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Abstract

Low-rank matrix factorizations arise in a wide variety opéipations — including
recommendation systems, topic models, and source sapgratiname just a few.
In these and many other applications, it has been widelydribi by incorporat-
ing temporal information and allowing for the possibilittone-varying models,
significant improvements are possible in practice. Howedespite the reported
superior empirical performance of these dynamic modelstbngdr static counter-
parts, there is limited theoretical justification for irdkacing these more complex
models. In this paper we aim to address this gap by studymgrbblem of recov-
ering a dynamically evolving low-rank matrix from incomf@ebservations. First,
we propose the locally weighted matrix smoothing (LOWEM@)fework as one
possible approach to dynamic matrix recovery. We then bshadrror bounds for
LOWEMS in both thematrix sensingandmatrix completiorobservation models.
Our results quantify the potential benefits of exploitingndsnic constraints both
in terms of recovery accuracy and sample complexity. Tatthte these benefits
we provide both synthetic and real-world experimentalltesu

1 Introduction

Suppose thak' € R"*"2 is a ranks matrix with » much smaller tham; andn,. We observeX
through a linear operatod : R™ <2 — R™,

y=AX), yeR™

In recentyears there has been a significant amount of pigresr understanding of how to recover
X from observations of this form even when the number of olzg@msm is much less than the
number of entries inX. (Seel[3] for an overview of this literature.) Whehis a set of weighted
linear combinations of the entries df, this problem is often referred to as thaatrix sensing
problem. In the special case whefesamples a subset of entries &f it is known as thamatrix
completionproblem. There are a number of ways to establish recovemagtee in these settings.
Perhaps the most popular approach for theoretical anatysisent years has focused on the use of
nuclear norm minimization as a convex surrogate for the ¢pawex) rank constraint/[L] 3, 4, 5, 6,
1,115,019) 21, 22]. An alternative, however is to aim to disesblve the problem under an exact
low-rank constraint. This leads a non-convex optimizapooblem, but has several computational
advantages over most approaches to minimizing the nuctear and is widely used in large-scale
applications (such as recommendation systems) [16]. lem@&rpopular algorithms for solving the
rank-constrained models — e.g., alternating minimizagiod alternating gradient descent — do not
have as strong of convergence or recovery error guaranteedhe non-convexity of the rank
constraint. However, there has been significant progrefisisfront in recent years [11, 10,112, 13,
14,123/ 25], with many of these algorithms now having guaasicomparable to those for nuclear
norm minimization.
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Nearly all of this existing work assumes that the underlyiog-rank matrix X remains fixed
throughout the measurement process. In many practicaicagiphs, this is a tremendous limita-
tion. For example, users’ preferences for various items ohayge (sometimes quite dramatically)
over time. Modelling such drift of user’s preference hashe®posed in the context of both music
and movies as a way to achieve higher accuracy in recommiendsgstems [9, 17]. Another exam-
ple in signal processing is dynamic non-negative matritoiazation for the blind signal separation
problem [18]. In these and many other applications, exptichodelling the dynamic structure
in the data has led to superior empirical performance. Hewewr theoretical understanding of
dynamic low-rank matrix recovery is still very limited.

In this paper we provide the first theoretical results on treathic low-rank matrix recovery prob-
lem. We determine the sense in which dynamic constraintfiehmnto recover the underlying time-
varying low-rank matrix in a particular dynamic model andaqtify this impact through recovery
error bounds. To describe our approach, we consider a siexpi@ple where we have two ramk-

matricesX ' and X 2. Suppose that we have a set of observations for eadh' aind X 2, given by

y= AN (XY, i=12

The naive approach is to ugé to recoverX' andy? to recoverX? separately. In this case the
number of observations required to guarantee successfulegy is roughlyn® > Cir max(ny, no)
fori = 1,2 respectively, wher€'*, C? are fixed positive constants (seé [4]). However, if we know
that X2 is close toX' in some sense (for example, A2 is a small perturbation ok'!), then the
above approach is suboptimal both in terms of recovery acyusnd sample complexity, since in
this settingy! actually contains information aboit? (and similarly,y? contains information about
X1). There are a variety of possible approaches to incorpuydtiis additional information. The
approach we will take is inspired by the LOWESS (locally wetégl scatterplot smoothing) approach
from non-parametric regression. In the case of this simypdenple, if we look just at the problem
of estimatingX 2, our approach reduces to solving a problem of the form

3 2 2 2112 1 2 12 2
min [ A2(X2) = 23+ AJAY () — '3 st rank(X?) <,

where) is a parameter that determines how strictly we are enfotbi@eglynamic constraint (iK' ! is
very close taX ? we can seh to be larger, but ifS * is far from X2 we will set it to be comparatively
small). This approach generalizes naturally to ltally weighted matrix smoothing. OWEMS)
program described in Sectidoh 2. Note that it has a (simplay&o objective function, but a non-
convex rank constraint. Our analysis in Secfibn 3 showsthigaproposed program outperforms the
above naive recovery strategy both in terms of recoveryracgiand sample complexity.

We should emphasize that the proposed LOWEMS program iscoovex due to the exact low-
rank constraint. Inspired by previous work on matrix faization, we propose using an efficient
alternating minimization algorithm (described in moreaileh Sectiori 4). We explicitly enforce the
low-rank constraint by optimizing over a ramkactorization and alternately minimize with respect
to one of the factors while holding the other one fixed. Thigrapch is popular in practice since
it is typically less computationally complex than nuclearm minimization based algorithms. In
addition, thanks to recent work on global convergence guaes for alternating minimization for
low-rank matrix recovery [10, 13, 5], one can reasonabjyegeksimilar convergence guarantees to
hold for alternating minimization in the context of LOWEM&though we leave the pursuit of such
guarantees for future work.

To empirically verify our analysis, we perform both synibetnd real world experiments, described
in Sectior’b. The synthetic experimental results demotestnat LOWEMS outperforms the naive
approachin practice both in terms of recovery accuracy amghe complexity. We also demonstrate
the effectiveness of LOWEMS in the context of recommendegigstems.

