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Abstract

We give a novel formal theoretical framework for unsupegdisearning with two distinctive
characteristics. First, it does not assume any generatbgehand based on a worst-case perfor-
mance metric. Second, it is comparative, namely perfor@m@measured with respect to a given
hypothesis class. This allows to avoid known computatidraatiness results and improper algo-
rithms based on convex relaxations. We show how severaliémoif unsupervised learning models,
which were previously only analyzed under probabilisteLesptions and are otherwise provably in-
tractable, can be efficiently learned in our framework byvexroptimization.

1 Introduction

Unsupervised learning is the task of learning structurenfumlabelled examples. Informally, the main
goal of unsupervised learning is to extract structure fromdata in a way that will enable efficient
learning from future labelled examples for potentially rarous independent tasks.

It is useful to recall the Probably Approximately CorrecA( learning theory for supervised learn-
ing [Val84], based on Vapnik's statistical learning thef#ap98]. In PAC learning, the learning can
access labelled examples from an unknown distribution. l@nbisis of these examples, the learner
constructs a hypothesis that generalizes to unseen dataneckt is said to be learnable with respect to
a hypothesis class if there exists an (efficient) algorithat butputs a generalizing hypothesis with high
probability after observing polynomially many examplesdmms of the input representation.

The great achievements of PAC learning that made it suadems its generality and algorithmic
applicability: PAC learning does not restrict the input domin any way, and thus allows very general
learning, without generative or distributional assummgi@n the world. Another important feature is
the restriction to specific hypothesis classes, withouttviihere are simple impossibility results such
as the “no free lunch” theorem. This allowsmparativeandimproperlearning of computationally-hard
concepts.

The latter is a very important point which is often undeesiat Consider the example of sparse
regression, which is a canonical problem in high dimengistatistics. Fitting the best sparse vector
to linear prediction is an NP-hard problem [Nat95]. Howeveis does not prohibit improper learning,
since we can usef convex relaxation for the sparse vectors (famously knowlnA&SO [Tib96]).

Unsupervised learning, on the other hand, while extrempplieative and well-studied, has not
seen such an inclusive theory. The most common approaal&sas restricted Boltzmann machines,
topic models, dictionary learning, principal componerslgsis and metric clustering, are based almost
entirely on generative assumptions about the world. Thassisong restriction which makes it very hard
to analyze such approaches in scenarios for which the assun®plo not hold. A more discriminative
approach is based on compression, such as the Minimum ptsarLength criterion. This approach
gives rise to provably intractable problems and doesriwalmproper learning.
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Main results. We start by proposing a rigorous framework for unsupervisadning which allows
data-dependent, comparative learning without generasgemptions. It is general enough to encom-
pass previous methods such as PCA, dictionary learningagid models. Our main contribution are
optimization-based relaxations and efficient algorithimat tare shown to improperly probably learn
previous models, specifically:

1. We consider the classes of hypothesis known as dictiolearying. We give a more general
hypothesis class which encompasses and generalizes itdagrto our definitions. We proceed
to give novel polynomial-time algorithms for learning theo&der class. These algorithms are
based on new techniques in unsupervised learning, namelyo§isquares convex relaxations.

As far as we know, this is the first result for efficient impropearning of dictionaries without
generative assumptions. Moreover, our result handlespotially over-complete dictionaries,
while previous works [AGMM1E, BKS15a] apply to at most cargtfactor over-completeness.

2. We give efficient algorithms for learning a new hypotheséss which we call spectral autoen-
coders. We show that this class generalizes, accordingrtdeginitions, the class of PCA (prin-
cipal component analysis) and its kernel extensions.

Structure of this paper. In the following chapter we a non-generative, distributd@pendent defi-
nition for unsupervised learning which mirrors that of PA&2uning for supervised learning. We then
proceed to an illustrative example and show how Principah@anent Analysis can be formally learned
in this setting. The same section also gives a much more gleclass of hypothesis for unsupervised
learning which we call polynomial spectral decoding, anohshow they can be efficient learned in our
framework using convex optimization. Finally, we get to owain contribution: a convex optimization
based methodology for improper learning a wide class of thgsis, including dictionary learning.

1.1 Previous work

The vast majority of work on unsupervised learning, botlothgcal as well as applicative, focuses on
generative models. These include topic models [BNJO3tiatiary learning[[DHOB], Deep Boltzmann
Machines and deep belief networks [Sal09] and many more yMares these models entail non-convex
optimization problems that are provably NP-hard to solvihéworst-case.

A recent line of work in theoretical machine learning attésrip give efficient algorithms for these
models with provable guarantees. Such algorithms werendiwetopic models[[AGM12], dictionary
learning [AGM13[ AGMM15], mixtures of gaussians and hiddéarkov models[[HK18, AGH 14] and
more. However, these works retain, and at times even enhtrgcprobabilistic generative assumptions
of the underlying model. Perhaps the most widely used umsigeel learning methods are clustering
algorithms such as k-means, k-medians and principal coermgaanalysis (PCA), though these lack
generalization guarantees. An axiomatic approach toasinst was initiated by Kleinberd [Kle03]
and pursued further in [BDA09]. A discriminative generatibn-based approach for clustering was
undertaken in [BBV08] within the model of similarity-baseldistering.

Another approach from the information theory literatureds&s with online lossless compression.
The relationship between compression and machine leagoeg back to the Minimum Description
Length criterion [[Ris78]. More recent work in informatioheory gives online algorithms that attain
optimal compression, mostly for finite alphabéts [ATLE [OSZ04]. For infinite alphabets, which are the
main object of study for unsupervised learning of sighathsas images, there are known impossibility
results [JOS0O5]. This connection to compression was rgckmther advanced, mostly in the context
of textual data [PWMH13].

In terms of lossy compression, Rate Distortion Theory (R[Bér71,/CT08] is intimately related
to our definitions, as a framework for finding lossy compr@ssivith minimal distortion (which would
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correspond to reconstruction error in our terminology).r @arnability definition can be seen of an
extension of RDT to allow improper learning and generaili@aerror bounds. Another learning frame-
work derived from lossy compression is the information leotick criterion[TPB0O], and its learning
theoretic extensions [SSTO08]. The latter framework assuameadditional feedback signal, and thus is
not purely unsupervised.

The downside of the information-theoretic approachesas worst-case competitive compression
is provably computationally hard under cryptographic agsiions. In contrast, our compression-based
approach is based on learning a restriction to a specificthgs class, much like PAC-learning. This
circumvents the impossibility results and allows for impeolearning.

2 A formal framework for unsupervised learning

The basis constructs in an unsupervised learning setteig ar

1. Instance domaid’, such as images, text documents, etc. Target space, or, (Ande usually
think of ¥ = R%, ) = R¥ with d > k. (Alternatively, Y can be all sparse vectors in a larger
space. )

2. An unknown, arbitrary distributiof® on domainX'.

3. A hypothesis class of decoding and encoding pairs,

HC{(h,g) e {X =V} x {Y > X}},
whereh is the encoding hypothesis apds the decoding hypothesis.

4. Aloss functiorn? : H x X — R that measures the reconstruction error,

(g, ), ).

For example, a natural choice is theloss/((g, h), z) = ||g(h(x)) —x||3. The rationale here is to
learn structure without significantly compromising supead learning foarbitrary future tasks.
Near-perfect reconstruction is sufficient as formally gavn AppendiX A.lL. Without generative
assumptions, it can be seen that near-perfect reconstnustalso necessary.

For convenience of notation, we ugeas a shorthand faf, g) € H, a member of the hypothesis
classH. Denote the generalization ability of an unsupervisedniegr algorithm with respect to a
distributionD as

loss(f) = E_[((f.))

