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Abstract

We consider the problem of recovering an unknown low-rank matrix X, with (possibly) non-orthogonal,
effectively sparse rank-1 decomposition from measurements y gathered in a linear measurement process
A. We propose a variational formulation that lends itself to alternating minimization and whose global
minimizers provably approximate X, up to noise level. Working with a variant of robust injectivity, we
derive reconstruction guarantees for various choices of A including sub-gaussian, Gaussian rank-1, and
heavy-tailed measurements. Numerical experiments support the validity of our theoretical considerations.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we treat the reconstruction of sparse', low-rank matrices X, € R”**"2 from incomplete and
inaccurate measurements y = A(X,) +n € R™, where A: R™*"2 — R™ resembles a linear measurement
process and 7 € R™ models additive noise. This problem, which stems from compressed sensing [14] and
related fields, is relevant in several modern applications such as sparse phase retrieval, blind deconvolution
of sparse signals, machine learning, and data mining [21, 19, 18, 25, 44, 8].

1.1 Related work I

Recovering low-rank matrices — without additional sparsity constraints — from linear measurements has
been well-studied in the context of classical compressed sensing, i.e., compressed sensing of vectors [7, 30].
The bar is notably raised when the unknown matrix is assumed to be sparse and of low-rank, and both
structures shall contribute in reducing the number of measurements m. As Oymak et al. pointed out in
[33], a mere linear combination of regularizers for different sparsity structures in general does not allow to
outperform recovery guarantees of the “best” one of them alone. To further improve recovery, one has to go
beyond linear combinations of already known convex regularizers.

A subtle approach to overcome the aforementioned limitations of purely convex methods is to assume a nested
structure of the measurement operator A [2, 13]. In this particular scenario, basic solvers for low-rank resp.
row-sparse recovery can be applied in two consecutive steps. Although elegant, the nested approach clearly
restricts possible choices for A and is of limited practical use.

In contrast, Lee et al. [26] proposed and analyzed the so-called Sparse Power Factorization (SPF), a modified
version of Power Factorization [20], without assuming any special structure of A. Power Factorization recovers
low-rank matrices by representing them as a product of two orthogonal matrices X = UV and then
applying alternating minimization over the (de)composing matrix U € C™*® V € C"2*E. To enforce
sparsity of the columns of U and/or V, SPF introduces Hard Thresholding Pursuit to each of the alternating
steps. Lee et al. were able to show that, using suitable initializations and assuming the noise level to

LA vector z € R™ is called s-sparse if at most s of its entries are non-zero. On matrices sparsity can be defined and counted
in various ways, cf. Section 1.2 below.



be sufficiently small, SPF approximates low-rank matrices X that are row- and/or column-sparse from a
nearly optimal number of measurements: If X is rank-R, has sj-sparse columns and ss-sparse rows, then
m 2 R(s1 + s2) log(max{eni/s1,ens/s2}) Gaussian measurements suffice for robust recovery, which is up to
the log-factor at the information theoretical limit. Despite its theoretical optimality, the setting of SPF is
actually quite restrictive as all columns (resp. rows) need to share a common support and the matrices U, V
need to be orthogonal. On the one hand, empirically, it has been shown in [26] that SPF outperforms methods
based on convex relaxation. On the other hand, SPF is heavily based on the assumption that the operator
A possesses a suitable restricted isometry property and cannot be applied to arbitrary inverse problems, as
it may even fail to converge otherwise. The reason is that SPF is based on hard-thresholding [1], which is
not a Lipschitz continuous map. Let us mention that in [25] the authors extended their analysis of SPF to
the measurement set-up of blind deconvolution.

Inspired by recent works on multi-penalty regularization [32, 16], the authors of [12] aimed at enhancing
robustness of recovery by alternating minimization of an ¢;-norm based multi-penalty functional. Though
not as close to the information theoretical limit as SPF, the theoretical results therein hold for arbitrarily
large noise magnitudes and a wider class of ground-truth matrices than the one considered in [20].

Let us finally point out that a closely related line of work comes from statistical literature under the name
Sparse Principal Component Analysis (SPCA) [44, 8]. In order to defeat the curse of dimensionality when
finding principal subspaces of covariance matrices, SPCA admits non-orthogonal subspace decompositions
and enforces sparsity on the vectors spanning the respective spaces. However, observations in SPCA are
provided from noisy samples of the underlying distribution, whereas in our case the matrix itself is observed
indirectly. It is thus hard to directly compare results of this paper with corresponding results for SPCA.

1.2 Problem setting

Let us begin by specifying the problem at hand. Given a linear measurement operator A: R™ *™2 — R™ and
a corrupted vector of measurements
(A1, X)) F

y=AX,) +n= +m, (1)

s~

<Am7 X*>F

we wish to estimate the unknown signal matrix X, € R™*"2. Here, the vector 7 € R™, of which only
the fo-norm is (approximately) known, models additive noise. Note that A is fully determined by the m
matrices A; € R™*"2 and that individual measurements correspond to the Frobenius products (A;, X, )p =
tr(A;X]), for i € [m] == {1,...,m}.

Whereas (1) is ill-posed if m < ning, it becomes well-posed if we assume some prior knowledge on X,.
In the rest of the work, we thus suppose that X, is of rank R > 1 and possesses a decomposition of the form

X, =U,V/, (2)

where U, € R™*f and V, € R"*" are (effectively) sparse. Effective sparsity is a generalized notion of
sparsity introduced by Plan and Vershynin in [34, Section 3.

Definition 1.1 (Effectively sparse vectors). The set of effectively s-sparse vectors of dimension n is defined
by

Kns = {2 € R": |lzl]> < 1 and |1zl < v/5}.

Remark 1.2. Note that any unit-norm s-sparse vector is also effectively s-sparse. Effectively sparse vectors
are well-approzimated by sparse vectors as made precise in [9/, Lemma 8.2]. Moreover, the set K,, s may be
viewed as a convex hull of the set of s-sparse unit-norm vectors [3/, Lemma 3.1].

We call a decomposition as in (2) sparse decomposition (SD) of X, and say U, and V, are the left resp.
right SD component. If the columns of U, and V, are orthogonal, then we call (2) orthogonal SD of X,. In
particular, we consider two specific sets of matrices having an SD:



(I) The set of rank-R matrices whose columns and rows are jointly s1- resp. sg-sparse

S, ={Z e R™*": rank(Z) < R, [|Z]j2,0 < 51, and [|Z]lo2 < s2}, (3)
where || - [|2,0 and || - [|o,2 count the number of non-zero columns and rows. If X, € SF _ with singular value

decomposition (SVD)

R
X, =UZV' =) ou'(v), (4)
r=1
where ¥ is a diagonal matrix containing the singular values o; > ... > o > 0 and U € R™*® and

V € R™*E have orthonormal columns which are called left and right singular vectors, then U, = UX? and
1
V, =V3X2 form an orthogonal SD of X,.

(II) The set of rank-R matrices that have an SD whose left and right SD components are effectively Rsi-
and Rso-sparse

81,82

KR = {z UV UeR"*F Ve R A and vec(U) € VRK pny.1s,, vee(V) € \/EKRM,RSQ} :

where vec(-) denotes the vectorization of a matrix. The set K ;?52 can be viewed as a natural relaxation of

the set of rank-R matrices that have an SD whose left and right SD components are Rs;- and Rso-sparse

SE ., ={Z=UVT:UeR™ ¥ VeR"”"and |U|o < Rsi, and |[V|o < Rsz}, (5)
where || - ||o counts the number of non-zero entries of a vector/matrix. The difference between (3) and (5)

is that the former requires the SD components U and V to have jointly si- resp. ss-sparse columns whereas
the latter allows an arbitrary distribution of the non-zero entries over the columns of U and V. Note that
Zc 551,32 implies Z € thsz and that any Z € Sf;sz that has an SD whose left and right components have
jointly sparse columns lies in SF _ . Furthermore, any Z € SE _ satisfies Z € Sgsl, Ry

By appealing to the definition of K, s in Definition 1.1, the set K 5’52 can equivalently be written as

»S2

KE . ={z=UVT: max{|UIL. | V[}} < Rand U], < RV5L, VI S RV ), (6)

where ||-||; denotes the vector £1-norm and is, by abuse of notation, applied to matrices, i.e., [|Z|, = >, ; |Zi ;|
for any matrix Z. If the SVD of a matrix Z satisfies max{HUE%H%, HVE%H%} <R, HUEéHl < R,/s1, and
|[VE2|); < R\/s3, then

Z = (Usnz)(ve:)T

is an orthogonal SD and Z € K ,- In particular, the set K R includes all matrices Z € SE _ that have

81,8 51,52 51,52
an SD whose left and right SD components have columns with Euclidean norm bounded by one.

The set SE

s1.s5» Which comes with the strongest assumptions, has been considered in many previous works

[26, 13, 10]. Indeed, whereas the orthogonal SDs of matrices in SE _ are closely tied to the SVD and

81,52
thus unique up to scaling ambiguities and row/column permutations (if Z = UV is an orthogonal SD,
then Z = (UD)(VD™!)T is also an orthogonal SD, for any invertible diagonal matrix D € REXF) SDs

of matrices in 5552 and K 5752 are non-unique in general due to the possible non-orthogonality of the

component columns. What is more, the set K 5752 is not even scaling invariant, i.e., Z € K s}?@ does not
imply vZ € KE _ _ for v € R.

51,827

Remark 1.3. A scaling-invariant definition of effective sparsity that is related to Definition 1.1 is to call z
2

effectively s-sparse if H:H; < s, i.e., if m € K, 5. Since the scaling-invariance of the sparsity model does
2

not imply scaling-invariance of our matriz signal model in (6), cf. Remark 2.9 below, and since Definition
1.1 naturally aligns with our reconstruction method described in Section 1.3 below, also see Lemma 2.2, we
use the former definition despite its scaling variance.



One important feature that however all presented sets share is that, to a certain extent, they are closed
under summation.

Lemma 1.4. Let R,s1,s2 € N and I’ > 0 be fized.
(i) If Z,Z' € SE

81,827

then Z + Z/ S 5251 255

then Z + 7' € S2F

S$1,52

(i) If Z,7Z' € St

81,827

(iii) If Z,Z' € TKE _ | then Z +Z' e TK2!

