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Abstract

Principal component analysis (PCA) is a simple and popular tool for processing high-
dimensional data. We investigate its effectiveness for matrix denoising. We consider the
clean data are generated from a low-dimensional subspace, but masked by independent high-
dimensional sub-Gaussian noises with standard deviation σ. Under the low-rank assumption
on the clean data with a mild spectral gap assumption, we prove that the distance between
each pair of PCA-denoised data point and the clean data point is uniformly bounded by
O(σ logn). To illustrate the spectral gap assumption, we show it can be satisfied when the
clean data are independently generated with a non-degenerate covariance matrix. We then
provide a general lower bound for the error of the denoised data matrix, which indicates PCA
denoising gives a uniform error bound that is rate-optimal. Furthermore, we examine how
the error bound impacts downstream applications such as clustering and manifold learning.
Numerical results validate our theoretical findings and reveal the importance of the uniform
error.

1 Introduction

In the modern era, data is often referred to as ”the new gold”. Rich data with rapidly increasing
statistical methods present us with powerful tools for extracting valuable information and explain-
ing scientific problems. However, the process of collecting data inevitably introduces noise, which
poses a significant challenge. While statistical methods typically exhibit stability in the presence
of weak noise, they may struggle to perform well when the noise surpasses the signal present in
clean data. This issue becomes particularly pronounced in the realm of high-dimensional data
where each dimension of the data point is corrupted by noise. As the number of dimension grows,
the overall noise also grows, which further exacerbates the curse of dimensionality [Donoho et al.,
2000] when we try to analyze high-dimensional data given a small number of observations.

Consider n observed data points Zi = Xi + ξi ∈ Rd, where Xi is the underlying truth and ξi
is an independent sub-Gaussian noise vector with covariance σ2I, i ∈ [n]. Xi, also called a clean
data point, is unknown to us and algorithms are conducted on Zis. While the observed data Zi
usually fall into a high-dimensional space, we assume the intrinsic dimension of the clean data is
low, i.e. it can be embedded into a low-dimensional subspace. It is common to assume that ∥Xi∥’s
are bounded by a constant; see Von Luxburg et al. [2008]. Without loss of generality, we assume
∥Xi∥ ≤ 1. In practice, this can be achieved by data normalization.

To evaluate the data quality of Zi, we introduce the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). SNR is a
common metric that measures the relative strength of the signal when compared with the noise.
In this simple setting, the SNR is given by:

SNR = max
i∈[n]

∥Xi∥2

E[∥ξi∥]2
≤ 1

σ2d
.

When the dimension d increases, the SNR deteriorates and tends towards zero. With a low SNR,
analyzing data directly based on Zi will induce unsatisfactory results. Naturally, we seek to denoise
Zi first to improve the accuracy of data analysis. This procedure is known as matrix denoising in
the literature (see for example [Donoho and Gavish, 2014]), and we introduce it in the following
section.
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1.1 PCA for denoising

Suppose the clean data points Xi are distributed in a low-dimensional subspace with a dimension
of r, where r ≪ d. A direct idea to recover Xi is to use the singular value decomposition (SVD)
of the noisy data matrix formed by Zi.

We introduce the matrix form for the data points. Let Z = [Z1, . . . , Zn]
T , X = [X1, . . . , Xn]

T

and E = [ξ1, . . . , ξn]
T be the matrices formed by the noisy data points, clean data points, and

pure noise, respectively. According to the assumption, rank(X) = r. We start from the following
hypothetical denoising procedure and then propose the algorithm. Let the SVD of X be denoted
as X = UΛV T , where U ∈ Rn×r, Λ ∈ Rr×r, and V ∈ Rd×r. The columns of V span the r-
dimensional subspace in which X lies, and V V T is the projection operator onto this subspace. By
applying this projection operator to Zi, we obtain:

V V TZi = Xi + V V T ξi, where E[∥V V T ξi∥2] = σ2tr(V V T ) = rσ2.

Thus, when the underlying dimension r = O(1) and r ≪ d, the noise in the projection V V TZi
is significantly weaker than the noise in Zi. the associated SNR of the projected data V V TZi is
of order 1/(σ2r), which can be sufficiently strong to yield accurate inference results. Therefore,
by leveraging the SVD and performing the projection onto the low-dimensional subspace, we can
effectively denoise the data and obtain accurate estimates.

In practice, there is no access to V . Therefore, we estimate it using the SVD of the noisy data
matrix Z. The SVD of Z can be expressed as Z = Û Λ̂V̂ T , where typically Z has full rank due
to the presence of noise. To focus on the most significant components of the data, we select only
the first r columns of V̂ , denoted as V̂r, corresponding to the largest r singular values. By V̂r, we
project the noisy data points Zi onto the estimated subspace, resulting in the denoised estimates
X̂i. The projection is given by:

X̂i = V̂rV̂
T
r Zi, i ∈ [n].

The columns of V̂r can be interpreted as the r directions that capture the most variability of the
data points Zi. Therefore, they are often referred to as the principal directions, and the resulting
X̂i are known as the principal components. This approach is commonly known as principal
component analysis (PCA). We call it the PCA-denoising algorithm, presented in Table 1.

Utilizing PCA for noise reduction is not a new concept. It was first introduced in multivariate
statistical analysis and then explored in various fields. For example, Shepard [1962] introduced the
use of PCA for multidimensional scaling and distance estimation. In the field of image processing,
Singh and Harrison [1985] applied PCA to denoise images. Discussions in Section 1.3 provide
more details of the related literature and results. We also refer interested readers to surveys and
textbooks for more comprehensive lists [Jolliffe, 2005, Abdi and Williams, 2010, Chen et al., 2021].

The denoised data X̂ can be applied to various applications, such as empirical risk minimiza-
tion, clustering, manifold learning and so on. The denoising step largely improves the performance
of algorithms in these fields. More discussions can be found in our Section 4.

Algorithm 1 PCA-denoising

Input: Data Z ∈ Rn×d, dimension r.
Output: Denoised data X̂ ∈ Rn×d.
1: Find the SVD of Z as Z = Û Λ̂V̂ T .
2: Denote the first r columns of V̂ as V̂r ∈ Rd×r.
3: Let X̂ = ZV̂rV̂

T
r .

1.2 Our main interest and contribution

One crucial question for matrix denoising is assessing the accuracy of X̂i, i.e. the distance between
the estimate X̂i and the clean data Xi for all i ∈ [n]. Most existing theoretical analysis of PCA
focuses on the Frobenius distance between the two matrices X̂ and X, which is the squared root
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of the sum of squared ℓ2 error among all data points. Our goal is to obtain a uniform error bound
across all data points, which allows for individual statistical analysis on each sample. Specifically,
we aim to establish the following ℓ2 → ℓ∞ or uniform error bound for the PCA-based denoising
algorithm,

∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ := max
a∈Rd,a̸=0

∥(X̂ −X)a∥∞
∥a∥2

= max
i∈[n]

∥Xi − X̂i∥ = O(σ log n) (1)

with high probability, when d = cn with c and σ being some absolute constants. Here the notation
O(·) hides a factor that may depend on the low dimension r. The equivalence between ∥X̂−X∥2,∞
and maxi∈[n] ∥Xi − X̂i∥ can be found in Cape et al. [2019a,b], which provides further theoretical
insights into our results.

To understand our goal (1), we consider a special low-dimensional case where the observed
data Zi also has a dimension of r, i.e., d = r. In this case, the noise Ei has a low dimension of
r and ∥E∥ = O(σ2r) is small. Therefore, the dimension reduction is not necessary and we can
directly use the observed data Zi as an estimate of the clean data Xi. By a union bound, we can
find the estimation error is ∥Z −X∥2,∞ = ∥E∥2,∞ = O(σ log n), the same as (1). Therefore, our

goal (1) implies that the PCA-denoising estimates X̂i achieve the same level of accuracy as in the
low-dimensional case. In other words, the PCA-denoising step essentially removes the curse of
dimensionality.

In this paper, we explore the estimate (1) from several perspectives. Here is a summary of our
main findings and the organisation of this paper:

1. In Section 2.1, Theorem 1 establishes a general form of (1) for arbitrary d and σ under the
condition ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1. When assumptions n ≍ d and the r-th largest singular value of X
that λr(X) ≥ cX

√
n holds for an absolute constant cX , we show that the estimate (1) holds

exactly. Our result does not impose any assumptions on the correlation structure of clean
data Xi.

2. In Section 2.3, we investigate the sufficient conditions that the assumption λr(X) ≥ cX
√
n

holds. By the random matrix theory, we demonstrate that the covariance matrix of X with a
non-zero r-th eigenvalue will suffice. We illustrate this assumption by a zigzag line example,
which is motivated by temporal and spatial data sets.

3. Section 3 presents a general lower bound on the signal-to-noise ratio and sample size n
to ensure that the average error is no larger than any constant ϵ > 0. The lower bound
highlights that PCA-denoising has the rate-optimal signal-to-noise ratio and sample size
requirement.

4. In Section 4, we demonstrate the practical implications of the uniform error bound ∥X̂ −
X∥2,∞ in various downstream applications. Assuming ∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ ≤ ϵ, we provide perfor-
mance guarantees for applications such as clustering and manifold learning.

5. Finally, in Section 5, we provide some numerical simulations to support our theoretical
findings. We consider a clustering task on high-dimensional data sampled from two separated
zigzag lines. For this data, PCA-denoising yields the uniform error bound (1), and the
denoised data enables efficient spectral clustering. We also show that data with a small
”average error” is not sufficient to guarantee good clustering results for every sample in this
task.

1.3 Related literature

Our findings reside at the intersection of PCA and matrix denoising, where plenty of related results
exist in the literature. In this section, we will provide a brief overview of the relevant literature
from the perspectives of PCA and matrix denoising. For ease of discussion, we would assume
n ≍ d in this section, which is a common setting for many works in the discussion.
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1.3.1 Comparing with PCA literature

Due to the wide range of applications for PCA, there is numerous of literature on its design and
applications [Abdi and Williams, 2010]. The earliest works can be traced back to the 1960s [Rao,
1964, Jolliffe, 1972], where the discussions focus on multivariate statistical analysis. However, a
rigorous understanding of PCA in high-dimensional settings emerged much later, mostly in the
last 15 years. In the theoretical analysis of PCA, most studies have focused on the accuracy of
subspace recovery, i.e. ∥V̂rV̂ T

r − V V T ∥∗. Here ∥ · ∥∗ is some operator norm, where ℓ2-operator
norm is used in most classical settings. Denote EV = V̂rV̂

T
r −V V T for short. Using the eigenvector

perturbation results like Davis and Kahan [1970], Wedin [1972], Stewart and Sun [1990], Bhatia
[2013], Yu et al. [2015], and random matrix theory, an upper bound of the form ∥EV ∥2 ≤ O(σ2)
can often be obtained, with additional conditions on X [Vu, 2011, Chen et al., 2021].

In particular, Johnstone and Lu [2009] discussed the consistency of PCA recovery when the
underlying dimension r = 1 and the single principal component is sparse. Assuming the existence
of a spectral gap, Cai and Zhang [2018] discussed the optimality of PCA recovery, in the context
of the ℓ2 operator norm ∥EV ∥ and Frobenius norm ∥EV ∥F . It is worth mentioning that r can grow
as O(n) in this work. In Zhang et al. [2022], the results were extended to the setting where the
data distribution is heteroskedastic. Other than EV , Vr is also discussed in the literature. Ding
[2020] studied the limiting distribution of V̂r. Fan et al. [2018] and Abbe et al. [2020] have shown
the ℓ∞ error of estimated eigenvectors in V̂r is O(1/n), assuming the true eigenvectors in V have
ℓ∞ norm being O(1/

√
n). Cape et al. [2019b] studied the distribution of V̂r − V O, where O is an

orthogonal matrix, and establishes an error bound in ∥ · ∥2,∞ norm. In Reiss and Wahl [2020], the
error is studied when V V T is replaced by a rank-r projection P that minimizes E∥Z − PZ∥2.

