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On the Computational Intractability of
Exact and Approximate Dictionary Learning

Andreas M. Tillmann

Abstract—The efficient sparse coding and reconstruction of
signal vectors via linear observations has received a tremelous
amount of attention over the last decade. In this context, th
automated learning of a suitable basis or overcomplete dianary
from training data sets of certain signal classes for use inmarse
representations has turned out to be of particular importarce
regarding practical signal processing applications. Mospopular
dictionary learning algorithms involve NP-hard sparse recovery
problems in each iteration, which may give some indication lbout
the complexity of dictionary learning but does not constitue
an actual proof of computational intractability. In this te chnical
note, we show that learning a dictionary with which a given st
of training signals can be represented as sparsely as poskb
is indeed NP-hard. Moreover, we also establish hardness of
approximating the solution to within large factors of the optimal
sparsity level. Furthermore, we give NP-hardness and non-
approximability results for a recent dictionary learning v ariation
called the sensor permutation problem. Along the way, we ats
obtain a new non-approximability result for the classical parse
recovery problem from compressed sensing.

Index Terms—(SAS-MALN, MLSAS-SPARSE) Machine
Learning, Compressed Sensing, Computational Complexity

|. INTRODUCTION

S a central problem in compressed sensing (CS)[[1], [
[3], the task of finding a sparsest exact or approximag
solution to an underdetermined system of linear equatio
has been a strong focus of research during the past dec
Denoting by||z||o the so-calledy-norm, i.e., the number of

nonzero entries iz, the sparse recovery problem reads

min ||z||o s.t. |1Dx —yll2 <6, (Pg)

various types of dictionaries were shown or designed tobeixhi
favorable recoverability properties. In particular, tresential
assumption of (exact or approximate) sparse represeityabil
of certain signal classes using specific dictionaries ha&n be
empirically verified in many practical signal processinglap
cations; for instance, natural images are known to admisgpa
approximations over discrete cosine or wavelet béses [2].
Nevertheless, a predetermined setup typically cannoy full
capture the true structure of real-world signals; thusnaisi
fixed dictionary D naturally restricts the achievable sparsity
levels of the representations. Indeed, the simultanecarsise
for both dictionary and sparse representations of a seawf-tr
ing signals—commonly referred to akctionary learning—
was demonstrated to allow for significantly improved spgrsi
levels using the learned dictionary instead of an anallytica
structured or random one. Successful applications ofadiety
learning include diverse tasks such as image inpainfinf [11
[12], denoising [[1B], [[14] and deblurring [15], or audio and
speech signal representationl[16],1[17], to name but a few.
Somewhat informally, the dictionary learning (DL) prob-
lem can be stated as3iven a collection of training data
ectorsy’,...,y? € R™ and a positive integen, find a
atrix D € R™*™ that allows for the sparsest possible
resentationse’ such thatDz/ = g7 (for all j). This
k can be formalized in different ways, and there exist
ny variants seeking dictionaries with further propsr§iech
as incoherence [18] or union-of-basés][19]; see also, e.g.,
[20], [21], [12]. Moreover, several DL algorithms have been
developed over the past years; the frequently encountened h
sparse recovery subproblems are typically treated byickdss

for a given matrixD € R™*™ with m < n and an estimate methods from CS. We refer to [22], 23], [24]. 125], [26]. 1.2

6 > 0 of the amount of error contained in the measureme

y € R™. Both the noisefree problertP,) = (P)) and the
error-tolerant varianf  with 6 > 0 are well-known to be

r‘[ﬁl], [28] (and references therein) for a broader overvidw o

well-established DL techniques and some more recent sesult
In this paper, we are concerned with the computational

NP-hard in the strong sense, cfl [4, problem MPS] and [Shomplexity of dictionary leaming. Due to its combinatoria

and also difficult to approximatel[6],.][7].

nature, it is widely believed to be a very challenging prob-

Groundbreaking results from CS theory include qualificgsr, put to the best of our knowledge, a formal proof of
tory conditions (on the dictionar> and the solution sparsity s intractability claim was missing. We contribute to the

level) which vyield efficient solvability of the generally tth

problems by greedy methods—e.g., orthogonal matchin
pursuit (OMP) [8]—or (convex) relaxations such as Basissult for DL see Sectiof]Il.