81,827 81,82°

To simplify notation, we will often assume s; = so = s in the following and use the shorthand notations
Sk =8k SR = SR and KF = K! R It is straight-forward to generalize respective results to the case

8,87 8,87

517&82

1.3 Contribution

We build upon ideas in [12] and reconstruct X, by a variational approach. It is based on alternating
minimization of the multi-penalty functional Jfﬂ: R X E o RP2XE 5 R defined, for oy, as, f1, 82 > 0, by

JE5(U,V) = |y = AUV 5 + o1 [U[3 + 02 [U], + B [IV][5 + B2 [ V], - (7)

where a = (a1, 0) ", 3 = (B1, B2) " are regularization parameters and ||-|, denotes the vector £;-norm. The
functional in (7) can be interpreted as a generalization of the linear regression based SPCA approach in [44].
Despite the convex multi-penalty regularization term oy ||U||% + az ||[U||, + 81 [ V|5 + B2 | V]l;, also known
as elastic net [43], the functional (7) is highly non-convex; hence, in light of the negative results in [33] it
provides hope for better performance than lifting and convex relaxation. At the same time, one notices that
JE g becomes convex when U or V are fixed. We can thus efficiently minimize (7) by alternating schemes,
e.g., alternating minimization
. 2
Upy1 = argming Hy - 'A(UV]I)HQ —1—2041||U||% + a2 [[U], 8)
Vi =argminy ||y — AU V||, + 81l VIIE + B2 [ V], -

The fact that minimizers of JZ 5 do not consist of orthogonal matrices in general, excludes the use of (3) in
the analysis and motivates the use of (5) resp. (6) despite their challenging non-orthogonal decomposition
structure; at least if one aims for tight bounds (recall from Section 1.2 that Z € Sfl s, only implies Z €
SgshR” and not Z € SE | ie., considering non-orthogonal minimizers as elements of Sf, s in the
analysis would add an artificial R dependence). At the same time, the more general signal set K% _ in (6)
allows to cover interesting data that is not exactly s-sparse, cf. Sectlon 4.5.

In addition to proposing the functional J g and the signal set K  forits analysis, our main contribution

is threefold:

$1,52

51,82

1. Under minimal assumptions on A, we show for any global minimizer (Uq g, Vo g) of (7): if X, € TKE,
for T' > 0, and («, 3) are suitably chosen, then X4 g = Ua’,@Vlﬁ € FK;‘R and AXqg) =y, ie.,
X, is regular and satisfies the measurements up to noise level (Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2).

2. If A, in addition, satisfies a robust injectivity property on I'K>#® (Definition 2.3), then any Xa,3 as
defined in the first bullet point satisfies Xo g ~ X, up to noise level and an injectivity constant §
(Theorem 2.4).

3. Various types of measurement operators A (subgaussian, heavy-tailed, rank-1) satisfy the required
robust injectivity (Theorem 2.5 and Corollary 2.8).

Furthermore, we examine two approaches to minimizing (7), for which we show global convergence to sta-
tionary points and local convergence to global minimizers, cf. Section 2.4.

Our contribution in light of [12]: Although the functional in (7) and the signal set K _ in (6)
appear to be conceptually close to their predecessors in [12], this work notably contributes to the ex1st1ng



theory.

First, the use of elastic net as sparsity regularizer in (7) allows to control both ¢;- and ¢5-norm simultaneously
and leads to improved regularity of minimizers, cf. Lemma 2.2 and the consequent discussion.

Second, the definition of 'K 5,52 treats the component matrices U and V as a whole such that their non-zero
entries may be distributed without further restrictions. This is crucial to derive the regularity in Lemma 2.2
and stands in contrast to [12] where the sparsity of each column of Ug g and V4 g needed to be controlled
individually. Together with the first-mentioned point this leads to a cleaner analysis of the approximation er-
ror and removes artificial technical assumptions on the computed minimizer (Uq,g, Va,8), see [12, Corollary
4.4] in comparison to Theorem 2.4 below. What is more, in Theorem 2.4 the parameters c, 3 may be chosen
arbitrarily close to zero without worsening the regularity of X g. This is required for covering low-noise
regimes but stands in stark contrast to [12, Theorem 4.3].

Third, in contrast to [12, Definition 4.1] (and other previous works like [26]) the generalized robust injectivity
we define in Definition 2.3 is not restricted to measurement operators with strongly concentrating distribu-
tions, cf. Theorem 2.5. When applied to subgaussian measurements, Theorem 2.5 even reduces the sufficient
sample complexity in [12, Lemma 5.3] by a factor I'? and, for unit norm X, € S 5,527 reaches the near-optimal
sample complexity in [20] (up to log-factors), cf. Corollary 2.8 and Remark 2.10.

Finally, our local convergence analysis repairs a theoretical inaccuracy of [12]. Indeed, in [12] the local conver-
gence analysis considers Proximal Alternating Minimization, whereas the algorithm ATLAS [12, Algorithm
1] is an alternating minimization like Algorithm 1 below. To close this gap between empirical evaluation and
theory, we analyze both Proximal Alternating Linearized Minimization and Alternating Minimization in our
setting.

Like with most of the non-convex methods, convergence to global minimizers and thus empirical perfor-
mance of (8) depends on a proper initialization (Ug, V). We, however, do not provide such an initialization
method but leave it as an open problem for future research. Our empirical evaluation in Section 4 suggests
that the for low-rank recovery commonly used spectral initialization leads to decent results.

1.4 Related Work II

Let us briefly comment on the very last point. Finding a reliable and tractable initialization procedure is
challenging. This reflects the intrinsic hardness of the presented problem, a hardness that stems from its
deep connection to SPCA, which is known to be NP-hard in general [29]. To the best of our knowledge, all
yet existing approaches to the reconstruction of jointly sparse and low-rank matrices share this impediment
in one form or another. The above mentioned guarantees for SPF, which come with a tractable initialization,
are restricted to signals with few dominant entries [26, 15]. The recent work [10], which builds upon ideas on
generalized projections in [13] and uses a Riemannian version of Iterative Hard Thresholding to reconstruct
jointly row-sparse and low-rank matrices, only provides local convergence results. The alternative approach
of using optimally weighted sums or maxima of convex regularizers [22] — the only existing work apart from
our predecessor paper [12] that considers non-orthogonal sparse low-rank decompositions — requires optimal
tuning of the parameters under knowledge of the ground-truth. Whereas one may not hope for a general
solution to these problems, the previously mentioned tractable results on nested measurements [2, 13] suggest
that suitable initialization methods can be found for specific applications.

1.5 Outline and Notation

The organization of the paper is as follows. Section 2 provides the main results and part of the proofs. The
remaining proofs can be found in Section 3. In Section 4, we compare our theoretical findings to actual
empirical evidence. We conclude in Section 5 with a discussion on open problems and future work.

We use the shorthand notation [n] := {1,...,n} to write index sets. The relation a 2 b is used to express
a > Cb for some positive constant C, and a ~ b stands for a 2 b and b 2 a.
For a matrix Z € R™ *"2_we denote its transpose by Z . The support of Z, i.e., the index set of the non-zero
entries, is denoted by supp(Z). The function vec vectorizes any matrix and vec™! reverses the vectorization.
Hence, vec(Z) € R™"™ and Z = vec !(vec(Z)). We denote by ||Z||; the ¢1-norm of vec(Z), by ||Z||r the
Frobenius norm of Z (¢3-norm of the vector of singular values), by ||Z||2—2 the operator norm of Z (top



singular value), and by ||Z||, the nuclear norm of Z (sum of singular values).

The set-valued operator 0 denotes the limiting Fréchet subdifferential, and dom df = {x € R™: 9f(x) # 0}
its domain when applied to a function f: R™ — R U {oc}, cf. [37,

The covering number N (M, ||-||,¢) of a set M is the minimal number of || - ||-balls of radius € that are needed
to cover the set M. The cardinality of any e-net M of M, i.e., for all z € M there is z € M with ||z —z| < e,
yields an upper bound for N (M, || - ||, €).

2 Main Results

We are now ready to state the main results of the paper. In Section 2.1, we show how minimizers of Jg’ 8
yield under minimal assumptions solutions to the inverse problem (1). In Section 2.2, we estimate the

approximation error assuming robust injectivity of A on K SRhS ,- We then present in Section 2.3 various types

of operators fulfilling robust injectivity and, finally, provide local convergence guarantees for (8) and related
methods in Section 2.4.
2.1 General Properties of Minimizers

Let us begin with the basic properties that all minimizers of Jfﬁ have under very general assumptions. To
this end, let

(Ua,8, Va,p) € arg min JE (U, V) ©)
(U, V)eR"1 X ExRr2 xR ’

be any minimizer of Jg) g and denote
Xap=UasVas (10)

The first result bounds the measurement misfit of any such X g. The result is a straight-forward modification
of [12, Proposition 3.1].

Lemma 2.1 (Measurement misfit). Assume X, with rank(X) < R is generating the noisy measurements
y = AX,) + n and let (Ua g, Va,p) be a global minimizer of JE 5 where a and B are chosen sufficiently
small (depending on || X.||r and ||n|,). Then,

ly — AXap)ll2 < 2[nll2- (11)

Proof: Let X, = UXV' denote the SVD of X, where U € R"*% and V € R"2*£. Since (Uy g, Va 8)
minimizes Jfﬁ, we may use (UE%, E%V) as a competitor in (9) to obtain

Iy — AXa,p)lls < JE 5(Uap, Vas) < JE5(US?, 52V)

1 2 1 1 2 1
B R e e e =
F 1 F 1
<4|nl3,
lin lIml3 lImll3 lImll3
fOI‘ aq S 2HU2§H2F’ (6%) S QHUE;‘ 17 61 S QHZ%\?’HTV’ and ﬁQ S QHE%\Q/HI |

The second result states that if the ratio of the parameters is fixed in a suitable way and X, is low-rank with
effectively sparse decomposition, then the same holds true for global minimizers of J 5’7 g as long as « and 15}
are chosen sufficiently large to avoid overfitting.

Lemma 2.2 (Regularity). Assume X, € TKE, forT' > 0, is generating the noisy measurementsy = A(X,) +n
and let (Uq,8, Va,) be a global minimizer ofJgﬁ where oy = \/Eay = 1 = \/E02. If ly—AXag)lz > [nll2,
we have that X g € TKE.



