arXiv:2110.15205v2 [math.ST] 3 Mar 2023

Approximately low-rank recovery from noisy and local measurements by convex program

Kiryung Lee, Rakshith Sharma Srinivasa, Marius Junge, and Justin Romberg^∗

March 6, 2023

Abstract

Low-rank matrix models have been universally useful for numerous applications, from classical system identification to more modern matrix completion in signal processing and statistics. The nuclear norm has been employed as a convex surrogate of the low-rankness since it induces a low-rank solution to inverse problems. While the nuclear norm for low rankness has an excellent analogy with the ℓ_1 norm for sparsity through the singular value decomposition, other matrix norms also induce low-rankness. Particularly as one interprets a matrix as a linear operator between Banach spaces, various tensor product norms generalize the role of the nuclear norm. We provide a tensornorm-constrained estimator for the recovery of approximately low-rank matrices from local measurements corrupted with noise. A tensor-norm regularizer is designed to adapt to the local structure. We derive statistical analysis of the estimator over matrix completion and decentralized sketching by applying Maurey’s empirical method to tensor products of Banach spaces. The estimator provides a near-optimal error bound in a minimax sense and admits a polynomial-time algorithm for these applications.

∗K. Lee is with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering at the Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43210. R.S. Srinivasa and J. Romberg are with the School of Electrical and Computer Engineering at Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA 30308. M. Junge is with the Department of Mathematics at University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Urbana, IL 61801. Preliminary results were presented in part at the 13th International conference on Sampling Theory and Applications [32] and at the 33rd Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems [48].

1 Introduction

We consider the estimation of an approximately low-rank matrix M_0 P R^{d1 ^d2} from noisy and local linear measurements

y_k “ trpA^J_k M_0q ` η_k, k “ 1, . . . , n, (1)

where the A_k’s are fixed measurement matrices and the η_k are additive noise. The A_k’s are local in the sense that they have very few non-zero entries; each measurement y_k depends only on a small part of the unknown M_0. We are particularly interested in the cases where A_k’s have only a single non-zero column (which we refer to as column-wise sketching) and where A_k has a single non-zero entry (as in the well-known matrix completion problem).

Given the y_k in (1), we will estimate M_0 by solving minimize M }y ´ ApMq}^2 subject to |||M ||| ď α, (2) where |||¨||| is a matrix norm and we have collected the measurements into y “ ry_1; . . . ; y_ns and the collective action of the measurement matrix A_k into the operator A : R^{d1 ^d2} Ñ R^n . We can interpret (2) as a generalization of the classic LASSO estimator [53] where we will choose the norm |||¨||| based on properties of the A_k. We will show that careful choice of |||¨||| results in minimax near-optimal error bounds for both column-wise sketching and matrix completion.

1.1 Regularizer for local measurement operator We present a unifying framework to design the regularizer ||| ¨||| according to the structure in the measurement operator A for three different types of measurement models.

Column-wise sketching. In this acquisition model, the columns of M_0 are sensed independently. Each A_k is an outer product of a random Gaussian vector and a standard basis vector: A_k “ ξ_ke^J_{jk} , where j_k P rd_2s and e_j is the jth column of the identity matrix. This model arises in multivariate regression with applications in the analysis of medical imaging and financial data [38]. In general, there will be multiple measurements for each column (j_k will be the same for multiple ks). Therefore, the net effect is applying a different random matrix to each column of M_0.

The natural question is whether we can get a good estimate of a rank-r matrix M_0 using „ r measurements per column. If the column space of M_0 is known, then this is clearly possible, either by designing the ξ_k to live in this column space or even taking them to be random. But in the (typical) case where we do not know the column space, we can see that there are some rank-r matrices we will be able to estimate better than others. In particular, if all of the energy in M_0 is concentrated in a small number of columns, then we will not benefit from the low-rank nature of the matrix as much as if the energy were distributed more evenly. In the extreme case where M_0 has a single non-zero column, we will need to use „ d_1 measurements per column to recover the matrix (but most of these will be wasted on sensing columns that are zero) no matter what recovery scheme we use.

We expect that we will be able to better estimate matrices with roughly even energy distribution throughout their columns and so we will design our regularizer to favor such matrices. A natural way to favor d_1 ^ d_2 matrices that have roughly equal energy in the columns is through the ℓ^{d2}_1 Ñ ℓ^{d1}_2 operator norm

}M}_{1Ñ2} “ max_{jPrd2s} }Me_j}_2, (3)

which directly penalizes the maximum norm of the individual columns of M, thus encouraging these norms to be the same size. Alternatively, the regularizer in (3) is derived through the “maximum” correlation of the matrix variable with all possible measurement matrices. Since ξ_k has a continuous distribution, the maximization over ξ_k can be simplified as follows: Recall that the maximum of m i.i.d. subgaussian random variables is upper-bounded by the standard deviation within a logarithmic factor of m with high probability. From this observation, we consider the maximum correlation defined by max jPrd_2s b E pξ^J Me_j q^2 “ max_{jPrd2s} }Me_j }_2, (4)

where the entries of ξ P R^{d1} are i.i.d. following a subgaussian distribution, E ξ “ 0, and E ξξ^J “ I_{d1} . Note that the right-hand side of (4) coincides with the norm in (3).

