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Abstract

We consider the robust multi-dimensional scaling (RMDS) problem in this paper. The
goal is to localize point locations from pairwise distances that may be corrupted by outliers.
Inspired by classic MDS theories, and nonconvex works for the robust principal component
analysis (RPCA) problem, we propose an alternating projection based algorithm that is further
accelerated by the tangent space projection technique. For the proposed algorithm, if the outliers
are sparse enough, we can establish linear convergence of the reconstructed points to the original
points after centering and rotation alignment. Numerical experiments verify the state-of-the-art
performances of the proposed algorithm.

1 Introduction

Multi-dimensional scaling (MDS) refers to the localization of points from their pairwise distances,
and it has applications in wireless communication, chemistry, computer graphics, and so on [7].
The properties of classic MDS have been well studied.

In reality, the measured pairwise distances may be incomplete, noisy, or, due to sensor mal-
function, corrupted by outliers. In this paper, we consider the robust reconstruction of the point
locations from distances corrupted by outliers, i.e., the robust multi-dimensional scaling (RMDS)
problem. As shown in [5], even a single outlier in the measured distances will cause the false
information to spread to all the reconstructed point locations in the MDS calculation.

Suppose that we have a set of points {z;} ; C R". Denote the squared Euclidean distance
matrix (EDM) as D*. The (i, j)-th entry of D* is equal to ||z; — z;||3. If the pairwise distances
are corrupted by outliers, the observed EDM D is equal to D* + S* for some outlier matrix S*.
One can see that the considered problem may be solved by methods for robust principal component
analysis (RPCA) [4, 13|, [16] 3]. However, naively adopting a RPCA solver for the RMDS problem is
at the risk of neglecting the inner structure of the EDM, and may result in degraded reconstruction
performances [10].

To combat outliers in the EDM, [§] casts the problem as an unconstrained optimization, where
the variables are the data matrix of size n X r, and the outlier matrix of size n x n. The data
fidelity term of the objective function is the squared Frobenius norm of the difference between
the observed distance matrix, and the distance matrix formed by the data matrix plus the outlier
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matrix. The regularization term of the objective function is the [y penalty for the outlier matrix.
The optimization is conducted using the majorization-minimization approach. Later, the iterative
scheme of [8] is improved by [12], replacing the squared Frobenius norm with the more outlier-robust
M-estimators. A more recent work [9], formulates the RMDS problem as a constrained optimization.
Besides the outlier matrix, another sought-after matrix is constrained in a way such that it is the
distance matrix formed by n points with dimension less than or equal to r. Compared to [8, [12], [9]
shows improved performances. Weights and bounds for the entries of the distance matrix can also
be handled easily in [9]. Different from the optimization perspectives of the aforementioned works,
[1] proposes to first detect the outliers by the broken triangular inequalities among the distances,
and then compute a weighted MDS without the detected corrupted distances. However, as shown
in [9], oftentimes such an approach is not enough to yield satisfactory reconstruction performances.

Inspired by classic MDS theories, and state-of-the-art nonconvex solvers [13} 3] for the RPCA
problem, we propose a nonconvex algorithm that alternates between finding the outlier matrix, and
the Gram matrix that generates the outlier-free EDM. Our contributions can be summarized as
the following.

e For the proposed algorithm, we can establish linear convergence of the reconstructed points
to the original points after centering and rotation alignment, if the outliers are sparse enough.
The relationship between the amount of tolerable outliers and the properties of the original
points, is also made clear in the theoretical guarantees.

e We numerically verify the performances of the proposed algorithm in the considered outlier
only setting, and demonstrate its advantages compared to other state-of-the-art solvers in the
noise plus outlier setting.

1.1 Problem Formulation and Assumptions

Some necessary notations are first introduced. We then describe our problem formulation, and the
assumptions to derive the theoretical guarantees.

Notations. The set of symmetric matrices of size n is denoted by S"*™. The set of rotation matrices
of size 7 is denoted by O(r), i.e., O(r) = {G € R™" | GTG = I,}. VZ € S™", supp(Z) is the
indices of the nonzeros in Z, and diag(Z) € R™ is the vector that contains the diagonal entries of Z.
1 € R" denotes the all-one vector, and J = I, — 1117, VZ € R™", || Z||9,00 := maxi<i<y, ||e] Z||2.
For any matrix M, the spectral norm, the Frobenius norm, and the entrywise infinity norm of M
are denoted by ||M]|2, ||M||r, and || M|, respectively.

