implied by

XL 11 .
T(. + n2e2 < ) (X*(r +logn;)* + 04]92)) < d0'2>\<' + ﬁp(r + log ;) log(2.55; 1)),
njo nie nj o nie;

<

which is true if 1 < % 2,

A.3 Proof of Lemma 1
We first state the following lemma, which will be helpful.
Lemma 2. For any j € [m], suppose N\/a* > Ci(p/nj + /p/n;), and p > logn;. Then with

probability exceeding 1 — nj_loo — 126*‘30(7’/\”1),

i N+ o202
max || 0,07 — TOTOT | <cf toe

1 ).
i€ng] n; 'Y p(r+logn)
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Proof. Most of the proof is the same as the proof in Lemma 3 in Cai et al. (2024b), we only aim
at improving the probability. Notice we have from Lemma 5, Hi‘ = X[, 1%; )
probability exceeding 1 — 2e =< (%P) where 2(

. Therefore we have

—X| < 1A\ with

Z /i X])X(])T + = X( )X(') where X
is an i.i.d. copy of XZ-(j)

U0 —UUT =) " Ssi(®),
k>1
(7D 7@ T
o Ut =3 Se (=
k>1

where = = flj — %, and 20 = f)gl) — X. This implies

b7 - GOFOT

i U, Sx1(E) — S (EW) + Z (Sek(E) — Sep(ED)).
E>2
Notice
Ss1(B) - Ss (BN =AU (E-2u, u] + U, U] (2-20)UA~tUT
_ %U AT XOT _ ORIy T
J
+ niULUI(Xi(j)Xi(j)T - XOXxOhua-uT.
J

We consider the event

{HUTX}J leas 1T XD 10y < VA + 023/r + logn; : Vi € [n; }

{HUIXE”\@, TRy S ov/p: Vi€ [nj]}.
Then P(&1) > 1 —n; 190 Therefore under &,

1S5.1(2) — Sy1(EC )||F<—||UA T x@ x0T ULULHF+—HUA WwIXDXO T, ] |e

S ;)\_ VA4 o?o\/p\/T +logn;.
j

Now we consider for £ > 2. We denote the index set

Sk ={s={(s1, " sk+1) 181, ,Skt1 = 0,81 + -+ + sp41 = k},
whose cardinality is bounded by |Sk|

= (Qkk) < 4% We define

Toksg = M(s))A "M (s1) TEO M(s9) --- M(s;) T (2 — ED )M (s141)

- M(s) "EM (sp1)A”

Sk M (1) |
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for k> 2,s€Sg,and [ € [k] and M(0) :=U,,M(s) =U for s > 0. With slight abuse of notation,

A0 = I,_,. Then we have

D (SerE =Sk ED) =D ks (35)

k>2 k>2 s€Sy, l€[k]

We consider the event

- {HUTEUy, [UTEOT) S (A +0?) [T i [nj]}
J

—_ —(i p .
n{IoT=ul 01001 S (0 + o) 2 vi e
J

G AN EA RN
J

Then P(&) > 1 — 4(e”P 4 e9") — nse~" for some 7 > 0 to be specified. Then as long as
n+ 7 < pAnj, and under the given SNR condition, we have

A max{(wra)\/m (A2 4 0)o \/> \/>} %

Now we bound || 75k, s,||r under £ N E. We discuss different choices of s, s741.

Case 1: s;,841 > 0. In this case, we have

M(s)"(E—-ED)M(s141) = ;UT(Xi(])Xi(])T - X7 x9N
J

Therefore under &1, we have

A+ 02)(7“ +logn;)
nj ’

1M (s1) (B = D) M (sp41) v S

Now we consider the rest terms in Ty k5. Since s;, 5141 > 0, there exists I # [ € [k], sy =0, sp41 >

0 or sy > 0,sy+1 = 0. Therefore we have

Ci o+ (r+logn;
1 Tsks0llF < A2 2( ) 8 ])()\1/2—1—0)0 /g
j

10k 2 n;
< 10"7 - )\ WA+ 020/py/1 + logn;,

where the last line holds given the SNR condition.
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Case 2: s;=10,s141 >0 or s; > 0,s;41 = 0. In this case, we have

- —=(i 1 ]
1M(s)" (E = EO)M(su)lle = — UL (X x0T - X XU s
J

1
—\V A+ o20\/p\/7 + logn;.
nj

N

And under &, we have

)\ WA+ a20/py/T +logn;.

