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Abstract

Low-rank matrix factorizations arise in a wide variety of applications – including
recommendation systems, topic models, and source separation, to name just a few.
In these and many other applications, it has been widely noted that by incorporat-
ing temporal information and allowing for the possibility of time-varying models,
significant improvements are possible in practice. However, despite the reported
superior empirical performance of these dynamic models over their static counter-
parts, there is limited theoretical justification for introducing these more complex
models. In this paper we aim to address this gap by studying the problem of recov-
ering a dynamically evolving low-rank matrix from incomplete observations. First,
we propose the locally weighted matrix smoothing (LOWEMS) framework as one
possible approach to dynamic matrix recovery. We then establish error bounds for
LOWEMS in both thematrix sensingandmatrix completionobservation models.
Our results quantify the potential benefits of exploiting dynamic constraints both
in terms of recovery accuracy and sample complexity. To illustrate these benefits
we provide both synthetic and real-world experimental results.

1 Introduction

Suppose thatX ∈ Rn1×n2 is a rank-r matrix with r much smaller thann1 andn2. We observeX
through a linear operatorA : Rn1×n2 → R

m,

y = A(X), y ∈ R
m.

In recent years there has been a significant amount of progress in our understanding of how to recover
X from observations of this form even when the number of observationsm is much less than the
number of entries inX . (See [8] for an overview of this literature.) WhenA is a set of weighted
linear combinations of the entries ofX , this problem is often referred to as thematrix sensing
problem. In the special case whereA samples a subset of entries ofX , it is known as thematrix
completionproblem. There are a number of ways to establish recovery guarantee in these settings.
Perhaps the most popular approach for theoretical analysisin recent years has focused on the use of
nuclear norm minimization as a convex surrogate for the (nonconvex) rank constraint [1, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7, 15, 19, 21, 22]. An alternative, however is to aim to directly solve the problem under an exact
low-rank constraint. This leads a non-convex optimizationproblem, but has several computational
advantages over most approaches to minimizing the nuclear norm and is widely used in large-scale
applications (such as recommendation systems) [16]. In general, popular algorithms for solving the
rank-constrained models – e.g., alternating minimizationand alternating gradient descent – do not
have as strong of convergence or recovery error guarantees due to the non-convexity of the rank
constraint. However, there has been significant progress onthis front in recent years [11, 10, 12, 13,
14, 23, 25], with many of these algorithms now having guarantees comparable to those for nuclear
norm minimization.
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Nearly all of this existing work assumes that the underlyinglow-rank matrixX remains fixed
throughout the measurement process. In many practical applications, this is a tremendous limita-
tion. For example, users’ preferences for various items maychange (sometimes quite dramatically)
over time. Modelling such drift of user’s preference has been proposed in the context of both music
and movies as a way to achieve higher accuracy in recommendation systems [9, 17]. Another exam-
ple in signal processing is dynamic non-negative matrix factorization for the blind signal separation
problem [18]. In these and many other applications, explicitly modelling the dynamic structure
in the data has led to superior empirical performance. However, our theoretical understanding of
dynamic low-rank matrix recovery is still very limited.

In this paper we provide the first theoretical results on the dynamic low-rank matrix recovery prob-
lem. We determine the sense in which dynamic constraints canhelp to recover the underlying time-
varying low-rank matrix in a particular dynamic model and quantify this impact through recovery
error bounds. To describe our approach, we consider a simpleexample where we have two rank-r
matricesX1 andX2. Suppose that we have a set of observations for each ofX1 andX2, given by

yi = Ai
(

X i
)

, i = 1, 2.

The naïve approach is to usey1 to recoverX1 andy2 to recoverX2 separately. In this case the
number of observations required to guarantee successful recovery is roughlymi ≥ Cirmax(n1, n2)
for i = 1, 2 respectively, whereC1, C2 are fixed positive constants (see [4]). However, if we know
thatX2 is close toX1 in some sense (for example, ifX2 is a small perturbation ofX1), then the
above approach is suboptimal both in terms of recovery accuracy and sample complexity, since in
this settingy1 actually contains information aboutX2 (and similarly,y2 contains information about
X1). There are a variety of possible approaches to incorporating this additional information. The
approach we will take is inspired by the LOWESS (locally weighted scatterplot smoothing) approach
from non-parametric regression. In the case of this simple example, if we look just at the problem
of estimatingX2, our approach reduces to solving a problem of the form

min
X2

‖A2(X2)− y2‖22 + λ‖A1(X2)− y1‖22 s.t. rank
(

X2
)

≤ r,

whereλ is a parameter that determines how strictly we are enforcingthe dynamic constraint (ifX1 is
very close toX2 we can setλ to be larger, but ifX1 is far fromX2 we will set it to be comparatively
small). This approach generalizes naturally to thelocally weighted matrix smoothing(LOWEMS)
program described in Section 2. Note that it has a (simple) convex objective function, but a non-
convex rank constraint. Our analysis in Section 3 shows thatthe proposed program outperforms the
above naïve recovery strategy both in terms of recovery accuracy and sample complexity.

We should emphasize that the proposed LOWEMS program is non-convex due to the exact low-
rank constraint. Inspired by previous work on matrix factorization, we propose using an efficient
alternating minimization algorithm (described in more detail in Section 4). We explicitly enforce the
low-rank constraint by optimizing over a rank-r factorization and alternately minimize with respect
to one of the factors while holding the other one fixed. This approach is popular in practice since
it is typically less computationally complex than nuclear norm minimization based algorithms. In
addition, thanks to recent work on global convergence guarantees for alternating minimization for
low-rank matrix recovery [10, 13, 25], one can reasonably expect similar convergence guarantees to
hold for alternating minimization in the context of LOWEMS,although we leave the pursuit of such
guarantees for future work.

To empirically verify our analysis, we perform both synthetic and real world experiments, described
in Section 5. The synthetic experimental results demonstrate that LOWEMS outperforms the naïve
approach in practice both in terms of recovery accuracy and sample complexity. We also demonstrate
the effectiveness of LOWEMS in the context of recommendation systems.

Before proceeding, we briefly state some of the notation thatwe will use throughout. For a vector
x ∈ Rn, we let‖x‖p denote the standardℓp norm. Given a matrixX ∈ Rn1×n2 , we useXi: to denote
the ith row of X andX:j to denote thej th column ofX . We let‖X‖F denote the the Frobenius
norm,‖X‖2 the operator norm,‖X‖∗ the nuclear norm, and‖X‖∞ = maxi,j |Xij | the element-
wise infinity norm. Given a pair of matricesX,Y ∈ Rn1×n2 , we let 〈X,Y 〉 =

∑

i,j XijYij =

Tr
(

Y TX
)

denote the standard inner product. Finally, we letnmax andnmin denotemax{n1, n2}
andmin{n1, n2} respectively.
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2 Problem formulation

The underlying assumption throughout this paper is that ourlow-rank matrix is changing over time
during the measurement process. For simplicity we will model this through the following discrete
dynamic process: at timet, we have a low-rank matrixXt ∈ Rn1×n2 with rankr, which we assume
is related to the matrix at previous time-steps via

Xt = f(X1, . . . , Xt−1) + ǫt,

whereǫt represents noise. We assume that we observe eachXt through a linear operatorAt :

Rn1×n2 → Rmt

,

yt = At(Xt) + zt, yt, zt ∈ R
mt

, (1)

wherezt is measurement noise. In our problem we will suppose that we observe up tod time steps,
and our goal is to recover{Xt}dt=1 jointly from {yt}dt=1.

