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Abstract

We study low rank matrix and tensor completion and propose novel algorithms that employ adaptive
sampling schemes to obtain strong performance guarantees. Our algorithms exploit adaptivity to identify
entries that are highly informative for learning the column space of the matrix (tensor) and consequently,
our results hold even when the row space is highly coherent, in contrast with previous analyses. In the ab-
sence of noise, we show that one can exactly recover a n. X n matrix of rank  from merely Q(nr>/2 log(r))
matrix entries. We also show that one can recover an order 7" tensor using Q(m‘T_l/ 2T?log(r)) en-
tries. For noisy recovery, our algorithm consistently estimates a low rank matrix corrupted with noise
using Q(nr3/?polylog(n)) entries. We complement our study with simulations that verify our theory and
demonstrate the scalability of our algorithms.

1 Introduction

Recently, the machine learning and signal processing communities have focused considerable attention to-
ward understanding the benefits of adaptive sensing. This theme is particularly relevant to modern data
analysis, where adaptive sensing has emerged as an efficient alternative to obtaining and processing the
large data sets associated with scientific investigation. These empirical observations have lead to a number
of theoretical studies characterizing the performance gains offered by adaptive sensing over conventional,
passive approaches. In this work, we continue in that direction and study the role of adaptive data acquisition
in low rank matrix and tensor completion problems.

Our study is motivated not only by prior theoretical results in favor of adaptive sensing but also by
several applications where adaptive sensing is feasible. In recommender systems, obtaining a measurement
amounts to asking a user about an item, an interaction that has been deployed in production systems. Another
application pertains to network tomography, where a network operator is interested in inferring latencies
between hosts in a communication network while injecting few packets into the network. The operator,
being in control of the network, can adaptively sample the matrix of pair-wise latencies, potentially reducing
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the total number of measurements. In particular, the operator can obtain full columns of the matrix by
measuring from one host to all others, a sampling strategy we will exploit in this paper.

Yet another example centers around gene expression analysis, where the object of interest is a matrix of
expression levels for various genes across a number of conditions. There are typically two types of measure-
ments: low-throughput assays provide highly reliable measurements of single entries in this matrix while
high-throughput microarrays provide expression levels of all genes of interest across operating conditions,
thus revealing entire columns. The completion problem can be seen as a strategy for learning the expression
matrix from both low- and high-throughput data while minimizing the total measurement cost.

1.1 Contributions

We develop algorithms with theoretical guarantees for three low-rank completion problems. The algorithms
find a small subset of columns of the matrix (tensor) that can be used to reconstruct or approximate the
matrix (tensor). We exploit adaptivity to focus on highly informative columns, and this enables us to do
away with the usual incoherence assumptions on the row-space while achieving competitive (or in some
cases better) sample complexity bounds. Specifically our results are:

1. In the absence of noise, we develop a streaming algorithm that enjoys both low sample requirements
and computational overhead. In the matrix case, we show that Q(nrg/ 2log r) adaptively chosen sam-
ples are sufficient for exact recovery, improving on the best known bound of §(nr? log? n) in the
passive setting [21]. This also gives the first guarantee for matrix completion with coherent row space.

2. In the tensor case, we establish that Q(nr”~1/2T2 log r) adaptively chosen samples are sufficient for
recovering an X ... X n order T' tensor of rank r. We complement this with a necessary condition
for tensor completion under random sampling, showing that our adaptive strategy is competitive with
any passive algorithm. These are the first sample complexity upper and lower bounds for exact tensor
completion.

3. In the noisy matrix completion setting, we modify the adaptive column subset selection algorithm
of Deshpande et al. [10] to give an algorithm that finds a rank-r approximation to a matrix using
Q(nr3/?polylog(n)) samples. As before, the algorithm does not require an incoherent row space but
we are no longer able to process the matrix sequentially.

4. Along the way, we improve on existing results for subspace detection from missing data, the problem
of testing if a partially observed vector lies in a known subspace.

2 Related Work

The matrix completion problem has received considerable attention in recent years. A series of papers
[6, [7, 13 21]], culminating in Recht’s elegent analysis of the nuclear norm minimization program, ad-
dress the exact matrix completion problem through the framework of convex optimization, establishing that
Q((n1 4 ng)r max{ o, 13} log?(ny)) randomly drawn samples are sufficient to exactly identify an n; x ny
matrix with rank 7. Here pp and p; are parameters characterizing the incoherence of the row and column
spaces of the matrix, which we will define shortly. Candes and Tao [7] proved that under random sampling
Q(n17uo log(ne)) samples are necessary, showing that nuclear norm minimization is near-optimal.

The noisy matrix completion problem has also received considerable attention [5, [17, 20]. The majority
of these results also involve some parameter that quantifies how much information a single observation
reveals, in the same vein as incoherence.



Tensor completion, a natural generalization of matrix completion, is less studied. One challenge stems
from the NP-hardness of computing most tensor decompositions, pushing researchers to study alternative
structure-inducing norms in lieu of the nuclear norm [11}, 22]]. Both papers derive algorithms for tensor
completion, but neither provide sample complexity bounds for the noiseless case.

Our approach involves adaptive data acquisition, and consequently our work is closely related to a num-
ber of papers focusing on using adaptive measurements to estimate a sparse vector [9,[15]. In these problems,
specifically, problems where the sparsity basis is known a priori, we have a reasonable understanding of how
adaptive sampling can lead to performance improvements. As a low rank matrix is sparse in its unknown
eigenbasis, the completion problem is coupled with learning this basis, which poses a new challenge for
adaptive sampling procedures.

Another relevant line of work stems from the matrix approximations literature. Broadly speaking, this
research is concerned with efficiently computing a structured matrix, i.e. sparse or low rank, that serves as a
good approximation to a fully observed input matrix. Two methods that apply to the missing data setting are
the Nystrom method [[12} [18]] and entrywise subsampling [1]. While the sample complexity bounds match
ours, the analysis for the Nystrom method has focused on positive-semidefinite kernel matrices and requires
incoherence of both the row and column spaces. On the other hand, entrywise subsampling is applicable,
but the guarantees are weaker than ours.

It is also worth briefly mentioning the vast body of literature on column subset selection, the task of
approximating a matrix by projecting it onto a few of its columns. While the best algorithms, namely volume
sampling [14]] and sampling according to statistical leverages [3]], do not seem to be readily applicable to the
missing data setting, some algorithms are. Indeed our procedure for noisy matrix completion is an adaptation
of an existing column subset selection procedure [10].

Our techniques are also closely related to ideas employed for subspace detection — testing whether a vec-
tor lies in a known subspace — and subspace tracking — learning a time-evolving low-dimensional subspace
from vectors lying close to that subspace. Balzano et al. [2] prove guarantees for subspace detection with
known subspace and a partially observed vector, and we will improve on their result en route to establishing
our guarantees. Subspace tracking from partial information has also been studied [16]], but little is known
theoretically about this problem.