1 Tsk,sllF < 10k T

Case 3: sy = s;11 = 0. In order to derive a tight upper bound, we need to use the leave-one-out
technique. Notice
Tepsg = M(s1)A™ M(s1) "TEOM (s5) --- U] (E - DU,
- M () TEM (spy ) A M (s341) T

= L M)A M (1) TED M (ss) - UT (XD x DT _ DFOTyy,

1

- M () TEM (spy ) A M (sp41) T

We only consider the bound for

1M (s1)A* M (s1) TEOM(s9) - U] XDXDTUL - M () TEM (s511) A+ M(s511) " |1,

and the other term can be bounded similarly. Since s; = ;417 = 0. There exists some Iy € [k + 1],
51, > 0. We assume wlog lp > [ + 1 and that [y is the smallest integer that s;;, > 0. In fact, if
lp < I, then the term can be easier to bound due to the independence between X Z-(j ) and 20, Now

we consider the term

1xP U, UTEU, - UTEU ||p.
E,_/ N——
1st (lo—l)—th

We now decompose = = =1 + =5, with =1 = ij(Xi(j)Xi(j)T —3), and Eg = %(ZZ,# X](i’)X](i/)T —3).
Then
XZ-(j)TUL -UIEUL .. UIEU = XZ.(j)TUL Ul=U, - U, =U
—— N——
1st (lo—1)-th

—|—Xi(j)TUJ_ ~UIEUJ_"'UJ_EIUJ_"'UJ_E2U

_l_

XL UTSUL - UTEUL - UTEU

=gl e G
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Notice =9 is independent of Xi(j ). Therefore condition on o,

Gio—1 ~ N(0,02U 25U, - U] 25U, ---U[ U, - U] EpU, --- U ZU, --- U] E50).

We define

£y = {||UIEQU|| <S(A2 4+ 0)0, /% Vi € [nj]} N {||ULEQULH <o, /§ Vi € [nj]}.
J J

Then P(E3) > 1 — 4(e™P 4 =" ). Then under & N E N Es,
1 /P
g1o—1lles S W\/FU()\lﬁ‘f‘U)U '

And similarly for all I’ =1,--- ,lp — [ — 1, we have

1 p 3 1 1/2 D
Hgl’Hfz S WTTJ‘O_ \/’FS W\/’FO‘(A —|—0’)0‘ TTJ

In summary,

_ l

I x99y, Ul - UTEU ||FA<JWSH\/?O—(A1/2+J)U‘/£.

%/—/ S—— U
1st (lo—1)-th

Now we use the event &1, &> to bound the rest of the terms, which give

IM(s1)A™ M (s1) 2D M (s0) ---UT XD XD TU | - M (53) TEM (s110) A~ M (s51) T ||

_ 1 D
2 1/2
SAVpo g VoW +a>a\/nfj-

This implies
L
175 ksille S ——A7"Vpo
J

1 1/2 p
ToF=2 Vre(A2 4 0)o, /nj.
In other words, under the given SNR, we have

1 1
| ——— A" A+ 020/py/r + logn,.
1

Finally from (35), we conclude

1> (S rE) = SssEN)IF <D DY 1Tersille

k>2 k>2 s€S), I€[k]

<ZZZ )\ WA+ 020/py/7 + logn;

k>2 seSy, le[k]

<ZZ ——)\ WA+ 020/py/1 + logn,

k>2 SESk
< Z ——)\ YW+ 020\/p\/r +logn;
iz 2

1
< n—)\_lv A+ c%oy/py\/T + logn;.
J
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In summary, by setting n = n; A p and taking union bound over all ¢ € [n;], we conclude with
probability exceeding 1 — n;wo — 12e—<0(PAn;)
~ by + g2 g2

T_ggom < oL
lrél[ixHUU —U;7U;7 lr C " SN

p(r + logn;).

O]

The proof for the sensitivity of singular values is a direct result of Lemma 4 in Cai et al. (2024b).
The claim of Lemma 1 then follows the sensitivity of Gaussian mechanism (see e.g. Lemma 1 in
Cai et al. (2024b)).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3

We first show the lower bound for subspace estimation and then the lower bound for covariance
matrix estimation.
Lower bound for subspace estimation. Let © be a random matrix of size p x r with its entries
iid. N(0,1). The density function of © is p(©) = (2r)~P"/2 . exp(—||©[|2/2). Let W := 670
has the Wishart distribution W,(I,., p). Define a map v : RPX" — RP*P as 1)(0) = Q(0T0)"'0 .
Denote ¥y, k, (©) := €k11/1( )ek, be the (k1,ka)-th component function of ¢(©) for all ki, ks € [p].
Basically, 1 maps a given p X r matrix to a p X p rank-r projection matrix. Moreover, denote
0 := 0(07O)" /2 ¢ OP*" the left singular vectors of ©. It is clear by definition that 1)(0) = 00 T.
Suppose that Xi(j) R N(0,\007 + ¢21,) for all j € [m] and Vi € [n;]. Denote © , € QP*(P~7)
such that (©,0) is a p x p orthogonal matrix. We denote