The above model is sufficiently flexible to incorporate a widevariety of dynamics, but we will
make several simplifications. First, we note that we can impose the low-rank constraint explicitly
by factorizingXt asXt = U t (V t)

T
, U t ∈ Rn1×r, V t ∈ Rn2×r. In general bothU t andV t may

be changing over time. However, in some applications, it is reasonable to assume that only one set
of factors is changing. For example, in a recommendation system where our matrix represent user
preferences, if the rows correspond to items and the columnscorrespond to users, thenU t contains
the latent properties of the items andV t models the latent preferences of the users. In this context
it is reasonable to assume that onlyV t changes over time [9, 17], and that there is a fixed matrix
U (which we may assume to be orthonormal) such that we can writeXt = UV t for all t. Similar
arguments can be made in a variety of other applications, including personalized learning systems,
blind signal separation, and more.

Second, we will assume a Markov property onf , so thatXt (or equivalently,V t) only depends on
the previousXt−1 (orV t−1). Furthermore, although other dynamic models could be accommodated,
for the sake of simplicity in our analysis we consider the simple model onV t where

V t = V t−1 + ǫt, t = 2, . . . , d. (2)

We will also assume that bothǫt and the measurement noisezt are i.i.d. zero-mean Gaussian noise.

To simplify our discussion, we will assume that our goal is torecover the matrix at the most recent
time-step, i.e., we wish to estimateXd from {yt}dt=1. Our general approach can be stated as follows.
Let C(r) = {X ∈ Rn1×n2 : rank(X) ≤ r}. The LOWEMS estimator is given by the following
optimization program:

X̂d = arg min
X∈C(r)

L (X) = arg min
X∈C(r)

1

2

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)− yt
∥

∥

2

2
, (3)

where{wt}dt=1 are non-negative weights, and we assume
∑d

t=1 wt = 1 to avoid ambiguity. In
the following section we provide bounds on the performance of the LOWEMS estimator for two
common choices of operatorsAt.

3 Recovery error bounds

Given the estimator̂Xd from (3), we define the recovery error to be∆d := X̂d −Xd. Our goal in
this section will be to provide bounds on‖X̂d−Xd‖F under two common observation models. Our
analysis builds on the following (deterministic) inequality.

Proposition 3.1. Both the estimator̂Xd by (3) and (9) satisfies

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
≤ 2

√
2r

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ (ht − zt
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

F
, (4)

whereht = At
(

Xd −Xt
)

andAt∗ is the adjoint operator ofAt.
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This is a deterministic result that holds for any set of{At}. The remaining work is to lower bound the
LHS of (4), and upper bound the RHS of (4) for concrete choicesof {At}. In the following sections
we derive such bounds in the settings of both Gaussian matrixsensing and matrix completion. For
simplicity and without loss of generality, we will assumem1 = . . . = md =: m0, so that the total
number of observations is simplym = dm0.

3.1 Matrix sensing setting

For the matrix sensing problem, we will consider the case where all operatorsAt correspond to
Gaussian measurement ensembles, defined as follows.

Definition 3.2. [4] A linear operatorA : Rn1×n2 → R
m is a Gaussian measurement ensemble if

we can express each entry ofA (X) as[A (X)]i = 〈Ai, X〉 for a matrixAi whose entries are i.i.d.
according toN (0, 1/m), and where the matricesA1, . . . , Am are independent from each other.

Also, we define the matrix restricted isometry property (RIP) for a linear mapA.

Definition 3.3. [4] For each integerr = 1, . . . , nmin, the isometry constantδr of A is the smallest
quantity such that

(1− δr) ‖X‖2F ≤ ‖A (X)‖22 ≤ (1 + δr) ‖X‖2F
holds for all matricesX of rank at mostr.

An important result (that we use in the proof of Theorem 3.4) is that Gaussian measurement ensem-
bles satisfy the matrix RIP with high probability providedm ≥ Crnmax. See, for example, [4] for
details.

To obtain an error bound in the matrix sensing case we lower bound the LHS of (4) using the matrix
RIP and upper bound the stochastic error (the RHS of (4)) using a covering argument. The following
is our main result in the context of matrix setting.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that we are given measurements as in(1) where allAt’s are Gaussian
measurement ensembles. Assume thatXt evolves according to(2) and has rankr. Further assume
that the measurement noisezt is i.i.d.N

(

0, σ2
1

)

for 1 ≤ t ≤ d and that the perturbation noiseǫt is
i.i.d. N

(

0, σ2
2

)

for 2 ≤ t ≤ d. If

m0 ≥ D1 max

{

nmaxr

d
∑

t=1

w2
t , nmax

}

, (5)

whereD1 is a fixed positive constant, then the estimatorX̂d from (3) satisfies

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
≤ C0

(

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1 +

d−1
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t σ

2
2

)

nmaxr (6)

with probability at leastP1 = 1− dC1 exp (−c1n2), whereC0, C1, c1 are positive constants.

If we choose the weights aswd = 1 andwt = 0 for 1 ≤ t ≤ d − 1, the bound in Theorem 3.4
reduces to a bound matching classical (static) matrix recovery results (see, for example, [4] Theorem
2.4). Also note that in this case Theorem 3.4 implies exact recovery when the sample complexity
is O(rn/d). In order to help interpret this result for other choices of the weights, we note that
for a given set of parameters, we can determine the optimal weights that will minimize this bound.
Towards this end, we defineκ := σ2

2/σ
2
1 and setpt = (d− t), 1 ≤ t ≤ d. Then one can calculate

the optimal weights by solving the following quadratic program:

{w∗
t }dt=1 = arg min

∑
t wt=1; wt≥0

d
∑

t=1

w2
t +

d−1
∑

t=1

ptκw
2
t . (7)

Using the method of Lagrange multipliers one can show that (7) has the analytical solution:

w∗
j =

1
∑d

i=1
1

1+piκ

1

1 + pjκ
, 1 ≤ j ≤ d. (8)
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A simple special case occurs whenσ2 = 0. In this case allV t’s are the same, and the optimal
weights go towt = 1

d for all t. In contrast, whenσ2 grows large the weights eventually converge to
wd = 1 andwt = 0 for all t 6= d. This results in essentially using onlyyd to recoverXd and ignoring
the rest of the measurements. Combining these, we note that when theσ2 is small, we can gain by
a factor of approximatelyd over the naïve strategy that ignores dynamics and tries to recoverXd

using onlyyd. Notice also that the minimum sample complexity is proportional to
∑d

t=1 w
2
t when

r/d is relatively large. Thus, whenσ2 is small, the required number of measurements can be reduced
by a factor ofd compared to what would be required to recoverXd using onlyyd.

3.2 Matrix completion setting

For the matrix completion problem, we consider the following simple uniform sampling ensemble:
Definition 3.5. A linear operatorA : Rn1×n2 → Rm is a uniform sampling ensemble (with replace-
ment) if all sensing matricesAi are i.i.d. uniformly distributed on the set

X =
{

ej (n1) e
T
k (n2) , 1 ≤ j ≤ n1, 1 ≤ k ≤ n2

)

,

whereej (n) are the canonical basis vectors inRn. We letp = m0/(n1n2) denote the fraction of
sampled entries.

For this observation architecture, our analysis is complicated by the fact that it does not satisfy the
matrix RIP. (A quick problematic example is a rank-1 matrix with only one non-zero entry.) To
handle this we follow the typical approach and restrict our focus to matrices that satisfy certain
incoherenceproperties.
Definition 3.6. (Subspace incoherence [10]) LetU ∈ Rn×r be the orthonormal basis for anr-
dimensional subspaceU , then the incoherence ofU is defined asµ(U) := maxi∈[n]

√
n√
r

∥

∥eTi U
∥

∥

2
,

whereei denotes theith standard basis vector. We also simply denoteµ(span(U)) asµ(U).
Definition 3.7. (Matrix incoherence [13]) A rank-r matrixX ∈ Rn1×n2 with SVD X = UΣV T is
incoherent with parameterµ if

‖U:i‖2 ≤ µ
√
r√

n1
for anyi ∈ [n1] and ‖V:j‖2 ≤ µ

√
r√

n2
for anyj ∈ [n2],

i.e., the subspaces spanned by the columns ofU andV are bothµ-incoherent.