We can now define the main object of study: unsupervisedilegumith respect to a given hypothesis
class. The definition is parameterized by real numbers: isiggithe encoding length (measured in bits)
of the hypothesis class. The second is the bias, or additor@a compared to the best hypothesis. Both
parameters are necessary to allow improper learning.

Definition 2.1 We say that instanc®, X is (k,~)-C -learnable with respect to hypothesis classf
exists an algorithm that for eveys > 0, after seeingn(e,d) = poly(1/e,log(1/9),d) examples,
returns an encoding and decoding péirg) (not necessarily from) such that:

T

1. with probability at least — §, lossp((h, g)) < min, g)ez 10SSp((h, g)) + € + 7.

2. h(z) has an explicit representation with length at mosits.



For convenience we typically encode into real numbers d@astf bits. Real encoding can often
(though not in the worst case) be trivially transformed tdbery with a loss of logarithmic factor.

Following PAC learning theory, we can use uniform conveogeto bound the generalization error
of the empirical risk minimizer (ERM). Define the empiricakk for a given samplé ~ D™ as

l0ss/) = -+ S (f. )

€S

Define the ERM hypothesis for a given sample- D" as

fERJM = arg min |OS§]E) .
fer
For a hypothesis clasq, a loss functiory and a set ofn samplesS ~ D™, define the empirical
Rademacher complexity 6{ with respect t and.S asEl

Rsu(H)= E [sup L > Uz‘f(fw)]

~ m
o~{£1}™ | fEH ves

Let the Rademacher complexity ¢f with respect to distributionD and loss?¢ as R,,(H) =
Es~pm[Rs.e(H)]. When it's clear from the context, we will omit the subscript

We can now state and apply standard generalization ernaltse3 he proof of following theorem is
almost identical to [MRT12, Theorem 3.1]. For completengsgrovide a proof in AppendixIA.

Theorem2.1 For anyd > 0, with probability 1 — §, the generalization error of the ERM hypothesis is
bounded by:

4log%

. o
|0§5(fERM) < gl"élﬁkgs(f) +6Rm(H) + o

An immediate corollary of the theorem is that as long as theeRsacher complexity of a hypothesis
class approaches zero as the number of examples goes ttyjrifinan beC learned by arnnefficient
algorithm that optimizes over the hypothesis class by ematioem and outputs an best hypothesis with
encoding lengthk and biasy = 0. Not surprisingly such optimization is often intractabledehences
the main challenge is to design efficient algorithms. As wi seie in later sections, we often need to
trade the encoding length and bias slightly for computati@fficiency.

Notation. For every vector € R4 ® R%, we can view it as a matrix of dimensiah x ds, which is
denoted as\1(z). Therefore in this notationM (u ® v) = uv .

Let vpmax(-) @ (RH)®2 — R? be the function that compute the top right-singular vectosame
vector in (R%)®? viewed as a matrix. That is, for € (R%)%?, thenv,.x(z) denotes the top right-
singular vector ofM(z). We also overload the notation,,, for generalized eigenvectors of higher
order tensors. Fol’ € (R?)®", let vyax(T') = argmax|,<; T(z,z,...,z) whereT(-) denotes the
multi-linear form defined by tensar.

We usél| A||¢, ¢, to denote the induced operator norm4from 7, space td, space. For simplicity,
we also defingAl1 = [|Allr—e, = 2255 [4ijl, [Aloo = [|Ally—e.. = max;;[A4;5]. We note that
| All¢, ¢, is the max columrf; norm of A, and||A||, -, is the largest colum#, norm of A.

Technically, this is the Rademacher complexity of the ctiiganctions? o H. However, sincé is usually fixed for certain
problem, we emphasize in the definition more the dependengy.o



3 Spectral autoencoders: unsupervised learning of algebi@amanifolds

3.1 Algebraic manifolds

The goal of the spectral autoencoder hypothesis class weedsdnceforth is to learn the representation
of data that lies on a low-dimensional algebraic varietyliftdds. The linear variety, or linear manifold,
defined by the roots of linear equations, is simply a linedrspace. If the data resides in a linear
subspace, or close enough to it, then PCA is effective atilegits succinct representation.

One extension of the linear manifolds is the set of roots wfdiegree polynomial equations. For-
mally, letk, s be integers and let,, ..., cqs_; € R® be a set of vectors itd* dimension, and consider
the algebraic variety

M = {xeRd:W e [d° — K], (i, 2°°) :o} .

Observe that here each constraint %) is a degreesr polynomial over variables, and whens = 1

the variety M becomes a liner subspace. lgt ..., a; € R be a basis of the subspaces orthogonal
to all of ¢1, ..., cqs_i, and letA € R¥*4" containsa; as rows. Then we have that givenc M, the
encoding

y = Az®*

pins down all the unknown information regarding|In fact, for anyz € M, we haveA " Az®s = £®3
and thereforer is decodable frony. The argument can also be extended to the situation wherathe d
point is close toM (according to a metric, as we discuss later). The goal ofdbeaf the subsections
is to learn the encoding matrig given data points residing close M.

3.2 Warm up: PCA and kernel PCA

In this section we illustrate our framework for agnosticupervised learning by showing how PCA and
kernel PCA can be efficiently learned within our model. Thsuits of this sub-section are not new, and
given only for illustrative purposes.

The class of hypothesis corresponding to PCA operates oraidoth = R¢ and range) = R*
for somek < d via linear operators. In kernel PCA, the encoding linearraime applies to the-th
tensor power®* of the data. That is, the encoding and decoding are parazeztdsy a linear operator
A € Rkxd&

Hyy = {(hAng) tha(z) = Az®°, ga(y) = ATy} ;
where AT denotes the pseudo-inversef The natural loss function here is the Euclidean norm,
U(g,h), ) = |22 = g(h(@))|* = [I(T — ATA)2®*|?.

Theoren3.1 For a fixed constand > 1, the classH,SCSais efficiently C -learnable with encoding length
k and biasy = 0.

The proof of the Theorem follows from two simple componealdinding the ERM amon@{,’g"fcan

be efficiently solved by taking SVD of covariance matrix of itifted) data points. b) The Rademacher
complexity of the hypothesis class is boundedyi® /m) for m examples. Thus by TheordmP.1 the
minimizer of ERM generalizes. The full proof is deferred tppendiXB.



3.3 Spectral Autoencoders

In this section we give a much broader set of hypothesis, rapassing PCA and kernel-PCA, and
show how to learn them efficiently. Throughout this sectiomagsume that the data is normalized to
Euclidean norm 1, and consider the following class of hypsiwhich naturally generalizes PCA:

Definition 3.1 (Spectral autoencoder)Ve define the clas%{,jf‘s as the following set of all hypothesis

(9, h), o s
h(z) =Az®5 AeR } (3.1)

sa__ .
e = {(h’g) " 9(y) = Umax(By), B € REXF

We note that this notion is more general than kernel PCA: sssomég, i) € HE o has recon-

struction erroe, namely,At Az®¢ is e-close tax®® in Euclidean norm. Then by eigenvector perturbation
theorem, we have that,,.. (AT Az®%) also reconstructs with O(e) error, and therefore there exists a
PSCA hypothesis witl®)(¢) error as well . Vice versa, it's quite possible that for everythe recon-
struction At Az®# is far away fromz®* so that kernel PCA doesn’t apply, but with spectral decoslirg
can still reconstruct from vmaX(ATAx@)S) since the top eigenvector off Az®* is closez.

