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Abstract

Detecting and recovering a low-rank signal in a noisy data matrix is a fundamental task in
data analysis. Typically, this task is addressed by inspecting and manipulating the spectrum
of the observed data, e.g., thresholding the singular values of the data matrix at a certain
critical level. This approach is well-established in the case of homoskedastic noise, where the
noise variance is identical across the entries. However, in numerous applications, the noise can
be heteroskedastic, where the noise characteristics may vary considerably across the rows and
columns of the data. In this scenario, the spectral behavior of the noise can differ significantly
from the homoskedastic case, posing various challenges for signal detection and recovery. To
address these challenges, we develop an adaptive normalization procedure that equalizes the
average noise variance across the rows and columns of a given data matrix. Our proposed
procedure is data-driven and fully automatic, supporting a broad range of noise distributions,
variance patterns, and signal structures. Our approach relies on recent results in random matrix
theory, which describe the resolvent of the noise via the so-called Dyson equation. By leveraging
this relation, we can accurately infer the noise level in each row and each column directly from
the resolvent of the data. We establish that in many cases, our normalization enforces the
standard spectral behavior of homoskedastic noise – the Marchenko-Pastur (MP) law, allowing
for simple and reliable detection of signal components. Furthermore, we demonstrate that our
approach can substantially improve signal recovery in heteroskedastic settings by manipulating
the spectrum after normalization. Lastly, we apply our method to single-cell RNA sequencing
and spatial transcriptomics data, showcasing accurate fits to the MP law after normalization.

Keywords— principal components analysis, matrix denoising, rank estimation, noise stabilization, het-
eroskedastic noise, rank selection, matrix scaling, heterogeneous noise

1 Introduction

Low-rank approximation, typically realized by PCA or SVD, is a ubiquitous tool for compressing and denois-
ing large data matrices before downstream analysis. A common approach to studying low-rank approximation
of noisy data is to assume a signal-plus-noise model, where a low-rank signal matrix is observed under noise
and the goal is to detect and recover the signal. In this work, we consider a data matrix Y ∈ Rm×n modeled
as

Y = X + E, (1)
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where X is a signal matrix of rank r ≪ min{m,n} and E is a random noise matrix whose entries Eij are
independent with zero mean and variance Sij = E[E2

ij ] > 0. For simplicity of presentation, we assume that

m ≤ n (otherwise, we can always replace Y with Y T ). Given the data matrix Y , common tasks of interest
include identifying the presence of the low-rank signal X , estimating its rank r, and recovering X from the
noisy observations. We refer to these tasks broadly as signal detection and recovery.

Many existing methods for signal detection and recovery rely on inspecting and manipulating the spec-
trum of the observed data; see, e.g., [8, 71, 34, 58, 27, 9, 25, 42, 24, 37, 11, 46, 43] and references therein. In
particular, in order to detect the signal and estimate its rank, the singular values of Y , or functions thereof,
are often compared against analytical or empirical thresholds. Then, to recover the signal matrix X , the
singular values of the data are typically thresholded or shrunk towards zero, while retaining the original
singular vectors.

The above approach for signal detection and recovery is well-established in the case of homoskedastic
noise, where the noise variance Sij = σ2 is identical across all entries. In this case, under mild regularity
conditions, the noise matrix E satisfies the celebrated Marchenko-Pastur (MP) law [53], which describes the
eigenvalue density of EET /n in the asymptotic regime m,n → ∞ with m/n → γ ∈ (0, 1]. Further, in this
regime, the largest eigenvalue of EET /n converges almost surely to β+ = σ2(1 +

√
γ)2 [30, 73], which is the

upper edge of the MP density. Consequently, a simple approach for identifying the presence of a signal X and
estimating its rank is to count how many eigenvalues of Y Y T /n exceed β+. This approach can be justified
further by the BBP phase transition [3, 4, 6, 57, 59]. The results therein show that in a suitable signal-plus-
noise model and the same asymptotic regime as for the MP law, the eigenvalues of Y Y T /n that exceed β+
admit a one-to-one analytic correspondence to nonzero eigenvalues of XXT/n, and the respective clean and
noisy eigenvectors admit nonzero correlations. These results have been extended to support homoskedastic
noise with general distributions under mild moment conditions; see, e.g., [5, 16]. Utilizing such results, refined
techniques of singular value thresholding and shrinkage were developed for recovering X optimally according
to a prescribed loss function; see [28, 27, 49, 16] and references therein.

In many practical situations, the noise can be heteroskedastic, where the noise variance Sij differs be-
tween the entries. A notable example is count or nonnegative data, where the entries are typically modeled
by, e.g., Poisson, binomial, negative binomial, or gamma distributions. In these cases, the noise variance
inherently depends on the signal, leading to heteroskedasticity. Such data is commonly found in network
traffic analysis [61], photon imaging [60], document topic modeling [70], single-cell RNA sequencing [32],
spatial transcriptomics [7], and high-throughput chromosome conformation capture [41], among many other
applications. Heteroskedastic noise also arises when data is nonlinearly transformed, e.g., in natural image
processing due to spatial pixel clipping [26], or in experimental procedures where conditions vary during data
acquisition, such as in spectrophotometry and atmospheric data analysis [13, 66]. Another common reason for
heteroskedasticity is when datasets are merged from different sources, e.g., sensors or measurement devices
with different levels of technical noise. Lastly, heteroskedastic noise can be caused by abrupt deformations or
technical errors during data collection and storage, leading to severe corruption in certain entries of the matrix
or even entire rows and columns. Due to the many forms of heteroskedastic noise prevalent in applications,
it is important to develop robust methods for signal detection and recovery under general heteroskedastic
noise.

When the noise is heteroskedastic, the spectral behavior of the noise can differ significantly from the
homoskedastic case, posing various challenges for signal detection and recovery. First, if the noise variance
Sij is abnormally high in a few rows or columns, then some of the noise eigenvalues may depart from the
bulk, creating a false impression of signal components. Second, if Sij varies considerably across the rows and
columns, then the eigenvalue density of the noise EET /n can become much more spread out than the MP
law, potentially masking weak signal components of interest. These two fundamental issues are illustrated in
Figures 1a, 1c, 2a, and 2c, where we exemplify the sorted eigenvalues of Y Y T /n and its eigenvalue density
for two simulated scenarios with m = 1000 and n = 2000. The signal X is identical in both scenarios; it is of
rank r = 20 and contains 10 strong components and 10 weak components. In the first scenario, depicted in
Figures 1a and 1c, the noise matrix E was generated as Gaussian homoskedastic with variance 1, except that
we amplified its last 5 rows and 5 columns by factors of

√
10 and 10, respectively. In the second scenario,

depicted in Figures 2a and 2c, the noise variance matrix S was generated randomly in such a way that its
entries fluctuate considerably across the rows and columns, while its average across all entries is 1. More
details on these experiments can be found in Appendix A.
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(a) Sorted eigenvalues of Y Y T /n
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(b) Sorted eigenvalues of Ŷ Ŷ T /n
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(c) Eigenvalue density of Y Y T /n
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(d) Eigenvalue density of Ŷ Ŷ T /n

Figure 1: The spectrum of the original data (panels (a) and (c)) and after applying Algorithm 1
(panels (b) and (d)), where m = 1000, n = 2000, and r = 20. The signal X consists of 10 strong
components and 10 weak components. The noise matrix E is homoskedastic almost everywhere –
except for the last 5 rows and 5 columns where the noise is abnormally strong.

It is evident that in the first simulated scenario (Figures 1a and 1c), the bulk of the eigenvalues of Y Y T /n
is well-approximated by the MP law since the noise is mostly homoskedastic. However, the severely corrupted
rows and columns contribute 10 significant components to the spectrum of the data. In this case, the first
10 eigenvalues of Y Y T /n correspond to the strong signal components in the data, the next 10 eigenvalues
correspond to the 5 noisy columns and 5 noisy rows (in this order), and the last 10 eigenvalues correspond to
the weak signal components. Notably, there are 30 eigenvalues of Y Y T /n that exceed the MP upper edge,
while the signal’s rank is only 20. Ideally, we would like to detect and recover all 20 signal components (weak
and strong) while filtering out the 10 components arising from the corrupted rows and columns. However,
this cannot be achieved by thresholding the singular values since the corrupted rows and columns are stronger
in magnitude than the weak signal components. For the second simulated scenario (Figures 2a and 2c), we
see that the bulk of the eigenvalues no longer fits the MP law and is much more spread out. In particular, the
noise covers the weak signal components completely, prohibiting their detection and recovery via traditional
approaches. Hence, relying on the spectrum of the observed data for signal detection and recovery can be
restrictive under heteroskedastic noise. This challenge remains valid even if the eigenvalue density of EET /n
and its largest eigenvalue are known or can be inferred from the data; see, e.g., [56, 29, 22, 44, 37, 65].

Instead of using the spectrum of the observed data directly for signal detection and recovery, an alter-
native approach is to first normalize the data appropriately to stabilize the behavior of the noise. In the
literature on robust covariance estimation under heavy-tailed distributions, it is well known that reweighting
the data – by putting less weight on extremal observations – can lead to substantial improvement in recov-
ery accuracy [67, 74, 31]. Data normalizations were also proposed and analyzed in [50, 35, 29, 36] under
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

(c) Eigenvalue density of Y Y T /n

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

(d) Eigenvalue density of Ŷ Ŷ T /n

Figure 2: The spectrum of the original data (panels (a) and (c)) and after applying Algorithm 1
(panels (b) and (d)), where m = 1000, n = 2000, and r = 20. The signal X is identical to the one
in the setting of Figure 1. The noise matrix E is generated as Gaussian heteroskedastic, where Sij
varies considerably across the rows and columns.

one-side heteroskedasticity, i.e., across the rows (observations) or columns (features). The results therein
show that applying a suitable linear transformation to the heteroskedastic dimension (either the rows or
the columns) can be highly beneficial for covariance estimation and matrix denoising. To account for more
general variance patterns, [51] and [48] recently considered normalizing the data by scaling the rows and
columns simultaneously. Specifically,

Ỹ = (D{x})−1/2Y (D{y})−1/2 = X̃ + Ẽ, (2)

where x ∈ Rm and y ∈ Rn are positive vectors, D{ν} is a diagonal matrix with ν on its main diagonal, and

X̃ = (D{x})−1/2X(D{y})−1/2 is the scaled signal while Ẽ = (D{x})−1/2E(D{y})−1/2 is the scaled noise.
One special case of interest is when the noise variance matrix S is of rank one, which allows for het-

eroskedasticity across both rows and columns. Such variance matrices lead to separable covariance matri-
ces, whose spectral properties have been extensively studied from the perspective of random matrix the-
ory [17, 18, 72]. Importantly, in the case of S = xyT , the normalization (2) makes the noise Ẽ completely
homoskedastic with variance one. In this case, [51] showed that under a suitable signal-plus-noise model
with Gaussian noise and a signal that is sufficiently generic and delocalized, the normalization (2) enhances
the spectral signal-to-noise ratio, namely, it increases the ratios between the signal’s singular values and the
operator norm of the noise. Then, to improve signal recovery, [51] developed a spectral denoiser for Ỹ that is
optimally tuned for recovering X , followed by unscaling the rows and columns of the denoised matrix. Since
the noise variance matrix S = xyT is typically unknown in applications, [51] proposed to estimate x and
y directly from the magnitudes of the rows and columns of the data, i.e., from the sums of Y 2

ij across the
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rows and columns. This approach requires the signal X to be sufficiently weak compared to the noise E and
spread out across the entries.

In [48], the authors proposed to use the normalization (2) for rank estimation under heteroskedastic noise,

utilizing the fact that the scaled signal X̃ preserves the rank of the original signal X . It was shown that for
general variance matrices S (not necessarily of the form S = xyT ), the normalization (2) can still enforce the

standard spectral behavior of homoskedastic noise, namely the MP law for the spectrum of ẼẼT /n and the
convergence of its largest eigenvalue to the MP upper edge. The main idea is that by scaling the rows and
columns of S judiciously, we can control its average entry in each row and each column [63, 62]. Specifically,

the normalization (2) can make the average entry in each row and each column of E[Ẽ2
ij ] precisely one. This

property is sufficient to enforce the spectral behavior of homoskedastic noise under non-restrictive conditions
(see Proposition 4.1 in [48]). Then, the rank of X is estimated simply by comparing the eigenvalues of Ỹ Ỹ T /n
to the MP upper edge (1 +

√
m/n)2. It was demonstrated in [48] that this method can accurately estimate

the rank in challenging regimes, including in severe heteroskedasticity with general variance patterns and
when strong signal components are present in the data. If S is known, then the required scaling factors x and
y can be obtained from S by the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm [63, 62]. Otherwise, [48] derived a procedure
to estimate the required x and y from the data under the assumption that the variance of Yij is a quadratic
polynomial in its mean. This assumption holds for data sampled from prototypical count and nonnegative
random variables such as Poisson, binominal, negative binomial, and Gamma [55].

1.1 Our results and contributions

In this work, we develop a data-driven version of the normalization (2) and utilize it for improved detection
and recovery of low-rank signals under general heteroskedastic noise. Similarly to [51] and [48], the scaling
factors x and y in our setting are designed to equalize the average noise variance across the rows and columns,
i.e., make the average entry of S̃ = (E[Ẽ2

ij ]) = D−1{x}SD−1{y} in each row and each column to be precisely
one. However, distinctly from [51] and [48], our approach allows us to estimate the required x and y directly
from the observed data Y in a broad range of settings without prior knowledge on the signal or the noise.
Specifically, our main contribution is to derive estimators for x and y that support general distributions of
the noise entries Eij , diverse patterns of the variance Sij across the rows and columns, and a signal X whose
components can be strong and possibly localized in subsets of the entries; see Section 2. Then, relying on the
normalization (2) with our estimated scaling factors, we propose suitable techniques for signal detection and
recovery that adapt to general heteroskedastic noise. We provide theoretical justification for our proposed
techniques and demonstrate their advantages in simulations; see Section 3. In Section 4, we exemplify the
favorable performance of our normalization procedure on real data from single-cell RNA sequencing and
spatial transcriptomics. Lastly, in Section 5, we discuss our results and some future research directions.

Our proposed data normalization procedure is described in Algorithm 1 below, where x̂ and ŷ denote our
estimators for x and y, respectively. The advantage of this procedure is demonstrated in Figures 1 and 2,
where we compare the spectrum of the observed data in the two simulated scenarios discussed previously
(in the context of the challenges posed by heteroskedastic noise) to the spectrum after Algorithm 1, i.e.,
Ŷ = (D{x̂})−1/2Y (D{ŷ})−1/2, where we denote the normalized noise as Ê = (D{x̂})−1/2E(D{ŷ})−1/2. It is
evident that in the first scenario, our proposed normalization removes the spurious eigenvalues arising from
the severely corrupted rows and columns. As a consequence, only the true signal components exceed the
MP upper edge. In the second scenario, our proposed normalization lowers the noise level in the spectrum
and reveals the weak signal components under the noise. In both scenarios, our proposed normalization
stabilizes the spectral behavior of the noise. In particular, the bulk of the eigenvalues after normalization is
described accurately by the MP density, and moreover, the largest eigenvalue of ÊÊ/n is very close to the
MP upper edge, which is much smaller than the largest eigenvalue of EET /n before normalization. Notably,
our approach accurately infers the noise levels in the rows and columns of the data despite the fact that the
signal is much stronger than the noise (due to the presence of the strong signal components).

Our approach for estimating the scaling factors x and y relies on recent results in random matrix theory,
which establish that the main diagonal of the resolvent of the noise (see eq. (6)) concentrates around the
solution to a nonlinear equation known as the Dyson equation (see eq. (7)); see [2, 23] and references therein.
Importantly, this phenomenon is universal, i.e., it holds for general noise distributions under certain moment
assumptions, where the Dyson equation and its solution depend only on the variance matrix S; see Section 2.1.
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Algorithm 1 The Dyson Equalizer

Input: Data matrix Y ∈ R
m×n with m ≤ n and no rows or columns that are entirely zero.

1: Compute the SVD of Y and let the columns of U ∈ R
m×m, columns of V ∈ R

n×n, and {σk}mk=1

denote the left singular vectors, right singular vectors, and singular values of Y , respectively.
2: Set η as the median singular value of Y , i.e., η = Median{σ1, . . . , σm}.
3: Compute the vectors ĝ(1) ∈ R

m and ĝ(2) ∈ R
n given by

ĝ
(1)
i =

m∑

k=1

η

σ2k + η2
U2
ik, ĝ

(2)
j =

1

η
+

m∑

k=1

(
η

σ2k + η2
− 1

η

)
V 2
jk, (3)

for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].
4: Compute the vectors x̂ ∈ R

m and ŷ ∈ R
n according to

x̂i =
1√

m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1

(
1

ĝ
(1)
i

− η

)
, ŷj =

1√
n− η‖ĝ(2)‖1

(
1

ĝ
(2)
j

− η

)
, (4)

for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].
5: Form the normalized data matrix Ŷ = (D{x̂})−1/2Y (D{ŷ})−1/2.

Building on these results, we show that in a broad range of settings, there is a tractable relation between
the resolvent of the observed data (see eq. (14)) and the variance pattern of the noise. To the best of
our knowledge, our approach is the first to exploit this relation to infer the noise variance structure in the
signal-plus-noise model (1). Below is a detailed account of our results and contributions.

We begin by considering the case of a rank-one variance matrix S = xyT in Section 2.2. We observe
that in this case, there is an explicit formula for x and y in terms of the solution to the aforementioned
Dyson equation; see Proposition 2. Since we do not have access to this solution (as it depends on S, which is
unknown), we propose to estimate it directly from the main diagonal of the resolvent of the observed data,
which acts as a surrogate to the resolvent of the noise. One of our main technical contributions is to show
that the resolvent of the data is robust to the presence of the low-rank signal X regardless of the signal’s
magnitude; see Theorem 6 and Corollaries 7 and 8. Intuitively, this favorable property follows from the fact
that the resolvent of the data is inversely proportional to the singular values of Y (see Proposition 3 and its
proof). Hence, strong signal components that correspond to large singular values in the data have a limited
influence on the resolvent. Building on these results, we provide estimators for x and y via the resolvent of
the data and characterize their accuracy in terms of the dimensions of the matrix, the signal’s rank, and the
localization of the singular vectors of the signal X ; see Theorem 9. Our theoretical guarantees allow m and n
to grow disproportionally, enable the rank of the signal to increase at certain rates with the dimensions, and
support regimes where the singular vectors of X concentrate in a vanishingly small proportion of the entries,
while the signal’s magnitude can be arbitrary. The convergence of our estimators to the true scaling factors
in these settings is demonstrated numerically in Figure 3 in Section 2.2.

In Section 2.3, we extend the results described above to support more general variance matrices S
beyond rank-one. Similarly to [48], we rely on the fact that any positive variance matrix S can be written

as S = D{x}S̃D{y}, where S̃ is doubly regular, meaning that the average entry in each row and each

column of S̃ is 1; see Definition 10 and Proposition 11. We investigate which variance matrices S allow us
to accurately estimate x and y using the procedure developed previously in Section 2.2. We show that the
same procedure can be used to estimate x and y accurately if S̃ is sufficiently incoherent with respect to x

and y; see Theorem 14 and Lemma 13. We discuss this incoherence condition and demonstrate that it is
satisfied by several prototypical random constructions of S̃, for which S does not need to be rank-one or even
low-rank. We demonstrate numerically the convergence of our proposed estimators in this case in Figure 4
in Section 2.3.