The incoherence assumption guarantees thatX is far from sparse, which make it possible to re-
coverX from incomplete measurements since a measurement containsroughly the same amount of
information for all dimensions.

To proceed we also assume that the matrixXd has “bounded spikiness” in that the maximum entry
of Xd is bounded bya, i.e.,

∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

∞ ≤ a. To exploit the spikiness constraint below we replace the
optimization constraintsC (r) in (3) withC (r, a) :== {X ∈ Rn1×n2 : rank(X) ≤ r, ‖X‖∞ ≤ a}:

X̂d = arg min
X∈C(r,a)

L (X) = arg min
X∈C(r,a)

1

2

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)− yt
∥

∥

2

2
. (9)

Note that Proposition 3.1 still holds for (9).

To obtain an error bound in the matrix completion case, we lower bound the LHS of 4 using a
restricted convexity argument (see, for example, [20]) andupper bound the RHS using matrix Bern-
stein inequality. The result of this approach is the following theorem.
Theorem 3.8. Suppose that we are given measurements as in(1) where allAt’s are uniform sam-
pling ensembles. Assume thatXt evolves according to(2), has rankr, and is incoherent with
parameterµ0 and

∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

∞ ≤ a. Further assume that the perturbation noise and the measurement
noise satisfy the same assumptions in Theorem 3.4. If

m0 ≥ D2nmin log
2(n1 + n2)φ

′(w), (10)

whereφ′(w) =
maxt w

2

t ((d−t)µ2

0
rσ2

2
/n1+σ2

1)
∑

d
t=1

w2

t ((d−t)σ2

2
+σ2

1)
, then the estimator̂Xd from (9) satisfies

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
≤ max







B1 := C2a
2n1n2

√

∑d
t=1 w

2
t log(n1 + n2)

m0
, B2







, (11)
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with probability at leastP1 = 1− 5/(n1 + n2)− 5dnmax exp(−nmin), where

B2 =
C3rn

2
1n

2
2 log(n1 + n2)

nminm0

((

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1 +

d−1
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t σ

2
2

)

+

d
∑

t=1

w2
t a

2

)

, (12)

andC2, C3, D2 are absolute positive constants.

If we choose the weights aswd = 1 andwt = 0 for 1 ≤ t ≤ d − 1, the bound in Theorem 3.8
reduces to a result comparable to classical (static) matrixcompletion results (see, for example, [15]
Theorem 7). Moreover, from theB2 term in (11), we obtain the same dependence onm as that of (6),
i.e., 1/m. However, there are also a few key differences between Theorem 3.4 and our results for
matrix completion. In general the bound is loose in several aspects compared to the matrix sensing
bound. For example, whenm0 is small,B1 actually dominates, in which case the dependence on
m is actually1/

√
m instead of1/m. Whenm0 is sufficiently large, thenB2 dominates, in which

case we can consider two cases. The first case corresponds to whena is relatively large compared to
σ1, σ2 – i.e., the low-rank matrix is spiky. In this case the term containinga2 in B2 dominates, and
the optimal weights are equal weights of1/d. This occurs because the term involvinga dominates
and there is little improvement to be obtained by exploitingtemporal dynamics. In the second case,
whena is relatively small compared toσ1, σ2 (which is usually the case in practice), the bound can
be simplified to

‖∆‖2F ≤ c3rn
2
1n

2
2 log(n1 + n2)

nminm0

((

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1 +

d−1
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t σ

2
2

))

.

The above bound is much more similar to the bound in (6) from Theorem 3.4. In fact, we can also
obtain the optimal weights by solving the same quadratic program as (7).

Whenn1 ≈ n2, the sample complexity isΘ(nmin log
2(n1 + n2)φ

′(w)). In this case Theorem 3.8
also implies a similar sample complexity reduction as we observed in the matrix sensing setting.
However, the precise relations between sample complexity and weightswt’s are different in these
two cases (deriving from the fact that the proof uses matrix Bernstein inequalities in the matrix
completion setting rather than concentration inequalities of Chi-squared variables as in the matrix
sensing setting).

4 An algorithm based on alternating minimization

As noted in Section 2, any rank-r matrix can be factorized asX = UV T whereU is n1 × r andV
is n2 × r, therefore the LOWEMS estimator in (3) can be reformulated as

X̂d = arg min
X∈C(r)

L (X) = arg min
X=UV T

d
∑

t=1

1

2
wt

∥

∥At
(

UV T
)

− yt
∥

∥

2

2
. (13)

The above program can be solved by alternating minimization(see [17]), which alternatively min-
imizes the objective function overU (or V ) while holdingV (or U ) fixed until a stopping crite-
rion is reached. Since the objective function is quadratic,each step in this procedure reduces to
conventional weighted least squares, which can be solved via efficient numerical procedures. The-
oretical guarantees for global convergence of alternatingminimization for the static matrix sens-
ing/completion problem have recently been established in [10, 13, 25] by treating the alternating
minimization as a noisy version of the power method. Extending these results to establish conver-
gence guarantees for (13) would involve analyzing a weighted power method. We leave this analysis
for future work, but expect that similar convergence guarantees should be possible in this setting.

5 Simulations and experiments

5.1 Synthetic simulations

Our synthetic simulations consider both matrix sensing andmatrix completion, but with an emphasis
on matrix completion. We setn1 = 100, n2 = 50, d = 4 andr = 5. We consider two baselines:

6
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Figure 1: Recovery error under different levels of perturbation noise. (a) matrix sensing. (b) matrix
completion.

baseline oneis only usingyd to recoverXd and simply ignoringy1, . . . yd−1; baseline twois using
{yt}dt=1 with equal weights. Note that both of these can be viewed as special cases of LOWEMS
with weights(0, . . . , 0, 1) and ( 1d ,

1
d , . . . ,

1
d) respectively. Recalling the formula for the optimal

choice of weights in (8), it is easy to show that baseline one is equivalent to the case whereκ =
(σ2

2)/(σ
2
1) → ∞ and the baseline two equivalent to the case whereκ → 0. This also makes intuitive

sense sinceκ → ∞ means the perturbation is arbitrarily large between time steps, whileκ → 0
reduces to the static setting.

1). Recovery error. In this simulation, we setm0 = 4000 and set the measurement noise levelσ1

to 0.05. We vary the perturbation noise levelσ2. For every pair of(σ1, σ2) we perform10 trials,

and show the average relative recovery error
∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
/
∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

2

F
. Figure 1 illustrates how LOWEMS

reduces the recovery error compared to our baselines. As onecan see, whenσ2 is small, the optimal
κ, i.e.,σ2

2/σ
2
1 , generates nearly equal weights (baseline two), reducing recovery error approximately

by a factor of4 over baseline one, which is roughly equal tod as expected. Asσ2 grows, the recovery
error of baseline two will increase dramatically due to the perturbation noise. However in this case
the optimalκ of LOWEMS grows with it, leading to a more uneven weighting and to somewhat
diminished performance gains. We also note that, as expected, LOWEMS converges to baseline one
whenσ2 is large.

2). Sample complexity.In the interest of conciseness we only provide results here for the ma-
trix completion setting (matrix sensing yields broadly similar results). In this simulation we vary
the fraction of observed entriesp to empirically find the minimum sample complexity required to
guarantee successful recovery (defined as a relative error≤ 0.04). We compare the sample com-
plexity of the proposed LOWEMS to baseline one and baseline two under different perturbation
noise levelσ2. For fixedσ2, the relative recovery error is the averaged over10 trials. Figure 2
illustrates how LOWEMS reduces the sample complexity required to guarantee successful recovery.
When the perturbation noise is weaker than the measurement noise, the sample complexity can be
reduced approximately by a factor ofd compared to baseline one. When the perturbation noise is
much stronger than measurement noise, the recovery error ofbaseline two will increase due to the
perturbation noise and hence the sample complexity increase rapidly. However in this case proposed
LOWEMS still achieves relatively small sample complexity and its sample complexity converges to
baseline one whenσ2 is relatively large.