Proof: Let X, = U*V;r denote an SD of X, € KX such that
max {|U, ||, [[V[E} <TR  and  max {||U,|}1, [Vilhh} < RVTs

(note that such an SD always exists by taking an arbitrary SD of %X* € KI' and multiplying both
the left and right components with v/T' ). By minimality of X4 g, we get that

Iy — AXap)lls + a1 [Uaply + 02 [Uapll, + B I Vasly + B2 [[Vasl,
= f,ﬁ(Ua,ﬁvVa,B)

< JE (U, V)

= |[nll3 + a1 UL[13 + azl[Uslly + Bl VllZ + Bal[ Va1

Subtracting ||y — A(Xa”@)Hg on both sides and using that by assumption ||, < [y — A(Xa,8)|l,
and a1 = /Fay = 1 = /32 leads to

2 2 r r
max {[Uapl s [Vaosly } < UG + /00 + IVl + 4/ SV

<A4RT
and
s s
max {[Uaglly» [Vasly} <4/ FIUNF + 10+ 4/ G IVAlF + [ Vilh
< 4RVTs,
which shows that X, g € TK2E. [ |

The assumption ||y —A(Xq,g)|l2 > ||n]]2 in Lemma 2.2 is not restrictive. As soon as ||y —A(Xa g)ll2 = ||7]l2,
decreasing a and 3 any further becomes undesirable since this will lead to overfitting. Comparing Lemma
2.2 to [12, Lemma 3.3|, we see a massive improvement: First, by exploiting the Frobenius-norm control of
the elastic-net regularizers, Lemma 2.2 contains no implicit assumptions on the specific shape of X4 g or its
SD. Second, by the refined definition of the signal set (compare TKZ . in (6) to KL in [12]), the lemma
guarantees that X, g has the same regularity as X, instead of only bounding the effective sparsity of single
columns of Uq g and Vo g.

All in all, the results of Section 2.1 show that, for any .4 and well-tuned parameters o and 3, any X4 g is
a reasonable approximation of X, € TKE. Indeed, it is of rank R, fulfills the measurements up to noise level,
and has an effectively sparse decomposition of the same order as X,. However, the parameters a and 3 have
to be chosen with care, neither too small nor too large. Moreover, Lemma 2.2 shows that o and 3 should be
of similar magnitude. Otherwise either the left or the right components of X g cannot be controlled. For
further information on the parameter tuning we refer the reader to Section 4 and the discussion following
Theorem 2.4.

2.2 Reconstruction Properties of Minimizers

To obtain proper reconstruction guarantees, we introduce a robust variant of injectivity for linear operators
A acting on K 5115 ,- These properties may be viewed as generalizations of the rank-R and (s1, s2)-sparse RIP
of Lee et. al. in |

Definition 2.3 (Robust injectivity). Let T' > 0. We say that A satisfies robust injectivity on FKSPf)Sz with
injectivity constants v € (0,1] and 6 > 0 if

IA@)I5 =~ 1Z]% (12)

for allZ e TKE

51,82 °



The requirement in (12) is weak when compared to classical restricted isometry properties [14]. It only
lower bounds the contractivity of A when applied to matrices in T K | s, Furthermore, since the set I'K ﬁ so
is not scaling invariant, the corresponding injectivity property in (12) is neither, see also Remark 2.9 below.
The main reconstruction result reads as follows: If A is injective in the sense of Definition 2.3 and o, 3
are suitably chosen, any global minimizer of J 3 provides an approximation of X, up to noise level and
injectivity constant . Recall from above that w.l.o.g. and for the sake of simplicity we restrict ourselves to

the case s; = so = s and K = K, here.

Theorem 2.4 (Reconstruction of signals). Let I' > 0. Assume that A satisfies robust injectivity on T KT
with injectivity constants v € (0,1] and 6 > 0. If X, e TKF and y = A(X,)+n € R™, then by choosing
a, B3 sufficiently small with oy = \/%Oég =B = \/%62 one obtains

2
Xy = Xaglr < Vi 71l + V5, (13)
for any global minimizer (Ua g, Vag) of JE o g In particular, Xa g € T K2 with the SD in (10).

If X, € SE and a; = \/%O[Q = [31 = \/%ﬂg, it suffices that A satisfies robust injectivity on %KSR to
obtain (13). In this case, Xa g € %Kgﬂ with the SD in (10).

Proof: By assumption X, € FKf‘ and oy = \/gozg =B = \/%ﬁg. According to Lemma 2.1 we can
choose (e, B) such that |9, < |ly — A(Xa,g)|ly < 2[|n]l,- Lemma 2.2 thus yields that Xq g € DK,
Since X, — Xaq,8 € 'K by Lemma 1.4, we can now apply the robust injectivity of A to obtain

Xy — Xa,8

1
P < ﬁ ly — AXap)ll, + Vs
2
< \ﬁ Inll, + V3.

and hence the first claim.
Assume now that X, € SE. As described in the context of (4), X, hence possesses an orthogonal

1 1
SD X, = U, V] with |U,||r = |[|Vi|lFr = [X,[|2 and [|U|l1, |[Villi < || X4||zVsR (the ¢1-norm
bounds follow from U,, V, having at most Rs entries). Recalling (6), it clearly follows from

X, =

||X*||F( VR U)( VR V)T [X. HFU*VT
3 TV
B \ix, |z X, )1 R

that X, € %K E. This obviously yields the second claim by using the same arguments as before. W

Whereas the assumptions of Theorem 2.4 are standard, i.e., the measurements need to behave well on the
signal set and the parameters need to be well-tuned depending on the signal norm and noise level, the error
bound in (13) is less common. Indeed, the additive appearance of V/6 means that the Frobenius ball B of
radius V& centered at the origin is a “dead zone”: For any signal X, € B, the statement of Theorem 2.4 is
void. As long as all signals of interest are of a similar order of magnitude though, § can be considered to be
small in comparison by assuming a respectively strong injectivity property of A. The results in Section 2.3
illustrate how this relates to a sufficient oversampling factor in the number of observations. If applied in a
non-uniform way, Theorem 2.4 thus yields reconstruction of single signals of exceedingly small magnitude.

A second implication of the non-standard error bound in (13) is that the reconstruction error is not
converging to zero for vanishing noise. Although this seems counter-intuitive, the experiments in Section 4.5
suggest that the additive term in (13) might be factual for general ground-truths in K . s+ In the case of
jointly sparse ground-truths in Ssl s, the experiments clearly show that it is an artifact of the proof since
the reconstruction error vanishes with the noise.

The main challenge in applying Theorem 2.4 is to tune the parameters o and 3. This is common to
various regularized recovery procedures. Lemma 2.2, nevertheless, suggests a simple heuristic. As long as
minimizers of J; R g are regular in the sense that the (effectlve) sparsity of Uq g and V4 g is small, the critical



point of ||y — A(Xq,g)l, = 7], has not yet been reached and ¢, 3 may be further decreased. If the critical
point |ly — A(Xa,g)lly < [Inll, is hit, the (effective) sparsity is not controlled anymore and likely to increase
massively. This behavior can be observed in numerical experiments, see Section 4.

Finally, when considering subgaussian measurements, the second part of Theorem 2.4 allows us to reach
with our method the same sample complexity as [20], cf. (23) in Remark 2.10.

2.3 Robust Injectivity

To make use of Theorem 2.4, we need to understand under which assumptions a linear operator A of the
form (1) satisfies the robust injectivity property introduced in Definition 2.3. If the component matrices A;
are constructed as i.i.d. copies of a random matrix A, it suffices that the probability mass is not strongly
concentrated around zero. This may be formally expressed in the small ball estimate

Pr [(A, 2)2 >0|Z|%] > ¢, forall Z € K, (14)

where K C R™*™2 ig the signal set of interest and 6,c¢ > 0 are absolute constants. Note that (14) does
not require independent entries of A. It is straight-forward to deduce for such A the following result from
Mendelson’s work in [30].

Theorem 2.5 (Robust injectivity for small ball operators). Let T' > 0, 6 > 0, and A: R™*"2 — R™ pe q
linear measurement operator of the form (1) whose components A; are i.i.d. copies of a random matriz A
satisfying (14) on TKE . —TKE If

$1,82 81,82 °
m>0%E,,(TKE  —TKE A2 (15)

$1,82 51,827

where

En(K,A)= E

(T L) o

denotes the mean empirical width of a set K C R™*™2 ynder the distribution of A (the g; are i.i.d. copies

of a Rademacher variable), then A satisfies with probability at least 1 — exp(fgm) robust injectivity as in
0%c

(12) with constants v = 5§ and §.

The proof of Theorem 2.5 can be found in Section 3.1. The result can be applied to various choices of A,
e.g., measurement operators characterized by subgaussian matrices A; exhibiting strong tail decay, measure-
ment operators whose components A; may be heavy tailed but obey an L-Ls-equivalence, or measurement
operators whose components are Gaussian rank-1 matrices, i.e., A; = aia;r where a; € R™ has i.i.d. Gaussian
entries. In the following sections we will discuss the implications of Theorem 2.5 in each of these settings.

2.3.1 Subgaussian measurement operator with isotropic components

We first recall the definition of subgaussian random variables and vectors.

Definition 2.6 (Subgaussian random variable). A random variable £ € R is called K-subgaussian if the tail
bound Pr[|¢| > t] < 2exp(—t?/K?) holds. The smallest possible number for K > 0 is called subgaussian norm
of & and denoted by [|€||y,-

The class of subgaussian random variables covers important special cases such as Gaussian, Bernoulli,
and more generally all bounded random variables, cf. [41]. Furthermore, any subgaussian random variable
£ € R satisfies

€z, S KVp,  forallp=>1, (17)

where [|{||z, = E[|£]7] # denotes the p-th absolute moment of &. The condition in (17) is (up to scaling K
by an absolute constant) equivalent to the tail decay in Definition 2.6. Subgaussian random vectors can now
be defined as follows.



Definition 2.7 (Subgaussian random vector). A random vector & € R™ is called K-subgaussian if the random
variable (x, &) is K-subgaussian, for any choice of x € R™.

A random vector £ € R™ is called isotropic if ||(x,&)||z, = ||x]|2, for any x € R™. Since this is equivalent
to E[fST] = Id, isotropic random vectors are a natural generalization of unit variance random variables to
higher dimensions. Both concepts (subgaussianess and isotropy) extend to random matrices by interpreting
them as vectors.