The model setting of this paper follows a similar line as these works. In particular, we assume
the existence of a spectral gap of X, which enables the spectral perturbation analysis. Such a
spectral gap is necessary in the existing works discussed above. One of the key steps in the proof,
Proposition 1, can be interpreted as an application of the leave-one-out method discussed in Chen
et al. [2021]. The difference between this paper and these works mainly lies in the errors of interest,
as explained below.

Using the upper bound on ∥EV ∥, we can straightforwardly obtain the denoising accuracy of
PCA for a new data point Zn+1 = x+ ξn+1, which is often referred as the test error in statistics
[Hastie et al., 2009]. In particular, we can define and calculate

TestV̂ := max
x∈span(V ),∥x∥=1

Eξ[∥V̂rV̂ T
r (x+ ξn+1)− x∥2]

= max
x∈span(V ),∥x∥=1

Eξ[∥EV x∥2 + ∥V̂rV̂ T
r ξn+1∥2] = O(σ2).

This noise level is the same as our goal in (1), if the log n factor is disregarded. However, in the
proof, the independence between ξn+1 and V̂r is required to obtain the bound on ∥V̂rV̂ T

r ξn+1∥2.
Without this independence, such as in the calculation of ∥V̂rV̂ T

r ξk∥2 for k ∈ [n], this bound does
not hold. In other words, bounding ∥EV ∥ does not directly lead to the desired bound (1).

While TestV̂ is already useful in many situations, it imposes limitations in practical applica-

tions. To ensure the independence condition between V̂r and the data points to be projected, one
has to split the samples into two sets: one training data set to obtain the projection V̂rV̂

T
r , and

another set where this projection is applied. TestV̂ cannot be applied if the projection is on the
training data set. This data-splitting approach leads to two problems: 1) It reduces the sample
size, resulting in a loss of estimation accuracy, which is undesirable when the original dataset has
a limited number of samples. 2) In many unsupervised learning tasks, statistical inference on the
training data set itself is crucial. For example, we want to classify all data points in the clustering
problem. Yet the clustering error on the training data cannot be evaluated using TestV̂ .

In contrast, a uniform bound of the form (1) guarantees the result without data splitting. We
can obtain V̂r from all samples and apply the projection to all samples, with a uniform error
bound. It is more accurate with a larger sample size and allows us to carry out unsupervised
operations on all the samples.
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1.3.2 Comparing with matrix denoising literature

In the matrix denoising literature, the main interest is to find an estimate X̂(Z) so that the
Frobenius norm ∥X̂(Z)−X∥F can be well bounded. Various approaches have been introduced to
tackle this problem. Donoho and Gavish [2014] considered using the minimizer of a regularized
loss function ∥Z − X̂∥2F + λ∥X̂∥∗, where ∥X̂∥∗ is the nuclear norm of X̂. The approach has
been proved to have a rate-optimal mean squared error in the Frobenius norm. The shrinkage
method instead considers estimators of the form X̂ = Ûg(Λ̂)V̂ T , where g(Λ̂) is a diagonal matrix

with diagonal entries being g(λ̂i). The main interest is to find a good choice of g. Assuming the
distribution of X is known, Nadakuditi [2014] provided the optimal g for the Frobenius norm.
When X is a spiked covariance matrix, most eigenvalues of the estimator X̂ are 1. Focusing on
the spectrum of X̂ −X, which has very few non-zeros, Donoho et al. [2018] provided the optimal
g under the ℓp norm of the spectrum for any general p. Leeb [2021] extended this discussion to
more applied scenarios, where some data can be missing or the singular vectors are sparse. Under
the assumption that X is low-rank and rotation invariant (or the singular vectors are sparse),
Ding [2020] designed a stepwise SVD algorithm that could estimate the singular vectors by going
through the data sequentially. Montanari et al. [2018] discussed the scenario where the noise is
from an unknown distribution and suggested a kernelized estimator to do shrinkage.

Compared with these methods, the PCA-denoising approach can be seen as a simple shrinkage
method, with g(λk) = 1k≤rλk. It is much simpler and widely adopted in practice, with few
requirements on the clean data X. Therefore, the theoretical analysis of it is worth special interest.
For example, Cai and Zhang [2018] has discussed the implication of PCA subspace recovery on
matrix denoising, and we compared with it in Section 1.3.1.

All existing analyses of matrix denoising focus on bounding the error in the Frobenius norm
(or ℓp generalization of it; see Donoho et al. [2018]) which can also be seen as the average mean
square error over all data points:

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥Xi − X̂i∥2 =
1

n
∥X − X̂∥2F = O(σ2). (2)

This average error is at the same order as the uniform error bound in (1) up to a logarithm
term. But the error bound of form ∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ provides a stronger mathematical guarantee as
it captures the distribution of errors across all data points, while the error bound in Frobenius
norm allows for some outliers with large individual errors. This distinction becomes crucial when
analyzing the estimates on individual data points and nonlinear statistical models.

For instance, in the context of clustering, using the Frobenius error bound would only allow us
to establish that the proportion of incorrectly classified data points tends to zero, i.e., the error
rate goes to zero. However, it does not provide insights into the exact number of errors, which is
often referred to as ”strong consistency” in recent statistical literature [Abbe and Sandon, 2015,
Fan et al., 2018, Hu and Wang, 2024]. On the other hand, a uniform error bound enables us to
establish such strong consistency results, as demonstrated by Corollary 3 in Section 4.1.

Such outliers with big errors may also cause challenges for the statistical models with nonlinear
and local dependency on the data input, such as K-nearest-neighbor and neural networks. In
Section 4.2, we demonstrate the error of manifold learning using our new uniform error bound,
which extends the results in Von Luxburg et al. [2008] to the settings where data is corrupted
by high-dimensional noise. In Section 5, we provide numerical simulations on graphical Laplacian
spectral clustering. There, we show that PCA-denoising leads to stable clustering results, while
data with the same Frobenius error fails to guarantee satisfactory clustering outcomes.

The analysis technique of this paper differs from these works on matrix denoising, as it is closer
to the techniques used in PCA analyses. This is reflected by the assumptions we made for X. In
particular, our result requires the r-th singular value of X to scale like

√
n. Such spectral gap

requirement is not needed in Donoho and Gavish [2014] and Donoho et al. [2018]. Nadakuditi
[2014] and Bao et al. [2021] assumed the existence of a spectral gap, but its characterization is
sharper than the one used in this paper. On the other hand, such an assumption allows this paper
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and Cai and Zhang [2018] to discuss general cases where d and n diverge at different speeds, while
most matrix denoising works focus on the scenario n ≍ d.

1.4 Notations

For any matrix A, we use Ai to denote the i-th row vector of A and Ai,j to denote the (i, j)-th
entry. Denote λk(A) the k-th largest singular value of A. Denote Ik to be the k × k identity
matrix. We denote the ℓ2-operator norm of A as ∥A∥ and the Frobenius norm of A as ∥A∥F .

To generalize our discussion to other noise types, we introduce the notion of sub-Gaussian
random variables. We say a random variable Z is sub-Gaussian(0, σ2,Kψ2

) if

E[Z] = 0, E[Z2] = σ2, Kψ2 ≥ supp≥1 E[|Z/σ|p]1/p.

Given a constant C, we say C is absolute if it does not depend on any other constants. We write
C = C(x, y) if it only depends on constants x and y. In this paper, without further statements, we
fix the sub-Gaussian parameterKψ2 and the rank r as absolute constants. For two series an and bn,
we say an ≲ bn or an = O(bn) if there is a constant C = C(r,Kψ2) so that lim supn→∞ an/bn ≤ C.
Similarly, we have an ≳ bn. We say an ≍ bn if there is a constant C, such that an ≤ Cbn and
bn ≤ Can when n is large enough. Finally, we use the notation [N ] := {1, . . . , N} for any integer
N .

2 Performance bounds for PCA denoising

2.1 Uniform bounds for PCA-denoising

In this section, we establish the upper bound for the uniform error ∥X̂ − X∥2,∞, where X̂ is
obtained from Algorithm 1. For notational simplicity, we write λr = λr(X), which is the r-th
largest singular value of X.

Theorem 1. Suppose X ∈ Rn×d has rank r, where each row XT
i is bounded by ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1. Suppose

E ∈ Rn×d has independent entries being sub-Gaussian(0, σ2,Kψ2) distributed with σ ≤ 1. Let X̂
be the denoised data matrix from Algorithm 1. Then there are constants n0, C1 = C1(Kψ2) and
C2 = C2(Kψ2

, r), so that if

n > n0, λr > 1 + C1σ(
√
n+

√
d), (3)

the following holds with probability 1−O(1/n),

∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ ≤ C2 min

{
σ(
√
n+

√
d)

λr
+

nσ
√
log n

λ2
r

,
σ

λ2
r

(
√
nd+ n

√
log n)

}

+
C2σ

λ4
r

√
log n(n+ σ2n

√
n+ σ2d

√
n)(1 + σ

√
log n)(1 + σ(

√
d+

√
log n)).

Further, if λr ≥ cX
√
n holds for an absolute constant cX > 0, then the bound can be shortened as

below for another C2 = C2(Kψ2
, r, cX)

∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ ≤


C2 ·

(√
d
nσ(1 +

d
nσ

3
√
log n+ d

nσ
4 log n) +

√
log nσ

)
, d ≳ n;

C2

√
log nσ(1 + σ4

√
d logn
n ), d ≲ n.

If we further assume cd = d/n and σ are absolute constants, then the bound can be shortened as
below for another C2 = C2(Kψ2

, r, cd, σ)

∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ ≤ C2σ log n.
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Theorem 1 presents three estimation error bounds because of the trade-off between formula
complexity and generality of settings, the first estimate being under the most general setting and
the last estimate being under a strict but canonical setting. The first error bound allows the key
constants n, σ, and d to be free from each other, which covers most settings. For example, it can
cover the case d ≫ n in Cai and Zhang [2018] and the case dσ ≍ 1 in Montanari et al. [2018]. The
error bound can be simplified under specific settings. The second error bound is a simplification
when λr ≥ cX

√
n. Compared to the requirement λr > 1 + C1σ(

√
n +

√
d), this is a more strict

condition since it avoids the case that σ decays when n increases. The last estimate achieves our
goal in (1). To achieve it, we assume d ≍ n and σ ≍ 1, which is a canonical setting and can be
found in for example Donoho and Gavish [2014] and Abbe et al. [2020].

Theorem 1 has two assumptions to achieve the uniform bound on the error. The first assump-
tion is the clean data X, that maxi∈[n] ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1. Such a condition is common in manifold analysis,
such as Von Luxburg et al. [2008]. It can be achieved in any data set X by dividing each data
point by a large constant C ≥ maxi∈[i] ∥Xi∥. This assumption also makes the discussed error the
relative error. The second assumption is the spectral gap (3). It is an essential requirement that
the signal level in X should be no smaller than the noise level in E. Theorem 3 below will show
the necessity of such a requirement.

Before we provide the formal proof, it might be worth doing a naive one using ∥V̂rV̂ T
r −V V T ∥ =

O(σ) from the standard Davis–Kahan Theorem. One may attempt to approach the following
bound (the authors tried this in the beginning)

∥Xi − X̂i∥ = ∥V V TXi − (V̂rV̂
T
r )(Xi + ξi)∥

≤ ∥(V V T − V̂rV̂
T
r )Xi∥+ ∥V̂rV̂ T

r ξi∥ = ∥V̂rV̂ T
r ξi∥+O(σ).

