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Abstract—In this work, we consider the matrix completion
problem, where the objective is to reconstruct a low-rank
matrix from a few observed entries. A commonly employed
approach involves nuclear norm minimization. For this method
to succeed, the number of observed entries needs to scale at
least proportional to both the rank of the ground-truth matrix
and the coherence parameter. While the only prior information
is oftentimes the low-rank nature of the ground-truth matrix,
in various real-world scenarios, additional knowledge about the
ground-truth low-rank matrix is available. For instance, in collab-
orative filtering, Netflix problem, and dynamic channel estimation
in wireless communications, we have partial or full knowledge
about the signal subspace in advance. Specifically, we are aware
of some subspaces that form multiple angles with the column and
row spaces of the ground-truth matrix. Leveraging this valuable
information has the potential to significantly reduce the required
number of observations. To this end, we introduce a multi-
weight nuclear norm optimization problem that concurrently
promotes the low-rank property as well the information about
the available subspaces. The proposed weights are tailored to
penalize each angle corresponding to each basis of the prior
subspace independently. We further propose an optimal weight
selection strategy by minimizing the coherence parameter of
the ground-truth matrix, which is equivalent to minimizing the
required number of observations. Simulation results validate the
advantages of incorporating multiple weights in the completion
procedure. Specifically, our proposed multi-weight optimization
problem demonstrates a substantial reduction in the required
number of observations compared to the state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—Nuclear norm minimization, Matrix completion,
Subspace prior information

I. INTRODUCTION

Matrix completion, a fundamental concept in data science,
consists of reconstructing a low-rank matrix X € R™*™ with
rank r» « n based on a limited set of noisy observed entries
Y = Ro(X + E) € R™™™ [1], [2]]. Here, E € R™*™ stands
for the noise matrix, €2 is the index set of observed entries,
and the observation operator Rg(-) for a matrix Z € R™*" is
defined as

)= Z L(Z,e e eel ()
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where {e;}? , are the canonical basis for R™, p; is the
probability of observing (4,1)-th element of the matrix, and
€;1 is a Bernoulli random variable taking values 1 and 0 with
probabilities p;; and 1 — p;;, respectively. The expected size
of the observed set is therefore, || = 27 1—1 Pit- While many
matrices satisfy the observations, it is well-established that
under certain conditions, the matrix with the lowest rank is
unique [3]. Hence, typically, to promote the low-rank feature,
the following rank minimization is employed:

min
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where e is an upper-bound for |Rq(E)| £.

Since (@) is generally an NP-hard problem and intractable, it
is commonly replaced with the following surrogate optimiza-
tion:

min

1Z]«,
ZeRnxn

st. |[Y = Ra(Z)|r <e, 3)
where | - ||« is called the nuclear norm which computes the
sum of the singular values of a matrix. It is known that the
problem (3) is a convex relaxation of (2) [4].

Traditionally, the only considered prior information in this
context is the inherent low-rank nature of the ground-truth
matrix. However, in many applications such as quantum state
tomography [5], magnetic resonance imaging [6], [7]], collab-
orative filtering [8]], exploration seismology [9], the Netflix
problem [[10] and wireless communications [[11[]-[13]], there
are available prior knowledge about the solution in form of
the row and column subspaces of the ground-truth matrix
X. For instance, in the Netflix problem, prior evaluations
of the movies by the referees can provide prior information
about the ground-truth subspaces of the Netflix matrix. Further,
in sensor network localization [[14], some information about
the position of the sensors can be exploited as available
prior knowledge (c.f. [[15, Section I] and [[16, Section I.A]
for more applications). In time-varying frequency division
duplexing (FDD) in massive multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) wireless communications, the velocity information
of mobile users can provide subspace prior information which
can be exploited to reduce the training uplink overhead and
consequently enhance the spectral efficiency (see Section
for more details).

The aforementioned prior subspace information often ap-
pear in the form of ! -dimensional column and row subspaces
(denoted by U, and V +) forming angles with the column
and row r-dimensional spaces of the ground-truth matrix
X, denoted by U, and V,, respectively. To incorporate this
prior information into the recovery procedure, we propose the
following [tractable] problem for low-rank matrix completion:

min Qg ZQy; |
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and A,T e R are diagonal matrices, the diagonal
elements of Wthh belong to the interval [0,1]; besides,
Ur/ Vr/ € R™*" indicate some bases for the subspaces
L{r/ and VT/ respectively. Also the orthogonal projection
matrix is defined by P~¢l =1, — UT/U 7, where I, is



the identity matrix of size n. In the special cases where
A =T = 1., the problem simplifies to the standard
nuclear norm minimization (3). The diagonal entries of the
matrix A are influenced by the accuracy of existing prior
information regarding the column space of matrix X and are
manifested through the principal angles between U, and U,,..
Specifically, these angles represent the correlation between
orthoNnormal bases of the subspaces, denoted by U, € R™"*"
and U, € R"*", Correspondingly, analogous assertions apply
to the matrix I', reflecting the accuracy of prior knowledge
concerning the row space of X. As an example, when the
principal angle between the estimated and true basis vectors
(or directions) increases, the accuracy of that direction estimate
diminishes and thus, the assigned weight to that direction
estimate should intuitively be large (near 1). Establishing the
optimal theoretical connection between the principal angles
and the weights in the optimization problem (@) poses a
significant challenge, and addressing this challenge constitutes
the main focus of this paper.

A. Prior Arts

In this section, we provide an overview of existing ap-
proaches that have incorporated additional prior information
into matrix completion. Several studies [8], [[17], [18] present
modified versions of trace-norm regularization to take into
account the nonuniform sampling distribution. This is in con-
trast to the uniform sampling used in the unweighted version
presented in (3), and the proposed modification is expressed
as:

IX]er = [diag(y/p)Xdiag(v/a)«, (6)

in which p(i) and ¢(I) indicate the probabilities that the
i-th row and the [-th column of the matrix are observed,
respectively. A limitation of this modeling is its failure to
consider additional bases and the angles between the prior
and ground-truth subspaces. It solely focuses on the presence
probability of specific bases within the ground-truth subspace.

