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Abstract

We consider the nonconvex regularized method for low-rank matrix recovery. Under
the assumption on the singular values of the parameter matrix, we provide the recovery
bound for any stationary point of the nonconvex method by virtue of regularity conditions
on the nonconvex loss function and the regularizer. This recovery bound can be much
tighter than that of the convex nuclear norm regularized method when some of the
singular values are larger than a threshold defined by the nonconvex regularizer. In
addition, we consider the errors-in-variables matrix regression as an application of the
nonconvex optimization method. Probabilistic consequences and the advantage of the
nonoconvex method are demonstrated through verifying the regularity conditions for
specific models with additive noise and missing data.
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1 Introduction

We consider the low-rank matrix recovery problem, which appears in many applications such
as image processing and collaborative filtering. Specifically, one aims to recover an unknown
low-rank matrix ©* € R4*% with rank(0*) < r < min{d;, d»} from some measurements. A
natural idea is to solve the following rank-constrained minimization problem

min  Ly(©) s.t. rank(©) <r, (1)

@GRdl Xdo

where Ly : R4*% — R is usually a smooth and convex loss function measuring data fitting.
Unfortunately, due to the nonconvex and combinational natures of (), it is NP-hard to obtain
a global solution [23]. Researchers have then devoted to seek for convex relaxations of ([Il). A
popular way is to use the convex nuclear norm |||-|||,, which is the sum of all singular values
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of a matrix, as a surrogate for the rank function, and two optimization problems have been
proposed [11]. The first one is a constrained minimization problem

min Ly(0) st [IOff, <¢ (2)

@ERdl Xdo

where ( is a tuning parameter, and the second one is a regularization problem

min Ly(0) + Al|O]]., (3)
eERdl Xdo

where A is a regularization parameter. Both of problems (2]) and (3)) enjoy the benefits of convex
optimization and can be solved in polynomial time by a number of numerical algorithms
[5, Bl 14]. In the theoretical aspect, global recovery bounds, which measure the distance
between the global solutions and the true low-rank parameter ©*, have also been established
for (2) and (B]) under suitable regularity conditions such as the restricted isometry property
(RIP) and the restricted strong convexity (RSC)[6], 25, 27].

On the other hand, it is easy to see that the nuclear norm relaxation methods (2) and (3],
which penalize the singular values of a matrix, is a generalization of the ¢; norm penalized
method in sparse linear regression. Hence the deficiency of the latter one has also been
inherited that significant estimation bias is induced since larger and more informative singular
values are penalized [35, [42]. In view of the advantages of nonconvex regularizers such as the
smoothly clipped absolute deviation penalty (SCAD) [I0] and the minimax concave penalty
(MCP) [41] that they are able to achieve more refined recovery accuracy and variable selection
consistency in linear regression [35], researchers have paid increasing attention to nonconvex
regularizers imposed on the singular values of a matrix to perform low-rank approximation
[22]. Some popular instances of nonconvex regularizers include the Schatten ¢, (0 < p < 1)
norm [28], the truncated nuclear norm [13], the SCAD and MCP [43, 21], 12]. Meanwhile,
the loss function can also be nonconvex in real applications, such as error-in-variables matrix
regression; see [8, [16] and references therein.

Although empirical results have shown the superiority of nonconvex regularizers over the
convex nuclear norm and extensive studies have been made on optimization methods to solve
nonconvex regularized problems [34} T3] [39] 38], little is unknown about the theoretical proper-
ties of nonconvex regularizes for low-rank matrix recovery except the work [12].[12] presented
a unified framework for low-rank matrix recovery with nonconvex regularizers, which satis-
fies some curvature and dominant property to control the nonconvexity level. The resulting
nonconvex estimator is shown to enjoy a faster statistical convergence rate than that of the
convex nuclear norm regularized estimator.

However, [12] only established the recovery bound for the global solution of the nonconvex
regularized estimator, while the nonconvex optimization objective functions may have many
local optima that are not global optima, a fact which might result in that algorithms such as
gradient descent may attain undesired local optima. This weakness leads to a considerable
gap between theory and practice. Moreover, empirical studies have also pointed out that local
optima of a class of nonconvex estimators arising in statistical inference problems possess
good recovery performance [4]. Therefore, it is necessary to analyse recovery bounds of local
solutions in nonconvex low-rank matrix estimation problems.

The main purpose of this paper is to deal with a more general case where the loss function
and the regularizer can both be nonconvex. The main contributions of this paper are as
follows. Under the assumption on singular values of the true parameter matrix, we prove



the recovery bound for any stationary point of the nonconvex optimization problem under
suitable forms of the RSC condition. When some of the singular values are larger than a
threshold defined by the nonconvex regularizer, this recovery bound is much tighter than that
of the convex nuclear norm regularized method; see Theorem [Il This theoretical result is of
practical importance since it is does not rely on any specific numerical algorithms, suggesting
that any algorithm can consistently recover the true low-rank matrix as long as it converges
to a stationary point.

Furthermore, in the aspect of application, high-dimensional error-in-variables matrix re-
gression is considered as an instance of the nonconvex method. Measurement errors cannot be
avoided in practice due to instrumental or economical constraints, and thus the collected data,
such as genetic data, may always be noisy or partially missing. Worse still, methods for clean
data cannot be naively applied otherwise, only misleading inference results can be obtained
[32]. There have been some results on errors-in-variables linear regression [19] 9, 29, [17], while
for low-rank matrix recovery, only the particular case — multi-response models are considered
with the convex nuclear norm as the regularizer [30] [15]. However, little attention paid on the
more general and widely-used errors-in-variables matrix regression model, which is a generic
and unified observation model including many different models such as the multi-response
model, matrix completion, matrix compressed sensing and so on. As we have mentioned be-
fore, the loss function is generally nonconvex in errors-in-variables regression, and thus the
parameter estimation problem falls into the framework of this paper. Hence the proposed
nonconvex regularized method is applied on the errors-in-variables matrix regression model
via verifying regularity conditions; see Corollaries [1l and 2