The main issue comes from the term ∥V̂rV̂ T
r ξi∥. A simple bound that ∥V̂rV̂ T

r ξi∥ ≤ ∥ξi∥ = O(σ
√
d)

is too loose when d → ∞. One may notice that the true projection V V T causes ∥V V T ξi∥ ≈√
tr(V V T ) = σ

√
r and expect a similar bound for ∥V̂rV̂ T

r ξi∥. However, obtaining such a bound is

nontrivial because ξi is dependent on V̂r. This is exactly where the mathematical challenge lies.
We introduce a proposition in Section 2.2 to solve this problem by the leave-one-out trick.

Proof. Note that UΛO = XV O holds for any orthonormal matrix O ∈ Rd×d. Recall that ∥Xi∥ ≤
1, ∥V̂r∥ ≤ 1, ∥V ∥ ≤ 1. Therefore, we have

∥Xi − X̂i∥ = ∥V V TXi − (V̂rV̂
T
r )(Xi + ξi)∥

≤ ∥V̂rV̂ T
r ξi∥+ ∥(V V T − V̂rV̂

T
r )Xi∥

≤ ∥V̂ T
r ξi∥+ ∥(V O − V̂r)V̂

T
r Xi∥+ ∥V O(OTV T − V̂ T

r )Xi∥
≤ ∥V̂ T

r ξi∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

+2 ∥V O − V̂r∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(b)

. (4)

We will discuss each part of the decomposition. We begin with part (b) by the Davis–Kahan
Theorem, and then the much more challenging part (a).

Part (b). Consider the self-adjoint extension E(X) :=

[
0, X

XT , 0

]
of X. First note that if

X = UΛV T is the SVD decomposition, E(X) has eigenvalue decomposition of form

E(X) =

[
0, X

XT , 0

]
=

1√
2

[
U, −U
V, V

] [
Λ, 0
0, −Λ

]
1√
2

[
UT , V T

−UT , V T

]
. (5)

Since E has independent sub-Gaussian rows, Theorem 5.39 of Vershynin [2010] indicates that
there is a constant C1 = C1(Kψ2) so that with probability 1−O(1/n2),

∥E(X + E)− E(X)∥ = ∥E(E)∥ ≤ 2∥E∥ ≤ C1σ(
√
d+

√
n).
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Therefore, by the Davis–Kahan Theorem [Davis and Kahan, 1970], there exists an orthogonal
matrix O and constant C2 = C2(Kψ2 , r), so that

∥V̂r − V O∥ ≤
∥∥∥∥[ÛrV̂r

]
−
[
UO
V O

]∥∥∥∥ ≤ C2σ(
√
d+

√
n)

λr
. (6)

An alternative way to bound part (b) is to note that V are the eigenvectors of XTX and V̂ are
the eigenvectors of ZTZ = XTX +∆, where ∆ = XTE + ETX + ETE. Then the difference

∥∆∥ ≤ ∥XTE + ETX + ETE∥ ≤ 2∥XTE∥+ ∥ETE∥.

We bound the right-hand side. Note that XTE = V ΛUTE, where each column of UTE/σ ∈ Rr×d
is an independent, centered, and isotropic sub-Gaussian vector. By Theorem 5.39 of Vershynin
[2010], with probability at least 1−O(1/n2), there are updated C1(Kψ2) and C2(Kψ2 , r), so that

∥UTE∥ ≤ σ(
√
d+ C1

√
r +

√
log n), and

∥XTE∥ ≤ ∥Λ∥∥UTE∥ ≤ 1

3
σ
√
nC2(

√
d+

√
log n).

Again, the same theorem can be applied to E, which shows that with probability at least 1 −
O(1/n2),

∥ETE∥ ≤ C2
1σ

2(
√
n+

√
d+

√
2 log n)2 ≤ 4C2

1σ
2(
√
n+

√
d)2.

Combine them. It follows that we can update constant C2(Kψ2
, r) so that

∥∆∥ ≤ 2
3C2(σ

√
nd+ σ

√
n log n) + 4C2

1σ
2(n+ 2

√
nd+ d)

≤ 2
3Cσ(

√
nd+

√
n log n+ σn+ σ

√
nd+ σd)

≤ C2σ(
√
nd+

√
n log n+ σn).

The last step is achieved because we assume σ
√
d ≤ λr ≤ ∥X∥ =

√
n. Therefore, by the Davis–

Kahan Theorem [Davis and Kahan, 1970], there exists an orthogonal matrix O and updated
C2(Kψ2

, r), so that

∥V̂r − V O∥ ≤ ∥∆∥
λ2
r

≤ C2σ

λ2
r

(
√
nd+

√
n log n+ σn). (7)

Since (6) and (7) both hold, it suffices to use the minimum of them as the upper bound of part
(b).

Part (a). ∥ξTi V̂r∥ is the most challenging part because of the correlation between ξi and V̂r.

If we ignore the correlation and bound it by ∥ξi∥∥V̂r − V O∥, then the bound is of order σ2
√
d.

For high-dimensional data, this d can be very large. Therefore, we need a delicate analysis of this
term.

First, since the rows of E are independent sub-Gaussian distributed, by Theorem 5.39 in
Vershynin [2010], there is a constant C1 = C1(Kψ2

), so that with probability at least 1−O(1/n3),

|XT
i ξi| ≤ σ(1 + 1

6C1(1 +
√
log n)) ≤ 1

3
C1σ(1 +

√
log n),

∥ξi∥ ≤ σ(
√
d+ 1

6C1(1 +
√

log n)) ≤ 1

3
C1σ(

√
d+

√
log n),

∥E∥ ≤ σ(
√
d+ 1

6C1(
√
n+

√
log n)) ≤ 1

3
C1σ(

√
d+

√
n).

We will define the event that all these hold as A. The following discussions are conducted when
A happens. Let λ̂k = λk(Z) be the k-th largest singular value of Z = X + E and v̂k be the

8



corresponding right singular vector in V̂ . By Weyl’s inequality, the singular values follow that, for
k ≤ r,

√
n+

1

3
C1σ(

√
n+

√
d) ≥ λ̂k ≥ λr −

1

3
C1σ(

√
n+

√
d), λ̂r+1 ≤ 1

3
C1σ(

√
n+

√
d). (8)

Consider the k-th entry of ξTi V̂r ∈ Rr. The k-th entry of ξTi V̂r is ξ
T
i v̂k. By definition of singular

vectors, we have
(X + E)T (X + E)v̂k = λ̂2

kv̂k.

Multiply ξTi to both sides, and we have

λ̂2
kξ
T
i v̂k = ξTi (X + E)T (X + E)v̂k

= ξTi
[
(Xi + ξi)(Xi + ξi)

T +
∑
j ̸=i

(Xj + ξj)(Xj + ξj)
T
]
v̂k

= ξTi XiX
T
i v̂k + ξTi Xiξ

T
i v̂k + ξTi ξiX

T
i v̂k + ∥ξi∥2ξTi v̂k + ξTi Siv̂k,

where Si =
∑
j ̸=i(Xj + ξj)(Xj + ξj)

T . We rewrite this as

(λ̂2
k − ∥ξi∥2)ξTi v̂k = ξTi Siv̂k + ξTi XiX

T
i v̂k + ξTi Xiξ

T
i v̂k + ξTi ξiX

T
i v̂k. (9)

Now we analyze the terms on the right-hand side of (9).
The first term ξTi Siv̂k is the most challenging part since Si is dependent on v̂k. Note that Si is

the version of (X + E)T (X + E) when sample i is deleted. Denote the eigenvalue decomposition
of Si = Ṽ Λ̃2Ṽ T . Let Ṽr be the first r columns of Ṽ . Proposition 1 in below states that if
yk = Ṽ T

r v̂k ∈ Rr, with probability 1−O(1/n2)

∥v̂k − Ṽryk∥ = ∥(I − ṼrṼ
T
r )v̂k∥ ≤ C2

λ2
r

(1 + σ
√
log n)(1 + σ(

√
d+

√
log n)). (10)

We decompose v̂k into Ṽryk and the remainder, and then it follows

ξTi Siv̂k = ξTi SiṼryk + ξTi Si(v̂k − Ṽryk) = ξTi ṼrΛ̃
2
ryk + ξTi Si(v̂k − Ṽryk).

Since Ṽ is based on Si where sample i is deleted, so ξi is independent with Ṽr. Further, recall ξi is
sub-Gaussian, using Hanson–Wright inequality (Theorem 1.1 in Rudelson and Vershynin [2013]),
there is an absolute constant c > 0 so that

P (|∥Ṽ T
r ξi∥2 − σ2r| > σ2t) ≤ 2 exp

(
−cmin(

t2

K4
ψ2
r
,

t

K2
ψ2

)

)
,

We pick t =
√
rK2

ψ2
log n/min{c,

√
c} then the probability will be less than O(1/n2) for sufficiently

large n. In other words, we can update C2 = C2(Kψ2
, r)

∥ξTi Ṽr∥ ≤ σC2(1 +
√
log n), (11)

with 1 − O(1/n2) probability. We assume (11) takes place in the following discussion. Then
consider Λ̃2

r, which contains the eigenvalues of Si. Because Si = (X + E)T (I − eie
T
i )(X + E), its

eigenvalues are dominated by the ones of (X +E)T (X +E). So with probability 1−O(1/n2), the
eigenvalues of Λ̃2

r satisfy the following with some updated C1(Kψ2) using (8),

λ̃k ≤
{

λ̂2
1 ≤ C1n k ≤ r;

λ̂2
r+1 ≤ C1(

√
n+

√
d)2σ2, k > r.

(12)

Combine (11), (12) and ∥yk∥ ≤ 1, we can update C1(Kψ2
) so that

∥ξTi ṼrΛ̃2
ryk∥ ≤ ∥ξTi Ṽr∥∥Si∥ ≤ C1σn

√
log n. (13)

9



Now consider the term ξTi Si(v̂kk − Ṽryk). Since Si and ξi are independent, using Hanson–Wright
inequality (Theorem 1.1 in Rudelson and Vershynin [2013]), there is an updated C1(Kψ2) so that
with probability 1−O(1/n2),

∥ξTi Si∥2 ≤ σ2tr(S2
i ) + C1σ

2(∥S2
i ∥F + ∥S2

i ∥) log n
≤ C1σ

2(tr(S2
i ) + ∥S2

i ∥F ) log n.

The term ∥S2
i ∥ = λ1(S

2
i ) ≤ tr(S2

i ), so it is ignored. Now recall that tr(S2
i ) =

∑d
i=1 λ̃

2
i and

∥S2
i ∥F = (tr(S4

i ))
1/2 = (

∑d
i=1 λ̃

4
i )

1/2. Combining it with the results about λ̃i in (12), we can
update C2 so that

∥ξTi Si∥ ≤ C1σ

√∑d

k=1
λ̃2
k +

√∑d

k=1
λ̃4
k

√
log n

≤ 2C1σ

√∑d

k=1
λ̃2
k

√
log n

≤ 1

2
C2σ

√
n2 + (

√
n+

√
d)4σ4n

√
log n

≤ C2σ
√

log n(n+ σ2n
√
n+ σ2d

√
n). (14)

Combining it with (10) from Proposition 1, we have an updated C2(Kψ2
, r), so that with proba-

bility 1−O(1/n2),

∥ξTi Si(v̂k−Ṽryk)∥ ≤ Γ(1+σ(
√
d+
√
log n)), Γ :=

Cσ

λ2
r

√
log n(n+σ2n

√
n+σ2d

√
n)(1+σ

√
log n).