Before proceeding, we briefly state some of the notationwlgawvill use throughout. For a vector
z € R", welet||z||, denote the standarg norm. Given a matrix(’ € R™ "2, we useX;; to denote
the i row of X and X.; to denote the/™ column of X. We let| X ||, denote the the Frobenius
norm, | X ||, the operator norm| X ||, the nuclear norm, anflX || , = max; ;| X;;| the element-
wise infinity norm. Given a pair of matrice¥,Y € R™>*"2, we let(X,Y) = >~ . X;;Y;; =
Tr (Y7 X) denote the standard inner product. Finally, werdgt,. andni, denotemax{ny,n,}
andmin{n,, no} respectively.



2 Problem formulation

The underlying assumption throughout this paper is thatawsrank matrix is changing over time
during the measurement process. For simplicity we will nhdigis through the following discrete
dynamic process: at timewe have a low-rank matriX* € R™1*"2 with rankr, which we assume
is related to the matrix at previous time-steps via

Xt = (XY, XY €

wheree! represents noise. We assume that we observe &dhrough a linear operatod? :
Rn] XNy — Rmt

Yt =AM XY+ 2 ot €R™, 1)
wherez! is measurement noise. In our problem we will suppose thathserme up tel time steps,
and our goal is to recoverX t}<_; jointly from {y*}d ;.

The above model is sufficiently flexible to incorporate a wideiety of dynamics, but we will
make several simplifications. First, we note that we can gapbe low-rank constraint explicitly
by factorizingX® as X* = U? (Vt)T ,Ut € Rm*T YVt ¢ R™2X", In general boti/? andV? may

be changing over time. However, in some applications, itésonable to assume that only one set
of factors is changing. For example, in a recommendatiotesysvhere our matrix represent user
preferences, if the rows correspond to items and the colwmmsspond to users, théff contains
the latent properties of the items ald models the latent preferences of the users. In this context
it is reasonable to assume that oMy changes over time [9, 17], and that there is a fixed matrix
U (which we may assume to be orthonormal) such that we can Write- UV for all t. Similar
arguments can be made in a variety of other applicationkjding personalized learning systems,
blind signal separation, and more.

Second, we will assume a Markov property fnso thatX? (or equivalently?) only depends on
the previousY ‘! (or V*~1). Furthermore, although other dynamic models could beractodated,
for the sake of simplicity in our analysis we consider theganmodel onl/* where

Vi=vVilye t=2....d (2)
We will also assume that both and the measurement noiseare i.i.d. zero-mean Gaussian noise.

To simplify our discussion, we will assume that our goal isdoover the matrix at the most recent
time-step, i.e., we wish to estimat” from {y*}<_,. Our general approach can be stated as follows.
LetC(r) = {X € R™*™2 : rank X) < r}. The LOWEMS estimator is given by the following
optimization program:

d
N 1
X% = arg min £ (X) = arg min - E thAt(X)—ytHZ, 3)
XeC(r) xec(r) 2=

where {w;}¢_, are non-negative weights, and we assuﬁjé:l w; = 1 to avoid ambiguity. In
the following section we provide bounds on the performarfcth® LOWEMS estimator for two
common choices of operatas.

3 Recovery error bounds

Given the estimatoX ¢ from (3), we define the recovery error to B¢ := X4 — X<, Our goal in

this section will be to provide bounds ¢ ¢ — X || » under two common observation models. Our
analysis builds on the following (deterministic) ineqtali

Proposition 3.1. Both the estimatoX by (3) and (@) satisfies

d
Ztht* (ht _ Zt)
t=1

whereh! = A" (X4 — X*) and.A™ is the adjoint operator of4".

1A% )
2

d
3w [ AT (A% < 2v2r
t=1
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This is a deterministic result that holds for any sefdf }. The remaining work is to lower bound the
LHS of (@), and upper bound the RHS BT (4) for concrete chaddgsA! }. In the following sections
we derive such bounds in the settings of both Gaussian nesriging and matrix completion. For
simplicity and without loss of generality, we will assumeé = ... = m? =: my, so that the total
number of observations is simply = dmy.

3.1 Matrix sensing setting

For the matrix sensing problem, we will consider the casereadl operatorsA? correspond to
Gaussian measurement ensembles, defined as follows.

Definition 3.2. [4] A linear operatotd : R™*™2 — R™ is a Gaussian measurement ensemble if
we can express each entry df( X) as[A (X)], = (4;, X) for a matrixA; whose entries are i.i.d.
according taV (0,1/m), and where the matrice$,, .. ., A,, are independent from each other.

Also, we define the matrix restricted isometry property (RtP? a linear mapA.

Definition 3.3. [4] For each integer = 1,. .., nuin, the isometry constamt. of A is the smallest
guantity such that

1 =6) IXN17 < [AX)]3 < 1 +6) |1X]I5
holds for all matrices\ of rank at most-.

An important result (that we use in the proof of Theotem 34hat Gaussian measurement ensem-
bles satisfy the matrix RIP with high probability provided> Crnma.x. See, for example, [4] for
details.

To obtain an error bound in the matrix sensing case we lowenththe LHS of[(#) using the matrix
RIP and upper bound the stochastic error (the RHEof (4) pusitovering argument. The following
is our main result in the context of matrix setting.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that we are given measurements afliwhere all A'’s are Gaussian
measurement ensembles. Assume{agvolves according t@@) and has rank-. Further assume
that the measurement noiseis i.i.d. N (O, crf) for 1 <t < d and that the perturbation noisé is

ii.d. NV (0,03) for2 <t < d. If

d
mg > Dy max {nmaxr >y, nmax} , (5)

t=1

whereD; is a fixed positive constant, then the estimast from (3) satisfies

||Ad||F <Co (Z wt 01 Z _t wt UQ) Nmax” (6)

t=1

with probability at leastP; = 1 — dC exp (—cins), whereCy, C1, ¢; are positive constants.