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Sect. [2 we propose a general
nonconvex estimator based on nonconvex spectral regularization. Some regularity conditions
are imposed on the loss function for further analysis. In Sect. [B] we establish our main
results on statistical recovery bounds. In Sect. [l probabilistic consequences on the regularity
conditions for errors-in-variables matrix models are obtained. Conclusions and future work
are discussed in Sect. [l

We end this section by introducing useful notations. For a vector 8 € R? and an index
set J C {1,2,...,d}, we use f; to denote the vector in which (38,); = p; for i € J and
zero elsewhere, mat(3) € R¥? to denote the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements equal
to B; (1 = 1,2,---.,d), |J| to denote the cardinality of J, and J¢ = {1,2,...,d} \ J to
denote the complement of J. For d > 1, let I; stand for the d x d identity matrix. For a
matrix X € R"*% et X;; (i = 1,...,dy,j = 1,2, ,dy) denote its ij-th entry, X, (i =
1,...,d;) denote its i-th row, X; (j = 1,2, -+, da) denote its j-th column, and vec(X) € R
to denote its vectorized form. When X is a square matrix, i.e., d; = dz, we use diag(X)
stand for the diagonal matrix with its diagonal elements equal to Xiq1, Xog, -+, Xg,4,- We
write Apin(X) and Apax(X) to denote the minimal and maximum eigenvalues of a matrix
X, respectively. For a matrix © € R¥*% define d = min{d,, d»}, d = max{dy, ds}, and
denote its singular values in decreasing order by o1(0©) > 09(©) > ---04(©) > 0. We use
Il to denote different types of matrix norms based on singular values, including the nuclear
norm ||©]|, = Z;l:l 0j(©), the spectral or operator norm [[©],, = 01(©), and the Frobenius

norm [|O]|p = /trace(©T0) = /3%, 62(0). For a pair of matrices © and T' with equal

=17
dimensions, we let ((©,T')) = trace(©'T") denote the trace inner product on matrix space. For
a function f : R? = R, Vf is used to denote the gradient when f is differentiable, and 9f is
used to denote the subdifferential that consists of all subgradients when f is nondifferentiable



but convex.

2 Problem setup

In this section, we propose a general nonconvex estimator to estimate a low-rank matrix, and
then impose some regularity conditions on the nonconvex loss function and the nonconvex
regularizer.

2.1 General nonconvex estimator

In this article, we mainly consider the high-dimensional scenario where the number of unknown
matrix entries d; X dy can be much larger than the number of observations N. Researchers have
already pointed out that consistent estimation cannot be achieved under this high-dimensional
setting unless the model space is imposed with additional structures, such as low-rankness in
matrix estimation problems [24]. Empirical facts have also shown that low-rank matrices
always arise in real applications, such as multi-task learning [37] and collaborative filtering
[31]. In the following, we shall impose the low-rank constraint on the parameter space.

For a matrix © € R4*% let d = min{d;,d,} and o(©) stand for the vector formed by
the singular values of © in decreasing order, i.e., 0(©) = (01(0),02(0), -+ ,04(0))T and
01(0) > 09(0) > ---04(0). The true parameter O* € R4*% is assumed to be of low-rank
with

rank(©") = r < min{d,, d»}. (4)

This low-rank assumption implies that there are only r nonzero elements in the singular values
of the true parameter ©*.
Consider the following regularized M-estimator

O € argmin {Ly(0)+ Pr(0)}, (5)

OeNCR?1 xd2

where Ly : R4*%2 — R is a loss function, A > 0 is a regularization parameter providing
a tradeoff between model fitting and low-rankness, and Py : R“*% — R is a regularizer
depending on A and imposing low-rankness of o.

In the following, both the loss function £y and the regularizer P, can be nonconvex. We
only require the differentiability £y. Due to the nonconvexity, the feasible region is set to be
a convex set as follows

Q:= {0 e R"®[|l0]|, <w}, (6)

where w > 0 must be chosen to guarantee that ©* is feasible, i.e., ©* € (). Any matrix © € ()
also satisfies the side constraint ||©||, < w. Then Weierstrass extreme value theorem ensures
that global solutions of (H) always exist as long as the loss function and the regularizer are
both continuous.

The regularizer is set as a sum of a univariate function imposed on the singular value
of a matrix, i.e., Py(-) = Z;l:l pa(oj(+)), with py : R — R. Moreover, we assume that the
univariate function py(-) can be decomposed as py(-) = q\(-) + A| - |, where ¢,(+) is a concave
function and | - | is the absolute value function. Hence, it is easy to see that the regularizer



can be decomposed as Py(-) = Oa(-) + A||-|l,, where Qx(+) is the concave component defined
by
d
() =) alos()), (7)

J=1

and ||-]|, is the nuclear norm function.

2.2 Regularity conditions

In order to bound recovery errors for low-rank matrix estimation problems, researchers have
introduced several types of regularity conditions, among which the RSC is one of the weakest
conditions, and has been shown to be satisfied by a wide range of random matrices with
overwhelming probability when the covariates are clean [T}, 25].

However, it is still an open question whether or not a suitable form of RSC exists for
errors-in-variables matrix regression. In this article, we provide a positive answer for this
question by proposing a general type of RSC condition and verifying the condition for specific
measurement error models under high-dimensional scaling. Some notations are needed first.

For an arbitrary matrix A € R%*9 write the singular value decomposition as A = UDV'T,
where U € R"*4 and V* € R%*4 are orthonormal matrices with d = min{d;,ds}. Let o(A)
be the vector formed by the singular values of A in decreasing order, and 7' = {1,2,--- ,2r}
be an index set with r = rank(©*). Define

Ar = Umat(op(A)V'T and  Age = Umat(op-(A))VT, (8)

where mat(or(A)) represents the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements formed by the vector
or(A) and mat(c%(A)) is given analogously. Then it is easy to see that A = Ap + Are and
({Ar, Are)) = 0.

