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EFFICIENT LOW RANK MATRIX RECOVERY WITH FLEXIBLE GROUP SPARSE
REGULARIZATION

QUAN YU, MINRU BAI, XINZHEN ZHANG*

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we present a novel approach to the low rank matrix recovery (LRMR) problem by
casting it as a group sparsity problem. Specifically, we propose a flexible group sparse regularizer (FLGSR)
that can group any number of matrix columns as a unit, whereas existing methods group each column as a
unit. We prove the equivalence between the matrix rank and the FLGSR under some mild conditions, and
show that the LRMR problem with either of them has the same global minimizers. We also establish the
equivalence between the relaxed and the penalty formulations of the LRMR problem with FLGSR. We then
propose an inexact restarted augmented Lagrangian method, which solves each subproblem by an extrapolated
linearized alternating minimization method. We analyze the convergence of our method. Remarkably, our
method linearizes each group of the variable separately and uses the information of the previous groups to
solve the current group within the same iteration step. This strategy enables our algorithm to achieve fast
convergence and high performance, which are further improved by the restart technique. Finally, we conduct
numerical experiments on both grayscale images and high altitude aerial images to confirm the superiority of
the proposed FLGSR and algorithm.

1. INTRODUCTION

The recovery of an unknown low rank matrix C' € R™*" from very limited information has arisen in many
applications, such as optimal control [I3, [14], image classification [4, 24], multi-task learning [Il 2], image
inpainting [17, 26, 6], and so on. The problem is formulated as the following low rank matrix recovery
(LRMR) problem:

1.1 i k(C 1o | (C) =0, <
(L.1) Cer%glxnran( ), s | (C) I, <o,

where C is the decision variable, and the linear transformation <7 : R™*"™ — RP and vector b € R? are given.

Problem is NP-hard because of the combinatorial property of the rank function. To solve problem
, the rank function is relaxed by various spectral functions, such as the nuclear norm, the truncated nuclear
norm, the Schatten-¢ quasi-norm, etc. Under mild conditions, the low rank matrix can be exactly recovered
from most sampled entries by minimizing the nuclear norm of the matrix [6]. Therefore, the nuclear norm
minimization has been widely studied for LRMR problem [6] [, [30} 25], which leads to a convex optimization
problem. Numerical methods for nuclear norm minimization problem have strong theoretical guarantees under
some conditions, which cannot be satisfied in some practical applications [6] [7]. In other words, the nuclear
norm is not the best approximation of the rank function. In this regard, the nonconvex relaxations are tighter
than the nuclear norm relaxation to the rank function. Some popular nonconvex relaxation include truncated
nuclear norm [I0} 18, 3], capped-I; function [36], truncated Iy _» metric [26] and Schatten-¢q quasi-norm [27], 28].
Note that all of these methods have to compute singular value decompositions (SVD) in each iteration, which
leads to high computational cost. To cut down the computation cost and running time, [IT], [I6] [33] [34] adopted
a low rank matrix factorization to preserve the low rank structure of matrix such that is relaxed as

1 2
1.2 min —|xy* -cC st. [ (C)=bl, <o
( ) XeERmXr Y eRnrXr CERMXn 2 H ||F’ || ( ) ||2 -7

where 7 is a preestimated matrix rank. For problem (1.2]), the running time of numerical methods is cut down
dramatically while the performance of the methods based on matrix factorization is not satisfactory [12, [35].

Recently, group sparse regularizer as a surrogate for the matrix rank has attracted more and more interest as
it scales well to large-scale problems. For example, Fan et al. [I2] proposed a new class of factor group-sparse
regularizers (FGSR) as a surrogate for the matrix rank. To solve the matrix recovery problem associated with
the proposed FGSR, they used the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) with linearization. Jia
et al. [I5] proposed a generalized unitarily invariant gauge (GUIG) function for LRMR problem and solved it
using the accelerated block prox-linear (ABPL) algorithm. Although the above group sparse regularizer based
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matrix recovery methods have achieved satisfactory performance, they still suffer from the following limitations:
1) They treated each column of the matrix as a group and designed their algorithms to linearize the entire matrix
instead of each column, which would otherwise dramatically increase the running time as the matrix size grows.
However, a drawback of this approach is that they could not use the information of the previous groups to
solve the current group in the same iteration step. This resulted in poor solution quality. 2) Although they
established the relationship between the proposed group sparse regularizer and the matrix rank, they lacked
the equivalence analysis of the related problem.

In this paper, we introduce a flexible group sparse regularizer (FLGSR) for the LRMR problem. The proposed
FLGSR is partly based on the group sparse regularizer studied in [I2] [15], but generalizes it to the flexible group
setting. Our method, based on FLGSR, outperforms spectral functions, matrix decomposition, and previous
group sparse regularizers in performance and efficiency for large-scale problems. It avoids computing SVD,
estimating matrix rank, and allows flexible column grouping. In summary, our contributions can be summarized
as follows:

(1) We prove that the matrix rank can be formulated equivalently as a FLGSR under some simple conditions.
Our FLGSR model is more flexible than the FGSR model proposed in [12] and the GUIG model proposed
in [T5] because it can group an arbitrary number of matrix columns as a unit, whereas FGSR and GUIG
group each column as a unit.

(2) We show that the LRMR problem based on matrix rank and the one based on FLGSR have the same
global minimizers. Moreover, we prove the equivalence between the LRMR, problem based on FLGSR
with fp-norm and its relaxed version, as well as the equivalence between the relaxed version and the
corresponding penalty problem. Their links are summarized in Figure

min rank (C)
st. |HC)—b|, <o

R1

min (| X, ,+1Y],.0)/2

s.t. (XaY)EQ
< &
R3 min ¥ (X,Y)/2
in U(X.Y)/2 F(X.Y)
min ¥(X,Y)/2 + uF(X,Y) st. (X,Y)eQ

FIGURE 1. The relationships of global minimizers between problems (L.1)), (3.3), (3.4) and
(3-5)-

R1 [Theorem [3.1], R2 [Theorem [3.7], R3 [Theorem [3.4], R4 [Theorem [3.3].

(3) We propose an inexact restarted augmented Lagrangian method, whose subproblem at each iteration is
solved by an extrapolated linearized alternating minimization method. We also provide the convergence
analysis of our method. In the update subproblem, we linearize each group, so that we can utilize the
information from the groups that have been iterated before when we iterate the current group. This
strategy enables our algorithm to achieve fast convergence and high performance, which are further
enhanced by the restarted technique.