3 Definitions and Preliminaries

Before presenting our algorithms, we clarify some notation and definitions. Let M € R™*"2 be a rank r
matrix with singular value decomposition U SV, Let C1,...Cn, denote the columns of M.
Let M € R"**--*"T denote an order 1" tensor with canonical decomposition:

T
M=Ya’®d’ ®...0a" (1)
k=1

where ® is the outer product. Define rank(M) to be the smallest value of r that establishes this equality.
Note that the vectors {ag) }— need not be orthogonal, nor even linearly independent.

The mode-t subtensors of M, denoted Mgt) , are order 7' — 1 tensors obtained by fixing the ith coordinate
of the ¢-th mode. For example, if M is an order 3 tensor, then ME?’) are the frontal slices.
We represent a d-dimensional subspace U C R as a set of orthonormal basis vectors U = {u;}¢_; and
in some cases as n X d matrix whose columns are the basis vectors. The interpretation will be clear from

context. Define the orthogonal projection onto U as Pyv = U(UTU)"1UTv.



For a set Q C [n] co € RI?lis the vector whose elements are ¢;,i € €2 indexed lexicographically.
Similarly the matrix Ug € RI®I*4 has rows indexed by € lexicographically. Note that if U is a orthobasis
for a subspace, Ug is a || x d matrix with columns w;o where u; € U, rather than a set of orthonormal
basis vectors. In particular, the matrix Uq need not have orthonormal columns.

These definitions extend to the tensor setting with slight modifications. We use the vec operation to
unfold a tensor into a single vector and define the inner product (z,y) = vec(z)?vec(y). For a subspace
U C R®", we write it as a ([][n;) x d matrix whose columns are vec(u;), u; € U. We can then define
projections and subsampling as we did in the vector case.

As in recent work on matrix completion [7, 21], we will require a certain amount of incoherence between
the column space associated with M (M) and the standard basis.

Definition 1. The coherence of an r-dimensional subspace U C R" is:

p(U) 22 max [|Puey? @

r 1<5j<n
where e; denotes the jth standard basis element.

In previous analyses of matrix completion, the incoherence assumption is that both the row and column
spaces of the matrix have coherences upper bounded by 1o. When both spaces are incoherent, each entry of
the matrix reveals roughly the same amount of information, so there is little to be gained from adaptive sam-
pling, which typically involves looking for highly informative measurements. Thus the power of adaptivity
for these problems should center around relaxing the incoherence assumption, which is the direction we take
in this paper. Unfortunately, even under adaptive sampling, it is impossible to identify a rank one matrix that
is zero in all but one entry without observing the entire matrix, implying that we cannot completely eliminate
the assumption. Instead, we will retain incoherence on the column space, but remove the restrictions on the
row space.

4 Exact Completion Problems

In the matrix case, our sequential algorithm builds up the column space of the matrix by selecting a few
columns to observe in their entirety. In particular, we maintain a candidate column space U and test whether
a column ¢; lives in U or not, choosing to completely observe ¢; and add it to U if it does not. Balzano et
al. [2] observed that we can perform this test with a subsampled version of ¢;, meaning that we can recover
the column space using few samples. Once we know the column space, recovering the matrix, even from
few observations, amounts to solving determined linear systems.

For tensors, the algorithm becomes recursive in nature. At the outer level of the recursion, the algorithm
maintains a candidate subspace U for the mode 7" subtensors Ml(-T). For each of these subtensors, we test

whether MgT) lives in U and recursively complete that subtensor if it does not. Once we complete the
subtensor, we add it to I/ and proceed at the outer level. When the subtensor itself is just a column; we
observe the columns in its entirety.

The pseudocode of the algorithm is given in Algorithm[I] Our first main result characterizes the perfor-
mance of the tensor completion algorithm. We defer the proof to the appendix.
Theorem 2. Let M = Y|  ®, a;t) be a rank v order-T tensor with subspaces A" =
span({ag-t)}gzl). Suppose that all of AN ... AT=V) have coherence bounded above by . Set m; =

'We write [n] for {1,...,n}



Algorithm 1: Sequential Tensor Completion (M, {m;}L_;)

1. LetU = 0.
2. Randomly draw entries 2 C HtT:_ll [n¢] uniformly with replacement w. p. mr/ HtT:_ll ng.
) of M, i € [nr):
@ If [IMG) — P M3 > 0:

i. MET) + recurse on (MZ(.T), {m ¥y I5h

o (T)
T

3. For each mode-T" subtensor M

(b) Otherwise MI{") «+ U(Uguﬂ)_luﬂMg)

- - (T
4. Return M with mode-1" subtensors Mi( ).

367““1/2#6_1 log(2r/6) for each t. Then with probability > 1 — 56Tr™, Algorithm|l| exactly recovers M
and has expected sample complexity

T
36(2 ne)rT Y2 log(2r/6) 3)

t=1
In the special case of an X ... X n tensor of order 7, the algorithm succeeds with high probability

using Q(nrT=Y2ul =1 T2 log(Tr/5)) samples, exhibiting a linear dependence on the tensor dimensions.
In comparison, the only guarantee we are aware of shows that 2 ((ng nt) r) samples are sufficient for

consistent estimation of a noisy tensor, exhibiting a much worse dependence on tensor dimension [23[]. In
the noiseless scenario, one can unfold the tensor into a n; X H?:g n; matrix and apply any matrix completion
alg;)rithm. Unfortunately, without exploiting the additional tensor structure, this approach will scale with
[I;_5 n¢, which is similarly much worse than our guarantee. Note that the naive procedure that does not
perform the recursive step has sample complexity scaling with the product of the dimensions and is therefore
much worse than the our algorithm.

The most obvious specialization of Theorem [2]is to the matrix completion problem:

Corollary 3. Let M := USVT € R™*"2 have rank r, and fix § > 0. Assume j(U) < po. Setting m =
me > 36132, log(%—”), the sequential algorithm exactly recovers M with probability at least 1 — 476 + §
while using in expectation

36n1% % 1o log(2r /) + rny 4
observations. The algorithm runs in O(nynar + r3m) time.

A few comments are in order. Recht [21] guaranteed exact recovery for the nuclear norm minimization
procedure as long as the number of observations exceeds 32(n1 + no)r max{ o, 13 }3log?(2n,) where 8
controls the probability of failure and ||[UV T||o < p11/7/(n1n2) with 111 as another coherence parameter.
Without additional assumptions, 1 can be as large as pg+/r. In this case, our bound improves on his in its
the dependence on r, 119 and logarithmic terms.



The Nystrom method can also be applied to the matrix completion problem, albeit under non-uniform
sampling. Given a PSD matrix, one uses a randomly sampled set of columns and the corresponding rows
to approximate the remaining entries. Gittens showed that if one samples O(r log ) columns, then one can
exactly reconstruct a rank r matrix [12]]. This result requires incoherence of both row and column spaces, so
it is more restrictive than ours. Almost all previous results for exact matrix completion require incoherence
of both row and column spaces.