In Section 3, we describe how to utilize our proposed normalization for automating and improving signal

6



detection and recovery under heteroskedastic noise. We first consider the task of rank estimation in Sec-
tion 3.1. We establish that under suitable conditions, our proposed normalization from Algorithm 1 enforces
the standard spectral behavior of homoskedastic noise, i.e., the MP law for the eigenvalue density of ÊÊ/n
and the convergence of its largest eigenvalue to the MP upper edge; see Theorem 15. This fact allows for a
simple and reliable procedure for rank estimation by comparing the eigenvalues of Ŷ Ŷ T /n to the MP upper
edge; see Algorithm 2 in Section 3.1 and the relevant discussion. We also show that our proposed normaliza-
tion can significantly reduce the operator norm of the noise and enhance the spectral signal-to-noise ratio,
thereby improving the detection of weak signal components under heteroskedasticity; see Figure 5 and the
discussion in Section 3.1.

We proceed in Section 3.2 to address the task of recovering the signal X . Instead of the traditional
approach of thresholding the singular values of the observed data Y , we propose to threshold the singular
values of the data after normalization, i.e., Ŷ from Algorithm 1, followed by unscaling the rows and columns
correspondingly; see Algorithm 3 in Section 3.2. We show that this approach arises naturally from maximum-
likelihood estimation of X under Gaussian heteroskedastic noise with variance S = xyT . For Gaussian noise
with a more general variance matrix S (beyond rank-one), we show that the proposed approach provides
an appealing approximation to the true maximum-likelihood estimation problem; see Proposition 16 and
the relevant discussion. Importantly, our approach is applicable beyond Gaussian noise and is naturally
interpretable; it is equivalent to solving a weighted low-rank approximation problem [64] – seeking the best
low-rank approximation to the data in a weighted least-squares sense – where the weights adaptively penalize
the rows and columns according to their inherent noise levels. As a refined alternative to thresholding
the singular values after our proposed normalization, we also consider the denoising technique of [51]. We
demonstrate in simulations that our normalization, when combined with singular value thresholding or the
denoising technique of [51], can substantially improve the recovery accuracy of the signal X over alternative
approaches under heteroskedasticity; see Figure 6 and the corresponding text.

Lastly, in Section 4, we exemplify our proposed normalization on real data from single-cell RNA sequenc-
ing and spatial transcriptomics, comparing our approach to the method of [48]. We demonstrate that our
proposed normalization and the method of [48] both result in accurate fits to the MP law when applied to
the raw count data; see Figures 7a–7f. However, after applying a certain transformation to the data that is
commonly used for downstream analysis, the method of [48] provides unsatisfactory performance, whereas
our approach still provides an excellent fit to the MP law; see Figures 7g–7l. The reason for this advantage
is that our approach supports general noise distributions and is agnostic to the signal, whereas the method
of [48] relies on a quadratic relation between the mean and the variance of the data entries, which is hindered
by the transformation.

2 Method derivation and analysis

2.1 Preliminaries: the noise resolvent and the quadratic Dyson equation

We begin by defining E ,S ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n) as the symmetrized versions of E and S, respectively, according
to

E =

[
0m×m E
ET 0n×n

]
, S =

[
0m×m S
ST 0n×n

]
, (5)

where 0m×m and 0n×n are m×m and n× n zero matrices, respectively. Next, the resolvent of E is defined
as the complex-valued random matrix R(z) ∈ C(m+n)×(m+n) given by

R(z) = (E − zI)−1, (6)

where I is the identity matrix and z ∈ C+ is a point in the complex upper half plane C+. A fundamental
fact underpinning our approach is that in a broad range of settings, the main diagonal of R(z) concentrates
around the solution f ∈ Cm+n to the deterministic vector-valued equation

z + Sf = −1

f
, (7)

for any z ∈ C+ [23, 2] (see Lemma 5 in Section 2.2.2 for a formal statement of this result in our setting).
For simplicity of presentation, we use a standard fraction notation, e.g., in the right-hand side of (7), to
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denote entrywise division whenever vectors are involved. Also, the addition of a vector and a scalar, e.g.,
in the left-hand side of (7), describes the entrywise addition of the scalar to all entries of the vector. The
equation (7) is known as the quadratic Dyson equation and has been extensively studied in the literature on
random matrix theory. The following proposition guarantees the existence and uniqueness of the solution f

and states several useful properties (see [1]).

Proposition 1. There exists a unique holomorphic function f : C+ → Cm+n that solves (7) for all z ∈ C+.
Moreover, Im{f(z)} > 0 for all z ∈ C+ and Re{f(z)} is an odd function of Re{z}.

In what follows, we focus on the restriction of f to the upper half of the imaginary axis, i.e., z = ıη for
η > 0. In this case, Proposition 1 asserts that the real part of f vanishes and its imaginary part is strictly
positive, hence

f(ıη) = ıg(η), (8)

where g(η) ∈ Rm+n is a positive vector for all η > 0. By plugging (8) into the Dyson equation for z = ıη
and taking the imaginary part of both sides, we see that g satisfies the vector-valued equation

η + Sg =
1

g
. (9)

Note that according to the definition of S in (5), the equation (9) can also be written as the system of coupled
equations

η + Sg(2) =
1

g(1)
, η + STg(1) =

1

g(2)
, (10)

where g(1) = [g1, . . . ,gm]T and g(2) = [gm+1, . . . ,gm+n]
T . The system of equations in (10) involves only

real-valued and strictly positive quantities, making it particularly convenient for our subsequent derivations
and analysis.

2.2 Variance matrices S with rank one

We begin by considering the case of a rank-one variance matrix, i.e.,

Assumption 1. S = xyT for positive x ∈ Rm and y ∈ Rn.

As mentioned in the introduction, under Assumption 1, the normalization of the rows and columns in (2)

makes the noise completely homoskedastic with variance one, i.e., E[Ẽ2
ij ] = 1 for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].

In what follows, we address the task of estimating x and y directly from the data matrix Y . We begin by
deriving our proposed estimators in Section 2.2.1 and proceed to analyze their convergence to x and y in
Section 2.2.2. The main theoretical result in this section is Theorem 9, which provides probabilistic error
bounds for our proposed estimators under suitable conditions.

2.2.1 Method derivation

To derive our estimators for x and y, we observe that under Assumption 1, the vectors x and y can be
written explicitly in terms of g(1) and g(2) from (10) up to a trivial scalar ambiguity. Specifically, we have
the following proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix E.

Proposition 2. Under Assumption 1, we have

x =
α√

m− η‖g(1)‖1

(
1

g(1)
− η

)
, y =

α−1

√
n− η‖g(2)‖1

(
1

g(2)
− η

)
, α =

√
xTg(1)

yTg(2)
. (11)

The scalar ambiguity in Proposition 2 stems from the fact that x and y can always be replaced with
α−1x and αy, respectively, for any α > 0, resulting in the same noise variance matrix S = xyT . To settle
this ambiguity, we set α = 1 by requiring that

xTg(1) = yTg(2), (12)
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which can be assumed to hold without loss of generality.
We propose to estimate x and y by first estimating g(1) and g(2) from the observed data and then utilizing

the formulas in Proposition 2 with α = 1. As mentioned in Section 2.1, under suitable conditions (which will
be stated later on in our analysis), the main diagonal of the noise resolvent R(z) concentrates around the
solution f(z) to the Dyson equation (7). Since g(η) = Im{f(ıη)} according to (8), we expect the imaginary
part of the main diagonal of the noise resolvent R(ıη) to approximate g(η). However, since we do not have
direct access to the noise resolvent, we replace it with the resolvent constructed analogously from the data.
To this end, we define Y ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n) as the symmetrized version of the data matrix Y , i.e.,

Y =

[
0m×m Y
Y T 0n×n

]
, (13)

and denote the resolvent of Y by R(z) ∈ C(m+n)×(m+n), namely

R(z) = (Y − zI)−1, (14)

for z ∈ C
+. We then estimate g(η) from the imaginary part of the main diagonal of the data resolvent R(ıη)

according to

ĝi(η) = Im{Rii(ıη)}, (15)

for all i ∈ [m + n]. For notational convenience, we define the estimates of g(1) and g(2) separately as
ĝ(1) = [ĝ1, . . . , ĝm]T and ĝ(2) = [ĝm+1, . . . , ĝm+n]

T , respectively, and omit the explicit dependence on η.
The following proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix F, shows that ĝ(1) and ĝ(2) have simple

formulas in terms of the SVD of Y (recalling our assumption that m ≤ n). In particular, these formulas
justify steps 1 and 3 in Algorithm 1.

Proposition 3. Let the columns of U ∈ Rm×m, the columns of V ∈ Rn×n, and {σk}mk=1 denote the left
singular vectors, right singular vectors, and singular values of Y , respectively. Then,

ĝ
(1)
i =

m∑

k=1

η

σ2
k + η2

U2
ik, ĝ

(2)
j =

1

η
+

m∑

k=1

(
η

σ2
k + η2

− 1

η

)
V 2
jk, (16)

for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].

As we shall see in our analysis, an important property of the estimator ĝ of g is that it is not sensitive
to the presence of a possibly strong low-rank signal X . This is one of the main advantages of using the data
resolvent to infer the structure of the noise variance, as opposed to, e.g., computing the empirical variances
of the data matrix Y across its rows and columns, which can be highly sensitive to the presence of strong
components in the signal X .

Equipped with an estimator of g, we propose to estimate x and y by replacing g(1) and g(2) in (11) with
their estimates ĝ(1) and ĝ(2), respectively, taking α = 1. Specifically, we define

x̂ =
1√

m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1

(
1

ĝ(1)
− η

)
, ŷ =

1√
n− η‖ĝ(2)‖1

(
1

ĝ(2)
− η

)
, (17)

which agrees with Step 4 in Algorithm 1. The following proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix G,
establishes the well-posedness of the formulas in (17) and the normalization (2) when replacing x and y with x̂

and ŷ, respectively. In particular, this proposition justifies our requirement at the beginning of Algorithm 1.

Proposition 4. The vector ĝ from (15) is positive for any η > 0. Further, if Y is not the zero matrix, i.e.,
Y 6= 0m×n, then x̂ and ŷ from (17) are nonnegative vectors for any η > 0, where x̂i = 0 (ŷj = 0) if and only
if the ith row (jth column) of Y is entirely zero.

Lastly, while our derivation in this section does not restrict the value of η > 0, we propose in practice to
set η as the median singular value of Y ; see step 2 in Algorithm 1. The purpose of this choice is to adapt
our procedure to the global scaling of the noise in the data. In particular, this choice of η enforces a certain
scaling of the noise that is required for our analysis in the next section; see Assumptions 2 and 5 in the next
section and the discussion in Appendix B.
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2.2.2 Convergence analysis

For our analysis in this section and subsequent ones, we consider η as a fixed global constant. All other
quantities in our setup, such as the matrix dimensions m and n, the distribution of the noise entries Eij , and
the signal X (its rank r and its singular values and vectors) can be arbitrary, pending that they satisfy our
assumptions detailed below. Therefore, in what follows, all constants appearing in our results may depend
only on η and the relevant global constants defined in our assumptions.

Before delving into the details of our analysis, we provide an overview of its different steps, intermediate
results, and assumptions. Our analysis below begins by presenting an auxiliary result on the concentration
of bilinear forms of the noise resolvent R(ıη); see Lemma 5. This result is fundamental to our subsequent
analysis and requires only an assumption on the upper boundedness of the moments of the noise entries Eij ;
see Assumption 2. Using this result, we characterize the concentration of the main diagonal of the data
resolvent R(ıη) around the main diagonal of the noise resolvent R(ıη) in terms of the signal’s rank r, its
singular vectors, its largest singular value, and the long dimension n; see Theorem 6. For this result, we
allow the rank r to grow with n but limit the growth to be slower than

√
n; see Assumption 3. Importantly,

Theorem 6 establishes the robustness of the main diagonal of the data resolvent to low-rank perturbations,
irrespective of the signal’s strength. Subsequently, we utilize Theorem 6 to prove the stochastic convergence
of the errors ‖ĝ− g‖1 → 0 and ‖ĝ− g‖∞ → 0 as m,n→ ∞ with rates, see Corollaries 7 and 8, respectively,
where the latter requires an additional assumption on the delocalization of the singular vectors of X ; see
Assumption 4 and the discussion and examples that follows. Finally, using Corollary 8, we establish the
main result of this section, which is the convergence of the estimated factors (x̂, ŷ) to the true factors
(x,y); see Theorem 9. Specifically, Theorem 9 establishes the stochastic convergence of the relative errors
‖(x̂−x)/x‖∞ → 0 and ‖(ŷ− y)/y‖∞ → 0 as m,n→ ∞ with rates (where ·/· refers to entrwywise division).
To obtain the convergence of these error terms, we require an assumption on the lower boundedness of the
noise variances Sij ; see Assumption 5. For the convergence of the error ‖(ŷ − y)/y‖∞, we additionally
require that the short dimension m grows sufficiently quickly with n; see Assumption 6 and the discussion
that follows.

To formally state the relation between g from (9) and the noise resolvent R(ıη), we require all moments
of the scaled noise variables

√
nEij to be upper bounded by global constants. That is,

Assumption 2. There exist global constants {µq}∞q=1 such that E|√nEij |q ≤ µq for all i ∈ [m], j ∈ [n],
q ∈ N.

Assumption 2 is non-restrictive and covers many standard noise models, including all sub-Gaussian
and sub-exponential distributions [68]. We now have the following lemma, which characterizes the relation
between the noise resolvent on the imaginary axis, i.e., R(ıη), and the vector g from (9).

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 2, for any ǫ > 0 there exist C
′

, c
′

(t) > 0 such that for all deterministic unit
vectors a,b ∈ Cm+n (i.e., ‖a‖2 = ‖b‖2 = 1) and t > 0, with probability at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t we have that

∣∣aT [R(ıη)−D{ıg(η)}]b
∣∣ ≤ C

′

nǫ−1/2. (18)

The proof of Lemma 5 can be found in Appendix D and follows directly from the results in [23] adapted
to our setting. Lemma 5 establishes the concentration of bilinear forms of the noise resolvent evaluated on
the imaginary axis in terms of the deterministic vector g. In particular, it asserts that under Assumption 2
and for large n (the long dimension), the noise resolvent R(ıη) behaves like a diagonal matrix whose main
diagonal is ıg. We mention that under Assumption 2, the entries of g are always lower bounded away from
zero by a global constant (which may depend on η); see Lemma 17 in Appendix C.1. Therefore, we have that
Im{Rii(ıη)} ∼ gi(η) almost surely as n→ ∞ for all i ∈ [m+ n], where the convergence rate is almost n−1/2.
Consequently, for large n, the main diagonal of the noise resolvent provides an accurate approximation to
the solution g to the Dyson equation (9) on the imaginary axis. We note that the statement in Lemma 5
on the concentration of bilinear forms of a matrix is stronger than a statement on the concentration of the
entries. Indeed, the former implies the latter but not vice-versa. This stronger statement is required for our
key result below on the concentration of the main diagonal of the data resolvent.

Let us denote the (compact) SVD of the signal matrix X as

X = ŨD{s1, . . . , sr}Ṽ T , (19)
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where Ũ ∈ Rm×r, Ṽ ∈ Rn×r, and s1 ≥ . . . ≥ sr stand for the left singular vectors, right singular vectors,
and singular values of X , respectively. To establish that ĝ concentrates around g in the signal-plus-noise
model (1), we make the following assumption on the behavior of the rank r with respect to the long data
dimension n.

Assumption 3. There exist constants C̃0 > 0 and δ0 ∈ [0, 1/2) such that r ≤ C̃0n
δ0 .

In other words, the rank r can be constant (δ0 = 0) but also allowed to grow with n at most with some
fractional power smaller than 1/2. We now have the following theorem, which characterizes the concentration
of ĝ around g in terms of the long dimension n and the SVD of the signal X .

Theorem 6. Under Assumptions 2 and 3, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1/2 − δ0) there exist C
′

1, C
′

2, C
′

3, c
′

(t) > 0, such
that for all i ∈ [m], j ∈ [n], and t > 0, with probability at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t we have that

|ĝ(1)
i − g

(1)
i | ≤ C

′

1n
ǫ−1/2 +

C
′

2√
s−2
1 + C

′

3

r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik, (20)

|ĝ(2)
j − g

(2)
j | ≤ C

′

1n
ǫ−1/2 +

C
′

2√
s−2
1 + C

′

3

r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
jk. (21)

The proof of Theorem 6 can be found in Appendix H. The main idea therein is to utilize the Woodbury
matrix identity together with Lemma 5 to show that the main diagonal of the data resolvent R(ıη) concen-
trates around ıg plus an error term. This additive error term has a special algebraic structure involving a
certain complex-valued 2r× 2r matrix. We conduct a careful spectral analysis of this error term to prove the
required result, where Assumption 3 is utilized to guarantee the boundedness of the aforementioned complex-
valued matrix in operator norm. It is important to note that Theorem 6 does not rely on Assumption 1.
Consequently, the probabilistic bound in Theorem 6 does not depend on the structure of the noise variance
matrix S. This fact will be important for our analysis in the next section involving general variance matrices.

From Theorem 6, we see that the bound on the probabilistic error between the entries of ĝ and g has
two terms. The first term depends only on the long data dimension n and converges to zero with a rate of
almost n−1/2. The second term depends on the largest singular value s1 and the magnitude of the entries of
the singular vectors Ũ and Ṽ . Evidently, if the signal is vanishingly small, i.e., s1 → 0, then the second error
term vanishes and, as expected from Lemma 5, ĝ approaches g with rate almost n−1/2 (with probability
rapidly approaching 1). However, even if some or all of the singular values are arbitrarily large, we always
have

C
′

2√
s−2
1 + C

′

3

r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik ≤ C

′

2√
C

′

3

r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik,

C
′

2√
s−2
1 + C

′

3

r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
jk ≤ C

′

2√
C

′

3

r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
jk, (22)

which depends only on the singular vectors of X and not the singular values. Since each singular vector has
a unit Euclidean norm, we have the following immediate corollary of Theorem 6.

Corollary 7. Under Assumptions 2 and 3, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1/2 − δ0) there exist C
′

, c
′

(t) > 0 such that for
all t > 0, with probability at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t we have that

1

m
‖ĝ(1) − g(1)‖1 ≤ C

′

max
{
nǫ−1/2, rm−1

}
,

1

n
‖ĝ(2) − g(2)‖1 ≤ C

′

nǫ−1/2, (23)

Therefore, the average absolute error between ĝ(2) and g(2) always converges to zero as n → ∞ with
probability approaching 1 and rate almost n−1/2. This convergence does not depend on m (the short dimen-
sion) nor the low-rank signal X . If m also grows with n such that r/m→ 0, then the average absolute error
between ĝ(1) and g(1) also converges to zero (with probability approaching 1). In this case, the convergence
rate depends on the growth rates of r and m with respect to n. Note that when m,n→ ∞, the convergence of
the average absolute errors discussed above implies that almost all entries of ĝ converge to the corresponding
entries of g with probability approaching 1. In particular, the proportion of indices i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]

for which the errors |ĝ(1)
i − g

(1)
i | and |ĝ(2)

j − g
(2)
j | do not converge to zero must be vanishing as m,n → ∞
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(otherwise, it would be a contradiction to the convergence of the average absolute errors). Therefore, the
main diagonal of the data resolvent R(ıη) is robust to the presence of the low-rank signal X in the sense
that for large m and n, we can use it to accurately estimate almost all entries of g regardless of X and its
structure.