(:)T
(_)T

v
Z(J)

x4 i [N(O, A+ o)1)

L N (.02, ) ] Vi € [m),i € [nj] (36)

() s

We define the score corresponding to X;
o 1. o) — n—-1_ 25 70)y0)T15—1/2 pxr
Sji = Vlogp(X;”;0) = ((/\ +0°) o )@LZZ- Yy w € RP7", (37)

Denote D; := {XZ»(j) : 1 € [n;]} the data set stored at j-th local client. We define

j

n; ‘
S;:=Vlogp(Dj;0) = Z Vlogp(XZ-(]); 0) = Z Sji-
i=1 =1

This induces a linear operator RP*" — RP*" for all j € [m],i € [n;] defined by

N
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where the expectation is taken w.r.t. XZ.(j ). We denote the sum as

n; 9
Ci(V) = ;cj,i(V) = (Af;w@leivw—l. (39)

The following lemma states a matrix version of the Van Trees’ inequality. We first clarify some
useful notations. In the following, we view the gradient Vi (©) as an operator maps from RP*"
to RP*Pie., Vi(O)(Y) € RP*P for all Y € RP*" as a directional derivative. See more details in
Appendix C.1. Similarly, the gradient V log p(Dj; @|ﬁj) € RP*" can be identified as an operator
maps from RP*" — R such that - — (V1ogp(D;; @|(7j), . Let Vi(0)* : RP*P — RP*" the adjoint

operator satisfying
(VY(O)(Y), M) = (Vip(0) (M),Y), forVY € RP”*" and VM € RP*P.

Let o denote the composition of operators. The trace of a self-adjoint operator £ that maps from
RP*P to itself is defined by

tr(L) == Z <£(6i6jT),6z‘€jT>a
i,j€[p]

where e; denotes the i-th canonical basis vector of RP.

Lemma 3. For any estimator U € Qp*r of ¥(0©), its average-case error rate is lower bounded by

. (Jf tr(V(©) 0 V§(©)*) - p(©)de)’
= M E [ tr(V(0) 0 Z(0[T;) 0 Vi(©)*) - p(©)de + T (p)’

/ B[00 - ¢(0)|2 - p(©)de

where ﬁj denotes any (g4,06;)-DP estimator based on dataset D; at j-th local client and

I =3 / AGE,,,(©)p(O)de,

k1,k2€[p]

2 2 : 82(1’[}]261]{2)
(i,5)€lp]x[r] "

Z(0|U;) = E[(Vilog p(Dy; ©|U;))" o Vlog p(Dj; ©|U;)].

It suffices to control the three terms involved in the right hand side of Lemma 3. We will show

(see Appendix C.1 for more details) Vi)(©) : RP*" — RP*P is the following linear map:
Vy(O)(Y)=06,0]yw 26T +ew2vTe,6]. (40)
Meanwhile (see Appendix C.2), Vi)(©)* : RP*P — RP*" ig given by
VY(O) (M)=0,0](M+MHew/2, (41)
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Lower bound for [tr(Vi(0) o Vi)(0)*)p(©)dO . Based on (40) and (41), we have for all
M € RP*P that

Vi(0) o V§(0)"(M)
—0,0](M+MHew e rewteT (M + MO, 6].

So, by definition, we get

tr(Vi(6) o V(©)")

— Z <@ O (eie] +eje] JOW'OT + OW 'O (ese] + eje; )@L@L>ej
i,j€[p]

= 2tr(@l@T) (C:) G)T) + 2<(:)W71C:)T, éJ_C:)J_>

=2(p —r)tr(W).

Therefore,

/ tr(V4(8) 0 Vi(0)")p(©)d6 = 2(p — r)Etr(W 1),

where W ~ W,.(I,,p) follows the Wishart distribution. Following the Theorem 3.1 of Von Rosen
(1988), we have EW ! = (p —r —1)"!I. if p—r — 1 > 1. So we have

/tr(w(@) o Vi(0)")p(©)d6 = m > or.

Upper bound for J(p) . Simple calculations show, for all k1, k2 € [p], that

Vi, (©) = éLéi(ekl 6;2 + 61926;—1)(:)W_1/2,
Awkﬂm = 2[éLéI]k1k2 ) tr(W_l) - 2(10 - T)[éW_léT]kle.