In [19], [20] and [21]], the subspace prior information is
in the form of completely knowing some directions (bases of
subspace) in the row and column subspaces of X. They assign
some heuristic weights to penalize these specific directions
based on the given subspace prior information.

In [22], the authors explore the minimization of a re-
weighted trace norm through an iterative heuristic method,
analyzing its convergence. Such approaches seek to leverage
prior information derived from previous estimates and are
performed across multiple steps. Notably, this form of prior
information constitutes an additional estimate of the ground-
truth low-rank matrix, rather than having an alternative sub-
space distinct from the ground-truth subspace considered in
(4.

Aravkin et al. present an iterative algorithm in [9] aimed at
integrating subspace prior information into low-rank matrix
completion. They assume that there are column and row
subspaces U, and V), that form r principal angles with
the ground-truth subspaces U, and V,, respectively. More

precisely, they assign the weights A, 7 to the whole prior
subspaces and solve the following optimization:

HQlj{TZQ\NJ,AH*’ st. Y = RQ(Z),

min
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where
Qu, = APy +Py, Qp =Py +Py. (D)

Their approach to determine the weights A, + is rather heuristic
and the theoretical link between maximum principal angles
within the subspace priors and the ground-truth subspaces is
not obtained.

Eftekhari et al. in [[16] consider the same optimization
problem as in and prove that the number of required
observations can be reduced compared to the standard nu-
clear norm minimization in the presence of subspace prior
information. Their approach assigns a single weight to the
whole prior subspaces. The optimal weight is chosen by
minimizing the coherence parameter of the ground-truth ma-
trix that is a measure of how correlated or aligned the
observed columns and rows of a matrix with the canonical
bases are. Since the required number of observations for
matrix completion is directly proportional to the coherence
parameter, the mentioned strategy leads to minimizing the
sampling rate. Their method is limited to situations where the
prior subspaces closely align with the ground-truth subspaces,
making it unsuitable for leveraging diverse angular ranges
between the prior and ground-truth subspaces. Additionally,
they establish a relationship between the maximum principal
angle and the optimal weight. However, penalizing the entire
subspaces with a single weight lacks justification, given that
directions within subspaces exhibit different angles relative to
those of the ground-truth matrix. Their solution falls short of
fully exploiting the prior subspace information, as it focuses
solely on the maximum principal angle rather than all angles.

In [23]], the authors introduce a weighting strategy, similar to
@), for the low-rank matrix recovery problem. Their method
involves selecting weights to alleviate the restricted isome-
try property (RIP) condition of the measurement operator.
Unfortunately, this approach is not universally applicable to
matrix completion problems, as many measurement operators,
including those within the matrix completion framework, do
not satisfy the RIP condition.

In [15]), the optimization problem (@) is explored, and opti-
mal weights are devised using statistical dimension theory, di-
verging from other approaches focused on maximizing the RIP
constant. However, it is worth noting that statistical dimension
theory is not universally applicable to various measurement
models, including the matrix completion framework. Other
works, such as [24], [25], also consider prior information,
albeit with different approaches, and lack analytical results.
Despite these efforts, it is still not clear to what extent prior
knowledge can help.

B. Contributions and key differences with prior works
Next, we highlight our contributions in the following list:
1) Subspace-informed optimization: in (@), we propose a
comprehensive optimization problem that not only does



capture the low-rank nature of the ground-truth matrix
but also effectively leverages the available subspace
prior information in many real-world applications. Our
optimization framework is intricately designed to assign
distinct weights to each individual basis within the prior
subspace. This approach exploits the full utilization of
subspace priors in contrast to [9]], [16], in which all
bases (directions) in the prior subspace receive the same
penalty weight. More explicitly, unlike the methodolo-
gies outlined in [9]], [[16]], the proposed optimization
problem (@) considers different dimensions for prior
subspaces (i.e., r') and ground-truth subspaces (i.e., 7).

2) Optimal weight selection: we offer a theoretical ap-
proach for determining the optimal weights by mini-
mizing a tight upper-bound on the coherence parameter
of the ground-truth matrix. This, in turn, results in the
minimization of the required sampling rate for matrix
completion. In the special case where there is only a
single weight, the proposed weight selection strategy
provides a better solution than the single-weight solution
[16] as the proposed strategy provides a tighter upper-
bound for the coherence parameter of the ground-truth
matrix.

3) Accessible subspace prior information in wireless
communications: for dynamic channel estimation in
FDD massive MIMO wireless communications, we es-
tablish a direct connection between the velocity of
mobile users and the principal angles that are required
in the proposed strategy of optimal weight selection.
Applying our optimization framework in to the prior
information about users’ velocity presents a great poten-
tial to significantly reduce the uplink training overhead
and enhance spectral efficiency.

In summary, as mentioned above, several studies have ex-
plored the impact of prior subspace information; however, we
observe an analytical framework for harnessing prior subspace
information only in [[16]. Consequently, our benchmark in this
analysis is the work of [[16], which employs a single weight
to penalize all principal angles. Our theoretical and numerical
results verify that our proposed multi-weight method requires
fewer samples for matrix completion compared to the single-
weight strategy provided in [[16].

C. Outline

The paper is organized as follows: in Section [lI, we review
the background about the coherence of a matrix and the
principal angles between subspaces that are required for our
analysis later. In Section[[TI, we present our main results which
amount to proposing a non-uniform weighted nuclear norm
minimization. In Section an application of exploiting sub-
space information in wireless communications is investigated.
In Sections some numerical results are provided which
verify the superior performance of our method. Finally, in
Section [VI] the paper is concluded.