To proceed, it is convenient to have a stronger control of the element-wise errors between ĝ and g.
Specifically, it is desirable to guarantee the stochastic convergence of ‖ĝ − g‖∞. To this end, we define the
quantity

κ = max

{
max
i∈[m]

{
r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik

}
,max
j∈[n]

{
r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
jk

}}
, (24)

and make the assumption that κ decays at least with some fractional power of n:

Assumption 4. There exist constants C̃, δ1 > 0, such that κ ≤ C̃1n
−δ1 .

Assumption 4 can be interpreted as a requirement on the delocalization level of the singular vector
matrices Ũ and Ṽ across the rows. In particular, it prohibits the singular vector matrices from having too
few non-zero rows, e.g., a fixed number or a logarithmically growing number of such rows. However, the
singular vectors matrices can still be sparse or localized in a vanishingly small proportion of rows. We note
that the delocalization level of Ũ and Ṽ across the rows depends implicitly also on the rank r and the behavior
of the short dimension m. Below we provide a few examples illustrating Assumption 4.

Example 1. Suppose that the rank r is fixed and m is proportional to n. Suppose further that the singular
vectors are fully delocalized, namely that maxi∈[m] Ũ

2
ik . m−1 and maxj∈[n] Ṽ

2
jk . n−1 (where . implies ‘less

than’ up to constants and logarithmic factors) for all k ∈ [r]. For instance, this property is satisfied with
high probability if the singular vectors are orthonormalized independent Gaussian random vectors, or more
generally, if they are the singular vectors of a random matrix with independent entries and certain moment
bounds [15]. Another simple model satisfying this property is when X is a block matrix (with identical entries
in each block), where the number of blocks is fixed and the dimensions of each block are proportional to

the dimensions of the matrix. In all of these cases, since κ ≤ rmax{maxi∈[m] Ũ
2
ik,maxj∈[n] Ṽ

2
jk} . n−1,

Assumption 4 holds with δ1 arbitrarily close to 1, e.g., δ1 = 0.99. Note that δ1 can be at most 1 since we
always have maxj∈[n] Ṽ

2
jk ≥ n−1, where equality is attained for singular vectors whose entries have identical

magnitudes.

Example 2. Suppose that the singular vectors are fully delocalized as in Example 1, but the rank r
is growing as n1/4 and m is proportional to n3/4. Then, maxi∈[m]{

∑r
k=1 Ũ

2
ik} . rm−1 . n−1/2 and

maxj∈[n]{
∑r

k=1 Ṽ
2
jk} . rn−1 . n−3/4. Hence, Assumption 4 holds with δ1 arbitrarily close to 1/2, e.g.,

δ1 = 0.49.

Example 3. Suppose that the singular vector matrices Ũ and Ṽ have ⌈m1/2⌉ and ⌈n1/2⌉ non-zero rows,
respectively, where ⌈·⌉ denotes the ceiling function. Note that in this case, the singular vector matrices
are highly localized since the proportion of the non-zero rows is vanishing as n → ∞. Suppose further
that the singular vectors are delocalized across the non-zero rows, such that maxi∈[m] Ũ

2
ik . m−1/2 and

maxj∈[n] Ṽ
2
jk . n−1/2. If the rank r is fixed and m is proportional to n, then as in Example 2, Assumption 4

holds with δ1 arbitrarily close to 1/2, e.g., δ1 = 0.49.

Generally, Assumption 4 allows the singular vectors of X to be highly sparse, since the non-zero entries
can be restricted to subsets with cardinality proportional to any (arbitrarily small) fractional power of n, as
long as the rank grows sufficiently slowly. We note that singular vectors satisfying Assumption 4 do not have
to be strictly sparse with delocalized entries on the non-zero subsets (as in Example 3). For instance, they
can be generated from random vectors with i.i.d random variables whose tails simulate various degrees of
delocalization. Finally, we remark that Assumption 4 requires the short dimension m to grow at least with
some fractional power of n times the rank r. Specifically, since we always have maxi∈m

∑r
k=1 Ũ

2
ik ≥ rm−1,

Assumption 4 implies that m ≥ rnδ1/C̃1.
Under the additional Assumption 4, we obtain the following immediate corollary of Theorem 6.
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Corollary 8. Under Assumptions 2–4, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1/2 − δ0) there exist C
′

, c
′

(t) > 0 such that for all
t > 0, with probability at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t we have that

‖ĝ − g‖∞ ≤ C
′

max
{
nε−1/2, n−δ1

}
. (25)

Corollary 8 establishes the stochastic entrywise convergence of ĝ to g with a rate that depends on the
delocalization level of the singular vector matrices according to Assumption 4. For the three examples
described in the text after Assumption 4, where δ1 ∼ 1 or δ1 ∼ 1/2, the convergence rate of ĝ to g would
remain almost n−1/2. However, the convergence rate can be slower if δ1 is smaller, e.g., if in Examples 1–3
the rank grows faster, the individual singular vectors are sparser, or if m grows more slowly.

Next, we turn to establish the entrywise concentration of x̂ and ŷ around x and y, respectively. To this
end, we need two additional assumptions. First, we require that the noise variances Sij are lower bounded
by a global constant divided by n, i.e.,

Assumption 5. There exist a global constant c > 0 such that Sij ≥ cn−1 for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].

Therefore, together with Assumption 2, we require the noise variances to be lower and upper bounded
according to cn−1 ≤ Sij ≤ µ2n

−1. Since the constants µ2, c > 0 are arbitrary, e.g., c = 0.01 and µ2 = 100,
this boundedness requirement is not restrictive and allows the noise variances to differ substantially across
the rows and columns of the data. We note that the global scaling of the noise Sij ∝ n−1 is convenient for
analysis but is not required in practice. In particular, we can enforce it automatically by our choice of η in
step 2 of Algorithm 1; see the discussion in Appendix B.

Our second assumption is that m (the short dimension) grows sufficiently quickly with respect to n.

Assumption 6. There exist global constants C̃2, δ2 > 0 such that m ≥ C̃2 max{n1/2+δ2 , n1−δ1+δ2}.

Assumption 6 requires that m grows with a rate slightly faster than
√
n and n1−δ1 , where the latter

depends on the delocalization level of the signal’s singular vectors according to Assumption 4. Note that
Assumption 6 is always satisfied if m grows proportionally to n, i.e., if C̃2n ≤ m ≤ n, since we can take
any δ2 < min{1/2, δ1}. Therefore, Assumption 6 would immediately hold for Examples 1 and 3. In the case
of Example 2, the short dimension m is proportional to n3/4 and Assumption 4 holds with δ1 close to 1/2,
hence Assumption 6 holds with δ2 close to 1/4, e.g., δ2 = 0.249.

We now have the main result of this section, which provides probabilistic bounds on the relative entrywise
deviations between the estimated scaling factors (x̂, ŷ) (see (17) in Section 2.2.1 or step 4 in Algorithm 1)
and the true factors (x,y) from Assumption 1, respectively.

Theorem 9. Under Assumptions 1–5, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1/2 − δ0) there exist C
′

, c
′

(t) > 0, such that for all
t > 0, with probability at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t we have that

∥∥∥∥
x̂− x

x

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′

max
{
nǫ−1/2, n−δ1

}
. (26)

If additionally Assumption 6 holds and ǫ < δ2, then with probability at least 1− c
′

(t)n−t we have that

∥∥∥∥
ŷ − y

y

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′

max

{
nǫ+1/2

m
,
n1−δ1

m

}
. (27)

According to Theorem 9, under Assumptions 1–5, the relative entrywise error between x̂ and x converges
to zero as n → ∞ with probability approaching 1 rapidly, regardless of the growth rate of m (the short
dimension). The corresponding rate is upper bounded by n−1/2 but can be slower – depending on the

parameter δ1, which is determined by the delocalization of the singular vector matrices Ũ and Ṽ across the
rows according to Assumption 4. Under the additional Assumption 6 on the growth rate of m, Theorem 9
also guarantees that the relative entrywise error between ŷ and y converges to zero as m,n → ∞, with
probability approaching 1 rapidly. In this case, the convergence rate depends explicitly on the growth rate
of m in addition to δ1 from Assumption 4. Importantly, all error bounds are completely oblivious to the
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singular values of the signal X , which can be very large, e.g., growing with n, or very small, e.g., decaying
with n.

The proof Theorem 9 can be found in Appendix I. It relies on analyzing the relative errors appearing
in (26) and (27) using a combination of Proposition 2, the estimator formulas (17), and Corollary 8. The
reason that we consider relative errors in Theorem 9 and not absolute errors (i.e., ‖x̂−x‖∞ and ‖ŷ−y‖∞) is
that the entries of x and y tend to zero as m,n→ ∞ under our assumptions; see Lemma 18 in Appendix C.2.
Hence, relative errors are much more informative in this case than absolute errors. This situation differs from
our previous analysis of the deviation between ĝ and g, since the entries of g are always lower bounded by a
positive global constant; see Lemma 17 in Appendix C.1.

In Figure 3, we depict the relative errors from the left-hand sides of (26) and (27) as functions of the
long dimension n in four simulated scenarios. The results were averaged over 20 randomized experiments for
each scenario. In all scenarios, the signal X has rank r = 10, where all nonzero singular values are equal to
s. The noise is Gaussian heteroskedastic with variance matrix S = xyT , where the entries of x and y are
sampled independently and uniformly at random from [1, 10]. Then, S is normalized by a scalar so that its
average entry is 1. In the first scenario (panel (a)), the dimensions are growing proportionally according to
m = ⌈n/2⌉, the magnitudes of the signal’s components are fixed at s2/n = 10 (i.e., the nonzero eigenvalues of
XXT/n are equal to 10), and the singular vectors of X are orthonormalized independent Gaussian random
vectors. Hence, Assumption 4 holds with high probability for δ1 ∼ 1 for large n. The second scenario (panel
(b)) is identical to the first scenario except that the signal components are growing according to s2/n = 10n.
In this case, the total magnitude of the signal ‖X‖2F = 100n2 is 200 times larger than that of the noise
E‖E‖2F = mn. The third scenario is identical to the first scenario except that the dimensions are growing
disproportionally, where m = ⌈3n3/4⌉. In this case, Assumption 4 holds with high probability for δ1 ∼ 3/4
for sufficiently large n. Lastly, the fourth scenario (panel (d)) is identical to the first scenario except that the
singular vectors of X are sparse with a diminishing proportion of nonzero entries. Specifically, the nonzero
entries of the left and right singular vectors of X are restricted to ⌈5m2/3⌉ and ⌈5n2/3⌉ entries, respectively,
implying that Assumption 4 holds with high probability for δ1 ∼ 2/3 for sufficiently large n.

For the first, second, and fourth scenarios, Theorem 9 asserts that the convergence rates of the estimation
errors of x and y are bounded by a rate that is slightly slower than n−1/2. For the third scenario, the
corresponding rates are n−1/2 for the estimation error of x and n−1/4 for the estimation error of y. We see
from Figure 3 that in all cases, the empirical estimation errors converge to zero and the rates conform to the
bounds in Theorem 9.

2.3 Variance matrices S with arbitrary rank

In the previous section, we established that if S = xyT , then x and y can be estimated accurately from Y if
its dimensions are sufficiently large and under mild delocalization conditions on the singular vectors of the
signal X , even if the signal’s singular values are arbitrarily large. In this section, we alleviate the rank-one
assumption on S and consider more general variance matrices.

We begin with the following definition of a doubly regular matrix.

Definition 10. A matrix A ∈ Rm×n is called doubly regular if its average entry in each row and in each
column is precisely one, i.e.,

1

n
A1n = 1m,

1

m
AT1m = 1n. (28)

A fundamental fact crucial to our approach is that any positive matrix can be made doubly regular by
appropriate scaling of its rows and columns. Specifically, since the variance matrix S is positive (see (1) and
the subsequent text), we have the following proposition, which is an immediate consequence of [62].

Proposition 11. There exist positive vectors x ∈ Rm and y ∈ Rn such that

S = D{x}S̃D{y}, (29)

where S̃ ∈ Rm×n is a positive and doubly regular matrix. Moreover, the pair (x,y) is unique up to the trivial
scalar ambiguity, i.e., it can only be replaced with (αx, α−1y) for any α > 0.
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Figure 3: Maximal relative errors between x̂ and x and between ŷ and y, as functions of n in four
different scenarios, where S = xyT .

We shall refer to x and y as the scaling factors of S; see [39] and the references therein for an extensive
review of the topic of matrix scaling. Note that the case of S = xyT , which was investigated in Section 2.2,
is a special case of (29) where S̃ is a matrix of ones, i.e., S̃ = 1m×n. In this case, the normalization (2)
makes all of the noise variances in the matrix identical. More generally, we cannot make all noise variances
identical but we can stabilize the noise variances simultaneously across rows and columns by making the noise
variance matrix (E[Ẽ2

ij ]) = S̃ doubly regular. Hence, after the normalization (2), the average noise variance
in each row and in each column is precisely 1. As we shall see in Section 3, this normalization is particularly
advantageous for signal detection and recovery under general heteroskedastic noise.

We now provide a high-level overview of the results and rationale of our analysis in the remainder of
this section. Our goal is to investigate which structures of S allow us to accurately estimate the scaling
factors x and y of S using the previously-derived estimators x̂ and ŷ. To this end, we consider the solution
to a surrogate Dyson equation obtained by replacing the true variance matrix S with the rank-one variance
matrix xyT (where x and y are the scaling factors of S). We denote this surrogate solution as h ∈ Rm+n.
Our main argument is that the estimators x̂ and ŷ should be accurate as long the surrogate solution h is
sufficiently close to the true solution g (to the Dyson equation with the variance matrix S), regardless of the
actual rank of S. To identify such cases, we characterize the error ‖g− h‖∞ in terms of the doubly regular

matrix S̃ and certain quantities that can be directly related to the scaling factors x and y; see Lemma 13
and Proposition 12. These results show that besides the case of a rank-one variance matrix S, the vector h
is close to g in other cases, such as when x and y are close to scalar multiples of all-ones vectors (irrespective

of S̃), and more generally when x and y are sufficiently incoherent with respect to S̃. We discuss such

cases in detail and provide several examples using random priors imposed on S̃; see Examples 4–6. Finally,
under an assumption on the decay of the error ‖g − h‖∞ as n grows (see Assumption 7) and an adjusted
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assumption on the growth rate of the short dimension m (see Assumption 8, which replaces Assumption 6),
we extend Theorem 9 to support more general variance matrices S beyond rank-one; see Theorem 14. In
particular, Theorem 14 establishes the stochastic convergence of the relative errors ‖(x̂ − x)/x‖∞ → 0 and
‖(ŷ − y)/y‖∞ → 0 as m,n → ∞ with rates, for variance matrices S with general rank, including full-rank,
as long as S implicitly satisfies Assumption 7.

We begin with several definitions. Let h ∈ R(m+n) be the positive vector that solves (9) when replacing
S with xyT . In particular, h(1) = [h1, . . . ,hm]T and h(2) = [hm+1, . . . ,hm+n]

T satisfy

η + xyTh(2) =
1

h(1)
, η + yxTh(1) =

1

h(2)
, (30)

where x and y are the scaling factors of S from (29). Note that h depends only on x and y, whereas g

from (9) may additionally depend on S̃. Next, analogously to (12), we settle the scalar ambiguity in the
definition of x and y by requiring (without loss of generality) that

xTh(1) = yTh(2). (31)

Note that g = h if S = xyT . Therefore, Proposition 2 implies that

x =
1√

m− η‖h(1)‖1

(
1

h(1)
− η

)
, y =

1√
n− η‖h(2)‖1

(
1

h(2)
− η

)
. (32)

In the previous section, we established that g can be estimated accurately from the data matrix Y using ĝ

from (15). Importantly, the estimation accuracy of g does not depend on the structure of the noise variance
matrix S (see Theorem 6 and Corollaries 7 and 8, which do not rely on Assumption 1). Hence, in cases where
g is close to h, it is natural to employ the formulas in (17) to estimate x and y. Consequently, our primary
focus in this section is to bound the discrepancy ‖g − h‖∞ and describe how this discrepancy controls the
accuracy of recovering x and y. As we shall see, even though the estimators x̂ and ŷ in (17) were derived in
the case where S is of rank one, they can be used to accurately estimate the scaling factors x and y of S in
many other cases.

Let us define the positive vectors w(1) ∈ R
m and w(2) ∈ R

n according to

w(1) = D{x}h(1) =
x

η + ax
, w(2) = D{y}h(2) =

y

η + ay
, (33)

where a = xTh(1) = yTh(2); see (30) and (31). Note that w(1) and w(2) depend only on x and y and not

on S̃. To further clarify the correspondence between the pairs (x,y) and (w(1),w(2)), we have the following
proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix K.

Proposition 12. The sign of w
(1)
i −w

(1)
j (w

(2)
i −w

(2)
j ) is identical to the sign of xi − xj (yi − yj), and

∣∣∣∣∣
w

(1)
i −w

(1)
j

w
(1)
j

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣
xi − xj

xj

∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣
w

(2)
i −w

(2)
j

w
(2)
j

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣
yi − yj

yj

∣∣∣∣ , (34)

for all i, j ∈ [m] for the first inequality and i, j ∈ [n] for the second inequality. Moreover, equality holds in
the two inequalities above only if xi = xj and yi = yj, respectively.

Proposition 12 shows that the entries of w(1) (w(2)) preserve the same ranking as the entries of x (y).
Moreover, the pairwise relative differences between the entries of w(1) (w(2)) are always smaller or equal to
the corresponding relative pairwise differences between the entries of x (y). In this sense, the entries of w(1)

and w(2) are always closer to being constant than the entries of x and y, respectively.
We now have the following lemma, which bounds the discrepancy between g and h in terms of S̃ and the

vectors w(1) and w(2), where 〈·〉 denotes the average entry in a vector.

Lemma 13. Under Assumptions 2 and 5, there exists a constant C
′

> 0 such that

‖g− h‖∞ ≤ C
′

max

{
1√
n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

) w(2) − 〈w(2)〉
‖w(2)‖2

∥∥∥∥
∞
,

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)T w(1) − 〈w(1)〉
‖w(1)‖2

∥∥∥∥
∞

}
. (35)
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The proof of Lemma 13 is found in Appendix J and relies on a stability analysis of the Dyson equation on
the imaginary axis, which may be of independent interest; see Lemma 20 in Appendix C.4. First, Lemma 13
shows that the error ‖g−h‖∞ is small if S̃ is sufficiently close to the matrix of all ones 1m×n, or alternatively, if
w(1) and w(2) are sufficiently close to being constant vectors (i.e., vectors whose entries are nearly identical).
In particular, if x and y are multiples of the all-ones vectors 1m and 1n, respectively, then according to
Proposition 12, w(1) and w(1) are also multiples of the all-ones vectors 1m and 1n, in which case we have
g = h by Lemma 13. In other words, we have g = h whenever S is a scalar multiple of a doubly regular
matrix, regardless of its rank. Second, Lemma 13 shows that the error ‖g−h‖∞ is small if w(1) and w(2) are

sufficiently incoherent with respect to (S̃ − 1). Below we provide two examples demonstrating this scenario

using random priors imposed on S̃.

