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Abstract

Given the superposition of a low-rank matrix plus the prddafca known fat compression matrix
times a sparse matrix, the goal of this paper is to estabktbrahinistic conditions under which exact
recovery of the low-rank and sparse components becomeghfgosEhis fundamental identifiability issue
arises with traffic anomaly detection in backbone netwodks] subsumes compressed sensing as well
as the timely low-rank plus sparse matrix recovery task®entered in matrix decomposition problems.
Leveraging the ability of,- and nuclear norms to recover sparse and low-rank matacesnvex program
is formulated to estimate the unknowns. Analysis and sitiaria confirm that the said convex program can
recover the unknowns for sufficiently low-rank and sparseugih components, along with a compression
matrix possessing an isometry property when restrictecpyaie on sparse vectors. When the low-rank,
sparse, and compression matrices are drawn from certaflomaensembles, it is established that exact
recovery is possible with high probability. First-ordegaidithms are developed to solve the nonsmooth
convex optimization problem with provable iteration comty guarantees. Insightful tests with synthetic
and real network data corroborate the effectiveness of tvelrapproach in unveiling traffic anomalies

across flows and time, and its ability to outperform existafigrnatives.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Let Xy € RE*T be a low-rank matrixif := rank(Xy) < min(L,T)], and letAy € RF*T be sparse
(s :=||Aollo < FT, || |lo counts the nonzero entries of its matrix argument). Givearagression matrix

R € RLXF with L < F, and observations
Y =Xy + RA) Q)

the present paper deals with the recovery{&fy, Ay}. This task is of interest e.g., to unveil anomalous
flows in backbone networks [23], [25], [39], to extract thené-varying foreground from a sequence of
compressed video frames [37], or, to identify active braigions from undersampled functional magnetic
resonance imagery (fMRI) [15]. In addition, this fundananproblem is found at the crossroads of
compressive sampling (CS), and the timely low-rank-pl@rse matrix decompositions.

In the absence of the low-rank componeKi)(= 0.« 7), one is left with an under-determined sparse
signal recovery problem; see e.g., [12], [31] and the tatodaccount [13]. WhenY = X, + Ay,
the formulation boils down to principal components purg#CP), also referred to as robust principal
component analysis (PCA) [10], [14], [18]. For this ideeliznoise-free setting, sufficient conditions for
exact recovery are available for both of the aforementiosgecial cases. However, the superposition
of a low-rank and acompressedgparse matrix in (1) further challenges identifiability 8Xq, Ag}. In
the presence of ‘dense’ noise, stable reconstruction ofldiverank and sparse matrix components is
possible via PCP [38], [40]. Earlier efforts dealing withethecovery of sparse vectors in noise led to
similar performance guarantees; see e.g., [5] and refesetherein. Even whekK, is nonzero, one could
envision a CS variant where the measurements are corruptectcarrelated (low-rank) noise [15]. Last
but not least, whe\y = 0«7 andY is noisy, the recovery oK subject to a rank constraint is nothing
else than PCA — arguably, the workhorse of high-dimensidatd analysis [22].

The main contribution of this paper is to establish that gi% andR in (1), for small enough- and

s one canexactlyrecover{Xy, Ay} by solving the nonsmootbonvexoptimization problem

(P1)  min [ X[, + AlAfL
XA}

)

sto ' Y=X+RA

where A > 0 is a tuning parameterX|, := >, 0;(X) is the nuclear norm oX (o; stands for
the i-th singular value); andX|; := >, . |v;;| denotes the/;-norm. The aforementioned norms are
convex surrogates to the rank afg@norm, respectively, which albeit natural as criteria tlaeg NP-hard

to optimize [16], [28]. Recently, a greedy algorithm for ogering low-rank and sparse matrices from
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compressive measurements was put forth in [37]. Howevewyargence of the algorithm and its error
performance are only assessed via numerical simulationscArsive algorithm capable of processing
data in real time can be found in [15], which attains good qrenince in practice but does not offer
theoretical guarantees.

A deterministicapproach along the lines of [14] is adopted first to derived@ons under which (1) is
locally identifiable (Section II). Introducing a notion afdoherence between the additive componés
andRA,, and resorting to the restricted isometry constantRdfl2], sufficient conditions are obtained
to ensure that (P1) succeeds in exactly recovering the umksi@Section IlI-A). Intuitively, the results
here assert that if and s are sufficiently small, the nonzero entries Af, are sufficiently spread out,
and subsets of columns & behave as isometries, then (P1) exactly recoy&s, Ay}. As a byproduct,
recovery results for PCP and CS are also obtained by spagoiline aforesaid conditions accordingly
(Section 11I-B). The proof of the main result builds on Laggé&an duality theory [3], [8], to first derive
conditions under whicHXy, Ay} is the unique optimal solution of (P1) (Section IV-A). In a nutshell,
satisfaction of the optimality conditions is tantamounttte existence of a valid dual certificate. Stemming
from the unique challenges introduced Ry the dual certificate construction procedure of SectioB I\
markedly distinct from the direct sum approach in [14], amel gandom) golfing scheme of [10]. Section
V shows that low-rank, sparse, and compression matricesndfilom certain random ensembles satisfy
the sufficient conditions for exact recovery with high prbitity.

Two iterative algorithms for solving (P1) are developed @ctton VI, which are based on the accelerated
proximal grandient (APG) method [2], [24], [29], [30], antktalternating-direction method of multipliers
(AD-MoM) [4], [8]. Numerical tests corroborate the exactogery claims, and the effectiveness of (P1) in
unveiling traffic volume anomalies from real network datadtton VII). Section VIII concludes the paper
with a summary and a discussion of limitations, possibleeresibns, and interesting future directions.

Technical details are deferred to the Appendix.

A. Notational conventions

Bold uppercase (lowercase) letters will denote matricetufon vectors), and calligraphic letters will
denote sets. Operato(s’, (1), tr(-), ved-), diag(-), Amax(*), omin(-), and® will denote transposition,
matrix pseudo inverse, matrix trace, matrix vectorizatidimgonal matrix, spectral radius, minimum
singular value, and Kronecker product, respectivély] will be used for the cardinality of a set and
the magnitude of a scalar. Thex n identity matrix will be represented blj, and itsi-th column by

e;; while 0,, denotes the: x 1 vector of all zeros, an@,,, := ONOJ’D. The ¢,-norm of vectorx € RP is
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Ixllq = O2F ]mi\q)l/q for ¢ > 1. For matricesA, B € R™*" define the trace inner produ¢A, B) :=
tr(A’B). Also, recall that|A||r := \/tr (AA’) is the Frobenious normjjA||; := >, . |as;| is the (-
norm, ||Alls = max; j |a;;| is the {o-norm, and||A ||, := ). 0;(A) is the nuclear norm. In addition,
[[All1,1 := max|x|,—1 [|Ax[|; = max; ||e]A|; denotes the inducedi-norm, and likewise for the induced
loo-nOrm [|Af| o oo 1= max x| =1 |[AX[|c = max; ||Ae;|1. For the linear operatad, define the operator
norm || A|| := max) x| .—1 [LA(X)||#, which subsumes the spectral nojfi|| := max -, [|Ax||. Define
also the support set suph) := {(7, ) : a;; # 0}. The indicator functiori ;,_;, equals one when = b,

and zero otherwise.

Il. LOCAL IDENTIFIABILITY

The first issue to address is model identifiability, meanimat there areunique low-rank and sparse
matrices satisfying (1). If there exist multiple decompiosis of Y into X + RA with low-rank X and
sparseA, there is no hope of recoveringX,, Ao} from the data. For instance, if the null space of the
fat matrix R contains sparse matrices, there may exist a sparse peourtth such thatA, + H is still
sparse andXy, Ay + H} is a legitimate solution. Another problematic case ariseemthere is a sparse
perturbationH such thatRH is spanned by the row or column spacesXqgf. Then, X, + RH has the
same rank a¥X, and Ay — H may still be sparse. As a result, one may p{&X, + RH, Ay, — H} as
another valid solution. Dealing with such identifiabilitysues is the subject of this section.

Let UXV’ denote the singular value decomposition (SVD)Xy, and consider the subspaces: sl1)
O(Xg) := {Z € REXT . Z = UW} + Wy V', W, € RTX" W, € RI*") of matrices in either the
column or row space 0Kg; s2) Q(Ay) := {H € RF*T . supdH) C supgAy)} of matrices inRf*T
with support contained in the support &fy; and s3)Qr(Ag) := {Z € RE*T: Z = RH, H € Q(Ao)}.
For notational brevity, s1)-s3) will be henceforth denotesd ®,2, 2z }. Noteworthy properties of these
subspaces are: i) both andQr ¢ RY*T, hence it is possible to directly compare elements from them
i) Xo € ® andRA( € Qp; and iii) if Z ¢ &+ is added taX,, then rankZ + Xg) > r.

For now, assume that the subspa@esand® are also known. This extra information helps identifialilit
of (1), because potentially troublesome solutidd, + RH, Ay — H} are limited to a restricted class.
If Xo+RH ¢ ® or Ag — H ¢ Q, that candidate solution is not admissible since it is kn@wpriori
that Ag € Q and X, € ®. Under these assumptions, the following lemma puts foréhrtecessary and
sufficient conditions guaranteeing unique decomposghilitY according to (1) — a notion known as

local identifiability [10].