The one exception is a recent paper by Chen et al. that we became aware of while preparing the final
version of this work [8]]. They show that sampling the matrix according to statistical leverages of the rows and
columns can eliminate the need for incoherence assumptions. Specifically, when the matrix has incoherent
column space, they show that by first estimating the leverages of the columns, sampling the matrix according
to this distribution, and then solving the nuclear norm minimization program, one can recover the matrix with
Q(nrpo log? n) samples. Our result improves on theirs when r is small compared to 7, specifically when
Vrlogr < log2 n, which is common.

Our algorithm is also very computationally efficient. Existing algorithms involve successive singular
value decompositions (O(nqnor) per iteration), resulting in much worse running times.

The key ingredient in our proofs is a result pertaining to subspace detection, the task of testing if a
subsampled vector lies in a subspace. This result, which improves over the results of Balzano et al. [2], is
crucial in obtaining our sample complexity bounds, and may be of independent interest.

Theorem 4. Let U be a d-dimensional subspace of R™ and y = = + v where x € U and v € U™*. Fix
6>0 m > %d,u(U) log (%) and let Q) be an index set with entries sampled uniformly with replacement
with probability m/n. Then with probability at least 1 — 40:

m(l—a) = dp(U) 72 m
2 ol3 < llye — Poayally < (1+a)=lolf3 5)

Where o = \/2%103’;(1/6) + 2%10g(1/5), B = 6log(d/d) + %d’;(:}) log?(d/8), v =
S log(2d/6) and p(v) = nl[v]|%/|[v]I3.

3m

This theorem shows that if m = Q(max{p(v), dp(U),d\/(U)u(v)}logd) then the orthogonal pro-
jection from missing data is within a constant factor of the fully observed one. In contrast, Balzano et al. [2]
give a similar result that requires m = Q(max{u(v)?, du(U), du(U)u(v)} logd) to get a constant factor
approximation. In the matrix case, this improved dependence on incoherence parameters brings our sam-
ple complexity down from nr2u2 logr to nr®/?puglogr. We conjecture that this theorem can be further
improved to eliminate another /7 factor from our final bound.

4.1 Lower Bounds for Uniform Sampling

We adapt the proof strategy of Candes and Tao [7] to the tensor completion problem and establish the
following lower bound for uniform sampling:

Theorem 5 (Passive Lower Bound). Fix 1 < m,r < ming ns and pg > 1. Fix 0 < § < 1/2 and suppose
that we do not have the condition:

T—-1,T-1
_ _ m o T nq
log (1 T ) > =7 log (*2 5) (©)

i=1 TV j—2 TV



Then there exist infinitely many pairs of distinct ny X ... X np order-T tensors Ml # M’ of rank r with
coherence parameter < pg such that Po(M) = Pq(M') with probability at least §. Each entry is observed

independently with probability T = =™

i=1"i

Theorem [5|implies that as long as the right hand side of Equation [6]is at most ¢ < 1, and:

m < nyrT 1 ud "t log (%) (1-¢€/2) @)
then with probability at least § there are infinitely many matrices that agree on the observed entries. This
gives a necessary condition on the number of samples required for tensor completion. Note that when 7" = 2
we recover the known lower bound for matrix completion.

Theorem 5] gives a necessary condition under uniform sampling. Comparing with Theorem [2] shows that
our procedure outperforms any passive procedure in its dependence on the tensor dimensions. However, our
guarantee is suboptimal in its dependence on r. The extra factor of 1/r would be eliminated by a further
improvement to Theorem [5] which we conjecture is indeed possible.

For adaptive sampling, one can obtain a lower bound via a parameter counting argument. Observ-
ing the (i1,...,%7)th entry leads to a polynomial equation of the form ), [], a,(f)(it) = M, g If
m < r(3_, n), this system is underdetermined showing that Q((3_, n,)r) observations are necessary for
exact recovery, even under adaptive sampling. Thus, our algorithm enjoys sample complexity with optimal
dependence on matrix dimensions.

S Noisy Matrix Completion

Our algorithm for noisy matrix completion is an adaptation of the column subset selection (CSS) algorithm
analyzed by Deshpande et al. [[10]. The algorithm builds a candidate column space in rounds; at each round
it samples additional columns with probability proportional to their projection on the orthogonal complement
of the candidate column space.

To concretely describe the algorithm, suppose that at the beginning of the /th round we have a candidate
subspace U;. Then in the /th round, we draw s additional columns according to the distribution where the
probability of drawing the ¢th column is proportional to ||PUZL ci||3. Observing these s columns in full and
then adding them to the subspace U; gives the candidate subspace U for the next round. We initialize the
algorithm with U; = (). After L rounds, we approximate each column ¢ with ¢ = U (UL,ULq) Ukqca
and concatenate these estimates to form M.

The challenge is that the algorithm cannot compute the sampling probabilities without observing entries
of the matrix. However, our results show that with reliable estimates, which can be computed from few
observations, the algorithm still performs well.

We assume that the matrix M € R™ *™2 can be decomposed as a rank r matrix A and a random gaussian
matrix 2 whose entries are independently drawn from N(0,0%). We write A = ULV 7 and assume that
w(U) < pg. As before, the incoherence assumption is crucial in guaranteeing that one can estimate the
column norms, and consequently sampling probabilities, from missing data.

Theorem 6. Let () be the set of all observations over the course of the algorithm, let Uy, be the subspace
obtained after L = log(ninz) rounds and M be the matrix whose columns ¢; = U (ULoULa) " 'Ukqcqu.
Then there are constants ¢y, co such that:

~ c1
14— M|[% < WIIAH% + e2||Ral [



M can be computed from Q((ny + ny)13/2u(U)polylog(ninz)) observations. In particular, if ||A||% = 1
and R;j ~ N(0,02/(niny)), then there is a constant c, for which:

Cy

[RE

2 3/2
m— (1 +o ((m + ng)r ,u(U)polylog(nlng))>

The main improvement in the result is in relaxing the assumptions on the underlying matrix A. Existing
results for noisy matrix completion require that the energy of the matrix is well spread out across both the
rows and the columns (i.e. incoherence), and the sample complexity guarantees deteriorate significantly
without such an assumption [5,[17]. As a concrete example, Negahban and Wainwright [20] use a notion of
spikiness, measured as /n1ny ‘|‘\il\|\?
except for on one column and constant across that column.

The choices of ||A||% = 1 and noise variance rescaled by ﬁ enable us to compare our results with

related work [20]. Thinking of n; = ns = n and the incoherence parameter as a constant, our results

which can be as large as /2 in our setup, e.g. when the matrix is zero

imply consistent estimation as long as 02 = w (Wlog(n)) On the other hand, thinking of the spikiness

2
parameter as a constant, [20] show that the error is bounded by 0"2& where m is the total number of
observations. Using the same number of samples as our procedure, their results implies consistency as long
as 02 = w(rpolylog(n)). For small r (i.e. » = O(1)), our noise tolerance is much better, but their results

apply even with fewer observations, while ours do not.