Here the key matter that distinguishes us from kernel PCA iwhat metricxz needs to be close
to the manifold so that it can be reconstructed. Using PCA réguirement is that is in Euclidean
distance close tg1 (which is a subspace), and using kernel PE& needs to be in Euclidean distance
close to the null space af’s. However, Euclidean distances in the original space #tatllspace
typically are meaningless for high-dimensional data simcg two data points are far away with each
other in Euclidean distance. The advantage of using spectteencoders is that in the lifted space the
geometry is measured by spectral norm distance that is mmehes than Euclidean distance (with a
potential gap ofi'/2). The key here is that though the dimension of lifted spae#,ithe objects of our
interests is the set of rank-1 tensors of the farf?. Therefore, spectral norm distance is a much more
effective measure of closeness since it exploits the uyidgrktructure of the lifted data points.

We note that spectral autoencoders relate to vanishing aoemp analysis [LLS13]. When the
data is close to an algebraic manifold, spectral autoemsam to find the (small number of) essential
non-vanishing components in a noise robust manner.

3.4 Learnability of polynomial spectral decoding

For simplicity we focus on the case when= 2. Ideally we would like to learn the best encoding-
decoding scheme for any data distributibn Though there are technical difficulties to achieve such a
general result. A natural attempt would be to optimize thes llunctionf (A, B) = ||g(h(z)) — z||? =
|z — vmax (BAz®2)||2. Not surprisingly, functionf is not a convex function with respect th B, and
in fact it could be even non-continuous (if not ill-defined)!

Here we make a further realizability assumption that the didgtribution admits a reasonable
encoding and decoding pair with reasonable reconstrueticor.

Definition 3.2 We say a data distributio® is (k, ¢)-regularly spectral decodable if there exidt €
R**% and B € R¥*F with ||[BA||sp < 7 such that forz ~ D, with probability 1, the encoding
y = Ax®? satisfies that

M(By) = M(BAz®?) = 22" + E, (3.2)

where||E||op < €. Herer > 1 s treated as a fixed constant globally.

To interpret the definition, we observe that if data distitouD is (k, € )-regularly spectrally decod-
able, then by equatiof (3.2) and Wedin’s theorem (see(ewdl1)) on the robustness of eigenvector to
perturbation, M (By) has top eigenvec@nthat isO(e)-close tox itself. Therefore, definitiof 312 is a

20r right singular vector whepM (By) is not symmetric



sufficient condition for the spectral decoding algorithp,«(By) to returnz approximately, though it
might be not necessary. Moreover, this condition partiatigresses the non-continuity issue of using
objective f(A, B) = || — vmax(BAx%?)||2, while f(A, B) remains (highly) non-convex. We resolve
this issue by using a convex surrogate.

Our main result concerning the learnability of the aforetisered hypothesis class is:

Theorem3.2 The hypothesis clask}?, is C - learnable with encoding lengifi(+*£* /%) and biass
with respect td k, £)-regular distributions in polynomial time.

Our approach towards finding an encoding and decoding reatri@ is to optimize the objective,

minimize f(R) = E [HRx@ — w®2H0p} (3.3)
st|Rls, <7k

where|| - ||s, denotes the Schatten 1-ntm

SupposeD is (k, e)-regularly decodable, and suppdsg andgp are the corresponding encoding
and decoding function. Then we see tRat= AB will satisfies that? has rank at mostand f (R) < e.
On the other hand, suppose one obtains s&érankk’ such thatf(R) < 4, then we can produde,
andg with O(6) reconstruction simply by choosing € R¥*%* B andB € R%**’ such thatR = AB.

We use (non-smooth) Frank-Wolfe to solve objectlivel(3.3)icl in particular returns a low-rank
solution. We defer the proof of Theorém13.2 to the AppendiX. B.

With a slightly stronger assumptions on the data distrdnuf?, we can reduce the length of the code
to O(k?/<?) from O(k*/e*). See details in AppendxIC.

4 A family of optimization encodings and efficient dictionary learning

In this section we give efficient algorithms for learning anfly of unsupervised learning algorithms
commonly known as "dictionary learning”. In contrast to\doeis approaches, we do not construct an
actual "dictionary”, but rather improperly learn a comgaeaencoding via convex relaxations.

We consider a different family of codes which is motivatednigtrix-based unsupervised learning
models such as topic-models, dictionary learning and PQ¥s Tamily is described by a matriA €
R4 which has low complexity according to a certain nojim ||, that is, | 4], < c.. We can
parametrize a family of hypothesi¢ according to these matrices, and define an encoding-derpdin
according to

ha(x) = argmiml |z — Ay, , galy) = Ay
lylls<k
We choose/; norm to measure the error mostly for convenience, thoughrithe quite flexible. The
different normg| - ||, || - || 3 over A andy give rise to different learning models that have been ceamsiti
before. For example, if these are Euclidean norms, then WB@A. If || - ||, is the max columr{y or
¢~ norm and|| - ||, is they norm, then this corresponds to dictionary learning (moteitein the next
section).
The optimal hypothesis in terms of reconstruction erroivermby

1 1
A*=argmin E |= |z — ga(ha(z))] } =argmin E [ min - |z — Ay|
IAfla<ca 2~D Ld ' Aa<ca o~D LyeR":ylls<k d '

The loss function can be generalized to other norms, e.gared/s loss, without any essential
change in the analysis. Notice that this optimization dibjecderived from reconstruction error is

3Also known as nuclear norm or trace norm



identically the one used in the literature of dictionaryrféag. This can be seen as another justification
for the definition of unsupervised learning as minimizingamstruction error subject to compression
constraints.

The optimization problem above is notoriously hard comfiorally, and significant algorithmic
and heuristic literature attempted to give efficient aldons under various distributional assump-
tions(see[[AGM1B, AGMM15, AEBO5] and the references tha&xeOur approach below circumvents
this computational hardness by convex relaxations thattrieslearning a different creature, albeit with
comparable compression and reconstruction objective.

4.1 Improper dictionary learning: overview

We assume the max colunfl, norm of A is at mostl and the/; norm of y is assumed to be at
mostk. This is a more general setting than the random dictiondtipgo a re-scaling) that previous
works [AGM13,[AGMM15] studiedfin this case, the magnitude of each entryraé on the order of
Vk if y hask random=1 entries. We think of our target error per entry as much sméiten B we
considerHk,., that are parametrized by the dictionary matfix= R4<",

HE = {(haga) : A € R, Al <1}

whereh 4 (z) = argmin |z — Ay, , ga(y) = Ay
llylli<k

Here we allowr to be larger thaw, the case that is often called over-complete dictionarg dhoice
of the loss can be replaced Byloss (or other Lipschitz loss) without any additional efépthough for
simplicity we stick to/; loss. DefineA* to be the the best dictionary under the model ahtb be the
optimal error,

A* = arg minHAHﬂl—Moo<1 ExN'D [minyeRT:Hyngk ’.Z' — Ay‘l] (41)

e = o~ [ - [ — gar(hax(2))],] -

Algorithm 1 group encoding/decoding for improper dictionary learning
Inputs: N data pointsX € RN ~ DN, Convex set). Sampling probabilityp.

1. Group encoding: Compute
Z = argmin | X — (|, , (4.2)
CeQ

and let
Y = h(X) = Pa(2),

where Py (B) is a random sampling a8 where each entry is picked with probabiljty

2. Group decoding: Compute

g(Y) = argmin|Po(C) - Y], . (4.3)
Cceq

Theoremé.1 For anys > 0,p > 1, the hypothesis clasid°t is C -learnable (by Algorithni2) with
encoding lengtO (k2r1/7 /52), biasé + O(*) and sample complexity®®) in time n°®*)

4The assumption can be relaxed to tHahas/.., norm at mosk and¢,-norm at most/d straightforwardly.
We are conservative in the scaling of the error here. Erratnamaller than/% is already meaningful.