If we choose the weights as; = 1 andw; = 0for 1 < ¢t < d — 1, the bound in Theorein 3.4
reduces to a bound matching classical (static) matrix regaesults (see, for examplg, [4] Theorem
2.4). Also note that in this case Theorem|3.4 implies examwery when the sample complexity
is O(rn/d). In order to help interpret this result for other choices it tveights, we note that
for a given set of parameters, we can determine the optimighisethat will minimize this bound.
Towards this end, we define:= 03 /07 and setp; = (d —t),1 < t < d. Then one can calculate
the optimal weights by solving the following quadratic pran:

d

{wi}_, = argmin > w4 pswy. @)
Zt wy=1; wt >0 t=1

Using the method of Lagrange multipliers one can show ff)at4% the analytical solution:

1 1
w* = 1<j<d. (8)

J d
Zz 1 1+pn 1+p]




A simple special case occurs when = 0. In this case allV*’s are the same, and the optimal
weights go taw! = é for all t. In contrast, whewr, grows large the weights eventually converge to
wq = 1 andw® = 0forallt # d. This results in essentially using onjy to recoverX ¢ and ignoring

the rest of the measurements. Combining these, we note tieat theo, is small, we can gain by

a factor of approximately over the naive strategy that ignores dynamics and triesctoves X ¢

using onlyy?. Notice also that the minimum sample complexity is proorai toZ;‘f:1 w? when

r/d is relatively large. Thus, when, is small, the required number of measurements can be reduced
by a factor ofd compared to what would be required to recoder using onlyy<.

3.2 Matrix completion setting

For the matrix completion problem, we consider the follogviimple uniform sampling ensemble:
Definition 3.5. Alinear operatord : R" *™2 — R™ is a uniform sampling ensemble (with replace-
ment) if all sensing matriced; are i.i.d. uniformly distributed on the set

X = {ej(nl)e;‘g(ng),l Sjgnl,lgkgng),

wheree; (n) are the canonical basis vectorsRfi. We letp = mg/(n1n2) denote the fraction of
sampled entries.

For this observation architecture, our analysis is comapdid by the fact that it does not satisfy the
matrix RIP. (A quick problematic example is a rahkwnatrix with only one non-zero entry.) To
handle this we follow the typical approach and restrict aouf to matrices that satisfy certain
incoherenceroperties.

Definition 3.6. (Subspace incoherence [10]) LEt € R™*" be the orthonormal basis for an
dimensional subspacé, then the incoherence of is defined ag.(i/) := max;e[, % el U],
wheree; denotes thé" standard basis vector. We also simply denggpari/)) asu(U).

Definition 3.7. (Matrix incoherence [13]) A rank-matrix X € R™1*"2 with SVD X = UXV 7T is

incoherent with parameterif
\/F

T , 0 ,
Ll < BV L < B
U, < i foranyi € [ny] and ||V, < NS foranyj € [ns],

i.e., the subspaces spanned by the columiis ahdl” are bothu-incoherent.

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

To proceed we also assume that the makfikhas “bounded spikiness” in that the maximum entry
of X4 is bounded by, i.e.||X?|_ < a. To exploit the spikiness constraint below we replace the

optimization constraint€ () in (@) withC (r, @) :== {X € R"*™2 :rank(X) < r, || X|| < a}:

d
. 1
Xd:argminL(X):argmin—ZthAt(X)—ytHz. 9)
XeC(ra) XeC(ra) 2 =

Note that Proposition 3.1 still holds fdrl(9).

To obtain an error bound in the matrix completion case, weetolound the LHS ofl4 using a
restricted convexity argument (see, for example, [20]) @mger bound the RHS using matrix Bern-
stein inequality. The result of this approach is the follogtheorem.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose that we are given measurements gE)iwhere all 4*'s are uniform sam-
pling ensembles. Assume th&f evolves according t@2), has rankr, and is incoherent with
parametery and || X?||__ < a. Further assume that the perturbation noise and the measeme
noise satisfy the same assumptions in Thebrem 3.4. If

mo Z D2nmin 10g2 (nl + n2)¢/(w)7 (10)
max; w? ((dft),u?)ra'g/nl +af)

. > d . .
ST (R ==y then the estimatoX “ from (9) satisfies

where¢’ (w) =

d 21
HAdHQF <max< By := Czazmnz\/Zt_l i ;g(nl * nz),Bz ) (12)
0



with probability at leastP; = 1 — 5/(n1 4+ n2) — 5dnmax €Xp(—nmin ), Where

d
C 1
By = 37°n1”; Ogmnl +n2) ((Z wt 01 + Z — thwy Uz) Zw a2> ’ (12)
min//t0 t=1

andC,, Cs, D, are absolute positive constants.

If we choose the weights as; = 1 andw; = 0 for1 < ¢t < d — 1, the bound in Theorein_3.8
reduces to a result comparable to classical (static) medmxpletion results (see, for example,![15]
Theorem 7). Moreover, from thB, term in (11), we obtain the same dependencew@s that of[(B),
i.e.,1/m. However, there are also a few key differences between En&&c4 and our results for
matrix completion. In general the bound is loose in sevespeats compared to the matrix sensing
bound. For example, whemn, is small, B; actually dominates, in which case the dependence on
m is actuallyl//m instead ofl /m. Whenm, is sufficiently large, therB, dominates, in which
case we can consider two cases. The first case correspontieta vg relatively large compared to
01,09 — i.e., the low-rank matrix is spiky. In this case the termtedminga? in B, dominates, and
the optimal weights are equal weightslgfd. This occurs because the term involvinglominates
and there is little improvement to be obtained by exploitermporal dynamics. In the second case,
whena is relatively small compared t@,, oo (which is usually the case in practice), the bound can
be simplified to

9 carn3n?log(ny + n2)
A < 2 E wt01+§ d—tywjos | | .
Nmin0

The above bound is much more similar to the bounan (6) froraoTan]ﬁL In fact, we can also
obtain the optimal weights by solving the same quadratigm as[{l7).