For subgaussian measurement operators, i.e., operators A whose component matrices A; are i.i.d. copies
of a subgaussian matrix A, the mean empirical width in (16) reduces to the so-called Gaussian width defined
as

wlK) = B[sup (a.8)]

zeK

for K C R™ and g € R™ having i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries, cf. [410, Eq. (6.4)]. The Gaussian width has
become an established measure of set complexity due to its numerous favorable properties [42]. In particular,

e the width of the Euclidean unit ball B™ fulfills w(B™) ~ /n,

e the width of the set of s-sparse vectors ¥7 intersected with B™ fulfills w(X? N B™) ~ /slog (<),

illustrating that w(K N B™)? extends the linear dimension of subspaces in a consistent way to arbitrary sets
K C R™. The restriction to B™ in the above examples is necessary since w(K') scales in the diameter of K.
By noticing that isotropic subgaussian random vectors satisfy (14) and by evaluating w(T'K SRI’S , — 'K 5{,52)7
we can deduce the following corollary of Theorem 2.5. The details are provided in Section 3.2.

Corollary 2.8 (Robust injectivity for subgaussian operators). Let ' > 0, 6 > 0, and A: R"*"2 — R™ pe
a linear measurement operator of form (1). Assume, all A;, for i € [m], are i.i.d. copies of a K-subgaussian
isotropic random matriz A. If

m > 6 2T2R3 (s, + s2) log® (max {ny,ns}), (18)
then A satisfies with probability at least 1 — exp(fgm) robust injectivity as in (12) with constants v and 9,
where v solely depends on K.

Remark 2.9. As observed in [12], the strong concentration of subgaussian random variables around their
mean even allows to obtain the stronger bound

AZ)I3 — 1 ZI%] < o, (19)
for any Z € FK;?SZ, which implies robust injectivity with v = 1 and & (note at this point, however, that
FK;?,S? differs from the signal set in [12] and that Corollary 2.8 shows a better sample complezity than

[12, Lemma 5.3]). The additive quasi-isometric property in (19) is still not of the form of commonly used
multiplicative Restricted Isometry Properties (RIP)

L=zl < |A@)]3 < (1 +9)IIZ]% (20)

as (19), in contrast to (20), is not scaling invariant and A(Z) = A(Z') does not imply Z = Z' but only
|z -z} <.

Let us repeat in this context an important observation from [12]. In fact, it is impossible to derive a
classical scaling invariant RIP like (20) on TKE _ wunder similar conditions as (18). The main problem is

51,52
non-orthogonality of the SDs in FKQ’SQ. This can be seen in the following way (we consider w.l.o.g. only the

case R = 2): Let m ~ 2(n; + s)log® (max{ni,ns}) and assume that the linear operator A fulfills (20) for
all'Z € Kﬁlys. Let u € R™ and w € R™ be arbitrary unit-norm vectors. Now choose any vi € R"2 of unit
norm and ||[v1]1 < v/s/2. Define vy := —vy + ew and choose € > 0 sufficiently small to ensure ||va|l1 < /s

and ||ve|l2 = 1. Then Z := (1/2)uv] + (1/2)uvy € K2, _ and, by assumption, (20) holds. But this implies
by definition of Z and scaling invariance of (20) that

(1= O)fuw |7 < [|ACaw )3 < (1 +6)[[uw || (21)

10



Since the choice of u and w was arbitrary, this means that (21) and thus also (20) hold for all rank-1
matrices (not only those with effectively sparse right components). If n1,s < na, this is a clear contradiction
to information theoretical lower bounds, as corresponding RIPs would require at least m ~ max{ni,na} (see
[7, Section 2.1]).

Finally note that even if one used the alternative and scaling-invariant definition of effective sparsity
mentioned in Remark 1.3 to define the set Kff&, the above argument would stay valid since vi and vy are of
unit norm and thus effectively s-sparse according to both definitions. The main obstacle in obtaining scaling
invariant RIPs like (20) is thus the non-orthogonality of decompositions in KE not the scaling variance

81,827
of our effective sparsity model.

Remark 2.10. Note that I'R is the Frobenius diameter of FK;?)SQ and that (18) can be re-written as

—2
m 2 (Ii{) R(s1 + s2) log® (max {ny,n}). (22)
Foré = ATR, A € (0,1), Corollary 2.8 hence states that up to log-factors m =~ O (AfQR(sl + 52))) subgaus-
sian measurements are sufficient to d-stably embed I‘Kﬁ"SQ in R™, c¢f. [35, Def. 1.1 & Thm. 1.5]. How does
this relate to the preliminary work on SPF in [20] where orthogonality of the matrices U and V was assumed?
First note that to allow a fair comparison between the scaling invariant result in [20] and the scaling variant
Corollary 2.8 (cf. Remark 2.9), one needs to restrict oneself to unit Frobenius-norm matrices ||Z|| = 1. The
results in [20] now guarantee that (20) holds for all Z € SE . if m 2 672R(s1 + s2)log(max{ny,no}). Let

us compare this to our results. If Z € S’ﬁm s of unit Frobenius-norm, the proof of Theorem 2.4 shows that
Z < %Kff,”. Applying Corollary 2.8 to this set, i.e., setting I' = %, yields that the robust injectivity holds

with high probability if
m > 67 2R(s1 4 s2) log® (max {ny,ns}). (23)

Up to the additional log-factors, this perfectly resembles the results in [26], which have been shown to be near-
optimal for recovery of matrices with orthogonal sparse decomposition. However, [20] neither treats effective
sparsity nor non-orthogonal decompositions.

2.3.2 Heavy-tailed measurements with L-L;-equivalence

Theorem 2.5 does not require strong concentration properties as fulfilled by subgaussian random matrices.
It doesn’t even require the existence of higher-order moments. We can, for instance, consider operators A of
form (1) whose component matrices A; are i.i.d. copies of an isotropic random matrix A that only satisfies
the Li-Lo-equivalence

1

2

E[(A, z>§} <cE[|(A Z),|], forall ZeR™*" (24)
where ¢ > 1 is an absolute constant. The condition in (24) is fulfilled by various heavy-tailed distributions.
By isotropy and the Paley-Zygmund inequality [30, Lemma 4.1], one obtains from (24) the small ball estimate

2
Prl(A.Z)} > 0]} > (1_2/50) . forall Z e Rm*"2, (25)

for all 8 € (07 c%), and Theorem 2.5 can be applied. Note, however, that the required sample complexity
depends on E,,,(PKE | —TKZE _  A), which is hard to compute for general A. The experiments in Section
4.2 suggest that the sample complexity for log-normal A is comparable to the Gaussian case.

Remark 2.11. By [30, Lemma 4.2] the estimate in (14) can be deduced as well if A consists of i.i.d. entries
A; j which satisfy E [A?J] <cE UA”H (only the constant on the right-hand side of (14) changes). However,
the condition in (24) is more general as it does not require independence of the entries of A.

11



2.3.3 Rank-1 measurement operator

Another noteworthy class of measurement operators for matrix sensing is given by rank-1 measurements, i.e.,
the matrices A; defining A are i.i.d. copies of a rank one matrix A = aa' where a € R” has i.i.d. standard
Gaussian entries (in this case we restrict ourselves to quadratic matrices n; = ny = n). The advantage of
such a structured measurement operator lies in the reduced storage and evaluation costs. The drawback when
compared to subgaussian operators with i.i.d. entries is the additional dependence between the entries of each
A;. However, by using the observation that Gaussian rank-1 measurements satisfy the small ball estimate
(14), cf. [23], one may again apply Theorem 2.5. As in Section 2.3.2, computing Em(FK£752 — FKSRIM,A) is
non-trivial but the numerical experiments in Section 4.2 suggest that it scales comparable to the subgaussian
case.

The following lemma, which relates Em(I‘Kﬁ')52 - FK§,52a A) to Talagrand’s ;- and ~e-functionals, can
be viewed as a first step in deriving an explicit sample complexity. The ~,-functional for a metric space

(K, dist) is defined as

«(K,dist) = inf sup 2 dist z, K;), 26
ralis) = it s> 2% i, ) (26)

where the infimum is taken over all admissible sequences (K;)ien, i.e., sequences of subsets of K for which
|Ko| =1 and |K;| < 2%.

Lemma 2.12. For K C R™" and A = aa' with a € R" having i.i.d. K-subgaussian entries with mean 0
and variance 1, one has

Bl A) < € (Vi (. ) + 22, (n)

where C' > 0 only depends on K.

The proof of Lemma 2.12 can be found in Section 3.3. Note that v, (K, dist) can be seen as a measure
of the intrinsic complexity of K when measured in dist. Up to an absolute constant v2(K, ||-||,) is equivalent
to the Gaussian width [12, Theorem 8.6.1], a result due to Fernique [11] and Talagrand [38], and widely

known as majorizing measures theorem. By this result, one can replace y2(PKE  —TKE  |-[|z)? in
Lemma 2.12 with w(TKf | —TKZE _ )? leading to a bound as in (18). Unfortunately, it is not as simple to
bound v (PKE  —TKZE _ . |])? in an intuitive way without deriving a tight bound on the covering number
N@TKE .| -|l.e) of TKE _ in operator norm. Indeed, if we had such a bound, we could use that
o0
R R R R
WOKS o, = TKD )5 [ o (VT ., = THD -1 e))de,
see [38, Section 1.2], to control the second term in (27). Independently from this open point, let us mention

that in its current form we do not expect (27) to be optimal since the additional factor v/R in front of the
~o-functional appears to be an artifact of the proof.

2.4 Computing Minimizers

The previous sections showed that minimizers of J f’ s uniformly approximate original ground-truths as long
as the measurement operator A satisfies the robust injectivity in Definition 2.3, a rather mild condition
fulfilled by many popular choices of A. The last crucial question is how to compute global minimizers of
the functional Jﬁﬁ defined in (7) in an efficient way. We discuss here two schemes based on the proximal

operator of the elastic net Enetg(Z) = 6 HZH% + 02 ||Z||,, for @ = (61,02) T > 0. These methods are designed
to handle the non-differentiability of J 57 g Which is inherited from the ¢1-norm. The proximal operator of a
proper and lower semi-continuous function f: R™ — R U {oco} is defined as

o1 2
pros,;(u) = argmin |1z — ul + uf(2)

zER™
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where ;1 > 0 is a design parameter. Since prox, (z) is the orthogonal projection of z onto C, for C' convex
and x¢ being the corresponding indicator function [37], proximal operators may be viewed as generalized
projections. By separability of the components of Enetg it is straight-forward to verify that

Zi j—pba2

Tiope,  Zig > b2
ProX, gnete (Z) = (So.u(Zi;)); ;  where Sg,(Zij) = 1 0 |Zi ] < pbs
14:2;(;12 Zij < —pb

Due to the non-convex structure of J% 3> we are not able to derive guaranteed global convergence to global
minimizers. However, we guarantee global convergence of all presented methods to stationary points of JF B
and local convergence to global minimizers. Our analysis relies on the fact that J} R has the so called
Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property, which requires J, B 3 to behave well around stationary pomts

Definition 2.13 (Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property [, Definition 3.1]). A proper lower semicontinuous function
f:R" 5 RU{oo} is said to have the KL-property at X € dom 9f if there exist n € (0, 00|, a neighborhood U
of X and a continuous concave function ¢ : [0,00) — R such that

- @(0) = 07
- ¢ is Ct on (0,n),

©'(t) >0, for all t € (0,7m),
- and, for allx e UN{x € R": f(X) < f(x) < f(X) +n}, the KL-inequality holds:

' (f(x) = f(x)) dist(0,0f(x)) = 1

Remark 2.14. As mentioned in [1], the KL-property originates from [25], where the KL-inequality was
proven for real-analytic functions and ¢(t) = t*=%, for 6 € [3, 1) Consequent works [2/, 5] extended the
result to non-smooth subanalytic functions. It is easy to see that JE g has the KL-property wzth o(t) = ct'=?,
for e >0 and 6 € [0,1) since its graph is a semialgebraic set in R”IXR x R"2XE R, see the more detazled
discussion in Section 3.4.