Recall that the set of points is {z;}]" ; C R", and the corresponding EDM is D*. As it turns out,
it is possible to recover another set of points centered at zero and preserve the pairwise distances
of {z;}7_,. Denote the data matrix as X € R"*", whose i-row is 7. Let ¢ = 3"  z;, and
then denote the centered data matrix as X, € R"*", whose i-row is (z; — ¢)?. Define the operator
A SP* — S guch that

A(Z) = diag(2)17 + 1diag(2)T — 22, VZ € S (1)

One can verify that D* = A(XXT) = A(X.XT). Hence, in many applications, it often suffices to
reconstruct X, from D*.
Denote L* := XX and define the operator B : S"*™ — §"*" such that

B(Z) = —% JZJ, NZesvm @)
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Since L*1 = 0, by Lemma B B(D*) = B(A(L*)) = L*. Furthermore, X, can be reconstructed,
after rotation alignment, from the eigen-decomposition of L*. Without loss of generality, we assume
that X, is of full column rank, then L* is a rank-r positive semi-definite matrix. Denote the eigen-
decomposition of L* as U*A*(U*)T, where U* € R™*" A* = diag(A1,--+ ,\r), and A} > --- > A% >
0. Then denote X* =U *(A*)%. One can show that there exists a rotation matrix @* € O(r) such
that X, = X*Q*.

In the considered setting, the observed EDM D is equal to D* 4+ S* for some outlier matrix
S* € §"*™. Our aim is to recover L* (eventually, X.) from D = A(L*) + S*. To derive our
theoretical guarantees, similar to the incoherence and sparsity assumptions commonly made in the
RPCA literature [13], 3], we assume the following about L* and S*.

Assumption 1. Suppose L* has the eigen-decomposition U*A*(U*)T, where U* € R™ ", A* =
diag(A1, -+, Ar), and AT > -+ Ax > 0. We assume that L* is ,u—incoheren, ie.,

.
10 l2,00 < /2
n

From this assumption, one can immediately get

IL* oo = max ||l T*A*(U*) e | < B2,
1,7 n

. . . i i Lo i .
Assumption 2. The outlier matrix S* € S**" is a-sparse, i.e., it has no more than an nonzero
entries per row (and column).

2 Algorithm

Our proposed algorithm, described in Algorithm [, is inspired by classic MDS theories, and state-
of-the-art nonconvex solvers [13], 3] for RPCA.

Algorithm 1 RMDS via Accelerated Alternating Projections (RMDS-AAP)

1: Inputs: EDM D, target rank 7, threshold parameter £ > 0, and decay rate v € (0,1).
2: Initialization: SO = Tg(D), L' = #}B(D — S°).

3: for k=1,2,--- do

4: Sk = T (D — A(LF)), where £F = ¢0 . 4*

5

6

Lk = HPreB(D — Sk)
. end for

At initialization, with the hard thresholding function 7¢(z) (£ > 0) : R — R defined as

z |z| >¢&

’Tﬁ(z):{o |Z|§f )

large entries corrupted by outliers in D are picked out. Then in the spirit of MDS, L' is computed
from D—S°. Here, the operator B is defined as in (), and ¥Z € S™*" with the eigen-decomposition

'One can show that p € [1, Z]. Typically, p = O(1).



UAUT, where U = [u,--- ,u,] € R™™ A = diag(Ai, -+, Ap), and Ay > -+ > Ay,

HI(Z) = Zmax{)\,-,O} Cugul .
i=1

For later iterations (k > 1), the threshold parameter £* is adjusted by the decay rate v to
picked out the entries with outliers. Denote the eigen-decomposition of LF as U kAk(U k)T, where
Uk € R™*7, the operator Py« defined as the following,

Pru(Z) .= UM UMY Z + zUM (UM — URWOMT zu*(U*)T, vz e SPm, (3)

is the projection onto the tangent space of the manifold of symmetric positive semi-definite matrices
of rank r at L*. Such tangent space projection applied before the partial eigen-decomposition has
been proven useful in deriving theoretical guarantees as well as reducing computation cost [I5] 3} 2].

For RMDS-AAP, the dominant cost is the computation of L* each iteration. At initializa-
tion, the flops are about 5n? + O(n?r), where the hidden constant comes from the partial eigen-
decomposition. For later iterations, with the help of the tangent space projection, the partial eigen-
decomposition of a n X n matrix is reduced to several matrix-matrix multiplications that costs about
5n2 4 2n’r 4 8nr? flops, a QR factorization of a n x r matrix, and a small eigen-decomposition of a
2r x 2r matrix. The total cost is about 5n2 +2n2r +O(nr?) flops. For completeness, we include the
implementation details in Appendix [Al Compared to [3], the main difference comes from applying
B before the tangent space projection.

For the theoretical guarantees of RMDS-AAP, we have derived the following results.