5.2 Real world experiments

We next test the LOWEMS approach in the context of a recommendation system using the (trun-
cated) Netflix dataset. We eliminate those movies with few ratings, and those users rating few
movies, and generate a truncated dataset with3199 users,1042 movies,2462840 ratings, and hence
the fraction of visible entries in the rating matrix is≈ 0.74. All the ratings are distributed over a pe-
riod of 2191 days. For the sake of robustness, we additionally impose a Frobenius norm penalty on
the factor matricesU andV in (13). We keep the latest (in time)10% of the ratings as a testing set.
The remaining ratings are split into a validation set and a training set for the purpose of cross valida-
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Figure 2: Sample complexity under different levels of perturbation noise (matrix completion).
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Figure 3: Experimental results on truncated Netflix dataset. (a) Testing RMSE vs. number of time
steps. (b) Validation RMSE vs.κ.

tion. We divide the remaining ratings intod ∈ {1, 3, 6, 8} bins respectively with same time period
according to their timestamps. We use5-fold cross validation, and we keep1/5 of the ratings from
thedth bin as a validation set. The number of latent factorsr is set to10. The Frobenius norm regu-
larization parameterγ is set to1. We also note that in practice one likely has no prior information
onσ1, σ2 and henceκ. However, we use model selection techniques like cross validation to select
the bestκ incorporating the unknown prior information on measurement/perturbation noise. We use
root mean squared error (RMSE) to measure prediction accuracy. Since alternating minimization
uses a random initialization, we generate10 test RMSE’s (using a boxplot) for the same testing set.
Figure 3(a) shows that the proposed LOWEMS estimator improves the testing RMSE significantly
with appropriateκ. Additionally, the performance improvement increases asd gets larger.

To further investigate how the parameterκ affects accuracy, we also show the validation RMSE
compared toκ in Figure 3(b). Whenκ ≈ 1, LOWEMS achieves the best RMSE on the validation
data. This further demonstrates that imposing an appropriate dynamic constraint should improve
recovery accuracy in practice.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we consider the low-rank matrix recovery problem in a novel setting, where one of the
factor matrices changes over time. We propose the locally weighted matrix smoothing (LOWEMS)
framework, and have established error bounds for LOWEMS in both the matrix sensing and matrix
completion cases. Our analysis quantifies how the proposed estimator improves recovery accuracy
and reduces sample complexity compared to static recovery methods. Finally, we provide both syn-
thetic and real world experimental results to verify our analysis and demonstrate superior empirical
performance when exploiting dynamic constraints in a recommendation system.

8



References
[1] A. Agarwal, S. Negahban, and M. Wainwright. Noisy matrixdecomposition via convex relaxation: Opti-

mal rates in high dimensions.Ann. Stat., 40(2):1171–1197, 2012.

[2] P. Bühlmann and S. Van De Geer.Statistics for high-dimensional data: Methods, theory andapplications.
Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2011.

[3] E. Candès and Y. Plan. Matrix completion with noise.Proc. IEEE, 98(6):925–936, 2010.

[4] E. Candès and Y. Plan. Tight oracle inequalities for low-rank matrix recovery from a minimal number of
noisy random measurements.IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, 57(4):2342–2359, 2011.

[5] E. Candès and B. Recht. Exact matrix completion via convex optimization. Found. Comput. Math.,
9(6):717–772, 2009.

[6] E. Candès and T. Tao. The power of convex relaxation: Near-optimal matrix completion.IEEE Trans.
Inform. Theory, 56(5):2053–2080, 2010.

[7] M. Davenport, Y. Plan, E. van den Berg, and M. Wootters. 1-bit matrix completion. Inf. Inference,
3(3):189–223, 2014.

[8] M. Davenport and J. Romberg. An overview of low-rank matrix recovery from incomplete observations.
IEEE J. Select. Top. Signal Processing, 10(4):608–622, 2016.

[9] G. Dror, N. Koenigstein, Y. Koren, and M. Weimer. The Yahoo! music dataset and KDD-Cup’11. In
Proc. ACM SIGKDD Int. Conf. on Knowledge, Discovery, and Data Mining (KDD), San Diego, CA, Aug.
2011.

[10] M. Hardt. Understanding alternating minimization formatrix completion. InProc. IEEE Symp. Found.
Comp. Science (FOCS), Philadelphia, PA, Oct. 2014.

[11] M. Hardt and M. Wootters. Fast matrix completion without the condition number. InProc. Conf. Learning
Theory, Barcelona, Spain, June 2014.

[12] P. Jain and P. Netrapalli. Fast exact matrix completionwith finite samples. InProc. Conf. Learning
Theory, Paris, France, July 2015.

[13] P. Jain, P. Netrapalli, and S. Sanghavi. Low-rank matrix completion using alternating minimization. In
Proc. ACM Symp. Theory of Comput., Stanford, CA, June 2013.

[14] R. Keshavan, A. Montanari, and S. Oh. Matrix completionfrom noisy entries. InProc. Adv. in Neural
Processing Systems (NIPS), Vancouver, BC, Dec. 2009.

[15] O. Klopp. Noisy low-rank matrix completion with general sampling distribution.Bernoulli, 20(1):282–
303, 2014.

[16] Y. Koren. The Bellkor solution to the Netflix grand prize, 2009.

[17] Y. Koren. Collaborative filtering with temporal dynamics. Comm. ACM, 53(4):89–97, 2010.

[18] N. Mohammadiha, P. Smaragdis, G. Panahandeh, and S. Doclo. A state-space approach to dynamic
nonnegative matrix factorization.IEEE Trans. Signal Processing, 63(4):949–959, 2015.

[19] S. Negahban and M. Wainwright. Estimation of (near) low-rank matrices with noise and high-dimensional
scaling.Ann. Stat., 39(2):1069–1097, 2011.

[20] S. Negahban and M. Wainwright. Restricted strong convexity and weighted matrix completion: Optimal
bounds with noise.J. Machine Learning Research, 13(1):1665–1697, 2012.

[21] B. Recht, M. Fazel, and P. Parrilo. Guaranteed minimum-rank solutions of linear matrix equations via
nuclear norm minimization.SIAM Rev., 52(3):471–501, 2010.

[22] B. Recht, W. Xu, and B. Hassibi. Necessary and sufficientconditions for success of the nuclear norm
heuristic for rank minimization. InProc. IEEE Conf. on Decision and Control (CDC), Cancun, Mexico,
Dec. 2008.

[23] R. Sun and Z.-Q. Luo. Guaranteed matrix completion via nonconvex factorization. InProc. IEEE Symp.
Found. Comp. Science (FOCS), Berkeley, CA, Oct. 2015.

[24] J. A. Tropp. An introduction to matrix concentration inequalities.Found. Trends Mach. Learning, 8(1–
2):1–230, 2015.

[25] T. Zhao, Z. Wang, and H. Liu. A nonconvex optimization framework for low rank matrix estimation. In
Proc. Adv. in Neural Processing Systems (NIPS), Montréal, QC, Dec. 2015.

9



A Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proof. Let x := vec(X) ∈ Rn1n2 andL̃ (x) := L (X). Since the objective function is continuous
in X and the setC (r) is compact,L (X) achieves a minimizer at some pointX̂d ∈ C (r).