Consider the other three terms in (9). Using the definition of event A, with probability
1−O(1/n2) and updated C1(Kψ2

), we have

∥ξTi XiX
T
i ∥ ≤ ∥XT

i ξi∥ ≤ σC1

√
log n,

∥ξTi Xiξ
T
i ∥ ≤ ξTi ξi∥Xi∥ ≤ ξTi ξi ≤ C1σ

2(
√
d+

√
log n)2,

∥ξTi ξiXT
i ∥ ≤ ξTi ξi∥Xi∥ ≤ ξTi ξi ≤ C1σ

2(
√
d+

√
log n)2.

Combine all the four terms together in (9), where ξTi Siv̂k has been split into (13) and Γ(1+σ(
√
d+√

log n)). Now we have

(λ̂2
k − ∥ξi∥2)|ξTi v̂k| ≤ Γ(1 + σ(

√
d+

√
log n)) + C1dσ

2 + C1nσ
√

log n.

Also recall that when A takes place, λ̂2
k − ∥ξi∥2 ≥ λ2

r/4. Therefore, we can update C1(Kψ2
) so

that

|ξTi v̂k| ≤
4

λ2
r

Γ(1 + σ(
√
d+

√
log n)) +

C1dσ
2 + nC1σ

√
log n

λ2
r

. (15)

Conclusion. The first error bound can be reached by removing the lower-order terms. Recall
that

√
n ≥ λr ≥ 1 + C1σ(

√
n+

√
d),

dσ2

λ2
r

≤ σ
√
nd

C1λ2
r

,
dσ2

λ2
r

≤ σ
√
d

C1λr
,

σ

λ2
r

√
n log n ≤ σ

λ2
r

n
√
log n,

σ

λ2
r

σn ≤ σ

λ2
r

n
√
log n.

Next, if we fix λr ≥ cX
√
n and d ≳ n, then our previous upper bound can be simplified because

σ(
√
n+

√
d)

λr
+

σn
√
log n

λ2
r

+
1

λ2
r

Γ(1 + σ(
√
d+

√
log n))

≲

√
d

n
σ(1 +

σ3d

n

√
log n+

σ4d

n
log n) +

√
log nσ.

10



Similarly, if we fix λr ≥ cX
√
n and d ≲ n, then our previous upper bound can be simplified

because

σ

λ2
r

(
√
nd+ n

√
log n) +

1

λ2
r

Γ(1 + σ(
√
d+

√
log n)) ≲

√
log nσ(1 + σ4

√
d log n

n
).

The detailed derivation of these simplifications can be found in Lemma 1 of Tong et al. [2024].
These conclude the second claim. For the third claim, simply note when σ ≤ 1,√

log nσ(1 + σ4
√

n−1d log n) ≤ 2 log nσ.

Finally, our claims work for every i ∈ [n]. Take the maximum over all i ∈ [n], and with probability
1−O(1/n), the bound holds.

2.2 Leave-one-out eigenvector perturbation

In the proof of the main theorem, we use the leave-one-out method to deal with the most chal-
lenging term. This method considers leaving out one row or column of a random matrix and
investigates how would the matrix change. It has been used to study the random matrix spec-
trum through Stieltjes transform [Tao, 2012] and PCA eigenvector behavior [Chen et al., 2021,
O’Rourke et al., 2024]. Let v̂k be the k-th right singular vector of the data matrix without one
specific sample and Ṽr be the right singular matrix of the original matrix. We show that v̂k and
its projection in the column space of Ṽr differs by O(σ

√
d log n/λ2

r), when (3) holds. It delicately
describes the contribution of one sample to the singular vectors. Chen et al. [2021] studied the
same problem and established a bound in (4.19). The bound requires X and E to be symmetric,
and ∥v̂k∥∞ = O(1/

√
d) to be effective. Our analysis does not rely on ∥v̂k∥∞ or the symmetry,

which is more general and allows arbitrary X. Such results can be useful in other applications.
We rigorously present the result as the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Suppose X ∈ Rn×d has rank r, where each row XT
i is bounded by ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1.

Suppose E ∈ Rn×d has all entries being independent sub-Gaussian(0, σ2,Kψ2) distributed. Let Z̃

be the last n−1 rows of Z = X+E. Denote the SVD of X = UΛV T , Z = Û Λ̂V̂ T and Z̃ = Ũ Λ̃Ṽ T .
Let V̂r and Ṽr denote the first r columns of V̂ and Ṽ , respectively. Let λr be the smallest nonzero
singular value of X. Then there are constants n0, C1 = C1(Kψ2

) and C2 = C2(r,Kψ2
) so that if

n > n0, λr > C1 + C1σ(
√
n+

√
d),

the following holds with probability at least 1−O(1/n2),

max
k≤r

∥(I − ṼrṼ
T
r )v̂k∥ ≤

{
C1λ

−2
r , (

√
d+

√
log n)σ ≤ 2;

C2λ
−2
r σ(1 + σ

√
log n)(

√
d+

√
log n), (

√
d+

√
log n)σ > 2,

and the following holds for both cases:

max
k≤r

∥(I − ṼrṼ
T
r )v̂k∥ ≤ C2λ

−2
r (1 + σ

√
log n)(1 + σ(

√
d+

√
log n)).

To find out the difference between the original eigenvector and its projection in eigen-space
formed by the leading r right singular vectors of the leave-one-out sample, we take advantage of
the randomness of the perturbation. Roughly speaking, we project the eigenvector equation for
v̂k to the eigen-space of interest and its orthogonal complement, where the latter is the difference
of interest. By controlling the random effects of one sample on the eigen-space, we show that the
difference has a small norm.

Proof. We discuss the problem for both the small noise case and the large noise case. We fix k ≤ r
in the discussion. The claim for all k holds by a union bound.
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Case 1: the small σ. Since the rows of E are independent sub-Gaussian distributed, by
Theorem 5.39 in Vershynin [2010], there is a constant C1 = C1(Kψ2), so that with probability at
least 1−O(1/n3),

∥ξ1∥ ≤ σ(
√
d+ 1

6C1(1 +
√
log n)) ≤ 1

3
C1σ(

√
d+

√
log n),

∥E∥ ≤ σ(
√
d+ 1

6C1(
√
n+

√
log n)) ≤ 1

3
C1σ(

√
d+

√
n).

We will define the event that both these hold as A. Our discussion assumes A holds.
Denote

∆ = (X + E)T (X + E)− (X̃ + Ẽ)T (X̃ + Ẽ) = (X1 + ξ1)(X1 + ξ1)
T .

Since ∥X1∥ ≤ 1,
∥∆∥F = ∥X1 + ξ1∥2 ≤ 2 + C2

1σ
2(d+ log n).

So by Weyl’s inequality, the singular values follow that, for k ≤ r,

λ̂k ≥ λr −
1

3
C1σ(

√
n+

√
d), λ̂r+1 ≤ 1

3
C1σ(

√
n+

√
d). (16)

Hence, by the Davis–Kahan Theorem [Davis and Kahan, 1970], there is an orthogonal matrix O
so that

∥V̂r − ṼrO∥F ≤ 4∥∆∥F
λ̂2
r − λ̂2

r+1

≤ 8 + 4C2
1σ

2(d+ log n)

λr(λr − 2
3C1σ(

√
n+

√
d))

≤ 24(1 + C2
1σ

2(d+ log n))

λ2
r

.

Let yk be the k-th column of O, then v̂k − Ṽryk is the k-th column of V̂r − ṼrO. For any column,
the ℓ2 norm is bounded by the matrix Frobenius norm. Therefore, the result follows by

∥(I − ṼrṼ
T
r )v̂k∥ = min

wk∈Rr
∥v̂k − Ṽrwk∥ ≤ ∥v̂k − Ṽryk∥ ≤ ∥V̂r − ṼrO∥F , σ(

√
d+

√
log n) ≤ 2,

and updating the value of C1.
Case 2: the large σ. This is a challenging case. We first introduce the notations. Recall the

observed data is Z = X + E. We compare it with the case that sample 1 is missing, so we define
Z̃ = X̃ + Ẽ and the first sample is Z1 = X1 + ξ1. The eigen-decomposition is Z̃T Z̃ = Ṽ Λ̃2Ṽ T ,
where Ṽ = [Ṽr, Ṽ⊥].

We define yk and yk,⊥ as follows:

yk = Ṽ T
r v̂k, yk,⊥ = Ṽ T

⊥ v̂k.

Since ∥(I − ṼrṼ
T
r )v̂k∥ = ∥Ṽ⊥Ṽ

T
⊥ v̂k∥ ≤ ∥yk,⊥∥, we are interested in bounding ∥yk,⊥∥. To do it,

note that v̂k is the eigenvector of ZTZ corresponding to the eigenvalue λ̂k, so ZTZv̂k = λ̂2
kv̂k.

Decompose Z into Z̃ and Z1, then it becomes

(Z̃T Z̃ + Z1Z
T
1 )(Ṽryk + Ṽ⊥yk,⊥) = λ̂2

k(Ṽryk + Ṽ⊥yk,⊥).

Multiplying by Ṽ T = [Ṽr, Ṽ⊥]
T on both sides leads to:[

Λ̃2
r + Ṽ T

r Z1Z
T
1 Ṽr Ṽ T

r Z1Z
T
1 Ṽ⊥

Ṽ T
⊥ Z1Z

T
1 Ṽr Λ̃2

⊥ + Ṽ T
⊥ Z1Z

T
1 Ṽ⊥

] [
yk
yk,⊥

]
=

[
λ̂2
kyk

λ̂2
kyk,⊥

]
, (17)

where Λ̃r is the diagonal matrix consisting of the first r singular values of Z̃, and Λ̃⊥ is the diagonal
matrix consisting of the remaining singular values of Z̃.

Denote a = Ṽ T
r Z1 and b = Ṽ T

⊥ Z1. From the second row of (17), we have

yk,⊥ = (λ̂2
kI − (Λ̃2

⊥ + bbT ))−1baT yk.
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So ∥yk,⊥∥ can be bounded by analyzing the terms a, b, λ̂k and Λ̃2
⊥.

Note that
Eξ1 [∥Ṽ T

r ξ1∥2] = σ2tr(Ṽ T
r Ṽr) = σ2∥Ṽr∥2F = σ2r, ∥Ṽr∥ = 1.

By the independence between Ṽ and Z1 = X1 + ξ1, using Hanson–Wright inequality (Theorem
1.1 in Rudelson and Vershynin [2013]), we find that

P (|∥Ṽ T
r ξ1∥2 − σ2r| > σ2t) ≤ 2 exp

(
−cmin(

t2

K4
ψ2
r
,

t

K2
ψ2

)

)
.

We pick t = 3K2
ψ2

log n/c, then the probability is O(1/n3) for sufficiently large n. Likewise,

P (|∥Ṽ T
⊥ ξ1∥2 − σ2(d− r)| > σ2t) ≤ 2 exp

(
−cmin(

t2

K4
ψ2
(d− r)

,
t

K2
ψ2

)

)
.

If we pick t = 3K2
ψ2

√
d log n/

√
c, the probability above will be O(1/n). In conclusion, there is a

constant C1 = C1(Kψ2
), C2 = C2(Kψ2

, r), so that the following holds with probability at least
1−O(1/n3),

∥a∥ ≤ ∥X1∥+ ∥Ṽ T
r ξ1∥ ≤ 1 + 1

2C1σ(
√
r +

√
log n) ≤ C2(1 + σ

√
log n),

∥b∥ ≤ ∥X1∥+ ∥Ṽ T
⊥ ξ1∥ ≤ 1

6
+

1

6
C1σ(

√
d+

√
log n) ≤ 1

6
λr.