Pursuit [9] (replacing theg-norm by the/;-norm); seel[2],
[3], [LO] for overviews. Subsequently, numerous optimimat

algorithms have been tailored to sparse recovery tasks, g
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theoretical understanding of the problem by providing an
RP-hardness proof as well as a strong non-approximability
Furthermore, we proM&-
hardness and non-approximability of an interesting new DL
variant—thesensor permutation problenwhere the sought
iCtionary is constrained to be related to a given sensing
matrix via unknown row permutations; see Secfiah Il for the
details. As a byproduct, we also obtain a nd®-hardness of
approximation result for the sparse recovery probl.(P
Remark 1:Recall that NP-hardness implies that no
polynomial-time solution algorithm can exist, under the
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most-widely believed theoretical complexity assumptibatt A. NP-Hardness
P#NP [4]. Further, strong NP-hardness can be understood, as the following results show, finding a dictionary with
in a nutshell, as an indication that a problem’s intractgbil \yhich the training signals can be represented with optimal
does not depend on ill-conditioning of the input coeffic@nt gparsity is indeed a computationally intractable problem.
This additionally implies that (unlesB=NP) there cannot  Theorem 2:Solving the dictionary learning problerl (2) is
exist a pseudo-polynomial-time exact algorithm and noheve Np_hard in the strong sense, even when restricting m.
fully polynomial-time approximation scheme (FPTAS), i&n Proof: We reduce from thematrix sparsification(MS)
algorithm that solves a minimization problem within a faCtOprobIem: Given a full-rankmatrid € Q<P (m < p), find
of (1+¢) of the optimal value in polynomial time with respect, regular matrixB € R™*™ such thatBM has as few
to the input size and /<, see [4]. For a thorough and detailed, 5 erq entries as possible. (The full-rank assumptiorots n
treatment of complexity theory, we refer {q [4]. [29]. mandatory, but can be made w.l.o.g.r#fok(M) = k < m,
m — k rows can be zeroed in polynomial time by elemen-
Il. THE COMPLEXITY OF DICTIONARY LEARNING tary row operations, reducing the problem to sparsifying th
As mentioned in the introduction, different philosophiegemaining k-row submatrix.) The MS problem was shown
or goals lead to different formulations of dictionary leia@ to be NP-hard in [30, Theorem 3.2.1] (see aldo [31].][10]),
problems, which are usually captured by the general form by a reduction fronsimple max cytcf. [4, problem ND16];
. since this reduction constructs a binary matrix (of dimensi
D XY D)+ h(X 1 ; . .
glg}f( X5 Y) +9(D) + h(X), @) polynomially bounded by the cut problem'’s input graph size)
where the variables are the dictionaly € R™*" (for an a NP-hardness of MS in fact holds in the strong sense, and we

priori chosenn) and the matrixX € R™*?, whose columns May even assume w.l.0.g. thaf € {0, 1}"™*7. _
are the representation vectaeé of the given training signals oM an instance of MS, we obtain an equivalent instance
4’ (W.r.t. the linear model assumptidda’ ~ y7), collected in Of @ as follows: Setn = m and letY := M. Then,
Y € R™*? as its columns; the function ¢ andh express a the task () is to findD € R™*™ and X € R™*? such
data fidelity term, and constraints or penalties/regutasifor that DX =Y and | X[|, is minimal. (Note that the sought
the dictionary and the representation coefficient vectasp. dictionary in fact constitutes a basis f&™, since M has

In the (ideal) noiseless case, the usual approach (see, éudl row-rank m, thus requiring this of the dictionary as well,