SinceX̂d is a minimizer of the constrained problem, then for all matricesX ∈ C (r) we have the
following inequality

L̃
(

x̂d
)

− L̃ (x) ≤ 0. (14)

By the second-order Taylor’s theorem, we expandL̃ (x) aroundxd = vec
(

Xd
)

L̃ (x) = L̃
(

xd
)

+
〈

∇L̃
(

xd
)

, x− xd
〉

+
1

2

〈

∇2L̃ (x̄)
(

x− xd
)

, x− xd
〉

, (15)

wherex̄ = αxd + (1− α) x for someα ∈ [0, 1]. Plugging (15) withx = x̂d into (14) we obtain
〈

∇L̃
(

xd
)

, x̂d − xd
〉

+
1

2

〈

∇2L̃ (x̄)
(

x̂d − xd
)

, x̂d − xd
〉

≤ 0. (16)

Through some algebraic manipulation we have the following expression for the gradient of̃L (x):

∇L̃ (x) = vec

(

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ [At (X)− yt
]

)

. (17)

Based on the above gradient it follows that

∇2L̃ (x) b = vec

(

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ [At (B)
]

)

, (18)

whereb = vec(B).

Now based on (17) and (18), the absolute value of first term in (16) can be bounded as

∣

∣

∣〈∇L̃
(

xd
)

, x̂d − xd〉
∣

∣

∣ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

〈

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ [At
(

Xd
)

− yt
]

,∆d

〉∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ [At
(

Xd
)

− yt
]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

∗

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ (ht − zt
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

√
2r
∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

F

(19)

The first inequality above used the trace dual norm inequality, while the second inequality follows
from a basic inequality for rank-2r matrices. Similarly the second term in (16) is

1

2

〈

∇2L̃ (x̄)
(

x̂d − xd
)

, x̂d − xd
〉

=
1

2

〈

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗At
(

∆d
)

,∆d

〉

=
1

2

d
∑

t=1

wt

〈

At
(

∆d
)

,At
(

∆d
)〉

.

(20)

The result follows from combining (19) and (20). Note that the above proof holds if we replace
C (r, ) with C (r, a), which completes our proof.

B Proof of Theorem 3.4

Proof. The proof consists of lower bounding the LHS of (4) and upper bounding the RHS of (4).

We use the following lemma to lower bound
∑d

t=1 wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
.
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Lemma B.1. Suppose the linear operatorAt : Rn1×n2 → Rm0 is random Gaussian ensemble

for all 1 ≤ t ≤ d. If m0 > Dnmaxr
∑d

t=1 w
2
t , the composite operator

{√
wtAt

}d

t=1
satisfies the

rank-2r matrix RIP with constantδ2r ≤ δ with probability exceeding1 − C exp (−cm0), where
D,C andc (which depends onσ) are absolute positive constants.

Proof. See Appendix C.

Next lemma gives us an upper bound for the stochastic error
∥

∥

∥

∑d
t=1 wtAt∗ (ht − zt)

∥

∥

∥

2
.

Lemma B.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4, whenm0 ≥ Dnmax, we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ (ht − zt
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ C1

√

√

√

√nmax(1 + δ1)

(

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1 +

d−1
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t

2rn2

m0
σ2
2

)

with probability exceeding1 − dC exp(−cn2), whereD,C1, C, c are positive constants andδ1 is
the rank-1 matrix RIP parameter for allAt’s.

Proof. See Appendix D.

Theorem 3.4 follows by combining Lemma B.1, Lemma B.2 and Definition 3.3.

C Proof of Lemma B.1

Proof. First we introduce the following theorem providing a double-sided tail bound on the sum of
independent sub-exponential random variables.

Theorem C.1. For independentXi sub-exponential with parameters(σi, bi), with meanµi,

P

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

i=1

(Xi − µi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ nt

)

≤ 2 exp

(

− nt2

2 (σ2 + bt)

)

,

whereσ2 =
∑

i σ
2
i andb = maxi bi.

We now lower bound
∑d

t=1 wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
. Since allAt’s are Gaussian random measurement en-

sembles, then a particular measurement
〈

At
i,∆

d
〉2

is distributed asm−1
0

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
χ2 (1). Therefore

∑d
t=1 wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
=
∑

t,i wt

〈

At
i,
(

∆d
)〉2

is a weighted sum of i.i.d.χ2 (1) random variables.
Sinceχ2 (1) is sub-exponential with parameters(4, 4), Theorem C.1 implies a double-sided tail

bound for
∑d

t=1 wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
: for any given∆d ∈ Rn1×n2 and any fixed0 < s < 1

P

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
−
∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ s
∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F

)

≤ 2 exp

(

− m0s
2

8
∑d

t=1 w
2
t + 8wmaxs

)

,

wherewmax = max{w1, . . . , wd}. The probability can be further simplified ifs is very small
(≤ 1/d).

Rank of∆d is at most2r sinceX̂d, Xd are rank-r matrices. By Theorem 2.3 in [4] (one may see

the proof if necessary) ifm0 > Dnmaxr
∑d

t=1 w
2
t , the composite operator

{√
wtAt

}d

t=1
satisfies

the rank-2r matrix RIP with constantδ2r ≤ δ with probability exceeding1−C exp (−cm0), where
C andc (depends onδ) are absolute positive constants.
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D Proof of Lemma B.2

Proof. Let W =
∑d

t=1 wtAt∗ (ht − zt) andn = nmax for short. Following the basic framework
of the proof of Lemma 1.1 in [4], we useǫ-nets method to bound the stochastic error‖W‖2. The
operator norm ofW is

‖W‖2 = sup
‖u‖=‖v‖=1

〈u,Wv〉 ,

Consider a1/4-netN1/4 of the unite sphereSn−1 with
∣

∣N1/4

∣

∣ ≤ 12n (see (III.1) in [4]). For any
v, u ∈ Sn−1

〈u,Wv〉 = 〈u− u0,Wv〉+ 〈u0,W (v − v0)〉+ 〈u0,Wv0〉
≤ ‖W‖2 ‖u− u0‖2 + ‖W‖2 ‖v − v0‖2 + 〈u0,Wv0〉 ,

for somev0, w0 ∈ N1/4 obeying‖u− u0‖2 ≤ 1/4 and‖v − v0‖ ≤ 1/4. So the operator norm of
W is

‖W‖2 ≤ 2 sup
u0,v0∈N1/4

〈u0,Wv0〉 .

For fixedu0, v0

〈u0,Wv0〉 = Tr
(

uT
0 Wv0

)

= Tr
(

v0u
T
0 W

)

=
〈

u0v
T
0 ,W

〉

=

d
∑

t=1

wt

〈

At
(

u0v
T
0

)

, ht − zt
〉

.

Let Z =
∑d

t=1 wt

〈

At
(

u0v
T
0

)

, zt
〉

andH =
∑d

t=1 wt

〈

At
(

u0v
T
0

)

, ht
〉

. Since for all1 ≤ t ≤ d,
entries ofzt are i.i.d.N

(

0, σ2
1

)

, thereforeZ ∼ N
(

0, σ2
Z

)

, where the varianceσ2
Z is

σ2
Z =

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

∥

∥At
(

u0v
T
0

)∥

∥

2

2
σ2
1 ≤

d
∑

t=1

w2
t (1 + δ1)

∥

∥u0v
T
0

∥

∥

2

F
σ2
1 =

d
∑

t=1

w2
t (1 + δ1)σ

2
1 . (21)

The first inequality uses the matrix RIP for rank-1 matrices. For a fixedt, At satisfies the rank-1
matrix RIP with constantδ1, with probability at least1−C2 exp(−c2m0) provided thatm0 ≥ D2n
by Theorem 2.3 in [4], whereC2, c2 andD2 are fixed positive constants. Then by a union bound,
for all 1 ≤ t ≤ d, At satisfies the rank-1 matrix RIP property with parameterσ1, with probability at
least1− dC2 exp(−c2m0) provided thatm0 ≥ D2n.