Assuming A holds, we can combine these estimates with (16) on λ̂k and λ̂r+1, so that

∥(λ̂2
kI − Λ̃2

⊥ + bbT )−1b∥ ≤ ∥b∥
λ̂2
r − λ̂2

r+1 − ∥b∥2
≤ 1 + C1σ(

√
d+

√
log n)

2λ2
r − λ2

r

.

Therefore, we have

∥yk,⊥∥ ≤ ∥(λ̂2
kI − Λ̃2

⊥ + bbT )−1b∥∥a∥∥yk∥ ≤ C2

λ2
r

(1 + σ
√
log n)(1 + C1σ(

√
d+

√
log n)).

When σ
√
d ≥ 2, the latter factor can be further simplified. The final claim can be achieved with

an updated value of C2.

2.3 Condition on the minimum eigenvalue and zigzag lines

The main theorem in Section 2.1 provides an upper bound on ∥X − X̂∥2,∞ when the smallest
nonzero singular value of the clean data matrix X is at the order of

√
n. Hence, it becomes

pertinent to ask under what conditions this criterion can be satisfied.
We introduce a theorem below concerning low-rank random matrices. Let X be a random

matrix with cov(Xi) = Σ, where Σ is a low-rank matrix. The smallest nonzero singular value of
X can be lower bounded by the smallest eigenvalue of Σ and

√
n. This result can be viewed as

a straightforward extension of the standard random matrix theory as [Vershynin, 2010, Theorem
5.39].

Theorem 2. Suppose Xi ∈ Rd are i.i.d. samples from a distribution so that ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1 almost
surely, with E[Xi] = 0 and cov(Xi) = Σ where rank(Σ) = r. Let λi(Σ) be the i-th largest eigenvalue

of Σ. If n > r, the following holds with probability at least 1− e−ct
2

,√
λr(Σ)(

√
n− C

√
r − t) ≤ λr(X) ≤ λ1(X) ≤

√
n.

Here C and c are some constants that depend on λr(Σ), but not on n and d.
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Proof. Since ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1 almost surely, the Frobenius norm of X is bounded, and hence the spectral
norm ∥X∥ = λ1(X) can be bounded as follows:

λ2
1(X) ≤ ∥X∥2F =

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥2 ≤ n.

Consider the lower bound of λr(X). Denote the eigen-decomposition of Σ be Σ = UΣΛΣU
T
Σ where

UΣ ∈ Rd×r and ΛΣ ∈ Rr×r. We set Yi = Λ
−1/2
Σ UT

ΣXi ∈ Rr, then ∥Yi∥ ≤ [λr(Σ)]
−1/2. Further,

E[Yi] = 0, cov(Yi) = Ir, and Yi is sub-Gaussian distributed, where the constant Kψ2
follows

Kψ2(Yi) = sup
∥y∥=1

sup
p≥1

E[|⟨y, Yi⟩|p]1/p

p1/2
≤ sup

∥y∥=1

sup
p≥1

[λr(Σ)]
−1/2

p1/2
= [λr(Σ)]

−1/2.

We can apply [Vershynin, 2010, Theorem 5.39] to Y and find constant C and c so that with
probability 1− 2 exp(−ct2), √

n− C
√
r − t ≤ λr(Y ).

Finally, according to the definition of Y , the original matrix X of interest is X = Y Λ
1/2
Σ UT

Σ .
Therefore, the smallest singular value of X can be bounded by

λr(X) ≥ λr(Y )
√

λr(Σ) ≥
√

λr(Σ)(
√
n− C

√
r − t).

The result is proved.

By Theorem 2, it suffices to compute the covariance of the clean data Xi and show its r-th
eigenvalue is bounded from below. This can be done easily if Xi follows some known distributions
such as Gaussian mixtures. Below, we discuss a scenario where the covariance computation is not
so elementary.

For many temporal and spatial data sets [Cressie and Wikle, 2015, Brunton and Kutz, 2022,
Khoo et al., 2024], researchers expect the clean data to be generated from a one-dimensional curve,
i.e. the function of time or location t. It is of interest to estimate the function xt, where a popular
approach is to use a piecewise linear approximation [Pavlidis and Horowitz, 1974, Stone, 1961].
For the simplicity of exposition, we assume xt is piecewise linear. In less mathematical terms, xt
is a zigzag line. Figure 1 below shows two such objects in 3-dimensional space. For each zigzag
line, there will be R time points 0 = t1 < t2 < t3 < . . . < tR < 1 = tR+1, and

xs = xtj + (s− tj)vj , s ∈ [tj , tj+1].

Here {vj , j = 1 . . . , R} is a group of d-dimensional vectors with unit-norm. We want to make a
special note here that the number of segments R does not indicate the dimension of the sub-space
dimension. For example, Figure 1 shows two zigzag lines in a three-dimensional subspace (r = 3)
with any R = 10 segments.

Proposition 2. Suppose Xi = xsi and si ∼ Unif [0, 1] independently, i ∈ [n]. Suppose the linear
subspace spanned by {vj , j = 1 . . . , R} has dimension r and E[Xi] = 0. If there is a constant ρ > 0
so that the segment endpoints ti+1 − ti ≥ ρ, then there exists a constant c > 0 independent of n
and d, so that the following holds with probability 1−O(1/n),

c
√
ρ3/3− ρ4/4

√
n ≤ λr(X) ≤ λ1(X) ≤

√
n.

Proposition 2 utilizes Theorem 2 to establish that the minimum singular value λr(X) > cX
√
n

holds for the zigzag example, given that each segment has a minimum length ρ > 0 and no segment
is degenerate.

In the case where there are degenerate segments, denoted by ρ = o(1), we can still provide an
upper bound on the error. Notably, Theorem 1 demonstrates that the error of Algorithm 1 can be
controlled by nσ/λ2

r(X) for any arbitrary λr(X). By incorporating Proposition 2 into this result,
we observe that the error tends to 0 as σ ≪ ρ3, even when ρ = o(1).
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3 General lower bound for matrix denoising

In this section, we will show PCA-denoising is rate-optimal in terms of sample complexity and
noise intensity. Theorem 3 of Cai and Zhang [2018] has shown the optimality of PCA referring to
the recovery of the low-dimensional subspace Vr. In its Remark 4, Cai and Zhang [2018] claims
that the result can be generalized to lower bounds for matrix denoising. Theorem 3 of Montanari
et al. [2018] has studied the lower bound for matrix denoising under the assumption that n ≍ d.
Our result below is more general than these two works in some perspectives: we allow n and d to
diverge at different speeds (in comparison with Montanari et al. [2018]; meanwhile their results
don’t involve hidden constants), and the estimator X̂ can be arbitrary (Cai and Zhang [2018]
assumes X̂ is of rank at least r).

We consider a simplified zigzag model. Suppose we only have one segment v and the clean
data is Xi = (ti + 1)v for ti ∼ Unif(0, 1) independently. The observed data is Zi = Xi + ξi with
noise ξi. A successful matrix denoising algorithm will generate X̂ = (t̂ + 1)vT , which gives the
direction v and the points of observation ti, i ∈ [n]. We want to set up the general lower bound
∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ for any estimator X̂.

Theorem 3. Let v ∼ N (0, d−1Id). Let ti ∼ Unif(0, 1) independently, i ∈ [n]. Let Xi = (ti+1)v.
Suppose Zi = Xi + ξi is observed, where ξi ∼ N (0, σ2Id), i ∈ [n]. Suppose for some ϵ ∈ (0, d/4),
the noise level σ > 4ϵ/

√
Φ(−1) or the sample size n < dσ2/(5ϵ2), then for any estimator X̂, there

is
EvEt[n],ξ[n]

[∥X̂i −Xi∥22,∞] ≥ ϵ2,

where t[n] := (t1, . . . , tn), ξ[n] := (ξ1, . . . , ξn), and Φ is the cumulative distribution function of
standard Gaussian.

Theorem 3 establishes lower bounds for two crucial factors: the signal-to-noise ratio level and
the sample size. To achieve a small error rate ϵ2, it is necessary to have both a low noise level
σ = O(ϵ) and a large sample size n = O(dσ2/ϵ2). This explains why a spectral gap requirement in
the form (3) is necessary: Using Proposition 2, we have λr(X) ≥ cX

√
n for some constant cX , so

(3) essentially requires σ
√
d ≲

√
n, while Theorem 3 indicates the complementary case will lead

to inaccurate denoising result. When σ = Cϵ, the required sample size is n ≥ Cd, aligning with
the assumption made in the last estimate in Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 3 is presented in Section 3 of Tong et al. [2024].

4 Applications of uniform denoising

In this section, we demonstrate the utility of having access to uniformly denoised data points in
various downstream statistical learning applications. The main theme is to show that the learning
results using uniformly denoised data are close to those achieved by clean data. In this section,
we consider the clustering problem and manifold learning using the graphical Laplacian.

We also have results for empirical risk minimization (ERM) in the Supplementary Mate-
rial[Tong et al., 2024]. ERM is a widely used approach for training statistical models [Hastie
et al., 2009, Mei et al., 2018]. In ERM, the dataset consists of pairs (Xi, yi), where Xi ∈ Rd and
yi is typically a scalar. The prediction error is measured by a loss function F (Xi, yi, θ), where the
specific definition of F varies depending on the model. Under mild conditions, we show that the
loss function based on uniformly denoised data X̂i is a close approximation of that based on the
clean data Xi. Since the derivation is rather routine, we leave the details to the Section 4.1 of
Tong et al. [2024].

4.1 Clustering

Consider a clustering problem with clean data points X[n] ∈ Rd in K clusters [Omran et al., 2007].
Denote Ck as the index set of data points in the k-th cluster and the division is C = {C1, · · · , CK}.
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K-means in Hartigan and Wong [1979] is a very popular clustering algorithm. It aims to find the
labels Ĉ and centers m̂ = m̂[K], so that the following is minimized

f(C,m) =
∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

∥Xi −mk∥2. (18)

When the clean data X is available, k-means will achieve a good clustering result.
In practice, we only have access to noisy data Zi = Xi + ξi. If we simply replace Xi in (18)

with Zi, it is unlikely that we can get a good estimation. Using denoised data matrix X̂, we would
consider minimizing the loss function

f̂(C,m) =
∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

∥X̂i −mk∥2, (19)

where X̂i comes from Algorithm 1. We expect the clustering result from f̂ to have a performance
similar to that of using X directly. This is similar to existing consistency analysis of clustering in
Pollard [1981], Rakhlin and Caponnetto [2006], and Bubeck and Luxburg [2009], where the loss
function convergence is of main interest.

To evaluate the clustering performance, the weak consistency focuses on the clustering error
rate and the strong consistency focuses on the number of clustering errors. With the uniform error
bound between X̂i and Xi, we can control the clustering error on each data point and conclude
a strong consistency result in Proposition 3. Such results cannot be achieved by the error control
on the Frobenius norm.

On the other hand, without further assumptions, it can be hard to show label consistency. This
is mainly because k-means clustering result is non-unique and can have discontinuous dependence
at data points near the boundary between two clusters. We remove such cases by further assuming
there is a center mk ∈ Rd for the k-th cluster, so that data points in Ck are close to mk. Such a
requirement is standard in k-means related literature (Hartigan and Wong [1979], Jin and Wang
[2016], Jin et al. [2017]). A rigorous assumption is as follows.

Assumption 1. Suppose that under the division C, the clusters satisfy the following with absolute
constants c0, δ, cm:

• The cluster size does not degenerate: |Ck| ≥ c0n for all k ∈ [K].

• Data points in each cluster are close to a center: ∥Xi −mk∥ ≤ δ, ∀i ∈ Ck.