D. Notations

Throughout the paper, scalars are indicated by lowercase
letters, vectors by lowercase boldface letters, and matrices by

uppercase letters. The trace and Hermitian of a matrix are
shown as Tr(-) and (-)¥, respectively. The Frobenius inner-
product is defined as (A,B)r = Tr(AB#). | - || denotes
the spectral norm and X > 0 means that X is a semidefinite
matrix. We describe the linear operator A4 : R™*"” — RP
as AX) = [(X,A)p, -+ (X, A, r]T where A; € R™*™,
The adjoint operator of A is defined as A*(y) = >V, y; A;
and 7 is the identity linear operator, i.e. ZX = X. j is
the complex imaginary unit. Jy(-) is the Bessel function of
zero kind and is defined as Jo(z) £ 2 {7 e 3=sn(")d¢. The
operation diag(x) transforms a vector x € R™*! into a
diagonal matrix of size n x n with the elements of x as
its diagonal entries, and all other elements set to zero. The
i-th element of a vector x € R"*! is represented by x(i).
Additionally, the element in the i-th row and [-th column of a
matrix A is denoted by A;;. e; € R" is the canonical vector
having 1 in the ¢-th location and zero elsewhere. a v b means
max{a, b} for two arbitrary scalars a and b. A = B means
that A is greater than B up to a constant factor.

II. BACKGROUND

This section is dedicated to explaining concepts related to
subspace information and the angles between two subspaces.
Additionally, we present the strategy of single-weight penal-
ization as outlined in [16]].

We first provide a definition for the coherence parameter
of a subspace in R™ which serves as a metric for our weight
selection method later.

Definition 1 ( [15]). Assume U, < R” is an r-dimensional
subspace and Py, indicates the orthogonal projection matrix
onto that subspace. Then, the i-th coherence parameter of U,
is defined as:

piUy) £ 2 [Py, e i=1,....n. (8)

Let U, € R™" and V,, € R™ " be some bases for
the column and row spaces U, and V,, respectively, and
X, = UTETVTH € R™ ™ be the singular value decompo-
sition (SVD) of the matrix X, with rank r « n. Let u;(U4,.)
and 4;(V,) be the i-th and I-th coherence parameters of the
column and row spaces of a matrix X, € R"*™ of dimension
r. Then, the coherence parameter of the matrix X, is defined
as

n(X,) = Tl(Uv-Vf) = maxu;(U) v mlaX ZIV O]
K2

To establish the principal angles between subspaces U and u,

let 7 and r’ denote the dimensions of U and U, respectively,

with 7 < /. There exists 7 non-increasing principal angles

0, = [0,(1),...,0,(r)]T in the angular range [0°,90°]" given

by:

N

lal2faf2

Ou(r) = min{cos_l( ewl) iuel e Z:l} = ur, )

N

b):ueu,ﬁeljl
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la
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(10)



where u; and U; are called the [-th principal vectors leading
to the I-th principal angle 6,(1).

III. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we propose a performance guarantee for
the proposed optimization problem (@) which provides a non-
uniform weighting strategy for matrix completion with prior
subspace information. Consider U,~ and V,- as prior subspace
information forming angles with U,. and V,., respectively. We
optimize the weights according to the values of the principal
angles. Theorem (I)) below provides performance guarantees
for both noiseless and noisy matrix completion scenarios, with
the uniform weighting strategy emerging as a special case.
Note that the rank-r truncated SVD of a matrix X € R™*"™ is
denoted as X,.. Additionally, the residual matrix is represented
by X,+ = X - X,.

Theorem 1. For a matrix X € R™*", let X, = U, X,V be
the rank r truncated SVD form of X. Let U, = span(X,) =
span(U,.) and V, = span(X2) = span(V,) denote the
column and row subspaces of X, respectively, while the
r’'-dimensional subspaces U, and YV, represent the prior
subspaces with the assumption that v' > r. Suppose the
principal angles, arranged in non-increasing order, between
these two sets of subspaces are given by:

0, = LU U] eR™, 0, = Z[V,, V] e R (11)

Additionally, let U and V represent orthonormal bases
for span([U,, U,v]) and span([V.,, V,/]), respectively. For
Xivi,Visi € (0,1], if X is a solution to [@), then we have:

HX o XHF < X, 4 I

< (12)
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in which

fi(w,0) = \/w4cosz(9) + sin?(6)

fa(w,0) = \/11)2(?082(9) +sin?(6),

5)

AL A, = diag(Ay) e R™"

N Ay = diag(A2) € R —rxr’-r
and
T2

Iy = diag(vy,) e R™*"
Ty = diag(yz) € R7—mxr'=r

Proof. See Appendix

Remark 1. If A =T =1,/ then Qu = Qv = I,, and the
problem reduces to the standard matrix complet10n @). Also,
considering T' = 7L, and A = AL, (@) reduces to the single
weighted problem studied in [16].

Remark 2. (Finding optimal weights) Our goal is to reduce
the number of required observations or alternatively the recov-
ery error in matrix completion problem. Therefore, we choose
the optimal weights that minimizes the lower-bound on p in
and consequently the recovery error in (12).

Remark 3. In our proposed model, all principal angels be-
tween subspaces are assumed to be accessible. Accordingly,
this provides higher degrees of freedom to reduce the number
of required observations which is in turn enhances the perfor-
mance accuracy.

The following section outlines a specific scenario where the
entire prior subspace is penalized with a single weight (also
called uniform weighting) and indeed the entire prior subspace
is treated uniformly.

A. Uniform Weighting

By employing the single-weight strategy provided in [16],
the prior subspaces U and V are of dimensions ' = r and
the weighing matrices in (@) are set as A = AL, € R™*" and
I'=~I, e R™*".

Theorem 2 ( [16]). Let X, = UTETVf e R"™*™ be the
truncated SVD version of matrix X € R™*™, for an integer
r < nand let X,+ = X — X, be the residual matrix.
Consider U, and 'V, as prior subspace information that
form r principal angles with the column and row spaces of
matrix X, respectively. Additionally, let U and V represent
orthonormal bases for span([U,, U,]) and span([V,, V,]),
respectively. For A,y € (0,1], if X is a solution to (@), then

IX —X|r < %—&-e\/ﬁ (16)
provided that
1= p 2 max[log(ay - n), 1]/%&
max[a2(1 + 2G5, 1]
a < (17)



where n(IuJ\v/H ) represents the coherence of UVH and
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Remark 4. (Comparison with the special case of Theorem
In the special case of Theorem |I| where all weights are the
same, we have

f2(>‘v9u(1))

- F2(1,0,(1))
A2 = F,(7,0,(1) W) + £y

f2(\ 0. (1))

“f1(7, 0, 1A, 04(1)).