Since Vp(0) = (27)77"/2 exp(—||©]|%/2)(—O), we have (Vp, Vib,1,) = 0 for all ki, ky € [p]. As a

result,

/ ST (Ak,)%0(0)d6 = / ( — )W u%+4<p—r>(tr<w—1>)2)p<@>d@
k1,k2€[p]

4(p — )’ EI[W 2 + 4(p — E(tr(W 1))

A(p — r)2E[W YR + 4(p — r)rE|W 3

8

(p—r)’E[WE

IN I

IN

as long as p > 2r.
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Following the Corollary 3.1 of Von Rosen (1988), we have 2
EW 2 = (c1 + co + cor) 1,
where ¢ = (p—7—2)cs and ca = [(p—7)(p—7—1)(p —r — 3)] L. As a result,

Z (A¢klk2)2p(@)d@ S (42)

k1,k2€[p]
Upper bound for E [ tr(Vy(©)* oI(@|(7j) oV (0)) -p(©)dO . In fact, for all j € [m], we have

E/tr(Vzﬁ(@)* oI(@\Uj) o V¢(@))
= E[E||V¢(0)(V log p(D;; ©[T;)) |12]

:E[ZE<V¢(@)(V10gP(Dﬁ@|ﬁj))vv¢( )(V1ogp(X7;010,)) . (43)
B _GY

Meanwhile, for all j € [m],i € [n;], we also define

GY) = E(Vy(0)(Viog p(Dy; 0|0;)), Vi (0)(V log p(X; ©]T)))).

v () ()

where X’ is an i.i.d. copy of X Note that the expectation is taken conditional on (7]-, implying
that EGY) =
Denote (GEJ))+ =0V ng) and (Gl(j))_ =—0A Gz(-j). By slightly abuse of notation, we denote

X0 .= [Xy), e ,Xﬁi)} and py(; the corresponding density function. Since ﬁj is (g4,6;)-DP, by

definition, we have

P((G0)" 2 t) - / JR(G) 2 X0 =)o (o (6D
<[/ < SP((GO)F > t‘X(J =2, XY =30 14, >px<] (@i (@) daDdz
= eij<((~;§”)+ > t) +6;.
Therefore, for an arbitrary 7 > 0 to be determined later, we have
+00 . T X +oo .
/ IP((GE”)JF > t)dt:/ P((GEJ))J’ > t>dt+/ P((G§J>)+ Zt)dt
0 0 T
T . +o0 .
< / p((G9)* > t> dt + 6; + / P((GE”)* > t) dt
0 T

T . +oo .
< (1+Clsj)/ ]P’((GZ(.]))* > t>dt+¢5j +/ IP><(G§J))+ > t)dt,

0

2There appears to be a typo in Corollary 3.1 (i), where the coefficient of the second term on the right hand side

should be ¢> instead of c;.
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where in the last inequality we used the fact that max;¢(,, €5 = O(1). And similarly we can show

+o00 . +o0 . +o00 .
/ P((GE”)Jr > t)dt > / IP<(G§’>)— > t> dt — Clsj/ P((GZ(J))‘ > t>dt
0 0 0
o0 .
— 76— / IED((GZ(.J))Jr > t) dt.

Combine these two inequalities and we get

“+o0

. . . +0o0 ) s
EGY) < EGY + 201¢,E|GY)| + 276, + / IP’((GE”)* 2t)dt+ / P((G§J>)- Zt)dt. (44)

The first term in above right hand side vanishes. We now bound E[@E‘j )]. By Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, we get

E|GY| < E|GY2
— VE(E(VU(0)(VIog (D} 0105)), ViH(©)(V log p(X; 01T))))?

< E[EIV(©)(V1og p(Dy: 0[0,)I12] - E[EIV(6) (VIog p(X; 0]0)) 2].

Using the data processing inequality, we have
E[E[[V(0)(Viog (X, 0]T)) 7] < E||Ve(©)(V log p(X;"; ) |-

From (37) and (40), we obtain

22 _
E[E[|V(0)(Vlogp(X; 0/0,))|12] < il “I.
In summary, we have
2)\2 Ly =
E|GY| < WHW I- \/E[EHVM@)(WOgP(Dj;@\Uj))HF]- (45)

It remains to bound the tail probabilities P((ng ))+ > t) and IP’((GE] )) t). Without loss

of generality, we take ¢ = 1. We shall first consider E|G |k for some large and absolute integer
k > 0. Recall ng) =E(Vy(© )(Vlogp(Dj,@\Uj)),VQ/)( )(Vlog p(X; ®|U ))). By definition, we
get

E|GYF = E[E(V4(0)(V logp(Dy; 0]0;)), Vo (0)(Vlog p(X ; ©10)))) |*
<E\ VY (0)(S)), Vib(8)(Sj))|"-
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where the inequality is due to Jenson’s inequality and recall

S; = V(0)(V log p(D;; ©|Tj)),
S;1 = Vip(0)(Vlegp(X Y 0|T)))