We now simplifyH as

H =
d
∑

t=1

wt

〈

At
(

u0v
T
0

)

, ht
〉

=
d−1
∑

t=1

wt

〈

At
(

u0v
T
0

)

,
d
∑

s=t+1

At
[

U (ǫs)T
]

〉

=

d
∑

s=2

s−1
∑

t=1

〈

wtAt
(

u0v
T
0

)

,At
[

U (ǫs)
T
]〉

=

d
∑

s=2

s−1
∑

t=1

〈

wtAt∗At
(

u0v
T
0

)

, U (ǫs)
T
〉

=

d
∑

s=2

s−1
∑

t=1

m0
∑

i=1

〈

wt

[

At
(

u0v
T
0

)]

i
At

i, U (ǫs)
T
〉

=

d
∑

s=2

〈

s−1
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At
(

u0v
T
0

)∥

∥

2
UTAt, (ǫs)

T

〉

,

whereAt ∈ Rn1×n2 contains i.i.d.N (0, 1/m0) entries. The last equality uses the property that
sum of independent Gaussian variables is also Gaussian, andthe variance is the sum of individual
variances. Since for all2 ≤ s ≤ d, entries ofǫs are i.i.d.N

(

0, σ2
2

)

, thereforeH ∼ N
(

0, σ2
H

)

,
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where the varianceσ2
H is

σ2
H =

d
∑

s=2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

s−1
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At
(

u0v
T
0

)∥

∥

2
UTAt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

F

σ2
2

(ξ1)

≤
d
∑

s=2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

s−1
∑

t=1

wt

√

1 + δ1U
TAt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

F

σ2
2

(ξ2)
=

d
∑

s=2

s−1
∑

t=1

w2
t (1 + δ1)

∥

∥UTBs
∥

∥

2

F
σ2
2

=
d
∑

s=2

s−1
∑

t=1

w2
t (1 + δ1)

1

m0
χ2
s (rn2)σ

2
2

(ξ3)

≤
d
∑

s=2

s−1
∑

t=1

w2
t (1 + δ1)

1

m0
3m0σ

2
2

=

d−1
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t (1 + δ1)σ

2
2 .

(22)

Inequality(ξ1) holds with probability exceeding1 − dC2 exp(−c2m0) provided thatm0 ≥ Dn
based on the matrix RIP for rank-1 matrices as used while boundingσ2

Z . Equality (ξ2) uses the
property that sum of independent Gaussian variables is alsoGaussian and entries ofBs are i.i.d.
N (0, 1/m0). Inequality(ξ3) holds with probability at least1− dC3 exp(−c3m0) by the concentra-
tion property of correlated Chi-squared variables.

Since the measurement noiseZ and dynamic perturbationH are independent, then〈u0,Wv0〉 ∼
N
(

0, σ2
Z + σ2

H

)

. Then by a standard tail bound for Gaussian random variableswe have

P (|〈u0,Wv0〉| > λ) ≤ 2 exp

(

− λ2

2 (σ2
H + σ2

Z)

)

.

Therefore by an standard union bound we bound the stochasticerror

P

(

‖W‖2 ≥ C0

√

n (σ2
H + σ2

Z)

)

≤ 2
∣

∣N1/4

∣

∣

2
exp

(

−C2
0n

8

)

≤ 2 exp (−cn) , (23)

wherec = C2

0

8 − 2 log 12. To ensurec > 0, we requireC0 > 4
√
log 12.

Combining (21), (22), and (23), ifm0 ≥ Dn we have

‖W‖2 ≤ C0

√

√

√

√n

(

(1 + δ1)
d
∑

t=1

w2
t

(

σ2
1 + (d− t)

5rn2

m0
σ2
2

)

)

with probability exceeding1 − [dC2 exp(−c2m0) + dC3 exp(−c3m0) + 2 exp(−cn)] ≥ 1 −
dC exp(−cn2).

E Proof of Theorem 3.8

Proof. The proof follows the same framework of the proof of Theorem 7in [15].

Before we lower bound
∑d

t=1 wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
, we consider the following constraint set for a given

0 < r ≤ n:

E (r) =







X ∈ C(r) : ‖X‖∞ = 1, ‖X‖2F ≥ n1n2

√

64
∑d

t=1 w
2
t log(n1 + n2)

log(6/5)m0







.

Define the following random matrix

ΣR =

d
∑

t=1

m0
∑

i=1

wtγ
t
iA

t
i,

whereγt
i is Rademacher variable.

The following lemma bounds the restricted strong convexity(see [20]) of the operator
{√

wtAt
}d

t=1
.

13



Lemma E.1. Suppose allAt’s are fixed uniform sampling ensembles. For allX ∈ E (r)

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)
∥

∥

2

2
≥ p

2
‖X‖2F − 44rn1n2

m0
(E(‖ΣR‖))2 (24)

with probability at least1− 2
(n1+n2)

.

Proof. See Appendix F.

Note that
∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

∞ ≤
∥

∥

∥X̂d
∥

∥

∥

∞
+
∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

∞ ≤ 2
∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

∞. To proceed, we consider the following two
cases.

Case I. ∆d

2‖Xd‖
∞

/∈ E(2r).

Following the definition ofE(2r) we have

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
≤ c2

∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

2

∞ n1n2

√

∑d
t=1 w

2
t log(n1 + n2)

m0
,

whereC2 = 4
√

64
log(6/5) . This yields the first part of inequality (11) in Theorem 3.8.

Case II. ∆d

2‖Xd‖
∞

∈ E(2r).

Since ∆d

2‖Xd‖
∞

∈ E(2r), applying Lemma E.1 yields

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At
(

∆d
)∥

∥

2

2
≥ p

2

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
− 362rn1n2

m0
(E(‖ΣR‖))2

∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

2

∞ . (25)

Combining (25) and (4) yields

p

2

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
≤ 2

√
2r

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ (ht − zt
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

F
+

362rn1n2

m0
(E(‖ΣR‖))2

∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

2

∞

≤ 8r

p

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ (ht − zt
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+
p

4

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
+

362rn1n2

m0
(E(‖ΣR‖))2

∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

2

∞ .

The above inequality can be further simplified as

∥

∥∆d
∥

∥

2

F
≤ 32rn2

1n
2
2

m2
0

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗ (ht − zt
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+
1448rn2

1n
2
2

m2
0

(E(‖ΣR‖))2
∥

∥Xd
∥

∥

2

∞ . (26)

Next we boundE(‖ΣR‖) in the following lemma.

Lemma E.2. Suppose allAt’s are fixed uniform sampling ensembles. Form0 ≥
Dnmin log (n1 + n2)φ(w), whereφ(w) =

w2

max∑d
t=1

w2

t

, there exists an absolute positive constantC

such that

E(‖ΣR‖) ≤ C

√

2e log (n1 + n2)
∑d

t=1 w
2
tm0

nmin
. (27)

The proof is not provided since it is almost the same as that ofLemma 6 in [15] with some minor
modifications. Note that our results are a bit stronger compared to Lemma 6 in [15], since we are
dealing with bounded variables.

Now we upper bound the stochastic error‖J‖22 :=
∥

∥

∥

∑d
t=1 wtAt∗ (ht − zt)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
. First, we rewriteJ

as

J =

d
∑

t=1

wtAt∗At



U

(

d
∑

s=t+1

ǫs

)T

+ Zt



 ,

14



where each entry of the random matrixZt ∈ Rn1×n2 is i.i.d. Gaussian distributed with variance

σ2
1 . SetY t = U

(

∑d
s=t+1 ǫ

s
)T

andF t = Y t + Zt. Note thatF t may be correlated for different

1 ≤ t ≤ d, though for a givent the entries ofF t are independent.

We now introduce ann1 × n2 random matrixGt that has exactly one non-zero entry:

Gt = wtn1n2F
t
ijEij , with probability

1

n1n2
,

whereEij is the canonical basis of matrices with dimensionn1×n2. We also introduce the following
random matrixHt, which is the average ofm0 independent copies ofGt:

Ht =
1

m0

m0
∑

i=1

Gt
i where eachGt

i is an independent copy ofGt.

ThenJ can be decomposed as sum of independent random matrices:J = m0

n1n2

∑d
t=1 H

t. It is
immediate that

EGt = EHt = wtF
t, EJ =

m0

n1n2

d
∑

t=1

wtF
t.