Lemma 1: Matrix Y uniquely decomposes in, + RA, if and only if ® N Qr = {Op«7}, and
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RH # 07,7, VH € Q\{0p, 7}
Proof: Since by definitionX, € ® and Ay € 2, one can represent every element in subspaces

® andQp as Xy + Z; and RAy + Zs, respectively, wheré; € ® andZ, € Qg. Assume thatb N
Qr = {0.«7}, and suppose by contradiction that there erishzeroperturbations{Z,,Z>} such that
Y = Xp+Z; + RAy + Zs. Then,Z, + Z> = Or«7, meaning thatZ,; and Z, belong to the same
subspace, which contradicts the assumption. Conversghpose there exists a non-zeloc Qi N .
Clearly, {Xo + Z,RAy — Z} is a feasible solution wherX, +Z € ® and RAy — Z € Qg. This
contradicts the uniqueness assumption. In addition, tineliton RH # 0,H € Q\{0. .7} ensures that
Z =047 € ®dNQronly whenZ = RH = 0y, for H= 0pyx7. [ |

In words, (1) is locally identifiable if and only if the subses® and 2y intersect transversally, and
the sparse matrices @ are not annihilated byR. This last condition is unigue to the setting here, and
is not present in [10] or [14].
Remark 1 (Projection operators): OperatorPqo(X) (Pq- (X)) denotes the orthogonal projection Xf
onto the subspad@ (orthogonal complemers2+). It simply sets those elements Kf not in supgA,) to
zero. LikewisePs (X) (Ps2 (X)) denotes the orthogonal projectionXfonto the subspace (orthogonal
complementb'). Let P;; := UU’ and Py := V'V’ denote, respectively, projection onto the column and
row spaces 0iX,. It can be shown thaPs(X) = PyX 4+ XPy — Py XPy, while the projection onto
the complement subspace?s . (X) = (I — Py)X(I — Py). In addition, the following identities

(P3(X),Pa(Y)) = (Pa(X),Y) = (X,Pa(Y)) 2)

of orthogonal projection operators such7s(-), will be invoked throughout the paper.

A. Incoherence measures

Building on Lemma 1, alternative sufficient conditions aexiekd here to ensure local identifiability.

To quantify the overlap betweeh and )y, consider thencoherenceparameter

|Pa(Z)||
Qp, @) = max 1 2\BIF 3
N( R ) ZGQR\X{O} HZ”F ()

for which it holds thatu(Q2r, ®) € [0,1]. The lower bound is achieved wh@nand (2 are orthogonal,
while the upper bound is attained whémQp contains a nonzero element. AssumibgQr = {Orx7},
thenu(Q g, @) < 1 represents the cosine of the angle betwéesand 2y [17]. From Lemma 1, it appears
that (g, ®) < 1 guarantee® NQr = {0z« }. As it will become clear later on, tighter conditions on

w(Qg, @) will prove instrumental to guarantee exact recovery{Xf,, Ag} by solving (P1).
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To measure the incoherence among subsets of columiis, afhich is tightly related to the second
condition in Lemma 1, the restricted isometry constantC@Rlcome handy [12]. The constafit(R)
measures the extent to whichkasubset of columns oR behaves like an isometry. It is defined as the

smallest value satisfying

1 - s®)) < Bal® s ) (@)

= fhuf?
for everyu € R with ||ul|g < k and for some positive normalization constant 1 [12]. For later use,
introduceds, 5, (R) which measures ‘how orthogonal’ are the subspaces geddrgtvo disjoint column

subsets oR, with cardinalitys; ands,. Formally,d;, 5, (R) is the smallest value that satisfies
[(Rup, Rug)| < cby, s, (R) [ |[[[uz]] (5)

for everyu;,u; € R, where supfu;) Nsupgus) = 0 and |juy||o < s1, [|uz|lo < so. The normalization
constantc plays the same role as ifi.(R). A wide family of matrices with small RICs have been
introduced in e.g., [12].

All the elements are now in place to state this section’s mesuilt.

Proposition 1: Assume that each column &fy, contains at most nonzero elements. Ji(Qg, ®) < 1
and ;. (R) < 1, thenQrN® = {0r«r} andRH # 0r 7, H € Q\{Opx7}.

Proof: Suppose the intersection in nontrivial, meaning that tlesists nonzero matriced € 2 and
UW/) + Wy V'’ € & satisfyingRH = UW/ + W, V', Vectorizing the last equation and relying on the
identity ve¢ AXB) = (B’ ® A)vedX), one obtains a linear system of equations

IroR —Ipr®@U - VI lw=0.r (6)

wherew := [ved H)' veq W) ve W})]'. Define an.T'x FT matrix C; := Ir@R and theL T x (L+T)r
matrix Cy := [-Ir ® U — V ® I.]. The corresponding coefficients ave; := veqdH) and wy :=
[ved W) ved W5))'. Then, (6) implies there existsw; # 0z such thatC;w; + Cowy = 077

Consider two cases: %2 = 0,1y, and i) wy # 0, ;7. Under i) Cyw; = 0.7, and thusRw'" =

Vw1 Therefore, if|w!”|o < &,

0 for some nonzerowgi) with i € {1,2,....,T} wherew; = [wg
Jr(R) < 1 implies thatwgi) = 0.7, which is a contradiction. For ii)(2r, ®) < 1 implies that there
is no w; with supgw;) C supf{vec(Ag)) andwy € R(EAT) such thatCyw, + Cowy = 0pr, Since

otherwise|(Ciwi, Cows)| = ||Cywy ||||Caws|| which leads tou(Qg, @) = 1. [

[1l. EXACT RECOVERY VIA CONVEX OPTIMIZATION

In addition to u(Qg, ®), there are other incoherence measures which play an inmpaxiée in the

conditions for exact recovery. Consider a feasible safufiX, + a,-jRe,-e;-, Ay — aijeie;-}, where(i, j) ¢
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supgAyp) and thUSaijeie;- ¢ Q. It may then happen thai,ine,-e;. € ® andrank(Xy + aineie;-) =
rank(Xo) — 1, while [[Ag — a;e;efljo = [[Agllo + 1, challenging identifiability whend and Q25 are
unknown. Similar complications will arise X, has a sparse row space that could be confused with the

row space ofA,. These issues motivate defining

PyRe;e,
vr(U) := max [PyReie;||r

— V)= Pye;
i HReZe‘;HF ) /y( ) m?XH \%4 ZHF

wherevyr(U),v(V) < 1. The maximum ofyr(U) [y(V)] is attained wherRe;e] [e;] is in the column
[row] space ofX, for some (i, ). Small values ofyz(U) and~(V) imply that the column and row
spaces ofX, do not contain the columns @ and sparse vectors, respectively.

Another identifiability issue arises wheXly = RH for some sparse matrid < (2. In this case, each

column of X is spanned by a few columns &. Consider the parameter
¢r(U,V) = |R'UV’| » = max |e;/ R'UVe,]|.
2y

A small value of¢ (U, V) implies that each column dX, is spanned by sufficiently many columns of
R. To understand this property, suppose for simplicity thlam@nzero singular values a&X,, are identical
and equal tar, say. Thek-th column ofX, is then)_;_, ou,v; ;, and its projection onto theth column
of R is

‘(Reu Zauwi,w‘ = 0" > (Rey,ui)vig| < 0€r(U, V).
i=1 i=1

Since the energy of _._, ou,v; , is somehow allocated along the directidRe;, if all the aforementioned
projections can be made arbitrarily small, then sufficientiny nonzero terms in the expansion are needed

to account for all this energy.

A. Main result

Theorem 1: Consider given matrice¥ € R“*T andR € RY*F obeyingY = Xy, + RAg = USV' +
RA,, with r := rank(Xy) and s := ||Ao|lo. Assume that every row and column Af has at most
nonzero elements, and thRt has orthonormal rows. If the following conditions

) (1 — u(®,98))%(1 — 0x(R)) > wmax and

) (1 amad (12522) €a(U, V)V5 + (@, Q) (1+ 64(R)V2(1 + amad 7 < 1
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hold, where

wmaxi= 01,1 (R)[V2E + 572 (V)] + (1 + 81(R)) | V2k7h(U) + k72 (V) + s73(0)2(V)
1 1/2
Omax ‘= -1
(1= 8:(R))(1 — (@, 2p))? ]
1
(1= (2R, ))2(1 — 6, (R))wmax— 1
then there exists > 0 for which the convex program (P1) exactly recovér,, Ay}.

Bmax =

Note that I) alone is already more stringent than the pairasfdétions (2, ®) < 1 andfx(R) < 1
needed for local identifiability (cf. Proposition 1). Sédistion of the conditions in Theorem 1 hinges upon
the values of the incoherence paramete{€r, ®),vr(U),v(V), {r(U, V), and the RICs);(R) and
61,1 (R). In particular, {wmax, @max; Smax} are increasing functions of these parameters, and it islyead
observed from ) and Il) that the smalléwmax, amax, Smax} are, the more likely the conditions are met.
Furthermore, the incoherence parameters are increasmegjdus of the rank- and sparsity levey. The
RIC é;(R) is also an increasing function &f the maximum number of nonzero elements per row/column
of Ay. Therefore, for sufficiently small values éf, s, k}, the sufficient conditions of Theorem 1 can be
indeed satisfied.

It is worth noting that not only, but also the position of the nonzero entriesAip plays an important
role in satisfying 1) and Il). This is manifested through for which a small value indicates the entries
of A, are sufficiently spread out, i.e., most entries do not ctuskeng a few rows or columns oAy.
Moreover, no restriction is placed on the magnitude of trergteies, since as seen later on it is only the
positions that affect optimal recovery via (P1).

Remark 2 (Row orthonormality of R): AssumingRR’ = I is equivalent to supposing th& is full-
rank. This is because for a full row-radRk = UzrX;zV/, one can pre-multiply both sides of (1) with

¥ ;'Ux’ to obtainR := V' with orthonormal rows.

B. Induced recovery results for principal components pitirand compressed sensing

Before delving into the proof of the main result, it is ingttive to examine how the sufficient conditions
in Theorem 1 simplify for the subsumed PCP and CS problemBdR one haR = I, which implies
Qr = Q andog(R) = 6, 1(R) = 0. To obtain sufficient conditions expressed only in termg.0®, (2),
one can borrow the coherence conditions of [10] and readilyeaat the following result.

Corollary 1: Consider givenY € RY*T obeyingY = Xg + Ag = USV' + Ay, with  := rank(X)
and s := ||Agllo. Suppose the coherence conditioy(¥)) := max; |Pye;i|| < /pr/L, v(V) < \/pr/T,
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and¢(U,V) := ||UV'|x < +/pr/LT hold for some positive constapt If u(®, ) is sufficiently small

such that the following conditions
7) 0<pu(®,02) <1—/wmax and
1D (1 +omadv7 { (152) VB +u(@9)} <1

hold, where

— k l + l
Wmax -= PT 7 T

(= [m - 1] :

1
(1 —p(®,)*(wmax ') — 1
then there exista > 0 for which the convex program (P1) witlR = I, exactly recover§Xy, Ap}.