Define the cone set as

C = {A e R"%|||Age

LS TALY (9)

Then the regularity conditions take two types of forms. One is the local strong convexity of the
loss function around the true parameter ©*; the other one is the restricted strong convexity
of the loss function in a restricted cone set.

Definition 1. The function Ly is said to satisfy the local strong convezity (LSC) with pa-
rameters ay > 0 and 7 > 0 if

(VLN(O" +4) = VLy(0),4)) 2 ar[|AI7 — il AJlZ ¥ A € RO, (10)

Definition 2. The function Ly is said to satisfy the restricted strong convezity (RSC) with
parameters ay > 0 if

Ly(©+A) = Ly(0) = ({(VLN(O),A)) = aof| Al YV AeC (11)

Now we impose several regularity conditions on the nonconvex regularizer P, in terms of
the univariate functions py and g,.

Assumption 1.



(i) pa satisfies px(0) = 0 and is symmetric around zero, that is, px(t) = px(—t) for allt € R.

(ii) Fort >0, the function t — pkt(t) is monincreasing in t;

(iii) pa s differentiable for all t # 0 and subdifferentiable at t = 0, with lim+ Pi(t) = A.
t—0
(iv) On the nonnegative real line, py is nondecreasing and concave, and there ezists a constant
v that py satisfies pi\(t) =0 for allt > v > 0.

(v) Fort >t there exists a positive constant p > 0 such that
G(t) — () = —pult —1). (12)

(vi) On the nonnegative real line, qy is decreasing and |¢)(t)| is upper bounded by X, that is,
()] < A

Note that condition (ii) implies that on the nonnegative line, the function p, is subadditive.
It is easy to check that the convex nuclear norm does not satisfy Assumption [l due to a
violation of condition (iv). In fact, condition (iv) plays a key role in achieving a tighter
recovery bound of nonconvex regularizers than that of the convex nuclear norm. Nonetheless,
nonconvex regularizers such as SCAD and MCP are contained in this framework.

Fixing a > 2 and b > 0, the function p, for the SCAD regularizer is defined as

A, i [ <A,
2_9, 2,
p)\(t) = —%, if A< |t‘ < ah,

Xt Jt] > a),
and the function p) for the MCP regularizer is defined as

At — L, 3 [t < bA,

t) =
Pa(l) {& if [t > bA.

2

It has been verified in [12] that the SCAD regularizer satisfies condition (iv) with v = a);
while for MCP, condition (iv) is satisfied with v = bA. The two concave components are

0, if [¢] < A,
() = o, it A< i < a), (13)

DA\, if [t > a),
for SCAD with p = ﬁ, and

2
—z, if |t] < bA

t) = b’ - 14
a(t) { PENJH, if [¢] > bA, (14)
for MCP with p = 3, respectively, for condition (v).

At the end of this section, three technical lemmas are provided, showing some general
properties of the nonconvex regularizer P, and the concave component Q). The first lemma
is from [30, Theorem 1] and [40), Theorem 1] about singular value inequalities with the proof
omitted.



Lemma 1. Let ©,0" € R"*% be two given matrices and d = min{dy,ds}. Let f : Ry — Ry
be a concave increasing function satisfying f(0) = 0. Then it holds that

d d d
Zf(aj(@+@’)) < Zf(aj(@)HZf(Uj(@’)% (15)
d d d
Zf(%(@—@’)) > Zf(aj(@)) —Zf(crj(@'))- (16)

Lemma 2. Suppose that Py satisfy Assumption[d. Then for any ©,0" € R4*%  we have that

PA(© 4 0") < Pr(O) + Pr(O), (17)
Pr(O — Q') > Py(0) — Pr(O). (18)
Proof. Since the singular values of a matrix is always nonnegative, the univariate function p,

actually satisfies p) : Ry — R,. Then by Assumption [I] (i) and (iv), Lemma [ is applicable
to concluding that

ZPA(UJ‘(Q +0') < ZPA(UJ‘(G)) + ZPA(OJ‘(@')),

d d d
Y (050 =€) =Y pa(05(0)) = > palo,(8)).
7=1 Jj=1 J=1

The conclusion then follows directly from the definition of the regularizer P,. O

Lemma 3. Let Q) be defined in ([T). Then for any ©,0" € RU*% the following relations are
true:

((VQA(©) ~ VQ,(6'),6 = ©)) = —ul|6 - &/][;. (192)
(VOA(0) -~ VQ,\(6),0 - ) <0, (19b)
0\(6) = Q\(0) + ((VOA(©),0 — ©) = L]lo — &[5 (19¢)

(19d)

Q,(0) < O\(O) + ((VAA(©'),0 — ©)). 19d

Proof. For any matrices ©,0" € R4*% let d = min{d;, d»}, and we use o, 0’ to stand for the
vectors consisting of singular values of ©, 0" in decreasing order, respectively. Then one has
the singular value decompositions for ©, 0" as follows:

©=UDVT,
o =UDV'"
where D, D’ € R¥4 are diagonal matrices with D = diag(c), D’ = diag(c’). By Assumption
[@ (iv)-(v), we have for each pair of singular values of ©,0": (0;,07), j = 1,2,---,d, it holds
that
—u(o; — 0})* < (q\(9;) — d5(0)))(0; — 0}) <0,



Then it follows from the definitions of D, D’ that
—ull© = 'llz < (VQAUDVT) = VO\(U'D'V'T), 0~ ') <0.

Thus ([9a) and ([I9D) holds directly. Combining [26, Theorem 2.1.5 and Theorem 2.1.9] and
(I9al) and (I9b)), we have that the convex function —Q), satisfies

—~0,(0) < ~Q\(0) + ((V(-0x(6),0 - &) + L]0 — &/l
~0:(6) = ~Q\(0) + ((V(~Qx(©), 0 - &),

which respectively implies that the function Q) satisfies (I9d) and (I9d). The proof is com-
plete. O

3 Main results

In this section, we establish the main result on the recovery bound for any stationary point of
the general nonconvex estimator (B)). The result is deterministic in nature, and probabilistic
consequences for the errors-in-variables matrix regression model are given in the next section.