Observe that (V)(0)(S;), Vi(0)(S;1)) = 32 (VY (©)(S;4), Vi(O)(S)1)). Therefore
E[(V(0)(S;), Ve(©)(S;1))[*

k
— B[V o(O)s;) I} + <Zw VU(©)(S;)
nj k
< 2°E[[Ve(0) (S, I + 2"E|( 0 V(0)(8;4), Ve(©)(S;1))
1=2
Denote
}/2(.]73 [Y(j) Y,g)] and ZéjT)LJ = [Zéj)y... ,Z%)} .
Then we can write
j ) ) j
Zw = (A +0%) =072 <@LZZZ.(J)YZ.(J)TW o7 +ow 1Y yWz0T @T>
1=2 1=2
= ((A+ot) =02 (02 vl weT +ew v ZE) e ] ).

By the definitions in eq. (36), we know that all entries of YQ(;Q]- are i.i.d. obeying distribution
N(0,\+0?). Similarly, all entries of Zg)l] are i.i.d. obeying N(0,0?). Based on these facts, we get

L]

> (TU(O)(S)4), VeO)(S1)) = 2((A + 02~ = 072X (Z8) v Tw L 20y Tw ),
=2
By denoting p1:= (A4 ¢%)7' — ) (A + 02)o?, we can write
S (VO (8,0), V(O)(S1)) = 2(Z5) T T W 207 T,
=2

where = are the normalized version, i.e., the entries of ZU) and Y are i.i.d. standard normal

random variables.
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Using the tower rule, we get

| (Z, Vo, W Z“)YWW IE =Bz, 2T W)

< KB 2PN BT WY
(k/2)-1 (k/2)-1
=k I] w-r+20)- [[ y—1+20 Ejw 2|8
i=0 =0
(k/2)—1 (k/2)—1
<ok I (0 —r+2i)- (nj —1420) - [W2|g,
i=0 1=0
where, in the first and last inequalities, we used Lemma 4 to show that E||W ™~ 2YO)H < (CEYV2|[W=2||p)k.

Here C > 0 is an absolute constant.
Similarly, we get
E|V(0)(S;1) | = (2u)* - E| 207D w2
= (2u)" - E[ 20|28 - Elwy |3

k—1
<P TJw—r+2i) KW 3.
1=0

In summary, we have

E|G{[F < E(V(0)(S)), Vi(©)(S; 1)

< R (0 = I+ = ) 2
We can similarly show the upper bound for IE’,|C~¥§J ) |®
~0 — k/2 _
BIGO < At (@ = I+ (= )l w2 )

By Markov’s inequality, we get

P((GZ(]))+ > t> < P<|G§J)| > t) _ P<|G§J)|k > tk> < E|Cik | ‘

Therefore

oo , +oo g1k ‘
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Observe that, by setting 7 = (6;1E|ng)|k)1/k, we get

+oo . +oo
75j+/ P((G§’>)+zt>dt+/ P((Gf”) >t)d

1 2 ;
< k—l(S T+ k_léjT—Fk_lT_kHE\GE])]k
k—1terms
() k1 /k 5%
2(EIGD|}) ks
X —1y2 1/2, 1/2 11,2 L=
SCkm((d—T)”W 1f+ (d =) 207 W2 |p) o, F

By plugging the above bound into (44), we get

. 2 7
EGY gaclsj\/ o o752 W IV ELEIV(©) (Vloxp (D €107

A2 —1y2 172, 1/2 172 e
+Okm((d—7’)||w 1+ (d = 7) 20 "W 2 [|r)4;

Together with (43), we get

E[E||V4(0)(V log p(D;; ©|0;))||3]

2 —
< zclnj5j\/()\+ prrrelle 2H\/E [E[|V4(0)(V log p(D;; ©[U;))[I3]

2

k=1
ot 07902 (0= DI e+ (= ) g 2w =2 ),

+ C]C’I’Lj

Therefore, as long as

2

- 2
— ((p- _1/2,1/2,1/2 % < (29222 A
(A + 02)02 ((p—=r)r+(p—r)"2r'2n/")6F < Cinje

Ck - nj j J TN+ 0202’

we have
2

—||W
T (A +02%)0? |

]E[E”Viﬂ(@)(Vlogp(Dj;G)\(/]‘j))n ] 2 262 _2||-

As a result, we get

E / tr(Vi(8)* 0 Z(O[T;) o Vii(O)) - p(©)dO < Cinle? E[W, (46)

T (A +02)0?
where recall that W ~ W,.(I,, p) follows the Wishart distribution.
Using the data processing inequality, we have another upper bound for Etr(Vw(G))* ol (G)|[7 j)o

Vi (0)) as
Etr(Vi(0)* 0 Z(8]U;) o Vih(O)) < tr(Veh(©) o Cj o Vep(0)*),
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where C; is defined in (39). From (38) and C; = 3"7, C;, we see

ni\2
tr(V6(8) 0 ;0 V(8)") = o5 L (p = rea(W2)
Therefore,
3 471]')\2 T
[ (vue) o 017,) 0 Vu©) peNe < T

In summary, we have

)\2
A+ 02)o?