Bmax =

In Section V, random matricefXy, Ay, R} drawn from natural ensembles are shown to satisfy 1) and
II) with high probability. In this case, it is possible to &g at simpler conditions (depending only on
s, and the matrix dimensions) for exact recovery in the cantéXPCP; see Remark 6. Corollary 1, on
the other hand, offers general conditions stemming fromralpuweterministic approach.

In the CS setting one haX, = 0.7, which impliesu(®,Qr) = £r(U, V) = vr(U) = (V) = 0.
As a result, Theorem 1 simply boils down to a RIC-dependefficgant condition for the exact recovery

of Ay as stated next.

Corollary 2: Consider given matriceY¥ € R/*” and R € RY*F obeyingY = RA,. Assume that the

number of nonzero elements per columnAgf does not exceekl. If
p(R) +k011(R) <1 (7)

holds, then (P1) withiX = 07«7 exactly recovers\y.

To place (7) in context, consider normalizing the rowsRf For such a compression matrix it is
known thaté,(R) < (k — 1)011(R), see e.g., [31]. Using this bound together with (7), onevasriat
the stricter conditiont < % (1 +91‘,%(R)). This last condition is identical to the one reported in [19]
which guarantees the succesg pinorm minimization in recovering sparse solutions to urtitermined
systems of linear equations. The conditions have been wedrén recent works; see e.g., [31] and

references therein.

IV. PROOF OF THEMAIN RESULT

In what follows, conditions are first derived under whi€X,, Ay} is the uniqueoptimal solution of

(P1). In essence, these conditions are expressed in tercextain dual certificates. Then, Section I1V-B
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deals with the construction of a valid dual certificate.

A. Unique optimality conditions

Recall thenonsmoottoptimization problem (P1), and its Lagrangian
LX,A,M) = |[X][l« + AAl; + (M, Y = X — RA) (8

whereM € R*T' is the matrix of dual variables (multipliers) associatethvthe constraint in (P1). From
the characterization of the subdifferential for nucleard 4;-norm (see e.g., [8]), the subdifferential of

the Lagrangian af Xy, Ay} is given by (recall thaiX, = UXV’)
OxL(X0,Ag,M)={UV' + W-M: |[W| <1, Pe(W)=0r.r} 9)
8AE(X0,A0, M) = {)\Sign(Ao) + M -R'M: ||FHoo <1, PQ(F) = 0F><T} . (10)

The optimality conditions for (P1) assert thgX,, A} is an optimal (not necessarily unique) solution if

and only if
OF><T S 8A£(X0,A0, M) and OL><T c axﬁ(Xo, Ao,M).

This can be shown equivalent to finding the pfW, F} that satisfies: i)\W|| < 1, Ps(W) = Opx7;
i) |F]loo <1, Po(F) = 0pxr; and iii) Asign(Ag) + AF = R/(UV’ + W). In general, i)-ii) may hold
for multiple solution pairs. However, the next lemma asséiat a slight tightening of the optimality

conditions i)-iii) leads to ainiqueoptimal solution for (P1). See Appendix A for a proof.

Lemma 2: Assume that each column Af contains at most nonzero elements, as well a&r, ®) < 1
and 6;(R) < 1. If there exists a dual certificatE € RX*T" satisfying

Cl) Ps()=UV’

C2) Pq(RT) = Asgn(Ay)

C3) |[Pe- (D) <1

C4) ||Por(RTD)|oo <A
then {Xy, Ay} is the unique optimal solution of (P1).

The remainder of the proof deals with the construction of al dertificateI’ that meets C1)-C4). To
this end, tighter conditions [I) and Il) in Theorem 1] for te&istence ofl* are derived in terms of the
incoherence parameters and the RICs. For the specialRasd, the conditions in Lemma 2 boil down
to those in [14, Prop. 2] for PCP. However, the dual certi@cadnstruction techniques used in [14] do

not carry over to the setting considered here, where a casiore matrixR. is present.
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B. Dual certificate construction

Condition C1) in Lemma 2 implies that = UV’ + (I - Py)X(I - Py), for arbitraryX € RX*T (cf.
Remark 1). Upon definin@ := R'(I — Py)X(I — Py) andBg := Asign(Ag) — Po(R'UV’), C1) and
C2) are equivalent t6q(Z) = Bq.

To expressPq(Z) = Bq in terms of the unrestricted matriX, first vectorizeZ to obtain ve¢Z) =
[(I-Py)®R/(I-Py)vedX). DefineA := (I-Py)@R/(I-Py) and ans x LT matrix A formed
with thoses rows of A associated with those elements in sgfup). Likewise, defineA . which collects
the remaining rows fromA such thatA = II[Af,, Af,. ]’ for a suitable row permutation matrBl. Finally,
let b, be the vector of length containing those elements ®& with indices in suppA). With these
definitions, C1) and C2) can be expressedAagredX) = bq.

To upper-bound the left-hand side of C3) in termsXgf use the assumpticRR’ = I, to arrive at

[Po+ (D) = [R/(I = Py)X(I—Py)|| < [R'T-Py)X(I-Py)lr = ||AvedX)].
Similarly, the left-hand side of C4) can be bounded as
[Po: (R'T)||oc = [[Pa+(Z) + Por (R'UV) |
< Pas(Z)lloc + [[Por RUV') |l
= [Aq:vedX)s + [|Po: (R'UV')| .

In a nutshell, if one can fin& € R“*T such that

cl) AgqvedX)=bg

c2) |AvedX)|| <1

c3)  [|Ag:vedX)|w + [Po: (RUV)[o < A
hold for some positive\, then C1)-C4) would be satisfied as well.

The final steps of the proof entail: i) finding an appropriaaadidate solutiorX such thatc1) holds;
and ii) deriving conditions in terms of the incoherence paeters and RICs that guarant®e meets
the required bounds ir2) and c3) for a range of\ values. The following lemma is instrumental to

accomplishing i), and its proof can be found in Appendix B.

Lemma 3: Assume that each column Af contains at most nonzero elements, as well a&r, ®) < 1

and o, (R) < 1. Then matrixAq has full row rank, and its minimum singular value is boundetblw as

omin(Al) > M/2(1 — 6,(R)) /(1 - u(®, 2p)).
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According to Lemma 3, the least-norm (LN) solutidfy,y := argminx {[ X% : AqvedX) = bo }
exists, and is given by
veqXn) = Ap (AgAL) ' b, (11)

Remark 3 (Candidate dual certificate): From the arguments at the beginning of this section, the can-
didate dual certificate i := UV’ 4 (I — Py)X n(I — Py).

The LN solution is an attractive choice, since it facilimtgatisfyingc2) and c¢3) which require norms

of vedX) to be small. Substituting the LN solution (11) into the lefinid side ofc2) yields (define

Q = Aq: A}, (AgAy,) " for notational brevity)

Aq

. I
[Aved Xy = ( )Ab (AoAG)  bof| = ( )bg <@+l ibeal.  (12)

Q

Moreover, substituting (11) in the left hand sided3) results in

Ag.

1Qba oo + [[Po (R'UV)||so < [Qlloo,s0[[ballos + [[Por (RTUV') . (13)

Next, upper-bounds are obtained {0Q| and||Q||«,; see Appendix C for a proof.

Lemma 4: Assume that each column and rowAf contains at most nonzero elements. if(2z, ®) < 1

and i (R) < 1 hold, then
1 1/2
< Qppax 1= -1
1Qf <o (1= Ge(R) (1 — (O, B2

If the tighter condition 1) holds instead, then

Wmax
HQHOO,OO < Bmax 1= (1 — u(Qr, @))2(1 — 0 (R)) — Wmax

Going back to (12)-(13), note thiiBq ||~ = ||ball«~ and|Ballr = ||ba

, Which can be respectively

upper-bounded as
Balloc = [ Asign(Ap) — Po(R'UV)[[o <A+ [[Po(RUV')| (14)

IBallr = [IAsign(Ag) = Po(RUV)[|r < A5 + |[Po(R'UV)||p. (15)
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Finally, ||Po(R'UV')| r itself can be bounded above as

[Pa(RUV)[3 = [(Pa(RUV'), Pa(R'UV')| £ (R'UV', Po(R'UV)

— UV, RPo(R'UV'))| L (P4 (UV), Pa(RP(R'UV')))|

(©)
< [Pe(UV)||r[|Pe(RPo(R'UV')) |

(d)
< [UV][rpu(2,2,)|[RPo(RUV)||

(@902 (1 + (R Po(RUV') | (16)

where (a) is due to (2), (b) follows becauB&V’ € @ (thusPs(UV’) = UV’) and from the property in
(2). Moreover, (c) is a direct result of the Cauchy-Schwaequality, while (d) and (e) come from (3)
and (4), respectively, and the assumption that number otzeronelements per column &, does not

exceedk. All in all, |Po(R'UV")||r < /ru(®,Qr)c/?(1 + 6,(R))Y/? and (15) becomes

IBallr < M5+ vru(®,Q,)c (1 + 5,(R))V/2. (17)

Upon substituting (14), (17) and the bounds in Lemma 4 in®) @nd (13), one finds tha2) andc3)
hold if there exists\ > 0 such that

(1+ amae) A5 + Viu(@n, @) 2(1+ 0(R))V2] <1 (18a)
Bmax (A + [[Pa(RUV)[oo) + [Par (RUV)|loo < A (18b)
hold. Recognizing thatz(U, V) = max{||Po(R'UV')|x, [|Par(R'UV’)|«}, the left-hand side of

(18b) can be further bounded. After straightforward malaifions, one deduces that conditions (18a) and

(18b) are satisfied foh € (Amin, Amax), Where

L 1 + Bmax
Amin 1= (1 — ﬁmax) fR(UaV)

Amax 1= % {(1 + Oémax)_1 - \/;,U(QI% (I))Cl/z(l + 5k(R))1/2} :

Clearly, it is still necessary to ensukgax > Amin SO that the LN solution (11) meets the requiremei)s

c3) [equivalently,I* in Remark 3 satisfies C1)-C4) from Lemma 2]. Conditifuy > Amin is equivalent
to Il) in Theorem 1, and the proof is now complete.