Before we proceed, some additional notations are needed. Let ¥(0©) = LN (0)+Py(O) rep-
resent the objective function to be minimized. Recall that the regularizer can be decomposed
as Pr(©) = Q\(0) + A||O]||,. Then it holds that ¥(0) = Ly (O) + QA(O) + A||O]||,. Denote
Ln(0) = Ly(0) 4+ Q,\(O), and it follows that ¥(0) = Lx(©) + A[|©]|,. In this way, one sees
that the objective function is decomposed into a differentiable but nonconvex function and a
nonsmooth but convex function.

Let d = min{d;,ds}. Consider the singular value decomposition of the parameter matrix
©* = U*D*V*", where U* € R™"*? and V* € R®*? are orthonormal, and D € R is
diagonal. By the low-rank assumption (), one has that there are only r nonzero elements on
the diagonal of D. Specifically, 0(0%) = (01(0%),54(0%), -+ ,0,(0%),0,---,0)" € R? is the
vector formed by the diagonal elements of D, with o1(0*) > 05(©*) > ---0,.(©*) > 0.

For any index set S C {1,2,---,d}, we define the following two subspaces of R >4
associated with ©* as:

Ag(U*,V*) == {A € R"*®|row(A) C col(V§), col(A) C col(Ug)}, (20a)

Bs(U*, V") :={A € Rled2}row(A) L col(V&), col(A) L col(US)}, (20b)

where row(A) € R% and col(A) € R% respectively stand for the row space and column space
of the matrix A, and V¢ and Ug respectively represent the matrix formed by the rows of V*
and U* indexed by the set S. When matrices (U*,V*) are known from the context, we use
the shorthand notation Ag and Bg instead. Two projection operators onto the subspaces Ag
and Bg are defined as follows:

,,(0) = UsUs eveve T, (21a)

Mg (0) = (Io, = UsU5")O(La, = VEVE ). (21b)

Similar definitions of Ag and Bg have been introduced in [1I, 25] to study low-rank recovery
problems with clean covariates. Particularly, let J denote the index set corresponding to the

nonzero elements of o(0%), i.e.,

J={1,2,---,r}. (22)

8



Then the nuclear norm is decomposable with respect to A; and B, that is, ||© + ©'||, =
I1Oll, + €[l holds for any pair of matrices © € A; and ©" € B;. Moreover, recall the
constant in Assumption Il (iv) and define two index set corresponding to the larger and smaller
singular values of ©* as follows:

5= {lo)(©) > u} and Sy = {j|0 < 05(0%) < i}, (23)

with [Ji| = ry and [Jo| = ry. It is easy to see that r; + 79 = and that Iy, (A) =TIy, (A) +
M4, (A) for any matrix A € R#*%.

We now state a useful technical lemma that helps us decompose the error matrix A :=
O — ©*, where O is the true parameter matrix and © is arbitrary, as the sum of two matrices
A" and A” such that the rank of A" is not too large. In addition, the difference between P, (©*)
and P,(0) can be bounded from above in terms of the nuclear norms.

Lemma 4. Let © € R4*% be an arbitrary matriz. Let T = {1,2,---,2r}, and Ay and Are
be given in (8). Then the following conclusions hold:

(i) there exists a decomposition A = A’ + A” such that the matrix A’ with rank(A’) < 2r;
(if) PA(©") = Pa(©) < A(lA7]l, — 1A7],)-

Proof. (i) The first part of this lemma is proved in [27, Lemma 3.4], and we here provide
the proof for completeness. Write the singular value decomposition of ©* as ©* = U*D*V* ',
where U* € R%*4 and V* € R%%% are orthogonal matrices, and D* € R%*4 is the matrix
formed by the singular values of ©*. Define the matrix = = U* ' AV* € R™*% and partition
= in block form as follows

—_ i S —_ —_ — —
== (H — ) . where Z;; € R™" and Zyy € Rm—7)x(m2=r),
Z21 0 S92

Set the matrices as
0O O

0 =99

Then the rank of A’ is upper bounded as

/ S Sz Zu Sz = 0
= < <
rank(A") = rank <521 0 ) < rank ( 0 0 ) + rank <E21 0) = 2r,

A =U* ( ) V*Tand A == A — A,

which established Lemma [H(i).
(ii) It follows from the constructions of A’ and A” that o(A’)+0o(A") = o(A) with |supp(c(A”))| <
2r and ((A’; A”)) = 0. On the other hand, recall the definition of the set J. Note that the
decomposition ©* =11, ,(©*) + I, (0*) = I, (©*) holds due to the fact that IIg,(©*) = 0.
This equality, together with Lemma [2, implies that
Pr(O) = Pa(II,(0%) + A" + A"))
= Pal(Ma, (07) + A7) — (=A")]
> Py(Ily, (©%) + A") — Py (—A)
> Pa(la, (©7)) + PA(A") = Pa(A"),
where the last inequality is from Assumption [ (i). Consequently, we have
PA(O7) = PA(©) < PA(07) — Pa(ll4, (67)) — PA(A") + Pa(A")
< Py(A) — PA(A) (25)
< Pa(Ar) = Pa(Age),

(24)

9



where the last inequality is from the definition of the set 7" and Assumption [ (iv). Then it
follows from [I8, Lemma 6] that

d

d
Z (0:(A7)) ZpA (0:(Are)) < A (Z oi(Ar) — Zcrj(ATc)> .
i=1

i=1

Combining this inequality with (25)) and the definition of Py, we arrive at the conclusion. The
proof is complete. O

_ Recall the feasible region € given in (). The next lemma shows that the error matrix
A := © — O* belongs to a certain set, where © € () is an arbitrary stationary point of the
optimization problem () satisfing the first-order necessary condition:

((VLN(O) +VPA(O),0 —6)) >0, forall®cqQ. (26)