Example 4. Consider a matrix S̃ given by

S̃ij = 1 + zij −
1

m

m∑

i=1

zij −
1

n

n∑

j=1

zij +
1

mn

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

zij , (36)

where {zij} ∈ [b1 − 1, b2 − 1] are independent random variables with zero means and b2 > 1 > b1 > 0 are

fixed constants. By construction, S̃ is always doubly regular and is also positive with high probability for
all sufficiently large m and n. Importantly, if x and y are either deterministic or random but generated
independently of {zij}, then by standard concentration arguments [33] together with the union bound, we
have

1√
n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

) w(2) − 〈w(2)〉
‖w(2)‖2

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′′

∥∥w(2) − 〈w(2)〉
∥∥
2

‖w(2)‖2

√
logn

n
≤ C

′′

√
logn

n
, (37)

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)T w(1) − 〈w(1)〉
‖w(1)‖2

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′′

∥∥w(1) − 〈w(1)〉
∥∥
2

‖w(1)‖2

√
logn

n
≤ C

′′

√
logn

n
, (38)

with probability that approaches 1 as m,n → ∞, where C
′′

> 0 is a global constant. Here, we also used the
fact that m ≤ n,

∥∥w(2) − 〈w(2)〉
∥∥
2
≤
∥∥w(2)

∥∥
2
, and

∥∥w(1) − 〈w(1)〉
∥∥
2
≤
∥∥w(1)

∥∥
2
. We see that in this case, the

upper bound in (35) is of the order of
√
logn/n with high probability, regardless of w(1) and w(2). If, in addi-

tion, the entries of w(1) and w(2) are approximately constant, then the quantities
∥∥w(2) − 〈w(2)〉

∥∥
2
/‖w(2)‖2

and
∥∥w(1) − 〈w(1)〉

∥∥
2
/‖w(1)‖2 will be small and the upper bound in (35) will further improve. According

to Proposition 12, the entries of w(1) and w(2) are approximately constant if the entries of x and y are
approximately constant, respectively.

Example 5. Consider a matrix S̃ given by

S̃ = 1 +

ρ−1∑

k=1

(νk − 〈νk〉) (ξk − 〈ξk〉)T , (39)

where {νk}ρ−1
k=1 ∈ Rm and {ξk}ρ−1

k=1 ∈ Rn are random vectors whose entries are independent, have zero means,
and are bounded such that

∑
k(νkξ

T
k )ij ∈ [b1 − 1, b2 − 1] for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n] for some fixed constants

b2 > 1 > b1 > 0 and ρ ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. As in Example 4, S̃ is doubly regular by construction and is positive with
high probability for sufficiently large m and n. In this case, if x and y are either deterministic or random
but generated independently of {νk} and {ξk}, then by the same concentration arguments used in Example 4,
the bounds (37) and (38) also hold here (with probability approaching 1 as m,n→ ∞).

The main distinction between the two examples above is that in Example 5, the matrix S̃ is constructed to
be low-rank and its entries are highly dependent, whereas in Example 4, the variables {zij} are independent

and the resulting S̃ is full-rank with probability one. Examples 4 and 5 show that the error ‖g − h‖∞ is

small for a wide range of noise variance matrices S = D{x}S̃D{y} for which S̃ is sufficiently generic and
incoherent with respect to x and y. Moreover, in these cases, the bound on the error ‖g − h‖∞ is further
reduced if w(1) and w(2) are close to being constant vectors, which is determined directly by the variability
of the entries of x and y according to Proposition 12.
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Lemma 13 can also be applied to variance matrices S that are more structured across the rows and
columns. For instance, the example below shows that g is close to h for certain random variance matrices
with a block structure, as long as the dimensions of the blocks are not too large.

Example 6. Suppose that S̃ is a block matrix with identical entries in each block. Specifically, the rows
(columns) of S̃ can be partitioned into M (N) disjoint subsets Ωr

1, . . . ,Ω
r

M (Ωc

1, . . . ,Ω
c

N ) such that S̃ij = Skl

for all i ∈ Ωr

k and j ∈ Ωc

ℓ , where k ∈ [M ] and ℓ ∈ [N ]. Suppose further that x and y have identical entries
across the same subsets of rows and columns, where xi = xk for all i ∈ Ωr

k and yj = yℓ for all j ∈ Ωc

ℓ . Thus,

S = D{x}S̃D{y} is a block matrix. We denote the cardinality of Ωr

k and Ωc

ℓ as mk = |Ωr

k| and nℓ = |Ωc

ℓ |,
respectively. In this case, Lemma 13 asserts that

‖g− h‖∞ ≤ C
′

max

{
1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥
(
S − 1

)
D{[n1, . . . , nN ]}w

(2) − 〈w(2)〉
‖w(2)‖2

∥∥∥∥∥
∞
,

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥∥
(
S − 1

)T
D{[m1, . . . ,mM ]}w

(1) − 〈w(1)〉
‖w(1)‖2

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

}
, (40)

where S = (Skℓ) ∈ R
M×N , and w(1) ∈ R

M and w(2) ∈ R
N are defined analogously to w(1) and w(2) from (33)

when replacing x and y with x = [x1, . . . ,xM ]T and y = [y1, . . . ,yN ]T , respectively. If the entries of S are
generated randomly analogously to the entries of S in Example 4 or 5 (while x and y are deterministic or
random but independent of S), and if the number of blocks across the rows and columns is increasing, i.e.,
M,N → ∞ as m,n→ ∞, then similarly to (37) and (38), it can be verified that

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥
(
S − 1

)
D{[n1, . . . , nN ]}w

(2) − 〈w(2)〉
‖w(2)‖2

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′′′ maxℓ∈[N ]{nℓ}√

n

√
log(max{M,N}), (41)

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥∥
(
S − 1

)T
D{[m1, . . . ,mM ]}w

(1) − 〈w(1)〉
‖w(1)‖2

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′′′ maxk∈[M ]{mk}√

n

√
log(max{M,N}), (42)

with probability approaching 1 as m,n → ∞, where C
′′′

> 0 is some global constant. Consequently, if the
dimensions of the blocks are sufficiently small compared to

√
n, e.g., if they are growing with some fractional

power of n smaller than 1/2, then ‖g − h‖∞ is guaranteed to be small for sufficiently large m and n with
high probability.

In cases where g is close to h, we expect the formulas in (17) to provide accurate estimates of x and
y. To guarantee the convergence of x̂ and ŷ from (17) to x and y, respectively, and provide corresponding
rates, it is convenient to make the assumption that g approaches h at least with some fractional power of n.
Specifically, we assume that

Assumption 7. There exist constants C̃3, δ3 > 0 such that ‖g− h‖∞ ≤ C̃3n
−δ3 .

For instance, if m and n are sufficiently large and the noise variance matrix S is generated according to
Example 4 or Example 5, then Assumption 7 is satisfied with high probability using, e.g., δ3 = 0.49. If S is
generated according to Example 6 and the block dimensions grow with some fractional power of n smaller
than 1/2, then Assumption 7 is satisfied with any δ3 that is less than 1/2 minus that power. Aside from these
examples, Assumption 7 allows for more general classes of variance matrices S where δ3 can be an arbitrarily
small positive constant.

To state our main result in this section, which extends Theorem 9, we replace Assumption 6 from
Section 2.2 with the following assumption, which similarly requires that m grows sufficiently quickly with n.

Assumption 8. There exist constants C̃4, δ4 > 0 such that m ≥ C̃4 max{n1/2+δ4 , n1−δ1+δ4 , n1−δ3+δ4}.

Recall that δ1 > 0 is from Assumption 4, which controls the delocalization level of the signal’s singular
vector matrices Ũ and Ṽ across the rows. Similarly to Assumption 6 in the previous section, Assumption 8
always holds if m is proportional to n (since one can take any δ4 < min{δ1, δ3, 0.5}). Now, we can extend
Theorem 9 to cover general variance matrices S as long as g is close to h for large m and n.
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Theorem 14. Under Assumptions 2,3,4,5,7, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1/2− δ0) there exist C
′

, c
′

(t) > 0 such that for
all t > 0, with probability at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t we have that

∥∥∥∥
x̂− x

x

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′

max
{
nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3

}
, (43)

If additionally Assumption 8 holds and ǫ < δ4, then with probability at least 1− c
′

(t)n−t we have that

∥∥∥∥
ŷ − y

y

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′

max

{
nǫ+1/2

m
,
n1−δ1

m
,
n1−δ3

m

}
. (44)

The proof of Theorem 14 is an immediate extension of the proof of Theorem 9 under Assumptions 7 and 8;
see Appendix L. Theorem 14 is identical to Theorem 9 except that the bounds here depend additionally on
δ3, which controls the closeness of g and h. Intuitively, the bound on the estimation accuracy improves if
the solution g of the true Dyson equation (10) is close to the solution h of the rank-one Dyson equation (30).

According to Lemma 13 and Proposition 12, g and h are close if S̃ is sufficiently incoherent with respect
to x and y, or if the entries of x and y are approximately constant (i.e., x and y are close to multiples of
the all-ones vector). As noted after Assumption 7, if S is generated as described in Examples 4 or 5 for
sufficiently large m and n, then Assumption 7 holds with high probability for δ3 = 0.49. In this case, the
bounds in Theorem 14 imply almost the same rates as in Theorem 9.

In Figure 4, we illustrate the relative errors in the left-hand sides of (43) and (44) for the same experi-

mental setup used for Figure 3, except that the variance matrix is S = D{x}S̃D{y}, where S̃ was generated
according to Example 4. Specifically, {zij} are i.i.d and sampled from 5(Bernoulli(0.1)− 0.1), i.e., zij takes
the value of −0.5 with probability 0.9 and the value of 4.5 with probability 0.1. In this case, as mentioned
previously, Assumption 7 is satisfied with high probability with δ3 ∼ 0.5 for sufficiently large m and n.
Therefore, according to Theorem 14, we expect the convergence rates to be the same as for the corresponding
rates from Figure 3. Indeed, we observe from Figure 4 that in this case, the empirical error rates conform to
the same bounds from Figure 3.

3 Application to signal detection and recovery

3.1 Signal identification and rank estimation

We begin by reviewing the spectral behavior of homoskedastic noise. Letting Σ = EET /n, we define the
Empirical Spectral Distribution (ESD) of Σ as

FΣ(τ) =
1

m

m∑

i=1

1 (λi{Σ} ≤ τ) , (45)

where 1(·) is the indicator function and λi{Σ} is the ith largest eigenvalue of Σ. If the noise is homoskedastic,
i.e., S = σ21m×n for some σ > 0, then as m,n → ∞ and m/n → γ ∈ (0, 1], the empirical spectral
distribution FΣ(τ) converges almost surely to the Marchenko-Pastur (MP) distribution Fγ,σ(τ) [53], which
is the cumulative distribution function of the MP density

dFγ,σ(τ) =

√
(β+ − τ)(τ − β−)

2πσ2γτ
1 (β− ≤ τ ≤ β+) , (46)

where β± = σ2(1 ± √
γ)2. Moreover, for many types of noise distributions [30, 73], the largest eigenvalue

of Σ converges almost surely (in the same asymptotic regime) to the upper edge of the MP density, i.e.,

λ1{Σ} a.s.−→ β+.
If the noise variance matrix S is of rank one, i.e., S = xyT , then the normalization (2) makes the

noise completely homoskedastic, imposing the standard spectral behavior described above on Σ̃ = ẼẼT /n.
For more general variance matrices, the normalization (2) makes the noise variance matrix doubly regular
(see Proposition 11 and Definition 10). Importantly, it was shown in [48] (see Proposition 4.1 therein),

19



10
3

10
4

10
-1

10
0

(a) m = ⌈n/2⌉, s2/n = 10, δ1 ∼ 1, δ3 ∼ 0.5

10
3

10
4

10
-1

10
0

(b) m = ⌈n/2⌉, s2/n = 10n, δ1 ∼ 1, δ3 ∼ 0.5

10
3

10
4

10
-1

10
0

(c) m = ⌈3n3/4⌉, s2/n = 10, δ1 ∼ 1, δ3 ∼ 0.5

10
3

10
4

10
-1

10
0

(d) m = ⌈n/2⌉, s2/n = 10, δ1 ∼ 2/3, δ3 ∼ 0.5

Figure 4: Maximal relative errors between x̂ and x and between ŷ and y, as functions of n in four
different scenarios. The variance matrix here is given by S = D{x}S̃D{y}, where S̃ was generated
according to Example 4.

that under mild regularity conditions, this normalization is sufficient to enforce the standard spectral of
homoskedastic noise. Hence, we propose to use our estimates of x and y (described and analyzed in Section 2)
to normalize the rows and columns of the data, thereby making the noise variance matrix close to doubly
regular. Specifically, we define Ŷ ∈ Rm×n, X̂ ∈ Rm×n, and Ê ∈ Rm×n according to

Ŷ = (D{x̂})−1/2Y (D{ŷ})−1/2 = X̂ + Ê, (47)

where X̂ = (D{x̂})−1/2X(D{ŷ})−1/2 and Ê = (D{x̂})−1/2E(D{ŷ})−1/2. We now have the following theo-
rem.

Theorem 15. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 14 hold and consider the asymptotic regime m,n→
∞ with m/n→ γ ∈ (0, 1]. Then, the empirical spectral distribution of Σ̂ = ÊÊT /n, given by FΣ̂(τ) (see (45)),
converges almost surely to the Marchenko-Pastur distribution with parameter γ and variance 1, i.e., Fγ,1(τ),

for all τ ∈ R. Moreover, the largest eigenvalue of Σ̂ converges almost surely to the upper edge of the MP
density β+ = (1 +

√
γ)2.

The proof of Theorem 15 can be found in Appendix M and closely follows the proof of Theorem 2.6
in [48]. Theorem 15 establishes that under suitable conditions, Ê enjoys the same asymptotic spectral
behavior described above for homoskedastic noise, namely the same limiting spectral distribution and the
limit of the largest eigenvalue. This fact allows for a simple procedure for rank estimation. If no signal is
present, i.e., if X is the zero matrix, then the largest eigenvalue of Ŷ Ŷ T /n should be close to (1 +

√
m/n)2

for sufficiently large m and n. Alternatively, if an eigenvalue of Ŷ Ŷ T /n exceeds the threshold (1 +
√
m/n)2
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by a small positive constant for sufficiently large m and n, then we can deduce that a signal is present in
the data. Moreover, since the rank of X̂ is identical to the rank of X (as they differ by a positive diagonal
scaling), we can estimate the rank of X by counting how many eigenvalues of Ŷ Ŷ T /n exceed (1 +

√
m/n)2

by a small positive constant ε, i.e.,

r̂ε =

∣∣∣∣∣

{
i ∈ [m] : λi{

1

n
Ŷ Ŷ T } >

(
1 +

√
m

n

)2

+ ε

}∣∣∣∣∣ . (48)

Here, ε accounts for finite-sample fluctuations of the largest eigenvalue of ÊÊT /n, which diminish as m,n→
∞. It can be shown that for any fixed ε > 0, under the conditions in Theorem 14, the rank estimator r̂ε
provides a consistent lower bound on the true rank r as n→ ∞, namely

Pr{r < r̂ε} −→
n→∞

0, (49)

see Theorem 2.3 in [48] and its proof, which we do not repeat here for the sake of brevity. In other words, all
signal components that are detected in this way are true signal components asymptotically. In what follows,
we take ε → 0 for simplicity and denote r̂ = r̂0. Algorithm 2 summarizes our proposed rank estimation
procedure, noting that comparing the eigenvalues of Ŷ Ŷ T /n to β+ is equivalent to comparing the singular
values of Ŷ to

√
m+

√
n.

Algorithm 2 Rank estimation

Input: Data matrix Y ∈ R
m×n with m ≤ n and no rows or columns that are entirely zero.

1: Apply Algorithm 1 to obtain Ŷ .
2: Compute r̂ by counting the number of singular values of Ŷ that exceed

√
m+

√
n.

An important advantage of our proposed rank estimation technique is that the normalization of the rows
and columns can enhance the spectral signal-to-noise ratio, namely, improve the ratios between the singular
values of the signal and the operator norm of the noise. Specifically, it was shown in [51] (see Proposition
6.3 therein) that in the case of Eij ∼ N (0, Sij), S = xyT , and if the singular vectors of X satisfy certain
genericity and weighted orthogonality conditions (see [51] for more details), then

σ2
i {X̃}
‖Ẽ‖22

≥ τ
σ2
i {X}
‖E‖22

, (50)

almost surely as m,n → ∞ with m/n → γ, for all i = 1, . . . , r, where σi{·} denotes the ith largest singular
value of a matrix and

τ =

(
1

m

m∑

i=1

xi

)(
1

m

m∑

i=1

1

xi

)

 1

n

n∑

j=1

yj







 1

n

n∑

j=1

1

yj



 . (51)

Here, we always have τ ≥ 1, where τ = 1 if and only if x and y are constant vectors (i.e., vectors with identical
entries); see [51]. In this setting, if the noise variances are not identical across rows and/or columns, the
normalization (2) will improve the signal-to-noise ratio for each signal component. Moreover, the improvement
increases with the level of heteroskedasticity, i.e., with the amount of variability of the entries in x and y

as encoded by τ . Importantly, even if some of the signal components are originally below the spectral noise
level, i.e., σi{X} < ‖E‖2, the corresponding signal components after the normalization (2) can exceed it
if τ is sufficiently large. Under the conditions in Theorem 9 in Section 2.2, which allow us to estimate x

and y accurately for large matrix dimensions, our proposed normalization (47) will enhance the spectral
signal-to-noise ratio analogously.