Remark 4 (Satisfiability): From a high-level vantage point, Theorem 1 asserts thatréRbyers Xy, Ao}
when the componentX, andRA, are sufficiently incoherent, and the compression makikas good
restricted isometry properties. It should be noted thotigét, given a triple{ Xy, Ao, R} in general one

cannot directly check whether the sufficient conditionsryl dl) hold, since e.g.Jx(R) is NP-hard to
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compute [12]. This motivates finding a class of (possiblyd@n) matrices Xy, Ay, R} satisfying I) and

I), the subject dealt with next.

V. MATRICES SATISFYING THE CONDITIONS FOREXACT RECOVERY

This section investigates triple{X,, Ay, R} satisfying the conditions of Theorem 1, henceforth termed
admissible matrices. Specifically, it will be shown that {cank, sparse, and compression matrices drawn

from certain random ensembles satisfy the sufficient canditof Theorem 1 with high probability.

A. Uniform sparsity model

Matrix A is said to be generated according to tiréform sparsitymodel, when drawn uniformly at
random from the collection of all matrices with support sizeThere is no restriction on the amplitude
of the nonzero entries. An attractive property of this madethat it guarantees (with high probability)
that no single row or column will monopolize most nonzeroriestof A, for sufficiently largeA, and
appropriate scaling of the sparsity level. This propertipisalized in the following lemma (for simplicity

in exposition it is henceforth assumed that tiaf is a square matrix, i.ef’ =1T).

Lemma 5: [14] If Ay € RF* is generated according to the uniform sparsity model Wity ||o = s,

then the maximum numbérof nonzero elements per column or rowAf is bounded as
k< 2 log(F)
SF 0og

with probability higher thanl — O(F~¢), for s = O(CF).

In practice, it is simpler to work with the Bernoulli modekthspecifies sug\o) = {(¢, ) : b ; = 1},
where {b; ;} are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) Brrfi random variables taking value
one with probabilityr := s/F?, and zero with probabilityl — 7. There are three important observations
regarding the Bernoulli model. FirsfsupgAy)| is a random variable, whose expected value iand
matches the uniform sparsity model. Second, arguing asGnl&mma 2.2] one can claim that if (P1)
exactly recovers{X,, Ag} from dataY = X, + RAy, it will also exactly recover{Xg, Ay} from
Y = Xy +RA, when suppA,) C supgA,) and the nonzero entries coincide. Third, following the ¢ogi
of [11, Section II.C] one can prove that the failure fater the uniform sparsity model is bounded by
twice the failure rate corresponding to the Bernoulli model a result, any recovery guarantee established

for the Bernoulli model holds for the uniform sparsity modsl well.

The failure rate is defined as (x # A,), whereA is the solution of (P1).
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In addition to the bound fok in Lemma 5, the Bernoulli model can be used to boutid®, 2r) in
terms of the incoherence parametéss;(U),v(V)} and the RICS,(R). For a proof, see Appendix D.
Lemma 6: LetA := \/c(1+ 6 (R)) [y%(U) +~*(V)] Y2 andn := max{L, F}. SupposeA, € RF*F
is generated according to the Bernoulli model with(b; ; = 1) = 7, and RR’ = I . Then, there exist

positive constants’ and 7 such that

w(®,Qp) < Ve (1 —6(R))"Ix [C’A\/log(LF)/w + 7Alog(n) + 1} i (19)

holds with probability at least — n=¢™A7 if §,(R) and the right-hand side of19) do not exceed orte.
Consider (19) when\ is small enough so that the quantity inside the square bradkelose to one.

One obtainsu(®,Qr) < /¢ (1 — 6(R))~1m, which reduces to the bound®,) < /7 derived in

[10, Section 2.5] for the special ca$e = I;. Hence, the price paid in terms of coherence increase due

to R is roughly /c=1(1 — 6z (R))~! > 1. As expected, (19) also shows that larwith small RICs the

incoherence between subspadeand (2 becomes smaller, and identifiability is more likely.

The result in Lemma 6 allows one to ‘eliminate(®, Q2z) from the sufficient conditions in Theorem 1,
which can thus be expressed only in terms{of(U),~v(V),{z(U,V)} and the RICs ofR. In the
following sections, random low-rank and compression roasrigiving rise to small incoherence parameters

and RICs are described.

B. Random orthogonal model

Among other implications, matriceX, and R with small yz(U) and {z(U, V) are such that the
columns of R (approximately) fall outside the column space Xf. From a design perspective, this
suggests that the choice of an admissiKlg (or in general an ensemble of low-rank matrices) should
take into account the structure &, and vice versa. However, in the interest of simplicity ormeild
seek conditions dealing wity andR separatelythat still ensureyr(U) and{z(U, V) are small. This
way one can benefit from the existing theory on incoherentriamk matrices developed in the context of
matrix completion [9], and matrices with small RICs useful €S [11], [31]. Admittedly, the price paid
is in terms of stricter conditions that will reduce the setadimissible matrices.

In this direction, the next lemma bounds(U) and¢x(U, V) in terms of y(U) := max; ||Pye;]|,
~v(V) andéi(R).

2Even though one has = F andw = s/F? in the problem studied here, Lemma 6 is stated usiramd to retain generality.
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Lemma 7: If n(R) := max; | Re;|1/||Re;]|, it then holds that

7r(U) < n(R)¥(U) (20)

§r(U, V) < V/e(1+01(R))n(R)y(U)y(V). (21)

Proof: Starting from the definition

|[PuRe;|| [Py 3, ecejRei
U) = max —— — max
() = mex S =™ IRe,]

(a) > |IPuesl/|e;Re;| © IIRe;||1
< max =4 £ < 4(U) max :
i IRe]l i |Re]

(22)

where (a) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, abgf(om the definition ofy(U).

Likewise, applying the definition ofz(U, V) one obtains
(c)
¢r(U, V) = max |[efR'UV'e;| < max ||U'Rej|| max || V'e;|

< VA TR0 (V) £ Vel T ammInR)A/(U)y(V) (23)

where (c) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, adili§ due to (22). ]
The bounds (20) and (21) are proportionahtdJ) and~ (V). This prompts one to consider incoherent
rank+ matricesXy = UXV’ generated from theandom orthogonaiodel, which is specified as follows.
The singular vectors forming the columns@fandV are drawn uniformly at random from the collection
of rank+ partial isometries ifR*" andR? <", respectively. There is no need forandV to be statistically
independent, and no restriction in placed on the singullaregan the diagonal oE. The adequacy of the
random orthogonal model in generating incoherent low-nawaitrices is justified by the following lemma

(recallT = F > L).

Lemma 8: [14] If X, = UXV’ € REXF is generated according to the random orthogonal model with
rank(Xy) = r, then

max(5(0) (V) < |/ ost)
with probability exceeding — O(F 3 log(F)).

C. Random compressive matrices

With reference to Lemma 7 [cf. (20) and (21)], it is clear thatincoherenX alone may not suffice

to yield smallyz(U) andéx(U, V). In addition,n(R) € [1,+/L] should be as close as possible to one.
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This can be achieved e.g., wh&is sparse across each column. Note that the lower bound tf isni
attained wherR has at most a single nonzero element per column, as it is geewhenR = 1.

The aforementioned observations motivate consideringkbtbiagonal compression matricBse RX*
consisting of blocks{R; € R**f} where/ < f. The number of blocks is; := F/f assuming thaff
divides F'. The i-th block is generated according to theunded orthonormaimodel as follows; see
e.g., [31]. For some positive constaft, (deterministically) choose a unitary matrik ¢ R/*/ with

bounded entries

max |W <K 24

(t,k)e]—'x}'| t’k| - (24)

where F := {1,..., f}. For eachi = 1,...,n; form R; := @7» ¥, where@r«) = [e,n,...,e,n] €
1 4

R?*/ is a random row subsampling matrix that selects the row ofdexed by7 () := {t(i), ey t/)} C F.
In words, @, is formed by those rows of I indexed by7(®. The row indices in7 ) are selected
independently at random, with uniform probability/ from F. By constructionR;R, =1,,i = 1,...,ny,
which ensureRR’ = I, as required by Theorem 1. Most importantly, the next lemmagestthat such

a construction folR; leads to small RICs with high probability; see e.g., [31] floe proof.

Lemma 9: [31] LetR; € R**f be generated according to the bounded orthonormal modébrisome

k; € [1, f], e € (0,1) and u € (0,1/2] the following condition

> 2, -2 2 _ -1
log(100) = DK*u~*slog”(100k;) log(4f) log(7e ™) (25)

holds where the constari? < 243,150, thendg, (R;) < p with probability greater thanl — e.
Lemma 9 asserts that for large enougrthe RIC &y, (R;) = O(log(100k;)log(10¢) log(4f)'/2\/k;/f)
with overwhelming probability.

Let k; denote the maximum number of nonzero elements per ‘trimmetlimn of A, the trimming
being defined by the block of rows & that are multiplied byR; when carrying out the produ®A.
With these definitions, the RIC dR is bounded a9, (R) < max;{dx, (R;)}. For dx(R) to be small
as required by Theorem 1, the should be much smaller thah Since Ay is generated according to
the uniform sparsity model outlined in Section V-A, its nenz elements are uniformly spread across
rows and columns as per Lemma 5. Formally, it holds that « := (s/Fny) log(Fn) with probability
1— O([Fny)~¢), wheres = ||Ag|lo = (F'ny; see e.g., [6]. Accordingly, from Lemma 9 one can infer that
51(R) = O(log(100k) log(10¢) log(4f)/21/k/¢) with high probability. Note that the bound fay,(R)
depends ork through the variable in , and the relationship betweenand k in Lemma 5. Regarding

the RIC 6, 1(R), it is bounded a®); ;(R) < d2(R) [12]. The normalization constantin (4) and (5)
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also equald./F < 1. Recallingn(R) (cf. Lemma 7) which was subject of the initial discussionhist
section, it turns out that for such a constructionRofone obtaing)(R) < Vil < /L.

Remark 5 (Row and column permutations): The class of admissible compression matrices can be ex-
tended to matrices which are block diagonal up to row andraplpermutations. Lefl,. (I1.) denote,
respectively, the row (column) permutation matrices tleaiderR block diagonal. Instead of (1) consider
ILY = II, X, + IL RII.IT.A( and note thall,.X, has the same coherence parameterXgswhile

IT, RII. has the same RICs &, andII_A, is still uniformly sparse. Thus, one can feed the transfarme
data to (P1) and sincH, andII. are invertible,{Xy, Ay} can be readily obtained from the recovered

{11, X, IT.Ag }.