We note that here can be potentially much larger tharsince by choosing a large constanthe
overhead caused bycan be negligible. Since the average size of the entri¢éjsherefore we can get
the biasy smaller than average size of the entries with code lengthhlyus k.

The proof of Theoremh 411 is deferred to Section 5.6. To demnaiesthe key intuition and tech-
nique behind it, in the rest of the section we consider a gmglgorithm that achievesvaeakergoal:
Algorithm [1 encodesnultiple examples into some codes with the matching average encdeliggh
O(k*r/?/5%), and these examples can be decoded from the codes togethereadnstruction error
e* + 5. Next, we outline the analysis of Algorithid 1, and we will shiater that one can reduce the
problem of encoding a single examples to the problem of eéngadultiple examples together.

Here we overload the notatiaju+(ha+(-)) so thatgs(ha+(X)) denotes the collection of all the
gax(ha«(x;)) wherez; is thej-th column ofX. Algorithm[d assumes that there exists a convex set
Q C RN sych that

{94 (ha- (X)) : X € RPN C {AV 4 |A i S LY ooy SR} C Q. (44)

That is,Q is a convex relaxation of the group of reconstructions adidun the clasg{9t. Algo-
rithm [T first uses convex programming to denoise the daiato a clean versio, which belongs to
the setQ. If the set@ has low complexity, then simple random samplingZoE (@ serves as a good
encoding.

The following Lemma shows that ) has low complexity in terms of sampling Rademacher width,
then Algorithm1 will give a good group encoding and decodingeme.

Lemma4.2 Suppose conver) ¢ RN satisfies condition[(414). Then, Algorithmh 1 gives a group
encoding and decoding pair such that with probability 9, the average reconstruction error is bounded
by e* + O(\/SRW(Q) + O(y/log(1/5)/m) wherem = pNd and SRW,,(-) is the sampling
Rademacher width (defined in subsecfiod 5.2), and the avenagpding length ié)(,od).

The proofs here are technically standard: Lenimd 4.2 simplpvis from Lemmal5]l and
Lemmal5.2 in Sectioh]5. Lemnia .1 shows that the differentedsn Z and X is comparable to
e*, which is a direct consequence of the optimization over gelaet() that contains optimal recon-
struction. Lemma5]2 shows that the sampling procedurenttdese too much information given a
denoised version of the data is already observed, and thierefne can reconstrugtfrom Y.

The novelty here is to use these two steps together to deané@chieve a short encoding. The
typical bottleneck of applying convex relaxation on mafiactorization based problem (or any other
problem) is the difficulty of rounding. Here instead of pumgua rounding algorithm that output the
factor A andY’, we look for a convex relaxation that preserves the intrimsimplexity of the set which
enables the trivial sampling encoding. It turns out thattialing the width/complexity of the convex
relaxation boils down to proving concentration inequaditivith sum-of-squares (SoS) proofs, which is
conceptually easier than rounding.

Therefore, the remaining challenge is to design convex)stiat simultaneously has the following
properties

(a) is a convex relaxation in the sense of satisfying comalif?.4)
(b) admits an efficient optimization algorithm
(c) has low complexity (that is, sampling rademacher widtt\ poly(k)))

Most of the proofs need to be deferred to Sedtion 5. We givée dverview: In subsection 5.3 we will
design a convex s&p which satisfies conditiori_(4.4) but not efficiently solvakded in subsection 5.4
we verify that the sampling Rademacher widtlDi&V £ log d). In subsectio 515, we prove that a sum-
of-squares relaxation would give a @}°°which satisfies (a), (b) and (c) approximately. Concretely,
we have the following theorem.



Theoremd.3. For everyp > 4, let N = dP with a sufficiently large absolute constagt Then, there
exists a convex sep;°° C RN (which is defined in subsectidn 5.5.2) such that (a) it satsfondi-
tion[4.4; (b) The optimization (412) and_(4.3) are solvabjesbmidefinite programming with run-time
nO®"); (c) the sampling Rademacher width@§°%is bounded by,/SRW,,(Q) < O(k*r*/?N/m).

We note that these three properties (with Lenima 4.2) imp# &igorithm[1 with@ = Q3%
andp = O(k*r?/?d=1/52 - log d) gives a group encoding-decoding pair with average encdeimgth
O(k?r2/? /8% - log d) and bias’.

Proof Overview of Theorem[4.3: At a very high level, the proof exploits the duality betweems
of-squares relaxation and sum-of-squares proof systeppdsew,, . .., wy are variables, then in SoS
relaxation an auxiliary variabl&s is introduced for every subsét C [d] of size at most, and valid
linear constraints and psd constraint ¥og’s are enforced. By convex duality, intuitively we have tiiat
apolynomialg(z) = }_ ¢, @szs can be written as a sum of squares of polynomial) = > ri(z)?,
then the corresponding linear form ov&g, ngs agXg is also nonnegative. Therefore, to certify
certain property of a linear forrE‘S|<S agXg over Xg, it is sufficient (and also necessary by duality)
that the corresponding polynomial admit a sum-of-squaresfp

Here using the idea above, we first prove the Rademacher widtie convex hull of reconstruc-
tionsQy = conv{Z = AY : [|Alls, e, < 1,||Y|ley—e, < k} using a SoS proof. Then the same proof
automatically applies to for the Rademacher width of thevegmelaxation (which is essentially a set of
statements about linear combinations of the auxiliaryames). We lose a factor of/? because SoS
proof is not strong enough for us to establish the optimaldrRaather width o).

5 Analysis of Improper Dictionary Learning

In this section we give the full proof of the Theorems and Lexarn Sectiof 4. We start by stating
general results on denoising, Rademacher width and faatdd norms, and proceed to give specialized
bounds for our setting in sectién 5.4.

5.1 Guarantees of denoising

In this subsection, we give the guarantees of the error dadmgéhe denoising step. Recall thtis the
optimal reconstruction error achievable by the optimabfr) dictionary (equation (4.1)).

Lemma5.1 Let Z be defined in equatiofi(4.2). Then we have that

1
— Z—-X|,|<¢e" 5.1
Ni B 2 - Xl <e (5.1)
Proof. Let Y* = A*h4+(X) whereh 4« (X) denote the collection of encoding &f usingh 4+. Since

Y* e {AY : || Allly—e. < LY |le,—e, < k} C Q, we have that™ is a feasible solution of optimiza-
tion (42). Therefore, we have that, E[|Z — X|,] < 7; E[|X — Y*|,] = %, where the equality is by
the definition ofe*. O

5.2 Sampling Rademacher Width of a Set

As long as the intrinsic complexity of the s@tis small then we can compress by random sampling.
The idea of viewing reconstruction error the test error afigesvised learning problem started with the
work of Srebro and Shraibman [S$05], and has been used fer atmpletion problems, e.gl, [BM15].
We use the terminology “Rademacher width” instead of “Raagmer complexity” to emphasize that
the notation defined below is a property of a set of vectorstdad of that of a hypothesis class).

10



For any set¥ c R”, and an integem, we define its sampling Rademacher width (SRW) as,

1
SRW.,(W)=E [— sup <x,a>9} , (5.2)
U7Q m zeW

where(? is random subset dD)] of sizem, (a, b)q, is defined a$", ., a;b; ando ~ {£1}7.
Lemmeb.2 ([BM15], Theorem 2.4]) With probability at least- 6 over the choice of?, for anyz € RP

1 . 1 - log(1/6
512 =21 < —[Pa(2) = Pa(2)|1 + 28RW,u (W) +M\/%.

whereM = supzcyicip; |2 — Zil.

5.3 Factorable norms

In this subsection, we define in general the factorable nofrom which we obtain a convex sél
which satisfies conditiori (4.4) (see Lemmal5.3).