• The cluster centers are far apart: ∥mj −mk∥ ≥ cm, for all 1 ≤ j ̸= k ≤ K.

Proposition 3. Consider a clustering problem with noisy data points Z[n] and underlying truth

C. Suppose ∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ ≤ ϵ. Let Ĉ be the minimizer of the loss function f̂(C,m) defined in (19).
Then

• Ĉ almost minimize the loss function with clean data f(C,m),

f(Ĉ, m̂) ≤ f(C,m) + 4ϵ.

• Furthermore, suppose Assumption 1 holds with cm > 2(δ + ϵ + 2
√
2(δ2 + ϵ2)/c0), then k-

means gives a perfect clustering result, i.e. the division Ĉ is exactly the same with C.

The proof can be found in the Supplementary Material[Tong et al., 2024].

4.2 Manifold learning with graphical Laplacian

Graphical Laplacian is an important data processing tool in various applications. It is commonly
used in spectral clustering, dimensionality reduction, and graph-based machine learning tasks that
involve analyzing data on nonlinear manifolds. It enables users to capture the underlying graphical
structures [Von Luxburg, 2007, Singer, 2006, Khoo et al., 2024]. To illustrate, consider a kernel
function k(·, ·) as follows:
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Assumption 2. The function k(x, y) is symmetric and Lipschitz in both x and y. Furthermore,
there is an absolute constant K > 0 so that 1/K ≤ k(x, y) ≤ K when ∥x∥, ∥y∥ ≤ 1.

A similar version of this assumption can be found in Von Luxburg et al. [2008]. A quick
example that satisfies Assumption 2 is the most commonly used Gaussian kernel, where k(x, y) =
exp(−∥x− y∥2/(2b2)).

Suppose the clean dataXi are i.i.d. samples from a distribution p on the unit ball {x : ∥x∥ ≤ 1}.
The population normalized graphical Laplacian operator is defined as

Lf(x) =
∫
(1− k(x, y)√

d(x)d(y)
)f(y)p(y)dy, where d(x) =

∫
k(x, y)p(y)dy.

L can be used for different purposes. It can directly be used to optimize a certain utility function.
Its eigenfunctions can be used to extract a low-dimensional representation of the manifold or to
establish spectral clustering results.

In practice, we do not have access to L directly. We first build the empirical operator based on
the clean data Xi. Define the kernel matrix A where Ai,j = k(Xi, Xj), and the diagonal matrix
D with Di,i =

∑n
j=1 Ai,j . The normalized Laplacian is given by

L = I −D−1/2AD−1/2. (20)

Under mild conditions, Von Luxburg et al. [2008] has shown L converge to L as an operator, and
so are its spectrum and eigenvalues. In particular, with k as a Gaussian kernel, if λ0 is a simple
eigenvalue of L with its eigen-function ∥u(x)∥∞ = 1, then Theorems 16 and 19 of Von Luxburg
et al. [2008] indicate that L has an eigenvalue λ close to λ0, and the corresponding eigenvector v
(of which the norm may not be 1) satisfies that

max
i

|vi − u(Xi)| = O(n−1/2).

Hence, v will carry similar information as u and can be used for further analysis such as clustering.
These results provide a theoretical foundation for utilizing the eigenvectors of L in statistical
inference.

In the context of this paper, it is natural to ask whether such a result can be extended to
the case only Zi = Xi + Ei are observed. Intuitively, we will first apply Algorithm 1 to obtain
the denoised data X̂i, and achieve L̂ correspondingly. Define Â where Âi,j = k(X̂i, X̂j), D̂ where

D̂i,i =
∑n
j=1 Âi,j , and

L̂ = (I − D̂−1/2ÂD̂−1/2). (21)

We are interested in how different L̂ would be from L, in the sense of matrix ℓ∞ norm, the
informative eigenvalues, and the corresponding eigenvectors. The following proposition addresses
the result:

Proposition 4. Consider a kernel function that Assumption 2 holds. Suppose the denoised matrix
follows ∥X̂ −X∥2,∞ ≤ ϵ. Then there is a constant C > 0 independent of n and d so that in the
ℓ∞ operator-norm

∥L̂− L∥∞ ≤ Cϵ.

Furthermore, suppose L has a simple eigenvalue λ0 ̸= 1. Then there are N0, ϵ > 0, and a constant
C > 0 independent of n and d, so that when n > N0, ϵ < ϵ0, L,L̂ has eigen-pair (v, λ) and (v̂, λ̂)
respectively, so that

|λ̂− λ| ≤ Cϵ, ∥av̂ − v∥∞ ≤ Cϵ∥v∥∞,

where a = 1 or −1.
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5 Numerical simulation

To support our theoretical results, we provide some numerical examples in this section. We
consider a two-class clustering setting where the clean data are sampled from two separate low-
dimensional zigzag lines embedded in a high-dimensional space. In detail, we first generate two
zigzag lines, each consisting of 10 segments within a unit ball in R3, as seen in Figure 1(a). Then
we embedded them into d-dimensional space by an orthonormal matrix Ω ∈ Rd×3 with d being
some large number to be specified later. Denote the embedded zigzag lines as x0(t) and x1(t) for
0 ≤ t ≤ 1. The clean data are generated as Xi = Ωxℓ(i)(ti), where ℓ(i) ∼ Bernoulli(1/2) and
ti ∼ U [0, 1], i ∈ [n]. Here ℓ(i) can be regarded as the label of this sample and our goal is to
recover it. Finally, we add the noise to the clean data, where Zi = Xi + ξi, ξi ∼ N (0, σ2Id). The
algorithm will be applied to the noisy data Z.

We first check the uniform error of PCA-denoised data by Algorithm 1. The error in Theorem
1 requires the information of λr(X), which is shown to be O(

√
n) in Proposition 2 for the zigzag

scenario. According to the generation procedure, the clean data X lies in the space with a
dimension of r = 3, so we calculate λ3(X) for n ranging from 102 to 702. The embedding Ω does
not change the eigenvalue, and λ3(X) = λ3(x) where x = (xℓ(1)(t1), · · · , xℓ(n)(tn)). We calculate
it based on x so the dimension d does not affect the result. As seen in Figure 1(b), λ3(X) scales
linearly with

√
n, which follows Proposition 2. Such a result indicates the simplified uniform error

in Theorem 1 holds, that ∥X − X̂∥2,∞ = O(σ + σ4 log n) when d = cdn. We fix n = 0.1d and let
d range from 102 to 104, where the added noise σ ∈ {0.0025, 0.05, 0.1}. Figure 1(c) presents the
uniform error of the noisy data Z and the denoised data X̂ by Algorithm 1. It can be found that
∥X̂ − X∥2,∞/σ stays constant throughout the regime while ∥Z − X∥2,∞/σ grows as

√
d. Even

in the high-dimensional case that d = 10n, the PCA-denoising algorithm can reduce the curse of
dimension and reduce the uniform error to be O(σ).

We then investigate the denoising effects on downstream statistical inference, particularly in the
graphical Laplacian eigenvectors and spectral clustering. Let L(B) denote the graphical Laplacian
of any data matrix B. We find the eigenvector corresponding to the second smallest eigenvalue,
which is called the Fiedler eigenvector. Denote it as η2(B). It is well known that the component
signs of η2(B) can be used to infer cluster labels (Von Luxburg et al. [2008]). We are interested
in the error of the Fiedler eigenvectors from different data sources and the associated clustering
results.

To illustrate the importance of the uniform error, we consider three data matrices in this study:
the clean data X, the PCA-denoised data X̂, and a new data set X̃ with errors not uniformly
distributed. To make the comparison fair, the new matrix X̃ has the same average error as X̂, i.e.

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥Xi − X̂i∥2 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥Xi − X̃i∥2. (22)

We design X̃ in a way that some samples have a large error and other samples have no errors. In
detail, we randomly select 10% of indices as I, and define X̃i as:

X̃i =

{
Xi, if i ∈ Ic;
αXi + (1− α)Zi, if i ∈ I,

where α ∈ (0, 1) is a constant that ensures (22). In other words, 90% of data in X̃ are clean; the
others have i.i.d. errors as (1− α)ξi, where α is chosen so that the average error is the same with
X̂. Comparisons between η2(X̂) and η2(X̃) explain how uniform error is important in practice.

We fix d = 5000 and n = 1000. The bandwidth for graphical Laplacian is chosen as b =
√
0.005.

We first compare the Fiedler eigenvectors from three data matrices X, X̂, and X̃ at two noise
levels σ = 0.0075 and σ = 0.05, shown in Figure 2(a). We adjust the order of data samples so
that samples from x0(t) come first and those from x1(t) are all at last. In the top panel of Figure
2(a), we can see the sign η2(X) meets the label ℓ. For the two data with small noise σ = 0.0075,
η2(X̂) and η2(X̃) are close to η2(X) at a large scale. The error of η2(X̂) is uniformly small but
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Figure 1: Properties of data generated from two zig-zag lines. (a) The two zigzag lines where the
clean data is generated from. They are separated by parallel hyperplanes with a distance of 0.2.
(b) The third singular value of the clean data X ∈ Rn×3, which scales linearly with the square
root of the sample size n. (c) The normalized uniform errors of the noisy data Z, denoised data
X̂ achieved at different dimension d. With a fixed standard deviation of the noise σ, the uniform
errors obtained from the noisy data Z ∈ Rn×d increase with the dimension d and sample size
n = 0.1d. However, the uniform errors obtained from the denoised data X̂ remain approximately
constant. The results are consistent with different standard deviations, σ = 0.025, 0.05, and 0.1.

η2(X̃) has spiked errors. This is consistent with Proposition 4. When σ increases from 0.0075 to
0.05, the spiked error in ∥X̃i −Xi∥ is so large that the distance-based clustering algorithm fails.
Meanwhile, the Fiedler eigenvector obtained by X̂ can still preserve the correct cluster labels. We
then study the clustering results of the three data matrices for σ ranging from 10−3 to 1, shown
in Figure 2(b). We use the adjusted rand index (ARI) to measure the clustering accuracy, where
ARI = 1 indicates a perfect clustering and ARI = 0.5 means a random guess. The performance
of clustering using other data sources would of course depend on the strength of noise. Not
surprisingly, because of the crash in estimating η2(X), using X̃ fails when σ ≥ 0.05 and using X̂
gives a satisfactory clustering result till σ ≥ 0.1.
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Figure 2: Spectral clustering with different data sources. (a) The Fiedler eigenvectors of the
Laplacian formed by the clean data, the denoised data, and the ”averaged denoised” data at two
noise levels. The first row plots the second (Fiedler) eigenvector of the graphical Laplacian obtained
by the clean data X, the denoised data X̂, and averaged denoised data X̃. They are denoted by
η2(X), η2(X̂), and η2(X̃), respectively. The second row plots the pointwise absolute difference
between (η2(X), η2(X̂)) and (η2(X), η2(X̃)). The standard deviation of the noise is chosen to be
σ = 0.0075 and 0.05, corresponding to the two columns. (b) The adjusted rand indices (ARI) by
spectral clustering using clean data X, denoised data X̂, and the averaged denoised data X̃ when
σ changes.
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A Detailed verification in Theorem 1

Lemma 1. Suppose the settings of Theorem 1 hold. If we fix λr ≥ cX
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n and d ≳ n,
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Similarly, if we fix λr ≥ cX
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B Proofs for zigzag line data objects

Lemma 2. Consider A ∈ Rl×m, B ∈ Rm×n, Suppose l ≥ max{m,n} then

λmin{m,n}(AB) ≥ λm(A)λmin{m,n}(B).