D. Closing the loop

According to Lemmata 6 and 7, the incoherence paramete€bsQr), vr(U) and {z(U, V) which
play a critcal role toward exact decomposability in Theoferoan be upper-bounded in termsydlU) and
~(V). For random matrice$X,, Ay, R} drawn from specific ensembles, Lemmata 5, 8 and 9 assert that
the incoherence parameter8U) and~ (V) as well as the RIC8;(R) andé; ;(R), are bounded above in
terms ofr = rank(X), the degree of sparsity= ||Ay||o, and the underlying matrix dimensiofis F', ¢, f.
Alternative sufficient conditions for exact recovery, eegsible only in terms of the aforementioned basic
parameters, can be obtained by combining the bounds ofebitoa along with I) and 1) in Theorem 1.
Hence, in order to guarantee that (P1) recoveXs, Ay} with high probability and for given matrix
dimensions, it suffices to check feasibility of a set of in@lgies in» ands.

To this end, focus on the asymptotic case whirnd F' are large enough, whil& = T for simplicity
in exposition. Recall the conditions of Theorem 1 and suppa$R) = o(1) and u(®,Qr) = o(1).
This results iNamax ~ /F/L and fBuax ~ (wnl, — 1)1 when L < F. Satisfaction of 1) and II)
then require)(1) summands in the left-hand side of I1), which gives risetdU, V) = O(\/L/Fs),
1w(®,Qr) = O(/L/Fr), andwyax = O(1) < 1. The latter which is indeed the bottleneck constraint can
be satisfied if9; 1 (R) = O(1/k), 611(R)¥*(V) = O(1/s), v%(U) = O(1/k), v*(V) = O(1/k), and
7%(U)v%(V) = O(1/s). Utilizing the bounds in Lemmata 6-9 establishes the nemtltzoy.

Corollary 3: Consider given matrice¥ € RX*F andR € RY*F obeyingY = X+ RA(, wherer :=
rank(Xy) ands := ||Agllo.- Suppose that: (iX, is generated according to the random orthogonal model;
(i) Ao is generated according to the uniform sparsity model; angd R = bdiagRy,...,R,,) with
blocksR; € R**f generated according to the bounded orthogonal model. Define max{r, log(F)}.

If » and s satisfy
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i) s'/?log (1002—’3 10g(F72)) = [W

there is a positive\ for which (P1) recoverd Xy, Ay} with high probability.

}1/2

Remark 6 (Principal components pursuit): For PCP wherdR = I, and L = T (cf. Corollary 1), it
can be readily verified thatmin{r,log(L)} = O(L?/log(L)) suffices for exact recovery dfXy, Ao}

by solving (P1). This guarantee is of course valid with higbbability, provided{ Xy, Ay, R} are drawn
from the random matrix ensembles outlined throughout teistisn. However, in the presence of the
compression matriR more stringent conditions are imposed on the rank and spdesiel, as stated

in Corollary 3. This is mainly because of the dominant sumangr2k + s72(V)]01.1(R) in wmax (cf.
Theorem 1), which limits the extent to whiehand s can be increased. If the correlation between any

two columns ofR. is small, then higher rank and less sparse matrices can lotlyexecovered.

VI. ALGORITHMS

This section deals with iterative algorithms to solve th@4smooth convex optimization problem (P1).

A. Accelerated proximal gradient (APG) algorithm

The class of accelerated proximal gradient algorithms veeiginally studied in [29], [30], and they
have been popularized fdi-norm regularized regression; mostly due to the succesieofast iterative
shrinkage-thresholding algorithm (FISTA) [2]. Recent®PG algorithms have been applied to matrix-
valued problems such as those arising with nuclear-normaeged estimators for matrix completion [36],
and for (stable) PCP [24], [40]. APG algorithms offer seVeattractive features, most notably a conver-
gence rate guarantee 6X(1/,/¢) iterations to return ae—optimal solution. In addition, APG algorithms
are first-order methods that scale nicely to high-dimeraipnoblems arising with large networks.

The algorithm developed here builds on the APG iterationR4], proposed to solve the stable PCP

problem. One can relax the equality constraint in (P1) astead solve
. 1
P2) mgn VX AJAL -+ 5IY - X - RATE

with S := [X’, A’", where the least-square term penalizes violations of thiliyg constraint, and’ > 0
is a penalty coefficient. When approaches zero, (P2) achieves the optimal solution of [BJ1)The
gradient of f(S) := 1|Y — X — RA|% is Lipschitz continuous with a (minimum) Lipschitz constan

2
Lf = )\max([IL R]/[IL R]), ie., Vf(Sl) — Vf(SQ)” < Lf”Sl — SQ”, V' S1,Ss in the domain Off
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Instead of directly optimizing the cost in (P2), APG alglonits minimize a sequence of overestimators,
obtained at judiciously chosen pointe. Define ¢(S) := v|X]|. + vA||A||; and form the quadratic

approximation
Q(S.T) += J(T) + (VF(T),8 ~T) + L s ~ T} + g(5)
= LS~ G+ 9(8) + (1) 5 IV (D) (26)
f

where G := T — (1/L;)V f(T). With £ = 1,2,... denoting iterations, APG algorithms generate the

sequence of iterates
L
S[k] = argmin Q(S, T[k]) = arg min {7f||s ~ GIH|IF + g<s>} (27)

where the second equality follows from the fact that the tast summands in (26) do not depend $n
There are two key aspects to the success of APG algorithmss, i5ithe selection of the poinfB[k| where
the sequence of approximatioQ$S, T[k|) are formed, since these strongly determine the algoriticor's
vergence rate. The choid&k] = S[k:]+t[kt_[lﬂ_1 (S[k] — S[k — 1]), wheret[k] = [1 + \/m] /2,
has been shown to significantly accelerate the algorithmltieg in convergence rate no worse than

O(1/k?) [2]. The second key element stems from the possibility otigffitly solving the sequence of

subproblems (27). For the particular case of (P2), note (i@t decomposes into

L

X[k +1] := argm)én{TfHX—Gx[k]H%+1/HXH*} (28)
L

Alk+1]:= argm&n{%HA—GA[k]H%+1/)\||A||1} (29)

whereG[k| =[Gy [k] G4 [k]]'. Letting S-(M) with (i, j)-th entry given by sigfm; ;) max{|m; ;| —7,0}
denote the soft-thresholding operator, ad®&V’ = svd Gx|k]) the singular value decomposition of

matrix G x [k], it follows that (see, e.g. [24])

X[k +1] = US 2 [S]V/,  Alk+1] = Sy [Galk] (30)

Ly
A continuation technique is employed to speed-up convegef the APG algorithm. The penalty
parametew is initialized with a large valuey, and is decreased geometrically until it reaches the target
value of #. The APG algorithm is tabulated as Algorithm 1. Similar tal[2and [36], the iterations
terminate whenever the norm of
Li(Tx[k] = X[k +1]) + (X[k + 1] + RA[k + 1] — Tx[k] — RT 4[k])

Zk+1] :=
s Li(Talk] — Alk +1]) + R/ (X[k + 1] + RA[k + 1] — Tx[k] — RT 4[k])
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Algorithm 1 : APG solver for (P1)
input Y, R, )\, v, Vg, ﬁLf = )\max([IL R]/[IL R])

initialize X[0] = X[-1] = 0«7, A[0] = A[—1] = Opx7, t[0] = t[-1] = 1, and setk = 0.

while not convergedio
Tx [k = X[k] + L= (X[k] - X[k - 1)).

Talk] = AR + L= (A[K] — Ak —1]).
Gx[k] = Tx[k] + £; (Y — Tx[k] - RT4[k)).

Galk] = Talk] + ;R (Y — Tx[k] - RT4[k]).
UXV' =svdGx[k]), X[k+1]= US, /1, (Z)V'.
Alk +1] = Say/L; (Galk]).

tk+1] = [1+\/m} /2

vik + 1] = max{vv[k], v}

k+—k+1

end while
return X[k], A[k]

drops below some prescribed tolerance, {|&[k +1]||r < tol x max(1, L¢||X[k]|| 7). As detailed in [36],
the quantity||Z[k + 1]|| » upper bounds the distance between the origin and the sebgfatients of the
cost in (P2), evaluated &[k + 1].

Before concluding this section, it is worth noting that Aligom 1 has good convergence performance,

and quantifiable iteration complexity as asserted in thieviohg proposition adapted from [2], [24].

Proposition 2: [24] Let h(.) and {A, X} denote, respectively, the cost and an optimal solution @j (P

whenv := . For k > kg := 1ﬁjgg((uf//5))' the iterates{A[k], X[k]} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfy

|A[ko] — AlIZ + [ X[ko] — X|I)

oA
‘h(A[kLX[k]) - h(A’X)’ < (k? _ ]{70 + 1)2

B. Alternating-direction method of multipliers (AD-MoMgarithm

The AD-MoM is an iterative augmented Lagrangian method e@gfig well-suited for parallel process-
ing [4], which has been proven successful to tackle the dpétion tasks encountered e.g., in statistical
learning problems [27], [7]. While the AD-MoM could be ditgcapplied to (P1)R. couples the entries of
A and it turns out this yields more difficutf -norm minimization subproblems per iteration. To overcome

this challenge, a common technique is to introduce an auyilfdecoupling) variabl@®, and formulate
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the following optimization problem

(P3)  min [ X][. + A[lA[:
{X,A,B}

s.toY=X+RB (32)
B=A (32)

which is equivalent to (P1). To tackle (P3), associate LageamultipliersM and M with the con-

straints (31) and (32), respectively. Next, introduce tbadyaticallyaugmented.agrangian function
L(X,A,B,M,M) =|X|, + A|A]; + (M,B—A) + (M, Y — X — RB)
+5IY - X~ RBJ} + J]|A - BJ}} (33)
wherec is a positive penalty coefficient. Splitting the primal \adies into two group$X, A} and{B},

the AD-MoM solver entails an iterative procedure compusthree steps per iteratiodn= 1,2, ...