; as discussed above.) Clearly, an optimal solutiéh,,( X.
[11], [210, [25]) is
' ' . of this dictionary learning instance gives an optimal Solut
min [| X[, st DX=Y, (2) B, =D;! of MS, with B,M = X,. It remains to note that

) ] ) the reduction is indeed polynomial, since the matrix iniears
which fits the framework[{1) by setting(D, X;Y) = an be performed in strongly polynomial time by Gaussian
X(px=v}(D,X) (where x is the indicator function, i.e., glimination, cf. [32]. Thus,[2) is strongl)P-hard. [ ]
f(D,X;Y)=0if DX =Y andoo otherwise),g(D) := 0 Remark 3:The aboveNP-hardness result easily extends to
andh(X) := || X||, (extending the usual notation to matricesyariants of[2) with the additional constraint that, for soaon-
| X, counts the nonzero entries iX). This problem is a g¢ant.. - D,z < c for all j, or | D|> = tr(DTD) < c
natural extension ofPy), and can also be seen as a matriXys treated in[16]): Since the discrete objectives areriaut
factorization problem. To mitigate scaling ambiguitiese®f- 4 gcaling in both the dictionary learning and the MS problem
ten setsy(D) = X{||p,[,<1 vj=1....n} (D), i.€., the columns (nere is always also an optimaD’ (achieving the same
of D are required to have bounded norms; €f.[26]I [16]. nymber of nonzeros in the correspondiid) that obeys the

Note that ifn is not fixed a priori to a value smaller than  ,5rm constraints and yields an associated optimal solution
the dictionary learning task becomes trivial: Then, we doulg: _ (D’)~! of the MS problem. (Clearly, this argument

just take D = [v',...,y?] and exactly represent every remains valid for a host of similar norm constraints as well.
using only one column. (Clearly, this also holds for vamant 1 js not known whether the decision version of the MS
which allow representation errors, .z’ —y’[l2 <0 for  ropjem is contained iNP (and thus not onlyNP-hard but
sor_ned > 0, or minimize such errors under hard sparsity ”mitﬁlP—compIete) 30]. Similarly, we do not know if the decision
[#7jo < k for somek > 1.) Thus, requiring: < p is hardly  proplem associated withl(2)—“give¥ € Q™*? and positive
restrictive, in particular since the training data set (aedce, integersk and n, decide whether there exisD ¢ R™*"

p) is usually very large—intuitively, the more samples of a4 x € R such thatDX = Y and | X, < k'—is
certain signal class are available for learning the dietign ., ntained inNP, even in the square case— m'o -

the better the outcome will be adapted to that signal class—

and with respect to storage aspects and efficient (algoic)hm ] -

applicability of the learned dictionary, settling for a drem B:- Non-Approximability

number of dictionary atoms is well-justified. Similarky, < n Since for NP-hard problems, the existence of efficient
is a natural assumption, since sparsity of the coefficiectiore (polynomial-time) general exact solution algorithms isahed

is achieved via appropriate representation bases or rediggd impossible, it is natural to search for good approximation
(overcompleteness) of the dictionary; also, at least fiagda, methods. Indeed, virtually all well-known dictionary learg

one can expectank(Y) = m, in which caserank(D) = algorithms can be interpreted (in a vague sense) as “approx-
m < n becomes necessary to maintdihX =Y. imation schemes” since, e.g., tlfg-norm is convexified to
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the /;-norm, constraints may be turned to penalty terms in I1l. SPARSECODING WITH UNKNOWN SENSOR
the objective (regularization), etc. However, even diarding LOCATIONS

the computatiopal costs of th_e algorithms_, Iitt!e is known Recently, an interesting new problem was introduced in
about the quality of the obtained approximations; severgl3) and dubbed the “sensor permutation problem” (for short
recent works alo_ng these lines started mvestlga_tlng tmad SP). Here, it is assumed that the dictionaly is known
recovery properties and error guarantees of dictionaryieg ;1o a permutation of its rows, and one wishes to obtain
algorithms, see, e.gl. [33].[B4]. [28]; in particuldr, [¥hows {he sparsest representations of the observa@érachievable