Proof. Denote the SVD of B as B = UBΛBV
T
B . We discuss the case m ≥ n and m ≤ n separately.

Suppose m ≥ n, then

λn(AB) =
√

λn(BTATAB) ≥ λm(A)
√

λn(BTB) = λm(A)λn(B).

Suppose m ≤ n, then let UB ∈ Rm×m,ΛB ∈ Rm×m, and VB ∈ Rn×m. We see

λm(AB) =
√
λm(ABBTAT ) ≥ λm(B)

√
λm(AAT ) = λm(A)λm(B).

Proof of Proposition 2. According to the model, we rewrite XT
i = xT0 + TTi W , where x0 = E[Xi]

is a linear combination of {v1, v2, · · · , vR}, TTi ∈ R1×R, and W ∈ RR×d with the i-th row being
vTi . The vector Ti is generated by si ∼ Unif(0, 1), which can be further written as

Ti,j =


tj+1 − tj , si ≥ tj+1;

si − tj , tj < si ≤ tj+1;

0, si < tj .

Therefore,
∑
j Ti,j = si ≤ 1.

Consider the largest eigenvalue first. Since all vi’s have unit norm and si ∼ Unif(0, 1), so
∥Xi∥ ≤ 1. Hence, ∥X∥ ≤

√
n by Theorem 2.

Now consider the smallest singular value. Again, by Theorem 2, we only need to show the r-th
eigenvalue of cov(Xi) is non-zero. Note that

cov(Xi) = cov(WTTi) = WT cov(Ti)W.
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Rewrite W = SQ, where Q ∈ Rr×d contains the basis of the r-dimensional subspace spanned
by {v1, v2, · · · , vR} and S ∈ RR×r contains the linear coefficients so that each row of SQ is vTi .
Hence, QQT = Ir and S has rank r. By Lemma 2 we have

λr(cov(Xi)) ≥ λR(cov(Ti))λ
2
r(S)λ

2
r(Q) = λR(cov(Ti))λ

2
r(S).

SinceW has rank r, the r-th singular value of S is non-zero. Hence, it suffices to show λR(cov(Ti)) >
0.

Now we investigate the R-th singular value of cov(Ti), where

λR(cov(Ti)) = mina∈RR,∥a∥=1 var[T
T
i a].

Consider a vector a with ∥a∥ = 1. Then TTi a is

TTi a = (si − tj)aj +
∑
k<j

(tk+1 − tk)ak, tj < si ≤ tj+1.

Denote m = E[TTi a] and b(j) =
∑
k<j(tk+1 − tk)ak −m. Further define

m1(j) = E[1si∈[tj ,tj+1](si − tj)] = (tj+1 − tj)
2/2,

m2(j) = E[1si∈[tj ,tj+1](si − tj)
2] = (tj+1 − tj)

3/3.

Introduce these terms into var(TTi a) and we have

var[T ′
ia] =

∑
j

E[1si∈[tj ,tj+1][(si − tj)aj + b(j)]2]

=
∑
j

(b(j)2 + 2b(j)m1(j)aj +m2(j)a
2
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j

(m2(j)− (m1(j))
2)a2j

≥ min
j∈[R]

[m2(j)− (m1(j))
2] ≥ ρ3

3
− ρ4

4
.

The first inequality is obtained by optimizing over all possible b(j). The second inequality is
obtained since

∑
j |aj |2 = 1. The last inequality is obtained because f(x) = x3/3 − x4/4 is

increasing on x ∈ [0, 1].
So, the result is proved by taking c = λr(S)/2.

C Proof for the statistical lower bound

Proof of Theorem 3. Consider any estimator X̂ based on Z[n] and denote it as X̂(Z[n]). We first
set up the bound for the noise level σ and then discuss the sample size n.

Conditional on v, Xi and Zi are independent of Z[n]/i. So we consider a new problem where

both Z[n] and v are known and the same estimator X̂i(Z[n]). By the Blackwell thereom, the
estimator can be improved by

X̃i(v, Zi) = E[X̂i(Z[n])|v, Zi]

in the sense that
E[∥X̃i(v, Zi)−Xi∥2] ≤ E[∥X̂i(Z)−Xi∥2] ≤ ϵ2. (23)

Recall that the ℓ2 error of X̃i(v, Zi) is larger than the Bayes error. We consider the Bayes
error. Since v is known, the estimation is X̂i = (t̂i + 1)v and the uncertainty comes from t̂i only.
Let P be the projection onto the direction of v and P⊥ the projection onto the complementary

27



subspace. For notational simplicity, let zi = ZTi v/∥v∥ and ei = ξTi v/∥v∥. The Bayes estimator of
ti is given by

t̂i =

∫ 1

0
t exp(− 1

2σ2 ∥Zi − (t+ 1)v∥2)dt∫ 1

0
exp(− 1

2σ2 ∥Zi − (t+ 1)v∥2)dt

=

∫ 1

0
t exp(− 1

2σ2 ∥(zi/∥v∥)v − (t+ 1)v∥2) exp(− 1
2σ2 ∥P⊥Zi∥2)dt∫ 1

0
exp(− 1

2σ2 ∥(zi/∥v∥)v − (t+ 1)v∥2) exp(− 1
2σ2 ∥P⊥Zi∥2)dt

=

∫ 1

0
t exp(−∥v∥2

2σ2 |(t+ 1)− zi/∥v∥|2)dt∫ 1

0
exp(−∥v∥2

2σ2 |(t+ 1)− zi/∥v∥|2)dt

=

∫ 1

0
((t+ 1)− zi/∥v∥) exp(−∥v∥2

2σ2 |(t+ 1)− zi/∥v∥|2)dt∫ 1

0
exp(−∥v∥2

2σ2 |(t+ 1)− zi/∥v∥|2)dt
+

zi
∥v∥

− 1

=
zi
∥v∥

− 1 +
σ2

∥v∥2
ϕ(σ−1(2∥v∥ − zi))− ϕ(σ−1(∥v∥ − zi))

Φ(σ−1(2∥v∥ − zi))− Φ(σ−1(∥v∥ − zi))

= ti +
ei
∥v∥

+
σ2

∥v∥2
ϕ(σ−1(2∥v∥ − zi))− ϕ(σ−1(∥v∥ − zi))

Φ(σ−1(2∥v∥ − zi))− Φ(σ−1(∥v∥ − zi))

The estimation error |t̂i−ti| consists of ei/∥v∥ and a complicated term. We now bound it. Consider
a set B = {(ti, ei) : ei(ti − 0.5) > 0, |ei| > σ}, then P (B) = Φ(−1)/2, where Φ is the CDF of
standard Gaussian. If ti > 0.5, ei > 0, then zi > 1.5∥v∥ and so ϕ(σ−1(2∥v∥ − zi))− ϕ(σ−1(∥v∥ −
zi)) > 0. It suggests that

|t̂i − ti| ≥ |ei|/∥v∥ > σ/∥v∥. (24)

With a similar analysis, (24) still holds when ti < 0.5 and ξi < 0. As a conclusion, |t̂i−ti| ≥ σ/∥v∥
at the occurrence of B.

Further if ∥v∥ ≤ 2, which happens with probability at least 3/4 by Markov inequality, then

|t̂i − ti| ≥ σ/2,

and the error follows

E[∥t̂i − ti∥2] ≥ E[∥t̂i − ti∥21B ] ≥
1

8
σ2P (B) =

Φ(−1)

16
σ2.

Combine it with (23), we need σ ≤ 4ϵ/
√

Φ(−1).
Next we consider the sample size n. Here we consider a new problem where both t[n] and Z[n]

are observed but v is unknown. Then for any estimator X̂i(Z[n]), we can design an estimator of v
as

v̂ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

X̂i(Z[n])

ti + 1
.

Then the error is bounded by

E∥v̂ − v∥2 = E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1n
n∑
i=1

X̂i(Z[n])−Xi

ti + 1

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ E[max
i

∥Xi − X̂i(Z[n])∥2] ≤ ϵ2.

Meanwhile, we know l2 error of v̂i(t[n], Z[n]) will be larger than the Bayes error of the Bayes

estimator for v. The prior of v is N (0, 1
dId) and the data Z[n] follows Zi ∼ N((ti+1)v, σ2Id) with

given t[n]. Therefore, the posterior distribution of v is also Gaussian, with mean and covariance

ṽ =

∑n
i=1(ti + 1)Zi

σ2d+
∑n
i=1(ti + 1)2

, C̃ = (
1

d
+

1

σ2

n∑
i=1

(ti + 1)2)−1Id.
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The Bayes error is

E[∥ṽ − v∥2] = E[tr(C̃)] ≥ dσ2

4n+ σ2/d
.

Combine it with that E[∥ṽ−v∥2] ≤ ϵ2, we need dσ2/(4n+ σ2/d) ≤ ϵ2. Since we assume ϵ2 ≤ 1
16d

2,

we have σ2/d ≤ 4
15n, which further have E[[∥ṽ − v∥2]] ≥ dσ2

5n2 . So n < dσ2

5ϵ2 is impossible.

D Denoising applications

D.1 Empirical risk minimization for supervised learning

Empirical risk minimization (ERM) is a widely used approach for training statistical models Hastie
et al. [2009], Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David [2014]. In ERM, the dataset consists of pairs (Xi, yi),
where Xi ∈ Rd and yi is typically a scalar. The prediction error is measured by a loss function
F (Xi, yi, θ), where the specific definition of F varies depending on the model. The goal of ERM is
to find the optimal model parameters θ∗ that minimize the empirical prediction error as follows.

θ∗ = argmin
θ

f(θ), f(θ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

F (Xi, yi, θ). (25)

Some well-known examples are listed below:

• In standard linear regression Seber and Lee [2003], yi ∈ R, θ ∈ Rd and F is given by

F (Xi, yi, θ) =
1

2
(θTXi − yi)

2.

• In linear regresion with Tuckey’s biweight loss function Tukey [1960],

F (Xi, yi, θ) = ρ(θTXi − yi), where ρ(u) =
c2

6
(1− (1− (u/c)2)31|u|<c).

Here c is some threshold constant. The introduction of the ρ function is to reduce the
influence of possible outliers from data.

• In logistic regression Menard [2002], yi ∈ {+1,−1} and the loss function F is given by

F (Xi, yi, θ) = log(1 + exp(−yiX
T
i θ)).

• In reproducing kernel Hilbert space regression Wahba et al. [1999], we have a reproducing
kernel k(·, ·) and its corresponding Hilbert space H. The goal is to find a function f ∈ H
to minimize L(f) = 1

n

∑n
i=1(f(xi) − yi)

2. The kernel regression can also be viewed as a
standard ERM problem. To do it, we parameterize fθ(x) = ⟨θ, φ(x)⟩, where φ(x) is the
feature map and the kernel function k(x, y) = ⟨φ(x), φ(y)⟩. The loss function F is

F (Xi, yi, θ) =
1

2
(⟨θ, φ(Xi)⟩ − yi)

2.

• In an m-layered neural networks, we denote θi ∈ Rd as the loading of the i-th layer. Hence,
the parameters matrix is θ = [θ1, . . . , θm] ∈ Rm×d. The loss is given by

F (Xi, yi, θ) = (yi − σ(θTm · · ·σ(θT2 σ(θT1 Xi)) · · · ))2,

where the function σ(·) can be taken as various nonlinear functions, such as ReLu and
sigmoid function.
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In many applications, we do not have access to the clean data Xi, but only the noisy data
Zi = Xi+ξi. The high noise in Zi will cause large error in the estimation of θ, if we use Zi instead
of Xi in F directly. It’s natural to guess that the denoised data X̂i will lead to an estimator
reasonably close to θ∗. Let θ̂∗ be the estimator, where

θ̂∗ = argmin f̂(θ), f̂(θ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

F (X̂i, yi, θ). (26)

It is natural to ask how would θ̂∗ performs under the empirical risk function f in (25), and how

close would θ̂∗ be from θ∗. To answer these questions, we made the following assumptions.