19)

By comparing the sample complexity result with (17)),
we observe that as > ao. Since the optimal weights are
obtained by minimizing the sample complexity, this in turn
shows that even in the special case of uniform weighting, our
proposed optimal weights leads to lower number of required
observations and consequently less recovery errors.

Remark 5. Setting A = v = 1 in problem (@) simplifies it to
the standard unweighted nuclear norm minimization problem
(3), yielding ay = 1, a5 = 4, and ag = 0. Consequently, (17)
transforms to

X, )rlog?n n(UVH)
1>p>ﬁ( )og (1+ (V\VI))

Furthermore, due to the term , | (IIJJ ‘\// H) the probability of

observing an element in this specific scenario appears to be a

bit looser than the sample complexity of conventional matrix
2

completion which is 1 > p = "(XT)#, as discussed in

(3]

(20)

IV. APPLICATION IN FDD MASSIVE MIMO
COMMUNICATIONS

In this section, we provide an explicit application in wire-
less communications that the subspace prior information is
accessible (see [[11]-[13]] for more details). We consider a
frequency division duplexing (FDD) multiple-input multiple-
output (MIMO) systems where a base station (BS) transmits a
pilot signal towards K users in the downlink. The users then
feed backs under-sampled versions of their own pilot obser-
vations to the BS in the uplink. The resulting observations of
all users at the BS can be expressed as

Y = Rq (H(t) + E(t)) e CN*K, @1

where () shows the observed entries with size |Q] = T,
and H(t) £ [hy(t),...hx(t)] denotes the downlink channel
between the BS and of users at time ¢. User £ moves in a
direction denoted by v and the BS is equipped with uniform
linear array (ULA) with N antennas with antenna spacing d.
The BS is aligned in the direction 7 as shown in Figure[l} The
Doppler frequency correspondlng to k-th user and ¢-th path is

shown by fF = %W where )\ denotes carrier wavelength

and ¢F is angle of arrival (AoA) corresponding to path 4 and
user k. vy, is the velocity of k-th user. The normalized channel
of the k-th user at time ¢ is expressed as:

s(t)

hk 27rfkt+,@ ) (ef) (22)

where f3; is the phase of the i-th channel path of k-th user, 6F is

the angle of departure (AoD) corresponding to path ¢ and user
R . 2mwd cos(n—0) .2wd cos(n—0)(N—1)

k, a(f) =[1,¢ D) yeeey © b)

is the array response vector and s(t) is the total number of

scatterers between user k£ and the BS. The cross-correlation

between the normalized channel of user k at time ¢; and user

l at time t5 < t; are obtained by
P(tl, tg) £ E [hk(tl)h}{(tg)] € (CNXN,

where the above expectation is taken over the random phases
and angles. Based on the results provided in [26]], the (p, q)
element of P(t1,t2) denoted by P, ,)(t1,t2) can be obtained
as follows:

Plp,q)(t1,t2) =

TE(CNX1

(23)

{ IJO( Vk;tl)JO( Vltg)J (Q”dp)Jo(%”dq) k#1 }
o JO( Tv(t — t2)) Jo(Frd(p — q)) k=1
24
where o 2 minGst)st2)) ang AoA and AoDs and phases

v/ s(t1)s(t2)
are assumed to be i.i.d. and uniformly distributed between

[—7, 7). Now, suppose that HZ[hy (t1), ..., hg(t1)] and HZ
[hy(t2),...,hx(t2)] are the channel matrices of users at times
t1 (current time) and ¢ (Previous time), respectively. To obtain
the principal angles between the column spaces of H, i.e.,
span(H), and the column spaces of H span(H), we construct
EHZH as follows:

E[hy (t;)"h (t2)] E[h; (t)Thg (t2)]

E[H"H] = : :
Elhg (t,)"hy (t)] Elhy (t1)"hg(t2)]
(25)

By replacing (24)) into (23] and taking SVD decomposition, we
can have access to the singular values of E[H H] which are
the cosine of the vector of principal angles between span(H)
and span(H) Similarly, to obtain the principal angles between
row spaces of H and H, we construct E[HH?] as follows:

ZE

By replacing (29) into @, and taking SVD, provides the
singular values of IE[HH*’] which is equal to the cosine of
the vector of principal angles between row spaces of H and
H.

E[HH"] =

(t2)"] (26)

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we provide several numerical experiments
to verify that the proposed non-uniform weighting strategy
performs better than the uniform weighting approach in matrix
completion problem with prior subspace information. The
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Fig. 1. A typical example of exploiting subspace prior information
in FDD massive MIMO systems. The BS is equipped with ULA array
with N antennas. 6% and ¢% show the AoD and AoA corresponding
to ¢-th path of the channel of k-th user. The Doppler frequencies of
users provides the subspace prior information required to estimate
the channel at the current time.

optimization problems are solved using CVX package in
MATLAB software and the optimal weights are obtained by
numerical optimization techniques. Consider a square matrix
X € R™" with n = 20 and rank » = 4. We use a
perturbation matrix N € R™*"  with independent Gaussian
random elements of mean zero and variance 10~* to generate
X’ = X + N with rank 7" = r + 4. Then, we construct the
prior subspaces L{,,/ and Vr/ by computing the column and row
spaces of X’ and X', respectively. Note that 8, € [0,90]"
and 0, € [0,90]" are the known principal angels between
subspaces [U,.,U,] and [V,., V,-], respectively. The bases U,
and U,, without loss of generality can be defined in such a
way that

Ufﬁrf = [cosO, Opxr—r], Vf\NfT/ = [cos0, Opsxp—r]

27

ie. U, and U, can be considered as the left and right singular
matriges of U,I?' U,.. Similar definitions are also done for V,.
and V..

In this section, we compare the performance of the stan-
dard matrix completion (@) with the strategy of non-uniform
weighting (@). Also, we examine different angles 0, and
6, and compare the proposed strategy with standard matrix
completion and single-weight method in [[16]. Each experiment
is repeated 50 times with different sampled entries and noise
levels (in noisy cases). Considering X as the solution of the
problem, the normalized recovery error (NRE) is defined as:
NRE = % NRE values less than 10~ is considered to
show a successful experiment.