For any two normg| - ||, || - || that are defined on matrices of any dimension, we can define the
following quantity

Lap(Z) = inf [|A]alBlls (5.3)

For anyp,q,s,t > 1, we usel',,(-) to denote the functiod’s, ¢, s, ¢, (-). Whenp = t,
I} q.sp(Z) is the factorable norni [TJ89, Chapter 13] of matéix In the case whep = ¢t = 2,
q = 00, s = 1, we have thal'y . 1 2(+) is they;-norm [LMSSO07] or max normi [SS05], which has been
used for matrix completion.

The following Lemma is the main purpose of this section whebbws a construction of a convex
setQ that satisfies conditiof (4.4).

Lemmab.3. For anyq,t > 1 we have thal'; ;1 () is a norm. As a consequence, lettiQg - 1,1 =
{C e RVxd . I'0o11(C) < Vdk}, we have tha€); 1,1 is a convex set and it satisfies conditibn {4.4).

Towards proving Lemm@_5.3, we prove a stronger result that#f s = 1, thenT', , ;; is also a
norm. This result is parallel ta_[TJB9, Chapter 13] wheredase ofp = t is considered.

Theorenmb.4. Suppose that - ||, and|| - ||3 are norms defined on matrices of any dimension such that
1. [A. B]lla < max{|[ Al | B}
2. || - ||g is invariant with respect to appending a row with zero estrie

Then,I', 5(-) is a norm.

Proof. Non-negativity: We have thal’, g(Z) > 0 by definition as a product of two norms. Further,
I'w3(Z) =0ifand only if ||A|l, = 0 or [|B||s = 0, which is true if and only ifA or B are zero, which
means tha¥ is zero.

Absolute scalability: For any positive, we have that iZ = AB andl', 3(Z) < ||Allo||B]|s, then
tZ = (tA) - Bandl', g(tZ) < t||Allo|Bl/g. Therefore by definition of', g(Z), we getl', g(t2) <
tl'a 5(Z).

If we replaceZ by tZ andt by 1/t we obtain the other direction, namdly, 3(Z) < 1/t-T', 5(tZ).
Therefore ', 5(t2Z) = tI'y g(Z) for anyt > 0.

Triangle inequality: We next show thal', 3(Z) satisfies triangle inequality, from which the result
follows. LetWW andZ be two matrices of the same dimension. Suppés€' satisfy that” = AC and

11



Lap(Z) = ||A]|al|C]lg. Similarly, supposéV = BD, andI', 3(W) = ||B||.||D| 3. Therefore, we
-1

t

have thatV + Z = [tA, B] [ C} , and that for any > 0,

D
[t 10} H
B

<o |9+

< max {t 4]l 1B} (1€l + I1Dll) by assumptions oft- [l and] - ||s)

Lo s(W+Z) <||[tA, B, (by defintion ofT,, 5)

{g} H ) (by triangle inquality)
B

Pickt = Hf”a , we obtain that,

Las(W+2) < Al IC]l5 + 1Bl 1D
=Tap5(Z2)+Taps(W).

0

Note that if|| - ||, is a¢; — ¢, norm, then it's also the max column-wigg norm, and therefore it
satisfies the condition a) in TheorémI5.4. Moreover, for lsinteason|| - ||z = || - ||¢, ¢, Satisfies the
condition b) in Theoreh 5l4. Hence, Lemmal5.3 is a direct egnence of Theorem5.4. Leminal5.3
gives a convex se&b that can be potentially used in AlgoritHm 1.

5.4 Sampling Rademacher width of level set dffy o 11

Here we give a Rademacher width bound for the specific seewderested in, namely the level sets of
I',00,1,1, formally,
Q17007171 = {C € RNXd : Pl,oo,Ll(C) < k}

By the definition; . 1,1 satisfies condition (414). See sectlon]5.2 for definition affRmacher

width.
~ k2N
SRWm(Q1,001,1) < O -

Lemmab.5. It holds that

Proof of Lemma®k]5Recall the definition of the sample getof coordinates fronC, and their multi-
plication by i.i.d Rademacher variables in secfioq 5.2. SReynotation, lef = o ® 2 and we us&) as
a shorthand fof); .1,1. Here® means the entry-wise Hadamard product (namely, each c@dedin
Q) is multiplied by an independent Rademacher random vajiatife have that

1
E | — sup(C,¢)
13 _m ceqQ

1

— sup (AB,§)
_m HAHel—%oo<17IIBH€1—>€1<I€

1

— sup <B,AT§>

LTV 1 Alley 200 SLIIBlley 2 <k

1 N
—  sup kz AT oo

LTV ANl o< 527

SRWn(Q)

(by defintiion of Q)

I
=

I
m

By (U.V) < (S, [Uillse) IVlles0,)

N
=

12



Let p = 7% be the probability of any entry belongs ¢b Let ¢; denote the-th column of¢, and A;
denotes thg-th column ofA. Therefore, each entry @f has probabilityp/2 to be +1 and -1, and has
lo

probability 1 — p of being 0. By concentration inequality we have that fop <5, and any fixed4
with [|Allg, .. = max[|4;]e <1,

E[[| A7 &lloo] < O(Vpdlogrlogd). (5.4)
Moreover, we have that
Varg, [| A7 &loo] < O(+/pdlogrlogd) . (5.5)

Moreover, |AT¢;|| has an sub-exponential tail. (Technically, its-Orlicz norm is bounded by
O(v/pdlogrlog d)). Note that the variance OF Y | || AT&;]|« will decrease agV increases, and there-
fore for large enougv = (drp)*(M), we will have that with probability — exp(—Q(dr)1),

N
D AT e < O(N/pdlog rlog d)
i=1

Therefore, using the standarehet covering argument, we obtain that with high probapilit

N
sup > [|ATE ]l < O(NV/pdlog rlog d) .
|‘A|‘€1—>€2<\/EZ'=1

Hence, altogether we have

1 . ~( [k2N
SRWm(Q)<E|—= sup kA &llpse | <O\ — ] .
M Ay e, <V m

5.5 Convex Relaxation forl'; o ; ; horm
5.5.1 Sum-of-squares relaxation

Here we will only briefly introduce the basic ideas of SumSofuares (Lasserre) relaxatidn [Par00,
[Las01] that will be used for this paper. We refer readersecetttensive study [Lasl5, Lau09, B$14] for
detailed discussions of sum of squares proofs and theiicagiphs to algorithm design. Recently, there
has been a popular line of research on applications of suseuadires algorithms to machine learning
problems[[BKS15h, BKS14, BM16, MW15, GMI5, HSS15, HSS$1636]. Here our technique in
the next subsection is most related to that of [BIM16], wihihain difference that we deal with norm
constraints that are not typically within the SoS framework

LetR[x], denote the set of all real polynomials of degree at masith » variablesry, . . ., x,. We
start by defining the notion giseudo-expectationThe intuition is that the pseudo-expectation behave
like the actual expectation of a real probability distribnton squares of polynomials.

Definition 5.1 (pseudo-expectatianA degreed pseudo-expectatiof is a linear operator that maps
R[z], to R and satisfie& (1) = 1 andE(p?(x)) > 0 for all real polynomialg () of degree at most/2.
Definition5.2 Given a set of polynomial equation$ = {q1(z) = 0,...,q.(z) = 0}, we say degree-
d pseudo-expectatiofi satisfies constraints! if E [¢;(x)r(x)] = 0 for every: andr(z) such that
deqg;r) < d.