Theorem 1. Suppose that RMDS-AAP is provided with £° that satisfies | D*||oo < £° < 3||D*| 00,
and vy € [%, 1). Denote k := % If
— 1624 urk?

then for Vk > 0, supp(S*) C supp(S*),
1% = 5*loo < (41D* o0)¥",

and

HLk-i—l _ L*Hoo < ”D;HOO,yk—i-l‘
Remark 1. The constant in the bound for @ can be further optimized. The established bound
O(ﬁ) is better than the one O(ﬁ) in [3] for the RPCA problem, and the one O(W) in
[2] for the robust recovery of low-rank Hankel matrices, showing the merits of our proof. When
k = O(1), the bound matches the optimal one O(%) in [13] for the RPCA problem.

Proposition 1. Assume the same conditions of Theorem[D. For Vk > 0, further denote X*t1 =

UFL(AR1)2 | and X* = U*(A*)z. Suppose the rank-r SVD of (X*)7 Xk+1 js YEHIEk+1(Zk+1)T
Set RFF1 = YF+1(ZFT | Then

UTRAY
X1 — X Ry < /LR



Remark 2. As mentioned in the problem formulation, X, = X*Q* for some rotation matrix Q*.
Furthermore, one can show that the computed minimizer to

min HXIH'1 X.G||p = min HXkH—(X*Q*)GHF
Geo(r) Geo(r)

is (Q*)TRFF!. Therefore, Xkt1 — X*RF+1 = X*+1 _ X (Q*)TRF*!, and Proposition [ actually
establishes the linear convergence of the reconstructed points X**1 to X, after the best rotation
alignment by (Q*)T RF*1. Also, the contraction of error in the Iy norm is uniform for all the points.

3 Numerical Experiments

We perform tests on the plus sign example that appeared in [8,[9]. The tests are first conducted for
the noiseless case, i.e., the distances are only corrupted by outliers, to verify our theoretical guar-
antees for RMDS-AAP. We then consider the more realistic case, i.e., the distances are corrupted
by both noise and outliers, and show the empirical performances of RMDS-AAP.

Noiseless Case. In this case, we consider a plus sign consists of 101 2D points {z; }211, which are
centered at ¢ = [6 6|7, and have four end points at [-19 6]7, [31 6]7, [6 — 19]7, and [6 31]7. The
data matrix X € R!0¥2 has 27 as its i-th row, and X. = X — 1T, The ground truth Gram matrix
L* = XCXCT € RIOIX101 hag incoherence parameter p = 3, and condition number x = 1. To test the
reconstruction performances of RMDS-AAP against outliers, m out of the N := w = 5050
distances {d;; := ||z; — xj|2 | 1 <j <i < n} are randomly sampled, and each is added with an
outlier whose value is unlformly selected within [0 40]. Denote the percentage of outliers as p := %
For p € {0.05,0.1,0.15,--- ,0.6}, we test RMDS-AAP with different initial threshold values of ¢°

and decay rate values of 7. The results, averaged among 1000 simulations, are reported in Fig. [l
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Figure 1: Performances of RMDS-AAP for the plus sign (101 points), where the distances are only
corrupted by outliers.

In the left subfigure, the logarithms of the averaged errors in terms of log;(||S* — S*||0),
logyo(||ILF! — L*||s0), and logyo (|| X ¥ — X*RFH1|| ) are plotted when p = 0.05, €0 = 1.2||D*||s,
and v = 0.5. One can see the linear convergence of the three terms, in agreement with Theorem
[ and Proposition [[l In the middle and right subfigures, the reconstruction of each simulation is
considered successful if, at convergence,

| XFH - X*RF |y o < 0.01 - | X* 2,00



In the middle subfigure, £° is selected as 1.2 D*||o, and the success rates computed out of the
1000 simulations are compared for v € {0.5,0.7,0.9}. As predicted in Theorem [Il one can see that
larger v indeed admits successful reconstruction from more outliers. In the right subfigure, the
success rates when v = 0.9, and £° € {||D*[|oo, 1.1||D* |00, - - - , 1.5||D*||sc } are shown, whereas the
white color indicates success rate 1, and the black color indicates success rate 0. One can see that
RMDS-AAP shows some desired robustness to the initial threshold value £°.

=0 d?=0.1 02 =02
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[ RMDS-AAP [ RMDS-AAP I RMDS-AAP
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Figure 2: Performance comparisons for the plus sign (25 points) with 4 anchor points, where the
noisy distances are further corrupted by outliers. The error bars show the standard deviation values
of the two methods.