The success rate and NRE (in the noiseless case) are shown
in Figure[2] In this experiment, prior information is considered
to have good accuracy, and the principal angles between
subspaces are considered as 6, = [1.32,1.72,2.11,3.07] and
0, = [1.08,1.70,2.37,2.73] degrees. As it can be observed,
matrix completion with non-uniform weights outperforms the
uniform weighting strategy and the unweighted standard ma-
trix completion.

In Figure we investigate a case with similar param-
eters assuming 6, = [2.01,8.28,15.55,20.26] and 6, =

[2.09,10.5,19.45,22.00] with the difference that some direc-
tions closely align with the ground-truth ones while others do
not. As expected, we see that matrix completion with non-
uniform weights performs better than the other methods.

In Figure [ we consider prior  subspace
information with are far from the ground-truth
subspace, ie. 0, = [40.87,49.63,50.55,69.39] and

0, = [28.76,37.83,40.52,63.65]. In this experiment,
similar to previous ones, it can be again observed that
non-uniformly weighting matrix completion has superior
performance compared to the other methods.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we designed a novel framework in order
to exploit prior subspace information in matrix completion
problem. We first developed a weighted optimization problem
to promote both prior subspace knowledge and low-rank
feature. Then, we proposed a novel theoretical way to obtain
the optimal weights by minimizing the required number of
observations. Numerical results were also provided which
demonstrate the superior accuracy of our proposed approach
compared to the state-of-the-art methods.

APPENDIX A
REQUIRED LEMMAS AND BACKGROUNDS

In this section, some essential lemmas are provided which
are required in the proof of Theorem [I}

A. Constructing the Bases

This section introduces the bases in order to simplify the
proofs.

Lemma 1. [/5] Consider X, € R™*™ as a rank r matrix
with column and row subspaces U, and V., respectively.
Also, let U, and V, of dimension ' > r with r known
principal angles 0,, and 0,, with subspaces U, and V as prior
information. There exlsts orthogonal matrices U, V, € R"*"
and UT 7V , e R and Br,Bgr € R"™" such that:

U, =span(U,),
ar/ = Span(ﬁr/)a

V, = span(V,)
V. = span(V,)

BL £ [U' U/LT /2,7"—7' U{r; r—r! ] € Rnxn
BR £ [V’I‘ V/Lr /277"7r V;; r— 7‘] e R™ ™ (28)

For definitions of the submatrices, see [|I5| Section VI.A].

The following relation can be concluded from Lemma [T}

cosO,,

U, =B, | S0 (29)

_Ir’—r
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Fig. 2. Matrix completion performance using different approaches in
[2.01,8.28,15.55,20.26] and 60, = [2.09,10.5,19.45, 22.00].
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Fig. 3. Matrix completion performance using different approaches in
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the noise-less case. The principal angels are considered as 8, =
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Fig. 4. Matrix completion performance using different approaches in the noise-less case. The principal angels are considered as 8, =

[1.32,1.72,2.11,3.07] and 6, = [1.08,1.70,2.37,2.73].

~

Therefore, orthogonal projections onto the subspaces U, and

Ajcos?8, +sin?0, (I — A;)sind,cos,

I— A;)sin@,cos0, A;sin®0, + cos?6 H
~ B ( 1 u w 1 u u B
U, are: L A L
In—r’—r
R (3D
Paw =U, U =
[ cos?6, —sin@,,cosb,, _ . . [Ay e Rrxr
B, —sin@,,cosf,, sin?0,, BH in which A = Ay e RY X7 =1 |
L
| PV Define
P- J__ =1-P~ = (Aqcos?0, +sin?0,) - A7 —(I— Aj)sind,cos0, - AL*
U, u,. o, 2 | —(I— Ay)sin,cosb,, - A7' (Ajcos?8, +sin?6, - AT!
- . L.
sin?0,, sin@,,cos@,, r I
B, sin@,cosl,, cos?0,, BH (32)
Or’fr L
| In—7"—7' . . ” . 2
(30) in which A; > 0, and A =4/A%cos20, + sin”6,, € R"*"

is
We also have:

Q

U

»AUL + P

uT/

an invertible matrix. Now can be rewritten as:

Aqcos?0, + sin’6,
H\ [ (I— Ay)sin@,cos6,
_ BL(OLOL) ( 1)sin@,cos

(I — Ay)sind,cosb,
Asin0, + cos?0,
Ay

L
Livor



Ar  (I— A?)sin@,cos0, - Azl

-1

~-B,O, MAL B!
Ay
In—r’—T
Lll L12
=: B0y Lz BY
A, L

In—r’—r

=B,O,LBY, (33)

where L € R™*™ is an upper-triangular block matrix:

Li; Lo
a La2
L= A,
Infr/fr
A (I-A?)sinb,cos0, - AL'
_ AAT
= A,
In—r’—r
(34)
Since matrices By, and Oy, are orthonormal bases, it follows
that |Qz ,| = |L| = 1. Similar results can also be deduced
for the row subspace:
Ri1 Ry
A R22
R= r,
Infr’fr
Agr (I-T?)sin,cos0, - Ap'
_ IAR
= F2 )
In—r/—r
(35)

where Ap £ \/I‘%COSQGU + sin?@, and A is similarly de-
fined. Considering Z € R™*" as an arbitrary matrix, one may

write:
Qy,ZQy , = B0, L(BYZB;)R"OUYBE
=B,0,LZR"O%BY (Z 2 BYZBpy)

le ZIQ 213 Zl4

Zoy Zoy Zoz Zoy

Zy1 Zzy Zsz Za
Zy Zyp Zys Zy

2B,0.L RYOEBY.  (36)

Since span(X,.) = span(U,) and span(X) = span(V,)
and with upper triangular matrices L and R, we can rewrite
Qg , X-Qy, | in terms of new bases as follows:

Q; ,X.Qy, , = BLO L(BX,Br)R"O B}

=B,0,LX,R"0%IBY (X, 2BYX,Bg)
£BLO.L [X““ OM] RIYONBY
=B.0; [L“X““R“ Onr] oiBH. (37)

Lemma 2. The operator norms regarding the sub-blocks of L

in and (13) are as follows:
L] = ALl = \/mgx{fzz(/\l(i)ﬁu(i))}v

- S5 (1=27(1),0u(4))
Tl = {0 |

2
A1 (i) = fa( A1 (3),00 (3
HIT - L22H = \/I’H?X {( l(f)g()\fgz)léu)(l))( ))) }7
1),0. (i
M Tl = mas { 25205540 |
”LIH2 = max{d;(0y, A1, \2)

[

(38)
(39)

I - Az] H -
max{miax{l — /\Q(i)},miax{l — WM}}, (40)
where dy,do are defined as:
di1(0,a,b)=

a(1) _1\2 (1—a(i))? cos® 0(3) sin® 6(3)
mzax{(fz(a(i)ﬁ(i)) 1)+ a(3)? cos2 6(i) sinZ 0(3) }

d2(0, 2, b) £ max(b(i) — 1)?

(41)

The same relations hold for the sub-blocks of R.
Proof. See Appendix D}

B. Support Definitions
Let X, € R™*™ be a rank-r matrix which is obtained via
the truncated SVD of X:
X=X, +X,+ =U,X, 1 VI + X4,

where U, and V, are some jﬂhogonal bases of column and

row spaces of X,., and thus X, 11 is not necessarily diagonal.

Also consider that U, = span(U,) = span(X,) and V, =

span(V,.) = span(X!!) are column and row subspaces of X,.,

respectively. Then the support of X, can be defined as:
T={ZeR"":Z =Py ZPy, + Py, 2Py

+ Py ZPy1 } = supp(X,;), (42)

and the orthogonal projection onto T and T+ can be defined
as

PT(Z) =PyZ + 7Py, — PyZPy,,

We can rewrite T using Lemma (1| as
T = {ZER”X” :Z=B.ZBY, Z% [Z“ 21 }}
ZQl On—r
= B, TBY, (44)
where T = R™*" is the support of X, = BYX, Bg:
— — . [Zn Z
_ mxn , A 711 12
T={ZeR A [Z21 Onr] }. (45)
For arbitrary
7o | 211 Zyo nx
Z é it “ c Rnxn’ 46
[zm Zzz] 40



o = . —
the orthogonal projection onto T and its complement T are

e |2 Zy = | Or
7DT(Z) = [Z21 Onr]a PTL(Z) = [ Z22:|7 “47)
respectively. Since Z = B ZB1, one can say:
Pr(Z) = BLPg(Z)By, Pr.(Z) = BLPx:(Z)BE.
(48)
APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THEOREMI]

Proof. For matrix X,. with rank r, if U,. and V,. indicate the
orthogonal bases, then the column and row subspaces are:

U, = span(X,) = span(U,), V, = span(X) = span(V,).

The ith and [-th coherence parameters of the column and row
spaces of X, can be expressed as

pi = wUy) 2 21U e [1n],
= (Vo) 2 2V, [L:I3 e 1:n].

As we can see in these definitions, the coherence parameter
of subspaces is independent of the selection of orthogonal
bases. According to the definition [§] and (@), the coherence
parameter of a matrix is equal to the maximum coherence
of its column and row subspaces. Similarly, for subspaces
U, = span([U,, U, ]) and V, = span([V,., V,.]) we have:

fu=juUy) i€[l:n] 7 =wnl,) le[l:n] (50)

For simplicity and in order to use coherence between sub-
spaces, we define the following diagonal matrix:

(49)

H1
u= . oy
Mn

Let | A[2— o be the maximum ¢3-norm of the rows in A, then,
the following relations hold:

=1 =1
I(55) 2 U oo = 1, [I(57) 2 Vr||m =1
—1
[(4)2 Ul asep < /27 max 22
=1 ] -
[(45)72 Vg < T'%mlaxz—; (52)

By considering U as the orthogonal basis of U, it holds that:

0% (3]

=1
[(55) 2 Upllameo = MaX g, 7,0,

G, [ix]l2 _ dim(U,.)
< max om %Z’ %Hz m
<y /S max £ (dim(U,) <1’ +7) (53)

where the third inequality of (33) comes from the fact that
U;/ e Z:l

Now, we provide some properties of sampling operator (TJ),
which is necessary for developing our main theory. In order
to list these properties, we initially define the following norm

functions. Assume p(o0) and p(o0,2) describe the weighted

fy-norm and the maximum weighted ¢5-norm of rows of a
matrix, respectively. For a square matrix Z € R™*" we set:

12 (o) = 1C57) 2 & Z(%) Tl = max [ |20 U150
(54)

ur =L vr =1 H
= 105) 2 Zlasoo v [(57) 2 Z7 2500
o2l 12

Lemma 3. [27] Given the sampling operator as defined
in () and assuming T as the support of X, and Pt as
the orthogonal projection onto the support, the following
inequality holds with high probability:

|(Pr —ProRaoPr)(Z)|r-r < 3

12 1(c0.2)

— m?x{ o S| Z[i, ] ||2} v max{ (55)

vr

under the condition that

(us+v)rlogn

- <pa <1l Vilel[l:n].

Above, |A(-)| F—r = sup) x|, <1 [A(X)|F is the operator
norm of the linear map A(-), and (AoB)(-) = A(B(-)) stands
for the composition of operators A and 5.