While the max column norm does not by itself favor matrices that are low rank, there exists a variation on the nuclear norm that complements } ¨ }_{1Ñ2}. We call this the mixed norm:

}M}_{mixed} :“ inf U,V :UV^J“M }U}_F }V^J}_{1Ñ2}. (5)

Compared to the nuclear norm, which minimizes the product of the Frobenius norms of candidate factors U, V (see (10) below), the mixed norm uses the (isotropic) Frobenius norm for the left factor and } ¨ }_{1Ñ2} for the right factor. As we will discuss in Section 2 below, the mixed norm in (5) is what is known as the projective tensor norm when viewing M as a linear map from ℓ^{d2}_1 into ℓ^{d1}_2 . It favors low-rank matrices in a way that complements } ¨ }_{1Ñ2} as follows: while it is always true that }M}_{1Ñ2} ď }M}_{mixed}, if M is rank-r we have the additional upper bound

}M}_{1Ñ2} ď }M}_{mixed} ď ? r }M}_{1Ñ2} .

In light of this, our regularizer for column-wise sketching will be

||| M ||| “ max ^ }M}_{1Ñ2} ,

}M}_{mixed} ? r ˙ . (6)

The intuition here is that if M is rank-r, then the first term in (6) will be “active”: among all rank-r matrices, (6) favors those with smaller max column norms. The convex set C “ tM P R^{d1 ^d2} : |||M ||| ď αu can be interpreted as a relaxation of the set of all rank-r matrices that have }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α.

Matrix completion. In the matrix completion problem, we observe a subset of the entries of a low-rank matrix; the measurement matrices A_k are proportional to ě_{ik} e^J_{jk} , where i_k P rd_1s, j_k P rd_2s, and ě_i (resp. e_i) denotes the ith column of the identity matrix of size d_1 (resp. d_2). We will consider the case where the indexes i_k, j_k are chosen uniformly at random (and hence are independent of the matrix being sampled). It is again clear (and has been noted many times in the literature, e.g. [6]) that this type of measurement will not work equally well for all rank-r matrices. It will be most effective for matrices that are diffuse, meaning that they have their energy spread more or less evenly across their entries.

The natural way to favor matrices that are diffuse is by penalizing the maximum entry in the matrix, }M}_8 “ max

iPrd_1 s,jPrd_2s

|ě^J_i Me_j| (7)

Note that the right-hand side of (7) corresponds to the maximum correlation of the matrix variable with the measurement matrices.

As with }¨}_{1Ñ2} norm for column-sketching, the }¨}_8 norm by itself does nothing to favor low-rank matrices. There is, however, another variation on the nuclear norm, introduced by [33] as the max norm, that complements } ¨ }_8:

}M}_{max} :“ inf U,V :UV^J“M }U^J}_{1Ñ2}}V^J}_{1Ñ2}. (8)

Among matrices with fixed } ¨ }_8 norm, low-rank matrices will have a smaller max norm than general matrices. In particular, rank-r matrices obey

}M}_8 ď }M}_{max} ď ? r}M}_8.

Thus as a regularizer for matrix completion, we use

||| M ||| “ max ^ }M}_8 ,

}M}_{max} ? r ˙ . (9)

Again, the intuition here is that if the matrix is rank-r, then the } ¨ }_8 term above will be active; among all rank-r matrices, (9) favors matrices that are diffuse. Low-rank matrix completion with the penalty (9) was shown to be near-optimal in [5]; in Section 1.3 below we show how this problem can be analyzed (again obtaining near-optimal results) using the same framework we develop for the column-sketching problem above.

Non-local random sketching. For this measurement model, we observe “non-local” measurements of the form A_1, . . . , A_n are independent copies of a random matrix of i.i.d. entries following N p0, 1q. In this case, the A_k touches each part of M_0 equally, so it will not matter how the energy is distributed across the entries. Similar to the previous examples, we consider a norm derived from the maximum correlation by

max_{kPrns} a E xA_k , My^2 “ }M}_F .