Notation. We introduce some notations that will be used throughout this paper. We denote by [n] the set
{1,2,...,n}, where n is a positive integer. Scalars, vectors and matrices are denoted by lowercase letters (e.g., x),
boldface lowercase letters (e.g., @), and uppercase letters (e.g., X ), respectively. The notation ||, := /Y, 27
denotes the £3-norm of a vector @. For a matrix X, we denote by o(X) := (¢(X),0%(X),...) the singular value
vector of X arranged in a nonincreasing order. The Frobenius norm, the ¢,-norm, the nuclear norm and the

spectral norm of a matrix X are defined as || X ||z := />, >, X35, 1 X1, == ¢/>2, 225 1Xul”, 1X |, o= 22, 01(X)
and || X||, := o'(X), respectively. Let X be partitioned into s disjoint groups as X := [Xj,...,X,] € R™*"
such that X; € R™*" for all i € [s]. Here, ny,...,n, are positive integers satisfying > ;_, n; = n. Then we

denote the ¢, o-norm of X as || X||, , := S mi ||Xi||2 (adopting the convenience that 0° = 0). We also denote
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the group support set of X as
LX) = {i | I1Xll, # 0,1 =1,...,n} = 1 (X) U2 (X),

I (X) = {z Xl < vyie F(X)} Do (X) = {z XL, > vyi € F(X)}.
The p-distance from X to a closed set S C R" is defined by dist,(X,S) := inf{||X — Y|, : ¥ € S}.

2. FLEXIBLE GROUP SPARSE REGULARIZER

Following [12], the rank of a matrix C' € R™*™ can then be written as
1
rank (C) = min nnzc(X)= min nnzc(Y)= min — (nnzc(X) + nnzc(Y)),
(€)= min nnzc(X)= min nnze(Y)= min o (nnzc(X) Y))
where nnzc (-) denote the number of nonzero columns of the matrix. However, directly solving the model
corresponding to the above decomposition is difficult due to its non-smoothness. Therefore, [12] proposed the
following factor group sparse regularizers (FGSR):

1 .
FGSR1> (€)= 5 _min (1X]lp + V]l )

2 . a 2
FGSRa/3 (C) = sz min (X[ + 5 1Y)
where a > 0, X € R™*% and Y € R"*¢ with rank(C) < d < min{m,n}. || X||,, := Z?Zl | X(:,5)]], and the
same to Y. Furthermore, [I5] gave a generalized unitarily invariant gauge function (GUIG):

d d
GUIG, (C) = an);r;TZgl (X Gl + D g2 (Y Golla)
- j=1 j=1
where g1, g2 : R — R are two functions.

We observe that the grouping methods of FGSR and GUIG are not flexible enough, since they both consider
each column of the matrix as a group. This has the following disadvantages:

e When the algorithm applies alternating minimization to the whole matrix, it updates X%, Y* XF+1
Y#+1 etc. sequentially. However, this implies that it cannot utilize the information from X**1(:,1),1 < j
when updating X**1(:, j), or the information from Y**1(:,1),l < j when updating Y**!(:,j). This
results in poor effectiveness.

e When the algorithm applies alternating minimization to each group of the matrix, it updates X*(:, 1),
ey XE(d), YE(L), o, YR ), XEFL(: 1), ..., XFHL(d), ete. in turn. The computational cost
grows significantly with the number of columns of the matrix.

Therefore, in order to balance the efficiency and effectiveness, we propose a flexible grouping scheme, and
extend the group />-norm to a more general group ¢,-norm with p > 0, named flexible group sparse regularizer
(FLGSR), defined as follows:

Definition 2.1. Let ¢1,¢2 : R — R be functions. The FLGSR of a matriz C € R™*™ denoted by Gg’l*d’?(-) :
R™*™ — R, is defined as:

. 1

G (€)= min 2> mi (o1 (IX],) + o2 (I%il,)) -
i=1

where Y ;_ n; =n, X :=[X1,..., X € R™" with X; € R™*™ and Y := [Y7,...,Y;] € R™" with Y; € R"*™

for all i € [s].

Remark 2.2. Thanks to the flexible grouping in FLGSR, we can select large n; values when n is large, making
s much smaller than n. This enables us to design an algorithm that applies alternating minimization to each
group of the matriz, improving both computational efficiency and effectiveness. Please see Subsection [5.1.1] for
detailed comparison of different number of groups.

For simplicity, when ¢1 = ¢, we denote G;fl*@ (C) by GZ’ (C), where ¢ = ¢1 = ¢o. In what follows, we

0
present two theorems that reveal the relationships between G‘,,'| (C) and rank (C), and between Gg (C) and the
spectral function of matrix C, respectively.

Theorem 2.3. Let C = [C4,...,Cs] € R™ ™ be a matriz of rank r, where C; € R™*™ with Y7 n; = n. If
0
there are nj,,...,ni, € {n1,...,ns} such that 25:1 ni; =r, then G‘p'l (C) =rank (C).
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Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [A] O

Theorem 2.4. For any given matriz C € R™*" there exists an absolutely symmetric function g : R™intm.n} _y
R, such that: G2 (C) = goo(C) := g (c(C)).

Proof. The definition of an absolutely symmetric function and the proof of the theorem are given in Appendix

Bl 0

Remark 2.5. Whenny =...=n,=1, G5 (C) = > ¢ (6'(C)) if ¢ satisfies certain conditions [15]. Unfortu-
nately, the relationship between ¢ and g cannot be established in other cases.

Remark 2.6. According to Theorem the matriz rank can be equivalently formulated as a FLGSR G]‘,'lo @)
under some easy conditions. Moreover, by applying Theorem [2.]), there exists an absolutely symmetric spectral
function goo(C') corresponding to our proposed FLGSR function G? (C). This verifies that the proposed FLGSR
is a good rank surrogate. Based on our proposed FLGSR, we do not need to calculate the SVD of the matrix,
which is a costly operation, unlike the spectral function of the matriz. It also does not need to estimate the rank
of the matriz beforehand, which is difficult and can affect the model performance if it is too high or too low,
unlike the matriz decomposition. Moreover, our grouping is more flexible than other group sparse regqularizers,
allowing us to design a faster algorithm with better results.

3. EFrFIicIENT LRMR wiTH FLGSR: EQUIVALENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we propose a novel FLGSR model based on matrix factorization for the low rank matrix
recovery (LRMR) problem (L.1), as follows:

0 . 1
(3.3) G (xyTy = min S (Xl + 1V l0) st [l (XYT) = b]|, <o

Then, we consider the following relaxation problem of (3.3)):

34) @ (XYT)=  min i(cb(uxiup)w(umu)), st |l (XY7) =], <o,

XERmXn Y gRnxn 2

and its penalty problem:

S

(3.5) min LS, (qs (||Xi||p) +¢<||m|p)) —i-,umax{H,;af(XYT) — b2 —0—2,0}.

XER’W]X‘H YERWX‘H 2
i=1

Here function ¢(-) : Ry — Ry is a capped folded concave function that satisfies the following two conditions
with a fixed parameter v > 0:

(1) ¢ is continuous, increasing and concave in [0, 00) with ¢(0) = 0;
(2) there is a v > 0 such that ¢ is differentiable in (0,v), ¢’ (v) := limyy, ¢'(¢) > 0 and ¢(¢) = 1 for ¢t € [v, 00).

Some capped folded concave functions of these two assumptions can be found in [29], and we omit them here.
For simplicity, we denote

= {0 Y) e R xR | o (XYT) = b]|, < 0}
F(X, Y) - ( XYT )b - )+, (2);+ = max{0,z}, V2 € R,
@(X) = Lo (1X],). 8 () = Xmo (l,) . ¥ (X.Y) = 0(X) + 8 (v).

Next, we present some relationships between (1.1)), (3.3)), (3.4) and (3.5).