the importantance of a good dictionary initialization. via permuting these rows—or equivalently, the measurement
The non-existence of an FPTAS (cf. Rematk 1) itself doggyries. This approach can model, e.g., faulty wiring in the

not generally rule out the existence of an efficient algamith ,o4surement system set(ip|[43]. Formally, the SP problem can
with some constant approximation guarantee. However, Wg siated as

show below that it isalmostNP-hard to approximate the
dictionary learning problenil2) to within large factors bkt min [X], st AX=PY, PcPp,, )
optimal achievable sparsity of representations. AlnidBt- ’
hardness means that no polynomial-time algorithm (here, where A € R™*" is a known dictionaryy” € R™*? and
achieve the desired approximation ratio) can exist so lag Bm = {P € {0,1}™*™ : |P|, = |P|| = 1, PTP = I}
NPZDTIME(NPeW(oe N)) ‘where N measures the input sizedenotes the set of ath x m permutation matrices[(3) can
(usually, dimension); cf[[35]. This complexity assumptis also be seen as a special case of the general dictionary learn
stronger tharP#£NP, but also firmly believed (cf., e.gl [86], ing framework [1), withf(D, X;Y) = x(px-v}(D, X),
[37], [39]); it essentially amounts to the claim that notP- g(D) = X{p=pTa.pep,}(D) andh(X) = || X],.
hard problems admit a quasi-polynomial-time determiaisti- As our following results show, the sensor permutation
lution algorithm. Many of the best known non-approximaiili problem is computationally intractable, even for “niceput
results are based on this assumption (see, €.0., [39]..[36]) that does not contain numbers of highly varying sizes.
Theorem 4:For anye > 0, the dictionary learning prob- Theorem 7:Problem [[B) isNP-hard in the strong sense,
lem (2) cannot be approximated within a factor2¥fs ~™ even if A andY are binary and = 1. Moreover, for any
in polynomial time, unles®lPCDTIME (mpely(logm)), a € (0,1) and anye > 0, there is no polynomial-time
Proof: In [40], aimostNP-hardness of approximating thealgorithm to approximaté13) within a factor 6f — «) In(m)
optimal value of the matrix sparsification prob&m within unless P=NP, or to within a factor of2°s' "™ unless
a factor of 2lo8"**W'm (e 2lg*"m for any ¢ > 0) NPCDTIME(mPo¥(eem)) These results remain valid when
was shown, based on results from][35] for the problem & X = PY is relaxed to| AX — PY |, <dfor0 <0 € R,
minimizing the number of violated equations in an infeasibland/orm is replaced byn.
linear equation system (see aldd [6], where this is calledFor the proof, recall the well-known stronglyP-hard Set
MinULR). A closer inspection of[[40, Section 3] and_[35,Cover problem (SC, cf[[4, problem SP5]): “Given a st
Theorems 7 and 8] reveals that this non-approximabilitultesand a collectiorC of subsets ofS, find acover of minimum
in fact holds up to factors a2z’ "™ for anye > 0. Since cardinality, i.e., a subcollectiod’ of as few sets fronC as
our reduction in the proof of Theoref 2 is cost-preservingossible such thdt)..., C = S”. A cover C' is calledexact