As [1, Theorem 3.4] shows, a characterization of 8 would determine the convergence speed of alternating
descent schemes. While [27] can be used to compute 0 for piecewise convex polynomials, it is unclear how
to do the same for non-convex polynomials. Addressing this more general issue would, in particular, provide
convergence rates for (8).

Similarly, the main difficulty in characterizing the convergence radius in Theorems 2.15 and 2.16 below
1s to characterize the KL-parameters U and n of Jfﬁ. Doing so for a non-convex functional is a challenging
task on its own and thus the reason for us to defer the treatment of initialization to future work.

2.4.1 Alternating Minimization

To analyze (8), i.e., Algorithm 1, we follow the arguments in [1]. Note, however, that Algorithm 1 is rather
inefficient since each iteration requires solving a convex optimization problem. If desired, this could be done,
e.g., via proximal gradient descent given in Algorithm 2.

Theorem 2.15. The sequence (Uy, Vi) generated by Algorithm 1 converges to a stationary point of J3
Moreover, for any global minimizer (Ua g, Va,g) of JE op; there exist e, > 0, such that the initial condztzons

[(Uo, Vo) = (Uag: Vag)llr <&, minJfz < JE3(Uo, Vo) <minJg 5+,

imply that the iterations (U, Vi) converge to some (U,,V,) € argmin JaRﬂ

We discuss in Section 3.4 how Theorem 2.15 can be derived from the results in [1].
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Algorithm 1 : Alternating Minimization

Given: y € R™, A € R™ ™" guch that AUV') = A - vec(UVT), rank R, Vo € R™*E  and
a1, 2, 1, B2 > 0

1: while stop condition is not satisfied do

2 Up 41 < argmingegn, <z JZ B(U Vi) > Use, e.g., Algorithm 2
3: Vi1 ¢ arg minyegnaxn J2 3(Uk+1,V) > Use, e.g., Algorithm 2
4: end while

5: return (Uﬁnalv Vﬁnal)

Algorithm 2 : Proximal Gradient Descent

Given: objective function h = f+¢: R™ — R with f continuously differentiable and g lower semicontinuous
and convex, xg = 0, step-size y > 0

while stop condition is not satisfied do
Xp+1 ¢ prox,(xg — pV f(xk))

end while

return Xgpa;

2.4.2 Proximal Alternating Linearized Minimization

A second, more efficient descent scheme is given by the Proximal Alternating Linearized Minimization [6],
see Algorithm 3. The matrices Ay, € R™*F" and Ay, 1 € R™*Fn2 appearing in Algorithm 3 are defined
via

A(UV]) = Ay, -vec(U) and AUy V') =Ay,,, vec(V),

for any U € R™*® and V € R™*E We verify in Section 3.4 that the coercive functional JRﬁ and
Algorithm 3 satisfy Assumptions 1&2 in [6]. Consequently, the following holds.

Theorem 2.16 ([0, Lemma 3, Theorem 1|+[1, Theorem 3.3|). The sequence (U, V}) genemted by Algo-
rithm 8 converges to a stationary point of Jgﬂ. Moreover, for any global minimizer (Uq g, Va,8) of J5& ﬁ,
there exist €,m > 0, such that the initial conditions

1(Uo, Vo) = (Uas: Vag)lr <e, minJf gz < JE3(Up, Vo) <minJf 5+,

imply that the iterations (U, Vi) converge to some (Uy, V) € argmin Jf‘ﬁ

Remark 2.17. When one tries to combine Theorems 2.15 and 2.16 with Theorem 2.4 to obtain practical
reconstruction guarantees, one encounters the main weakness of these results. The parameters € and n, which
determine the local convergence radius of Alorithms 1 and 3, depend on the KL-property of JE p and are
thus hard to determine, cf. Remark 2.14. To obtain meaningful statements in light of the “dead zone” of
Theorem 2.4, (see the attached discussion after the theorem) one however requires € > V8. An interpretable
characterization of the convergence radius is thus highly desirable.

An alternative approach to obtain such practical recovery guarantees might be to use instead of Algorithm 1
or 3 the meta-algorithm [17, Algorithm 1] which provably converges to global minimizers of functionals like
JR if one has a descent procedure at hand that provably converges to local minima of the same. Unfortu-
nately, Algorithms 1 and 8 do not satisfy this requirement; they both might end up in saddle points like the
origin.

3 Proofs

This section provides the remaining proofs for the main results from Section 2.
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Algorithm 3 : Proximal Alternating Linearized Minimization

Given: y € R™, A € R™*™"2 guch that A(UVT) = A-vec(UV ), rank R, Vo € R"2*F ay a9, 31,82 > 0,
and sequences of step-sizes (Ag)k, (tk)r C (r—,ry), for rp >r_ >0

1: while stop condition is not satisfied do
Ug41 = prox 1 (Up, — Apvec™! (AI,k (Av,vec(Uy) —y))) > AUVT) = Ay - vec(U)
Ak

N

netq

ol

A\ PIOX Ly oo (Vk. — ppvec? (AITJHl (Au,,,vee(Vi) — y))) > AUVT) = Ay - vec(V)
/_L o
4: end while '

return (Ugpal, Viinal)

o

3.1 Proof of Theorem 2.5

The proof of Theorem 2.5 is a straight-forward application of Mendelson’s small ball method [30]. We first
recap the key result transferred to our setting.

Theorem 3.1 ([30, Corollary 5.5]). Let K C R™*"2 pe star-shaped around 0, i.e., for any t € [0,1] and
Z € K one hastZ € K. Let A € R™*™2 pe an isotropic random matrix satisfying

QRk(27) := ZlIél;( Pr[\(A, Z)| > 27'||Z||F] >0,

and let A;, i € [m], be i.i.d. copies of A. Let r > 0 be sufficiently large to have

=1 2

where Br denotes the Frobenius unit ball. Then with probability at least 1 — 2e~3Qx(27)°m

E sup
ZeKNrBr

] < %QK(QT)r,

. 1
HZ: (A:,Z) | > T”Z”FH 2 EQK(QT)mv
for all Z € K with ||Z|| > r.

Proof of Theorem 2.5: Let us define K =TKE —TKFE First note that K is star-shaped and since

S1,82 S1,82°

(14) holds for A, we have Qx(27) > ¢, where 27 = 6. By (15) and symmetry of K, we get that

1 « 1 «
<Z€ZA“Z> ] = ]E[ sup <Z6ZA“Z> ]
m i—1 P ZeKnrBr \ M i—1 F

_ En(K,A) T
= T < TGQK(QT)&

2
We may now apply Theorem 3.1 with 7 = g and r = J to obtain with probability at least 1 — 2ez™

E sup
ZeKNrBr

m m

aC DRI

=1

> o (Jawtnm) - (2 1215)

026 2
>z
&y

IAZ)I3

for all Z € K with ||Z|| > 4. Since TKE

81,82

C K, the claim follows. |
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3.2 Proof of Corollary 2.8

To prove Corollary 2.8, we need to bound the complexity of 'K SB; s, in terms of the Gaussian width

w(lKE ). Since the Gaussian width of a set K is strongly connected to the covering numbers N (K, |-, , )

51,52

of K with respect to the Euclidean norm, we begin by bounding this quantity.

Lemma 3.2 (Covering numbers of TKZ | ). Let T > 0 and let KE _ be the set defined in (6). Then, for
all e € (0,1), one has that
log (N(l"KSR1 il lps€)) S e T2R3(s1 + s2) log (max {enl’ em}) . (28)
51 82

Proof: First, note that by [34, Lemma 3.4] the covering number of the set of effectively s-sparse vectors

K, s can be bounded by

_ en
Log (N (K, |[l552)) S = 2s1og ().
We now construct a net for KX _ . Let Kpgn, rs; and Kgp, e, ini 2\‘;E—nets of VRK pn, .Rs,

and \/EKRnQ,RSQa and define
K= {Z =UV": vec(U) € Kpp, rs, and vec(V) € [N(RHQ)RSQ} .

Hence, for any Z = UVT ¢ KFE

51,52

[V = V]r < \F This implies

and

there exists Z = UV € K such that |U — Ul|p < 2\;§

~ ~ ~ ~ g g
Z—Z|r <|U-Ulp|[V|]|.+UIp|V-V]|p< —VR+VR—— =¢
[ e < 7 IVIg+ U]z ||F_2\/E NG

i.e., K is an e-net of KE ,. By construction, the cardinality of K is bounded by |K| < |Kpgn, ks, | - K Rny. Rss|
and, consequently, using that N(cK, ||| ,e) = N (K, ||-|| , £), for ¢ > 0, we get

0 (VS s 22) <108 (N (VRE s 55 ) ) 4108 (8 (VAR s a5 ) )
< e 2R3(s1 + s2) log (max {677/17 em}) .

S1 S92

The claim follows from N(PKE |- ||p.e) =N (KE |-l &) |

81,827 81,827

From Lemma 3.2, we deduce the following bound on the Gaussian width of K _ .

Lemma 3.3 (Gaussian width of TKE _ ). Let T > 0 and let K _ be the set defined in Section 2. Then,

S$1,52 51,82

wlKE )< \/1"2R3(51 + 59) log® (max {ny,na}).