13



One can optimize over the set of pseudo-expectations ttistysal in n°(?) time by the following
semidefinite program:
Variables E|[z°] VS :|S| <d
Subjectto E [qz(:v)xK] =0 Vi, K : |[K|+dedq) <d
B [x®d/2(m®d/2)T] =0

Definition 5.3 (SoS proof of degred). For a set of constraintdl = {¢;(z) = 0,...,¢,(x) = 0}, and
an integerd, we write

Alap(r) = q(z)

if there exists polynomialg;(z) for i = 0,1,...,¢ andg;(x) for j = 1,...,¢ such that de@;) < d/2
and degg;r;) < d that satisfy

i=1

p(x) —q(z) = Z hi(x)? + Z ri(z)g;(x).

We will drop the subscriptl when it is clear form the context.
The following fact follows from the definitions above but ik useful throughout the proof.

Proposition5.6. SupposeA 4 p(z) > q(z). Then for any degred-pseudo-expectatioR that satisfies
A, we haveR[p(z)] > E[g(z)].

5.5.2 Relaxation forl'; o 1,1 norm

In this section, we introduce convex relaxations forlthe, 1 1 norm. For convenience, Iptbe a power
of 2. Let A and B be formal variables of dimensiath x » andr x N in this section. We introduce
more formal variables for the relaxation. Ligbe formal variables of dimensianx N. We consider the
following set of polynomial constraints over formal varie®A, B, b:

A= {Vz G, By =Y b < kP07 ik, AR < 1} .
=1
For anyreal matrix C' € RN we define
A(C)={C =AB}UA.
We define our convex relaxation f@J; 1,1 as follows,
Q3= {C € R : IdegreeO(p?) pseudo-expectatioR that satisfiesd(C)} (5.6)

Lemmab.7. For anyp > 4, we have
Q1,00,1,1 C Q;S;OS

and therefore)? ° satisfies conditior{(414).

Proof. SupposeC' € Q1.0,11. Then by definition of the; o 1,1-norm (equation[(513)), we have
that there exists matricds, V' such thatC = UV and Ufj < 1land|V|g—e, < k. Now construct

v = Vi;/(p_l). We have);_, by, < <ZZ bt !p/( ! < kP/(P=1). Therefore, Then we have

thatA = U, B = V,b = v satisfies the constral .6). Then the trivial pseudceetadion operator
E[p(A, B,b)] = p(U, V,v) satisfiesA(C) and therefore” € Q;°°by definition. O
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Theorenb.8 SupposeV = dP for large enough absolute constapt Then the sampling Rademacher
complexity ofQ3°°is bounded by,

2 2,.2/p

m

The proof of Theorerf 518 finally boils down to prove certainp@mal process statement with SoS
proofs. We start with the following two lemmas.

Lemmab.9. SupposeN = d°P for larger enough constang, and let¢ = o @ 2 whereos and(2 are
defined in Section 5l2. Then, we have

N
A (AB, &P < NPT |[ATG|
=1

Proof. Let¢&; be thei-th column ofé. We have that

N p
A |_<AB7 §>p = <AT§7 B>p - <Z<AT§7 Bz>>

i=1

N
(Z (4", B ) (sincer (§ iy 0i)” < 3 Tieq oF)

=1

— np1 Z (A&, b2y (by Bij = bfjfl)

NS AT by (5 a0 ) < (5,a) (S see LemmeD)

i=1

N
<SNPTURPS C|ATEIR (by constrainy_j_, by, < k»/@=Y)
=1

O

Lemma5.10Q In the setting of LemmB®B.9, let = m/(Nd). Letz = (z1,...,x4) be indeterminates
and letB = {23 < 1,...,22% < 1}. Suppose > 1/d. With probability at least — exp(—(d)) over
the choice of, there exists a SoS proof,

BF|l€Tz|2 < N - O(pdp? )P/, (5.7)

As an immediate consequence, fgtbe thei-th column of&, then, with probability at least —
exp(—£2(d)) over the choice of there exists SoS proof,

N
A ST ATE D < Nr - O(pdp?)P’? (5.8)
=1

Proof. Recall thatp is an even number. We have that

T ®p/2 T (& ®p/2 [ ®p/2) " ®p/2
B¢ aly = (2922) (D€ (7)) at
i=1
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.
Let T = YN &P <§f§’p/2> e R¥”xd?  Then, by definiton we have that
E [(m@’/?)T Tx®p/2} = [zgil@,@p] It follows that

]
Br [l = (+°2) (T ~E[T)a®"? +

o

i=1

< =P IT - ET +E

é}, ] (by -y By < |lyl[?||BJ))

Z@i,@p] -

i=1

<@P|T - E[T)| +E

Let ¢ have the same distribution §s Then we have that
=3 taat.
(0%

wheret,, = 0 if z“ contains an odd degree. Moreover, |lgtbe the numbet; with non-zero exponents
thatz® has. Then we havie, < pl®lpP. Therefore we have that far> 1/d,

BFE[(¢ z)P] < dP/?pP/2pP .

It follows that

N

> (&)

i=1

BFE < N - O(pdp?)P/? .

Next, we use Bernstein inequality to boul@ — E[7’]||. We control the variance by

Z lelire?™’* (77%) ]

2 4

< Nd%.

-
Moreover, each summand in the definitionZdtan be bounded ng?p/Q (&@p/z) H < dP. Note that

these bounds are not necessarily tight since they alredfigestor our purpose. Therefore, we obtain
that with high probability over the chance &fit holds that|| T — E[T]|| < / Nd°®) log N. Therefore
for N > d®), we have that with high probability over the choicetof

B¢ x? (5.9)
N

Z(gi,@p] < N - O(pdp?)P/? .

i=1

< AP T —R[T)| +E

Finally we show equatiori(3.7) implies equation {5.8). Ketbe thei-th column of A. Note that we
haveZﬁ\i1 |ATE|E = So0_, [|€T As|b, since both left-hand side and right-hand side are equdleto t
p-th power of all the entries of the matrit" ¢. SinceA - {V7, Afj < 1}, we can invoke the first part
of the Lemma and use equatign (5.7) to complete the proof. O

Combining Lemm&5]9 and Lemrahl 10 we obtain the followingkary,
Corollary 5.11 In the setting of Lemm@&$5].9, with probability— exp(—(d)), we have

AF (AB,€)P < NPEPr - O(pd)P/? . (5.10)
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Now we are ready to prove Theordm]5.8. Essentially the orihgtthat we need to do is take
pseudo-expectation on the both sides of equalion](5.10).

Proof of Theoreri 5l8Recall thatt = o ® Q. We have that

P
SRW, Q57 =B L o

_mp CEQZOS
1 . .
<E |— sup (C,&)P (by Jensen’s inequality)
3 _mp CeqQss
1 ~ -
=E|— sup E[(AB,¢)] (by definition ofQ3>)
€ | "M £ that satisfiesd(C)
<E|L sup E [(AB, ¢)] | equation[[5.B) hold}s
_mp [E that satisfies4(C)

+ PP [equation[(5.B) doesn't hdjel d°)

< %Npkpr - O(pdp®P/? + exp(—Q(d))d°M)
(by Corollary(5.11 and Propositian5.6)

1
< —prk:pr - O(pdp*)P/?.

m

Therefore using the fact that= m/(NNd), takingp-th root on the equation above, we obtain,

2 2/pp2

m

5.6 Proof of Theorem4.1

In this subsection we prove Theorém]4.1 using the machinevgldped in previous subsections. Es-
sentially the idea here is to reduce the problem of encodirggexample to the problem of encoding a
group of examples. To encode an exampleve drawN — 1 fresh examples:;, ..., zx_1, and then
call the group encoding Algorithfd 1.

We also note that the encoding procedure can be simplifiedrpving the denoising step, and this
still allows efficient decoding steps. Since in this casegheoding contains more noise from the data,
we prefer the current scheme.