Noisy Case. We then empirically test the reconstruction ability of RMDS-AAP when the distances
are also noisy. Following the setup of [9], 25 points centered at ¢ = [6 6]T form the plus sign, with
4 anchor points at [0 6]7, [12 6]7, [6 0], and [6 12]7. For 1 < j < i < n, each d;; is first added
with a zero-mean Gaussian noise with variation o2 € {0,0.1,0.2}. Then m € {15,30,45, 60,75}
out of the NV := % — 6 = 294 distances, discounting for the 6 pairwise distances between the 4
anchor points, are sampled randomly to independently add with an outlier whose value is uniformly
selected within [0 20]. We use £° = 1.2||D*||» and v = 0.7 for RMDS-AAP. At convergence, a linear
mapping 7T, consists of translation and rotation, is constructed to find the best alignment between
the reconstructed 4 anchor points and the original 4 anchor points. Denote 2 as the indices of the 4

anchor points, and denote the i-th row of the X**! at convergence as (z1°)T. The error measure is

computed at the other 21 points after alignment, i.e., RMSE := \/sz | T (zke¢) — x;]|3/21. Since

in this example, FSMDS [9] shows the best performances, compared to RMDS [§], HQMMDS [12],
and TMDS [1], we only compare RMDS-AAP with FSMDS. In each setting, the mean and standard
deviation of the RMSE values of RMDS-AAP are computed over 1000 simulations. From Fig. 2],
one can see that regardless of the noise strength, RMDS-AAP generally produces reconstruction
with lower RMSE values, as well as smaller variations.

4 Proofs

We first collect some useful results in Section [4£.Il Some of them are from the literature, and the
proofs for the new ones are included in the Appendix. We then present the proofs for Theorem [,
splitted into the proof for the initialization phase, and the proof for the iteration phase, in Section
42 and Section 3], respectively. The proof for Proposition [Il is presented in Section [£.4]



4.1 Useful Lemmas

Lemma 1 ([6, Lemma 19]). Let L* = U*A*(U*)T, and L = H;} (L* + E) for some perturbation
matric E € S™". Denote the eigen-decomposition of L as UAUT. Suppose the rank-r SVD of
(UNTU is ARBT. Set G = ABT and A =U — U*G. If |E|l2 < 3)%, then

1L = LNl <IAll2,00 (1Ul2.00 + 1U*[|2,00) [All2 + (3 + 48) [U* I3, | E -
Lemma 2 ([6, Lemma 1]). Under the same conditions of Lemma [,

IAN*G — GA™|| <<2+ 2\ >\|E||
2= Xs— || Bl >

r

)\*
A H — GA* §<2+71> Ells.
| Il N £

Lemma 3 ([I1, Lemma 47]). Assume the same conditions of Lemmal[l. Denote X = U(A)%, and
X* = U*(A*)%. Suppose the rank-r SVD of (X*)' X is YSZT. Set R =Y ZT. Then,

E
6 - Rl <280t 1212

Lemma 4 ([13, Lemma 4]). If S € S™*" is a-sparse, i.e., S has no more than an nonzero entries
per row (and column), then ||S||, < an-||S|| -

Lemma 5. The operator A satisfies:
1.V¥Z e S, | A(Z)|loo < 4[| Z]|00;
2. VZ € S"*™ with Z1 =0, B(A(Z)) = Z.
The proof of Lemma [{l is deferred to Appendix [B.l
Lemma 6. If ||A(LF) — D*||o < &%, and S* = Ter (D — A(LF)), then supp(S*) C supp(S*), and
15* = 5*[loo < [A(LF) = D*[|oo + £*.
The proof of Lemma [@l is deferred to Appendix
Lemma 7. The matriz J = I, — %llT satisfies:
1 [ J]lz =1,
2. JU* =U",
3. NI Z|2,00 < 2||Z||2,00, VZ € R™T.
The proof of Lemma [7 is deferred to Appendix [B.3]

Lemma 8 ([3| Lemma 6]). Suppose L is a rank-r positive semi-definite matriz with the eigen-
decomposition L = UNU)T, where U € R™ ", Let Pr be the projection onto the tangent space of
the manifold of symmetric positive semi-definite matrices of rank r at L, as defined in [B]). Then,
T2
L 2T
A

Lemma 9 ([3| Lemma 8]). Under the same conditions of Lemma 8,

I(Z — Pr)(L")|l2

4
|Pr(Z)]]2 < §||Z||2, VZ € S
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4.2 Proof for the Initialization Phase
Considering LY as the zero matrix, S = Tgo(D — A(L)). Since

M(L?) = D*[loo = I1D*[|0 < €7,

by Lemma [6, supp(S°) C supp(S*), and

157 = $*lloo < [[1D*[loo + €° < 4l1D*[|oo < 16]|L* | < 16% 1
where the third inequality follows from D* = A(L*) and Lemma[5l Denoting E° := B(S? — $*),
1B = 1B(S° — 5)llo =5 7(5° ~ 5]
<5180 = 51
< l1S° — ¥l
<2(an)[|D* oo < 8(apr)Ai,

where the first inequality follows from Lemma [, and the second inequality follows from Lemma [4]
Therefore || E®||3 is no more than >‘2—: if a < 1_16 : pTln

Suppose L' = H(L* — E°) has the eigen-decomposition U'A(UN)T | where U € R™*", and
Al = diag(M, -+, AL). Lemmal[lis applicable once we have the row-wise bound of Al := U'—~U*G!,
where G' is the best rotation matrix between U! and U* computed from the SVD of H' := (U*)TU!.