More generally, the normalization (2) can significantly reduce the operator norm of the noise with respect
to the average noise variance in the data. This advantage holds for general noise distributions and variance
patterns regardless of the signal. To explain this advantage, suppose for simplicity that the average noise
variance across all entries in the original data is one, i.e.,

∑
ij Sij/(mn) = 1. This property also holds after
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Figure 5: The spectrum of the original data matrix (panel (a)) and after applying the normaliza-
tions (2) (panel(b)) and (47), where m = 1000, n = 2000, and r = 10.

the normalization (2) since the corresponding noise variance matrix is doubly regular. On the one hand,
before the normalization, we have the inequality

1

n
E‖E‖22 ≥ max




max
i∈[n]





1

n

n∑

j=1

Sij




 ,
(m
n

)
max
j∈[m]

{
1

m

m∑

i=1

Sij

}

 , (52)

which follows from the fact that the operator norm of a matrix is lower-bounded by the Euclidean norm of
any of its rows or columns. Hence, the quantity E‖E‖22/n will be large if the average noise variance in at
least one of the rows or columns is large. For instance, if m/n = γ = 0.5 and the average noise variance in
one of the rows or columns is 100, then E‖E‖22/n must be at least 50 (see Figure 1 in the introduction for

an illustration). On the other hand, after the normalization (2), the quantity E‖Ẽ‖22/n = E[λ1{ẼẼT /n}]
approaches the MP upper edge (1 +

√
γ)2 in the asymptotic regime m,n → ∞ with m/n → γ. Crucially,

(1 +
√
γ)2 is upper bounded by 4 for all γ ∈ (0, 1]. Therefore, the operator norm of the noise can be

substantially reduced by the normalization (2) while keeping the average noise variance in the data the same.
This advantage holds similarly for the normalization (47) whenever x and y are accurately estimated by x̂

and ŷ, respectively (see Section 2.3).
Figure 5 depicts the spectrum of a matrix Y of size 1000× 2000 before and after the normalizations (2)

and (47), where the true scaling factors x and y were computed by the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm [62, 63]
applied to S. Here, the signal matrix X is of rank r = 10 with singular values s1, . . . , s10 =

√
10n, where

the singular vectors were drawn from random Gaussian vectors followed by orthonormalization. The noise
entries Eij were sampled independently from N (0, Sij), where S is of rank 30 and was generated according
to S = AB, A ∈ Rm×30, B ∈ R30×n, Aij , Bij ∼ exp{N (0, t2)}, and t is the heteroskedasticity parameter
(t = 0 corresponds to homoskedastic noise). We then fixed t = 2 and normalized S by a scalar so that its
average entry is 1. Since the entries of A and B are generated from a log-normal distribution, the entries of
S can differ substantially across rows and columns.

Figure 5 shows that for the original data, the spectral noise level ‖E‖2 exceeds the signal singular values
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σi{X}. Moreover, the largest singular value of Y corresponds to the noise level ‖E‖2 almost perfectly. Hence,
the signal components are undetectable by traditional approaches that compare the singular values of Y to
the noise level. Moreover, the data singular values do not admit any noticeable gap after the 10’th singular
value, and the eigenvalue density of Y Y T /n does not fit the MP law. In particular, the eigenvalue density
of Y Y T /n is much more spread out than the MP density, with a large number of eigenvalues that exceed
the upper edge β+. These large eigenvalues arise due to the heteroskedasticity of the noise. However, after
our proposed normalizations, the signal singular values increase and the noise level decreases simultaneously,
revealing the signal components and allowing for their easy detection. Specifically, we immediately see a
large gap after the 10’th singular value of Ỹ and Ŷ , while the 11’th singular values is just below the critical
threshold

√
n+

√
m, which is very close to ‖Ẽ‖2 and ‖Ê‖2. Furthermore, the eigenvalue densities of Ỹ Ỹ T /n

and Ŷ Ŷ T /n are very close to the MP law, even though the noise variances after the normalizations (2)
and (47) are not identical (since S is not rank-one).

The results above suggest that for heteroskedastic noise, traditional signal detection and rank estimation
techniques that rely on inspecting the spectrum of the observed data without normalization can perform
suboptimally. In particular, methods that compare the observed leading singular values of the data to the
largest singular value of the noise (estimated by, e.g., parallel analysis and its variants [20, 21, 37]) will
not detect 9 out of the 10 signal components in the experiment outlined above (Figure 5a); see also the
experiments in [48] that further illustrate this phenomenon. On the other hand, our normalization stabilizes
the spectral behavior of the noise and can substantially reduce its operator norm (relative to the average
noise variance), thereby allowing for improved detection of weak signal components.

3.2 Low-rank signal recovery

In the previous section, we showed that normalizing the rows and columns of the data matrix according
to (47) can be highly beneficial for signal detection. In particular, the normalization standardizes the spectral
behavior of the noise and can improve the spectral signal-to-noise ratio. In this section, we propose to leverage
these advantages for improved recovery of the low-rank signal matrix X . Specifically, instead of applying
a low-rank approximation to the original data matrix Y , where the noise can be highly heteroskedastic, we
advocate applying a low-rank approximation to the normalized matrix Ŷ and then un-normalize the rows
and columns of the resulting matrix. We motivate and justify this approach through maximum-likelihood
estimation and weighted low-rank approximation. We then demonstrate the practical advantages of this
approach in simulations.

Let us consider the case of Gaussian heteroskedastic noise Eij ∼ N (0, Sij). In this case, we have
Yij ∼ N (Xij , Sij), where we treat X as a deterministic parameter to be estimated. The negative log-
likelihood of observing Y is given by

LS(X) =
1

2

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

[ |Xij − Yij |2
Sij

+ log(2πSij)

]
. (53)

If the signal’s rank r is known, then the maximum-likelihood estimate of X is obtained by minimizing LS(Θ)
over all matrices Θ ∈ Rm×n of rank r. This is equivalent to minimizing

L̃S(Θ) =

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

|Θij − Yij |2
Sij

, (54)

over all rank-r matrices, a problem known as weighted low-rank approximation [64]. Specifically, the goal
is to find an m × n matrix of rank r that best fits the data Y in a weighted least-squares sense, where the
weights are inversely proportional to the noise variances in the data.

If the noise variance matrix S is of rank one, i.e., S = xyT , then the weighted low-rank approximation
problem admits a simple closed-form solution that can be written via the normalization (2). Specifically, the

minimizer of L̃xyT (Θ) over all matrices Θ of rank r is given by (see, e.g., [40, 64])

(D{x})1/2Tr{Ỹ }(D{y})1/2, (55)
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where Ỹ is from (2) and Tr{Ỹ } is the closest rank-r matrix to Ỹ in Frobenius norm. In other words, if
S = xyT , then the solution to the weighted low-rank approximation problem is given by first scaling the
rows and columns of the data matrix Y according to (2), then truncating the SVD of the normalized matrix
to its r largest components, and lastly, unscaling the rows and columns of the resulting rank-r matrix. Since
x and y are unknown, we replace them with their estimates x̂ and ŷ from Algorithm 1. Further, we replace
the true rank r with its estimate r̂ from Section 3.1 (see Algorithm 2). Overall, we obtain the signal estimate

X = (D{x̂})1/2Tr̂{Ŷ }(D{ŷ})1/2. (56)

If the variance matrix S is not rank-one, then the weighted low-rank approximation problem does not
admit a closed-form solution [64]. Since it is a non-convex optimization problem, solving it can be highly
prohibitive from a computational perspective, particularly for large matrix dimensions. Therefore, it is
advantageous to replace the variance matrix S in the weighted low-rank approximation problem with a
rank-one surrogate. As we show below, replacing S in LS from (53) with xyT , where x and y are the
scaling factors of S from Proposition 11, has a favorable interpretation from the viewpoint of approximate
maximum-likelihood estimation in the Gaussian noise model. Specifically, we have the following proposition,
whose proof can be found in Appendix N.

Proposition 16. For any fixed signal X, the matrix xyT is the unique minimizer of E[LA(X)] over all
positive matrices A ∈ Rm×n of rank one, where x and y are from Proposition 11 and the expectation is over
{Yij ∼ N (Xij , Sij)}. If we alleviate the rank-one requirement, then the corresponding minimizer is S.

In other words, among all positive rank-one matrices A that act as surrogates for S, taking A = xyT in
LA(X) provides the best approximation, on average, to the true negative log-likelihood LS(X) of observing
the data in the Gaussian noise model. Hence, if we want to replace S with a rank-one surrogate for approx-
imate maximum-likelihood estimation, i.e., when minimizing LA(Θ) over all rank-r matrices, it is natural to
use A = xyT . Note that xyT is generally not the best rank-one approximation to S in Frobenius norm.

As explained above, in the Gaussian noise model, the weighted low-rank approximation problem of
minimizing L̃xyT (Θ) over all matrices Θ of rank r is a natural surrogate for the true maximum-likelihood
estimation problem when S is not rank-one. More broadly, the rationale for solving this problem is to penalize
noisy rows and columns in the data while allowing for a simple closed-form solution to the weighted low-rank
approximation problem. In this context, the noise levels in the rows and columns are encoded by the scaling
factors x and y from Proposition 11, which can be estimated accurately by x̂ and ŷ from (17), respectively,
in a broad range of settings (see Section 2.3). Consequently, even if the noise is highly heteroskedastic with
a general variance pattern, it is advantageous to use (56) to estimate the low-rank signal X . Algorithm 3
summarizes our proposed approach for signal recovery.

Algorithm 3 Adaptively weighted low-rank approximation

Input: Data matrix Y ∈ R
m×n with m ≤ n and no rows or columns that are entirely zero.

1: Apply Algorithms 1 and 2 to Y , obtaining Ŷ , x̂, ŷ, and r̂.
2: Compute Tr̂{Ŷ } by truncating the SVD of Ŷ to its r̂ largest components.
3: Form the estimated signal matrix X = (D{x̂})1/2Tr̂{Ŷ }(D{ŷ})1/2.

The solution (55) to the weighted low-rank approximation problem with S = xyT involves the operator
Tr, which truncates the SVD of the input matrix to its r leading components. This operator can be replaced
with a more general matrix denoising operator. For the Gaussian noise model with S = xyT , [51] proposed to
use Tr{A} =

∑r
i=1

∑r
j=1 uiθijvj , where {ui} and {vj} are the left and right singular vectors of A, respectively,

and {θij} are tunable parameters. This matrix denoising operator generalizes singular value shrinkage [28]
(which manipulates the singular values of a matrix) by allowing for all possible cross-products of left and
right singular vectors. [51] derived the optimally-tuned parameters {θij} that minimize the weighted loss

∥∥∥(D{x})1/2
(
Tr{Ỹ } − X̃

)
(D{y})1/2

∥∥∥
2

F
=
∥∥∥(D{x})1/2 Tr{Ỹ } (D{y})1/2 −X

∥∥∥
2

F
(57)

asymptotically as m,n→ ∞ and m/n→ γ under suitable conditions. The optimal parameters {θij} can be

computed by Algorithm 4.1 in [51] (where they are denoted by the matrix B̂ ∈ Rr×r). The corresponding
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estimator of X is given by (D{x})1/2Tr{Ỹ }(D{y})1/2, which is analogues to (55) when replacing Tr with
Tr. We refer to this approach as weighted-loss denoising (WLD). Analogously to our adaptively weighted
low-rank approximation approach, we propose to replace x and y with our estimates x̂ and ŷ from (17),
respectively.

In Figure 6, we demonstrate the advantages of the normalization (47) for recovering X – either by
truncating the SVD after our normalization (Algorithm 3) or via WLD with our estimated scaling factors
x̂ and ŷ. Specifically, we compare several methods for recovering X : a) Oracle singular value thresholding
(SVT) of Y , i.e., Tr′{Y }, where r′ is set to minimize the error with respect to X in Frobenius norm (X

is provided for optimally tuning r
′

); b) Oracle singular value shrinkage (SVS) of Y , i.e., Tr{Y }, where the
parameters {θij} are nonzero only for i = j and are set to minimize the error with respect to X in Frobenius
norm (X is provided for optimally tuning {θii}); c) WLD [51], where x and y are estimated as described
in [51] from the Euclidean norms of the rows and columns of Y (listed as “traditional normalization” in
the legend of Figure 6); d) SVT at rank r̂ after our proposed normalization (47), i.e., Algorithm 3; and
(e) WLD [51] combined with our proposed normalization (47), namely, replacing Tr̂ in (56) with Tr̂. In
this experiment, the dimensions are m = 1000, n = 2000, and the noise E is Gaussian heteroskedastic as
described for Figure 5 (see details in Section 3.1). The signal X has r = 20 nonzero singular values equal
to s and the singular vectors are orthonormalized Gaussian random vectors whose support was restricted to
half the rows and half the columns. Hence, the signal X is localized to a quarter of the entries. We then
evaluated the relative mean squared error (MSE) of the recovery for each method, i.e., the squared Frobenius
norm of the difference between each method’s output and X , divided by ‖X‖2F , followed by averaging the
results over 10 randomized experiments.

In Figure 6a, we depict the relative MSE versus the signal strength s while the noise heteroskedasticity
level is fixed at t = 2 (see the details of the noise generation in Section 3.1). It is evident that our proposed
normalization combined with WLD provides the best performance. Very similar performance is achieved by
Algorithm 3, i.e., when truncating the singular values after our normalization, with a slight advantage to
WLD for weak signals. However, when applying WLD with the traditional normalization proposed in [51],
which relies on (Y 2

ij) to estimate x and y, the performance deteriorates significantly for strong signals since
the corresponding estimators for x and y become highly inaccurate. Moreover, we see that truncating or
shrinking the singular values of the original data Y , even if optimally tuned using an oracle that provides
the true signal X , is always suboptimal to normalizing the data. This is most notable for weak signals, e.g.,
s = 2

√
n, where the difference between the relative MSEs before and after normalization is substantial.

In Figure 6b, we depict the relative MSE versus the noise heteroskedasticity level t while the signal
strength is fixed at s = 3

√
n. It is evident that when no heteroskedasticity is present, i.e., t = 0, all methods

perform similarly. In this case, oracle SVS is almost identical to our normalization + WLD, while oracle SVT
is almost identical to our normalization + SVT. Indeed, if the noise is homoskedastic, then no normalization
should be performed, i.e., x̂ and ŷ should be close to vectors of all-ones (up to a possible global factor).
Hence, we see that our normalization does not degrade the performance in this case. However, as t increases,
the noise becomes more heteroskedastic, and all normalization-based approaches significantly outperform
traditional SVT or SVS applied to the original (un-normalized) data.

The empirical results above demonstrate that for heteroskedastic noise, normalizing the data before
applying thresholding or shrinkage of the singular value can provide a significant improvement in signal
recovery. Intuitively, the reason for this advantage is that the normalization can reduce the spectral noise level
while increasing the spectral gap between the signal components and the noise (see Section 3.1 for an example
and discussion), thereby enhancing the accuracy of the singular vectors, especially those corresponding to
the small singular values (weak signals) that are below or near the original spectral noise level.

4 Examples on real data

Next, we demonstrate the effect of our proposed normalization on the spectrum of experimental genomics
data from Single-Cell RNA Sequencing (scRNA-seq) and Spatial Transcriptomics (ST). Specifically, we used
the scRNA-seq dataset of purified peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMCs) of Zheng et al. [75] and the
Visium ST dataset of human dorsolateral prefrontal cortex from Maynard et. al. [54]. We compare our
approach to the method of [48], which assumes that the data satisfies a quadratic variance function (QVF),
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Figure 6: Comparison of the relative MSE of recovering X using different methods, wherem = 1000,
n = 2000, and r = 20. The noise here is Gaussian heteroskedastic, generated as described in
Section 3.1 for Figure 5. Panel (a) depicts the relative MSE versus the signal strength s/

√
n

while fixing the heteroskedasticity level at t = 2. Panel (b) depicts the relative MSE versus the
heteroskedasticity level t while fixing the signal strength at s = 3

√
n.

i.e., Sij = a+ bXij + cX2
ij with some coefficients a, b, c, for estimating the scaling factors x and y. Since the

entries of scRNA-seq and ST data are integers, such data are typically modeled by count random variables
such as the Poisson or negative binomial, which satisfy the QVF assumption (with a = 0, b = 1, c = 0 for
Poisson and a = 0, b = 1, and some c > 0 for negative binomial).

We applied several preliminary preprocessing steps to the datasets to control their size and sparsity.
For the scRNA-seq data, which originally contained ∼ 95000 rows (cells) and ∼ 33000 columns (genes), we
randomly sampled 5000 rows and then removed all rows and columns with less than 50 nonzero entries,
resulting in a matrix of size ∼ 5000× 7500. For the ST data, which originally contained ∼ 3600 rows (pixels)
and ∼ 33000 columns (genes), we did not apply any downsampling, but we did apply an analogous sparsity
filtering step with a threshold of 20 nonzeros per row and column, resulting in a matrix of size ∼ 3600×15000.

Figures 7a, 7b, and 7c, depict the empirical eigenvalue densities of the raw scRNA-seq data, the corre-
sponding data after the normalization of [48] (where we used the procedure described therein to adaptively
find the QVF parameters), and the data after Algorithm 1, respectively. Analogously, Figures 7d, 7e, and 7f,
depict the corresponding empirical eigenvalue densities for the ST data. We mention that for visualization
purposes, we normalized the raw scRNA-seq and ST data by a scalar to match the median of the eigenvalues
of Y Y T /n to the median of the MP law. It is evident that the eigenvalue densities of the raw scRNA-seq
and ST data are very different from the MP density and are much more spread out. On the other hand,
after normalization of the rows and columns using the estimated scaling factors of either [48] or our proposed
approach here, we obtain accurate fits to the MP law.

Next, we applied a sequence of two common transformations to the scRNA-seq and ST data matrices.
First, we normalized each row of the data matrices so that their entries sum to 1. This step is known as
library normalization and is used to mitigate the influence of technical variability of counts (also known
as “read depth”) across cell populations [69, 14]. Second, we removed the empirical mean of each column
(gene), which is a common step used for principal components analysis. The resulting data matrices contain
negative entries, so we cannot apply the method of [48] directly. Instead, we used the absolute values of the
transformed data entries to estimate the scaling factors x and y via the method of [48].

Figures 7g, 7h, 7i, 7j, 7k, and 7l depict the empirical eigenvalue densities of the transformed data analo-
gously to Figures 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, 7e, and 7f. Similarly to the raw data, we see that the eigenvalue density of the
transformed data does not fit the MP law and is much more spread out. Yet, for the transformed data, the
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method of [48] no longer provides accurate fits to the MP law, arguably because the transformed data does
not satisfy the required QVF condition. On the other hand, our proposed approach still provides excellent
fits to the MP law for the transformed data of scRNA-seq and ST. It is worthwhile to note that the trans-
formations applied to the data (row-normalization and mean subtraction) may introduce some dependence
between the noise entries. Therefore, the empirical results also suggest that our approach is robust to certain
violations of the model assumptions. In this case, the transformations applied to the data rely on empirical
averages along the rows or the columns of the matrix, which are robust to independent noise and should
converge to their population counterparts for large matrix dimensions. Hence, when using these quantities
for the data transformation (library normalization and mean centering), the amount of induced statistical
dependence between the noise entries is small. Finally, in Figure 8 in Appendix B, we demonstrate that
our approach is robust to the choice of η in Algorithm 1, and in particular that other quantiles can be used
instead of the median. Figure 8 also shows that the estimated scaling factors x̂ and ŷ for the transformed
purified PBMC dataset vary by orders of magnitude, suggesting that the data is severely heteroskedastic.

The results above demonstrate that our method is applicable to real genomics data with strong het-
eroskedastic noise such as scRNA-seq and ST data, and can support common transformations of the data for
downstream analysis. The main advantage of our approach is that it does not rely on the particular distribu-
tions of the noise entries nor their relation to the signal, whereas [48] requires a quadratic relation between
the mean and the variance. Instead, our approach requires some degree of delocalization for the signal’s
singular vectors (see Assumption 4), and variance matrices S = D{x}S̃D{y} that are either approximately

rank-one or exhibit a degree of incoherence between S̃ and the scaling factors x and y (see Assumption 7
and the discussion preceding it).