this result carries over directly. m fCnD=0forall C,D e C' (in other words, if every
This shows that it is extremely unlikely to efficiently learrelement ofS is contained in exactly one set froffi).
a dictionary that yields provably good approximations af th We will employ the following very recent result:
sought sparse representations of the training data. Proposition 8 ([44, Theorem 2])For every0 < o < 1,
Remark 5:The extensions of problem](2) that incorporatthere exists a polynomial-time reduction from an arbitrary
norm bounds orD are equally hard to approximate since thenstance of the strongl\NP-complete satisfiability problem
respective objectives do not differ from the original matri(SAT, cf. [4, problem LO1]) to an SC instance,() with
sparsification problem’s objective, cf. Remhrtk 3. Moreotlee a paramete: € IN such that if the input SAT instance is
chain of reductions ending in the above result and startiitly wsatisfiable, there is an exact cover of siz€and no smaller
[35, Theorem 7], maintains a polynomial relationship betwe covers), whereas otherwise, every cover has size at least
the dimensions (here; andp); thus, almostNP-hardness also (1 — «) In(|S]) k.
holds for approximation to withilos' "7, Recall also that, for any > 0, approximating the sparse
Remark 6:One may also be interested in learningaaral- recovery problem@ (with any § > 0) to within factors
ysis dictionary €, minimizing ||Qx||o (for given x), see, 2l°¢' " is almostNP-hard, by [7, Theorem 3]. (In fact,
e.g., [41], [42]. Imposing thaf2 has full rank excludes the although it clearly goes through fdr= 0 as well, [7] states
trivial solution © = 0 and, in fact, the square case then ighe proof of this only for§ > 0, because the corresponding
completely equivalent to the MS problem, showing strongsult for (R) had already been shown inl[6] before.) The
NP-hardness and almobiP-hardness of approximation forproof of [7, Theorem 3] is based on a special SC instance
analysis dictionary learning; Remaikis 3 &nd 5 apply sityilar construction from[[45] (see als6_[35, Proposition 6]) samil
1The MS problem in[[4D] is defined precisely in transposed foompared to that from PI‘OpOSItIOE_lB. . .
to the present paper, i.e., there, one seeks to sparsify-eafid matrix with Remark 9:In the special SC instances underlying the above
more rows than columns by right-multiplication with an irtlsle matrix. results, it holds thaiC| and |S| are polynomially related, so
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that all non-approximability results stated in this sectadso Theorem 7] and]7, Theorem 3]: Farlarge enough (and some
hold with m (= |S|) replaced byn (= |C]). fixed paira, ¢), 218" "7 > (1 —a)lIn(n), but the assumption
We are now ready to prove the main result of this sectioP-NP is weaker tharNPZDTIME (nP°y(logn)),
Proof of Theoreni]7: Let (S, C, k, @) be a Set Cover
instance as in Propositidn 8, and let = |C|, m = |S|. IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS
Following the proof of[[7, Theorem 3], we first transform the