Whenn, =~ ns, the sample complexity i® (nmin log? (n1 + n2)@’(w)). In this case Theorem 3.8
also implies a similar sample complexity reduction as weeoled in the matrix sensing setting.
However, the precise relations between sample compleriyweeightsw;'s are different in these
two cases (deriving from the fact that the proof uses matexnBtein inequalities in the matrix
completion setting rather than concentration inequalitieChi-squared variables as in the matrix
sensing setting).

4 An algorithm based on alternating minimization

As noted in Sectiohl2, any rankmatrix can be factorized a§ = UV”™ whereU isn; x r andV
isng x r, therefore the LOWEMS estimator inl (3) can be reformulated a

Xd: . E _ At UVT _ t2' 13
LX) = ng gl V) (19

The above program can be solved by alternating minimizgsee [17]), which alternatively min-
imizes the objective function ovéy (or V') while holding V' (or U) fixed until a stopping crite-
rion is reached. Since the objective function is quadraash step in this procedure reduces to
conventional weighted least squares, which can be sohadfficient numerical procedures. The-
oretical guarantees for global convergence of alternatingmization for the static matrix sens-
ing/completion problem have recently been established Gy 13, 25] by treating the alternating
minimization as a noisy version of the power method. Extegdhese results to establish conver-
gence guarantees far {13) would involve analyzing a weitjptver method. We leave this analysis
for future work, but expect that similar convergence gusgasishould be possible in this setting.

5 Simulations and experiments

5.1 Synthetic simulations

Our synthetic simulations consider both matrix sensingmattix completion, but with an emphasis
on matrix completion. We set; = 100, no = 50, d = 4 andr = 5. We consider two baselines:
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Figure 1: Recovery error under different levels of perttidranoise. (a) matrix sensing. (b) matrix
completion.

baseline onds only usingy® to recoverX ¢ and simply ignoring/', . .. y?~; baseline twois using
{y'}¢_, with equal weights. Note that both of these can be viewed esigjpcases of LOWEMS
with weights(0,...,0,1) and (d, T d) respectively. Recalling the formula for the optimal
choice of We|ghts |n[]8) it is easy to show that baseline @nequivalent to the case whete=
(02)/(0—1) — oo and the baseline two equivalent to the case where 0. This also makes intuitive
sense sinc& — oo means the perturbation is arbitrarily large between tinepstwhilex — 0
reduces to the static setting.

1). Recovery error.In this simulation, we sethy; = 4000 and set the measurement noise lexel
to 0.05. We vary the perturbation noise lewel. For every pair of o1, 02) we performl0 trials,

and show the average relative recovery eﬁm‘iHF/HX‘iH Figure[1 illustrates how LOWEMS
reduces the recovery error compared to our baselines. Ksamsee whea; is small, the optimal
K, i.e.,03 /0%, generates nearly equal weights (baseline two), redueicmvery error approximately
by a factor of4 over baseline one, which is roughly equatitas expected. As, grows, the recovery
error of baseline two will increase dramatically due to tleetprbation noise. However in this case
the optimalx of LOWEMS grows with it, leading to a more uneven weightinglda somewhat
diminished performance gains. We also note that, as expdd®VEMS converges to baseline one
whenos is large.

2). Sample complexity.In the interest of conciseness we only provide results hargéhie ma-
trix completion setting (matrix sensing yields broadly gamresults). In this simulation we vary
the fraction of observed entrigsto empirically find the minimum sample complexity required t
guarantee successful recovery (defined as a relative gri@n4). We compare the sample com-
plexity of the proposed LOWEMS to baseline one and baseliteunder different perturbation
noise levelo,. For fixedos, the relative recovery error is the averaged ol@frials. Figure ?
illustrates how LOWEMS reduces the sample complexity neglio guarantee successful recovery.
When the perturbation noise is weaker than the measureroes, the sample complexity can be
reduced approximately by a factor @fcompared to baseline one. When the perturbation noise is
much stronger than measurement noise, the recovery ertiseline two will increase due to the
perturbation noise and hence the sample complexity inenegsdly. However in this case proposed
LOWEMS still achieves relatively small sample complexibdats sample complexity converges to
baseline one whem; is relatively large.

5.2 Real world experiments

We next test the LOWEMS approach in the context of a recomiatténd system using the (trun-
cated) Netflix dataset. We eliminate those movies with fetings, and those users rating few
movies, and generate a truncated dataset 3¢9 users,1042 movies,2462840 ratings, and hence
the fraction of visible entries in the rating matrixas0.74. All the ratings are distributed over a pe-
riod of 2191 days. For the sake of robustness, we additionally imposelagfius norm penalty on
the factor matrices’ andV in (I3). We keep the latest (in timé)% of the ratings as a testing set.
The remaining ratings are split into a validation set andning set for the purpose of cross valida-
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tion. We divide the remaining ratings intbe {1, 3, 6, 8} bins respectively with same time period
according to their timestamps. We uséold cross validation, and we keég5 of the ratings from
thed" bin as a validation set. The number of latent factoisset tol10. The Frobenius norm regu-
larization parametey is set tol. We also note that in practice one likely has no prior infaiiora
onoi, oo and hence:. However, we use model selection techniques like crosdafidin to select
the besk incorporating the unknown prior information on measuretipanturbation noise. We use
root mean squared error (RMSE) to measure prediction acguince alternating minimization
uses a random initialization, we generatetest RMSE's (using a boxplot) for the same testing set.
Figure[3(a) shows that the proposed LOWEMS estimator ingsdle testing RMSE significantly
with appropriates. Additionally, the performance improvementincreases gsts larger.