Consider i =1,--- ,n.

el Al =elUt — TUGH
=] (L* — EOUY (AN — fU*G!
:e;pr*A* [(U*)TUl(Al)—l _ (A*)—lGl] _ e;[EOUl(Al)—l
:er*A* [(U*)TUl(A*)—l _ (A*)—lGl]
£i
+ e;fU*A*(U*)TUl [(Al)—l . (A*)_l] . e;TFEOUl(Al)_l .

p) T3

Bounding T3.

IT1]lz =llef U* [A*(U*)TU = GTA] (A7 l2
<llef Ul - [IA*H' = GTA*[|2 - |(A) "2

ur 0 1
<4 — 24 28)||E7 |2 —
<y @2l

where in the last inequality, Lemma B is applied with the bound [[E||; < 1A%
Bounding T5. Due to Weyl’s inequality,

I} = N[ < IEYg, j=1,--- 7
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1 1

N
)‘j )\j

A 0
LY ek N 1]

H(Al)_l - (A*)_IHQ = nax * —= *)2 ?
T NPT

]:17“' )T

where \! > %/\: is used in the last inequality. Therefore,

* — — Hur EO 2
IBslls <eFU - IA% - [0 o A = (4 < /20 2l 2N

Bounding T3.

_ 2
IT5ll2 < lled BU 2 - [(AD) Iz < llei B°U 2 - 5
T

therefore we just need to bound ||l EOU!||s.
lef E°U* |12 < |lef B°U*GY ||z + |lef E°(U* = U*GY)l|2 = |lef B°U* ||z + [lef E°AYJ2.
For the first term,
[eF E°U > = e B(S° — $90* [ =gleT (5° ~ §)TU*]
=S I (50 — 507,

1
<5 IT(S° = 89U e
<[|(S° — S%)U* s

* r * r
<(an)l|S° = $%loe - /55 < 4(an) [ D*]1oey 25,

where the third equality and the second inequality follows from Lemma [7 the third inequality
follows from triangular inequality and the row-wise bound of U*.
The second term can be bounded similarly. Since

17> — E% =17 (L* — B(S° — §%)) =0,
1 is in the null space of L'. From 17 (U' — U*G') = 0, we can get JA! = Al, and
lle EOAL|ly <[|(8° — §%) Al l2,00
<(an)[[8% = 8*[los - [[AY|2,00 < 4(@n)[|D*||oo | A 2,00-

Therefore,

[D*|loo [pr D" |loo 1 A1
[ T5]]2 <8(an) N ;+8(0m) N 1A% ]]2,00

10"l
A*

T

D*||oe [pr 1
<sam) 12 Nee [ LAy,

.
BT 32(aprn) | AY|2,00

<8(an) o



where in the second inequality, the bound ||D*[|oc < 45CA7 is used again, and the last inequality
holds if a < 6—14 . ﬁ
Combining the bounds of T3 to T3, and taking the maximum with respect to i,

0 0 *
1 < [E2P [ E]]2 [D*[loc fur | 1, 4
[A 2,00 < (2 + 2k) ¥ +2 ¥ +8( n) ¥ —+ ZHA 2,005

consequently,
E°||2 [ D pr
Al o Z 12k H 16 s —
18 o < 126050 1 160 L2 ] 22
* o D* o0
S{mmn)nAu 4 160 )HAH] I 5

<40(akn )H /\HOOH < 160(aurk? 1/ 1/

where in the second inequality, the bound ||E°||2 < 2(an)||D*||s is used, and the last inequality

holds if o < 160 MMQ As a result,

lef Ull2 < Nlef UGl + llef Alllz = llef U*[l2 + [lef A2,

therefore ||[U||2,00 < 24/45. Also, under this bound of a we have

1
122 < 2(an) || D*[los < 8(apur)X] < 230
Now by Lemma [T]

1LY = L*|| o <A 200 (1T 12,00 + 11U [l2,00) 1AM [l2 + (3 + 45) |U*1[5 06 I|E° 12

D*|l 21
§40(omn)” | 1/‘“” 8\ = - oM + ThE - 2(am) | D" (6)

1D* ||
=(126aurk® + 14aurk)|| D*||oo < | 4” v
if a < 560 ,MYM
4.3 Proof for the Iteration Phase
For k > 1, our induction hypotheses are the following:
IE* =2 <4(an)|[D*[loy" ", (7a)
D™ || T L
HAng,OO <120(akn) I /\*H 'u—’yk L (7b)
= \'n
* D"l
IL* = L*|| §T’Yk- (7c)

One can see from ), (B]), and (@) that the three bounds hold for k = 1. For any k > 1,

1
|E*1l2 < 16(apr)X; < 5N
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when o < =1~ - L and
20 pre?