/tr(Vw(@)* o Z(6|0;) 0 Vih(0)) - p(©)de < mm{c%n 2R | W 2|y,§”_j7;} T

Finally, we plug these bounds into the right hand side of the inequality in Lemma 3, we obtain

(recall that we focus on the regime max;¢, €5 = O(1))

2
,
ITTT = ¢(©)|% - p(©)dO 2 ———
/ Zizlmln{n -E|W-— 2||,p r}-%w

Finally we bound E|W~2|. Denote the event Fy := {||W — pl.|| < p/2}. From the basic
concentration inequality of sample covariance matrix (Koltchinskii and Lounici, 2017), we have
P(Fp) > 1 — e P, Under Fy, we have Apin(W) > p/2. So we have

E[[W 2| = E[|W 2| - 1(Fo) + E[W 2| - 1(F)
<dp P+ (B|W 2|72 em s
<dp 4 (B|W 2R3 emnl?
= dp~? 4+ (Etr(W—4)1/2 . emerp/2,

The term Etr(WW %) can be computed using the Theorem 4.1 of Von Rosen (1988), which implies
Etr(W—4) - e=1P/2 < p=2,

Lower bound for covariance matrix estimation. We consider a subset ©1 of O()\, ?):
0 = {2 =XNUU" +0T:U € @W}
In this set, both A and ¢? are known to us, and it boils down to estimating U. Therefore

inf sup EHE]—EH%— inf sup A -E|UUT —UU'|3
¥ Y€y UeM(e,8) 2€0(X02)

- copr
B > <nj A (n262 -p~ir—1

) (Ao? + o) \(rA?). (47)
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Now if A\/o? > 1, then in addition to (47), we consider another set

A4+ VVT + (N4 0?1, 0
@2:{2: A+ +(A+0%) :Ve@nr}.
0 oI, 2
For any ¥ € O9, it admits the following decomposition:
-
v v Vv
o [ | diag(2A 4+ 02, 20+ 02\, -, ) H 46t
0 0

o
3 times

where V| € @n% is the orthogonal complement of V. Since A\/o? > 1, we can conclude Oy C

O(), 02). Now the original problem reduces to a smaller one. Define
O\, 0?) = {2 =VAVT + 0%
Vel A= diag(A1, -+, Ar), 0N < A <o < Co/\}.

Then from (47), we have

inf  sup  E|S-Z|E> - A+ ) A\ (rA+0)?)
Z ZEé(A+02,)\+UZ) Z?il (n] /\ (n?g? . T*Q))
cor?\?

vV
——
=
—
=
b
]
N~—

Sy (g A (n2e2 )

_ v v
Note that the estimation of V' in ©5 is a sub-problem of estimating { | in ©-, we have
0

inf sup B[S - B2 >inf  swp  EJS - 53
L €6 % $ed®(M o2, 402)

> cor"X® A(r2?)
TSR (g A (22 r2)

Together with the bound in (47), we conclude when \/o? > 1,

inf  sup E|S — ZHF>1nf sup E|T — 3|2
3 BeO(A 0'2) Y YeO1U6,

g g )NV (e )A):
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Notice when \/o? <1,

codr 9 4 9 cor?\? 9
(Ao + %) (rA%) > (rA%).
(z;”l (75 A (22 - p7171)) ) A (2;”1 (s A (n2e2 r?))) A

Therefore we conclude for any A, o2 satisfy the condition in the theorem,

inf sup E|E— 33
2 2ed()\o?)

(g OTETET= M)AV (5 (v pe Tz>)) Ao

This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 3

We use z = {Xi(j),z’ = 1,---,n;}7", to represent the collection of all data, X0 = {X; ])
1,---,n;}, and © to be the parameter. Condition on {Uj}jzp we define the random matrices
A= fjij - ¢(@)>
0 ~ 1
Byi= Y. 22— ([V¢5(O)k - plz, O{T;}1) - p(O)) = :
wpyepixir 29K ’ Pz, O{U;}71)p(O)

where p(z, G)|{I?J}) is the conditional density with parameter © and we have
p(x, O{T;}) = [[ (X9, 01T)).
j=1

Now we define the conditional expectation E[(A,B>|{(7J}] = [ [(4, B>p(x,@\{l7j})p(®)d@dac.