Lemma 5. Let r,w be positive numbers such that ©* € Q and satisfies ). Let O be a
stationary point of the optimization problem (B). Let T = {1,2,---,2r}, and Ar and Age be
given in (). Suppose that the nonconvex reqularizer Py satisfies Assumption[d, and that the
empirical loss function Ly satisfies the LSC condition (cf. ({I0)) with oy > p. Assume that
(A, w) are chosen to satisfy A > 2max{||VLyN(O*)||,,,4wT}, then one has that

op’

=< 7)HAT . (27)

Proof. By the RSC condition (I0), one has that

2
F

2

((VLN(O) — VLN(0%),A)) > ay||A

A

) (28)
On the other hand, it follows from ([Ja) and (I9d) in Lemma [ that
((VPA(O),0" — 0)) = ((VO,(O) + \G, 0" — 8))
< ((VQ,(0%), 0" — O)) + Mm@* . émz +(AG, 0" — O))

< 0:(0) - ©:(0) +uf|or - 8| + (G0 -8,

. Moreover, since the function ||-||, is convex, one has that

e, > ((G,0" ~ ).

This, together with the former inequality, 1mphes that
((VPA(),0° — 8)) < Py(67) ~ P(8) + u| A]| (29)

Then combining (28)), (29) and (26) (with ©* in place of ©), we obtain that

2

A

—((VLN(0%),A)) + Pr(0%) — PA(6

*

< VLN (Ol (©") = PA(©)

(@) PA(©

10



where the second inequality is from Holder’s inequality, and the last inequality is from the
assumption that A > 2[|[VLx(©7)[[,,. It then follows from Lemma M (ii) and noting the fact

that H’A ) ) < 2w, one has from (30) that
o= S < 2030l <
<2 A 1)
s lfoly 5l

where the second inequality is due to the assumption that A > 8wr; and the last inequality is
from triangle inequality. Since a; > p by assumption, one has by the former inequality that

(27) holds. O

We are now ready to provide the recovery bound for any stationary point © € Q of the
nonconvex optimization problem ().

Theorem 1. Let r,w be positive numbers such that ©* € Q and satisfies ). Let O be a
stationary point of the optimization problem (Bl). Suppose that the nonconver reqularizer Py
satisfies Assumption ], and that the empirical loss function Ly satisfies the LSC and RSC
conditions (cf. (I0) and (Il)) with min{ay, 2a2} > pu. Assume that (A, w) are chosen to satisfy

A > 2max{[|VLy (0., dwri}, (32)

op’

then we have that

VT (33)

lo-e Moo + 25, — ™

VT .
< 5, (V2 (67)
Proof. Set A := © — ©*. Tt follows from Lemma [ that A € C, and thus the RSC condition

() is applicable for A and ©*. Combining the RSC condition (IT)) and Lemma [ (cf. (I9d))
that

£x(8) — £(67) — ((VEn(0), A)) = =22 ||| (34)
£x(07) ~ £n(6) + (VEn(6), &) > 21 ||| (35)
Then by the convexity of ||-|., one has that
A|6]]. = A, +Aa, e, (36)
Aol = A8 - A, e, (37)
where G* € 9]|©"||. and G € 8”)@”)*. Combing (B2)-@T), we have that
(205 — T < ((VEN(O) + MG, AY) — (VLN (O%) + AG", A)). (38)
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Since © is a stationary point of (&), one has by (28] that
((VLN(O) + VPA(0),0" — 6)) >0,

and thus o o
(VLN(O) + )G, A)) <0,

by the definitions of £y and Py. Combining the former inequality with (38), we arrive at that

(205 — )HAH) ((VLN(O") + AG*, —A)).

Recall the definitions of two subspaces given in (20) and set S = J (cf. (22)). The former
inequality turns to

(2as — )| &[] < (€10, (VEx(0%) +2C"), ~A)) + ({115, (VEn(07) +AC"), ~A)). (30)

Moreover, recall the constant in Assumption [Il (iv) and define the following two index set
Ji={j|o;(©") > p} and Jo = {j|0 < 0;(0%) < pu}. (40)
Then we have that

(T4, (VLN (O)4AGY), =A)) = (I, (VLN (O©)FAGY), =A))+((Ils, (VLN (O7)+AG"), —A))
)

(41
Now set H* := —\"'g, (VLN (0%)), and it holds that

G =U'v*" + H* € 9)|0".. (42)

In fact, since ||, (VLN (%)), < IVLN (O], < A by assumption, one has that || £, <
1 and H* € B, such that H* and ©* having orthogonal row/column space. With this
specific choice of the subgradient of [|©*||,, we shall bound the two terms on the right-
hand side of (I and the last term of ([B9). First for an index set S C {1,2,---,d}, let
Q\(05(0%)) = (¢4 (0;(©%)))" (j € S) for notational simplicity.

(i) Since VPy(0*) = V(%) + AG* = VOL(0*) + M(U*V*T + H*) and H* L Ay, we
have the following projection onto the subspace A, as

I, (VPA(©%) = Usmat(Q4 (0, (0")V), + AU,V
= Uy, [mat(@Q4(0.,(07))) + ALp]V,.

Then mat(Q) (0, (0%))) + Al is a diagonal matrix with its diagonal elements equal to
\(0;(0%)) + X = pi(0;(©*)) = 0, where the last equality follows from Assumption [l (iv)
and that 0;(©%) > v for j € Ji. Hence one has that I, (VPx(07)) = 0, and thus

(s, (VLN (0) +AG"), =A)) = (L4, (VLN (")), ILa,, (~A)))

< I, (VLN O], \HM(‘A)HL
< \/mmHAJl(VﬁN(@*))mop ’HAJI(_A)H’F w

< \/WH}HAJI(V[’N(@*))W@

12




where the second inequality is from Holder’s inequality, and the third inequality is due to the
fact that the rank of Il (A) is less than [.Jy].
(ii) On the other hand, projecting VQ, onto the subspace A, yields that

s, (VOA(©")) = Upmat(Q\ (0, (7)) (Vi)'

in which mat (@} (0,(©%))) is a diagonal matrix with its diagonal elements satisfying ¢} (c;(©*)) <
A due to Assumption [l (vi). Hence one has that