6 Simulations

We verify Corollary [3[s linear dependence on n in Figure [, where we empirically compute the success
probability of the algorithm for varying values of n and p = m/n, the fraction of entries observed per
column. Here we study square matrices of fixed rank » = 5 with u(U) = 1. Figure shows that our
algorithm can succeed with sampling a smaller and smaller fraction of entries as n increases, as we expect
from Corollary[3] In Figure[I(b)] we instead plot success probability against total number of observations per
column. The fact that the curves coincide suggests that the samples per column, m, is constant with respect
to n, which is precisely what Corollary [3|implies. Finally, in Figure we rescale instead by n/ log? n,
which corresponds to the passive sample complexity bound [21]. Empirically, the fact that these curves do
not line up demonstrates that our algorithm requires fewer than log? n samples per column, outperforming
the passive bound.

The second row of Figure [I] plots the same probability of success curves for the Singular Value Thresh-
olding (SVT) algorithm [4]. As is apparent from the plots, SVT does not enjoy a linear dependence on n;
indeed Figure [I()] confirms the logarithmic dependency that we expect for passive matrix completion, and
establishes that our algorithm has empirically better performance.

In the third row, we study the algorithm’s dependence on  on 500 x 500 square matrices. In Figure
we plot the probability of success of the algorithm as a function of the sampling probability p for matrices of
various rank, and observe that the sample complexity increases with r. In Figure|I(h)| we rescale the x-axis
by r~3/2 so that if our theorem is tight, the curves should coincide. In Figure we instead rescale the
x-axis by r~! corresponding to our conjecture about the performance of the algorithm. Indeed, the curves
line up in Figure demonstrating that empirically, the number of samples needed per column is linear in
r rather than the 73/2 dependence in our theorem.

To confirm the computational improvement over existing methods, we ran our matrix completion algo-
rithm on large-scale matrices, recording the running time and error in Table [T} To contrast with SVT, we
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Figure 1: Probability of success curves for our noiseless matrix completion algorithm (top) and SVT (mid-
dle). Top: Success probability as a function of: Left: p, the fraction of samples per column, Center: np, total
samples per column, and Right: np log2 n, expected samples per column for passive completion. Bottom:
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Unknown M Results
n r m/d, m/n? | time (s)
" css ] 10 34 007 16
0.7
506 SDP | 1000 50 3.3 0.33 29
&osl 1 100 3.2 0.61 45
2oaf 1 10 34 001 3
é“’ 1 5000 50 3.5 0.07 27
£ E::W: 100 34 014 104
005 10 20 30 10 50 10 3.4 0.01 10
Row Space Coherence 10000 50 3.5 0.03 84
100 3.5 0.07 283

Figure 2: Reconstruction error as a function of row Table 1: Computational results on large low-
space incoherence for our noisy algorithm (CSS) and rank matrices. d,. = r(2n — r) is the degrees of
the semidefinite program of [20]. freedom, so m/d,. is the oversampling ratio.

refer the reader to Table 5.1 in [4]. As an example, recovering a 10000 x 10000 matrix of rank 100 takes
close to 2 hours with the SVT, while it takes less than 5 minutes with our algorithm.

For the noisy algorithm, we study the dependence on row-space incoherence. In Figure [2, we plot
the reconstruction error as a function of the row space coherence for our procedure and the semidefinite
program of Negahban and Wainwright [20], where we ensure that both algorithms use the same number
of observations. It’s readily apparent that the SDP decays in performance as the row space becomes more
coherent while the performance of our procedure is unaffected.

7 Conclusions and Open Problems

In this work, we demonstrate how sequential active algorithms can offer significant improvements in time,
and measurement overhead over passive algorithms for matrix and tensor completion. We hope our work
motivates further study of sequential active algorithms for machine learning.
Several interesting theoretical questions arise from our work:
1. Can we tighten the dependence on rank for these problems? In particular, can we bring the dependence
on r down from 73/2 to linear? Simulations suggest this is possible.
2. Can one generalize the nuclear norm minimization program for matrix completion to the tensor com-
pletion setting while providing theoretical guarantees on sample complexity?
We hope to pursue these directions in future work.
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A Proof of Corollary 3|

Corollary [3]is considerably simpler to prove than Theorem [2 so we prove the former in its entirety before
proceeding to the latter. To simplify the presentation, a number of technical lemmas regarding incoherence
and concentration of measure are deferred to sections [E]and respectively.

The proof begins by ensuring that for every column c;, if ¢; ¢ U then ||(I — Py )cjal|> > 0 with high
probability. This property is established in the following lemma:

Lemma 7. Suppose that U C U and a column c; € U but ¢; ¢ U. If m > 36r3/2 g log(2r/8) then with
probability > 1 — (I = Pg,)ejall> > 0. If ¢ (I = Pg,, )ejall* =

Proof of Lemmal[7] Decompose ¢; = x+v where z € Uandv € UL. We can immediately app]y Theoreml
and are left to verify that the left hand side of Equation I is strictly positive. Since ¢; ¢ U we know that
[[v]|3 > 0. Then:

08(1/8) + 2 1001 /8) < o/ 2 1og(1/5) + ’"“01 og(1/8) < 1/2

When m > 32ruglog(1/6). Here we used that p(v) < ru(U) since v € span(U). For :

8dp(U) 2d 8r o 2r 1
= 1 — | < 1 — ) <=
\/ 3m e\ )=\ 3m B G ) =3
Whenever m > 247 log(2r/§). Finally, with the bounds on « and v, the expression in Equation |5 is
strictly positive when 3ruo3 < m since du(U) < ruo. Plugging in the definition of 3 we require:

4r Mo m
1 o) +-—— 0
6l08(r/5) + 5 2 0g*(1/5) < 7
Which certainly holds when m > 367%/2 1 log(r/§), concluding the proof. O
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It is easy to see that if ¢; € U then ||(I — P, )ciall? = 0 deterministically and our algorithm does not
further sample these columns. We must verify that these columns can be recovered exactly, and this amounts
to checking that Ug UQ is invertible. Fortunately, this was established as a lemma in [2], and in fact, the
failure probability is subsumed by the probability in Theorem[d] Now we argue for correctness: there can be
at most r columns for which |[(I — Pg,, )cqil |2 > 0 since rank(M) < r. For each of these columns, from
Lemma we know that with probability 1 — 46 [|(I — Pg, )cqil|* > 0. By a union bound, with probability
> 1 — 4rd all of these tests succeed, so the subspace U at the end of the algorithm is exactly the column
space of M, namely U. All of these columns are recovered exactly, since we completely sample them.