[S1] Update dual variables:

M[k] = M[k — 1] + ¢(B[k] — A[k]) (34)

M[k] = M[k — 1] + ¢(Y — X[k] — RBJ[k]) (35)
[S2] Update first group of primal variables:
X[k + 1] = arg min { £||Y — X — RBJK]|[} — (M[k], X) + Xl } (36)
Alk + 1] = arg min { 7|4 — Bk [} — (MIK], A) + A1 } (37)
[S3] Update second group of primal variables:

Bl-+1] = argmin { £ Y = X[k + 1] - RB} + S| Alk + 1] - BJ[} — (R'M[k] — Mk, B) }
(38)

This three-step procedure implements a block-coordineseeht on the augmented Lagrangian, with dual
variable updates. The minimization (36) can be recast gs l28ceX [k +1] is iteratively updated through
singular value thresholding. Likewise, (37) can be put ia torm (29) and the entries [k + 1] are
updated via parallel soft-thresholding operations. FjnéB8) is a strictly convex unconstrained quadratic
program, whose closed-form solution is obtained as the ofahe linear equation corresponding to
the first-order condition for optimality. The AD-MoM solvés tabulated under Algorithm 2. Suitable

termination criteria are suggested in [7, p. 18].
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Algorithm 2 : AD-MoM solver for (P1)
input Y, R, A\, ¢

initialize X[0] = M[—1] = 0zx7, A[0] = B[0] = M[-1] = 0p7, and setk = 0.

while not convergedlo
[S1] Update dual variables:
M{[k] = M[k — 1] + ¢(B[k] — A[k])
M[k] = M[k — 1] + ¢(Y — X[k] — RBIK])
[S2] Update first group of primal variables:
USV' =svdY — RA[K] + ¢ '™M[K]), X[k+1] =US,,.(Z)V".
Alk+1] = ¢ 'S\(M[K] + cB[k]).
[S3] Update second group of primal variables:
B+ 1] = Alk + 1] + (RR+Tp) ™ [RI(Y = X[k + 1] - RAJk + 1]) — = (M[k] — R'M]K)
k+—k+1
end while

return Al[k], X[k]

Conceivably,FF can be quite large, thus inverting thé x F' matrix R'R + Ir to updateB[k + 1]
could be complex computationally. Fortunately, the ini@rsneeds to be carried out once, and can be
performed and cached off-line. In addition, to reduce tierision cost, the SVD of the compression matrix
R = UpX iV, can be obtained first, and the matrix inversion lemma can bsesuently employed
to obtain[R'R + Ir]~! = [I, — VRCVY], whereC := diag (%, ey %) andp = rank(R) < F.
Finally, note that the AD-MoM algorithm converges to the lgdb optimum of the convex program (P1)

as stated in the next proposition.

Proposition 3: [4] For any value of the penalty coefficient> 0, the iterates{X[k]|, A[k]} converge to
the optimal solution of (P1) a& — ~c.

Remark 7 (Trade-off between stability and convergence rate The APG algorithm exhibits a conver-
gence rate guarantee 6f(1/k?) [29], while AD-MoM only attainsO(1/k) [20]. For the problem con-
sidered here, APG needs an appropriate continuation tgednd achieve the predicted performance [24].
Extensive numerical tests with Algorithm 1 suggest that¢dbavergence rate can vary considerably for
different choices e.g., of the matrRR. The AD-MoM algorithm on the other hand exhibits less vaitigh

in terms of performance, and only requires tunindt is also better suited for the constrained formulation

(P1), since it does not need to resort to a relaxation.
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Fig. 1. Relative error, := ||Ao — A||r/||Ao||# for various values of and s where L = 105, F = 210, and T = 420.

White represents exact recovewry,. (= 0), while black represents, ~ 1.

VIlI. PERFORMANCEEVALUATION

The performance of (P1) is assessed in this section via cmnpimulations.

A. Exact recovery

Data matrices are generated accordind’te= X, + V', Ay. The low-rank componerX is generated
from the bilinear factorization mod&X, = WZ', whereW andZ are L x r andT x r matrices with
i.i.d. entries drawn from Gaussian distribution§0,1/L) and N'(0,1/T'), respectively. Every entry of
A, is randomly drawn from the s€t-1,0, 1} with Pr(a; ; = —1) = Pr(a;; = 1) = /2. The columns
of Vg € RF*E comprise the right singular vectors of the random maRix= UgXpV’,, with i.i.d.
Bernoulli entries with parametéy'2 (cf. Remark 2). The dimensions afe= 105, F' = 210, andT’ = 420.

To demonstrate that (P1) is capable of recovering the exdaes of{ X, Ay}, the optimization problem
is solved for a wide range of values pfand s using the APG algorithm (cf. Algorithm 1).

Let A denote the solution of (P1) for a suitable value\oFig. 1 depicts the relative error in recovering
Ag, namely||A—Ag|| /|| Aol|  for various values of ands. It is apparent that (P1) succeeds in recovering
A, for sufficiently sparseA, and low-rankX, from the observed datd’. Interestingly, in cases such
ass = 0.1 x FT or r = 0.3 x min(L,T) there is hope for recovery. In this example, one can exactly
recover{Xy, Ao} whens = 0.0127 x F'T andr = 0.2381 x min(L,T'). A similar trend is observed for
the recovery ofX,, and the corresponding plot is omitted to avoid unnecessgtition. For different

sizes of the matriXR, performance results averaged over ten realizations oéxperiment are listed in
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TABLE |

RECOVERY PERFORMANCE BY VARYING THE SIZE ORR WHEN r = 10 AND 7 = 0.05.

L | rank(Xo) | [[Aollo | rank(X) | [|Aflo | [|A — Ao||r/|Ao]r
F 10 4410 10 4419 2.0809 x 107°
F/2 10 4410 10 4407 6.4085 x 107°
F/3 10 4410 10 9365 7.76 x 1072
F/5 10 4410 14 14690 6.331 x 107"
TABLE I

PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ORLS-PCPAND ALGORITHM 1 AVERAGED OVER TEN RANDOM REALIZATIONS

Algorithm | r =5, #=0.01 | r=5, #7=0.05 | r=10, # =0.01 | r =10, w = 0.05
LS-PCP 0.6901 0.6975 0.7001 0.7023
Algorithm 1 7.81 x 107 3.037 x 107° 1.69 x 107° 6.4 x 107°

Table I. The smaller the compression rafigF’ becomes, less observations are available and performance
degrades accordingly. In particular, the error perforneagiegrades significantly for a challenging instance
whereL/F = 0.2 andr = 0.4 x min(L, F) (cf. the last row of Table I).

The results of [10] and [14] assert that exact recoveryX§, Ay} from the observation¥ = X+ Ay
is possible under some technical conditions. Even thouglaldporithms therein are not directly applicable
here due to the presence Bf, one may still consider applying PCP after suitable prespssing ofY.
One possible approach is to find the LS estimate of the supiimoX, + Ay asY = R'Y, and then
feed a PCP algorithm witlY to obtain{Xy, Ay}. Comparisons between (P1) and the aforesaid two-step
procedure are summarized in Table Il. It is apparent thathimaristic performs very poorly, which is

mainly due to the null space of matrRR (when F' = 2L) that renders LS estimation inaccurate.

B. Unveiling network anomalies via sparsity and low rank

In the backbone of large-scale networks, origin-to-desiom (OD) traffic flows experience abrupt
changes which can result in congestion, and limit the quafiservice provisioning of the end users. These
so-termedtraffic volume anomaliesould be due to external sources such as network failuresaldef

service attacks, or, intruders which hijack the networkisess [35], [23], [39]. Unveiling such anomalies is



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY (SUBMITTED) 25

a crucial task towards engineering network traffic. This hallenging task however, since the available
data are usually high-dimensional noisy link-load measams, which comprise the superposition of
unobservableD flows as explained next.

Consider a backbone network with topology represented byditected grapli=(\, £), where£ and
N denote the set of links and nodes (routers) of cardinaliy= L and |N| = N, respectively. The
network transportg’ end-to-end flows associated with specific OD pairs. For baw&metworks, the
number of network layer flows is typically much larger thae thumber of physical link§F > L).
Single-path routing is considered here to send the traffig flom a source to its intended destination.
Accordingly, for a particular flow multiple links connectjithe corresponding OD pair are chosen to carry
the traffic. Sparing details that can be found in [25], thdfizaY := [y,,] € RL*T carried over links

l € £ and measured at time instarts [1,7], can be compactly expressed as
Y=R(Z+A)+E (39)

where the fat routing matriR := [r ;] € {0, 1}1*" is fixed and givenZ := [z;,] denotes the unknown
‘clean’ traffic flows over the time horizon of interesA := [ay,] collects the traffic volume anomalies
across flows and time, arld := [e; ;] captures measurement errors.

Common temporal patterns among the traffic flows in additmitheir periodic behavior, render most
rows (respectively columns) dZ linearly dependent, and thug typically has low rank [23], [32].
Anomalies are expected to occur sporadically over time, amg last for short periods relative to the
(possibly long) measurement interval 7']. In addition, only a small fraction of the flows are supposed
to be anomalous at any given time instant. This renders thenaly matrix A sparse across rows and
columns. Given link measuremeri¥sand the routing matriR, the goal is to estimat& by capitalizing
on the sparsity ofA and the low-rank property oZ. Since the primary goal is to recovek, define

X := RZ which inherits the low-rank property frori, and consider
Y=X+RA+E (40)

which is identical to (1) modulo small measurement error&ia RX*7. If E = 077, then (P1) can be
used to unveil network anomalies, whereas (P2) is moreldaifar a noisy setting.

Remark 8 (Distributed algorithms): Implementing Algorithms 1 and 2 presumes that network nodes
communicate their local link traffic measurements to a @ pitocessing unit, which uses their aggregation
in Y to determine network anomalies. Collecting all this infation can be challenging due to excessive
protocol overhead, or, may be even impossible in e.g., esekensor networks operating under stringent

power budget constraints. Performing the optimization geatralized fashion raises robustness concerns
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as well, since the central node carrying out the specific &skand represents an isolated point of
failure. These reasons motivate devisfatly-distributedalgorithms for unveiling anomalies in large scale
networks, whereby each node carries out simple computdtiasks locally, relying only on its local

measurements and messages exchanged with its directhec®dnneighbors. This is the subject dealt
with in an algorithmic companion paper [26], which puts floatgeneral framework for in-network sparsity-

regularized rank minimization.