Then using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we see

(E[(A B){T;})

E[||A||2{U;}] > ~ 48
AlEKU;} = E[||B|I2|{U;}] (48)
Simple calculation shows
E[(A, B)|{T,}] = / / Z[ﬁUT Z ((V45(O)luap(x, OH{T; })p(©)) dOds
— "
//Z Vi (© i - p(©)dOdx

ij,kl

_ / tr(V(©) 0 Vi5(8))p(©)de,
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where the second equality holds from integration by parts, [ p(z, @|{(7j})da: =land} [Vi;(0)]3, =
tr(Ve(©) o Vi)(0)*). Meanwhile,

E[| AlE{U;}] = / IUTT —w(©)] - p(©)de.
Notice the right hand side is still a function of {(7]} Next we consider the expectation E[|| B H%]{ﬁj}]

2
BlIBIRIO;)] = B3 ((A0:(6) + (V03(0), Viogp(e, O1T;)) + Viogn(©) )

Since ¥ (0) is independent of {ﬁj},
B Ay2(0) = / S Ay (0)p(©)de.
ij ij
Notice
/Vlogp(X(j), 0|7;) - p(X), 0|F;)dz = V[/p(X(j), 0|0;)d] = 0, (49)

where the last equality is due to [ p(X), @\ﬁj)dx = 1. Thus, EV log p(z, 9]{(7]}) = 0. Also notice
(V;;(0), Vlog p(©)) = 0. Therefore

EY (V1(0), Viogp(z, OI{Tj}) + Viogp(6))*

=E) (Vi;(8), Viogp(x, O{T;}))?
ij

=E (V¢;(0),>  Viegp(X W), 0|0}))?
1% k=1

=Y "E> (V4y;(0), Viegp(XY), 0|T}))?,

k=1  ij

where in the last line the cross terms vanish due to (49). Recall
Z(6|U;) = E[(Viogp(XV); 0|T;))" o Vg p(X); 0|T;)].
Therefore
E> (Vihi;(0), Viegp(X D), 0[T))* = / tr(Ve(0)* 0 Z(8|Uy) 0 Viy(©)) - p(©)de
ij
Using (49) again, we obtain

Y Avi(0) - (Vii;(0), Viogp(r, O1{T;}) = 0.
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So we conclude
E[|[BIZ{0,}] = / S AGE(©)p(©)d0 + Y / tr(V(0) 0 Z(O]T7}) 0 Vi(O)7) - p(©)de.
ij j=1

Now taking expectation w.r.t. U ; in (48), and using Jenson’s inequality yield the desired result

(E[(A, B){T;}))?
B[|[BIE {0}

(ftr(vw(@) o V¢(@)*)p(@)d@)2
E[||BII{T;}]

(ftr(w)(@) o v¢(@)*)p(@)d®>
E[E[| BII2{T;}]]

[EITTT —v©)l - pe)ie > &

2

>
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B Technical Lemma

Lemma 4. Let g1, -+, gm i< N(0,1), and ¢1,- - ,¢m > 0. Then for any integer | > 0, we have
m m
E() cgh) <(C1-) e)
i=1 i=1

for some absolute constant C' > 0.

Proof. We show this by expanding (31", ¢;g2)". In fact, we have

m m
EY cig)'=E > ciecigh g
=1

11,0, =1

< Qe Eg <)) - (Y,

% )

where g ~ N(0,1) and we use the moment bound for Gaussian in the last inequality. O

Lemma 5 (Koltchinskii and Lounici (2017)). Let Xi,---, X, be i.i.d. samples from N(0,%), and
S=15" XX Then

a r r
BIE - 2l = sl (£ vy D),
n n
where ¥ = t‘r(ZEH) is the effective rank of 3. Moreover, there exists an absolute constant C1 > 0, such

that for all t > 1, with probability exceeding 1 — e~ ¢,

~ ~ t t
8- 51 -mig - =] < s (£ v /).

Lemma 6. Let X € R? be a sub-Gaussian random vector with EX = 0, and denote || X||y, its 1o
norm. Then we have for any t > 0,

Ct?

)
X113,

IF’(HXHeQ > t) < 4% exp(—
for some absolute constant C' > 0.

Proof. Let {z;}, be an 1/2 cover of the unit sphere S9~! then N < 4% Notice || X|,, =

(X, ﬁ) Then there exists some zg € {z;},, such that ||xg — X/|| X ||e,le, < 1/2. Now

X \_ix X
X e, X e,

This implies || Xz, < 2(X, o). We conclude

1 Xe, = (X

1
- x0> + <X7$0> < §HX||€2 + <X7x0>‘

Ct?