The probability that the matrices Ug Uq are invertible is subsumed by the success probability of Theo-
remd] except for the last matrix. In other words, the success of the projection test depends on the invertibility
of these matrices, so the fact that we recovered the column space U implies that these matrices were invert-
ible. The last matrix is invertible except with probability § by Lemma

If these matrices are invertible, then since ¢; € U , We can write ¢; = U «; and we have:

¢ = U(Ugf]gz)ilﬁgﬁgai = Uai =

So these columns are all recovered exactly. This step only adds a factor of d to the failure probability, leading
to the final term in the failure probability of the theorem.

For the running time, per column, the dominating computational costs involve the projection Py, and
the reconstruction procedure. The projection involves several matrix multiplications and the inversion of a
r X r matrix, which need not be recomputed on every iteration. Ignoring the matrix inversion, this procedure
takes at most O(nq7) per column for a total running time of O(n1nyr). At most r times, we must recompute
(ULUq)~L, which takes O(r?m), contributing a factor of O(73m) to the total running time. Finally, we
run the Gram-Schmidt process once over the course of the algorithm, which takes O(n;7?) time. This last
factor is dominated by njnsr.

B Proof of Theorem 2

We first focus on the recovery of the tensor in total, expressing this in terms of failure probabilities in the
recursion. Then we inductively bound the failure probability of the entire algorithm. Finally, we compute
the total number of observations. For now, define 77 to be the failure probability of recovering a T-order
tensor.

By Lemma the subspace spanned by the mode-T" tensors has incoherence at most 77 —2 ,uOT*l and
rank at most  and each slice has incoherence at most r7 ! ,uonl. By the same argument as Lemma

we see that with m > 3617 /20~ log(2r/§) the projection test succeeds in identifying informative
subtensors (those not in our current basis) with probability > 1 — 4§. With a union bound over these r
subtensors, the failure probability becomes < 47§ + ¢, not counting the probability that we fail in recovering
these subtensors, which is r77_1.

For each order T' — 1 tensor that we have to recover, the subspace of interest has incoherence at most
rT=34T=2 and with probability > 1 — 4r6 we correctly identify each informative subtensor as long as
m > 36rT=3/2,T=2log(2r /). Again the failure probability is < 478 + § + r7p_s.

To compute the total failure probability we proceed inductively. 7, = 0 since we completely observe
any one-mode tensor (vector). The recurrence relation is:

Tt =4ré + 0 +r1_1 8)
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which solves to:

T—2
Tr=08+ 4" 4+ brts < 5OTrT ©)

t=1

We also compute the sample complexity inductively. Let m¢ denote the number of samples needed to
complete a T-order tensor. Then m; = nq and:

my = rme_1 + 36ntrt_1/2,u671 log(2r/6) (10)

So that my is upper bounded as:

T T
mr = T lng+ ZTT_t36ntrt_1/2u6_l log(2r/§) < 36(2 nt)rT_l/ng_l log(2r/6)
t=2 t=1

The running time is computed in a similar way to the matrix case. Assume that the running time to
complete an order ¢ tensor is:

t t
O(T(H n;) + Z mr3 Tt
i=1 i=2

Note that this is exactly the running time of our Algorithm in the matrix case.

Per order 7' — 1 subtensor, the projection and reconstructions take O(r HtT:_ll n¢), which in total con-
tributes a factor of O(r Hthl n¢). At most r times, we must complete an order 7' — 1 subtensor, and invert
the matrix UZ Uq,. These two together take in total:

T—1 T—1
0] (7“ T(H ng) + Z myr3 =17t 4 r3mT>
=1 t—2

Finally the cost of the Gram-schmidt process is 72 Hth_ll n; which is dominated by the other costs. In total
the running time is:

T -1 T T T
O (r <H nt) +r? [ e+ thr3+T_t> =0 <r (H nt> + thr3+T_t>
t=1 t=1 t=2 t=1 t=2

since 7 < np. Now plugging in that m; = O(r2(=1), the terms in the second sum are each O(r7+t+1)
meaning that the sum is O(r27+1). This gives the computational result.

C Proof of Theorem 6]

We will first prove a more general result and obtain Theorem [6as a simple consequence.

Theorem 8. Let M = A + R where A = USVT and R;; ~ N(0,0?). Let M, denote the best rank r
approximation to M. Assume that A is rank v and (U) < pg. For every 0,¢ € (0,1) sample a set of size
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__ 5Lr
§ = 5
>1-96:

at each of the L rounds of the algorithm and compute M as prescribed. Then with probability

N 1
1 = 3l < 5/4 (= RV

and the algorithm has expected sample complexity:

L? L
oy = n1 + ponay/r log? Mty
de de

The proof of this result involves some modifications to the analysis in [10]. We will follow their proof,
allowing for some error in the sampling probabilities, and arrive at a recovery guarantee. Then we will show
how these sampling probabilities can be well-approximated from limited observations.

The first Lemma analyzes a single round of the algorithm, while the second gives an induction argu-
ment to chain the first across all of the rounds. These are extensions of Theorems 2.1 and Theorems 1.2,
respectively, from [10].

Lemma9. Let M = USVT € R™*"2 gnd let U be a subspace of R™. Let E = M — Pz M and let S be
a random sample of s columns of M, sampled according to the distribution p; with:
1— o ||E]

1+ as ||E;|?
5 < < 2l 1”2
1+ a2 ||E|% 1—oaq [|E|%

Then with probability > 1 — § we have:

r 14+ as
||M 7DUUspan(S)'r‘ ||F = 851 ||EHF+||M M HF

Where Py, denotes a projection on to the best r-dimensional subspace of H and M, is the best rank r
approximation to M.

Proof. The proof closely mirrors that of Theorem 2.1 in [10]. The main difference is that we are using an
estimate of the correct distribution, and this will result in some additional error.

For completeness we provide the proof here. We number the left (respectively right) singular vectors
of M as u¥) (v)) and use subscripts to denote columns. We will construct r vectors w®, o w™ e
UuU span(S) and use them to upper bound the projection. In particular we have:

HM PUUspan ,rM||2F < ||M - ,PWMH%'

so we can exclusively work with W.
Foreachi=1,...,nyand foreach [ =1, ... s define:

. 1 )
X9 = —Ew? with probability p;
Di

That is the ¢th column of the residual F, scaled by the ith entry of the jth right singular vector, and the
sampling probability. Defining X ) = 1 Z 1 X @) , we see that:

EX®) = E[xY] = ZPZEU Ev)
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Defining w9 = Py (M)v() + X ) and using the definition of E, it is easy to verify that E[w()] = o;u(?).
It is also easy to see that w?) — o;ul) = X0) — By,
We will now proceed to bound the second central moment of w().