3.1. Link between problems (1.1)) and .
Theorem 3.1. Problem (1.1) and ( . are equivalent. Moreover, they have the same optimal values.

Proof. First, let C € R™*™ be a global minimizer of (L.I)) with 7 := rank(C). Then there exist (f(,}}) €
R™*7 % R™*" guch that ¢ = XY7 and H)N(Hp)o = HY/HILO = 7. Thus,

I 5 *
(3.6) P =5 (IRl + 1¥llp0) > 7,
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where r* is the global minimum of .
Next, suppose (X*,Y*) € R™*" x R"*" is a global minimizer of , then
ot HY*”p,o) =7t

Hence, using (3.6 and (3.7)), we ensure that problem (1.1)) and (3.3)) are equivalent. Moreover, they have the
same optimal values. (I

(3.7) P < rank (X" (V1)) < %(rank (X*) + rank (Y)) < % (1%

3.2. Link between problems (3.3) and (3.4). In this subsection, we first give the nature of the feasible
solution in problem ({3.3)).

Lemma 3.2. If (X*,Y™) € R™*" x R"*" is a global minimizer of (3.3) with || X*||, o+ Y[, = 2k, then,
for any (X,Y) € Q, we have | X|, o >k and [[Y|, o > k. Thus, [ X*||, o= Y*[,0 = k-

Proof. Assume on the contrary min{HXHp,O , HYHp,o} =r < k. Let C = XYT, then we obtain rank (C)) < r by
rank (C) < rank (X) < || X]|| rank (C) < rank (V) < ||Y||p’0.

Utilizing Theorem (3.1} we get rank (C') > k. This contradicts rank (C) < r < k. Hence [ X||,, > k and
Y1, o> k. O

p,0 =

p,0?

For integers s and ¢t with 0 < s, t < n, denote
%= {X eR™ ™ || X||po < 8}7 Qy ={Y e R""™: [[Y][p0 < t}
and
dist, (2x, Q%) = Xiens“fzx {dist, (X, Q%)}, dist, (Qy, Qg/) = YiensgY {distp (Y, Qﬁ,)} ,
where
Qx ={X IV st. (X,Y)eQ} andQy ={YV | I X sit. (X,Y) € Q}.

Recall that the global minimum of (3.3) is a positive integer k. Then the feasible set £ of (3.3]) does not have
(X,Y) with min {||X

lp.o s 1Y, 0 <k by Lemma|3.2, which means v = min{vx, vy } > 0 with
1
VX:min{Mdistp(QX, §<_K):K:1,...7k}7
1
Vy:miH{MdiStp(QY7 I;/K)K:1,,]€}
In the following, we show that problems (3.3) and (3.4) have the same global optimal solutions for any
v e (0,7).
Theorem 3.3. For any capped folded concave function ¢ satisfying 0 < v < v and ¢“PLL (t) < ¢(t) < |t[° for

t € (0,v), problems (3.3) and (3.4) have same global minimizers and same optimal values.

Proof. (i) Let (X*,Y™) € R™*" x R™*" be a global minimizer of (3.3) with || X™[|,, + Y]], , = 2k. We
prove (X*,Y™*) is also a global minimizer of (3.4)) for any 0 < v < . Since the global optimality of (3.3]) yields
1 X, 0=k and [Y],, >k for any (X,Y) € Q by Lemma we show the conclusion by two cases.

Case 1. ||X||p,0 = k. It is easy to see that for any ¢ € I'(X),
1l = 11X, = min X, > 0: 5 =1,...,5}
— dist, (X, Q’j{"m) > dist (2, Q) > 7 > v,
which means that ®(X) = k = & (X*).

Case2. ||X|[p0 =7 > k. Without loss of generality, assume || X1, ..., [ Xi, [, € (0,0), | Xi+1ll, 5 1 Xall, €
[v,+00) and || Xj,all, = ... = [Xs|l, = 0. 7" :=mnj 41 + ... + 04, >k, from ¢(t) > 0 for ¢ > 0, we have
®(X) > k. Now assume 7’ < k, we know that

ﬁ dist, (QX,QSQ) > 7.
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Together with

P
ny (| Xall, + -+ 1 X, > y/na 1 Xl 4+ 4 na 1 X

> dist,, (X, Q;;) > dist,, (QX, Qg;) :

we get
o(X) = mo (I1X1l,) + - +niu6 (1K, ) + - +niz0 (1K, )
> m1 %P (|IX4 ], ) + -+ iy 6% (11X, ) +
1
== (m Xl 4, 1K)+
v
(3.8) 1 N
>~ disty (2x, QY ) +7
1
> k* AN !
>~ ( rYv+r
1
>—(k—rv+r' =k
1%

The above two cases imply that ®(X) > k = @ (X*). Using similar ways in the proof for X above, we
will obtain ®(Y) > k = ® (V). Hence (X*,Y™) is also a global minimizer of (3.4). Moreover, we have
X0+ 1Y, 0 =P (X*) + @ (Y™) for each global minimizer (X*,Y™) of (3.4).

(74) Let ()A(,}A’) be a global minimizer of (3.4) with 0 < v < . Assume on the contrary (X,Y) is
not a solution of (3.3). Let (X*,Y™) be a global minimizer of (3.3), that is, [ X*| o = Y[, = k. By
PPl (t) < (t) < [t]°, we have @ (X*) < || X*],, and d(Y*) < [Y*]l,0- We may assume that HXH >k,

p,0

Y } > k is obvious when (X , Y) is not a solution of (3.3)). Using similar ways in the

since max {

)

p,0 p,0

proof for Case 2 above, we will obtain ¢ (X) >k=|X"[,o=>®(X") for any 0 < v < v. Thus,
@(X) +<I>( ) > 2k > 3 (X*) + & (V).
This contradicts the global optimality of (X , Y) for (3.4). Hence (X , Y) is a global minimizer of (3.3)).

Therefore, whenever 0 < v < 7, (3.3]) and (3.4) have the same global minimizers and optimal values. ([l

3.3. Link between problems (3.4) and (| .
Theorem 3.4. Suppose that ¢ is globally Lipschitz continuous on [0,v]. Then it holds that

(1) there exists a p* > 0 such that any global minimizer of (3.4]) is a global minimizer of (3.5) whenever
= pt; .
(2) if (X Y) s a global minimizer of . for some p > p*, then ( Y) is a global minimizer of (3.4)).

Proof. Since ¢ is globally Lipschitz continuous on [0,v], ¥ (X,Y) is globally Lipschitz continuous on [0, v].
Similar to [9, Lemma 3.1], we can easily obtain (1) and (2). O

3.4. Link between problems (3.3) and .

3.4.1. stationary point of (3.5). Let f : R™*™ — R be locally Lipschitz continuous and directionally differ-
entiable at point X € R"™*". The directional derivative of f along a matrix W &€ R™*" at X is defined
by

Y et LT T(X)

7,0 T
If f is differentiable at X, then f/(X;W) = (Vf(X),W). Denote Z := (X,Y), by simple computation, we have
[ i (05 bl <o
F'(Z:Z - Z) = {max {0,A; + Ag}, if | (XYT) 0|, =

A1+ Ao, otherwise,
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where
(”T) —b.o/ ((X = X)Y7)),

2 (o
2o 7)o ().