[AF 2,00 < 480(cpurs?), /% < /%

when a < F}o . W—l}# so that [[U*||s,c0 < 24/,
Now we prove for iteration (k + 1). With the bound ||[LF — L*||s < %7’“, by Lemma [0}

IA(LE) = D*[loo < ID*[locn® < €.
Then by Lemma B supp(S*) C supp(S*), and
1% = 5*loo < [D*[loc?® + &% < (4 D*[loc)y"
By LemmaBl B(A(L*)) = L*, and

LMY = HFPLB(D — S*) =1 P B(D* + 5* — SF)
=HFIPrB(A(LY) + 5% — S*) = WP (L* + B(S* — S%)).

Denoting
LMY = HIPr (L 4 B(S* — §%)) =HF(L* — (Z — Ppi)L* + PreB(S* — S*)) := H, (L* — EF),
and the eigen-decomposition of LFT! as UFFIARTL(TF+1)T,

IE* |2 =[/(Z — Pra)L* + PraB(S* — 57)]l2

|IL* — L3 .
IR st sl
1
||Ek_ 2 .
iy, 4 2,
| D* || o _ 8 N
<4(an)—— v YF - 4(om) || D*[|osv* 1+§(0m)HD [

- * - 8 *
<16(apur)y" - 4am)[|D* [0y + 2 (an) [ D 0"

y

k1 8
<5 - 4an) [ Doy + S (an) [ D*[loe™ = 4(an) [ D*[|oo",

where the first inequality follows from Lemma [§ and Lemma [0 the second inequality is due to

Lemma [7] again, the third inequality follows from the induction hypothesis (7al), and the fifth
inequality holds if a < % . % Then we proceed as in the base case to get

el AR — T A [(U*)TUIH-I(A*)—I B (A*)—leH]

T
+ EZTU*A*(U*)TUk-i-l [(Ak—i-l)—l _ (A*)—1:| —eZTEkUk—H(Ak-H)_l,

T3

P

11



and the first two terms can be bounded similarly, i.e.,
W | E* || W | E* |2
Tillo <4/—- (242 I <4 /=2 .
IT1l2 < 4/ - ( K) Y [Tall2 < 4/ — 2K N

2
Ax

Bounding T5.
ITsll2 < llef BXU* o - [(AM) 7|2 < Jlef B2 -

while

lef E*ll2 < e (T = Prw) L*||2 + |lef PreB(S* — 57)]z.

Bl B2

For the first term,

(T = Ppe) L* =(I, — UR(UMT)LA(1,, — UF(UF)T)
UHUM" = U (U (L) (T, — UFUF)T)
U - v UL - L), - UM UR)T)

where the last equality follows from the fact that L*(I,, — U¥(U*)T) = 0. Therefore,
By =|lef (UF(UT = U (U )(LF — L) (Lo = UR(UF)T) 2
<llef (UF@")T = U*(0*))llz - I1L* — L*l2
<(lei U*ll2 + lef U l2) IL* — L*[|2 < 3@' 1.
For the second term,

By =|lej PraB(S* — %)
<|lef UF(UF)TB(S* = ") U = US(U")) 2 + || B(S* — $*)US(U)T||» -

Bo1 Ba2

* r o an * T *
By < ] UMl - [B(S* = )2 < 2/ 5 - S218* = 8o < /5= - 4(am) | D* o0,

Boy < [T B(S" — ST <5 17(8" — §T0H

1
=5 I7(8" = $")U* 2,00

k 77k * k ur
<[(S™ = SV 2,00 < Han)[ID oo™ - 24/~

Putting together,

12



IE*~1l2 [D*lloo [
|T3]|2 < 6 —I- 24(am) vE.
AX AX n

Combining the bounds of T} to T3, and taking the maximum with respect to i,

k k—1 *
k<l B0l I Z" 2 [1D*lloo  [pr
D A st (R GO RE e

D*|| oo D*|| oo D*| oo
< [24(a/<m)%fyk+24(a )” )\” k= Ly 24(a )H I ’Y} [ 7
D* oo D* oo D* -

Do /
§120(amn)% %’yk,

where the third inequality holds if v > % By Lemma [I] again,

e

2
(- (HUkHHzoo 11U a0 ) AR 2 + (3 4+ 4) 1013 1B

D*||o 5 [ir 21
§120(a/<m)” )\H ,/ 'L:: —)\*—1-7 (40471)”D*Hoo’}’k

<406(0pr?)]| D" o g—” 4“%“1

4.4 Proof for Proposition [
For k > 0,
IXRHL X Ry o
:||Uk+1(Ak+1)% _ U*(A*)%Rkﬂﬂzoo
< HUk+1(Ak+1)% _ U*Gk+1(Ak+1)%H2m + HU*Gk—i—l(Ak+1)% _ U*GHI(A*)%IIZOO

11 12
+ U GHLUAT)E — U (A)EGH o oo + [UF(AT)FGHH! — U (A)E R 5 o
13 14

Bounding ;.
I = maxHe [Uk-i-l(Ak-i-l)% _U*Gk—i-l(Ak-i-l)%”b

1
<[ AR g0 - (AR 2|2

1
[0 2,00 [par 21,2 pr
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Bounding /5.