Assumption 3. The loss function F (x, yi, θ) is globally Lipschitz in x. That is, there are constants
L > 0 and ∆ > 0, so that when ∥z − x∥ ≤ ∆, there is

|F (z, yi, θ)− F (x, yi, θ)| ≤ L∥z − x∥.

In general Assumption 3 is easy to verify when the data are generated in bounded domains,
even for complex nonlinear models such as neural networks. But it alone cannot guarantee θ∗ is
unique, so if we want to infer parameter error, we need some additional conditions.

Assumption 4. The empirical loss function f in (25) has a unique minimizer θ∗ and it is also a
local minimum. That is, there are constants γ, δ, λf > 0, so that f(θ)−f(θ∗) ≥ γ when ∥θ−θ∗∥ ≥ δ
and ∇2f(θ) ⪰ λfI when ∥θ − θ∗∥ ≤ δ.

Suppose f is strongly convex, Assumption 4 holds immediately. This is also the most well
understood ERM regime. Assumption 4 also allows for general non-convex problems Shalev-
Shwartz and Ben-David [2014]. Similar version of it can be found in machine learning literature
where finding θ∗ is of interest Dong and Tong [2021].

Proposition 5. Consider an ERM problem where Assumption 3 holds. Suppose ∥X̂−X∥2,∞ ≤ ϵ

where Lϵ < ∆. Let θ∗ and θ̂∗ be the minimizers of f and f̂ , respectively. Then f(θ̂∗) is close to
the minimum f(θ∗), in the sense that

|f(θ̂∗)− f(θ∗)| ≤ 2Lϵ.

Suppose Assumption 4 holds in addition with Lϵ < γ, then the two minimizers are close,

∥θ̂∗ − θ∗∥2 ≤ 2Lϵ/λf .

Proposition 5 indicates that the ERM training result using the PCA denoised data is as good
the training result using clean data, assuming Assumption 3. If Assumption 4 is also in place,
then the learned parameters will also be close to each other. The proof can be found in the
Supplementary Material.

Proof. For the first claim, simply note that,

|f̂(θ)− f(θ)| ≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

|F (X̂i, yi, θ)− F (Xi, yi, θ)| ≤ Lϵ.

Note that f(θ∗) ≤ f(θ̂∗) and f̂(θ̂∗) ≤ f̂(θ∗), and we have

f(θ̂∗) ≤ f̂(θ̂∗) + |f̂(θ̂∗)− f(θ̂∗)| ≤ f̂(θ̂∗) + Lϵ ≤ f̂(θ∗) + Lϵ

≤ f(θ∗) + |f̂(θ∗)− f(θ∗)|+ Lϵ ≤ f(θ∗) + 2Lϵ.

This leads to our first claim.

30



For the second claim, note that by |f(θ̂∗)− f(θ∗)| ≤ 2Lϵ < γ, we have ∥θ∗ − θ∥ ≤ δ. Then by
Taylor expansion, we have

f(θ̂∗) = f(θ∗) +
1

2
(θ̂∗ − θ∗)T∇2f(θ̃)(θ̂∗ − θ∗) ≥ f(θ∗) +

1

2
λf∥θ̂∗ − θ∗∥2.

Combining it with |f(θ̂∗)− f(θ∗)| ≤ 2Lϵ again, it leads to

∥θ̂∗ − θ∗∥2 ≤ 4Lϵ/λf .

D.2 Proofs for other applications

Proof of Proposition 3. For the first claim, simply note that,

|f̂(C,m)− f(C,m)| ≤ 1

n

∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

|∥Xi −mk∥2 − ∥X̂i −mk∥2|

≤ 1

n

∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

(2δϵ+ ϵ2) ≤ 2ϵ.

The last inequality comes from the fact δ ≤ 1 because ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [n] and ϵ = o(1).

Recall that ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1 + ϵ and so likewise |f̂(Ĉ, m̂)− f(Ĉ, m̂)| ≤ 2ϵ. This further leads to

f(Ĉ, m̂) ≤ f̂(Ĉ, m̂) + 2ϵ ≤ f̂(C,m) + 2ϵ ≤ f(C,m) + 4ϵ.

Consider the second claim. Note that given any division C̃, then the minimizer m of f(C̃,m) and

f̂(C̃,m) can be found as

mk(C̃) =
∑
i∈C̃k

Xi

|C̃k|
, m̂k(C̃) =

∑
i∈C̃k

X̂i

|C̃k|
.

For the special case C̃ = Ĉ, we have m̂k = m̂k(Ĉ).
Now we consider f̂(Ĉ, m̂). According to the definition,

f̂(Ĉ, m̂) ≤ f̂(C, m̂(C)) ≤ f̂(C,m) =
1

n

∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

∥X̂i −mk∥2

≤ 2

n

∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

(∥X̂i −Xi∥2 + ∥Xi −mk∥2)

≤ 2δ2 + 2ϵ2.

Now we consider the lower bound.

f̂(Ĉ, m̂) =
1

n

∑
k∈[K]

∑
i∈Ck

∥X̂i − m̂j:i∈Ĉj
∥2

≥ 1

n

∑
k

∑
i∈Ck

(−∥X̂i −mk∥2 +
1

2
∥mk − m̂j:i∈Ĉj

∥2)

= −f̂(C,m) +
1

2n

∑
k

∑
i∈Ck

∥mk − m̂j:i∈Ĉj
∥2. (27)

Combining the two bound above and we have

1

n

∑
k

∑
i∈Ck

∥mk − m̂j:i∈Ĉj
∥2 ≤ 2(f̂(C,m) + f̂(Ĉ, m̂)) ≤ 8(δ2 + ϵ2).
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Now we compare Ĉ and C. To simplify the notations, we use ℓ(i) to denote the true label

of node i so that i ∈ Cℓ(i) and use ℓ̂(i) to denote the estimated label that i ∈ Ĉℓ̂(i). We need a

projection π : [K] → [K] so that ℓ and π(ℓ̂) will match. The projection π is defined by matching
the nearest centers:

π(k) = argmin
j

∥mj − m̂k∥, k ∈ [K]. (28)

Then the overall distances between centers are

c0∥mk − m̂π(k)∥2 ≤ 1

n

∑
k

∑
i∈Ck

∥mk − m̂π(k)∥2

≤ 1

n

∑
k

∑
i∈Ck

∥mk − m̂ℓ̂(i)∥
2 ≤ 8(δ2 + ϵ2). (29)

Given π(ℓ̂), we want to show π(ℓ̂) = ℓ. To prove it, we suppose there is a data point i where

π(ℓ̂(i)) ̸= ℓ(i) = k. Define a new label vector ℓ′ that differs from ℓ̂ on the data point i only, where

ℓ′(i) = π−1(k). Correspondingly we have C′. We want to show that C′ will result in a smaller f̂

than f̂(Ĉ, m̂), and hence Ĉ will not be a solution of k-means.

f̂(C′, m̂(C′))− f̂(Ĉ, m̂) ≤ f̂(C′, m̂)− f̂(Ĉ, m̂)

=
1

n

n∑
j=1

∥X̂j − m̂ℓ′(j)∥2 −
1

n

n∑
j=1

∥X̂j − m̂ℓ̂(j)∥
2

=
1

n
∥X̂i − m̂ℓ′(i)∥2 −

1

n
∥X̂i − m̂ℓ̂(i)∥

2,

where the last equality comes from that ℓ̂(j) = ℓ′(j) for all j ̸= i. Further,

∥X̂i − m̂ℓ′(i)∥ ≤ ∥X̂i −mℓ(i)∥+ ∥mℓ(i) − m̂π(ℓ(i))∥

≤ δ + ϵ+ 2
√
2(δ2 + ϵ2)/c0.

Recall that we assume π(ℓ̂(i)) ̸= ℓ(i) = k. Denote j = π(ℓ̂(i)), then

∥X̂i − m̂ℓ̂(i)∥ ≥ ∥mk −mj∥ − (∥X̂i −mk∥+ ∥mj − m̂ℓ̂(i)∥)

≥ cm − (δ + ϵ+ 2
√
2(δ2 + ϵ2)/c0) > ∥X̂i − m̂ℓ′(i)∥.

So f̂(C′, m̂(C′)) < f̂(Ĉ, m̂) and ℓ′ will be a strictly better solution to the k-means objective. This

contradicts the definition of ℓ̂. So for all data points, π(ℓ̂) = ℓ.

Proof of Proposition 4. Consider ∥L̂−L∥∞ first. Since ∥X − X̂∥2,∞ ≤ ϵ and k(x, y) is l-Lipschitz
in x and y, so there is a constant C3 = C3(l) > 0 so that

|(k(Xi, Xj)− k(X̂i, X̂j))|
≤ |(k(Xi, Xj)− k(X̂i, Xj))|+ |(k(X̂i, Xj)− k(X̂i, X̂j))| ≤ C3ϵ,

and

|Dii − D̂i,i| =
∣∣∣∣∑
j∈[n]

(k(Xi, Xj)− k(X̂i, X̂j))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C3nϵ.

Hence, for the normalized Laplacian, there is a C4 = C4(K, l)

|L̂i,j − Li,j | = | k(Xi, Xj)√
Di,iDj,j

− k(X̂i, X̂j)√
D̂i,iD̂j,j

| ≤ C4ϵ

n
.
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Therefore, the matrix ℓ∞ and ℓ1 norm follows that

∥L̂− L∥1 = ∥L̂− L∥∞ = max
i

∑
j

|L̂i,j − Li,j | ≤ C4ϵ.

The first identity comes from the fact that L, L̂ are symmetric. We further present a result about
∥L̂∥∞ here. Since D̂i,i ≥ n/K and Âi,j ≤ K,

∥L̂∥∞ = max
i

∑
j

|L̂i,j | ≤ max
i

{1 +
∑
j

Âi,j√
D̂(i, i)D̂(j, j)

} ≤ 1 +K2. (30)

Consider the eigenvalues and eigenvectors. Since λ0 is simple, it has a neighborhood B of
radius δ so that its intersection with the spectrum of L is {λ}. Theorem 15 of Von Luxburg et al.
[2008] demonstrates that there is an N0, so that when n > N0, the intersection of B with spectrum
of L is {λ}. In other words, λ is a simple eigenvalue for L.

By Weyl’s inequality, |λi(L̂)− λi(L)| ≤ ∥L̂− L∥ ≤ C4ϵ, where the last inequality comes from

∥L̂− L∥ ≤
√
∥L̂− L∥1∥L̂− L∥∞ ≤ C4ϵ. Therefore, L̂ has an eigenvalue λ̂ so that

|λ− λ̂| ≤ C4ϵ.

Let P̂ v be the eigen-projection of v onto the one-dimensional space spanned by v̂ in l∞ norm, i.e.

P̂ v = ĉv̂, where ĉ = argmin
c

∥v − cv̂∥∞.

Theorem 7 of Von Luxburg et al. [2008] demonstrates that for sufficiently small ϵ, there is a
constant C independent of d and n

∥v − P̂ v∥∞ ≤ C(∥(L− L̂)v∥∞ + ∥v∥∞∥(L− L̂)L̂∥∞) ≤ Cϵ∥v∥∞.

Meanwhile, Proposition 18 of Von Luxburg et al. [2008] shows that there is an a ∈ {±1} so that

∥v − av̂∥∞ ≤ 2∥v − P̂ v∥∞ ≤ 2Cϵ∥v∥∞.

So the second claim is proved.
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