We conclude this section by briefly discussing the above-mentioned assumptions in the context of scRNA-
seq data to illustrate how they might be satisfied. To this end, consider a simple prototypical model where the
data entries Yij are sampled independently from Poisson(Xij) for some (entrywise) positive Poisson parameter

matrix X . In this case, we have X = S = D{x}S̃D{y}, where S̃ is doubly regular (see Definition 10). The
scaling factors x and y are associated with a quantity known as sequencing depth [12, 10], describing the
technical variation of count levels across cells (rows) or genes (columns), which depends on experimental

conditions. The matrix S̃ describes the underlying normalized expression profiles of the cells across the genes
and vice-versa, irrespective of experimental conditions that may vary the sequencing depth. Consequently, it
is reasonable to expect S̃ to be incoherent with respect to the factors x and y. Since the Poisson parameter
matrix X is commonly assumed to be low-rank [52, 45], the normalized matrix S̃ should also be low-rank.

For instance, if S̃ was generated randomly according to the low-rank model in Example 5 in Section 2.3 while
x and y are deterministic and depend only on the particular experimental setup, then both Assumptions 4
and 7 would be satisfied with high probability for a sufficiently large number of sequenced cells and genes.

5 Summary and discussion

In this work, we developed an adaptive bi-diagonal scaling procedure for equalizing the average noise variance
across the rows and columns of a given data matrix. We analyzed the accuracy of our proposed procedure in
a wide range of settings and provided theoretical and empirical evidence of its advantages for signal detection
and recovery under general heteroskedastic noise. Our approach is particularly appealing from a practical
standpoint: it is fully automatic and data-driven, it supports general noise distributions and a broad range
of signals and noise variance structures, and perhaps most importantly, it provides an empirical validation
of our model assumptions via the accuracy of the spectrum’s fit to the MP law after normalization.

It is worthwhile to briefly discuss our delocalization assumption on the signal’s singular vectors (see
Assumption 4 in Section 2.2 and the subsequent text). Currently, this assumption prohibits highly localized
singular vectors, e.g., with a finite number of nonzeros or a logarithmically-growing number of them (with
respect to the growing dimensions of the matrix). A natural question is whether this assumption is required
in practice and whether it can be relaxed. We conjecture that some amount of delocalization of the signal
singular vectors is always necessary to treat heteroskedastic noise with a general variance matrix S. Otherwise,
a single row or column in the data with abnormally strong noise can always be considered as a rank-one
component in the signal (see, e.g., Figure 1). In this case, there is no fundamental way of telling whether
such a row or column belongs to the signal or the noise. Therefore, our approach implicitly assumes that
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(b) Raw scRNA-seq + QVF scal-
ing [48]
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(c) Raw scRNA-seq + Algorithm 1
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(d) Raw ST data
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(e) Raw ST + QVF scaling [48]
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(f) Raw ST + Algorithm 1

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

(g) Transformed scRNA-seq data
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(h) Transformed scRNA-seq + QVF
scaling [48]
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(i) Transformed scRNA-seq + Algo-
rithm 1
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(j) Transformed ST data
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(k) Transformed ST + QVF scal-
ing [48]
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(l) Transformed ST + Algorithm 1

Figure 7: Empirical eigenvalue densities of scRNA-seq [75] and ST [54] data, before and after the
normalization of the rows and columns. The scaling factors for the normalization were estimated
using two approaches: 1) the QVF-based method of [48]; and 2) our proposed method (see Algo-
rithm 1). The data was used either in its raw count form (panels (a) – (f)) or after a standard
transformation (library normalization followed by mean subtraction; see the corresponding text).
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highly localized singular vectors (i.e., whose energy is concentrated in a very small number of entries) belong
to the noise and are thus suppressed by the normalization of the rows and columns. We believe that this is
a desirable property for many applications.

Another question of interest is whether it is possible to accurately estimate the scaling factors x and y

for general variance matrices S without relying on their incoherence with respect to S̃ (see Assumption 7
and Lemma 13 in Section 2.3). One potential direction is to consider an iterative application of our proposed
normalization, i.e., to apply Algorithm 1 consecutively to its own output. Our results in Section 2.3 already
show that the estimation error of the scaling factors improves if the scaling factors are close to vectors of
all-ones. This fact implies that an iterative application of our normalization may improve the estimation
accuracy if the previous round of normalization made the variance matrix closer to being doubly regular.
We conducted preliminary numerical experiments of this idea, not reported in this work, which suggest that
iterative application of Algorithm 1 can indeed improve the quality of normalization in challenging regimes
where S does not abide by our incoherence requirements. However, a comprehensive investigation of this
idea, especially the numerical stability and convergence of the iterative procedure, is beyond the scope of this
work.

Lastly, we discuss several possible future research directions. First, it is of interest to further investigate
the advantages of the normalization (2) for signal detection and recovery in general heteroskedastic settings.
In particular, it is desirable to investigate the influence of this normalization on the spectral signal-to-noise
ratio beyond the case of Gaussian noise with S = xyT (which was considered in [51]) and characterize
settings where signal detection and rank estimation improve. Second, it is of interest to analyze the recovery
accuracy of the signal X by singular value thresholding or shrinkage before and after the normalization (2),
identifying scenarios where the improvement in recovery accuracy is substantial. Finally, it is desirable to
further refine the presented theoretical results and identify potential for improved algorithms. One such
direction is to refine Theorem 15 to characterize the fluctuations of the largest eigenvalue around β+. To this
end, a promising direction is to use the results derived in [19] to establish the Tracy-Widom law, allowing
for a refined rank estimation procedure. Another direction of interest is to investigate the dependence of
the estimation errors in x̂ and ŷ on the parameter η and explore whether the results can be enhanced by
optimizing over η, possibly also using multiple values of η simultaneously. We leave such extensions for future
work.
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Appendix A Experiment reproducibility details

A.1 Figure 1

In this figure, the signal X is of rank 20 with 10 identical singular values given by
√
103n and 10 identical

singular values given by
√
3n. The singular vectors were obtained by orthonormalizing independent random

Gaussian vectors of suitable size. The noise matrix E was generated as Gaussian homoskedastic with variance
1, except that we amplified its last 5 rows and 5 columns by factors of

√
10 and 10, respectively. Specifically,

Eij ∼ N (0, Sij), S = xyT , where x = [1, . . . , 1, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10]T and y = [1, . . . , 1, 100, 100, 100, 100, 100]T.

A.2 Figure 2

In this figure, the signal X was generated in the same way as described for Figure 1. The noise was generated
according to Eij ∼ N (0, Sij), S = AB, where A ∈ Rm×10, B ∈ R10×n, and Aij , Bij ∼ exp{N (0, 2)}. We
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then normalized S by a scalar so that its average entry is 1.

Appendix B Adaptive choice of η

The analysis in Section 2 relies on Assumptions 2 and 5, which require a specific scaling of the moments of
Eij with respect to the dimensions of the matrix. In particular, they require that the noise variances Sij

scale like n−1. If we further assume that 0 < d1 ≤ m/n ≤ d2 < 1 for some global constants d1, d2 > 0, then
with high probability, all singular values of E are bounded from above and from below by positive global
constants, i.e.,

c1 ≤ σi{E} ≤ c2, (58)

for some constants c1, c2 > 0; see, e.g., [2, 19] and references therein.
The scaling requirement on the noise variances Sij ∝ n−1 may not naturally hold in applications. To

account for other scalings of the noise, suppose that instead of Y , we observe

Y
′

= α(m,n)Y, (59)

where α(m,n) is a scalar with an unknown dependence on the matrix dimensions m and n.
Since α(m,n) is unknown, we propose to estimate it from the data. According to (58), the singular values

of the scaled noise α(m,n)E are bounded with high probability from above and from below by constant
multiples of α(m,n). Hence, we can correct for the unknown scaling α(m,n), up to a global constant, if
we know the singular values of α(m,n)E. Since we do not have access to these singular values, we estimate
α(m,n) directly from the scaled data Y

′

. To this end, we propose to exploit the fact that the signal X is
low-rank by employing the median singular value of Y

′

, which is robust to low-rank perturbations of Y
′

for
sufficiently large m and n. Specifically, since Y

′

= α(m,n)X + α(m,n)E, where the rank of X is of fixed
and independent of m and n, Weyl’s inequality for singular values of sums of matrices (see Theorem 3.3.16
in [38]) together with (58) imply that

c1α(m,n) ≤ Median{σ1{Y
′}, . . . , σm{Y ′}} ≤ c2α(m,n), (60)

with probability approaching 1 as n → ∞. Consequently, the median singular value of Y
′

is proportional
to α(m,n) with high probability for large m and n. We can then divide Y ′ by its median singular value to
attain the scaling of the noise required for the analysis in Section 2. Alternatively, we can simply take

η = Median
{
σ1{Y

′}, . . . , σm{Y ′}
}
, (61)

and proceed as usual – treating Y
′

as Y . By doing so, x̂ and ŷ from (17) would automatically account for
the factor α(m,n), and would concentrate around α(m,n)x and α(m,n)y, respectively. This follows from
the fact that according to (16), if we multiply Y and η each by α(m,n), then ĝ(1) and ĝ(2) would be divided
by α(m,n), and consequently, x̂ and ŷ would each be multiplied by α(m,n). Overall, this discussion justifies
Step 2 in Algorithm 1.

We remark that instead of the median of the singular values, any other quantile can be used, as long
as it is bounded from below away from 0 and bounded from above away from 1. Such quantiles would also
satisfy the boundedness property (60). Therefore, our justification in this section for taking η as the median
of the singular values of the data would also go though for other quantiles. Our choice of using the median
in Algorithm 1 is primarily motivated by its simplicity and its popularity in the literature to estimate the
global noise level (see, e.g., [27]). From a practical perspective, the median is a natural choice for making
the method less sensitive to finite-sample fluctuations near the edges of the spectral distribution, as well
as the influence of signal components or rows/columns with anomalous noise variances (which may lead to
abnormally small or large singular values).

In Figure 8 we illustrate the robustness of our approach to the choice of η. Specifically, we evaluated the
estimated scaling factors x̂ and ŷ and the resulting fit to the MP law for the transformed purified PBMC
data (see Section 4) for two different choices of η: one using the quantile q = 0.5 (median) of the data’s
singular values and another using the quantile q = 0.25. It is evident that an excellent fit to the MP law is
attained similarly for the two choices of η. Moreover, the estimated scaling factors are very similar at the
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Figure 8: Top row: Empirical eigenvalue density vs. the MP law (solid red line) for the transformed
scRNA-seq data [75] (see Section 4), where η is chosen according to the qth quantile of the empirical
singular values, for q = 0.5 (left panel) and q = 0.25 (right panel). Bottom row: Comparison of
the entries of the estimated scaling factors x̂ (left panel) and ŷ (right panel) in logarithmic scale
using the above two choices of η (x-axis for q = 0.5 and y-axis for q = 0.25). The dashed red line
(y-axis = x-axis) describes ideal perfect correspondence.

level of their individual entries, which is to be expected from our theoretical guarantees on the convergence
of the estimated scaling factors to the true scaling factors.

Finally, we briefly discuss the case of m = n (or if m is sufficiently close to n). In this case, eq. (58)
does not hold in general, and some of the singular values of the noise σi{E} may approach zero. Therefore,
instability may arise in Algorithm 1 if η is close to zero. Note that in our analysis in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.3,
where we assume that the noise variances Sij scale like n−1, we consider η as a fixed global constant.
Therefore, as long as η is bounded from below away from zero for all sufficiently large matrix dimensions,
our results would hold also for the case of m = n. Our proposed choice of η via the median of the empirical
singular values (or other quantiles as noted above) would enforce this property automatically, even if m = n,
as long as the median of the noise singular values is bounded from below away from zero under the correct
noise scaling Sij ∝ n−1, in which case eq. (60) would still hold.
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Appendix C Auxiliary results and definitions

C.1 Boundedness of g

Lemma 17. Let m ≤ n and suppose that there exists a global constant C > 0 such that Sij ≤ Cn−1 for all
i, j. Then, (

η +
C

η

)−1

< gi <
1

η
, (62)

for all i ∈ [m+ n], where g is the solution to (9).

Proof. According to (9) we have

η < η + (Sg)i =
1

gi
, (63)

for all i ∈ [m+n], where we used the fact that Sg is a positive vector. Therefore, we immediately obtain the
upper bound in (62). Plugging this upper bound in (9) we obtain the lower bound

gi >

(
η +

(S1m+n)i
η

)−1

, (64)

for all i = 1, . . . ,m+ n, where 1m+n is a vector of m + n ones. Lastly, the assumption Sij ≤ Cn−1 implies
that (S1m+n)i ≤ Cmax{1,m/n} ≤ C for all i = 1, . . . ,m+ n (since m ≤ n), which completes the proof.

C.2 Boundedness of x and y for S = xyT

Lemma 18. Let m ≤ n and S = xyT . Suppose that there exists global constants C, c > 0 such that
cn−1 ≤ Sij ≤ Cn−1 for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. Then, under the normalization (12), we have

1√
m

(
c√
C

)(
1 +

C

η2

)−3/2

≤ xi ≤
1√
m

(
C√
c

)(
1 +

C

η2

)3/2

, (65)

√
m

n

(
c√
C

)(
1 +

C

η2

)−3/2

≤ yj ≤
√
m

n

(
C√
c

)(
1 +

C

η2

)3/2

, (66)

for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].

Proof. According to (12) and Lemma 17, we have

c

(
η +

C

η

)−1

≤ c

n

n∑

j=1

g
(2)
j ≤

(
Sg(2)

)

i
= xi

(
yTg(2)

)
= xi

(
xTg(1)

)
≤ xi

η

m∑

k=1

xk. (67)

Summing the above over i = 1, . . . ,m and taking the square root of both sides gives

m∑

i=1

xi ≥ m1/2

√
cη

η + Cη−1
. (68)

Similarly, we have

(
η +

C

η

)−1

xi

m∑

k=1

xk ≤ xi

(
xTg(1)

)
= xi

(
yTg(2)

)
=
(
Sg(2)

)

i
≤ C

n

n∑

j=1

g
(2)
j ≤ C

η
, (69)

implying that
m∑

i=1

xi ≤ m1/2

√
C

η

(
η +

C

η

)
. (70)
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Combining all of the above and after some manipulation, we obtain that

1√
m

(
c√
C

)(
1 +

C

η2

)−3/2

≤ xi ≤
1√
m

(
C√
c

)(
1 +

C

η2

)3/2

, (71)

for all i ∈ [m]. Next, we derive analogous bounds for yj . First, we have

c
(m
n

)(
η +

C

η

)−1

≤ c

n

m∑

i=1

g
(1)
i ≤

(
[g(1)]TS

)

j
=
(
[g(1)]Tx

)
yj =

(
[g(2)]Ty

)
yj ≤

yj

η

n∑

k=1

yk, (72)

which asserts that
n∑

j=1

yj ≥ m1/2

√
cη

η + Cη−1
. (73)

Second, we can write
(
η +

C

η

)−1

yj

n∑

k=1

yk ≤
(
[g(2)]Ty

)
yj =

(
[g(1)]Tx

)
yj =

(
[g(1)]TS

)

j
≤
(
C

n

) m∑

i=1

g
(1)
i ≤ C

η

(m
n

)
, (74)

which leads to
n∑

j=1

yj ≤ m1/2

√
C

η

(
η +

C

η

)
. (75)

Finally, combining the last four equations gives

√
m

n

(
c√
C

)(
1 +

C

η2

)−3/2

≤ yj ≤
√
m

n

(
C√
c

)(
1 +

C

η2

)3/2

, (76)

for all j ∈ [n].

C.3 Boundedness of x and y for general S

Lemma 19. Let m ≤ n and suppose there exists global constants C, c > 0 such that cn−1 ≤ Sij ≤ Cn−1 for
all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. Then, under the normalization (31), we have

1√
m

(
c5/2

C2

)(
1 +

C2

cη2

)−3/2

≤ xi ≤
1√
m

(
C5/2

c2

)(
1 +

C2

cη2

)3/2

, (77)

√
m

n

(
c5/2

C2

)(
1 +

C2

cη2

)−3/2

≤ yj ≤
√
m

n

(
C5/2

c2

)(
1 +

C2

cη2

)3/2

, (78)

for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].

Proof. According to (29) we can write

S̃ij =
Sij

xiyj
, (79)

where the sum of each row of S̃ is n and the sum of each column of S̃ is m. Therefore, applying Lemma 4.1
in [47] together with the assumptions in Lemma 19, we obtain

c

C2
n ≤ 1

xiyj
≤ C

c2
n, (80)

implying that
c2

C
n−1 ≤ xiyj ≤

C2

c
n−1. (81)

Note that the normalization (31) is equivalent to (12) under Assumption 1 (S = xyT ). Since the proof of
Lemma 18 relies on the assumption cn−1 ≤ xiyj ≤ Cn−1, it also holds in the setting of this lemma if we
replace c and C in the statement of Lemma 18 with c2/C and C2/c, respectively, which provides the required
result.
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C.4 Stability of the Dyson equation on the imaginary axis

Lemma 20. Let g̃ ∈ Rm+n be a positive vector satisfying

1

g̃
= η + Sg̃ + e, (82)

for some e ∈ R
m+n. Then,

∥∥∥∥
g̃− g

g

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ ‖e‖∞max
i

{g̃i}max

{
1,

2

ηmini{g̃i}

}
, (83)

where g is the solution to (9).

Proof. According to (82) we can write

1−D{g̃}e = ηg̃ +D{g̃}Sg̃ = ηg̃ +D

{
g̃

g

}
D{g}SD{g}

[
g̃

g

]

≥ ηg̃ +min
i

{
g̃i

gi

}
D

{
g̃

g

}
D{g}Sg

= ηg̃

(
1−min

i

{
g̃i

gi

})
+

[
g̃

g

]
min
i

{
g̃i

gi

}
, (84)

where we used Sg = 1/g− η (see (9)) in the last transition. Similarly, we have

1−D{g̃}e ≤ ηg̃

(
1−max

i

{
g̃i

gi

})
+

[
g̃

g

]
max

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
. (85)

Let us denote

k = argmaxi∈[m+n]

{
g̃i

gi

}
, ℓ = argmini∈[m+n]

{
g̃i

gi

}
. (86)

Using (84) we obtain

1 + g̃k|ek| ≥ 1− g̃kek ≥ ηg̃k

(
1−min

i

{
g̃i

gi

})
+max

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
min
i

{
g̃i

gi

}
, (87)

and analogously, using (85) we have

1− g̃ℓ|eℓ| ≤ 1− g̃ℓeℓ ≤ ηg̃ℓ

(
1−max

i

{
g̃i

gi

})
+max

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
min
i

{
g̃i

gi

}
. (88)

Subtracting one of the two equations above from the other implies that

g̃k

(
1−min

i

{
g̃i

gi

})
+ g̃ℓ

(
max

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
− 1

)
≤ g̃k|ek|+ g̃ℓ|eℓ|

η
, (89)

and consequently, (
1−min

i

{
g̃i

gi

})
+

(
max

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
− 1

)
≤ 2‖e‖∞

η

(
maxi{g̃i}
mini{g̃i}

)
. (90)

Next, we consider four different cases that correspond to the possible signs of the two summands in the
left-hand side of (90):

1. mini {g̃i/gi} ≤ 1 and maxi {g̃i/gi} ≥ 1: In this case, both summands in the left-hand side of (90) are
nonnegative, thus

−2‖e‖∞
η

(
maxi{g̃i}
mini{g̃i}

)
≤ min

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
− 1 ≤ g̃i

gi
− 1 ≤ max

i

{
g̃i

gi

}
− 1 ≤ 2‖e‖∞

η

(
maxi{g̃i}
mini{g̃i}

)
, (91)

for all i ∈ [m+ n].
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2. mini {g̃i/gi} ≤ 1 and maxi {g̃i/gi} < 1: In this case we have g̃i < gi for all i ∈ [m+ n], and therefore
we can use (9) to write

1

g
= η + Sg > η + Sg̃ =

1

g̃
− e, (92)

where we used (82) in the last transition. Consequently, we obtain

1 >
g̃i

gi
> 1− g̃iei ≥ 1− ‖e‖∞max

i
{g̃i}, (93)

for all i ∈ [m+ n].