task of finding a minimum-cardinality set cover to the sparse N this note, we gave formal proofs fdP-hardness and
recovery problem (p): Define D € {0,1}*" by setting non-approximability of several dictionary learning preins.

D;; = 1if and only if thei-th element ofS is contained in While perhaps not very surprising, these results provide
théj-th set fromC, and sety := 1, i.e., the all-ones vector of & complexity-theoretical justification for the common ap-
lengthm. It is easily seen that the support of every solutioRroaches to tackle dictionary learning tasks by inexachous

x of Dz = y induces a set cover (if some element wa@nd heuristics without performance guarantees.

not covered, at least one row of the equality system would While preparing this manuscript, we became aware of a
evaluate t) = 1, contradictingDa: = y). Conversely, every related result presen_ted at ICASSP 2014, [_46]. In that
exact cover induces a solution of the sandgnorm as the WOrk, the authors clainNP-hardness of approximating

cover size (putrcc_ =1 for th(_a _setsC contained in the egact min |[DX — Y”i st | X, <k ¥i=1,....p (4)
cover, and zero in the remaining components). Thus, if thereD, X

is an exactcover of sizek, there is ak-sparse solution of 5 \yithin a givenadditive error w.r.t. the objective (i.e., not
Dz = y. Conversely, if all set covers have size at leagfjthin a factor of the optimal value), for the case in whidfi
(1 —a)ln(m)k, then necessarily att with Dz = y have contains only two columns anidis fixed to1. Unfortunately,
[2llo > (1 —a)In(m) k (because otherwise, the support®f @] does not contain a proof, and at the time of writing,
would yield a set cover of size smaller théh—a)In(m) k). e could not locate it elsewhere. Note also that, cleafly, (4
This instance of () is now easily transformed into onejs giso a special case of the general formulatidn (1)—using
of the sensor permutation prople (3): We sét:= D, f(D,X;Y) = |\DX—Y||§, hX) = x{1x; o<k v} (X)
Y =y (thus,p = 1). Now, sinceY = 1, PY =Y anq¢(D) = 0—but that the results from the present paper
for all P € 7y, and the choice of> has no influence on anq from [46] nevertheless pertain to different problenaghb
the solution. Thus, indeed, the SP probldih (3) for theése 4 \yhich are often referred to as “dictionary learning’.
andY" has precisely the same solution value as the abovefyyre research closely related to the present work could
constructed instance of (P Since solving the original Setjycjyde investigating the potential use of matrix sparatfin
Cover instance is (stronglyyP-hard (by Propositiofl8), and pased heuristics for dictionary learning purposes (e.herw
all constructed numbers and their encoding lengths réM@Aming a union-of-bases dictionary as [inl[19]).
polynomially bounded by the input parameter(andn), this  Note also that the reduction frori [40] does not admit trans-
immediately shows the claimed stroh-hardness result. In terring theNP-hardness of approximating MinULR to within
fact, could we approximate, in polynomial time, the optimal constant factor (seg [35, Theorem 5]) to the MS problem.
solution value of [(B) to within a factor ofl — «)In(m), (gjimilarly, the reduction to MS iri.[30] apparently does nc#p
then we could also decide the SAT instance underlying t@re approximation ratios.) Such non-approximabilisutts
SC problem from Propositidd 8 in polynomial time, which i§,nqer the slightly weakeP£NP assumption hence remain
impossible unlesB=NP. Therefore, for any) < a < 1, even e for problem[2) (and its norm-constrained variants).
approximating[(B) to within factor§l — ) In(m) is NP-hard. - Ajsq the complexities of dictionary learning with-objective
For the second non-approximability result of Theof@m 7, i 4/or noise-awareness (e.g., constrajisX — Y'||¢ < & for
suffices to note that the construction above is cost-presgrvs 0) remain important open problems. -

and that the (F) instance in the proof of_[7, Theorem 3] . the other hand, one may wish to focus on “good

also hasy = 1. Hence, we can directly transfer the NONfews”, e.g., by designing efficient approximation algarigh

approximability properties, and conclude that there is ng¢ give performance guarantees not too much worse than our

plolwgmlal-tlme algorithm approximatingl(3) to lvv(|lth|n)tms intractability thresholds, or by identifying special casehich

2og_ * (for any e > 0), unlessNPCDTIME(n>>Y Og?_l )- are notably easier to solve. Also, it would be interesting to
Finally, the above results extend to the noise-awagRelop further “hybrid algorithms” that combine relaxati

SPproblem variant by treating the relaxed constrainf§ethods and tools from combinatorial optimization, such as
|[AX — PY|, < ¢ for 6 > 0 completely analogously 0 {ha pranch & bound procedure froin [43].
the proof of [7, Theorem 3] (we omit the details) and, by

Remark®, remain valid w.r.t. eithen or n. [ ]
Remark 10:The decision version of3) is easily seen to be ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
in NP (for rational input), and henclP-complete. The author would like to thank Yonina Eldar and Julien
Note that the first part of the above proof yields a neMairal for enticing him to look into dictionary learning, Ré
non-approximability result for sparse recovery: Gribonval for bringing the sensor permutation problem t® hi
Corollary 11: For anya € (0, 1), it is NP-hard to approx- attention, as well as Imke Joormann, Marc Pfetsch and two
imate @ to within a factor of(1 — a)In(n). anonymous referees for their valuable comments on an earlie

This complements the previously known results from [B4ersion of the manuscript.
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