P(||X|s, > t) < 4% - P(X, z0) > t/2) < 4% exp(—
’ 1X)12
P2

)
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Lemma 7. Let X be random wvariable such that

P(|X| > max{a + bt,Va +bt}) < e’
for some 1 >a>0,b>0 and all t > 0, then we have

E|X[* <a+b+2ab+ 207,
E|X|* < a® + 2ab + 20 + 16a3b + 96b*.

Proof. We have

+o0 Foo

E| X |? :/ P(|X|* > s)ds :/ P(|X| > 5)2sds.
0 0
We then decompose the integral into three parts:
oo va 1 oo
L= Ll
0 0 va J1

For the first part, we have

Ja
/ P(|X]| > s)2sds < a.
0

For the second part, we have
1 l-a
1
/ P(|X| > 5)2sds = / " B(X| > Va+ i02(a+ 002 (o + b)Y s
va 0

l1—a

=
<b / e”tdt <b.
0
For the third part, we have

/ P(|X| Zs)2sds:/1 P(|X| > a+ bt)2(a + bt)bdt
1 —a

b

< zb/1 e '(a+bt)dt

b

< 2ab + 2b*
For the fourth order moment, we have similarly
+00 +oo
E|X|* :/ P(|X|* > s)ds = / P(|X| > s)4s3ds.
0 0
Using the decomposition as in (50), we have for the first part,

Ja
/ P(|X| > s)4s3ds < a*.
0
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For the second part, we have

1 1—a

1
/ P(|X]| > s)4s’ds = / " P(X| > Va1 bt)d(a + bt)3/2§(a + bt) " 2bdt
NG 0

1—a

< 2b/ ' e (a+ bt)dt
0

< 2ab + 2b*.
For the third part, we have

/ P(|X| > s)4s3ds = /1 P(|X| > a + bt)4(a + bt)3bdt
1 l-a

b

< 4b/ e "(a+bt)>dt

l1—a

b

< 16ab + 96b™.

C Some Linear Algebras

C.1 Derivation for Vi (0)

Let the map 1 : RPX™ — RP*P be defined as ¥(0) = O(070)7'OT. Then the gradient of 1)
evaluated at © is a linear map: Vi (0) : RP*" — RP*P. We set

hy (RPXT — RPX™ as ¢1(0) = O,
oy RPXT — R™T a5 445(0) = (©070) 7,
Y3 RPXT — R™P as 1(0) = 0.

Then using product rule, we have for any Y € RP*",

Vi(0)(Y) = Vi1(0)(Y) - 12(O) - 93(0) +11(0) - Vi (0)(Y) - 93(0)
+91(0) - 12(0) - Vi3(O)(Y).

Notice here Vi1(0) : RP*" — RP*" is defined as V¢1(0)(Y) = Y and Vi3(0) : RP*" — R"™*P
is defined as Vi3(0)(Y) = Y. Now we compute Vi(0). Following definition of gradient,
Viha(0) : RPXT — R™". We set 21(0) = ©T0O, and 19 9(M) = M~1.Then using product rule,

Vi 1(0)(Y)=Y'0+0'Y.

62



We also define 99 3(M) = M. Vipyo(M) : R™" — R"™ " can be calculated using product rule.
Notice for any N € R"™*"

0=V (22 ¥23)(M)(N) = Vipoo(M)(N)-M+M""-N,

which implies Vg o(M)(N) = —M " *NM~1. Notice 1)2(0) = 122 0 1)21(0). Using chain rule, we

have

Vipa(0)(Y) = V(1h2,2 0 1h91)(O)(Y) = Vipa o (1h2,1(0)) (Vep21(0)(Y))
=Vi20'0) (YO +07Y)
=—@e)vTe+0Ty)eTe)

We have
¥1(0) - V2 (0)(Y) - 43(0) = —0(®'0) (Y 'e+08'Y)©e'e) 0.
In summary, we have

vy@)Y)=Y©O'0) e —e®'e) (vTe+re'y)e'Te) e +e©Te) YT
—0,0]vy@'e) e’ +00'0)YT0,06],

where ©,0] =1, - 0(0TO)" 10T,

C.2 Derivation for V¢ (0)*

Once we obtain the closed-form for Vi(©), we can compute its adjoint Vip(©)* : RP*P — RPX",
For any Y € RP*" M € RP*P, we have

(Vi (0)"(M),Y) = (M, Vi (©)(Y))
=(M,0,0]Y0©T0) 0T +O(0O'0)'YT6,06])
=(0,60](M+MNHBMOTO)LY).

So we conclude Vi/(©)* (M) =0,0] (M + M"O©OTe)L.
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