3. mini {g̃i/gi} > 1 and maxi {g̃i/gi} ≥ 1: In this case we have g̃i > gi for all i ∈ [m+ n], and therefore
we can use (9) to write

1

g
= η + Sg < η + Sg̃ =

1

g̃
− e, (94)

where we used (82) in the last transition. Consequently, we obtain

1 <
g̃i

gi
< 1− g̃iei ≤ 1 + ‖e‖∞max

i
{g̃i}, (95)

for all i ∈ [m+ n].

4. mini {g̃i/gi} > 1 and maxi {g̃i/gi} < 1: This case is clearly infeasible.

Overall, considering all possible cases mentioned above, we conclude that

∣∣∣∣
g̃i

gi
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ‖e‖∞max
i

{g̃i}max

{
1,

2

ηmini{g̃i}

}
, (96)

for all i ∈ [m+ n].

C.5 Operator norm bound on the inverse of certain complex matrices

The following lemma is useful for the proof of Theorem 6.

Lemma 21. Let AR, AI ∈ RN×N be symmetric and non-singular matrices, where AI is positive definite,
and define the complex-valued matrix A = AR + ıAI ∈ CN×N . Then, A is invertible and

‖A−1‖2 ≤ 1√
‖A−1

R ‖−2
2 + ‖A−1

I ‖−2
2

, (97)

where ‖ · ‖2 denotes the operator norm over CN .

Proof. Since AI is positive definite and AR is symmetric, we can simultaneously diagonalize AR and AI .
To this end, we first write AI = QΛQT , where Q is orthogonal and Λ is a diagonal matrix containing the
(positive) eigenvalues of AI . We then define P = QΛ−1/2. Since AR is symmetric, the matrix PTARP is also
symmetric, and we write its eigen-decomposition as V DV T = PTARP , where V is orthogonal and D is a
diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues of PTARP . Overall, the matrices AR and AI are simultaneously
diagonalizable using the matrix PV as

(PV )TAI(PV ) = IN , (PV )TAR(PV ) = D, (98)

where IN is the N ×N identity matrix. Note that PV = QΛ−1/2V is invertible with (PV )−1 = V TΛ1/2QT .
Therefore

AI = (PV )−T (PV )−1, AR = (PV )−TD(PV )−1, (99)
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where (PV )−T denotes the inverse transpose of PV . Consequently, A is invertible according to

A−1 = (AR + ıAI)
−1 =

[
(PV )−T (D + ıIN )(PV )−1

]−1
= (PV )(D + ıIN )−1(PV )T . (100)

We can now write

‖A−1‖2 = ‖(PV )(D + ıIN )−1(PV )T ‖2 ≤ ‖PV ‖22‖(D + ıIN )−1‖2 =
‖Λ−1/2‖22√

mini{D2
i,i}+ 1

, (101)

where we used the fact that PV = QΛ−1/2V with Q and V orthogonal, and also the fact that (D + ıIN )−1

is a diagonal matrix whose operator norm is the largest absolute value on the main diagonal. Since D =
(PV )TAR(PV ) with AR and PV non-singular, it follows that D is non-singular and

min
i
{D2

i,i} =
1

‖D−1‖22
≥ 1

‖(PV )−1‖42‖A−1
R ‖22

=
1

‖Λ1/2‖42‖A−1
R ‖22

=
‖Λ−1/2‖42
‖A−1

R ‖22
. (102)

Finally, by combining the previous two inequalities, we obtain

‖A−1‖2 ≤ ‖Λ−1/2‖22√
‖Λ−1/2‖42‖A−1

R ‖−2
2 + 1

=
1√

‖A−1
R ‖−2

2 + ‖Λ−1/2‖−4
2

=
1√

‖A−1
R ‖−2

2 + ‖A−1
I ‖−2

2

, (103)

where we used the fact that ‖A−1
I ‖−2

2 = ‖QTΛ−1Q‖−2
2 = ‖Λ−1‖−2

2 = ‖Λ−1/2‖−4
2 .

C.6 Order with high probability

For simplicity of presentation and brevity of our proofs, we will make use of the following definition.

Definition 22. Let X be a complex-valued random variable. We say that X = On (f(m,n)) if there exist
C

′

, c
′

(t) > 0 (which may depend on η and other global constants), such that for all t > 0, with probability
at least 1− c

′

(t)n−t, we have

|X | ≤ C
′

f(m,n). (104)

The following two facts make it easy to analyze expressions involving multiple variables satisfying Defi-
nition 22 and functions thereof.

1. Let X1, X2, . . . , XP (n) be random variables satisfying Xi = On(f(m,n)), where P (n) is a polynomial
in n. Then, by Definition 22, applying the union bound P (n) times yields

max
i=1,...,P (n)

|Xi| = On(f(m,n)). (105)

2. Let X be a real-valued random variable satisfying X = On(f(m,n)) and define Y = g(X), where
g : R → R is a differentiable function in a neighborhood of zero. Suppose that limn→∞ f(m,n) = 0
and that the first derivative of g(·) is uniformly bounded by a global constant in a neighborhood of
zero. Then, by Definition 22 and the Taylor expansion of g(·) around zero, it follows that

Y = g(0) +On(f(m,n)). (106)

We will use the above two properties of Definition 22 seamlessly throughout our proofs below.

Appendix D Proof of Lemma 5

Under Assumption 2, we can apply Theorem 2.1 in [23], noting that Assumptions A and CD in [23] are
satisfied in our setting since the noise entries Eij are independent and have zero means. Theorem 2.1
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in [23] states that for any ǫ > 0 there exists δ1, C0, C1(ǫ, t) > 0 such that for all t > 0, i ∈ [m + n], and
z ∈ {z : Im(z) ≥ (m+ n)−δ1 , |z| ≤ (m+ n)C0}, with probability at least 1− C1(ǫ,D)n−t we have that

|aTR(z)b− aTMb| ≤ (m+ n)ǫ−1/2

(1 + |z|)2 . (107)

Here, C0 ≥ 100 is universal constant, C1(ǫ, t) is a constant depending on ǫ, t, and on the universal constants
in Assumption 2, and M ∈ C(m+n)×(m+n) is a deterministic matrix that solves the matrix-valued Dyson
equation

(zIm+n + E[EME ])M = −Im+n. (108)

The solution M to this equation is a deterministic approximation to the resolvent R(z) of E . Since Eij are
independent with zero means, it can be easily verified that the solution M is a diagonal matrix whose main
diagonal is precisely the solution f to the vector-valued Dyson equation (7), i.e., M = D{f(z)}. In particular,
setting M as a diagonal matrix reduces the matrix-valued equation (108) to the vector-valued equation (7)
for the main diagonal ofM , which is solved by the vector f . If we take z = ıη, then f(z) = ıg(η), hence (107)
becomes

|aTR(z)b− aTD{ıg}b| ≤ (m+ n)ǫ−1/2

(1 + η)2
≤ (2n)ǫ−1/2

(1 + η)2
= On(n

ε−1/2), (109)

where we used the fact thatm ≤ n. Note that the aforementioned condition z ∈ {z : Im(z) ≥ (m+n)−δ1 , |z| ≤
(m + n)C0} is satisfied for any fixed η > 0 if n is sufficiently large, namely if n ≥ n0 for some constant n0

that may depend on η and ǫ (since δ1 is determined by ǫ). We can always represent the requirement
n ≥ n0 in our Definition 22 by taking c′(t) to be large enough so that 1 − c

′

(t)n−t ≤ 0 for all n < n0, e.g.,
c
′

(t) = max{nt
0, C1(ǫ, t)}. Consequently, the required result follows by our Definition 22.

Appendix E Proof of Proposition 2

Plugging S = xyT into the system of coupled equations (10), we can write

x =
1

yTg(2)

(
1

g(1)
− η

)
, y =

1

xTg(1)

(
1

g(2)
− η

)
. (110)

Therefore, by transposing the two equations above and multiplying them by g(1) and g(2), respectively, we
obtain

xTg(1) =
n− η‖g(1)‖1

yTg(2)
, yTg(2) =

m− η‖g(2)‖1
xTg(1)

, (111)

implying that
(xTg(1))(yT g(2)) = n− η‖g(1)‖1 = m− η‖g(2)‖1. (112)

Consequently, using the definition of α from (11), we can rewrite x and y as

x =
α√(

yTg(2)
) (

xTg(1)
)
(

1

g(1)
− η

)
, y =

α−1

√(
yTg(2)

) (
xTg(1)

)
(

1

g(2)
− η

)
, (113)

which together with (112) completes the proof.

Appendix F Proof of Proposition 3

Let V = [V (1), V (2)], where V (1) ∈ R
n×m and V (2) ∈ R

n×(n−m), and denote Σ = D{σ1, . . . , σm} ∈ R
m×m.

We can write the eigen-decomposition of Y as

Y =

[
1√
2
U 1√

2
U 0

1√
2
V (1) − 1√

2
V (1) V (2)

]

Σ 0 0

0 −Σ 0

0 0 0



[

1√
2
U 1√

2
U 0

1√
2
V (1) − 1√

2
V (1) V (2)

]T
, (114)
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where 0 is a block of zeros of suitable size. Consequently, the resolvent of Y from (14) is given by

R(z) =

[
1√
2
U 1√

2
U 0

1√
2
V (1) − 1√

2
V (1) V (2)

]


(Σ− zI)−1 0 0

0 (−Σ− zI)−1 0

0 0 −z−1I




[

1√
2
U 1√

2
U 0

1√
2
V (1) − 1√

2
V (1) V (2)

]T
.

(115)
If we denote the top left m×m block of R by R(11), then a direct calculation shows that

ĝ
(1)
i = Im{R(11)

ii (ıη)} =
1

2

m∑

k=1

U2
ik Im

{
1

σk − ıη
+

1

−σk − ıη

}
=

m∑

k=1

U2
ik

η

σ2
k + η2

, (116)

for all i ∈ [m]. Similarly, denoting the bottom right n× n block R by R(22), we have

ĝ
(2)
j = Im{R(22)

jj (ıη)} =
1

2

m∑

k=1

(V
(1)
jk )2 Im

{
1

σk − ıη
+

1

−σk − ıη

}
+

1

η

n−m∑

k=1

(V
(2)
jk )2 (117)

=
1

η
+

m∑

k=1

V 2
jk

(
η

σ2
k + η2

− 1

η

)
, (118)

for all j ∈ [n], where we used the fact that
∑n−m

k=1 (V
(2)
jk )2 = 1−∑m

k=1(V
(1)
jk )2.

Appendix G Proof of Proposition 4

Since 0 ≤ σk < ∞ and U and V are orthogonal matrices, it follows from (17) that 0 < ĝ
(1)
i ≤ 1/η and

0 < ĝ
(2)
j ≤ 1/η for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. Therefore, according to (17), the only situation where the vectors

x̂ and ŷ are ill-posed is if ĝ(1) = 1m/η or ĝ(2) = 1n/η, respectively. According to (16), this can only happen
if σ1 = . . . = σm = 0, i.e., if Y is the zero matrix 0m×n. Otherwise, we must have x̂i ≥ 0 and ŷj ≥ 0 for all
i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. We now consider the positivity of x̂ and ŷ. Let us fix i ∈ [m]. If there exists k ∈ [m]

such that σk > 0 and U2
ik > 0, then we obtain the strict inequality ĝ

(1)
i < 1/η, which implies that x̂i > 0.

Otherwise, we must have that Uik = 0 for all k ∈ [m] for which σk > 0, asserting, by the SVD of Y , that
Yij = 0 for all j ∈ [n], i.e., the ith row of Y is entirely zero. Conversely, if the ith row of Y is entirely zero,

then Uik = 0 for all k ∈ [m] with σk > 0, implying that ĝ
(1)
i = 1/η and hence x̂i = 0. An analogous argument

establishes that ŷj = 0 if and only if the jth column of Y is zero.

Appendix H Proof of Theorem 6

We define the matrices X ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n), U ∈ R(m+n)×2r, and Σ ∈ R2r×2r as

X =

[
0 X
XT 0

]
, U =

1√
2

[
Ũ Ũ

Ṽ −Ṽ

]
, Σ =

[
D{s1, . . . , sr} 0

0 −D{s1, . . . , sr}

]
. (119)

We can therefore write X = UΣUT , and we have

R(z) = (X + E − zI)−1 =
(
E − zI + UΣUT

)−1
=
(
R−1(z) + UΣUT

)−1
. (120)

Using the Woodbury matrix identity, we obtain

R(z) = R(z) +R(z)U
(
Σ−1 + UTR(z)U

)−1 UTR(z). (121)

Denoting ei as the ith standard basis vector in Rm+n, we can write

Rii(z) = eTi R(z)ei = eTi R(z)ei +
(
eTi R(z)U

) (
Σ−1 + UTR(z)U

)−1 (
eTi R(z)U

)T
. (122)
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Consequently, for z = ıη, we have

|ĝi − gi| = | Im{Rii(ıη)} − gi| ≤ | Im{Rii(ıη)} − gi|+
∥∥eTi R(ıη)U

∥∥2
2

∥∥∥
(
Σ−1 + UTR(ıη)U

)−1
∥∥∥
2
. (123)

Utilizing Lemma 5, we can write

eTi R(ıη)ei = eTi D{ıg}ei +On(n
ǫ−1/2), (124)

eTi R(ıη)U = eTi D{ıg}U + ψi, (125)

UTR(ıη)U = UTD{ıg}U +Ψ, (126)

for all i ∈ [m+ n], where ψi ∈ C1×2r and Ψ ∈ C2r×2r satisfy ψij = On(n
ǫ−1/2) and Ψij = On(n

ǫ−1/2) for all
i, j ∈ [m+ n]. From (124), we have

| Im{Rii(ıη)} − gi| = On(n
ǫ−1/2), (127)

for all i ∈ [m+ n]. Additionally, From (125),

∥∥eTi R(ıη)U
∥∥
2
≤
∥∥eTi D{ıg}U

∥∥
2
+ ‖ψi‖2 ≤

∥∥eTi D{ıg}U
∥∥
2
+
√
rmax

j
{|ψij |}

=
√
rmax

j
{|ψij |}+ gi ×






√√√√
r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik, 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

√√√√
r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
ℓk, m+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m+ n,

≤ On

(
nε−(1−δ0)/2

)
+

1

η
×






√√√√
r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik, 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

√√√√
r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
ℓk, m+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m+ n,

(128)

where ℓ = i−m and we used Assumption 3 and Lemma 17 in the last inequality. We obtain

∥∥eTi R(ıη)U
∥∥2
2
≤ On

(
n2ε−1+δ0

)
+

2

η2
×






r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik, , 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
ℓk, m+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m+ n.

(129)

Next, we define the matrices AR, AI ∈ R2r×2r and A ∈ C2r×2r as

AR = Σ−1, AI = UTD{g}U , A = AR + ıAI . (130)

Since the entries of g are strictly positive and the columns of U are orthonormal, the matrix AI is positive
definite. Hence, we can apply Lemma 21 to A, obtaining that

‖A−1‖2 ≤ 1√
‖A−1

R ‖−2
2 + ‖A−1

I ‖−2
2

, (131)

with

‖A−1
R ‖−2

2 = ‖Σ‖−2
2 =

1

s21
, (132)
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and

‖A−1
I ‖−2

2 = ‖(UTD{g}U)−1‖−2
2 =

1

λ2max {(UTD{g}U)−1} = λ2min

{
UTD{g}U

}

=

(
min

a∈R2r, ‖a‖2=1

{
aTUTD{g}Ua

})2

≥
(

min
b∈Rm+n, ‖b‖2=1

{
bTD{g}b

})2

= min
i∈[m+n]

g2
i ≥

(
η +

C

η

)−2

, (133)

where λmax{·} (λmin{·}) denote the maximal (minimal) eigenvalue of a matrix, and we used Lemma 17 to
obtain the last inequality. Consequently, we have

‖A−1‖2 ≤ 1√
s−2
1 +

(
η + C

η

)−2
. (134)

Note that the above bound also implies that σmin{A} ≥
√
s−2
1 +

(
η + C

η

)−2

, where σmin{·} denotes the

smallest singular values of a matrix. According to (126), we can write

∥∥∥
(
Σ−1 + UTR(ıη)U

)−1
∥∥∥
2
=
∥∥∥(A+Ψ)

−1
∥∥∥
2
=

1

σmin {A+Ψ} , (135)

and

σmin {A+Ψ} ≥ σmin{A} − σmax{Ψ} ≥ σmin{A} − ‖Ψ‖F

≥ σmin{A} − 2rmax
ij

{Ψij} ≥
√

s−2
1 +

(
η +

C

η

)−2

+On

(
nε−1/2+δ0

)
, (136)

where ‖ · ‖F denotes the Frobenius norm and we used Assumption 3 and the notation σmax{·} to denote
the largest singular value of a matrix. Since nε−1/2+δ0 → 0 as n → ∞ (according to Assumption 3) and√
s−2
1 + (η + C/η)−2 > (η + C/η)−1 > 0 for all s1 > 0, we obtain that

∥∥∥
(
Σ−1 + UTR(ıη)U

)−1
∥∥∥
2
≤ 1√

s−2
1 +

(
η + C

η

)−2

+On

(
nε−1/2+δ0

) ≤ On (1)√
s−2
1 +

(
η + C

η

)−2
. (137)

Finally, plugging (137), (129), and (124) into (123), and absorbing all constants into On (·) terms, we obtain

|ĝi − gi| ≤ On

(
nε−1/2

)
+On

(
n2ε−1+δ0

)

+
On (1)√

s−2
1 +

(
η + C

η

)−2
×





r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik, 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
ℓk, m+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m+ n,

= On

(
nε−1/2

)
+

On (1)√
s−2
1 +

(
η + C

η

)−2
×





r∑

k=1

Ũ2
ik, 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

r∑

k=1

Ṽ 2
ℓk, m+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m+ n,

(138)

for all i ∈ [m+ n], where ℓ = i−m and we used the fact that 2ε− 1 + δ0 < ε− 1/2 for all ε < 1/2− δ0 (see
conditions in Theorem 6), recalling also that δ0 ∈ [0, 1/2) according to Assumption 3.
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Appendix I Proof of Theorem 9