Definition 3.5. We say that Z (X Y) € R™*™ x R" "™ 4s a stationary point of (3.5)) if
' (X; X —X) + ( Y —Y)4uF' (Z;Z2-2) >0, V(X,Y)€eR™™ xRV

3.4.2. Characterizations of lifted stationary points of (3.5). We obtain from [23, Theorem 3.1] that there exists
a 8 > 0 such that for all Z = (X,Y) € R™*" x R"*", we have

(3.9) dist, (7,9) < 8 ([} (XY7) = b|}. - 02)+ = BF(X,Y).

Let L(X,Y) =2||/* |« (XYT) = bl||[Y]]q with
1 1
—+-=1, ||y :=sup =1 |&* (@),
i <7 llq el =1 119 (@)l

Since ¢ (v) = oo as v — 0, for any T > o and p > 0, there are (X, Y) and a sufficiently small v > 0 such

that Hﬁ% ()A()A/T) — bH > 7T and ¢"_(v) > uL ()A(,)A/) In the rest of this paper, we choose T, v, u and (X,Y)
2
satisfying
p

b (577) o 21, 02y o0 (7).

We then show a lower bound property of the lifted stationary points of (3.5]).
Lemma 3.6. Let (X',}_/) € R™*™ x R™ ™ be a stationary point of (3.5)) satisfying H.;zf (X}_/T) — bH2 <7 and
¢ (v) > AL (X,Y) Then fori=1,...,s, we have

Proof. To prove this Lemma, we only need to show I'y (X' ) uly ()7 = (). Assume on contradiction that
Iy (X) Ul (Y) # 0. Might as well set I'y (X) # 0. From Definition we have the following inequality for
any (X,Y) satisfying Y =V, X; = X for all j ¢ I' (X) and for which 3i € 'y (X) such that X; = X; — n%Xi
with € > 0,
& (I1%l,) 1Kl < 1nF' (Z:2 = 2) < pu|As + A
<2pe || (o (XYT) = b) Vi, [| K], -
Thus,
o_ ) <o (||IX]],) < 2o (o (XY7) = B) Vi||, < L (X,7),
where the first inequality follows from ¢ € T’y (X' )

This contradicts the condition of ¢’ (v) > uL (X, Y) The proof is completed. (]

Theorem 3.7. Let > and ¢'_(v) > uL (X, Y) Then the following statements hold:

(1) f( Y) s a global minimizer of with H;zf (X'YT) — bH2 <7, then (X',Y) s a global minimizer

of (3);

(2) If (X*,Y™) is a global minimizer of (3.3)) and (3.5)) has a global minimizer ()_(, }7) with H,Qf ()_(YT) — bH2 <
T, then (X*,Y™) is a global minimizer of (3.5).

Proof. (1) Since (X }7) is a global minimizer of . and the objective function is locally Lipschitz continuous
(X Y) is a stationary point of . From ||4a7 (XYT) — b|| < T and Lemma w <I>( ) HXH

<i>( ) HYH o Assume now that (X Y) is not a global minimizer of ( and (X*,Y™*) with ||X*H
|Y*|l,, o = 2k is a global minimizer of [3:3).

We split the proof into two cases.
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o If (X,Y) € 2, then
X N0+ 1Y 0 < X0 + 1710
Thanks to F (X*,Y™*) = 0, we have
©(X*) + @ (Y") + uF (X5, Y7) <1 X 0+ 1Y, 0+ pF (X7, Y7)
X 1Y g < X 170 = (%) + 8 (7) 4 uF (£.7).
which contradicts the global optimality of ()_( , 57) for .

o If ()_(, }7) ¢ ), then F ()_(,)7) > 0. Then, we distinguish two cases.

—if HXHp,o + H}_/Hp,() > 2k, we obtain that

O(X*)+ @ (V") + pF (X*, V)
<NXF 0 + 1Y 7], 0 + pF (X7, Y7)
=2k < @ (X) + & (V) + uF (X,Y),
which contradicts the global optimality of ()_( , 17) for .
i | X+ 7], < 2%, then min {[[X]|, o, V]|, 5} < k. might as well set

p,0°’

X110 = min {0 ¥l = ¥ <F.

p,0’
Thus 1 1
L R
SdeStp (Q, (X,Y)) S W’

where the first inequality follows from the definition of 7 and the last inequality uses (3.9). This
together with p > /7 implies that

@ (X) +& (V) + uF (X,¥) > 2k + U (X,7)

22k = || X", 0 + Y7, 0+ nF (X7, Y7)
>®(X*) 4+ @ (Y*) + uF (X5, V7).
This contradicts the global optimality of ()_( , 17) for (3.5)).

This shows that (X' , }7) is a global minimizer of ([3.3)).

(2) Suppose that (X*,Y™*) is a global minimizer of (3.3) but not a global minimizer of (3.5). Since (X , 7)
is a global minimizer of (3.5 with ||« (XY7) — b||2 <7, from Lemma and (1), we have

@ (X) = X[, & (V) = [¥],,. (X.7) €2

Using this, we conclude that
X0 + 1¥ 1,0 < 1K, 0 + 1Yl 0 + #F (X.Y)
=& (X) + & (V) + uF (X,7)
<P(X*)+ (V) + puF (XY
< X0 + 1Y M0
which leads to a contradiction with the global optimality of (X*,Y*) for (3.3). Hence (X*,Y™*) is a global
minimizer of problem and the proof is completed.

O

4. AN INEXACT RESTARTED AUGMENTED LAGRANGIAN METHOD WITH THE EXTRAPOLATED LINEARIZED
ALTERNATING MINIMIZATION

By introducing the auxiliary variable C = XY7T, problem (3.4) can be reformulated into the following
problem:

. = _ vvT
(4.10) Juin P(X)+P(Y)+1e(C), st. C=XY",

Ly

where lg (C') is an indicator function with © = {C| ||/ (C) —b||, < o}.
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Problem is to minimize a nonsmooth nonconvex function with bilinear constraints. By exploring
the structure of problem 7 we propose an inexact restarted augmented Lagrangian (IRAL) framework in
Subsection Next, we propose an extrapolated linearized alternating minimization (ELAM) algorithm to
solve the augmented Lagrangian subproblem in Subsection [f.2] By putting together these two parts, we come
up with the name IRAL-ELAM for our new algorithm. In Subsections[4.3]and [£.4] we prove that every sequence
generated by IRAL-ELAM has at least one accumulation point and that each accumulation point satisfies the
Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions of problem ({.10).

4.1. The proposed IRAL. In this subsection, we propose an IRAL framework to solve problem (4.10)). It is
easy to deduce that the augmented Lagrangian function for problem (4.10) is

~ "7 2
(4.11) L,(X,Y,C;8)=0(X)+@(Y)+1lo (C)+(XYT - C,8) + 5 |xXy" -,
where 77 > 0 is the penalty parameter and S is the Lagrange multiplier matrix.