Proof: The two-sided Sudakov inequality [12, Theorem 8.1.13] yields that

w(PKL ;) < log(nins) sup e\/log (VKL ... |1 --<).
g

Lemma 3.2 now yields the claim. |

Proof of Corollary 2.8: We assume that A € R™*™2 is isotropic and K-subgaussian. First note that,
for any set K C R™*"2_ the mean empirical width E,, (K, A) can be bounded by the Gaussian width
w(K) [10, Eq. (6.4)] in this case. Hence,

En(TKE ,, —TKEX  A)? <Cw(K[, —-TKE )? <4Cw(TK[ )

< F2R3(sl + s9) log (max {n1,n2}),
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where the second step follows from elementary properties of w and the third step from Lemma 3.3.
Consequently, (15) becomes

m > 6 2T2R3 (s, + s2) log® (max {ny,ns}). (29)

All that remains is to show that A satisfies (14) on TK . — TKE _ with ¢ only depending on 6

S$1,52 81,52

and /. To this end, recall from Section 2.3.1 that for any Z € R"*"2 we have by assumption that
(A, Z) ||z, = |Z]|F and [[(A,Z)p||lL, S K/PlI(A,Z)p|L,, for any p > 1 (A is isotropic and
subgaussian). Note that by Holder’s and Jensen’s inequalities the second property extends to

A Z)% Nz, < (A Z)p|IZ,, S KPPI (A Z)p 117, < KPPl (A, )7 |12 (30)

By the Paley-Zygmund inequality [9, Corollary 3.3.2], we thus obtain

Prl(A.Z)} > 011ZII%] = Prl(A,2)} 2 0] (A, 2). I3,] = Prl(A,2)} > 0] (A, 2] |z,

o (A Z)5 (13,13 o 13
= (0-Mzee) 2 (0-98)

and hence the claim. In the last step, we used (30) for p = 3. |

3.3 Proof of Lemma 2.12
Define Xz := <ZZ”;1 eiaiaj,Z>F, such that F,,(K,A) = - E[supzcx Xz]| and recall that eq,...,e, €

{—1,1} are i.i.d. Bernoulli variables. We show that

+2

PrllXg — Xgr| > 1) < 20 " A T T (31)

for Z,7Z’ € R™"*™ and apply generic chaining to obtain the claim. Note that (31) is equivalent to showing for
any Z that

1
Xzl 0 = E(lXz|"]* < VmR|Z|lp g+ 2]l q. forallg>1 (32)

This equivalence follows from Xz — Xz = Xz_z and the equivalence of tail bounds and moment growth for
subgaussian [42, Proposition 2.5.2] and subexponential [42, Proposition 2.7.1] random variables. By using
the triangle inequality, we can estimate

1
q

EX2l') = Eo[EalXzl]® = B [I Xzl 4] °

Q=

IN

E.|(IXz ~ EalXzllpoa + | EA[lellm,A)q}

(33)
= 1%z = BalXzlllpa + | EalXz]ll o A

L.

< 1%z — EalXzllzon,, + ]I EaLXa]l 0 sl

)
L.

where E.[-] and Ea[] denote conditional expectations that keep everything fixed apart from the random
variable in the subscript, and ||-||,, . and [|-|| ., o denote the L9-norm with respect to ¢ resp. A. To estimate

the first summand on the right-hand side of (33), rewrite Xz = a' Mz.a where a = (af,...,a)’ € R™
is the concatenation of all a; and Mgz . € R™**™" is a block diagonal matrix with blocks €;Z. Note that
Mz .|| = vVm||Z| p and |[Mz_| = ||Z]|. For ¢ and Z fixed, the Hanson-Wright inequality [42, Theorem

6.2.1] yields

. t2 +
Pr(|Xz — Ea[Xz]| >t <2 {muzu%’ Iz }
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for ¢ > 0 only depending on /C, which is equivalent to
Xz — Ba[Xzlllpoa S VM IZIlFva+ 12l g (34)
(and independent of €). To bound the second term, note that

Ea[Xz] = Ea[a' Mz a] = Eu[tr(a"Mgz.a)] = Ea[tr(Mz.8a")]
=tr(Mz. Ea[aa"]) = tr(Mz,. - Id)

= in: sitr(Z),
=1

which implies by Hoeffding’s inequality [42, Theorem 2.2.5]

t2
Pr.[| Ea[Xz]| > t] < 2¢ 2mu@?

Consequently,
I EalXzllen,, = I EalXallL0. S Vi t(Z)Va. (35)

Combining (34) and (35) and using that tr(Z) < ||Z||, < VR||Z| yields (32). We conclude by applying
generic chaining [39, Theorem 2.2.23] to obtain

gl Iy ¢ DD
Em(K,A)ME[ZG%Xz}SC<\/E72(K7| )+ Tm )

3.4 Proofs of Theorems 2.15 and 2.16

Let us first verify that JZ 5 satisfies the basic assumptions (#) and (#1) in [1] resp. Assumptions 1 and 2 in
[6]. For convenience, we state them in our notation and re-group them in the following way:

TE5(U,V) = (a1 [U% + s [U], ) + [y = AUV + (8 IVIE + 82 IV, ),

F(U) QUV) 9(V)
fiRmXE S RU {00}, g: R™*F - RU{oo} are proper lower semicontinuous,
(H) Q : RM*E x Rr2xR _, R is a C! function,
inf Jfﬁ > —o0, inf f > —o0, and infg > —o0,

VQ is Lipschitz continuous on bounded subsets of R™ X% x R72*E
VuQ is globally L;(V)-Lipschitz, for fixed V,
Vv @ is globally Ls(U)-Lipschitz, for fixed U.

It is straight-forward to check that (#) is satisfied for JZ 5- In addition, the sequence of iterates (U, Vi)
generated by Algorithms 1 and 3 shall satisfy

(H1) there exists Ay, A_ > 0 such that A_ < L;(Uy), L2(Vg) < Ay, for all k € N.

This is trivially fulfilled if (Uy, V) stays bounded. Since J, f, g is coercive and both algorithms are descent
methods, the sequence (Uy, Vi) will not diverge to co and (1) holds.

Let us now validate that Jfﬁ has the KL-property. To do so, we show that Jfﬁ is a semialgebraic
function since semialgebraic functions satisfy the KL-property at each point with ¢(t) = ct'=? for some
6 €10,1)NQ and ¢ > 0, see [1, Section 4.3]. Using this strategy, we however pay the price of having no
better knowledge on the parameters € and 1 in Theorems 2.15 and 2.16, which characterize the convergence
radius. A function f: R? — R is semialgebraic if graph(f) C R? x R is a semialgebraic set; a set in RY is
called semialgebraic if it can be written as a finite union of sets of the form

{x eR? : pi(x) =0, ¢i(z) >0, i=1,...,p},
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where p;, g; are real polynomials. Clearly, the absolute value of a single entry of a vector h(z) := |z;| is a
semialgebraic function as

graph(h) = {(z,7) ER* xR :z;+7r =0, —z; > 0} U{(2,7) ER*xR:2; =0, r =0}
U{(z,r) ERIXxR:a; —r =0, 2; > 0}.

Similarly, polynomials p are semialgebraic as graph(p) = {(z,7) € R?xR : p(x)—r = 0}. Finally, composition,
finite sums and finite products of semialgebraic functions are semialgebraic. The semialgebraicity of .J, f” 8
follows as

m ni R n1 R
J& U V) = Zm (AL UV P 400 Y D Ui > +an Y > |Uis

i=1r=1 i=1r=1
na R ng R

B D WVirl? + 823D Vil
=1 r=1 i=1r=1

is just a finite composition of semialgebraic basic units. Consequently, the functional Jf’ﬁ has the KL-
property and hence meets all basic requirements in [1, 6].

Whereas this suffices to deduce Theorem 2.16 from the results in [6], it requires some additional work to see
that the claim of [, Theorem 3.3] is still valid if the sequence (Uy, V) is defined via alternating minimization
in Algorithm 1 and not proximal alternating minimization as in [1]. We first make the following observation,
which replaces [1, Lemma 3.1].

Lemma 3.4. For Jf,g and (Ug, V) defined by Algorithm 1, we have that

JE 5(Uk, Vi) = JE 5(Ugs1, Vi1) > ay U = Upa |5+ 81 [ Vi = Vi |5

and

M8

(10 = U2+ Vi = Vi) < o0,

o
Il

0
which implies that limg_, o (||Uk — Uk+1||§; + || Vi — Vk-HH%) = 0. Moreover,

2 (o (AUVE) =) i, (ALY~

" y)> € 0I5 5(UL, V),

where Ay : RM>* 5 R™ s defined such that Av(U) = A(UVT).

Proof: First note that J§75(~,V) is 2ap-strongly convex and Jfﬁ(U, -) is 2/31-strongly convex, for all
U € Rm*E 'V ¢ R2XE To see this, check that JR s V) —ai | H?, and JR s(U,) — B ||||§, are
convex. Since Uyy; minimizes Jg_ﬂ(-,Vk) we know that (IS 8JRﬁ(Uk+1,Vk) Since in addition
Olai] - |£](U) = 20, U, for any U € R"* ¥ we deduce that

200 Upsr € 972 5. Vi) — e 2] (Upsn).
By convexity of Jfﬁ(-,V) — ||||2F7 we hence get that
TE 5(Uk, Vi) — a1 |[Ukll3 > (JE 5(Upsr, Vi) = o1 Uk |[7) — 200 (Uggr, U = Up)
which implies by rearranging
T8 58Uk, Vi) = & 5(Uki1, Vi) > a1 |Ug = Upa [
The same argument applied to V41 yields

TE 5(Ukir, Vi) = JE 5(Uky1, Viga) = B [ Vi = Vi[5
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We obtain
JE3(Uk, Vi) > JE 5(Uiir, Vi) + o1 |Ug = Up |7
> JE 5(Urs1, Virr) + a1 [Ug, = Uit |5+ B | Vie = Vi |l 7

and hence the first claim. The second claim directly follows by

1 (o]
(HUk — Uppalp + Vi — Vk+1||?:) Z (041 Uk = Upyall3 + B [ Vi — Vk+1||2F>

0 min {al,ﬁl}

K

ES
Il

S (Ug, V JE (U v
_mln{al,ﬁl}z 0‘5 ks Vi) = a,ﬁ( k41, k+1))

= v gk

- ~3(Up, Vp) <0
min {a1, 81} ’ﬁ( - Vo)

Let us now turn to the last claim. By minimality of U1 and Vi1, we know that
0 € duy/J, ,B(Uk-‘rhvk) and 0 € OvJ ,a(Uk+17Vk+1)

Since 8UJR6(U V) =24 (A(UVT) —y) + 201U + agsign(U), where sign is applied component-
wise, we have that

_2"4:’1@ (A(UkHV,I) - y) - 20&1Uk+1 S agsign(Uk_H)
and thus

2AY, ., (A(Urs1 Vi) —y) — 245, (A(Uka V) —y) € 0uJE 5(Uki1, Vi),

0 e v/, ,e(Uk+17Vk+1) -

With the help of Lemma 3.4 it is straight-forward to show that [1, Proposition 3.1] holds for J£ 5 With
(Ug, Vi) defined by Algorithm 1. Combining Lemma 3.4 and the adapted version of [I, Proposmon 3.1],
the pre-convergence result [I, Theorem 3.1] holds as well for Jgﬁ with (Uy, V) defined by Algorithm 1.
Theorem 2.15 is a direct consequence, cf. [1, Theorems 3.2 & 3.3].