0, (V@D (44)

Then projecting AG* onto the subspace A, yields that

I, GG, < PoeveT|| <A (45)
op
where the second equality is due to the facts that H}U*V*T H = 1 and that [|H"||,,
Therefore, combing ([44]) and (45)) with the fact that H’HAJQ (VEN H’ < |IVLN( @*)|||
A/2, we obtain that
(o, (VEN(O7) +AG"), =A)) < [|[T,, (VEN(O") + VO + 2G| [T, (-2)
5 5
< 2|1, 3) 72
(iii) By the definition of (21D)), one has that
My, (VOA(©")) = (Iyy = UV U mat(Q4(a(O))V* (I, = VFV*') = 0.
Then it holds that
T, (VLx(67) + TOA(O") + MG, = [T, (VLn(67) + AW VT + %)) .
op

= [z, (VLN (O7)) — Iz, (VLN (O))],, = 0.

where the first and second equalities are from the definitions of G* and H*. Combing (47])
with Holder’s inequality that

(g, (VLN (%) + A\G*), =A)) = 0. (48)

Combining (43), (46) and (48) with (B9) and (41]), we arrive at that
2
< VI, (VL (6)

(202 = )| 2 7]

.,
Recall that |J;| = ry and |J3| = 79, and we arrive at the conclusion. O

Remark 1. (i) Theorem[ provides a unified framework for low-rank matriz recovery via non-
convex optimization, and establishes the recovery bound for any stationary point of the general

= O[T, (VLN (O, + V72N, with

nonconvez estimator ([Bl) scaling as m@ - O
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r1 corresponding to the number of larger singular values of the true parameter ©* and ro re-
ferring to the number of smaller singular values. As long as r1 > 0, this recovery bound is
tighter than that of the nuclear norm reqularization method in [25, [16] thanks to the fact that
‘HHAJI (VEN(@*))‘HOP is always of smaller scale than ||V Ly (©)|l,,, which will be clarified in

the next section for specific errors-in-variables matriz regression. Furthermore, when all the
singular values of ©* are all larger than v, i.e., 0,(0%) > v, this general nonconvez estimator
oo =otrm., (vex@© )],

(ii) Note that due to the nonconvezity of the optimization problem (H), it is always difficult
to obtain a global solution. Nonetheless, our result here is not affected by this problem since the
recovery bound is provided for all stationary points. Therefore, Theorem[ll does not rely on any
specific algorithm, implying that any numerical procedure can stably recover the true low-rank
matrix as long as it is ensured to converge to a stationary point. This advantage is advantage
s due to the LSC' condition which requires that the loss function is strongly convezr around a
small neighbourhood of the true parameter. [12] also considered the problem of low-rank matriz
recovery with nonconvex reqularizers while the loss function is still convex. However, the result
there are only applicable for a global solution whereas Theorem[1l is much stronger and tighter
for any stationary point and covers more general nonconvex reqularizers beyond the nuclear
norm.

(iil) It is worthwhile to discuss the quantity 2as — p appearing in the denominators of the
recovery bounds in Theorem[d. One may think that the constants ce and p play opposite roles
in the estimation method. Actually, oy measures the curvature of the nonconvez loss function
Ly and p measures the nonconvexity of the reqularizer Py. Larger values of p result in more
severe nonconvexity of the reqularizer and thus serve as an obstacle in estimation, while larger
values of ag can lead to a well-behaved estimator. These two constants interact together to
balance the noncovexity of the estimator (Bl) and therefore, the requirement that 2ag > p is
used to control this confrontational relationship and finally ensure a good performance of local
optima.

achieves the best-case recovery bound scaling as H

4 Consequences for errors-in-variables matrix regres-
sion

In this section, we consider high-dimensional errors-in-variables matrix regression with noisy
covariates as an application of the nonconvex regularized method. The matrix regression
model has been first proposed in [33]. Fruitful results on both theoretical and applicational
aspects have been developed in the last decade; see, e.g., [2 [7, 25, 27] and references therein.
Consider the following generic observation model

yi = (X3, 0%)) + &, i=1,2,-- N, (49)

where for two matrices X;, ©* € R%*% their inner product is defined as ((X;,©*)) =
trace(©*X,"), {y;}¥, are observation values for the response variable, {X;}Y, are covariate
matrices, {¢;}Y, are observation noise, ©* is the unknown parameter matrix to be recover.
Model (@9) can be written in a more compact form using operator-theoretic notations as
follows

y=2(0) +e, (50)
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where y := (y1, 92, -+ ,yn)' € RY is the response vector, € := (€1, €, -+ ,en)' € RY, the op-
erator 2" : R41*% — RY is given by the covariate matrices { X;}Y | as [27(0%)]; = ((X;, ©%)).

In standard analysis, the observations {(X;, y;)}, are usually assumed to be correctly ob-
tained. However, this assumption is neither reasonable nor realistic in many real applications,
since the covariates are always with noise or miss values. Hence one can only observe the
corrupted pairs {(Z;, y;)}Y, instead, where Z;’s are noisy observations of the corresponding
true X;’s. The following two types of errors are considered:

(a) Additive noise: For each i = 1,2,---, N, we observe Z; = X; + W;, with W; € Rd1xd
being a random matrix.

(b) Missing data: For each i = 1,2,---, N, we observe a random matrix Z; € R®™*% where
for each j = 1,2--- ,dy, k = 1,2+ ,do, (Z;);x = (X;);x with probability 1 — p, and
J J J y p
(Z;) 1 = * with probability p, where p € [0, 1).

Throughout this section, a Gaussian-ensemble assumption is imposed on the errors-in-variables
matrix regression model. In detail, for a matrix X € R%“*% define M = d; x ds and we use
vec(X) € RM to denote the vectorized form of the matrix X. The Y-ensemble is defined as
follows.

Definition 3. Let ¥ € RM*M pe q symmetric positive definite matriz. Then a matriz X is
said to be observed form the Y-ensemble if vec(X) ~ N(0,).