Based on the classical augmented Lagrangian method, we use the following subproblem to approximate
problem (4.10) at each outer iteration:

. .ok
(4.12) ;n;nc Lk (X,Y,C,S )

At the (k + 1)th iteration, we inexactly solve (4.12) to obtain an approximate solution (X*+1 Y+l Ck+1)
satisfying the following condition:

(4.13) dist (0, 0L, (XFH1YHHL O GR)) < ¢

Now, we present the IRAL framework for solving problem (4.10) as follows.

Algorithm 1 IRAL algorithm for problem (4.10])

Input: Initial point X° Y9 C° SO Parameters n° > 0, p1, pa, p3, € (0,1), ¥ € Ny and €y > 0. Let k := 0.
while a stopping criterion is not met do
Step 1. Solve problem to obtain (X*+1 YA Ok satisfying (4.13).
Step 2. If k <9, set ¥ =0, n**! = n¥ and €41 = .
Else if k£ > ¢ and

(414) ||Xk+1(Yk+1)T _ Ok+1|’F S p1 t:k_q’}—i‘r%““’k HXt(Yt)T _ Ct”F ,

then set S**!1 =0, n**! = ¥ and €11 = /prer.
Otherwise, compute multipliers S¥*1 by

(415) Sk+1 _ Sk + ,rlk (Xk+1(Yk+1)T _ Ck+1) ,
and set

(4.16) "t =0 /py, and epy1 = psep.

Step 3. Let k:=k+ 1 and go to Step 1.
end while
Output: XF+1 yk+l Ck+l

Remark 4.1. Different from the existing inexact augmented Lagrangian methods for nonsmooth nonconvex
optimization problems [8, 20 21) 22], we design a new rule for updating the Lagrangian penalty parameter and
the Lagrange multiplier matriz.

4.2. The proposed ELAM. We now shall discuss how to solve subproblem , which is a nonconvex
problem. For convenience of notation, we use (X(k“’]),Y(k“‘l’J),C(k“’J)) to denote the j-th iterate of the
ELAM algorithm and the k + 1th iterate of Algorithm [I} For the superscript k (and k + 1), we further denote
nk, Sk X410 y(ktly) ck+10) by 5, 8, X0 Y@ CO). We assume to be at the jth iterate of the ELAM
algorithm.

1) Computing X7*': Fixing other variables except for X; in (@11)), we update X7 by the following sub-
problem:

(4.17) X e min nig (11,) + 5 16T - Gl
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where -
11— S S
Gr=00 =N x7HythHT — xX/(yHT - =,
P=o- X - 3 X -

Next, we propose a new acceleration method to solve problem (4.17). First, we give an extrapolated point
X) =X] +wl, (Xf - Xg_1>. Then we solve X7 by solving the following problem:

% S >
. X = min i (1G], ) + 2 X = (X7 - (EO)T = &) Y2 /74,
= prox, ) (X7 — (X1 ~ G Y/

where 0% = 17 . To solve (4.18)), we need to introduce the following lemmaﬂ

Lemma 4.2. [37, Lemma 1] For a positive numbers X, the proximal operator ofproxf(”'”F)(Z) has a closed-form
solution, i.e.,

. 1 Z Z Z#0
X* = proxf(H HF)(Z) = argmin{Agb(||X|F)+2||X — Z||2} = { Z)/)’(” ||P)O|7Z|F7 )
where

Y(z) € prox, (z) := arg min {/\qb (x) + % (x — 2)2} :

TERL

2) Computing Y;]'H: Fixing other variables except for Y; in (4.11]), we update YZ-J'H by the following sub-
problem:

2
(4.19) v e min mig (1il,) + 2 | X7V - 6
i 2

Likewise, we can obtain Yfrl through the linearization and the proximal algorithm:

_ _ T 2
oo (v - (xranr - al) xr)

J
Oy.
Y7 = min nio (i, ) + =2
i F

2

(4.20) .
= ool (72 - ()T - 62) )
where oy, = 7y, .
3) Computing C?T!: Fixing other variables except for C' in (4.11]), we update C?*1 by the following sub-
problem:

2
(4.21) O+l ¢ min ! HC — X7 (yrrhT 5 , st |l&Z(C)—-b|, <o
c 2 RIS
Thus, the optimal solution of (4.21) is
(4.22) Ctl =Tlg (XJ“(YJ“)T + S) ,
n

where Ilg denotes the projection onto set ©.

We summary the solving algorithm for subproblem (4.12)) in Algorithm

Remark 4.3. In this paper, we set 7% = 7y, = 1, and for any j > 1, let Tk, = max {’y”YinQ,e’:‘} and

J J+1
TYi—maX{'yHXi ‘

2
,5} with v > 1. In addition, we take

—1 —1
w! = min | 4/ d(y=1) X, w! =min [ 4], =———2 47
z; ey g, ) e RPICE VR A
where § < 1 and
23 i1 1 J g—1
’Yi:Ty tozlatozts ,fOT’jZ2,

tg;<1+ 1+4(t§_1)2), foryg>1,i=1,...,s.

5For simplicity, we only consider the case p = 2 in our algorithm.
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Algorithm 2 ELAM algorithm for subproblem (4.12)
Input: Initial point X% Y. Let X! := X% Y1 : =Y Let j:=0.
fori=1,...,sdo
Step 1. Compute w? and X! = X] +wl. (XZ — Xij_l).
Step 2. Compute X" by ([@13).
Step 3. Compute w), and Y/ =Y/ + w), (YZJ - Yi]*l).

Step 4. Compute Y/ by ([4:20).
end for
Step 5. Remove the zero columns of X7t! and Y7+
Step 6. Compute C’! by ([4.22).
Step 7. Let j:= 7+ 1. If the stop criterion is not met, return to Step 1.
Output: X7 Y7 CY.

4.3. Convergence analysis of Algorithm (1] The following theorem states the main result of our convergence
analysis for the proposed Algorithm

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that the sequence {Xk,Yk,Ck, S"“}keN+ generated by Algom'thm s bounded. Then
the following statements hold:

(i) limp oo || XF(YF)T — CF||, = 0;
(i) any accumulation point (X*,Y* C*, 5*) of {Xk,Yk,Ck,Sk}keN+ is a stationary point of problem
@10).

Proof. (i) We split the proof into two cases.

Case 1. The sequence {nk} is bounded. In this case, (4.16]) happens finite times at most, which means that
there exists ko > 9 such that n* = n*o and

HXk‘Jrl(Yk‘Jrl)T _ Ok+1’|F S p1 t:k_ggl—igi.“,k th(yt)T _ Ct”F

for all k£ > kyg. We obtain from the above inequality that for all k > ko,
||Xk+1(Yk+1)T -~ Ck+1HF <m HXk(Y}c)T -~ CkHF'
Together this inequality with p; € (0,1) implies that limy_,o || X*(Y*)T — C*|| ., = 0.