Let us define ê ∈ Rm+n according to
ĝi = gi + êi, (139)

for all i ∈ [m+ n], where

‖ê‖∞ = On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
, (140)

for any fixed ǫ > 0 according to Corollary 8. We begin by proving the required bound on ‖(x̂ − x)/x‖∞.
Using (17) and (12), we can write

x̂i

xi
=

(
g
(1)
i

ĝ
(1)
i

)(
1− ηĝ

(1)
i

1− ηg
(1)
i

)√
m− η‖g(1)‖1
m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1

. (141)

We now evaluate each of the three multiplicative terms in the expression above one by one, showing that
they concentrate around 1 with an error of On(n

ǫ−1/2 + n−δ1). Let us denote ê(1) = [ê1, . . . , êm]T . Using
Definition 22 and its properties together with the boundedness of g from Lemma 17, it can be verified that

g
(1)
i

ĝ
(1)
i

=
g
(1)
i

g
(1)
i + ê

(1)
i

= 1− ê
(1)
i

g
(1)
i + ê

(1)
i

= 1 +On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
, (142)

for all i ∈ [m]. For the next term in (141), let us write

1− ηĝ
(1)
i

1− ηg
(1)
i

= 1− ηê
(1)
i

1− ηg
(1)
i

. (143)

According to Proposition 2 (recalling that α = 1), we have

xTg(1) =
√
m− η‖g(1)‖1. (144)

Plugging this back into the expression for x in (11) while utilizing Lammas 17 and 18, gives

1− ηg
(1)
i = xig

(1)
i

(
xTg(1)

)
≥ c1, (145)

where c1 > 0 is a global constant. Overall, we obtain that
∣∣∣∣∣
1− ηĝ

(1)
i

1− ηg
(1)
i

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
η

c1
|ê(1)i | = On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
, (146)

for all i ∈ [m]. For the last term in (141), we write its reciprocal as
√
m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1
m− η‖g(1)‖1

=

√

1 + η
‖g(1)‖1 − ‖ĝ(1)‖1
m− η‖g(1)‖1

. (147)

According to Lemma 17 and (140),

‖g(1)‖1 − ‖ĝ(1)‖1 =
m∑

i=1

g
(1)
i −

m∑

i=1

(
g
(1)
i + ê

(1)
i

)
=

m∑

i=1

ê
(1)
i = On

(
m(nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1)

)
, (148)

where we used the nonnegativity of g and ĝ. In addition, (144) and Lemma 18 imply that

m− η‖g(1)‖1 =
(
xTg(1)

)2
≥ c2m, (149)

for a global constant c2 > 0. Therefore, according to Definition 22 and its properties,
√
m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1
m− η‖g(1)‖1

=
√
1 +On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
= 1 +On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
. (150)
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Thus, we have
√
m− η‖g(1)‖1
m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1

=
1

1 +On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

) = 1 +On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
, (151)

for all i ∈ [m]. Plugging (142), (146), and (151) into (141) proves the required bound on ‖(x̂− x)/x‖∞ after
applying the union bound over i = 1, . . . ,m.

Next, we prove the bound on ‖(ŷ − y)/y‖∞. Analogously to (141), we have

ŷj

yj
=

(
g
(2)
j

ĝ
(2)
j

)(
1− ηĝ

(2)
j

1− ηg
(2)
j

)√
n− η‖g(2)‖1
n− η‖ĝ(2)‖1

, (152)

for all j ∈ [n]. Let us denote ê(2) = [êm+1, . . . , êm+n]
T . For the first term in (152), Definition 22 and its

properties together with (140) and Lemma 17, imply that

g
(2)
j

ĝ
(2)
j

=
g
(2)
j

g
(2)
j + ê

(2)
j

= 1−
ê
(2)
j

g
(2)
j + ê

(2)
j

= 1 +On

(
nǫ−1/2 + n−δ1

)
, (153)

for all j ∈ [n]. For the second term in (141), we can write

1− ηĝ
(2)
j

1− ηg
(2)
j

= 1−
ηê

(2)
j

1− ηg
(2)
j

. (154)

Using Proposition 2, we obtain

yTg(2) =
√
n− η‖g(2)‖1. (155)

Plugging (155) into the expression for y in (11) while utilizing Lammas 17 and 18, asserts that

1− ηg
(2)
j = yjg

(2)
j

(
yTg(2)

)
≥ c3

m

n
, (156)

for some global constant c3 > 0. Consequently, we obtain

∣∣∣∣∣
1− ηĝ

(2)
j

1− ηg
(2)
j

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
η

c3

( n
m

)
|ê(2)j | = On

(
nǫ+1/2

m
+
n1−δ1

m

)
, (157)

for all j ∈ [n]. Next, we write the reciprocal of the third term in (152) as

√
n− η‖ĝ(2)‖1
n− η‖g(2)‖1

=

√

1 + η
‖g(2)‖1 − ‖ĝ(2)‖1
n− η‖g(2)‖1

. (158)

According to Lemma 17 and (140),

‖g(2)‖1 − ‖ĝ(2)‖1 =

n∑

j=1

g
(2)
j −

n∑

j=1

(
g
(2)
j + ê

(2)
j

)
=

n∑

j=1

ê
(2)
j = On

(
nǫ+1/2 + n1−δ1

)
, (159)

while (155) and Lemma 18 imply that

n− η‖g(2)‖1 =
(
yTg(2)

)2
≥ c4m, (160)

for a global constant c4 > 0. Therefore, according to Assumption 6 combined with Definition 22 and its
properties, it follows that

√
m− η‖ĝ(1)‖1
m− η‖g(1)‖1

=

√

1 +On

(
nǫ+1/2

m
+
n1−δ1

m

)
= 1 +On

(
nǫ+1/2

m
+
n1−δ1

m

)
. (161)
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Consequently,

√
n− η‖g(2)‖1
n− η‖ĝ(2)‖1

=
1

1 +On

(
nǫ+1/2

m + n1−δ1

m

) = 1 +On

(
nǫ+1/2

m
+
n1−δ1

m

)
, (162)

for all j ∈ [n]. Plugging (153), (157), and (162) into (152) proves the required bound on ‖(ŷ− y)/y‖∞ after
applying the union bound over j = 1, . . . , n.

Appendix J Proof of Lemma 13

According to (30) we have

1

h(1)
= η + xyTh(2) = η +D{x}S̃D{y}h(2) −D{x}

(
S̃ − 1

)
D{y}h(2)

= η + Sh(2) −D{x}
(
S̃ − 1

)
w(2). (163)

Similarly,

1

h(2)
= η + yxTh(1) = η +D{y}S̃TD{x}h(1) −D{y}

(
S̃ − 1

)T
D{x}h(1)

= η + STh(1) −D{y}
(
S̃ − 1

)T
w(1). (164)

Combining both equations above we obtain

1

h
= η + Sh+ ê, (165)

where

‖ê‖∞ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥



D{x}

(
S̃ − 1

)
w(2)

D{y}
(
S̃ − 1

)T
w(1)




∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C
′

1 max

{
1√
m

∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)
w(2)

∥∥∥
∞
,

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)T
w(1)

∥∥∥∥
∞

}
, (166)

for some constant C
′

1 > 0, where we used Lemma 19 (under Assumption 5) in the last transition. Invoking
Lemma 20, we have ∥∥∥∥

h− g

g

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ ‖ê‖∞ max
i

{hi}max

{
1,

2

ηmini{hi}

}
. (167)

Note that Lemma 19 also asserts that xiyj ≤ C
′

2n
−1 for some constant C

′

2 > 0 and all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n].

Therefore, since h is the solution to (9) for S = xyT , Lemma 17 can be applied with C = C
′

2 to provide
upper and lower bounds on the entries of h. Specifically, we obtain

(
η +

C
′

2

η

)−1

≤ hi ≤
1

η
, (168)

for all i ∈ [m + n]. Combining the previous three equations together with the lower bound on gi from
Lemma 17 gives

‖g− h‖∞ ≤ C
′

2 max

{
1√
m

∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)
w(2)

∥∥∥
∞
,

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)T
w(1)

∥∥∥∥
∞

}
, (169)

43



for some constant C
′

2 > 0. Since w(1) = D{x}h(1) and w(2) = D{y}h(2) (see (33)), we have

‖w(1)‖2 ≤ √
m‖x‖∞‖h(1)‖∞ ≤ C

′

3, ‖w(2)‖2 ≤ √
n‖y‖∞‖h(2)‖∞ ≤ C

′

3

√
m

n
, (170)

for some constant C
′

3 > 0, where we used (168) and Lemma 19. Finally, we obtain

‖g − h‖∞ ≤ C
′

2 max

{‖w(2)‖2√
m
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(
S̃ − 1

) w(2)

‖w(2)‖2

∥∥∥∥
∞
,

√
m‖w(1)‖2

n
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(
S̃ − 1

)T w(1)

‖w(1)‖2
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∞

}

≤ C
′

4 max

{
1√
n
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(
S̃ − 1

) w(2)

‖w(2)‖2
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∞
,

√
m

n
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(
S̃ − 1

)T w(1)

‖w(1)‖2
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∞

}

= C
′

4 max

{
1√
n
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(
S̃ − 1

) w(2) − 〈w(2)〉
‖w(2)‖2
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∞
,

√
m

n

∥∥∥∥
(
S̃ − 1

)T w(1) − 〈w(1)〉
‖w(1)‖2
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∞

}
, (171)

where we also used the fact that the vector of ones 1 is in the left and right null spaces of (S̃ − 1), hence

(S̃ − 1)(w(2) − 〈w(2)〉) = (S̃ − 1)w(2) and (S̃ − 1)T (w(1) − 〈w(1)〉) = (S̃ − 1)Tw(1).

Appendix K Proof of Proposition 12

Using (33) we can write

w
(1)
i

w
(1)
j

− 1 =
x−1
j η + a

x−1
j η + a

− 1 =
η(xi − xj)

xixj(x
−1
i η + a)

=
η(xi − xj)

xjη + axi
. (172)

Therefore, w
(1)
i −w

(1)
j has the same sign as xi − xj . If xi > xj , then using the fact that xi > 0 and a > 0,

we have

0 <
w

(1)
i

w
(1)
j

− 1 <
xi − xj

xj
. (173)

Similarly, if xi < xj , we have

0 >
w

(1)
i

w
(1)
j

− 1 >
xi − xj

xj
. (174)

Overall, we obtained that ∣∣∣∣∣
w

(1)
i

w
(1)
j

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣
xi − xj

xj

∣∣∣∣ , (175)

for all i, j ∈ [m]. An analogous argument holds if we replace w
(1)
i ,w

(1)
j ,xi,xj above with w

(2)
i ,w

(2)
j ,yi,yj ,

respectively, and consider all i, j ∈ [n].

Appendix L Proof of Theorem 14

According to Assumption 7 and Corollary 8, we have

‖ĝ− h‖∞ ≤ ‖ĝ− g‖∞ + ‖g− h‖∞ = On

(
max

{
nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3

})
. (176)

Therefore, the proof of Theorem 9 goes through if we replace the right-hand side of (140) with
On

(
max

{
nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3

})
and replace all uses of Lemma 18 with Lemma 19 (which provides essentially

the same result as Lemma 18 but with different constants and for general variance matrices S).
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Appendix M Proof of Theorem 15

According to Theorem 14, we have

1√
x̂i

=
1√
xi

√
xi

x̂i
=

1√
xi

(
1

1 +On

(
max

{
nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3

})
)

=
1 + ζ

(1)
i√

xi
, (177)

for all i ∈ [m], where ζ(1) ∈ Rm satisfies

‖ζ(1)‖∞ = On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}), (178)

using the properties of Definition 22. Analogously, we have

1√
ŷj

=
1 + ζ

(2)
j√

yj
, (179)

for all j ∈ [n], where ζ(2) ∈ R
n satisfies

‖ζ(2)‖∞ = On

(
max

{
nǫ+1/2

m
,
n1−δ1

m
,
n1−δ3

m

})
= max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}, (180)

where we used the fact that m is proportional to n (see the assumptions in Theorem 15). Let us write

Ê = D

{
1√
x̂

}
ED

{
1√
ŷ

}
= D

{
1√
x

}
ED

{
1√
y

}
+D

{
ζ(1)√
x

}
ED

{
1√
y

}

+D

{
1√
x

}
ED

{
ζ(2)√
y

}
+D

{
ζ(1)√
x

}
ED

{
ζ(2)√
y

}
. (181)

It follows that
1√
n
‖Ê − Ẽ‖2 ≤ ‖E‖2

‖ζ(1)‖∞ + ‖ζ(2)‖∞ + ‖ζ(1)‖∞‖ζ(2)‖∞√
nmini{xi}minj{yj}

, (182)

where we used the fact that the operator norm of a diagonal matrix is the maximal absolute value of its
diagonal entries. To bound ‖E‖2 we will apply Theorem 2.4 part II in [2] to the matrix E. First, we show
that conditions (A)–(D) in [2] hold. Condition (D) in [2] holds since m,n→ ∞ and m/n→ γ ∈ (0, 1], hence
0.9γ ≤ m/n ≤ 1.1γ for all sufficiently large n. Second, our Assumptions 2 and 5 imply that cn−1 ≤ Sij ≤
µ2n

−1. This fact, together with the fact that m is proportional to n, imply that Conditions (A) and (B)
in [2] hold (see Remark 2.8 in [2]). Lastly, Condition (C) in [2] holds since our Assumptions 2 and 5 assert
that

|Eij |k ≤ µkn
−k/2 ≤ µkc

−k/2(cn−1)k/2 ≤ µ̃kS
k/2
ij , (183)

for all k ∈ N, where µ̃k = µkc
−k/2 > 0. Therefore, applying part II of Theorem 2.4 in [2] to the matrix E,

we obtain that for any ε∗ > 0,
‖E‖22 ≤ 4µ2 + ε∗, (184)

with probability at least 1 − n−t, for all t > 0 and n ≥ n0(t), where n0(t) is some constant that depends
also on t. To obtain this probabilistic bound, we also used part I of Lemma 2.1 in [2], which states that the
support of the measure appearing in Theorem 2.4 of [2] is confined to the interval [0, 4µ2]. Note that if an
event holds with probability at least 1− n−t for all t > 0 and n ≥ n0(t), then it also holds with probability
at least 1 − c

′

(t)n−t for all t > 0 and all n, where c
′

(t) = max{[n0(t)]
t, 1} (since 1 − c

′

(t)n−t ≤ 0 for all
n < n0(t) and 1− n−t ≥ 1− c

′

(t)n−t for all n ≥ n0(t)). Consequently, using Definition 22, we have

‖E‖2 = On(1). (185)

Utilizing the above together with Lemma 19, we arrive at

1√
n
‖Ê − Ẽ‖2 = On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}). (186)
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Using Weyl’s inequality for singular values (see Theorem 3.3.16 in [38]), we have
∣∣∣∣σi{

1√
n
Ê} − σi{

1√
n
Ẽ}
∣∣∣∣ = On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}), (187)

for all i ∈ [m], where σi{·} denotes the ith singular value of a matrix. Consequently,

λi{
1

n
ÊÊT } =

(
σi{

1√
n
Ê}
)2

=

(
σi{

1√
n
Ẽ}+On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3})

)2

= λi{
1

n
ẼẼT }+ σi{

1√
n
Ẽ}On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}) +On(max{n2ǫ−1, n−4δ1 , n−δ3})

= λi{
1

n
ẼẼT }+On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}), (188)

where λi{·} denotes the ith largest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix, and we also used the fact that according
to (185) and Lemma 19,

σi{
1√
n
Ẽ} ≤

∥∥∥∥
1√
n
Ẽ

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥
1√
n
D{ 1√

x
}ED{ 1√

y
}
∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ‖E‖2√
nmini{xi}minj{yj}

= On(1), (189)

for all i ∈ [m]. Overall, we have

max
i∈[m]

∣∣∣∣λi{
1

n
ÊÊT } − λi{

1

n
ẼẼT }

∣∣∣∣ = On(max{nǫ−1/2, n−δ1 , n−δ3}) a.s.−→
n→∞

0, (190)

where
a.s.−→ refers to almost sure convergence, which follows from Definition 22 taking any t > 1. Next, we apply

Proposition 4.1 in [48] to the matrix
√
nY . Note that the conditions in Proposition 4.1 in [48] are satisfied

by our Assumptions 2 and 5. Therefore, Proposition 4.1 in [48] asserts that FΣ̃

a.s.−→Fγ,1 and λ1{Σ̃} a.s.−→β+ =

(1 +
√
γ)2. Consequently, according to (190), we also have that FΣ̂

a.s.−→Fγ,1 and λ1{Σ̂} a.s.−→β+ = (1 +
√
γ)2,

which concludes the proof.

Appendix N Proof of Proposition 16

We have

E[LA(X)] =
1

2

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

[
E|Xij − Yij |2

Aij
+ log(2πAij)

]
=

1

2

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

[
Sij

Aij
+ log(Aij)

]
+
mn

2
log(2π). (191)

For any matrix A of rank one, we can write A = abT for some a ∈ Rm and b ∈ Rn. Therefore, minimizing
E[LA(X)] over all positive rank-one matrices A ∈ Rm×n is equivalent to minimizing

J(a,b) =

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

[
Sij

aibj
+ log(aibj)

]
=

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

Sij

aibj
+ n

m∑

i=1

log(ai) +m

n∑

j=1

log(bj), (192)

over all positive vectors a ∈ Rm and b ∈ Rn. Defining ai = e−ηi , bj = e−ξj , minimizing J(a,b) is equivalent
to minimizing

J̃(η, ξ) =

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

eηiSije
ξj − n

m∑

i=1

ηi −m

n∑

j=1

ξj , (193)

over all η ∈ Rm and ξ ∈ Rn. It is well known that the minimization of J̃ is closely related to the problem of
matrix scaling; see, e.g., [39] and references therein. Specifically, since J̃(η, ξ) is convex in (η, ξ) ∈ R

m ×R
n,

it has a global minimum if there exist η and ξ that satisfy

∂J̃

∂ηi
=

n∑

j=1

eηiSije
ξj − n = 0,

∂J̃

∂ξj
=

m∑

i=1

eηiSije
ξj −m = 0, (194)
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for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. This implies that (a,b) is a global minimizer of J(a,b) if it satisfies

n =

n∑

j=1

Sij

aibj
m =

m∑

i=1

Sij

aibj
, (195)

for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n], or in other words, if (D{a})−1S(D{b})−1 is doubly regular (see Definition 10).
According to the existence and uniqueness statements in Proposition 11, such a and b exist and must satisfy
abT = xyT , which is uniquely defined. Hence, we conclude that xyT is the unique minimizer of E[LA(X)]
over all positive matrices A ∈ Rm×n of rank one.

If we alleviate the rank-one requirement on A, then minimizing E[LA(X)] is equivalent to minimizing

Sij

Aij
+ log(Aij), (196)

for each pair i, j separately over Aij ∈ (0,∞). Defining Aij = e−ζij , we obtain a strictly convex minimization
problem in ζij ∈ R. Then, a straight-forward calculation shows that the minimizer is Aij = e−ζij = Sij .
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[1] Oskari Ajanki, László Erdős, and Torben Krüger. Quadratic vector equations on complex upper half-
plane, volume 261. American Mathematical Society, 2019.
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