Before we proceed we introduce a lemma describing the spectral norm deviation of a sum of uncen-
tered random matrices from its mean value.

Lemma E.3. (Corollary 6.1.2 in [24]) Consider a finite sequence{Sk} of independent random
matrices with common dimensionn1×n2. Assume that each matrix has uniformly bounded deviation
from its mean:

‖Sk − ESk‖ ≤ L for each indexk.

Consider the sum
Z =

∑

k

Sk.

Letρ(Z) denotes the matrix variance statistic of the sum:

ρ(Z) = max
{∥

∥E[(Z − EZ)(Z − EZ)T ]
∥

∥ ,
∥

∥E[(Z − EZ)T (Z − EZ)]
∥

∥

}

= max

{∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

k

E[(Sk − ESk)(Sk − ESk)
T ]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

k

E[(Sk − ESk)
T (Sk − ESk)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

}

.

Then for alls ≥ 0,

P (‖Z − EZ‖ ≥ s) ≤ (n1 + n2) exp

( −s2/2

ρ(Z) + Ls/3

)

.

We are going to apply the above uncentered Bernstein inequality to the sum ofdm0 independent
random matrices

∑d
t=1 H

t = 1
m0

∑d
t=1

∑m0

k=1 G
t
k. Before doing so, we note that for givent andk,

∥

∥Gt
k − EGt

k

∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥Gt
k

∥

∥+
∥

∥EGt
k

∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥Gt
k

∥

∥+ E
∥

∥Gt
k

∥

∥ ≤ 2
∥

∥Gt
k

∥

∥ .

The first inequality uses the triangle inequality; the second is Jensen’s inequality.

To controlρ(
∑d

t=1 H
t), first note that

0 �
∑

t

∑

k

E
[

Gt
k − EGt

k)(G
t
k − EGt

k)
T
]

=
∑

t

∑

k

E
[

(Gt
k(G

t
k)

T
]

− (EGt
k)(EG

t
k)

T

�
∑

t

∑

k

E
[

Gt
k(G

t
k)

T
]

= m0

∑

t

E
[

Gt(Gt)T
]

.
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The third relation holds because(EGt
k)(EG

t
k)

T is positive semidefinite; the last relation uses the
fact that for a fixedt, Gt

k are random matrices following identical distributions independently for all
1 ≤ k ≤ m0. Now we can controlρ(

∑d
t=1 H

t) in the following

ρ

(

d
∑

t=1

Ht

)

≤ 1

m0
max

{∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

t

E
[

(Gt(Gt)T
]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

t

E
[

(Gt)TGt
]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

}

.

Setρ0 := max
{∥

∥

∥

∑d
t=1 E(G

t(Gt)T )
∥

∥

∥
,
∥

∥

∥

∑d
t=1 E((G

t)TGt)
∥

∥

∥

}

. Then the remaining work is to

uniformly upper bound‖Gt
k‖ for all 1 ≤ t ≤ d and1 ≤ k ≤ m0 and upper boundρ0.

First we turn to the uniform bound on the spectral norm of the random matrixGt
k for all 1 ≤ t ≤ d

and1 ≤ k ≤ m0. We have for all1 ≤ t ≤ d and1 ≤ k ≤ m0
∥

∥Gt
k

∥

∥ ≤ max
i,j,t

wt

∥

∥n1n2F
t
ijEij

∥

∥ = n1n2 max
i,j,t

wt|F t
ij |.

Sinceµ(U) ≤ µ0, the variance of each entry of the random matrixF t can be bounded as Var(F t
ij) ≤

µ2

0
r

n1
σ2
2(d − t) + σ2

1 . Let σ2
max = maxt w

2
t

(

µ2

0
r

n1
σ2
2(d− t) + σ2

1

)

. Then by the tail probability

of Gaussian random variables and the standard union bound (over i, j), for all 1 ≤ t ≤ d and
1 ≤ k ≤ m0 we have

P

(

∥

∥Gt
k

∥

∥ ≤ n1n2

√

2 log(d(n1 + n2)n1n2)σ2
max =: L

)

≥ 1− 2/(n1 + n2).

Second we turn to the computation ofE(Gt(Gt)T ). We have

E(Gt(Gt)T ) = w2
t n

2
1n

2
2

n1
∑

i=1

n2
∑

j=1

(F t
ij)

2EijE
T
ij

1

n1n2
= w2

t n1n2

n1
∑

i=1

n2
∑

j=1

(F t
ij)

2Eii.

SimilarlyE((Gt)TGt) = w2
t n1n2

∑n1

i=1

∑n2

j=1(F
t
ij)

2Ejj . Then

ρ = n1n2max







max
i

d
∑

t=1

n2
∑

j=1

w2
t (F

t
ij)

2,max
j

d
∑

t=1

n1
∑

i=1

w2
t (F

t
ij)

2







.

Let ai =
∑d

t=1

∑n2

j=1 w
2
t (F

t
ij)

2 andbj =
∑d

t=1

∑n1

i=1 w
2
t (F

t
ij)

2. We first boundmaxi ai. Note that

ai =
∑d

t=1 w
2
t

∑n2

j=1(Y
t
ij + Zt

ij)
2 ≤ 2

∑d
t=1 w

2
t

∑n2

j=1[(Y
t
ij)

2 + (Zt
ij)

2]. Note that for1 ≤ i ≤ n1

and1 ≤ t ≤ d,
∑n2

j=1(Z
t
ij)

2 ∼ σ2
1χ

2(n2) and are independent. So by the tail bound of Chi-squared
variable and the standard union bound (overi andt) we have

P



max
i

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

n2
∑

j=1

(Zt
ij)

2 ≤ 5n2

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1



 ≥ 1− dn1 exp(−n2). (28)

Similarly we have

P

(

max
j

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

n2
∑

i=1

(Zt
ij)

2 ≤ 5n1

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1

)

≥ 1− dn2 exp(−n1). (29)

For
∑n2

j=1(Y
t
ij)

2, note thatY t
ij is Gaussian distributed and the variance is not greater thanµ2

0
r

n1

(d −
t)σ2

2 for all i, j, t, sinceµ(U) ≤ µ0. For a fixedi, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ n2, Y t
ij are independent Gaussian

random variables. So giveni andt, applying the tail bound of Chi-squared random variables yields

P





n2
∑

j=1

(Y t
ij)

2 ≤ 5n2(d− t)
µ2
0r

n1
σ2
2



 ≥ 1− exp(−n2).

By the standard union bound (overi andt) we have

P



max
i

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

n2
∑

j=1

(Y t
ij)

2 ≤ 5n2
µ2
0r

n1

d
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t σ

2
2



 ≥ 1− dn1 exp(−n2). (30)
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Now we turn to
∑n1

i=1(Y
t
ij)

2, which follows a Chi-squared distribution(d− t)σ2
2χ

2(r), since

n1
∑

i=1

(Y t
ij)

2 = (Y t
:j)

TY t
:j = ǭtj:U

TU
(

ǭtj:
)T

= ǭtj:
(

ǭtj:
)T

whereǭt =
∑d

s=t+1 ǫ
s. The last equality uses the fact thatU is orthonormal. Then by the tail bound

of Chi-squared random variables and the standard union bound (overj andt) we have

P

(

max
j

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

n1
∑

i=1

(Y t
ij)

2 ≤ 5n1

d
∑

t=1

(d− t)w2
t σ

2
2

)

≥ 1− dn2 exp(−n1). (31)

Combining (28) and (30) yields

P

(

max
i

ai ≤ 10n2

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

(

σ2
1 +

µ2
0r

n1
(d− t)σ2

2

)

)

≥ 1− 2dn1 exp(−n2). (32)

Similarly combining (29) and (31) yields

P

(

max
j

bj ≤ 10n1

d
∑

t=1

w2
t

(

σ2
1 + (d− t)σ2

2

)

)

≥ 1− 2dn2 exp(−n1). (33)

Note that1 ≤ µ0 ≤ √
n1/

√
r, so µ2

0
r

n1

≤ 1. Now we are ready to boundρ0 by combining (32) and
(33):

P

(

ρ0 ≤ 10nmaxn1n2

(

d
∑

t=1

w2
t σ

2
1 +

d
∑

t=1

w2
t (d− t)σ2

2

)

=: ν

)

≥ 1−4dnmax exp(−nmin). (34)

Now by Lemma E.3, we have

P

(∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

Ht −
d
∑

t=1

wtF
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≥ s

)

≤ (n1 + n2) exp

( −m0s
2/2

ν + 2Ls/3

)

.