Case 2. The sequence {nk} is unbounded. In this case, the set
(4.23) K={k: nktt = nk/pg}
is infinite. Thanks to p2 € (0,1), ([4.23) leads to limy_,~ kex n* = 00. Given k > ¥, let t), be the largest element
in /C satisfying ¢ < k. Subsequently, we demonstrate that
[P

nie nie
It is clear that the inequality (4.24) holds when ¢, = k. Therefore, we only need to consider ¢ < k in the
following. Combining (4.14)) and (4.15]), one has

(424) ||X]€+1(Yk2+1)T - Ck)+1||F S

R (YRRT Ok < R T - oM < < e yT - gt < 1% 1S
F — F — — F — ntk ntk
Together with the boundedness of S*, t;, € K and limg—s 00 kek n* = 0o, we know that
t Gtrt+l
lim ||Xk+1(yk+1)T 7Ck+1||F < lim w + lim || kt ||F =0.
k—o00 k—o00 n'k k—o00 n'k

The above inequality yield that limg_, HX’“(Y’“)T — C’kHF = 0. Thus, we complete the proof of statement ().

(#) From Bolzano-Weierstrass Theorem [3], {X kyk Ck, ok }k cn+ has at least one accumulation point
(X*,Y*,C*,58*) and there exists a subsequences that converges to this accumulation point. Without loss
of generality, we assume that the sequence is {X k Yk Ck, Sk}. Recalling result (z) of this theorem, we obtain
that this accumulation point is feasible.
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Together with the inequality (4.13)) and the definition of L, (X, Y, C; S), there exists Chtl e 0zL, (X,Y,C;5)
satisfying ||¢*™||,, < ex such that

oy O [BXEN R o (€] £V (270 5%+ (2 )
| =07 [® (X*41) +& (Y1) 1 (CFF) | 4 (V2h (257) . 8* 4 ofh (241)).
where Z = (X,Y,C) and h(Z) = XYT - C.

In view of hold when k € K, we then obtain that

(4.26) lim  S*+n*h (ZF) = lim  SFFL
ke, k—oo ke, k—oo

If k ¢ K, by S¥*1 =0, n*+! = »* and result (i) of this Theorem, we get
n n

(4.27) im  S"+9Ph(ZF) = lim  SHFL
k¢ K, k— o0 k¢ K, k— o0

Combining (4.26]) with (4.27), we obtain that
(4.28) lim S*+nFh (ZF1) = lim S*H.
k—oo k—o0

By the update rule of Algorithm we have €, < max {,/p1, p3 } €x—1 for all k > 9. Combining this with the
fact that p1,p3 € (0,1), we obtain limy_,o €, = 0. Consequently, we can infer that limy_,, ¢¥*1 = 0, which

together with and implies that
0€dy {@ (X +® (V") +lo (c*)} VL (X0 =, 8%

Hence, (X*,Y™*,C*, S*) is a stationary point of problem (4.10]), which completes the statement (i7).

4.4. Convergence analysis of Algorithm In this subsection, we prove the convergence of Algorithm
for solving subproblem (4.12]). The main results are given in Theorem below. We first give some lemmas.

2
To simply the notation, we denote fx, := 3 || X;(Y{)” — GZH? and fy, == 1 HXZ?HY;T - GfHF in this sub-
section.
Lemma 4.5. Let {X?,Y7,C%} be the sequence generated by Algorithm@, then
L, (X7t yott cith §) — L, (X?,Y7, C7; S)

n 2 -1 _ 2
<~ B - Ols TS s

S
RN | ]H2
- S ek, || X - x;
4fy ’i:lnTXi ' ' F

2
Yoty
F

? ?

S S
-1 -1 |2 -1
LD DUt dE i I ) B
i=1 =1

Proof. From the Lipschitz continuity of Vx, fx, about X;, it holds that

2
X XgH .
F

7

Tx.
(4.29) P < Fxr + (Vxafx XE = X7) + o
Since Xin is the minimizer of (4.18]), then

3
e

—+ 2
p> 2

%
<nio (I1X71,) + —5*

_ 112 _
nio (H){g“ Xt - x| 4 (X - XLV fe)

(4.30)

X7 = X[ 4+ 0 (X7 = X2, VxS0
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Summing (4.29)) and ( -, we have
n@(ﬂW“H>+WQH—HMOWNJ—n&g
» i

J J
o S22 9x, +1
<n (V. fxy = VxS XIP = X7) + 5 _ x| T x| x|
_77< Xzin Xz,in7 7 + 2,}/ + 2 ||F 2 T F
7+1 3 J J 1 31 _ ox, (1 =1) 341 J
=W<infxg _VXifXg7Xi _Xi>+UXi <Xi BRI _Xi>_ 2y HXz —Xj
J+1 7 J J_ X O—in (v=1) J+1 J
<ol et = x|, (Vi = Vx|, 4k 0 - X)) - = - x
(431) 7 J
oy (1+ 0%, 1 2
< X,( ) HXZ_jJrl_XlJ HXzJ_ ZHF_ X; (v ) HXiJ+1_XiJ
Y F F
J 7 J _
ok, wh, (1+7) 1 _1 ox, (v —1) +1 2
A0 g g, - e,
9 2 J
Ny, (1+7) 2 HXzJ _ szle T, (v-1 HXiJH ~ X 2
y(y—=1) F 4y F
g—1 J
T -1 2 T -1 2
L A e
Y F 2 "
Here, we have used Cauchy—Schwarz inequality in the second inequality, Lipschitz continuity of Vx, fx, about

X; in the third one, the Young’s inequality in the fourth one, and w3 < 38 +B

the fact X! = X/ + wl, (Xf — Xf_1> to have the second equality. Similarly, for Ylﬁ , we have

n;¢ (

W“H)+Wﬁﬂ—m¢Owu)—Ww
(4.32)

(- D sy 1H iy, (v = 1) | -
- 4y F 4 ¢
Summing up (4.31) and (4.32)) over ¢ from 1 to s gives
(4.33)
L, (X7t Y7t C% 8) — L, (X7,Y7,C%; S)
+1 5 +1 n +1 +1\T S| z S 2
o (X)) + o (v + L xt ()T — o+ 2| —e(x) - (v - L x0T o0+
2 URINS URIvS

S

[,) -0 (2,)] + 0 (- mg
[,) -0 (m20,)] + (e - 1)

ng

o ([x+]) o (121,) + ]
n{ ([lx],) = (1) + o
15 (e = ) 43 (1~ )

1 { ( ’Xf+1Hp> 0 f ot =i (||Xf||p> - nfxg]

[l

1

-
Il

ﬁ%

@,
Il
-

+

S

.

M)+nh¢1—m¢@n%3—nﬂ@

_ 2 -1 2
—1¢2 -1 Y
S sz—xg — -],
152 7—1 7*1 > 7 Yl 2
e Nl R IR S Il
=1

where the third equality comes from fy,+1 = fx;  forie [s —1] and fy,+1 = fys for i € [s].

Since C?*! is optimal to ({.21]), we have
(4.34) Ly (X7, Y751, 0771 8) — Ly (X0, y70, 00:8) < = e+t — |
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Summing up (4.33) and (4.34]) completes the proof. O
Lemma 4.6. Let {X7 Y7 C?} be the sequence generated by Algom'thm@, then
(4.35) lim (Xt —X7) =0, lim (Y*'—Y?)=0, lim (C'T'—C7)=0.