4 Numerical Experiments

We finally compare our theoretical predictions to the empirical performance of our alternating methods.
Although Algorithm 1 is the less efficient implementation (in each alternating step one has to compute a full
proximal gradient descent), we prefer it in our simulations. It is not as sensitive to step size adaption as
Algorithm 3 and thus diminishes the need of parameter tuning, cf. Section 4.3.

First, we check if the main theoretical result stated in Theorem 2.4 describes the qualitative and quantitative
behavior of the approximation error well. Second, we demonstrate the performance of Algorithm 1 on
different measurement ensembles, comparing reconstruction for Gaussian, log-normal, and Gaussian rank-1
type measurements. Then, we examine the runtime of Algorithms 1 and 3 and the influence of initialization
quality on the reconstruction accuracy. Finally, we compare our method to the initially mentioned Sparse
Power Factorization (SPF) [26] which will serve as a general benchmark. In [26], SPF has been shown to
outperform conventional reconstruction methods that solely rely on low-rankness or sparsity.

Ground-truth. In order to produce effectively sparse random samples X, = U, V] € K 5{ s, We draw for
U, resp. V, randomly Rs; resp. Rso positions in a ni X R- resp. ny X R-zero-matrix, fill them with Gaussian
i.i.d. entries, re-normalize to Frobenius norm v/R and add a dense Gaussian random matrix of size nq x R

resp. ng X R of Frobenius norm 0.1v/R.
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Measuring effective sparsity. Given a matrix W € R™ % for n = n;,ny, we measure its effective

IWI? IWllo : : e s ; W2 i
RIW|Z € [1, 5] and its relative effective sparsity as TRWIE © [0,1]. These definitions
F F

correspond to the average effective sparsity of the columns of W and are motivated by the observation that

2
any Z € R™*"2 with decomposition Z = UV, for U € R™"*% and V € R"*® with R!‘”IIJJHHE = sy and
F

sparsity as

2
Al‘x)l“l% = sy, satisfies Z € FK&uHsz’ for I' = %. (Note that if Z is of unit norm and UV is an
1
orthogonal decomposition, then U and V can be rescaled to have both norm [|Z||% such that I' = 4 as in

the discussion in Remark 2.10.)

Initialization. We use two types of initialization in our experiments: (i) spectral initialization, i.e., Uy and
V are initialized as the leading R left and right singular vectors of A*(y), and (ii) a randomly perturbed
ground-truth, i.e., we randomly perturb U, and V, to obtain Uy = U, + Uand Vo =V, + \7, where
the entries of U, V are drawn uniformly at random from [0, 0.4||U,||] and [0,0.4| V| #] respectively. This
yields an initial error of || X, — Xg|/r = [|[U, V] —UyV{ ||F &~ 0.6]| X, | r. Whereas (i) represents a practical
initialization method that works heuristically in many cases, (ii) is well-suited to validate our theoretical
insights. Consequently, we use (ii) in the synthetic examples in Sections 4.1-4.4, and (i) in the image recovery
experiment in Section 4.5.

Parameter tuning. Since the first experiment in Section 4.1 suggests that Algorithm 1 with a3 = ag =
b1 = [2 performs slightly better than with the parameter ratio given in Theorem 2.4, in all remaining
experiments we set a3 = ap = ff1 = 2 = p and loosely tune p by the heuristic proposed at the end of
Section 2.2:

1. Initialize p sufficiently large to guarantee Xqo g =0, ie., [| X, — Xagllr/l|X||lFr =1
2. Tteratively shrink y by a factor 3 until the relative error || X, — Xq gllr/[|X.||F stops decreasing.

Only in Section 4.5 we run the simulation on a fixed grid of a, 3-values to be able to compare parameter
tuning via best approximation with parameter tuning via discrepancy principle, cf. Table 1.

4.1 Validation of Theorem 2.4

In the first experiment we study the influence of the parameters o, 3 on the reconstruction accuracy. Figure 1
shows, first, the average relative error in reconstructing 100 randomly drawn X, € K3, 5, C R29%300 from
m = 160 measurements with ||n||z = 0.05|X, |z and, second, the corresponding (effective) sparsity level
measured relative to ny = 300, i.e., n—z € [0,1], cf. beginning of Section 4. In particular, we set as = p and

compare the performance of Algorithm 1 for a; = v/20u = 31 = /2083, (as proposed in Lemma 2.2) with
a1 = pu = 1 = P2. Since we are interested in validating the theory, we only use the randomly perturbed
ground-truth here, see Section 4.

The behavior is as predicted by Theorem 2.4: decreasing the parameter(s) shrinks the reconstruction error
up to a small multiple of the noise level while the sparsity stays under control, cf. Lemma 2.2. As soon as
the noise level is hit (to be precise, a slightly higher value caused by the injectivity constants v and ¢ in
(2.4)), the assumptions of Lemma 2.2 fail, the regularity of the solution vanishes, and the approximation
guarantee breaks. Note that setting all parameters a1, as, 51, B2 to the same value performs better than the
theoretically motivated choice so we keep this in the remaining simulations. Furthermore, let us mention
that sparse reconstruction (information theoretic lower bound: m > s1s2 = 400) and low-rank matrix sensing
(information theoretic lower-bound: m > rank(X,)(n; + n2) = 320) would not allow reliable reconstruction
of X, in this setting.

As a byproduct, the experiment suggests the simple parameter choice heuristic of starting with large a, 8
and shrinking the parameters until there is a drastic change in regularity of the solution.

4.2 Validation of Theorem 2.5 and Corollary 2.8

In a second experiment we compare the reconstruction performance of Algorithm 1 with respect to different
measurement ensembles A. Figure 2 shows the average relative approximation error when reconstructing 100
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Figure 1: Approximation quality and sparsity depending on parameter size. The approximation error
is measured relative to || X, || while the sparsity and effective sparsity of Vgya are measured relative
to rank(X,) - ng, cf. Section 4. For comparison, the approximation error of the initialization is added.

randomly drawn X, for varying m. We compare here three types of measurements satisfying the assumption of
Theorems 2.5 and 2.8: first, operators A whose components A; have i.i.d. standard normal entries. Second,
operators A whose components A; have i.i.d. log-normal distributed entries. Third, operators A whose
components satisfy A; = a;a; for Gaussian random vectors a;, i € [m]. While the first two choices (Figure
2a) allow to re-use the setting of Section 4.1, i.e., X, € K3 59 € R***3%, the Gaussian rank-1 measurements
(Figure 2b) require square matrices. We thus consider X, € K{; 1, C R?%*%% in the third case. In all cases,
the noise level is ||n||r = 0.1|| X || 7.

As Figure 2 shows, Algorithm 1 yields good approximation for all three types of measurements. More
important, the error is already close to noise level for a number of measurements far below the number
required in mere sparse/low-rank approximation. To substantiate this point, we provide for comparison the
outcome when using AltMinSense, a state-of-the-art method only using low-rankness [20].

S e it -
~
"S(,‘*)‘)‘ \\\
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%
e 0.8 1 \\
%x \\

. Rxg . \
g 0.6 1- g)‘ﬂ\ R g \
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2044 . . Q \
& %71 —— Gaussian - Algorithm 1 & 0.4 N

—=- Gaussian - AltMinSense N

—— Heavy Tailed - Algorithm 1 —— Rank-1 - Algorithm 1

0271 - Heavy Tailed - AltMinSense \ 021 —=- Rank-1 - AltMinSense
----- Initialization M -----Initialization
50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 20 40 60 80 100
Number of M Number of Measurements
(a) Gaussian and Heavy-tailed measurements. (b) Gaussian rank-1 measurements.

Figure 2: Approximation quality for various choices of A. The approximation error is measured relative
to || X4||r. For comparison, the state-of-the-art low-rank matrix sensing algorithm AltMinSense is
added. Note that the information theoretic lower bound for guaranteed reconstruction of matrices only
using low-rank structure is m > rank(X,)(n; + ng) = 320 in (a) and m > 100 in (b).
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4.3 Algorithm 1 vs Algorithm 3

The third experiment illustrates the difference in performance between Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 3. We
recover a randomly drawn X, € K35, C R**%0 from m = 240 Gaussian measurements with additive
noise of |||l = 0.1]|X,||r. Both algorithms run with the same parameters a, 3 and are initialized by the
randomly perturbed ground-truth, see Section 4. Algorithm 1 uses 20 outer iterations with stopping criterion
max{||Us+1 — Uk|l,[[Vi+1 — Vi||} <1072 and 10!,102,10° inner iterations of Algorithm 2 with stopping
criterion ||xpy1 — Xgll2 < 1076, Algorithm 3 uses 2 - 10* iterations with stopping criterion max{||[Uyy1 —
U, Vi1 = Vi[} <1077

Figure 3a illustrates that in running time Algorithm 3 clearly outperforms Algorithm 1 independent of
the number of iterations one uses in the inner iterations in Algorithm 2. Nevertheless, the additional step-
size parameters A; and pj apparently have a strong influence on the reconstruction performance. Another
interesting observation is that the inner iteration number of Algorithm 1 seems to exhibit a sharp transition
between a regime where there are too few inner iterations per alternating step (solid green line) and a regime
where the number of inner iterations suffices (solid red and solid blue line). Increasing the number of iterations
beyond this point doesn’t have much impact on the reconstruction accuracy as the solid red and solid blue
line show.