If we let s =
√

8 log(n1+n2)ν
m0

and substitute this into the above matrix Bernstein inequality we obtain

P





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

Ht −
d
∑

t=1

wtF
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≥
√

8 log(n1 + n2)ν

m0



 ≤ 1/(n1 + n2).

A hidden condition when the above inequality holds is thatν dominates the denominator of the
exponential term. The remaining work is to have sufficientlylargem0 to guarantee thatν dominates
the denominator of the exponential, which follows

ν ≥ 2/3L

√

8 log(n1 + n2)ν

m0
.

The above inequality immediately implies that

m0 ≥ 32

45
nmin log(d(n1 + n2)n1n2) log(n1 + n2)

maxt w
2
t

(

(d− t)
µ2

0
r

n1
σ2
2 + σ2

1

)

∑d
t=1 w

2
t ((d− t)σ2

2 + σ2
1)

.

Note thatn1 + n2 > ni, i = 1, 2, andn1 + n2 > d, then the above sample complexity can be
simplified as

m0 ≥ 128

45
nmin log

2(n1 + n2)
maxt w

2
t

(

(d− t)
µ2

0
r

n1

σ2
2 + σ2

1

)

∑d
t=1 w

2
t ((d− t)σ2

2 + σ2
1)

. (35)
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The remaining work is to bound
∥

∥

∥

∑d
t=1 wtF

t
∥

∥

∥
. First we note that each entry ofF t is Gaussian and

the variance is not greater thanσ2
1 +(d− t)σ2

2 . Then, according to results on bounds for the spectral
norm of i.i.d. Gaussian ensemble, we have

P





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtF
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 2

√

√

√

√

d
∑

t=1

w2
t (σ

2
1 + (d− t)σ2

2)
√
nmax



 ≥ 1− C1 exp(−c2nmax), (36)

whereC1, c2 are absolute positive constants. Note thatC1 exp(−c2nmax) ≪ dnmax exp(−nmin).

Now we are ready to bound‖J‖22. With probability at least1 − 3
n1+n2

− 5dnmax exp(−nmin) we
have

‖J‖22 ≤ p2





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

t=1

wtF
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

+

√

8 log(n1 + n2)ν

m0





2

≤ 320p2max{n1n2 log(n1 + n2)/m0, 1}nmax

d
∑

t=1

w2
t ((d− t)σ2

2 + σ2
1)

= 320p2
d
∑

t=1

w2
t ((d− t)w2

2 + σ2
1)n1n2 log(n1 + n2)nmax/m0

=
320m0 log(n1 + n2)

∑d
t=1 w

2
t ((d− t)σ2

2 + σ2
1)

nmin
.

(37)

The first equality uses the fact thatm0 < n1n2 log(n1 + n2).

Combining (26),(27) and (37) yields the second part of inequality (11) in Theorem 3.8.

F Proof of Lemma E.1

Proof. The proof is almost the same as the proof of Lemma 12 in [15] with some minor modifica-
tions.

SetF = 44rn1n2

m0

(E(‖ΣR‖))2. We will show that the probability of the following bad eventis small:

B =

{

∃X ∈ E(r) such that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)
∥

∥

2

2
− p ‖X‖2F

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
p

2
‖X‖2F + F

}

.

Note thatB contains the complement of the event in Lemma E.1.

We use a peeling argument to bound the probability ofB. Let ν =
√

64
∑d

t=1
w2

t log(n1+n2)

log(6/5)m0

and
α = 6/5. For l ∈ N let

Sl =

{

X ∈ E(r) : ναl−1 ≤ 1

n1n2
‖X‖2F ≤ ναl

}

.

Then if eventB holds for someX ∈ E(r), it must be thatX belongs to someSl and
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)
∥

∥

2

2
− p ‖X‖2F

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
p

2
‖X‖2F + F >

5

12
αlνm0 + F . (38)

ForT > ν consider the set

E(r, T ) =
{

X ∈ E(r) : ‖X‖2F ≤ n1n2T
}

and the event

Bl =

{

∃X ∈ E(r, αlν) such that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)
∥

∥

2

2
− p ‖X‖2F

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
5

12
αlνm0 + F

}

. (39)
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Note thatX ∈ Sl implies thatX ∈ E(r, αlν). Then (38) implies thatBl holds andB ⊂ ∪Bl. Thus,
it is sufficient to bound the probability of the simpler eventBl and then apply the union bound. Such
a bound is given by the following lemma. Its proof is given in Appendix G. Let

HT = sup
X∈E(r,T )

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wt

∥

∥At (X)
∥

∥

2

2
− p ‖X‖2F

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

Lemma F.1. Suppose allAt’s are fixed uniform sampling ensembles. Then

P

(

HT >
5

12
αlνm0 + F

)

≤ exp

(

−c5m0T
2

∑d
t=1 w

2
t

)

,

wherec5 = 1/128.

The above lemma implies thatP(Bl) ≤ exp(−c5m0α
2lν2). By a union bound, we have

P(B) ≤
∞
∑

l=1

P(Bl) ≤
∞
∑

l=1

exp

(

−c5m0α
2lν2

∑d
t=1 w

2
t

)

≤
∞
∑

l=1

exp

(

−(2c5m0αν
2)l

∑d
t=1 w

2
t

)

,

where the last inequality uses the boundex ≥ x. Then, substitutingv =
√

64
∑d

t=1
w2

t log(n1+n2)

log(6/5)m0

into the above summation we obtain

P(B) ≤ 2/(n1 + n2).

This completes the proof.

G Proof of Lemma F.1

Proof. The proof is almost the same as the proof of Lemma 14 in [15] with some minor modifica-
tions.

By Massart’s concentration inequality (see, e.g., [2], Theorem 14.2), we have

P

(

HT ≥ E(HT ) +
1

9

5

12
T

)

≤ exp

(

−c5m0T
2

∑d
t=1 w

2
t

)

, (40)

wherec5 = 1/128. Next we bound the expectationE(HT ). Using a symmetrization argument we
obtain

E(HT ) ≤ 2E

(

sup
X∈E(r,T )

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wtγ
t
i

m0
∑

i=1

〈

At
i, X

〉2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

,

whereγt
i is a Rademacher variable (independent on bothi and t). The assumption‖X‖∞ = 1

implies that|〈At
i, X〉| ≤ 1. Then the contraction inequality yields

E(HT ) ≤ 8E

(

sup
X∈E(r,T )

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
∑

t=1

wtγ
t
i

m0
∑

i=1

〈

At
i, X

〉

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

= 8E

(

sup
X∈E(r,T )

|〈ΣR, X〉|
)

,

whereΣR =
∑d

t=1

∑m0

i=1 wtγ
t
iA

t
i. SinceX ∈ E(r, T ), we have

‖X‖∗ ≤ √
r ‖X‖F ≤

√

rn1n2T .

Then by the trace duality inequality, we obtain

E(HT ) ≤ 8
√

rn1n2TE ‖ΣR‖2 .
Finally using

1

9

5

12
T + 8

√

rn1n2TE ‖ΣR‖2 ≤ 1

9

5

12
T +

8

9

5

12
T + 44rn1n2 (E ‖ΣR‖2)

2

combined with (40) we complete the proof.
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