Synthetic network data. A network of N = 20 agents is considered as a realization of the random
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geometric graph model, that is, agents are randomly placekeounit square and two agents communicate
with each other if their Euclidean distance is less than a@ileed communication range 0f35; see
Fig. 2. The network graph is bidirectional and compriges: 106 links, andF = N(N — 1) = 380 OD
flows. For each candidate OD pair, minimum hop count routingansidered to form the routing matrix
R. With » = 10, matrices{X, Ay} are generated as explained in Section VII-A. With refereioc(39),
the entries ofE are i.i.d., zero-mean, Gaussian with varianéei.e., e;; ~ N(0,0?).
Real network data. Real data including OD flow traffic levels are collected froine operation of the
Internet2 network (Internet backbone network across USA)QD flow traffic levels are recorded for a
three-week operation of Internet2 during Dec. 828, 2033 [Aternet2 comprised = 11 nodes, = 41
links, and F' = 121 flows. Given the OD flow traffic measurements, the link loadsYimare obtained
through multiplication with the Internet2 routing matrik][ Even thoughy is ‘constructed’ here from flow
measurements, link loads can be typically acquired fronpkimetwork management protocol (SNMP)
traces [35]. The available OD flows are a superposition afdnl and anomalous traffic, i.e., the sum of
unknown ‘ground-truth’ low-rank and sparse matriéés+ A adhering to (39) wheR = I;. Therefore,
PCP is applied first to obtain an estimate of the ‘groundatr§iX,, Ao}. The estimateX, exhibits three
dominant singular values, confirming the low-rank propeftyXj.
Comparison with the PCA-based method.To highlight the merits of the proposed anomaly detection
algorithm, its performance is compared with the workhor€Amased approach of [23]. The crux of
this method is that the anomaly-free data is expected to wedak, whereas the presence of anomalies
considerably increases the rank ¥t PCA requires a priori knowledge of the rank of the anomahef
traffic matrix, and is unable to identify anomalous flows,,ithe scope of [23] is limited to a single
anomalous flow per time slot. Different from [23], the deyd framework here enables identifying
multiple anomalous flows per time instant. To assess pedoo®, the detection rate will be used as figure
of merit, which measures the algorithm’s success in idgintif anomalies across both flows and time.
For the synthetic data case, ROC curves are depicted in F{g), Jor different values of the rank
required to run the PCA-based method. It is apparent thaptbposed scheme detects accurately the
anomalies, even at low false alarm rates. For the partiedae of P = 10~* and Pp = 0.97, Fig. 3
(b) illustrates the magnitude of the true and estimated atiesiacross flows and time. Similar results
are depicted for the Internet2 data in Fig. 4, where it is algparent that the proposed method markedly
outperforms PCA in terms of detection performance. For ataimce ofPr = 0.04 and Pp = 0.93, Fig.
4 (b) shows the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm imdeof unveiling the anomalous flows and

time instants.
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VIIl. CLOSING COMMENTS

This paper deals with recovery of low-rank plosmpressedparse matrices via convex optimization.
The corresponding task arises with network traffic monitgribrain activity detection from undersampled
fMRI, and video surveillance tasks, while it encompassesmessive sampling and principal components
pursuit. To estimate the unknowns, a convex optimizati@gm@m is formulated that mininimizes a trade-
off between the nuclear an€i-norm of the low-rank and sparse components, respectigelyject to
a data modeling constraint. A deterministic approach ispgetbto characterize local identifiability and
sufficient conditions for exact recovery via the aforemamid convex program. Intuitively, the obtained
conditions require: i) incoherent, sufficiently low-rankdasparse components; and i) a compression
matrix that behaves like an isometry when operating on spaestors. Because these conditions are in
general NP-hard to check, it is shown that matrices drawm ftertain random ensembles can be recovered
with high probability. First-order iterative algorithmseadeveloped to solve the nonsmooth optimization
problem, which converge to the globally optimal solutiorthvijuantifiable complexity. Numerical tests
with synthetic and real network data corroborate the dffeness of the novel approach in unveiling traffic
anomalies across flows and time.

One can envision several extensions to this work, which igeonwew and challenging directions for
future research. For instance, it seems that the requireofi@m orthonormal compression matrix is only a

restriction imposed by the method of proof utilized hereefEhshould be room for tightening the bounds
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used in the process of constructing the dual certificate, latte obtain milder conditions for exact

recovery. It would also be interesting to study stabilitytloé proposed estimator in the presence of noise
and missing data. In addition, one is naturally tempted tocdefor a broader class of matrices satisfying
the exact recovery conditions, including e.g., non blo@gdnal and binary routing (compression) matrices

arising with the network anomaly detection task.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 2: Suppose{Xy, Ap} is an optimal solution of (P1). For the nuclear norm and the
¢1-norm at point{ X, Ay} pick the subgradientl V/ + W, andsign(Ag) + F, respectively, satisfying
the optimality condition

Asign(Ap) + A\F = R/(UV' + W). (41)

Consider a feasible solutiofiX, + RH, Ay — H} for arbitrary nonzerdd. The subgradient inequality
yields

1Xo + RH|l. + A Ao — H|| >[Xol|s + Al[Aoll1 + (UV’ + Wo, RH) — A(sgn(Ao) + Fo,H) .
=p(H)

To guarantee uniqueness(H) must be positive. Rearranging terms one obtains

o(H) = (Wo, RH) — M\(Fo, H) + (R'UV’ — Xsign(Ay), H). (42)

The value ofW, can be chosen such thd¥,, RH) = || P+ (RH)||.. This is becausg|Ps. (RH) || =
supjvy <1 (W, Pe: (RH))|, thus there exists & such that(Pg. (W), RH) = |Py. (RH)|.. One
can then choos&V, := Pg. (W) since ||Poe (W)| < [W| < 1 and Py(Wy) = Opr. Similarly, if
one select¥ := —Pq. (sign(H)), which satisfiesPo(Fo) = 0rx7r and ||Fo|l.c = 1, then (Fo,H) =

—[|Pq+ (H)||1. Now, using (41), equation (42) is expressed as
¢(H) = ||Po+ (RH)|| + AP+ (H)|| + (A\F — R'W, H).
From the triangle inequality \F — R'W, H)| < A|(F, H)| + [(R"W,H)|, it thus follows that
p(H) = ([Po: RH)[], — [(R'W, H)|) + A (|[Po (H) |y — [(F, H)|). (43)

Since Py (W) = W, it is deduced thai(W,RH)| = |[(W,Ps.(RH))| < |[|[W][|Psp:(RH)|..
Likewise, P (F) = F yields [(F,H)| = |(F, Po. (H))| < [|F||cl||Par (H)||1. As a result

p(H) =1 = [[W[)[[Pe(RH) [« + A1 = [[Fllco)[[Po+ (H)[l1

2 (1 = max{[[WI[, [[Floc }){[[Po+ (RH)||x + A[[Po- (H)]|1}. (44)
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Now, if |[W]| <1 and||F|/~ < 1, since® N Qg = {0rx7r} andRH # 01«7, YVH € Q\{Op«7}, there
is noH € Q for whichRH € &, and thereforep(H) > 0.
SinceW andF are related through (41), upon definifg= R’ (UV’ + W), which is indeed the dual
variable for (P1), one can arrive at conditions C1)-C4). |
B. Proof of Lemma 3: To establish that the rows kg are linearly independent, it suffices to show that

|A'vedH)|| > 0, for all nonzeroH € . It is then possible to
|A'veqH)|| = ||(T — Py) @ (I - Py)RveqH)|| = ||(I - Py)RH(I - Py)l||r
= [|Po+ (RH)[|r = |[RH — Po(RH)||p
2 IRH — [Po(RH) 5 2 [RE (1~ u(©2, 9)) (@5)

where (a) follows from the triangle inequality, and (b) fr¢&). The assumptiod, (R) < 1 along with the
fact that no column oH has more thai nonzero elements, imply th&H # 0,..p. Sinceu(Q,,®) < 1
by assumption, the claim follows from (45).

To arrive at the desired bound om,i,(Ag,), recall the definition of the minimum singular value [21]

A'vedH)|| : |I—-Py)RH(I—Py)|r
omin(AR) = min Hiz in
min(A0) = L B T VedED)]  medhine ) R
L d L
© [RH||r  [[Pe: (RH)| g 21 5 (R))V2 |Po (Z)| F
He\{0r«r} ||H|F IRH| F Z2eQp\{0oxr}  ||Z]|F
R 12 : |Z — Po(Z)|
= C 1 — 5 R min —_—
( K(R)) ZeQ\{O0p 1} \Z|| F
() Pa(Z)|| r
>Cl/21—5 R 1/2<1— max 7)
=z ¢ (1= o(R)) zcomin 1 1ZIF

D 1201~ RV — u(®, QR)).

In obtaining (c), the assumptiof).(R) < 1 along with the fact that no column df has more thark
nonzero elements was used to ensure RiHt # 07, 7. In addition, (d) and (f) follow from the definitions
(4) and (3), respectively, while (e) follows from the trid@gnequality. |
C. Proof of Lemma 4: Towards establishing the first bound, from the submuttgilve property of the

spectral norm one obtains
~1 ~1
QI = [AqrAG (AgAgy) | < [[Aq:lI[Aq (AcAg) |- (46)

Next, upper bounds are derived for both factors on the figinte side of (46). First, using the fact that
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A'A = AQAq + AL Ag. one arrives at

AL Aol "(A’A — ALA
||AQL||2:l[aX7x 0+ 2Q X :llaXX( 2Q Q)X
x20  ||x|| x#0 [}
x'A’Ax x'AhAox 2 9
- r}g?a( [|1x]|? 228 [|1x]|? A" = omin(Ag) 47

Note thatAg, (AQA’Q)_1 is the pseudo-inverse of the full row rank matex, (cf. Lemma 3), and thus

|AL (AqAL) ™" || = oL (AL) [21]. Substituting these two bounds into (46) yields

min

lal V7
A0 Ap (AnAp) ™| < {(m) - 1} . “®)
In addition, it holds that
|A]2 = Amax{(I - Py) @ R'(I - Py)R}
= Anad (I = Py)} X Anax {R'(I— Py)R}
YR -P) 2 1. (49)

where in (a) and (b) it was used that the rowsRofare orthonormal, and the maximum singular value of
a projection matrix is one. Substituting (49) and the bouhtdeamma 3 into (48), leads to (4).