Lemma 4. [27] Given the assumptions stated in Lemma
for any matrix Z, with high probability, we expect

I(Z = Ra)(Z)]| < 1 Zllio0) + 12 ,u(e0,2)
subject to the conditions stated in Lemma [3]

Lemma 5. [27] Given the assumptions in Lemma |3} for any
matrix Z such that P(Z) = Z, we expect

|(Pr — ProRa o Pr)(Z)|ueo2) < 31Zlu0.2) + 512l o)

with high probability under the same condition as Lemma

Lemma 6. [27] Given the assumptions in Lemma [3) for any
matrix Z € T, we have the following inequality with high
probability:

‘|(PT —ProRgo PT)(Z)“;L(x) < %HZHH(OO)

In some cases, we will use R instead of Rq which is defined
as:

Rao(Z) 2 Bl Ro(BLZBY)Bg (56)

Based on the sampling operator Rq, we establish the orthog-
onal projection Pq(Z) in order to project the input to the
support of Rq:

n

Pa(Z)2 ) el l]ee] . (57)
il=1
Similar to the definition of Rq and Pq, we have:
Po(Z) = B Po(BLZB})Bx. (58)

In the following, we provide some main features of the
recently defined variables.

Lemma 7. [I6] For an arbitrary matrix Z and Z, we have:

(Z,Ra(Z)) = {Z,Ra(Z)) (59)



|Ra(Z)|F = |Ra(Z)|r (60)

Also if 0 < k < h <1andp; c|[l,h) then
(RaoRa)() = (Ra)(") (61)
IRa()psr = [Ra()por <177 (62)

where A(-) > B(-) means that for every matrix Z,
(Z,A(Z)) = (Z,B(Z)).

The latter lemma results in the following relation:

Pa(Z)|F < h|Ra(Z)|F. (63)

Now, with these lemmas in mind, we can finalize the proof of
Theorem (T2)).

Consider X = X, is a rank-r matrix and our observation
is measured in a noisy environment. Let Xand ¥ 2X - X
be the solution and the estimation error of (@). Then one can
write:

1Qg, X +¥)Qy, |+ < 1Qg, XQy, |« (64)
for the right side of we have:
1Qz, XQy [+ = Qg X Q5 [«
< |BLOLLX, R"ORBL|: = [LX. R,
_ X nRn
- [ Onr] ‘ (65)

which holds since Br, Or, B and Op, are orthogonal. For
the left-hand side of (64)), we have:

1Qy X+ ¥)Qy [« = Qg (Xr + ¥)Qy |«
> [BLOLL(X, + ¥)RMOEBR [« — | X/ |«
= HL(XT +¢)RHH* - HX;r H*

_ ' [LuXr,uRu

Replacing these two upper and lower bounds in (64) and
considering the convexity of nuclear norm, we have:

]+L‘PRH — X« (66)

On—r

*

(LERY, G
< [L11X7-,11R11 0 ]+L\I’RH
n—r %
_’ [L11X7-,11R11 ] ‘ <0
0,
VG e d [L“X““R“ 0 ] (67)
n—r

In (67), 0 A+ indicates the sub-differential of nuclear norm
at point A [4]. In order to fully describe sub-differential,
let rank(X,.11) = rank(X,) = r and for non-zero weights
rank(L;;X;1Rq1) = r. Consider the SVD decomposition for

matrix L11X,~,11R11 as:

L X, 1Ry = U,A, V)

Also let S be the sign matrix defined as:

g= [Su . |TV
Onfr On—r

Finally, the sub-differential is defined as:
L X, 1R
0”7477”

(68)

0

*

= {GER"X”:

Sll e Rnxn
“= [ Gos € R("_T)X(H—T)] ) ||G22|| < 1} =

nxn S
{GGR :PT(G)—S—[ 1 OR_J,PTL(G)@

(69)
By considering (68)), we have:
rank(S) = rank(S11) =, S| = [S11| =1
ISIF = [S11llr = V7 (70)

Then according to the aforementioned equations and for
[Gaao| <1, becomes as:
(LYRM,S+0,_,)<0 (71)
which is simplified to
0= (LPR" S)+ sup (LPRY, [OT ]>
1Gas| <1 Gz

= (LYRYS) + “Zﬂ%@? (LTRY), G)

= (LYR",S) + | Pr (LERY)|
= (¥,L"SR) + | Py (LERY)|

Li1S1iRii Li1S1iRqo
= <‘I’7 L%SiiRir LSRRy >
0n—2r
. LooWorRoy  LopWoslly  LppWoy
AoW3oRos  AgWssl'y  ApWsy
W 5Ra0 W3yl Wy *
| LuSuRn LiiSuiRae
= <‘I’, LY%S11 Ry 0, >
0n—2r
+ (W2, L15S11R12)
07"
LoWooRoy  LogWosl'y LoaWoy
AsW3Ro  AgWssly ApWsy
YR Wiyl Wyy ¥

= (W,S) + (W, LILS 11 Ri2) + [L'Pos (B)R' 5 (72)

where holds due to the fact that the spectral norm is the
dual function of nuclear norm. Also the matrices S’ and L’
are defined as below:

_, | LuSuRn LuSnRi
S EN LI{IQSHRH 0,

On—r’—r



0, and there exists a matrix II € R™*"™ that satisfies the following

ra Lo relations:
L'= Ay
— —
Loy S — Px()|r < 5 (76)
_ _ M« 1
It is worth mentioning that S € T. Regarding S/, we may zTL (E) i§ (77
write: II = Ro (), (78)
0= (T, §/> + (W, LIS Ri2) + |IL Py (P)R/ |« where o1 and o are defined as:
> (0,S") — [P (V)] 4| Lz |S11 | |R (B
(.5~ [Py (Bl Ll Su Rl + [P (D o sl (1)
— | P52 () — L'Ppe (B)R|
= = — FE(A1(3),0. (1 FE(v1(3),0. (i
= (@8 + (1 - |Lia||Roa ) [P (F)] 4 \/mgx{fgﬁgﬁii,euziﬁ } max{fgﬁ”iéiiﬁvzii }
_ ) ) Tr ) / | /
P ()P ()P (1) = LP (2R 01 = a8 (9). (), M (i), 72 (0))2
=¥, 8) + (1 = [Luz| |[Raz2]) [Pge (¥)] PO
— [Pt (1) = V| [P (B) \/ masc{ £ (i), 0u(1) | mx{éiieﬁii}

— L Pge (2) ][ P (Tn) — R

.(1+ r’+r maxﬂl)