J—00 J—00 J—00

Proof. By Lemma one has

J
n 2
LW (XL7+1,YC7+1,C.7+1;S) _ L?7 (X07yo’00;s) + 3 ;:1 ||O]+1 _ C]HF

J s
v—1 -1 2, -1 2
(4.36) SN |2 = x|+ ok et - X
’7_1j - g—1 2 7 j712 7_1 - 0 1 012
+v;;"% (0= 1) [[y7 -, HNM;W Y =
Note that
Ln (XJ+1,Y‘7+1,C‘7+1;S)
0 (X7 4 B (YTH) 4l (€7F) 4 D x 7+t (yae)T gy 5 C sl
(4.37) - © 2 ey 20
_ISlE
> 7 > —00,
where the last inequality uses the boundedness of S. Combining this with and Tg(:l > e, Tf,:l > € gives
DI - X <o, DIV v <00, DD [lO0 - OV < oe.
=1 =1 J=1
Therefore, lim, o (X771 — X7) =0, lim, o0 (Y7 = Y7) =0, lim, o (C7F — C7) = 0. O

Theorem 4.7. Suppose that the sequence {X?,Y? C?} generated by Algom'thm@ is bounded. Then the sequence
{X7,Y7,C?} has at least one accumulation point, and any accumulation point {X*,Y™* C*} is a stationary point

of the optimization problem (4.12)).

Proof. From Bolzano-Weierstrass Theorem [3], Algorithm |2 has at least one accumulation point {X*, Y™* C*}
and there exists one sequences that converges to this accumulation point. Without loss of generality, we assume
that the sequence is {X7,Y7, C7}.

For the X;-subproblem, by first-order necessary optimality condition, we get
(4.38) 0 € n,0¢ (ng“” ) o, (XTI = XD) 0 (R -6 Y.

P

According to lim, (X-7+1 — XJ) =0 and lim;_, (Y-7+1 - Y-7) = (, we obtain that
(4.39) 0 €ndg (I1X;1,) + (nX YT —nC*+8) v,

For the Y;-subproblem, by first-order necessary optimality condition, we get
_ _ T
(4.40) 0 € n;0¢ (’ > + 09, (yim N Yf) +7 (Xgﬂ (¥9)" - Gg) bcand

According to lim; o (X7 — X7) =0 and lim,_,c (Y™ — Y7) = 0, we obtain that

J+1
Y;

p

(4.41) 0 € ndb (||Yi*||p) + (nX*Y*T —nC* + S)T X7

For the C-subproblem, by first-order necessary optimality condition, we get
S
0en <Cﬂ+1 — XottyrthT > + Ne (C711).
n

Thus,

(4.42) 0en (o* XY - j) + No (C*).
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By (4.39)), (4.41) and (4.42), we know that {X*, Y™*, C*} is a stationary point of the optimization problem
(4.12), which completes the proof. (I

5. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we compare our performance to state-of-the-art matrix completion methods, including group
sparsity-based methods FGSR [I2] and GUIG [I5], matrix factorization-based method NMFC [34], and nuclear
norm-based method SVT [5]. In order to demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed method, we will present
the results of matrix completion experiments on two typical types of matrix data, namely, grayscale image and
high altitude aerial images. As part of our quantitative evaluation, we use four numerical metrics, namely peak
signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) [32], structural similarity index measure (SSIM) [32] and the recovery computation
time. All experiments are conducted in Matlab R2020b under Windows 11 on a desktop of a 2.50 GHz CPU
and 16 GB memory.

Parameter Settings: The parameters of compared algorithms are set as described in their papers, and we
take the best results as the final results. In FLGSR, If not specified, 7", 9, €g, [p1, p2, p3] are set as le-3, 10,
10 and [0.999, 0.5, 0.5], respectively. The capped concave function ¢ is set as ¢“PL°8(¢). The matrix is divided
into 32 groups. All matrix data are prescaled to [0, 1].

5.1. Model analysis. In this part, we analyze the effectiveness of flexible grouping and the restarted technique
in the proposed algorithm FLGSR, and test it on four images from the USC-SIPI Image Databaseﬂ “Peppers”,
“Sailboat”, “Bridge” and “Mandrill”. All images have a size of 512 x 512. The sampling rate (SR) is set to be
70% in the experiments.

5.1.1. Effects of flexible grouping. In this subsection, we compare the effects of different number of groups on
our proposed algorithm FLGSR. The curves of PSNR, SSIM and running time with respect to different number
of groups are shown in Figure From the recovery results, as the number of groups increases, the recovery
effect of FLGSR first increases and then decreases, reaching the best near 16 groups. In terms of computational
time, FLGSR takes significantly longer as the number of groups increases. When the number of groups reaches
512 (that is, each column is treated as a group like FGSR and GUIG), the time it consumes is about six times
that of 16 groups. Therefore, the flexible grouping strategy of our proposed FLGSR method is effective in terms
of both recovery quality and computational efficiency.

35

30

o
5 L,
a =
20
10
——Peppers —— Peppers —e— Peppers
15 —4—sailboat 03 —4— sailboat s —A—Sailboat | |
Bridge 0. Bridge Bridge
—k—Mandrill .. —— Mandrill —*— Mandrill
! 8 16 32 64 128 256 512 o 8 16 32 64 128 256 512 8 16 32 64 128 256 512
Number of Groups Number of Groups Number of Groups

FiGURE 2. The PSNR, SSIM and running time with different number of groups.

5.1.2. Effects of the restarted technique. In this subsection, we compare the effects of restarted technique on
our proposed algorithm FLGSR. The bar charts of PSNR, SSIM and running time with respect to different
iteration methods for S are shown in Figure[3] From the PSNR and SSIM metrics, which measure the recovery
effect, we can see that using the restarted technique on the Lagrange multiplier matrix (S) in our proposed
algorithm FLGSR can enhance the recovery quality; from the running time, we can see that using the restarted
technique on S can significantly reduce the computational time, which is about four times faster on average
than not using the restarted technique on S.

8https://sipi.usc.edu/database/database. php?volume=misc.
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IEFLGSR [FLGSR(Without restarted)]
1 T T T T

40

0.8

0.6

SSIM
TIME

0.4 15

0.2

0 0
Peppers Sailboat Bridge Mandrill Peppers Sailboat Bridge Mandrill Peppers Sailboat Bridge Mandrill
Image Image Image

F1Gure 3. The PSNR, SSIM and running time with different iteration methods for S.

5.2. Grayscale image inpainting. In this subsection, we evaluate all the methods on the USC-SIPI Image
Databaseﬂ For testing, we randomly select 20 images of size 512 x 512 pixels from this database. We set the
sampling rate SR to 70%.

We display the inpainting results of the four testing images (“Peppers”, “Sailboat”, “Bridge” and “Mandrill”)
in Figure [d] Enlarged views of parts of the recovered images clearly show the recovery differences. FLGSR
recovers the details much better and preserves the surface of peppers, the sail on boat, the tree branch by bridge
and the face of mandrill well. It can be seen that FLGSR is superior to other methods.