Then for each ¢ = 1,2,--- N, the true covariate matrix X; and the noisy matrix W;
are assumed to be drawn from the ¥ -ensemble and the Y,-ensemble, respectively. The
observation noise ¢ is assumed to obey the Gaussian distribution with e ~ N(0, 02Iy).

When there exists no measurement error, one naturally consider the following empirical
loss function to recover the true parameter O*

N
1
£x(0) = gyl = Z O = 57 D (el X)) Tvec(©)” 1)
Define X = (vec(X}), vec(Xy), -+ ,vec(Xy))" € RY*M_ Then (52) can be written as

1 1 1 1
Ln(0) = g lly = Xvec(O)I3 = 5= 1ylls — (X "y, vee(©)) + 55 (X Xvec(©), vee(O)). (52)
However, in the errors-in-variables case, the quantities % and % in (52) are both unknown,
and thus the loss function does not work. Nonetheless, this loss function still provides us some
heuristic. Specifically, given a collection of observations, the plug-in technique in [19] is to
find suitable estimates of the quantities iN% and %TTY adaptive to the cases of additive noise
and /or missing data.

Let (I', T) be estimators of (XTTX, %y) Recall the nonconvex estimation method proposed

in B, we obtain the following estimator in the errors-in-variables case

© € argmin {l(fvec(@),vec(@» — (T, vec(©)) + 79,\(@)} , (53)
@GQQRdl Xdo 2
where the surrogate loss function is
1, .
Ly(O) = §<Tvec(@),vec(@)) — (T, vec(0)). (54)
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Define 3 = (vec(Z1),vec(Zy), - -+ ,vec(Zy))" € RM*M_ For specific additive noise and
missing data cases, an unbiased choice of the pair (I', T) is given respectively by

- 3'3 A 37
Fadd = T — Zw and Tadd = Ty, (55)
53 (373 3y (3
[ =22 —p- - T, = =2 = ).
mis N p - diag I and Y iy 3 - (56)

Under the high-dimensional scenario (N < M), it is easy to check that the estimated
matrices [',qq and 'y in (B3) and (B6]) are always negative definite; actually, I'agq and T’y

are obtained via subtracting the positive definite matrices ¥, and p - diag (%) from the

matrices 373 and 37 3 with rank at most N , respectively. Therefore, the loss function in (54))
is nonconvex and thus the estimator (53]) is based on an optimization problem consisting of
a loss function and a regularizer that are both nonconvex. Then the problem of recovering
the parameter matrix in errors-in-variables matrix regression falls into the framework of this
article.

In order to apply the theoretical result in the previous section, we need to verify that
the LSC and RSC conditions (I0) and (III) hold by the errors-in-variables matrix regression
model with high probability. In addition, noting from (66) and (67)), we shall also bound
the term [|[VLy(©)][,, and ‘HHAA(VCN(@*))‘HOP to provide some insight in choosing the
regularization parameter and to show the smaller scale of the latter quantity. Specifically,
Proposition [l is for the additive noise case, while Proposition 2 is for the missing data case.

To simplify the notations, let d = max{d,, d,} and define

(I, + 15l

Tadd = Amin(2z) Max { )\I{in(zx) P15, (57)
L
mis -— )\min Zaz 2 ) 1 ) 58
g (%) ma { 1= ) W () %)
puta = (Il + Il U2l + IO (59)
Iy (I,

s — O (8} : @* .

pan = (L 46, 07 (60)

It is worthwhile to note that (,qq and ¢u,;s respectively serves as the surrogate error for errors-
in-variables matrix regression and plays a key role in bounding the quantities ||V Ly (%)

and ||, (VL (©))]].,

llop

Proposition 1. In the additive noise case, let Taaq and paqq be defined as in (B1) and (B9),
respectively. Then the following conclusions are true:
(i) there exist universal positive constants (co,c1,c2) such that with probability at least 1 —

1 €xp <—02N min{ AAMEE) 1}), the LSC condition ([I0) holds with parameters

2 2
B2 lSp+1EwllGp)?

1 dlogd
a1 = 5)\min<2x)a and 7| = C)Tadd Ng 3

(61)

16



cilogai
N

that with probability at least 1 — c1 exp (—02N min { B m\gﬂﬁiéﬂnﬁ e 1}), the RSC condition
zllop wlllop
() holds with parameter

(ii) assume that N > 4c¢oTaga , then there exist universal positive constants (co, c1,ca) such

1
Oy = g)\mln(2$)ﬂ (62)

(iii) there exist universal positive constants (cs,cy,cs) such that

logd
IVL3(6)ly < eapaaa] =~
1
H’HAh (VﬁN(@*))WOp < C3(Padd o;gvrl

hold with probability at least 1 — ¢y exp(—csd) and 1 — cqexp(—csry), respectively.

Proof. (i) Note that the matrices X and W are sub-Gaussian with parameters (3, H|21'|H(2)p)
and (3, |||Zw|||(2)p), respectively [20]. Then [19, Lemma 1] is applicable to concluding that,
there exist universal constants (co, ¢1, ¢z) such that for any 8 € RM

. 1 log M
BTFaddB Z ikmln(zm)”ﬁHg - COTaddT”BHi (63)

with probability at least 1 — ¢y exp <—02N min{(IHZ lﬁ\gilﬁ‘("é”)”ﬁ e 1}) Let ©* be the true
zllop wlllop

parameter matrix (i.e., ©* satisfies (50)). Fix A € R%*% guch that ©* + A € S. In the
additive noise case, it holds that ((VLy(0* + A) — VLN(0%),A)) = vec(A) T qavec(A).
Now with vec(A) in palce of § and noting the facts that ||vec(A)l2 = [|Allp and that
[vec(A)|l; < VM|vec(A)||; = VM||A]|g, one has by (@3] that the LSC condition (IT) hold
with high probability with parameters given by (6I)) due to the facts that M = d; * dy and
d = max{d,,d,}.