To further investigate how the parametemaffects accuracy, we also show the validation RMSE
compared tos in Figure[3(b). When: ~ 1, LOWEMS achieves the best RMSE on the validation
data. This further demonstrates that imposing an apprepdignamic constraint should improve
recovery accuracy in practice.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we consider the low-rank matrix recovery peabin a novel setting, where one of the
factor matrices changes over time. We propose the localighted matrix smoothing (LOWEMS)
framework, and have established error bounds for LOWEMSth the matrix sensing and matrix
completion cases. Our analysis quantifies how the propcst@dator improves recovery accuracy
and reduces sample complexity compared to static recovetiyads. Finally, we provide both syn-
thetic and real world experimental results to verify ourlgsia and demonstrate superior empirical
performance when exploiting dynamic constraints in a recemdation system.
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A Proof of Proposition[3.1

Proof. Letz := vec(X) € R™" and. (z) := £ (X). Since the objective function is continuous
in X and the se€ (r) is compact/ (X) achieves a minimizer at some poikit' € C (r).

Since X% is a minimizer of the constrained problem, then for all mwsiX < C (r) we have the
following inequality . 3
L(2%) - L(z) <0. (14)

By the second-order Taylor’s theorem, we expand) aroundz? = vec(X9)
L (x) £~( 49+ <V£~(a:d),:c—xd> <V2£( )(x—a:d),:c—:zrd>, (15)
wherez = az? + (1 — ) = for somea € [0, 1]. Plugging [I5) withr = ¢ into (I4) we obtain

<V£~ (z9) 2% — xd> <V2£( ) (37— 2) 3 — xd> <0. (16)

Through some algebraic manipulation we have the followixgression for the gradient af (2):

VL (z) = vec (Z we A (A (X)) — yt]> : (17)

t=1

Based on the above gradient it follows that

d
V2L (x)b = vec (Z wy A [ A (B)]) : (18)

t=1
whereb = vec(B).
Now based o (17) and (1L8), the absolute value of first terifi@ ¢an be bounded as

d
’<v£ (z%),2% — xd>‘ = <Z w A AN (XT) — o] ,Ad>‘
t=1

IN

A LA () ]| A7),

2

Var (At

2

(19)

<

d
Ztht* (ht _ Zt)
t=1

The first inequality above used the trace dual norm inequaltile the second inequality follows
from a basic inequality for ranR+ matrices. Similarly the second term [n{16) is

<Zw A AT (AT A >

t=1

<V2£( ) (:Cd - xd) it — :Cd>

[\D|P—‘

(20)

l\3|’—‘

zd: (AL (A%), A" (A%)).

The result follows from combinind (19) and {20). Note that #ibove proof holds if we replace
C (r,) with C (r, a), which completes our proof. O

B Proof of Theorem[3.24
Proof. The proof consists of lower bounding the LHS [off (4) and upmemaling the RHS of {4).

We use the following lemma to lower bouidd;_, w, [|A* (A%)]]>.

10



Lemma B.1. Suppose the linear operatoﬁt : RM>m2 — R™0 js random Gaussian ensemble

forall1 <t <d. If mg > Dnpaxr Zt 1 w?, the composite operato[r./ At} satisfies the
rank-2r matrix RIP with constand., < ¢ with probability exceeding — C’exp( cmo) where
D, C andc (which depends oa) are absolute positive constants.

Proof. See AppendikC. O

Next lemma gives us an upper bound for the stochastic #@fr:l wp A (bt — 2Y) H .
2

Lemma B.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem| 3.4, when> Dn,.., we have

92
<Cl\lnde 1+01) (Zwtof+z rn20§>
2

with probability exceeding — dC exp(—cn2), whereD, Cy, C, ¢ are positive constants and is
the rankd matrix RIP parameter for all4'’s.

At (ht _ Zt)

Proof. See AppendikD. O
Theoreni 34 follows by combining LemrhaB.1, LemmalB.2 and m&din[3.3. O

C Proof of LemmalB.1

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

Theorem C.1. For independenk; sub-exponential with parametefs;, b;), with meary;,

P >nt] <2e nt’
n X —_———
- - P 2(c2+0t))’

wheres? = . 07 andb = max; b;.

n

> (Xi— )

=1

We now lower bound_?_, w; [|A* (A%) /2. Since allA*'s are Gaussian random measurement en-
sembles, then a particular measuremetft A?)” is distributed asn; ! HAdHF . Therefore
S we || AT (A7) HZ =, we (AL (A%))? is a weighted sum of i.i.dy? (1) random variables.
Sincex? (1) is sub—exponential with parametef$ 4), Theoren{ Cll implies a double-sided tail
bound for>>%_, w; || A" (A4)][}: for any givenA? € R™ *"2 and any fixed) < s < 1

2
IED < Ad 2 <2 . mos ’
( < HF)_ exp( e

wherewpy.x = max{wsi,...,wq}. The probability can be further simplified if is very small
(< 1/d).

I3

d
2 2
> wn AT (AN = [[A]

t=1

Rank of A% is at most2r since X, X are rankr matrices. By Theorem 2.3 ifl[4] (one may see

the proof if necessary) ifng > Dnmaxr Zt , w?, the composite operat({r\/_ At}d satisfies

the rank2r matrix RIP with constan,, < ¢ with probability exceeding — C'exp (— cmo) where
C andc (depends o) are absolute positive constants. O

11



D Proof of LemmalB.2

Proof. Let W = Zle wi A (bt — 2%) andn = nuyay for short. Following the basic framework
of the proof of Lemma 1.1 ir_[4], we usenets method to bound the stochastic effdr|,. The
operator norm of¥V is

Wiy = sup  {u, Wo),
ull=llv[=1
Consider al /4-netN; /, of the unite spherg™~1 with \J\/l/4\ < 12™ (see (lll.1) in [4]). For any
v,u € 71

(u, Wo) = {u — ug, Wov) + {ug, W (v — vg)) + {ug, Wug)

< Wl lu = wuolly + Wy o = volly + (uo, Weo)

for somewvy, wo € N4 Obeying|lu — uol|, < 1/4 and|lv — vg|| < 1/4. So the operator norm of
Wis

Wiy <2 sup  (ug, Wuo).

u0,V0€N1 /4

For fixedug, vo
(ug, Wog) = Tr (uOTWvo) =Tr (UOuOTW) uOUO , Zwt uovo SRt — zt> )

Let Z = Zle wy (A" (ugv) ,2') andH = Zt L wy (A" (ugvd) , ht). Since foralll <t < d,
entries ofz" are i.i.d.\ (0, 01), thereforeZ ~ N (0, 0%), where the variance?, is

d d d
0% = w? A (uord) |03 < 3 wd (14 61) [Juovd |[pot =Y w1 +61)07.  (21)

t=1 t=1

The first inequality uses the matrix RIP for rahknatrices. For a fixed, A* satisfies the rank-
matrix RIP with constand; , with probability at least — C exp(—camy) provided thatng > Dan

by Theorem 2.3 in_|4], wheré€s, c; and D, are fixed positive constants. Then by a union bound,
forall 1 <t < d, A’ satisfies the rank-matrix RIP property with parametet, with probability at
leastl — dC5 exp(—camyg) provided thatng > Dan.