In order to prove the second bound, first suppose [fhat AgAf [|o,0c < 1. Then, one can write

1Ag: A% (AoAL) " looco = [Aq: Aflcoll (AaAL) ™ [l

IN

-1

HAQLAgl”OO,OOH (I - (I - AQAg})) ”00700
||AQLAQ)HOO,OO )

T 1 T- AgAfllsc,co

(50)

In what follows, separate upper bounds are derived 6. Af || oo and|I—AqAf || 0. FOr notational
convenience introducs := supgA,) (resp.S denotes the set complement). Starting with the numerator

in the right-hand side of (50)
lAg+ Aglloc,0 = max [} Aq: Aglli = m?XZ (e} Aq:, e Aq)]
k
= max e A, e)A)| = max AAe; e
o3 I(65 4, )| = mox ) (AAe; )

= e R/(I—Py)Re;, e, (I-Py),er,e
(j1,42)€S Z ’< ( ) J Jz( ) e2>\

(£1,62)ES
= max_ >  [(Reje},(I—-Py),(I-Py)Reye),)|. (51)
(J1,J2)€S (. es

=g(J1,72,41,¢2)



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY (SUBMITTED) 32

Following some manipulations, the term inside the summatian be further bounded as

9(j1,J2,01,02) = |(Rej, €}, (I — Py)Rey,e;,) — (Rej, €, Py, (I — Py)Rey, €),)

= [(e},en,€; R(I-Py)Rey,) — (€, Pyey,, e; R'(I-Py)Rey,)
= |e} R'(I - Py)Rey, 1yj,—s,) — (e}, Pvey,)(e; R'(I - Py)Rey, ). (52)

Upon definingz;, ¢, := e} R'(I - Py)Rey, andy;, ¢, := (€}, Pyey,), squaringg gives rise to

9, das 1, 02) = o5, 0 Vjompny + Y5 0,75, 00 = 20j0ta5 0, Lijamta}- (53)
Sincey;, ¢, 1(j,—e,} = [[Pvej,|*1ij,—¢,) > 0, one can ignore the third summand in (53) to arrive at
90 g2 01, 02) < %, 0 Ly + 93, 0] (54)

Towards bounding the scalars, ,, andyj, ¢,, rewritez;, », := €; R'Re;, — e R'PyRey,. If j1 = {1,

it holds thatz;, ¢, < ||Rey, ||* < ¢(1 + 61(R)); otherwise,
zj,0, < |€f, R'Rey, | + | R'PyRey,| < cf11(R) + c(1+ 01(R))7z(U).
Moreover,y;, ¢, < ||Pve,||[|Pves,| <~+*(V). Plugging the bounds into (54) yields
9(j1, g2: 01, 02) < [e(1 4 61(R)) 1y ¢,y + c(011(R) + c(1 4 61 (R))vE(U)) Ly, 201
< [Lgj,=t) + 7 (V)Y (55)
Plugging (55) into (51) one arrives at
| A0 Ablloc.oo < [k + 592 (V)}011(R) + (1 + 81 (R)) (V) + V2RAA(U) + s93(0)72(V)]
‘= CWmax (56)

after using: i)S NS = () and consequently, # ¢, whenj; = ¢1; and i) v(V) < 1.

Moving on, consider boundingl — AgAg ||, that can be rewritten as
T = Ao Aq oo ,00 = max [le)’(T— Ao Aa') |
=max ¢ |1~ [le/Aq|?| + ) [(e/Ag, e}/ Aq)|
7

ki

= max {[1—|Alej|’|+ D [(Ale;, Aley)| o (57)
J=J1+72 ’
(j17j2)68 Z;é]
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In the sequel, an upper bound is derived for (57). (gt j2) denote the element & associated witty
in (57). For the first summand inside the curly brackets in,(8@nsider lower bounding the norm of the

j-th row of A as
|A'ej|| = (I - Py)Rej, e}, (I-Py)|r = ||Ps: (Rej €}, )|r
= |Rej, €}, — Po(Rej,€},)|r > [[Rej €}, || — [|Pa(Rej, €}, r
> |Rej, €, (1= p(@,Qr)) > (1 - 61(R)*(1 - u(®,Qp)).

Sinced; (R) < 1 and u(®, Q) < 1, one obtaingl — [|A’e;||?| <1 —c(1 — 61 (R))(1 — u(®,Qr))>.
For the second summand inside the curly brackets in (57),0aepure similar to the one used for

bounding||Aq: Aq'||oc.c iS pursued. First, observe that

> [(AAlej e)| = [(I-Py)® R'(I-Py)Rej e

[ 7
= > |(R'(I-Py)Rej.e),(I-Pv), e el
(1,£2)€8\{(j1.42)}
= > |(Rej,e},(I-Py), (I-Py)Rey ey (58)

(£1,£2)€S\{(j1,72)}

to deduce that, up to a summand corresponding to the indexjpaj- ), (58) is identical to the summation

in (51). Following similar arguments to those leading to)(5e arrives at

max Z! ‘e;, Aler)| < cwmax.
=j1+J2
(]17.72)68 é#j

Putting pieces together, (57) is bounded as
IT— AgAflsoce <1 —c(1— 81 (R))(1 — pu(®,Qr))* + cwmax- (59)

Note that because of the assumptiopax < (1 — 61(R))(1 — u(®,9Qr))%, I — AgAf oo < 1 as
supposed at the beginning of the proof. Substituting (5@) @9) into (50) yields the desired bounll
D. Proof of Lemma 6: The proof bears some resemblance with those availablénémiatrix completion
problem [9], and PCP [10]. However, presence of the commressatrix R gives rise to unique challenges
in some stages of the proof, which necessitate specialhiegdt In what follows, emphasis is placed on
the distinct arguments required by the setting here.

The main idea is to obtain first an upper bound on the norm ofitlear operatorr—! P RPoR/ Py —
Ps, which is then utilized to upper bound ®,Qr) = ||PsRPq||. The former is established in the next

lemma; see Appendix E for a proof.
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Lemma 10: SupposeS := supgAy) is drawn according to the Bernoulli model with parameter

Let A := \/c(l + 61(R))[v%(U) +~2(V)], and n := max{L, F}. Then, there are positive numerical

constantsC' and 7 such that

7Y PeRPoR/ Py — nPs|| < C

7log(7fF) + 7Alog(n) (60)

holds with probability higher thain — O (n—C”AT), provided that the right-hand side is less than one.
Building on (60), it follows that

[PeRPOR'Py| 7 % [PaRPR'Py| - r[Pu
(%) |PoRPoR Py — 7Ps ||
< C\/mlog(LF) + rwAlog(n) (61)
where (a) and (b) come froifiPs|| < 1 and the triangle inequality, respectively. In addition,
IPa(R'Ps (X)) F = |{Pa(R'Pae (X)), Pa(R'Pa(X)))]
= [{Pa(R(Pa(R"Ps(X)))), X)|
< [[Po (R(Pa(R'Pa (X)X 7 (62)

for all X € R*F, Recalling the definition of the operator norm, it follow®rin (62) thatu(®, Qr) <
Ve (1 = 6,(R)) 1| PaRPoR/Ps ||'/2. Plugging the bound (61), the result follows readily. [ |
E. Proof of Lemma 10: Start by noting that

R'Py(X) =) (R'Po(X),ei€))eie) = Y (X, Pa(Rese)))e;e]
,J 2%
and apply the sampling operator to obtain

Po(R'Pe(X)) = > b ;(X, Po(Re;e}))ese]

(2]

where{b; ;} are Bernoulli-distributed i.i.d. random variables with(b; ; = 1) = 7. Then,

Po(RPo(R'Pe(X))) = > b;;(X, Po(Re;e}))Po(Re;e}). (63)
2

Moreover, sinceRR’ = I, one finally arrives at

Po(X) = Po(RR'Po(X)) = > b ;(X, Pa(Reie})) Po(Rese)). (64)
2
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The next bound will also be useful later on

|Pe(Reie;")|[7 = (Po(Rese;’), Reje;’)

= (PyReje;’ + Reje'Py — PyRe;e;/Py, Reje;’)
= (PyRe;e;’,Re;e;’) + (Re;e;'Py, Reje;’) — (PyRe;e;/Py, Reje;’)
@ [PuReies I} + [Reie; Py |3 — [PuRese|FPvel:

c(1+ 81 (R)77(U) +c(1 + 61 (R))7*(V) = A?

(65)

where (a) holds becaus®yRe;e;' Py, Re;e;’) <e;RPURei,e;PVej> andPy = P# (likewise Py).
Defining the random variablg := 7~1||Pe RPoR/Pe — 7Ps|| and using (64), one can write

HZ i.; — T)(X, Ps(Reje )>77<1>(Reie;-)HF

sup
IX|lr=1

[I]

sup bi,; — m)ved X)'vedPs (Re;e})] @ vedPs (Reze))] H

[[vedX)[|=1

= 7T_1H Z i.j — m)vedPs(Re;e})] @ vedPs (Reje )]H

(66)

Random variablegb; ; — w} are i.i.d. with zero mean, and thus one can utilize the sakectmcentration

inequality in [33, Lemma 3.5] to find
log(LF (b) log(LF
Bl < O 22 s g (Resel | < 012X 0 67
7’7]

for some constan®’ > 0, where (b) is due to (65). Now, applying Talagrand’s conciun tail bound [34]

to the random variabl& yields

Pr(|Z - E[E]| > ) < 3exp <—
for some constank > 0, wheret := 7Alog(n) andn := max{L, F'}. The arguments leading to (67)
and (68) are similar those used in [9, Theorem 4.2] for therimabmpletion problem, and details are

(68)

tlog(2) .
o 7 min{1, t})

omitted here. Putting (67) and (68) together it is possiblinfer

710g(LF) + 7Alog(n)
m

—CmA7) which completes the proof of the lemma. [ |

<EE+t<C (69)

[1]

with probability higher than — O(n
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