Table [1] lists the recovery PSNR, SSIM and the corresponding running times of different methods. The
highest PSNR and SSIM results are shown in bold. It can be seen from the table that FLGSR outperforms
other methods on all metrics. FLGSR, FGSR and GUIG, which are based on group sparsity, have higher PSNR
and SSIM values than NMFC, which is based on matrix factorization, and SVT, which is based on nuclear
norm. In terms of time consumption, thanks to the idea of flexible grouping, FLGSR consumes much less time
than the 1-column-based methods FGSR and GUIG.

In Figure [5] we report the PSNR, SSIM and the algorithm running time of different methods on the 20
images. Our method achieves the best performance with an average improvement of 1.9 dB in PSNR and 0.07
in SSIM over the respective second best methods on each image, further verifying its advantages and robustness.
In terms of time consumption, our method FLGSR is much faster than other compared methods based on group
sparsity. In conclusion, it not only achieves the best inpainting results but also runs very fast.

TABLE 1. Grayscale image inpainting performance comparison: PSNR, SSIM and running time

Image Index FLGSR FGSR GUIG NMF SVT

PSNR 34.391 31.019 31.816 27.696 27.883
Peppers  SSIM  0.905 0.777 0.821 0.748 0.786
TIME  4.900 8.886 10.285 1.101  4.455

PSNR 31.775 29.850 29.170 24.724 26.004
Sailboat SSIM  0.895 0.811 0.781 0.673 0.776
TIME  5.295 9.598 11.335 0.339 3.773

PSNR 27.455 26.169 24.372 23.179 20.977
Bridge SSIM  0.840 0.778 0.725 0.603 0.634
TIME  5.233 9.815 10.808 0.403  2.363

PSNR 25.301 23.864 22.620 21.574 21.395
Mandrill SSIM  0.802 0.717 0.647 0.523  0.657
TIME  4.554 9.776 11.312 0.331  2.345

5.3. High altitude aerial image inpainting. In this subsection, we test high altitude aerial (HAA) image set
of size 512 x 512 pixels. The sampling rate SR is set to 70%. Tab1e|§| summarizes the PSNR, SSIM values and
the corresponding running times of the compared algorithms. The highest PSNR and SSIM results are shown
in bold. As observed, FLGSR consistently achieves the highest values in terms of all evaluation indexes, e.g.,
the proposed method achieves an approximately 1.66 dB gain in PSNR over the respective second best methods

https://sipi.usc.edu/database/database. php?volume=misc.
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FIGURE 4. Examples of grayscale image inpainting. From top to bottom are respectively
corresponding to “Peppers”, “Sailboat”, “Bridge” and “Mandrill”. For better visualization,
we show the zoom-in region and the corresponding partial residuals of the region. Under
each image, we show enlargements of a demarcated patch and the corresponding error map
(difference from the Original). Error maps with less color information indicate better restoration
performance.
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FI1GURE 5. Comparison of the PSNR, SSIM and the running time on the randomly selected 20

images.

on each image. Figure [f]shows a visualized comparison of the recovery images. As can be seen, FLGSR, GUIG
and FGSR, which all rely on group sparsity, generate the best visual results. In addition, it can be seen that
NMF and SVT still contain a certain amount of noise. The high altitude aerial image inpainting results are
also consistent with the grayscale image inpainting results and all these demonstrate that our FLGSR results
are much better than other methods, both in visual quality and in terms of PSNR, and SSIM.
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FIGURE 6. Examples of HAA image inpainting. From top to bottom are respectively corre-
sponding to “San Diego” and “Woodland Hills”. For better visualization, we show the zoom-in
region and the corresponding partial residuals of the region. Under each image, we show enlarge-
ments of a demarcated patch and the corresponding error map (difference from the Original).
Error maps with less color information indicate better restoration performance.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have proposed a new group sparsity approach to the LRMR problem, which can recover low
rank matrices from incomplete observations. Specifically, we have introduced the FLGSR, a novel regularizer
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TABLE 2. HAA image inpainting performance comparison: PSNR, SSIM and running time

Image Index FLGSR FGSR GUIG NMFC SVT

PSNR 29.843 28.182 27.113 22.539 25.133
San Diego SSIM  0.866 0.794 0.743 0.585  0.768
TIME  7.578 10.651 17.139 0.358  4.356

PSNR 28.819 26.873 26.143 24.330 23.287
Woodland Hills SSIM  0.857 0.785 0.730  0.591  0.682
TIME  6.521  10.159 11.581 0.387  2.555

that can group multiple columns of a matrix as a unit based on the data structure. By doing so, we have
proved the equivalence between the matrix rank and the FLGSR, and shown that the LRMR problem with
either of them has the same global minimizers. Furthermore, we have also established the equivalence between
the relaxed and the penalty formulations of the LRMR problem with FLGSR. To optimize this model, we
have devised an efficient algorithm to solve the LRMR problem with FLGSR, and analyzed its convergence
properties. Finally, we have demonstrated the superiority of our method over state-of-the-art methods in terms
of recovery accuracy, visual quality and computational efficiency on both grayscale images and high altitude
aerial images.
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF THEOREM

Proof. On the one hand, from the definition of |||, for any matrices X := [Xy,..., X;] € R™*™ and YV :=

Y1

,o.., Y] € R™*™ that satisfy C = XY, we obtain that

rank (C) < %(rank (X) + rank (V) = %rank([Xl,...,Xs]) + %rank([Yl, LY

IN

po + 1V lh0)-

1S I 1
5D (rank (X;) + rank (Vi) < 5 3 ne (Il + 1315 = 5 (1%
i=1

1=

On the other hand, it is clear that there exists two column full rank matrices X € R™7 and Y € R™*"
such that C = XY7T. By the given conditions, we know that there exist n;,,... yni, € {n1,...,ns} such that

Z§:1 n;; = r. Without loss of generality, we suppose n;, = n1,...,n;

=n,. Let X = [X,0] € R™*" and

P

Y = [V,0] € R™", then C = X¥7 and rank(X) = || X|,.0, rank (Y) = ¥ ]lp0-

From the above two aspects, we can conclude that

o1 |0
rank (€) = _min = (IXll,0+ 1V ,0) = G5 (©).

The proof is completed. O

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF THEOREM [2.4]

Before proof, we restate some definitions and lemmas here.

Definition B.1. [19] A function F : R™*" — [—o00,+00] is called unitarily invariant if F(UCV) = F(C) for
any C € R™*™ where U € R™*™ V € R™*™ are arbitrary unitary matrices.
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Definition B.2. A function f: R™ — [—00,400] is called absolutely symmetric if f(é) = f(¢) for any c € R™,
where € is the vector with components |c;| arranged in a non-ascending order.

Lemma B.3. [19, Proposition 2.2] If the function F : R™*™ — [—o0,400] is unitarily invariant, then there
exists a absolutely symmetric function f : R™mnt 5 (oo, 4o0] such that F (X) = f oo (X).

Proof. For any C' € R"™*" one has

GUOV)= min an (1%l ) + & (1%l )

Cc= (UTX)(VY)T 2

C= XyT an |X HF) +(ZS(HYHF))

=G3(0)

for arbitrary unitary matrices U € R™*™ and V' € R"*™, which encounters the expectation in Lemma and
thus completes the proof. O
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