Proof of Theorerfi4l1We will prove that Algorithm2 withQ = Q%sandp = O(k%r?/Pd=1 /6% .

log d) gives the desired encoding/decoding. Indeed with high gy, the encoding length is
O(pd) = O(k*r?/?/5?). Next we will show that we obtain good reconstruction in tease that
LE[lz —g(h(z))|,] = IE[lz—2|;] < O(s* + §). Here and throughout the proof, the expecta-
tion is over the randomness of and the randomness of the algorithm (that is, the randomokss

x,r1,...,ry_1 and the random sampling). First of all, by symmetry, we hat t
- 1 - - -
Ellz -z = —El[llz1,...,en-1,2] — [Z1,..., En=1,Z]|4] - (5.12)
Nd
Let X = [z1,...,2Nn-1,2], andZ = [Z1,...,ZN-1, 2] for simplicity of notations. Le{Z; ;,z] =

arg minge qeq [[X1,i, i) — [C, ]|, where X ; be the samples drawn in the encoding processcfor
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Algorithm 2 Encoding/decoding for improper dictionary learning
Given: IntegerN. Convex set) ¢ R¥>*YN, Sampling probability.

1. Encoding: input: data pointz € R? ~ D, output: codewordy = h(z) € R**N Draw N — 1
data pointsX; € R>*N-1 ~ pN-1,

Denoising step:
[Z1, 2] = argmin |[ Xy, 2] — [C, (]|, , (5.11)
[CcleqQ

Random sampling step:
W) = Pa(z),

where Py (=) is a random sampling of where each entry is picked with probabiljty

2. Decoding: input: codewordy € R¥*N output: reconstructiory(y) € RN

TakeN more samplesy, ..., zy. Encode themtg, = h(xy),...,yn = h(xzy). Then, compute
[Z1,...,2N-1,2) = argmin | Po([C, ¢]) — [y1,...,yn, Y]]y -
CeqQ

Returng(y) = Z.

LetZ = [z1,...,2n—1, 2). By LemmdEll and the symmetry, we have that for anyE [|z; — ;] <
ﬁ E |:|[?1,ia Zz'] — [Xlﬂ-,xi”l} < g*. Thus, we hav%lw E [|X — Z|1] <e*.
Let Z € RN be a helper matrix in the analysis defined as

7 = argmin | X — C; . (5.13)
Cceq

Then by Lemm&a&t]1 we have th:NltC—l E HZ — XU < ¢*. Then by triangle inequality we obtain that

1 .
_ < 2%
NdEHZ ZU < 2% (5.14)
Note that by definitionZ € Q. Therefore, by Lemmia 5.2, we have that

ﬁ E Hz _ ZU < %E HPQ(Z) - PQ(Z)U + 2SRW, (W) (by LemmdED)

1 .
< —E[|Pa(2) - Pa(2)| | +25RWi ()
(sinceZ is the minimizer, and € Q.)
1 .
- HZ - ZU + 2SRW (W)
<e +4. (using equation(5.14) and Theoréml4.3 (c))

Finally by triangle inequality again we have

1 ~ 1 ~ 1
_ < _ — — < e*r. .
NdEHZ XU = NdEHZ Zu +]\ZCZEUX Zhl<e (5.15)
Combining equatior (5.12) and (5115) we complete the proof. O
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6 Conclusions

We have defined a new framewaork for unsupervised learningiwigiplaces generative assumptions by
notions of reconstruction error and encoding length. Tiaimework is comparative, and allows learning
of particular hypothesis classes with respect to an unkraigtmbution by other hypothesis classes.

We demonstrate its usefulness by giving new polynomial tatgmrithms for two unsupervised
hypothesis classes. First, we give new polynomial timerélgos for dictionary models in significantly
broader range of parameters and assumptions. Another dasntie class of spectral encodings, for
which we consider a new class of models that is shown to Istiictcompass PCA and kernel-PCA.
This new class is capable, in contrast to previous spectoalefs, learn algebraic manifolds. We give
efficient learning algorithms for this class based on come¢exations.
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A Proof of Theorem[2.1

Proof of Theorerh 211[MRT12, Theorem 3.1] asserts that with probability at lelast §, we have that
for every hypothesig € H,

log%
<
Iogs(f) < Iosss(f) + 2R (H) + o
by negating the loss function this gives
los los < 2R (H log%
’ ,Ds(f)_ Ss(f)‘\ m( )"' om
and therefore, letting™ = arg min ;¢ lossp(f), we have
. A log %
Iogs(fERM) < Iosss(fERM) + 2R, (H) + o (by [MRT12, Theorem 3.1])
. log } .
< Iosss(f )+ 2R (H) + o ( by definition of ERM)
4log % . ;
< IoDss(f*) +6Rm(H) + 5 (using [MRT12, Theorem 3.1] again)
m

O

A.1 Low reconstruction error is sufficient for supervised learning

This section observes that low reconstruction error is ficéerfit condition for unsupervised learning to
allow supervised learning over any future task.

LemmaA.1l. Consider any supervised learning problem with respectdwibiitionD over X' x L that
is agnostically PAC-learnable with respectite ipschitz loss functiord and with biasy;.

Suppose that unsupervised hypothesis class C -learnable with biasg, over distributionD and
domainX’, by hypothesisf : X — ). Then the distributior{)f over) x L, which gives the pair
(f(x),y) the same measure &sgives to(z, y), is agnostically PAC-learnable with bigs + L.

Proof. Leth : X — ) be a hypothesis that PAC-learns distributibnConsider the hypothesis
h:Y = L, h(y) = (hog)(y)
Then by definition of reconstruction error and the Lipschitaperty of¢ we have
losgh) = E_[¢(h(y),D)]
Dy (y,)~Dy

= E _[l((hog)(y),)]

(y,)~Dy

— B [(h(z),0)] (D(z) = Dy (y))
(z,l)~D

= E [l(h(x), D]+ E [((h(T),1) = £(h(x),1)]
(z,l)~D (z,l)~D

=7+ ( I)E [0(h(Z),1) — £(h(x),1)] ( PAC learnability)
z,l)~D



<Mm+L E |z-2| ( Lipschitzness of o h)
z~D
=n+L E [lz—go f(z)]
xz~D
<71+ Ly ( C -learnability)
]

B Proof of Theorem[3.1

Proof of Theorerh 311We assume without loss of generality= 1. Fors > 1 the proof will be identical
since one can assumé” is the data points (and the dimension is raised*jo

Letzq,...,x,, be a set of examples D™. It can be shown that any minimizer of ERM
A* = argmin ||z; — AT Az;||? (B.1)
A€Rdxk

satisfies thatA*)T A* is the the projection operator to the subspace ofitefgenvector ofs " | z;z,".
Therefore ERM[(B.1) is efficiently solvable.

According to Theorerf 211, the ERM hypothesis generalizéls nates governed by the Rademacher
complexity of the hypothesis class. Thus, it remains to asimphe Rademacher complexity of the
hypothesis class for PCA. We assume for simplicity that editers in the domain have Euclidean norm
bounded by one.