(i) On the other hand, for any ©, 0" € R41*% note that Ly(O+A)—Lx(O)— (VLN (O), A)) =

A

ivec(A) 'Thaqvec(A). Then with vec(A) in place of § and noting the facts that [[vec(A)|ls =

|A[lf and that |[vec(A)|l; < vV M|[vec(A)||2 = VM||Al|p, one has that

Co v M log M

Ly(O+ A) = Ly(O) — ((VLN(O), A)) > () A1 - 5 Tedd - A

o | =

Combining this inequality with the assumption that N > 4coTadd%gcz, we obtain that the

RSC condition (III) holds with high probability with parameters given by (62)) due to the facts
that M = d; * dy and d = max{d,, d»}.

(iii) It follows from simple calculation that

IV L3 (Ol = [ITaaavec(©) = Taaal |-

llop

Thus [19] Lemma 2] is applicable to concluding that, there exist universal positive constants
(3, ¢4, c5) such that

¥ logd
|||V‘Cn(@ )|||op S CSSOadd Ta
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holds with probability at least 1 — ¢4 exp(—csd).
Then by the definition of Il , (cf. (2Ial)), one has that

o

I, (v2x©,, = ||o5vs ves@wivi|| = llvsvesew;

Since U; VLN(©*)V; € R™*™ it follows from [19, Lemma 2] that, there exist universal
positive constants (cs, ¢4, ¢5) such that

* log &
H’HA.zl(VﬁN(@ ))H}Op < C3(Padd N
holds with probability at least 1 — ¢4 exp(—csr1). The proof is complete. O

The proof of Proposition 2] is similar to that of Proposition [l with the modification that
[19, Lemma 3 and Lemma 4] is applied instead of [19, Lemma 1 and Lemma 2], and so is
omitted.

Proposition 2. In the missing data case, let Tynis and @, be defined as in (B) and (G0),
respectively. Then the following conclusions are true:
(i) there exist universal positive constants (co,c1,c2) such that with probability at least 1 —

1 €Xp <—02N min {(1 — p)4M 1}) , the LSC condition (I0)) holds with parameters

1203, °
1 dlogd
a1 = 5)\min<2x)a and 7 = ConisOTg§
Jlogd

(i) assume that N > 4cyTis , then there exist universal positive constants (cg, ¢y, o) such

N
that with probability at least 1 — ¢q exp (—czN min {(1 —p)? Anin (%) 1}), the RSC condition

I=lg,
() holds with parameter

1
Qo = g)\min(21>;

(ii) there exist universal positive constants (cs, cq, c5) such that

logd
IV£5(0)llyp < capmis | =+
1
00, (V25 (@D, < cxomn/ =5

holds with probability at least 1 — ¢y exp(—cg,cZ) and 1 — ¢y exp(—csry), respectively.
Remark 2. [t is obvious to see that the scale of }HHAJI (VEN(@*))WOP is smaller than that of

(VLN (O)]l,, in both additive noise and missing data cases. Hence the recovery bound of
nonconver reqularized method can be tighter than that of the nuclear norm reqularized method.

With these two propositions, we are now ready to provide the probabilistic consequences for
errors-in-variables matrix regression. Corollary [Ilis for the additive noise case, while Corollary
is for the missing data case. The proofs mainly follow by applying Propositions [l and 2l on
Theorem [Il with some elementary probability theory, respectively, and so are omitted.
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Corollary 1. Let r,w be positive numbers such that ©* € Q and satisfies (). Let O be a
stationary point of the optimization problem () with Ly given by (B4) and (f‘add,Tadd) in
place of (f, T) Suppose that the nonconvex reqularizer Py satisfies Assumption ], and that
min(Zz) > p. Then there exist universal positive constants ¢; (i = 0,1,2,3,4,5) such that,
if (\,w) are chosen to satisfy

A > comax { Padd (64)

and the sample size satisfies N > 4coTade1§’\,gd, then then it holds with probability at least

1—crexp <—02N min { A () 1}) — czexp(—cyd) that

2 2
22 5p + 1 wllGp)?

< C5Padd [rylogr n rgcilogd ' (65)
F~ 200 — N \/ N

Corollary 2. Let r,w be positive numbers such that ©* € Q and satisfies (). Let O be a
stationary point of the optimization problem (B) with Ly given by (B4) and (f‘miS,TmiS) in
place of (f, T) Suppose that the nonconvex regularizer Py satisfies Assumption ], and that
min(Zz) > p. Then there exist universal positive constants ¢; (i = 0,1,2,3,4,5) such that,
if (\,w) are chosen to satisfy

Jlo-e

log d dlogd
A > comax { Prmis %#«Uﬂms% : (66)
and the sample size satisfies N > 4coniSJ1]°\fgd, then then it holds with probability at least
1—crexp <—02N min {(1 — ,0)4/\5“;(”?”), 1}) — ¢z exp(—cqd) that
zllop

< C5Prmis [rylogr n rgcilogd ' (67)
F~ 200 — N \/ N

Remark 3. [2]] and [10] have respectively studied the problem of low-rank matriz recovery
in both clean and noisy covariate case based on the nuclear norm reqularized method. The
recovery bound there scales as

Jlo-e

—o ™). (68)

lo-el.=o |y

When ry > 0, meaning that there are ry singular values larger than v, the recovery bounds
in Corollaries [l and [2 are both tighter than (68) as long as the sample size N = §(dlogd).
When ry = r, meaning that all the singular values are larger than v, the nonconvex estimator

é—@*F:0(¢@§)

achieves the best-case recovery bound scaling as
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5)

Conclusion

In this work, we considered a nonconvex regularized method for high-dimensional low-rank
matrix recovery. Under suitable regularity conditions on the nonconvex loss function and
regularizer, we provided the recovery bound for any stationary point of the nonconvex method.
Furthermore, when some of the singular values of the parameter matrix are larger than a
threshold given by the nonconvex regularizer, the established recovery bound is much tighter
than that of the convex nuclear norm regularized method. In addition, the theoretical result
was applied on errors-in-variables matrix regression to obtain probabilistic consequences via
verifying the required conditions.
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