Iy = max [ef UFGFAM)E — (A3l < /55 (AR — (A%)2 .
Since

)\/?+1_/\af k
e TN B

, T i =

A T 00t S Oy)

I < 4(an)%1/£ Ak < 16(au7%%)1/ ()\*)
Az von

Iy = max [e] UH[GM (A — (A2 G5l < /5 GFF (4%)7 — (492G .

N

Y

JAE = ()F = max |5 - (¥ =

]_

(M

k

(M

Bounding I3.

HGk—I—l(A*)% _ (A*)%Gk+1||2 :HGk-l-l(A*)% _ (A*)%Gk-l-luz
w\ L o\ L
=||(A )7 — (GO (A")2G*H |,
HA* - (Gk+1)TA*Gk+1”2

[\)
—

>/
<$x
SN—

[N

2(»)% IATGE = GEAT

Ek
(2 +4R)||E¥|5 < :m” ”2,

1

2(\%)2 ()2

where the first inequality follows from [I4] Lemma 2.1], since (A*)% and (G’l‘H'l)T(‘/X*)%GkJrl are
the matrix square root of A* and (G*t1)TA*GF*1, respectively; and the second inequality follows
from Lemma 2l Therefore,

I3 < 12(0%71)%\/ﬂ k< 48(04,U7"/f%)\/ —(AD)
(Ap)z von

I, = max ||l [U*(A*)2 G — U*(A%)2 R¥H|

[ur 1
< Z ( )2 ||Gk+1 Rk+1||2

IU,T §” k”2 HD*HOO NT 2 uro i
<\ (D2 - 288 T < 112(an )W — o < ad8(aprst) |- (AD)

where the second inequality is due to Lemma Bl
Combining the bound of I7 to Iy,

5 AT
X4 = X R 0 < 1004(aprs ) [EE(N])7 - oF < [,

where the last inequality follows from o < 155 u:;-;?

[NIES

Bounding 1.

[NIES
)

D=
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Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an alternating projection based algorithm that is further accelerated by
the tangent space projection technique, for the RMDS problem. Under standard assumptions in
the RPCA literature, we establish linear convergence of the proposed algorithm when the outliers
are sparse enough. We also numerically verified the performances of the proposed algorithm, with
comparisons to other state-of-the-art solvers for RMDS.

To adapt to more realistic settings, it is of interest to incorporate noise in the convergence proof

to handle the case that the pairwise distances are corrupted by sub-Gaussian noise, in addition to
sparse outliers.

References
[1] L. BLOUVSHTEIN AND D. COHEN-OR, Qutlier detection for robust multi-dimensional scaling,
IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 41 (2019), pp. 2273-2279.
[2] H. Ca1, J.-F. Ca1, T. WANG, AND G. YIN, Accelerated structured alternating projections for
robust spectrally sparse signal recovery, IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 69 (2021),
pp. 809-821.
3] H. Ca1, J.-F. Ca1, aNnD K. WEI, Accelerated alternating projections for robust principal
component analysis, Journal of Machine Learning Research, 20 (2019), pp. 1-33.
[4] E. J. CanDpEs, X. L1, Y. MA, AND J. WRIGHT, Robust principal component analysis?,
Journal of the ACM, 58 (2011), pp. 1-37.
[5] L. CAYTON AND S. DASGUPTA, Robust Fuclidean embedding, in Proceedings of the 23rd
International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML, 2006, pp. 169-176.
[6] L. DING AND Y. CHEN, Leave-one-out approach for matrix completion: Primal and dual
analysis, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 66 (2020), pp. 7274-7301.
[7] I. DOKMANIC, R. PARHIZKAR, J. RANIERI, AND M. VETTERLI, Fuclidean distance matrices:
Essential theory, algorithms, and applications, IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, 32 (2015),
pp. 12-30.
8] P. A. FORERO AND G. B. GIANNAKIS, Sparsity-exploiting robust multidimensional scaling,
IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 60 (2012), pp. 4118-4134.
9] L. Kong, C. Q1, AND H.-D. Q1, Classical multidimensional scaling: A subspace perspective,
over-denoising, and outlier detection, IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 67 (2019),
pp. 3842-3857.
[10] X. L1, S. DING, AND Y. L1, Qutlier suppression via non-convexr robust PCA for efficient
localization in wireless sensor networks, IEEE Sensors Journal, 17 (2017), pp. 7053-7063.
[11] C. MA, K. WANG, Y. CHI, AND Y. CHEN, Implicit reqularization in nonconvex statistical

estimation: Gradient descent converges linearly for phase retrieval, matriz completion, and
blind deconvolution, Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 20 (2019), pp. 451-632.