1
S(Hpca) = E sup —_ alﬁ((h,g),wz)
g o AE1}™ | (hyg)enP? T ;

= E sup oillz; — AT Az;||?
o~{£1}m AeRdka; ZH ! ZH

= E sup ZUZ (I — ATA) <Z$z ) (I—ATA)T)

o~{£1}m AeRdka pyare

[ 1
= E sup Tr| (I — Aty [ = JixixiT .
o~{£1}m | AcRdxk <( ) m ZZ;

Then we apply Holder inequality, and effectively disentarthe part about and A:

1 m
E sup Tr | (I—ATA) [ =) o)
o~{£1}m [AeRka <( ) m ZZ;

1 & : .
< E sup [T — ATA||lp || =Y oumiz] (Holder inequality)
o~{£1}™ | AcRdxk m i—1 .
1 & . . -
<Vd K ~ > o) ] (sinceAt A is a projection|| — ATA| < 1.)
o~{£1}m i i—1 P
m 511/2
<Vd E — > o] (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)
o~{£1}m m =1 P
1 m
SVd, | — zzT i I since 0] = 0for ]
\/_Jm;amxl,axx> ( Eloio;] i # j)
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< Vd/m. (by =[] < 1)

Thus, from Theoreni2l1 we can conclude that the cla§€’ is learnable with sample complexity

O 0

B.1 Proof of Theorem3.2

Theoreni3.P follows from the following lemmas and the gelieation theorenl 2]1 straightforwardly.

LemmaB.1. Suppose distributio® is (k, ¢)-regularly spectral decodable. Then for any 0, solving
convex optimization[(3]3) with non-smooth Frank-Wolfe aithm [HK12, Theorem 4.4] withk’ =
O(T*k*/6*) steps gives a solutioR of rank &’ such thatf (R) < § + .

Lemma B.2. The Rademacher complexity of the class of functiom® =
{HRgg®2—:c®2HOIO:Rs.t.||R\|51 gfk} with m examples is bounded from above by at most

R (®) < 27k - /1/m

Here Lemm@&Bl2 follows from the fact thaRz®? — z©2 Hop is bounded above bk when||z|| <
1 and||R||s, < k. The rest of the section focuses on the proof of Lerhmé B.1.

Lemma[B.1 basically follows from the fact thdtis Lipschitz and guarantees of the Frank-Wolfe
algorithm.

PropositionB.3. The objective functionf(R) is convex and 1-Lipschitz. Concretely, L&t(R) =
| Rx®? — 2%2||gp. Then
oy 3 (u@v)(x®?)T

whered/, is the set of sub-gradients 6f with respect taR, andu, v € R¢ are (one pair of) top left and
right singular vectors oM (Rz®? — 1©2).

Proof. This simply follows from calculating gradient with chainleu Here we use the fact that <
(R%)®2, the sub-gradient dfA||op contains the vectar @ b wherea, b are the top left and right singular
vectors of M (A). We can also verify by definition thét @ v)(z®?)" is a sub-gradient.

J(R) = [(R) = (u®v) " (R'a®* — Ra®?) (by convexity of|| - {|op)
= ((u®v)(®)", R ~ R).

Now we are ready to prove LemrmaB.1.

Proof of Lemm@&BI1SinceD is (k, ¢)-regularly decodable, we know that there exists a rasiolution
R* with f(R*) < €. Since||R*||op < 7, We have thaf| R||s, < rank(R*) - ||R||op < Tk. ThereforeR*
is feasible solution for the objective(3.3) witf R*) < .

By Proposition[B.B, we have that(R) is 1-Lipschitz. Moreover, for any?, S with ||R|/s, <
Tk, ||S|ls, < 7k we have that|lR — S||r < ||R||lr + ||S|lF < ||Rl|ls, + ||S|ls, < 27k. Therefore the
diameter of the constraint set is at most

By [HK12, Theorem 4.4], we have that Frank-Wolfe algoritheturns solution? with f(R) —

f(R*) <e+din (%’“)4 iteration. O

SFor¢ > 1 the sample complexity i©(d* /?).
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C Shorter codes with relaxed objective for Polynomial Specal Compo-
nents Analysis

Notations. For a matrixA4, leto;(A) > 02(A) > .. be its singular values. Then the Schatten p-norm,
denoted by - ||s,, for p > 1is defined ag|A||s, = (3, oi(A)P)Y/P. For even integep, an equivalent
and simple definition is thatA||y = Tr((ATA)P/?).

In this section we consider the following further relaxatiaf objective [[(3.B).

minimize fi(R) := E [HR;C@? - x®2|\§p] (C.1)
s.t.||Rlls, < Tk

Since||A|lr = ||Alls, = |Alls.. = ||A]], this is a relaxation of the objective (8.3), and it integieb
between kernal PCA and spectral decoding. Our assumptiareager than kernal PCA but stronger
than spectral decodable.

Definition C.1 (Extension of definitioh 312)We say a data distributio® is (k, ¢)-regularly spectral
decodable with| - ||s, norm if the errorE in equation[(5.70) is bounded By s, < ¢.

We can reduce the length of the code frartk?) to O(k?) for any constan.

TheoremC.1 Suppose data distribution (&, <)-spectral decodable with noripn- ||s, for p = O(1),
then solving [[C) using (usual) Frank-Wolfe algorithmegiva solution? of &’ = O(k272/<2) with
f(R) < e+ 6. As a direct consequence, we obtain encoding and decodinggahp) € H;: with
k' = O(k*72/<?) and reconstruction errar+ 4.

The main advantage of using relaxed objective is its smasthn This allows us to optimize over
the Schatten 1-norm constraint set much faster using usaakP\Nolfe algorithm. Therefore the key
here is to establish the smoothness of the objective fumcfitheoreni_C]1 follows from the following
proposition straightforwardly.

PropositionC.2 Objective functionf, (equation[(ClL)) is convex ar@(p)-smooth.

Proof. Since||-||s, is convex and composition of convex function with lineardtion gives convex func-
tion. Therefore,HRx®2 m®2H is a convex function. The square of an non-negative convestion

is also convex, and therefore we proved tliats convex. We prove the smoothness by first showing
thatHAHSp is a smooth function with respect b We use the deﬂmuorﬁApr = Tr((AT A)P/?). Let
E be a small matrix that goes to 0, we have

IA+ E|f§ = Tr((ATA)P?) + Ty + Tp + o(|| E|[7) (C.2)

where T, T» denote the first order term and second order term respectiveet U = ATE +
ETAandV = ATA. We note thatly is a sum of the traces of matrices liKk&V UV UP/2-2,
By Lieb-Thirring inequality, we have that all these term da@ bounded byIr(U?/?-2V?) =
2Tr((ATAP/22ATEET A) + 2Tr((ATA)P/2-2ATEATET). For the first term, we have that

Te((AT AP ATEETA) < [|(AAT)P2E|? < (AAT) PR B|1F = (Al PIENIE

where in the first inequality we use Cauchy-Schwarz. Thethf®isecond term we have

Tr((ATAPP2ATEATET) < (AT A)P2/AE | p|| AE(AT A)P=9/4)
< (AT P2/ g2, (by Lieb-Thirring inequality)
< [(AAT)P= D42 B} = |AIE 2 ElF (C.3)
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Therefore, finally we got
T, <OW*) - Al %, I ElE (C.4)
Therefore, we complete the proof by having,
2
1A+ E|3, < (JAl5, + T+ To + o(| EI*)*? < || Alls, (1 + T} + —— oA Hp/z ) + o(|| E|?)

(by (1 +2)P/* < 1+ 2x/p + of||z[|*))

< AIE, + 17 + O E|® + o(|E|?) (by equation[(CR3))
O
D Toolbox
LemmaD.1. Letp > 2 be a power of 2 and = [uq,...,u,] andv = [vy,...,v,] be indeterminants.

Then there exists SoS proof,

- (; ) < (; ) () o1

Proof Sketch.The inequality follows from repeated application of Cau@ghwarz. For example, for
p = 4 we have

= (Z uf‘) (Z U?) ’ > (Z U?”?) 2 (Z vf‘) i (by Cauchy-Schwarz)

4
> <Z umf’) (by Cauchy-Schwarz again)

Forp = 2% with s > 2, the statement can be proved inductively. O
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