We now simplify H as

U
_

H = Zwt uovo ht> Wy <At uovo Z At[ €) }>

s=t+1

~
Il
—
V)
I
-

[
M~

<wt.At (uovo) AU [ (e S)T}>

s=2 t=1
d s—1
— Z Z <tht*At (Uovg) U (65)T>
T e
= <wt At uov )]iAzt'a U(ES)T>
s=2 t=1 i=1

1

Il
I| |l
T
»
Il I

wy ||A (uovo ) ||2 Ut At (eS)T> ,

s=2 \t=1

where A* € R™*"2 contains i.i.d A (0,1/mg) entries. The last equality uses the property that
sum of independent Gaussian variables is also Gaussiarthandriance is the sum of individual
variances. Since for all < s < d, entries ofe® are i.i.d.J\/(O,ag), therefored ~ N(O,o—%l),

12



where the variance? is

d s—1 2 d
oh = > wi || A (uovd ) ||, UT A o5 < € 3 ZwthTAt cr%
s=2 |[t=1 F s=2
(£2) . 2 T s 2 2
NS w0 +6) |UT B[}, 03
s=2 t=1
d s—1
= Z Zw? (1+ 51)%){? (rng) o3 (22)
s=2 t=1 0
s—1

t=1
Inequality (£1) holds with probability exceeding — dC5 exp(—camy) provided thatmg > Dn
based on the matrix RIP for rankmatrices as used while bounding. Equality (¢2) uses the
property that sum of independent Gaussian variables is@#gessian and entries @ are i.i.d.
N(0,1/my). Inequality(¢3) holds with probability at least — dC5 exp(—c3my) by the concentra-
tion property of correlated Chi-squared variables.

Since the measurement noieand dynamic perturbatiofl are independent, thefug, Wuvg) ~
N (0,0% + 0%;). Then by a standard tail bound for Gaussian random variai®dsave

)\2
- )
]P’(|<u0,WU0>|>)‘)—2eXp< 2(01%;4'0'%))

Therefore by an standard union bound we bound the stocleasic

2
P (Il = Coyfueh +03)) <2 W oxp (- 22 < 20xp(-en), (29

wherec = %3 — 2log 12. To ensure: > 0, we requireCy > 4+/log 12.
Combining [21),[(2R), and (23), ifig > Dn we have

d
(Wl < COJ n ((1 +41) Zw? (cr% +(d—1t) 57;712 U%))
t=1 0

with probability exceedingl — [dC exp(—camg) + dCsexp(—csmg) + 2exp(—cn)] > 1 —
dC exp(—cnz). O

E Proof of Theorem[3.8

Proof. The proof follows the same framework of the proof of Theoreim [15].

Before we lower bound 7, w; ||A* (A4) |2

||2, we consider the following constraint set for a given
O<r<n:

643°% w?log(ng +n
ﬂﬂ—{Xeumwmu—LhwéZMWV i, wf log(n, ﬂ}

log(6/5)mo

Define the following random matrix

d mo

Yr= Z Z wt'ytAt

t=1 i=1
wherey! is Rademacher variable.

The following lemma bounds the restricted strong convegigée [20]) of the operatG{r\/tTtAt }le.

13



Lemma E.1. Suppose alld”’s are fixed uniform sampling ensembles. Forlle £ (r)
d
2. p 44rnin
> we A3 = FIXIE — =2 B (2] (24)

with probability at leastl — ﬁ

Proof. See AppendikF. O

Note that||A”l||OO <
cases.

Case l. 2HX“‘H ¢ E(2r).

+ || x4 <2|Xx9|_.. To proceed, we consider the following two

Following the definition o€ (2r) we have

d 2
HAdHi < €2 HXdHZOnlng\/zt—l wy log(ny + ng)’

mo

whereCs = 4, /log(ﬁ/o) This yields the first part of inequalitiy (IL1) in Theoreml3.8.

Case Il. W € &(2r).

SmceW € &(2r), applying LemmaEIl1l yields
Fadv 2 P iiadn2  362rning 211 wdl2
Sl (%) 2 2 I == @S X1 (25)
Combining [25) and{4) yields
d
DYats < ovar || S wedt (i — )| A, + 220N (msp))? ),
t=1 2
d 2
< TS wed (1 = )|+ 2t + T2 ()|,
t=1 2

The above inequality can be further simplified as

d 2
Zwtv‘lt* (ht . Zt)

t=1 2

1448rn3n3

392 2,2
a2 < B2mind e Bl XL @)

Next we bound(||Xz||) in the following lemma.

Lemma E.2. Suppose all A”s are fixed uniform sampling ensembles. Fot, >
Dnipin log (n1 + n2) ¢(w), wheregp(w) = there exists an absolute positive constaht
such that

Zd 2l

2el d 2
E(||Zr]) < C\/ elog (n1 +ng) y oy wi mol -

Nmin

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

2

Now we upper bound the stochastic eerng = HZZIZI wp A (Rt — zt)H . First, we rewriteJ
2

as

d d T
T =Y wA*A U(Z 68> +2',

t=1 s=t+1

14



where each entry of the random mate% € R™*"2 is i.i.d. Gaussian distributed with variance
T

of. SetY! =U (Z‘::Hl es) andF" = Y' 4+ Z*. Note thatF"* may be correlated for different

1 < t < d, though for a givert the entries of* are independent.