> (¥,8) + (1 - [Lio| [Ruz )| P (F) AT
L. — Lo = — . 4
-1 SR | LT T . ¢miax{f;m @0, mx{ 3200
I, — Ro
[ ITFQ]H ~(1+ r'%max%)
_ I — L
—@S)+ (- |LofRel |77 ] 19
I, — Ao
— H [IT — Rao LT ] H)HPTL (O)]« According to Lemma |8} there exists a IT satisfying to
T2 (78). Thus, can be rewritten as:
_ _
D@8+ 1P @), . _
0=<¥,S)+ (1 —a3)|Pp: (¥)]«
S3(1=23(4),0.(4)) — — — _
ll - \/max{ 201 (1),04(1)) } = <‘I’7P ( )+ <\I’ / 7( )> + (1 - a3)H,PTL(‘I’)H*
0 00 ) = (T, II) + (¥, P5(ID)) + (¥, S — Px(II))+
\/maX TR0 ,0.00) } (1 — a3)|Pgs (V)4 = (@, P (T)) + (¥, S — PH(IL))
— max { max{Az(i) - 1}, max { mfl“ 1}} + (1= a3)|Pge () |5 = | Prge () || P (TT)|
— [PE(®)| 48" = P05 + (1 — a5)|[Ppe (F)]
— max { max{ra(i) — 1), max { 750 1} > L P (D) — 5 Pr@)]r + (1 - ag) [P (B
— (L — o) [Pt (W), — *_1P=(T
= (B8 + (1 a3(0u(0),0,(i), M) [P (B)] 73) = (2 7 @) [P (B = 551 Pe(W)l (80)

in which the first inequality holds due to (72), the second one ~ For a3 < 1, is equivalent to:

comes from holder’s inequality, and the fact that Hyy is a part 1 — A —
of P 1 (H). The last inequality is due to ab+a+b < 3 (a-+b). (3 = a@3)|[ Py (®)« < fﬁHPT('I’)”F
The following lemma defines the dual certificate.

81

Here, the third inequality of comes from Holder’s inequal-

Lemma . Let T be the support of matrix X, as defined in ity, the equations and and the following relations:

and mln pit < k. Consider Rq and Pq as defined in
@]} and (B8)), respectively. Then, for i,l € [1: n], as long as

IRy ()| F = [Ra(®)|F = [Ra(X —X)|r =0, (82)

max{log(oyn), 1] - (st (B T0) = (T, Po(l)) = Po(T). DM =0. (83

- max| o 1+ma —|—ma )IS i < 1, 74 .
1 2( X x ) s pa 74) In order to calculate the upper-bound of (8T)), it holds that:

then, we have: Hﬁﬂ(f (®)|r = [Ra (P (%)) r B
|(Px — PgoRa o Pp)()r—r < 3, (75) < [Ra()llp—p | Ppe (¥ )HF P (®)e 34



Now by considering Lemma [§] it follows that

[Ra(Pr(®))[7 = (Px(¥), (Ra o Ra) (Pr(¥)))
> (Px(¥). Ra(P5(¥))) = <7’() =(¥))
+ (Px(®), (Pg o R o Pg — Pr) o Px(¥))
> [Px(®)[% — |Pg o Ry o Py — Pl |P3(®) 7
> 5|Pr(®)[7 (85)
Thus, combining and leads to:
IPE()lr < 2P (P)] (86)
Finally, by considering (86) and (§1), we have:
(3 = a3)[Pg (V) ]« < 755 Pp (®)|p, (87
in which it can be concluded that as long as az < i,

P51 (¥) = 0. Thus, according to the aforementioned argu-

ments, the error bound of W is given by:

1®]r < [Ppe(®)|r + |P£(®)|r

< (2 + DIPge () = 0; (88)

and X = X. Extending the existing results for low rank matrix
and observations in noisy environments, one may write:
IX - X|r < Lﬁhz

% HQQT rt Qv H*

h§
< Y21Qg 11X+ 4] Qp | + 522

3
< YR |X, |, + D02 (89)

r*H*

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA [§]

As mentioned in Lemma 3~, U, and INJT/ are orthogonal
bases of subspaces U, and U, respectively. Now without
loss of generality, suppose that

’
Orxr’—'r‘] R™"

(90)

U}.{INJ,»/ = [cosB, = U?[ﬁm 6277«l_7-] €

where U1 € R¥” and U2 i € R”” -r are orthogonal
bases for subspaces Ll1 - C Ll,«« and ng —yr C Ll,/
To construct orthonormal bases By, we set

U, £ -1-U,UuNHU, ,sin"'0,
= —Paiﬁl,rsin_lau € Rnxr
: é _(I - UTU,’I:I)627T/_T

2,7’ —r

_ —Paiszyr,,r e R T 1)

and consider

span(U” _

n— T—T)

span([U, UL

While we presented results and proofs for the column space,
it is important to note that all these results are valid for row
spaces as well.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF LEMMA 2]

We rely on two crucial points for proving the relations in
Lemma 2

1) The operator norm of the diagonal matrix is the maxi-
mum element of the matrix.
2) For X € R™"*™
X = A/ Amax (XHX) = omax(X),

where Apmax (XPX) is the largest eigenvalue of XHX
and opax(X) the largest singular value of X [28l
Lemma A.5.]

It then follows that:
[Lisf = [AL| = \/mgx{fgz(h(i)ﬂu(i))%
2(1=X2(1),0., (i

IL, = Lo = L — AATY| =

2
A ()~ 2 (0 (1,0, (3))
\/m?x{< S (002 ) }

H [IT — Loy - Ag] - m?X{m?«X{l — A2(i)}
A1 (@)
 max {1 - W}}
IlLas Lol = mise) | F2( (0, 0u()
2 ) 205 1 2
13 ((1*/\1@))’971(”)
fZ()\l(i)»Gu(i))
2
f )\1( ) ( ))
= max { B35 )
Or L 2
L22 - Ir =
AQ - I'r’—’r -
On—r’—T
L 2
12 —TI._.|?
ol ] e

A1 (4
= max{[max {1 - (71“2()\1(11')(,()9“,(1')))2_’_

M}’mlax{()\g(i) - 1%}

200 (0.0.(0) ©2)
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