15



[12] F. D. MANDANAS AND C. L. KOTROPOULOS, Robust multidimensional scaling using a maz-
imum correntropy criterion, IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 65 (2017), pp. 919-932.

[13] P. NETRAPALLI, U. NIRANJAN, S. SANGHAVI, A. ANANDKUMAR, AND P. JAIN, Non-convex
robust PCA, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS, 2014, pp. 1107-
1115.

[14] B. A. ScHMITT, Perturbation bounds for matriz square roots and pythagorean sums, Linear
Algebra and its Applications, 174 (1992), pp. 215-227.

[15] K. WEI, J.-F. Ca1, T. F. CHAN, AND S. LEUNG, Guarantees of Riemannian optimization
for low rank matriz recovery, STAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 37 (2016),
pp. 11981222,

[16] X. Y1, D. PARK, Y. CHEN, AND C. CARAMANIS, Fast algorithms for robust PCA via gradient

descent, in Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems, NIPS, 2016, pp. 4159-4167.

A Implementation Details of the Computation of L**!

First consider B(D — S*) = —2J(D — S*).J. The computation of J(D — S*) can be achieved by
subtracting from each row of (D — S¥) by its averaged row vector. This step costs about 2n? flops.
(J(D — S*))J can be computed in a similar fashion, by subtracting from each column of J(D — S¥)
by its averaged column vector. Therefore, the computation cost of B(D — S*) is about 5n? flops.

Denote B := B(D — S*). Note that (I — U¥(U*T)BU* = BU* — U*(U*)TBU*, and the
computation of U¥(U*)T BU* requires about 2n2r + 4nr? flops. Therefore the total cost to form
(I — UMU"T)BUF is about nr + 2n’r + 4nr? flops. Let (I — U*(U*)T)BU* = QR be the QR
decomposition, whose cost is O(nr?) flops. Then,

Pri(B) = UX(UXT B + BUK(UMT — UR(U*T BU*(U*)T
=URU*TB(I - UMUMT) + (1 - UHU™T)BUR(U*)T
= U*R'Q" + QR(UM" + Uk(Uk)TBUk(Uk)T
gk o [URTBUS R [0t

=W@MW@W
Note that M € S?"*2" | the eigen-decomposition of M, denoted as UAUT can be computed using
O(r3) flops. We may as well require that the diagonal entries of A are in the descending order.

Finally, since the columns of @ is orthogonal to the columns of U¥, [U* Q] is an orthogonal matrix,
and we can get the eigen-decomposition of L¥*1 by computing

Uk+1 = [Uk Q] U(:,l:r)' (8)

The cost of this step is about 4nr?. In summary, the computational cost of H Py B(D — S*) is
about 5n? + 2n%r + O(nr?) flops.
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B Proofs for Some Useful Lemmas

B.1 Proof for Lemma
By the definition of operator A,
A(Z) = diag(Z)1T + 1diag(2)T - 2Z.
Therefore [A(Z))ij = Zii + Z;; — 2235,
IA(Z)]loo < 12|00 + 1 Zloo + 2[Zloc = 4[| Z]|oo-

B(A(Z)) = — %J(diag(Z)lT + 1diag(2)" — 22)J

1 1 1 1
=—57 diag(2)17 (1, — ;11T) =5 = ;11T) Adiag(2)T T+ JZJ = JZJ,
and if Z1 =0,
1 1

JZJ =JZ(I, - ;11T) =JZ=(I, EllT)Z = Z.

B.2 Proof for Lemma
Denote D¥ = A(LF).
S* = Ten(D — A(L?)) = Ter(S* + D* — DF).
When S, = 0, since ||D¥ — D*[|o, < &F,
k * k
and it follows that supp(S*) C supp(S*). Next, there are two cases to consider.
1. (,7) € supp(S*) \ supp(S¥). In this case, |S%; + Df; — ij] < &k,
|58 — 85| = IS5 < |Df; — Dij| + ¢".
2. (i,7) € supp(S¥). In this case, S5 + Df; — ijl > ¢k,
k __ * kY _ * k
and we get the bound
|88 — 35 = Dl — Dyl < €~
B.3 Proof for Lemma [7]

It is easy to see that ||.J||2 < 1, and any unit vector orthogonal to 1 reaches the upper bound. For
the second property, recall that L* = U*A*(U*)”, and L*1 = 0, therefore 1 is in the null space of
L*, and is orthogonal to each column of U*. Hence,

1
1T =0, JU*=U* - E11TU* =U*.
Finally, denote the i-th row of Z as z;,

214+ 2
e (TZ)|2 = AT <279 00

2

Z; —
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