4.4 Influence of initialization quality

In a fourth experiment, we re-use the experimental set-up from Section 4.2 with Gaussian A but vary the
quality of initialization. To this end, we increase the random perturbation added to the ground-truth SD U,
and V, step by step from a relative strength of 0.4 to 1.6, cf. beginning of Section 4.

Figure 3b illustrates that the initialization quality only has a strong impact on the reconstruction accuracy
if m is close to the information theoretic lower bound rank(X,)(s1 + s2) = 40. As soon as the oversampling
factor is sufficiently large, the convergence radius of Algorithm 1 appears to grow considerably. Note that the
information theoretic lower bound for guaranteed reconstruction would be m > rank(X,)(n; + n2) = 320
if only using low-rank structure and m > s1s2 = 400 if only using sparsity structure.

[ ]
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(s
. . . . . 0.0 . : . . . ; : -
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Time in [s] Number of Measurements
(a) Runtime comparison. (b) Initialization comparison.

Figure 3: Runtime comparison for Algorithms 1 and 3, and comparison of initialization quality. The
approximation error is measured relative to || X, || in both cases.

In 3b, lines of the same color belong to the same initialization set-up. The noise level ||n]|2 is provided
as a benchmark for the reconstruction accuracy.

4.5 A comparison with SPF

After having provided empirical evidence for our theoretical results, we now turn to the comparison of our
method with its state-of-the-art counterpart SPF [26]. To the best of our knowledge, SPF is the only available
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Figure 4: Comparison of Algorithm 1 and SPF [26] for various noise levels. The approximation error
and the noise level are measured relative to || X,||z. For convenience, the identity map is given in form
of a black dashed line.

algorithm so far, which simultaneously leverages low-rankness and sparsity constraints and comes with near-
optimal recovery guarantees (not relying on a special structure of A as in [2]). As [20] contains exhaustive
numerical comparisons of SPF and low-rank/sparse reconstruction strategies based on convex relaxation,
SPF suffices for numerical benchmark tests of our method.

In our first experiment, we use toy data and create rank-1 ground-truths in X, € R20%3%0 that are (i)
jointly sparse, i.e., X, € 5’210,20, by randomly drawing a support set and filling it with random Gaussian
entries, and (ii) effectively sparse as described in the beginning of Section 4, i.e., X, € K3 9. In Figure 4
we compare the performance of SPF and Algorithm 1 for Gaussian measurements and different noise levels
Inll2. Whereas the parameters «, 3 have been tuned as described in the beginning of Section 4, we compare
three versions of SPF: first, with correct sparsity parameter s = 20, second, with underestimated sparsity
parameter s = 10, and, third, with overestimated sparsity parameter s = 40. The experiments are averaged
over 100 random draws of X,.

In case (i), Figure 4a shows that if the sparsity parameter of SPF is exactly tuned, it easily outperforms
Algorithm 1. This is not surprising since SPF exploits the joint support structure of X,. Two observations
are, however, notable. First, the performance of SPF strongly deteriorates if its sparsity parameter s is
chosen slightly differently. Second, contrary to what the additive term /9 in the error bound of Theorem 2.4
suggests, Algorithm 1 works well for arbitrary low noise levels. This suggests that our analysis for 5'51’82 is
too pessimistic and can be improved.

In case (ii), Figure 4b shows that SPF is notably hampered by the non-exact sparsity of the ground-truth if
the noise level is small. Algorithm 1 appears here to be more stable. Moreover, the fact that both algorithms
fail in recovering X, for 7 — 0 match our analysis of the general setting in Theorem 2.4, which includes a
error saturation depending on the injectivity constant §.

In the second experiment depicted in Figure 5 we compare for s/ny € [0,0.3] and m/(nins2) € [0.05,0.3] the
number of successful recoveries of 10 randomly drawn X, € K75 , € R'*1% from m Gaussian measurements.
We set the noise level to [|9]| = 0.2|| X || r and count the reconstruction successful if || X, —Xgspr||r/[| X r <
0.4 resp. | Xy — Xagllr/||Xsllr < 0.4. The sparsity parameter s’ of SPF is optimized over the grid
{5,10,...,45,50}. In Figures 5 (a)-(b) we compare the two algorithms if their respective parameters are
tuned under knowledge of X, (Best Approximation), whereas in Figures 5 (c)-(d) only the noise level ||n| . is
known (Discrepancy Principle). In the latter case, the parameter s’ of SPF minimizes ||| X, — Xspr| r— |7l 7|
and the heuristic for Algorithm 1 reduces p until ||| X, — Xq g||F — ||| 7| stops decreasing. Both algorithms
show a comparable performance. Nevertheless, the theoretical guarantees of Algorithm 1 cover a considerably
larger class of signals and output non-orthogonal decompositions.
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Figure 5: Phase transition diagrams comparing SPF and Algorithm 1. Empirical recovery probability
is depicted by color from zero (blue) to one (yellow).

Figure 6: Five samples from original face data.

In a third experiment, we repeat a simulation from [12, Section 8.3] on real data. We choose ten faces
from the “10k US Adult Faces Data Base” [3], cf. Figure 6, reduce their resolution to 64x44 pixels and their
color range to gray-scale, and apply a multi-layer wavelet transform with Haar-wavelets to obtain effectively
sparse representations. The resulting ten 2944-dimensional coefficient vectors are then used to build a ground
truth matrix X, € R19%2944 which is re-scaled to unit Frobenius norm. Due to the use of Haar-wavelets this
matrix is not very close to sparse but has an effective sparsity level of about s = 70 which we measure as
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described in the beginning of Section 4. Though not rank-deficient, X, has effective rank r(X,) ~ 1.5 where

Xl

") = X s
is the ratio of nuclear and operator norm and serves as a relaxed measure of low-rankness of a matrix similar
to effective sparsity for vectors. In particular, X, is well approximated by low-rank matrices. As in [12], A
is a Gaussian operator and the noise level is set to ||n]]2 = 0.2|| X4 ||r. We set m as ten times the information
theoretic limit R(nq + s) where R is the rank parameter used for SPF and Algorithm 3 in the experiments
below (since the computational load is much higher in this experiment due to the largely increased ambient
dimension, we do not use the less efficient Algorithm 1 here). We set the additional step-size parameters of
Algorithm 3 to Ay = pr = 1 and initialize both algorithms by spectral initialization, see Section 4.

€ [1,rank(X,)]

H Setting HR:2 \R:3 \R:4 H
SPF (B.A.) 0.2927 0.2628 0.2507
Algorithm 3 (B.A.) 0.2647 0.2471 0.2452
SPF (D.P.) 0.3017 0.2905 0.2645
Algorithm 3 (D.P.) 0.2647 0.2502 0.2482
IX, — (Xy)rllF 0.1341 0.1130 0.0968

Table 1: Comparison of SPF and Algorithm 3 for different choices of R (the error produced by the best
rank-R term approximation (X,)g of X, is given as a benchmark). Depicted is the relative approximation
error measured in Frobenius norm. The parameters s (for SPF) resp. a, 8 (for Algorithm 3) have been tuned
on a discrete search grid either using Best Approximation, i.e., minimizing || Xyec — Xy«||F, or Discrepancy
Principle, i.e., minimizing ||| A(Xyec) — yll2 — [I7ll2]-

In Table 1 we compare the full matrix reconstruction performance of SPF and Algorithm 3 for different
choices of the rank hyper-parameter R. As a benchmark, the error produced by best rank-R term approx-
imation is reported as well; this is the best achievable error without added noise and under full knowledge
of X,. The results show that Algorithm 3 does well in comparison with SPF. As also observed in [12], the
performance of SPF stronger deteriorates than the one of Algorithm 3 if the hyper-parameters are tuned
under exclusive knowledge of the noise-level ||n||2.

Finally, we provide a visual comparison of the reconstruction results. To this end, we set the noise level to
zero, increase the oversampling factor from ten to twenty, and set R = 5. Figure 7 illustrates that SPF and
Algorithm 3 produce qualitatively different approximations despite the comparable f5-reconstruction errors.
As already mentioned in [12], SPF tends to oversimplify the image by producing large pixel areas of uniform
gray-level. Comparing Figure 7(c) to [12, Figure 8(c)] further shows that Algorithm 3 and ATLAS in [12]
lead to similar results. This suggests that the modifications to ATLAS which we proposed in this paper to
improve the theoretical analysis do not hamper its empirical performance.

5 Discussion and Open Questions

In this paper we proposed a multi-penalty approach to recover low-rank matrices with sparsity structure
from incomplete and inaccurate linear measurements. To improve on the results of [12], we introduced a
conceptually different functional J 2 g and a revised signal set K 5’82, the combination of which allowed
us a clean analysis of the approximation quality of global minimizers. In particular, the new approach
encompasses heavy-tailed measurement ensembles and structured rank-1 measurements. In the special case
of subgaussian measurements, our results reach up to log-factors the same sample complexity as existing
theoretical guarantees for SPF that are known to be near-optimal, cf. Remark 2.10. At the same time, our
method tackles the recovery of a significantly larger class of matrices, namely matrices with non-orthogonal
rank-1 decompositions and effectively sparse components and the analysis of J 57 g s far more elementary
than the one of SPF.

Several intriguing questions remain open at this point. First, the shape of our error bounds appears to

be suboptimal for the particular case of jointly sparse ground-truths in S 51,5 , to which the analysis in [20] is
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(a) Ground truth (b) SPF (c) Algorithm 3 (d) Rank-R SVD

Figure 7: Comparison of the first face and its reconstructions.

restricted, see Theorem 2.4 and the consequent discussion. As mentioned above, this is partly due to the fact

that minimizers of .J f’ s 1n general consist of non-orthogonal matrices. If one could show (near) orthogonality
R

of such minimizers under the assumption X, € Sg} . ,

then it would be possible to derive a scaling invariant
signal set of similar complexity with scaling invariant injectivity property and to remove the additive v/-term
from (13).

Second, we didn’t solve the problem of initialization here, c¢f. Remark 2.17. A crucial task for the near
future is thus to provide an initialization procedure that guarantees computation of global minimizers of
J 5”, g via Algorithms 1 & 3. Spectral initialization, the state-of-the-art procedure for non-convex methods in
low-rank matrix sensing, cf. [20], certainly works for m sufficiently large. However, it is unlikely that spectral
initialization can be used to reconstruct at the information theoretic limit if sparsity and low-rankness are
considered simultaneously.

Finally, further structured measurement ensembles should be examined like, e.g., sub-sampled circulant
matrices. This kind of measurements naturally appears in applications like blind deconvolution [18].
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