We now introduce am; x ny random matrixG? that has exactly one non-zero entry:

G' = wninoFj; E;;,  with probability

nin2

whereE;; is the canonical basis of matrices with dimensigrx n,. We also introduce the following
random matrixdt, which is the average ofiy independent copies @¥:

L Z G! where eacl@! is an independent copy 6.

my
051

H'=

ThenJ can be decomposed as sum of independent random matrices: ¢ Zle Ht. ltis

immediate that
d
EG' = EH' = w,F', EJ = —2 % u,F",
ning —

Before we proceed we introduce a lemma describing the sgextrm 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 sequené&),} of independent random
matrices with common dimensienxny. Assume that each matrix has uniformly bounded deviation
from its mean:

ISk — ESk|| < L for each index.

Z =Y 5.
k

Let p(Z) denotes the matrix variance statistic of the sum:

Consider the sum

p(Z) = max {|[E[(Z — EZ)(Z —EZ)"]|| . |[El(Z - E2)"(Z - EZ)]||}

= max{

Then for alls > 0,

ZE [(Sk — ESy)T (S — ES)]

i

> E[(Sk — ESk)(Sk — ESk)"
k

_s2
P(1Z -EZ|| = s) < (n1 + ng) exp (W/LQS/?)) '

We are going to apply the above uncentered Bernstein iniggtalthe sum ofdm, independent
random matriced "¢ | H* = s S, o7, Gt Before doing so, we note that for giveandk,

kll-

The first inequality uses the triangle inequality; the secisnlensen’s inequality.

|6~ G| < Gk + [BGi ]| < ekl +Ellc;

To controlp(3.%_, H'), first note that
0 < ZZ]E (G} — EG)(GY, — EG)T ZZ]E [(GL(GY)T] — (EGL)(EGE)T
=< ZZ]E [GLGHT
t k
=moy E[G'(G)"].
t

15



The third relation holds becausEG?)(EGE )T is positive semidefinite; the last relation uses the
fact that for a fixed, G, are random matrices following identical distributionsependently for all

1 <k < mg. Now we can contro,b(Zf:1 H?Y) in the following
Z]E Gt TGt] }

(ZH) < —max{ ZE Gt Gt
}. Then the remaining work is to

Setpy = max { | S, B (@) |2 B(@ 76
uniformly upper bound G || forall 1 < ¢ < d and1 < k < mq and upper boung.

First we turn to the uniform bound on the spectral norm of #redlom matrixGy, forall 1 <t < d
andl < k <mg. We haveforalll <t <dandl <k <mg

HGEH < max wy HnlngFij”H =ning Inaxwt| |
i,J,

Sinceu(U) < o, the variance of each entry of the random ma#fican be bounded as \d};) <
Mcr%(d —t) + o}. Leto?,, = maxw; (Mo—%(d —t) + o—%). Then by the tail probability

max

of Gaussian random variables and the standard union bowed {g), forall 1 < ¢ < d and
1 <k < mgwe have

P (HG’,;H < ninay/2log(d(ny + na)ning)o ., = L) >1-2/(n1 + na).

Second we turn to the computationldfG* (G*)T). We have

E(GH(GHT —wtnanii F};)?E; ETL—wtnlngii
i=1 j=1 =1 j=1

Similarly E((GH)T G?) = winins Y1, Z;’il(Flfj)?Eﬁ. Then

p = Ningmax maxg E wi (F, maxg E wi (F,

t=1 j=1 A

Leta, = Y0, >oi2, wi(FY;)? andb; = =y ym L wi(F};)?. We first boundnax; a;. Note that

= > w} S (Y + ij) <Y, wj > [(Y5)? + (Z];)%]. Note that forl < i < ny
andl <t <d, ZF (Z};)? ~ o7x*(nz) and are independent. So by the tail bound of Chi-squared
variable and the standard union bound (cvandt) we have

d
maxZwt Z )2 < Bny wacf > 1—dnj exp(—na2). (28)
=1

j=1

Similarly we have

d
<max2wt Z 2 < 5my Zwt 01> >1—dngexp(—nq). (29)

i=1 t=1

Forzyil(Yig)Q, note thaty/; is Gaussian distributed and the variance is not greaterfégh%(ml -
t)o3 forall i, 5, ¢, sinceu(U) < 1o. For afixed:, forall1 < j < no, Yt are mdependentGaussmn
random varlables So giverandt, applying the tail bound of Chi- squared random variabletdg

no 2
Hor
P ;m@»z < 5np(d )78 | 21— exp(—na),
By the standard union bound (oveandt) we have

d

maxZwt Z < Z Hw?ol | > 1 —dny exp(—nz). (30)

Jj=1 t=1
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Now we turn toy_", (Y;;)?, which follows a Chi-squared distributidl — ¢)o3 x*(r), since

ni
D) = ()Y = G UTU ()" = ()"
i=1
wheree’ = Zj:tﬂ €°. The last equality uses the fact tliafs orthonormal. Then by the tail bound
of Chi-squared random variables and the standard uniondo@wer; andt) we have

d

d ni
P <Injaxz w? Z(thj) Z — t)wy 02> >1—dngexp(—nq). (31)
t=1 =1

Combining [28) and(30) yields

d
P (maxai < 10ng Zw? < + &(d - t)a%)) > 1 — 2dny exp(—na). (32)

=1 1

Similarly combining[(2B) and (31) yields

d
P (maxb < 10m Zwt T4 (d— t)a%)) > 1— 2dng exp(—ny). (33)

t=1

Note thatl < po < \/n1//T, so‘jliﬂlr < 1. Now we are ready to boung) by combining[(32) and
@3):
d d

P <p0 < 10nmaxn1 M2 (Z wt Ul + Zwt t)a§> = y) > 1—4dnmax exp(—Nmin)- (34)