Efl|lw? — o;ul?|]?] = E[|| XD |*] — || Ev@||?
The first term can be expanded as:
O~ Ly s— 1o )2
E[||X™]| }:;22 11X J+ —— B
=1
So that the second central moment is:

. . 1 & . 1 .
Ef|w?) — o;u®|? = = S EIXP|] - <[1B| 2
=1

Now we use the probabilities p; to evaluate each term in the summation:

- 2 EDD2 (14 an)o? B 1+«
EX(J)QZ Az|| i < 2)Y F _ 2E
X1 = Y= < 3 22|
This gives us an upper bound on the second central moment:
11—|—OLQ
Ellw" — oju?|P] < ||E||F

To complete the proof, let y/) = w(7) /o; and define the matrix F' = (Z?Zl yDuDT)M. Since y) € W,
the column space of F is contained in W so ||M — Py (M)||% < ||M — F||%.

T

r k
1M = Fll7 =Y [(M=FpOP= 3" of+Y [losu® —w?|?
=1

=1 i=k+1

We now use Markov’s inequality on the second term. Specifically, with probability > 1 — § we have:

k
1 i : r 14 as
1M~ Fl|F < [[M — Ml + EE[ZIIUW( V= WP < IM = M]3+ t 5T a, 1Pl
i=1
O
Lemma 10. Suppose that (1+ as)/(1 — 1) < cfor some constant ¢ and for each of L rounds of sampling.
Let S1,...,S denote the sets of columns selected at each round and set s = M Then with probability

> 1— 0§ we have: 1
IM =Py g, M < T IM Myl + HI|ME
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Proof. The proof is by induction on the number of rounds L. We will have each round of the algorithm
fail with probability §/L so that the total failure probability will be at most . The base case follows from
Lemma[9] At the /th round, the same lemma tells us:

ler
1M =Py, s, M1 < IIM = Mol + I
Plugging in our choice of s and the definition of E:
1M =P g M3 < 1M = M3+ el|M — P g M3

and applying the induction hypothesis we have:

1

T IM = M5+ 7M7)

1M = PUr s, MIE < |IM = M[|F + e

which gives us the desired result. O

To complete the proof, we just need to compute how many observations are necessary to ensure that
(1+ a2)/(1 — 1) < c. We can do this by manipulating Theorem 4] and upper bounding the incoherences
of the subspaces throughout the execution of the algorithm.

Lemma 11. We have: 5
2 [|E4| 1Bl

5 1E[1% I1ElI%
with probability > 1 — 66 as long as the expected number of samples observed per column m satisfies:

m = <L2r3/2u(U)

€

[\] V)

<p; <

N | Ot

log?(n1nsy Lr/ée))

Proof. To establish the result, we will use the concentration results from Section E] and the incoherence
results form Section [E] The goal will be to apply Theorem 4 with a union bound across all rounds and all
columns, but we first need to bound the incoherences.

With a union bound, Lemma|[I4]shows that each column (once projected onto the orthogonal complement
of one of the subspaces) has incoherence O(ru(U) log(nineL/0)) with probability > 1 — §. At the same
time, Lemma [I5]reveals that with probability > 1 — § all of the subspaces in the algorithm have incoherence
at most O(u(U)log(n1L/9)).

We can now apply Theorem We will, as usual, take a union bound across all columns and all
rounds, so each § term in that lemma will be replaced with a §/(n1L). Denote by U, the subspace pro-
jected onto during the /th round of the algorithm. With m as in the lemma, the condition that m >
8/3dim(U;) p(U;) log (Qr’glL) is clearly satisfied, since dim(U;) < L;CT and p(U;) < ep(U)log(niL)9).
We also have that:

Q,uT(v) log(E) + EM log(n1L/0)

) 3 m
2 2

< Cl\/r,u(U) log®(ninoL/d) +C27‘,u(U) log”(n1neL/d) <o()
m m
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By boosting the size of m by a constant, we can make « < 1/4. For v we have:

y = \/&dlm(éfﬁp([h) log(2dim(Ul)/5) < C\/I;:f Mg) logz(n;?) <1/3

if we choose the constants correctly. Finally we have:

4 dim(U;) pu(v)

B = 6log(niLdim(T;)/d) + ngogQ(nlLdim(Ul)/é)
nrL3 . L2?u(U) 5 ningrL®
< 1 1
< log( 0% )+ moe P ( 0% )
which gives:
dim(U)u(U;) B L?ru(U) ;. 5 nirL3 LAru(U)? . 4 nyngrL?
< <0(1
m (1—7) = mde og”( 6% ) m252¢2 08 ( 0% )=o)

again using our definition of m. In particular, if we make this bound < 1/4 we then have that:

m m
nj(l —1/2)[Jv = Psvll3 > [[va — Psqvall3 > n—l(l +1/4)[|v — Psv||2
in which case: )
= [lvia — Psqvialls < §p¢
> lvia — Psquills — 2

along with the other direction.

We are essentially done proving the theorem. The total number of samples used is:

2,.3/2
ngm = Q no L2732 u(U) log® ningLr
de e

We also completely observe Q(L?r/Je) columns. In total this gives us the sample complexity bound in

Theorem 8] The failure probability is < 74 (66 from Lemma[IT]and § from Lemma|[I0).

So far we have recovered a subspace that can be used to approximate ). Unfortunately, we can-
not actually compute Py, M given limited samples. Instead, for each column ¢, we compute ¢ =
U L(UEQU LQ)’lUQ cqo and use ¢ as our estimate of the column. This is similar to another projection

operation, and the error will only be a constant factor worse than before.

Lemma 12. Let c; denote a column of the matrix M and let U denote the subspace at the end of the adaptive

algorithm. Write ¢ = U(Ugﬁg)’lUgc Then with probability > 1 — 24:

0
le—élP? < <1+m> Pgcl?

With 3 and -y defined as in Theorem
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Proof. Decompose ¢ = x + y where z € U and y € UL, It’s easy to see that & = U(ULUq) ' Uqzq so
we are left with: o R o R

ly = U(UqUa) ™ Uayl* = [lyl* + 1U(Ug Ua) ™ Uayll*
Because y € U+ so the cross term is zero. The second term here is equivalant to:

1(0&Ua) ™ Uayll* < 105 Ua) 311 Uayll3

By Lemma 3 in [2]] the first term is upper bounded by (17:% while Lemma reveals that the second
term is upper bounded by 3 %ru(f] )||y||>. Combining these two yields the result. O
1

We already showed that with our choice of m, the expression in the above Lemma is smaller than 5/4.
Moreover the probability of failure simply adds 24 to the total failure probability. Thus:

1M = M3 =" llei = &ll3 < 5/41M — Po, M|[3
and the last expression we bounded previously.

C.1 Proving the Theorem

To prove the main theorem, it is best to view M as equal to A on all of the unobserved entries. In other
words, if {2 is the set of all observations over the course of the algorithm, the random matrix R is zero on
Q. Since we never observed M on Q€, we have no way of knowing whether M was equal to A on those
coordinates. It is therefore fair to write M = A + Rq, where R is zero on Q°.

We expand the norm and then apply the main theorem:

~ ~ 5 3
A = 311 < 30 = 811+ 31 Aol < § (2o lIM - M + 3¢ I ) + 31 Rol

Now since M,. is the best rank r approximation to M (in Frobenius norm) and since A is rank r, we know
that ||[M — M,.||r < ||M — Al|r. With this substitution and setting e = 1/2, L = log,(n1n2) we will arrive
at the result (below constants are denoted by ¢ and they change from line to line):

~ C Cc
A= M|[E < alM- Al +— .

IM|[% + esl|Rallf < 1AI[% + c2l|RallE

nin2 nin2

which holds as long as nins is sufficiently large.

D Proof of Theorem 3

We start by giving a proof in the matrix case, which is a slight variation of the proof by Candes and Tao [7].
Then we turn to the tensor case, where only small adjustments are needed to establish the result. We work
in the Bernoulli model, noting that Candes’ and Tao’s arguments demonstrate how to adapt these results to
the uniform-at-random sampling model.
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D.1 Matrix Case

In the matrix case, suppose that [y = % and [ = % are both integers. Define the following blocks
Ry,...R, C[ni]and Cy,...C, C [ng] as:

R, = {ll(l — 1) + 1,ll(i — 1) +2,.. lll}

Ci = {Li@E-1)+1LLE-1)+2,...1i}

Now consider the n; X ng family of matrices defined by:
M:{Zukv,ﬂuk:[l, )" @ 1r,, vk = 1¢, } (11)
k=1

M is a family of block-diagonal matrices where the blocks have size I; x 5. Each block has constant rows
whose entries may take arbitrary values in [1, \/Ji0]. For any M € M, the incoherence of the column space
can be computed as:
n n (upej)? _m 1o
M) = 5 Pl = S e R < M g
A similar calculation reveals that the row space is also incoherent with parameter (.

Unique identification of M is not possible unless we observe at least one entry from each row of each
diagonal block. If we did not, then we could vary that corresponding coordinate in the appropriate uj and
find infinitely many matrices M’ € M that agree with our observations, have rank and incoherence at
most r and g respectively. Thus, the probability of successful recovery is no larger than the probability of
observing one entry of each row of each diagonal block.

The probability that any row of any block is unsampled is 71 = (1 — p)'2 and the probability that all
rows are sampled is (1 — 71 )™*. This must upper bound the success probability 1 — 4. Thus:

—nymy > ng log(l —mp) > log(l —6) > —2§

or 7 < 20/ as long as § < 1/2. Substituting 7; = (1 — p)'2 we obtain:

1 20 20
log(1 —p) < —log () = M og ()
lg ny U») ny

as a necessary condition for unique identification of M.
Exponentiating both sides, writing p = -

% > gz — 22/2 gives us:
m > niporlog (25> (1—¢/2)

when pio7/n2 log(54) < e < 1.

D.2 Tensor Case

Fix T, the order of the tensor and suppose that [; = “* is an integer. Moreover, suppose that [; = ﬁ is an
integer for 1 < ¢ < T'. Define a set of blocks, one for each mode and the family

BY = {L(i—1)+1,L(i—1)+2,...,Li}Vi e [r],t € [p]
o) = [1, io]" @1
a; B®

M = Z®t 1@ zt)

(t)—l (t),].<t<T
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This is a family of block-diagonal tensors and just as before, straightforward calculations reveal that each
subspace is incoherent with parameter po. Again, unique identification is not possible unless we observe
at least one entry from each row of each diagonal block. The difference is that in the tensor case, there
are [[, £1 l; entries per row of each diagonal block so the probability that any single row is unsampled is

m = (1- p)nwf1 li | Again there are n; rows and any algorithm that succeeds with probability 1 — § must
satisfy:

—Nn17m1 Z ni 10g(1 — 7T1) Z 10g(1 — 5) Z —20

Which implies m; < 2§/n (assuming § < 1/2). Substituting in the definition of 7, we have:

1 26 I=1,1-1 20
log(1 —p) < log <) =T log ()
[Liz;li m [Lizj i

T—1

T—-1
The same approximations as before yield the bound (as long as “lf’-[irn log(5}) <e< 1)
iy M
> T-1,T—1] m .
m>nipy T g 55 (1—¢/2)

E Properties about Incoherence

A significant portion of our proofs revolve around controlling incoherences of various subspaces used
throughout the execution of the algorithms The following technical lemmas will enable us to work with
these quantities.

Lemma 13. Let Uy C R™ Uy C R™2,...Upr C R"7T be subspaces of dimension at most d, let Wy C Uy
have dimension d'. Define S = span({@thlugt) 4 ). Then:

(@) p(Wr) < 20 1(Uy).

(b) w(S) < dT T, w(Uy).

Proof. For the first property, since Wy is a subspace of Ui, Pw,e; = Pw,Pu,e; s0 |[Pw,ejl|3 <
||Pu, e;]|3. The result now follows from the definition of incoherence.
For the second property, we instead compute the incoherence of:

S’ = span <{®tT_IU(t)}u(t)eU Vt)

which clearly contains S. Note that if {ugt)} is an orthonormal basis for U; (for each ¢), then the outer
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product of all combinations of these vectors is a basis for S’. We now compute:

T
S = M max Py (L ek, 2
W)= S e P
[Ty m (1) 2
= —p———— max Z <®t 1Y, ,®t 1€k, )

Ht:l dim(Uy) Frs-kr

1150007

T, n = T
_ i=1"" ‘ 2
= amy e 2 e e

[1;=, dim(U;) j=1 A ' t
Now, property (a) establishes that ;(S) < TT (S’) which is the desired result. O

Lemma 14. Let U be the column space of M and let V' be some other subspace of dimension at most
n1/2 — k. Let v; = Py 1.¢; for each column c;. Then with probability > 1 — §:

mzaxu(v,;) < 3ku(U) + 241og(2ning/d) = O(ku(U) log(nina/J))

Proof. Decompose v; = x; + r; where x; € U N V+andr; € UL N VL. Since each column is composed
of a deterministic component living in U and a random component, it must be the case that r; is a random
gaussian vector living in U NV'+, which is a subspace of dimension at least ny —d > n; —dim(U)—dim (V).
We can now proceed with the bound:

lillse o Malloo + Il

plo)) = m < 3m
[|vil |3 sl I3 + |7l [5

2 12
B T 14
ST I

602n1 log(2 )

< Shu(U) + o°ny log( nlng/ )

02(ny — d) — 20%./(n1 — d)log(n2/d)

For the second line, we used that % < >_; 3 whenever a;, b; > 0 which is the case here. Finally we use

Lemma [19|on the denominator, [20{on ‘the numerator and a union bound over all ny columns. For (n, — d)

sufficiently large (as long as \/(n1 — d) logns /6 < (ny — d)/4) and if d < n;/2 we can bound as:

12n1 log(2n1n2/0)
ny — d

3kp(U) + < 3ku(U) + 241og(2n1n2/0)

O

Lemma 15. Let I} = Ui:1 S; and let U; = span({c;}ic1,) as in the execution of the noisy algorithm. If
|I;| < n1/2 then with probability > 1 — §, for all | € [L], we have:

w(U1) = O(u(U)log(n1 L/5))
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Proof. Ttis clear that U; C span({¢; }ier,) U span({r; }:cr,) which will make things much easier to analyze.
Note that span({c;};c;,) C U the original incoherent subspace and let Rj, denote the random matrix of
columns corresponding to ;. We then have:

1Pu,eill3

IN

IPueills + ||PurPr; eills < [|Pueills + [|Pr;, eills
ru(U)
1

IN

+[Rp|13I(R, Rr,) 1H§||R£ei||%

T
. ru(U)+(f+ |l|+ |1|+2 [, 1og(1/3) + 21log(1/5))
ni \/|Tl

Now if |I;| < ny/2 and ¢ is not exponentially small, the contribution from the random matrix is:

w/ 1+ /] + /210g(2/6))?

— \/‘Il — \/210g 2/6

So the total incoherence will be (note that dim(U;) = |I;| with probability 1 since |;| < nq/2):

n (’/‘M(U)
L\ n

(] + 2/ |11 log(1/6) + 21og(1/6)) = O(| 11| 1og(1/6)/n1)

i} max||73Ulel|2 <

w(Up) = I

+ O(IIzl/n)> = O(=p(U) +1) = O(u(U) log(1/6))

11|
The failure probability here is dn L if there are L rounds so the incoherence is:

w(U1) = O(u(U) log(n1 L))

F A Collection of Concentration Results

We enumerate several concentration of measure lemmas that we use throughout our proofs. Many of these
are well known results and we provide the references to their proofs.

F.1 Proof of Theorem 4

We improve on the result of Balzano et al. [2]] to establish Theorem [4] The proof parallels theirs but with
improvements to two key Lemmas. The improvement stems from using Bernstein’s inequality in lieu of
standard Chernoff bounds in the concentration arguments and carries over into our sample complexity guar-
antees. Here we state and prove the two lemmas and then sketch the overal proof.

Lemma 16. With the same notations as Theoremd| with probability > 1 — 20.

(1—a)*||v|\2<|\m|\2 (1“‘@)*”””2 (12)

Proof. The difference between Lemma and Lemma 1 from [2] is in the definition of «. Here we have
reduced the relationship between p(v) and m from p(v)?/m to p(v)/m. The proof is an application of
Bernstein’s inequality.
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Let X; = vé(i) sothat >_i" | X; = ||vg||3. We can compute the variance and bound for X;; as:
0% = ZU *Hvll lol3, M = max|X;| < [[v]|%,
Now we apply Berstein’s inequality:
m m 1 —t2
i=1 i=1 3
Noting that E[}"7" | X;] = ||v||3 and setting ¢ = o ||v||3 the bound becomes:

= m —a?ml||v||3 —a’m
P =ll2] <2 2 <2 . —
( . T '””2> S <2n||v|zo<1+a/3>> = <2u(v)(1+a/3))

m
X; — —|vl|3
> X = 2l

Finally plugging in the definition of « from the theorem shows that the right hand side is < 24. O

i=1

In similar spirit to Lemma[I6] we can also improve Lemma 2 from [2] using Bernstein’s inequality:

Lemma 17. With the same notations as Theorem[)| with probability at least 1 — §:

mdu( )

UG Q||2<ﬂ o[ (13)

Proof. Again the improvement in our Lemma is in the expression § where we have an improved dependence
between m and u(y). The proof is an application of Bernstein’s inequality. Note that:

UG vall3 = de (Zuﬂvi)Q - Zd: (ZXN,)Z

j=1 \i€Q j=1 \i€Q
Where we have defined X;; = >, u;xv;1g(;)=k. We have:

1 n
E[X;i] =0, E[X},] = n Z (ujnvr)® 2 02, [ Xl < lluglloolv]lcc 2 M
k=1

We apply Bernstein’s inequality and take a union bound, so that with probability > 1 — §:
Vi=1,....d Y X;i < /2mo?log(d/d)+ Mlog(d/a)

d
m | Y o7 | log(d/s) + ng2 log?(d/6)

j=

M=~
—
-
e
2
IN

<.
Il
—_
—

Notice that:

d d n n d
S0t = LSS < E S Sz < Lol iganwy m
: ; i=1 j=1



Notice also that ||u;||2, < du(U)/n. Plugging in these bounds, with probability > 1 — §:

2 Pl gt + 5 Mol o af))

n o n 9 n

w&m%s3(

mduU), o ddp(v) . 9
< = 6log(d/d) + - ——=log*(d/é
< D)3 (ot0m(ass) + 5 P 10g?(d/a)
Where we used that |[v]|2, < ||v||31(v)/n via the definition of incoherence. O

It will also be essential for these projections matrices to be invertible even with missing observations, as
this will allow us to reconstruct columns of the matrix.

Lemma 18 ([2]). Let § > 0 and m > Sryglog(2r/s), Then:

n
ULUQ) Y2 € 7——— 14
L T (14)
with probability > 1 — &, provided that v < 1. In particular UL Uq, is invertible.
Proof of Theoremd] Let WIWq = (ULUq) L. If Lemmaholds, UL Ug is invertible so
vaUa(UgUa) ™ Ugva = |[Walgvalls < [[Wall3llUGvall3 < I(UGUa) " I[1UGvall3
And therefore:
_ m du(U) B
o0~ Pravall = loall3 — vBUR(UFUn) U un = (1 — ) Zljol - P47 2o
yields the lower bound. The upper bound follows from the same decomposition and Lemma [T6] O

F.2 Concentration for Gaussian Vectors and Matrices

We will also need several concentration results pertaining to gaussian random vectors and gaussian random
matrices. The first of these will help us bound the /5 norm of a gaussian vector:

Lemma 19. [19] Let X ~ x?3. Then with probability > 1 — 24:
—24/dlog(1/6) < X —d < 2+/dlog(1/8) + log(1/6)

A gaussian random vector r has incoherence that depends on ||r||2, so it is crucial that we can control
the maximum of gaussian random variables.

Lemma 20. Let X1,..., X, ~ N(0,02). Then with probability > 1 — §:

max | X;| < o4/2log(2n/d)

Finally, we will be projecting on to perturbed subspaces so we will need to control the coherence of these
subspaces. The spectrum of the perturbation, will play a role in the coherence calculations.

Lemma 21. [24] Let R be a n X t whose entries are independent standard normal random variables. Then
for every € > 0, with probability 1 — 2 exp{—e?/2}, one has:

f_ \/E_ € S Orrlin(R) S Urrlax(R) S \/H_F \/E‘i‘ €
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