= t=1

Now by LemmaE.B, we have
d d
P < =Y weF!
t=1 t=1

8log(ni+mna)v
mo

—mps?/2
v+2Ls/3)"

> S> < (n1+nz)exp <

Ifwelets = and substitute this into the above matrix Bernstein indtyuak obtain
8log(ny + na)v

<1 .
- < 1/(n1 +n2)

d
S
t=1

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

8log(ny + na)v
mo '

v>2/3L

The above inequality immediately implies that

9 max; w? ((d—t)iag +crf)
Mo > —Nmin log(d(n1 + na2)ning) log(ni + ne) 5
45 D1 Wi ((d—1)o3 +07)

Note thatn; +no > n;,i = 1,2, andn; + ne > d, then the above sample complexity can be
simplified as

mo >

, max; w? ((d—t)’:l— —i—al)
——Nmin log“(n1 + n2) o2 (35)

45 Sy w? ((d— t)o3 + o)
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The remaining work is to bounHjZf:1 thtH. First we note that each entry 6F is Gaussian and

the variance is not greater thafi+ (d — t)o3. Then, according to results on bounds for the spectral
norm of i.i.d. Gaussian ensemble, we have

d
t
Swr
t=1

where(", ¢, are absolute positive constants. Note fiatxp(—canmax) < dnmax €Xp(—"min)-

P

d
< 2\l wa (0'% + (d - t)ffg)\/m >1-C exp(_CQnmax)a (36)
t=1

Now we are ready to bourji7||3. With probability at least — m?’TM — 5dnmax €Xp(—"Nmin) WE
have

2
8log(ny + na)v

JI? < p?
” ”2—]9 Mo

+

d
S
t=1

d
< 320p? max{ninglog(ng + nz)/mo, 1} nmax Z w?((d —t)o2 + o?)

=1 (37)
d
= 320p? Z wf((d - t)wg + Uf)nlng log(n1 + n2)Nmax/mo
t=1

320mglog(ny + n2) Zle w?((d —t)o3 +o?)

N'min

The first equality uses the fact that < ninqlog(ny + na).
Combining [26)[(27) and(37) yields the second part of ireigi(TT) in Theoren 318.

F Proof of LemmalE.1

Proof. The proof is almost the same as the proof of Lemma 12 in [153) wiime minor modifica-
tions.

SetF = 442’;—;"2 (E(|=&]))?. We will show that the probability of the following bad evémsmall:

d
S we AN X - pl1X )7

t=1

B= {EX € &(r) such that

p
> S IX15 + f} .

Note thatB contains the complement of the event in Lenim4d E.1.

6439 | w?log(ni+na)

log(6/5)mo and

We use a peeling argument to bound the probabilityofLet v = \/
a=6/5. Forl € N let
S = {X €&(r):valt < L HX||§, < ual}.
nin2

Then if eventB holds for someX € £(r), it must be thafX belongs to somé; and

5
> g |XI7+F > Salvmo + F. (38)

d
S we AT XS - pIX )3
t=1

ForT > v consider the set
E(r,T) = {X el |IX|% < nlngT}
and the event

d
S w AN X)) - p X5

B = {EIX € £(r,a'v) such that B
t=1

> 3ozll/mo + ]:} . (39)
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Note thatX € S; implies thatX € £(r,a!v). Then [38) implies thaB; holds and3 ¢ UB;. Thus,
it is sufficient to bound the probability of the simpler ev@tand then apply the union bound. Such
a bound is given by the following lemma. Its proof is given ippendiXG. Let

= sup
Xe&(r,T)

ZWWM X2 - plX)%|-

t=1

Lemma F.1. Suppose al4'’s are fixed uniform sampling ensembles. Then

5 — T2
P <HT > 12a vmg —|—]:> < exp <CZL02> ,

t=1 Wi
wherecs = 1/128.

The above lemma implies thB{3;) < exp(—csmoa?'?). By a union bound, we have

o0 e )
B)SZP(Bl <ZQXP< comoa”y ) Zexp (M>’
=1

1=1 Zt 1w =1 Zt:l wi
where the last inequality uses the bowfd> z. Then, substituting = \/642%(};6'2'/1;’)%"01“2)
into the above summation we obtain
This completes the proof. O

G Proof of LemmalE]

Proof. The proof is almost the same as the proof of Lemma 14 in [15) witme minor modifica-
tions.

By Massart's concentration inequality (see, eld., [2],dreen 14.2), we have

1 - T2
i (HT > E(Hr) + —3T> exp | =0 ) (40)
912 Dty wi

wherec; = 1/128. Next we bound the expectatidi{ Hr). Using a symmetrization argument we

obtain
wa Z >2 ) s

=1
where+! is a Rademacher variable (mdependent on badndt). The assumptiof X || = 1
implies that|(Af, X')| < 1. Then the contraction inequality yields

ZW%Z >D—w<sw mmmo,

i—1 Xe&(r,T)

E(Hr) <2E sup
Xe&(r,T)

E(Hr) <8E sup
Xe&(r,T)

whereXg = 3¢ | S0 w,yf AL SinceX € E(r, T)), we have

X, < VrlIX|[p < VrnanoT.

Then by the trace duality inequality, we obtain

E(Hr) < 8y/rnin2TE||ER], .

Finally using
85 2
9 12T + 8v/rninTE HERHQ < 9 12T + §ET + 44rnins (E ||ER||2)
combined with[{4D) we complete the proof. O

19



	1 Introduction
	2 Problem formulation
	3 Recovery error bounds
	3.1 Matrix sensing setting
	3.2 Matrix completion setting

	4 An algorithm based on alternating minimization
	5 Simulations and experiments
	5.1 Synthetic simulations
	5.2 Real world experiments

	6 Conclusion
	A Proof of Proposition 3.1 
	B Proof of Theorem 3.4 
	C Proof of Lemma B.1
	D Proof of Lemma B.2
	E Proof of Theorem 3.8
	F Proof of Lemma E.1
	G Proof of Lemma F.1