We couple it with the standard nuclear norm

}M}_˚ “ inf U,V :UV^J“M }U^J}_F}V^J}_F (10)

so that the norm regularizer in (2) becomes

|||M ||| “ max ^ }M}_F ,

}M}_˚ ? r ˙ . (11)

Since }M}_F ď }M}_˚ ď ? r}M}_F, this regularizer induces low-rankness. However, unlike the previous examples, the choice of the Frobenius norm in (11) implies that we do not need to differentiate within the set of matrices that have the same rank. Below we show that the analysis framework also applies to this example in a unifying way. If the noise terms η_1, . . . , η_n are i.i.d. N p0, σ^2q, then Proposition 1.1 implies that the following result holds with probability 1 ´ pd_1 ` d_2q^{´1}: For all M_0 satisfying }M_0}_F ď α and }M_0}_˚ ď ? rα, the estimate Φ by (2) satisfies

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F À α^2 max ~ 1, σ a logpd_1 ` d_2q α ¸ ¨ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n (12)

provided n ě rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q. (The proof is provided in Appendix F.) Let us consider a subset of the model where M_0 satisfies }M_0}_˚ ď ? r }M_0}, which corresponds to an approximately low-rank case. In this scenario, the error bound in (12) is weaker than the analogous result obtained by simply constraining |||M ||| “ }M}_˚ [7, Eq. (II.7)] in the following senses: First, the error bound in (12) does not vanish in the limit σ Ñ 0, which restricts its application to only high noise regimes. Furthermore, the error bound by Candes and Plan [7] decays faster without the square root and any logarithmic factor. The weakness of the result in (12) is due to the extension of the model from tM : }M}_˚ ď ? r }M}_Fu to the convex set tM : }M}_F ď α, }M}_˚ ď ? rαu. 1.2 A geometric characterization of estimation error bound We present a generalized analysis framework to derive recovery guarantees for the optimization program in (2). Our main goal is to bound the error between the estimate by (2) and the ground truth M_0. In the following proposition, we provide a deterministic upper bound on the estimation error conditioned on the event when the measurement operator A satisfies specific properties. The proof of the proposition follows the technique used by Cai and Zhou [5] to derive their error bound. We provide the proof in Appendix A for completeness.

Proposition 1.1. Let η_1, . . . , η_n in (1) be i.i.d. drawn from N p0, σ^2q. Suppose that there exist parameters θ, Γ ą 0 determined by d_1, d_2, n, α, r so that sup |||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ 1 n nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ď θ (13) and E_{pgk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 g_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ ď Γ, (14)

where |||¨|||_˚ denotes the dual norm of ||| ¨||| and pg_kq^n_{k“1} is a sequence of i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables. Let R “ sup_{|||M|||ď1} }M}_F be the radius of the ||| ¨||| unit ball in the Frobenius norm. Then the following statement holds with probability at least 1 ´ ζ: for every M_0 P tM : |||M ||| ď αu, the estimate by (2) from the noisy measurements in (1) satisfies

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F ď 4α^2θ` 4ασΓ n ` 2πασ c 2 logp2ζ^{´1}qpθ ` R^2q n . (15)

The quantities θ and Γ help characterize the geometry of the constraint set in (2) for a given observation model. In particular, (13) describes how well the ℓ_2-norm of the measurements are concentrated around that of the ground truth, and (14) describes the Gaussian complexity of the measurement operator over the convex set of candidate matrices. In order to obtain tight estimates of θ and Γ for specific applications, we first interpret the matrix as an operator between suitably chosen Banach spaces. We then obtain tight upper bounds on θ and Γ by computing the entropy numbers of operators between particular tensor products of the chosen Banach spaces. In the following sections, we provide upper bounds on the estimation error for the two applications, decentralized sketching and low-rank matrix completion. These error bounds are particular realizations of Proposition 1.1.

1.3 Statistical analysis of decentralized sketching

Our main result provides an error bound for the estimator by (2) when it applies to the decentralized sketching problem.

Theorem 1.2. Let A_k “ ? d_2b_ke^J_{jk} with j_k P rd_2s satisfying j_k ” k modulo rd_2s for k “ 1, . . . , Ld_2 and |||¨||| be defined as in (6). Suppose that b_1, . . . , b_{Ld2} are i.i.d. N p0, I_{d1} q and η_1, . . . , η_{Ld2} are i.i.d. N p0, σ^2q. Then the following statement holds with probability 1 ´ pd_1 ` d_2q^{´1}: For any matrix M_0 P K_{mixed} :“ tM P R^{d1 ^d2} : }M_0}_{1Ñ2} ď α, }M_0}_{mixed} ď ? rαu, the estimate Φ by (2) satisfies 1 d_1d_2

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F À α^2 d_1

¨ max ~ 1, σ a logpLd_2q α ? d_2 ¸ ¨ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^4pd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 . (16)

Let α “ μ{ ? d_2 for some μ ě 1. Then the intersection of K_{mixed} with the unit Frobeniusnorm sphere S_F coincides with the intersection of C_{mixed} :“ tM : |||M ||| ď pμ{ ? d_2q }M}_Fu with S_F. The latter set consists of unit-Frobenius norm matrices which are approximately rank-r and the maximum of column norms is not too larger compared to the root-mean-square. The error bound in (16) applies to C_{mixed} X S_F. It is straightforward to verify that μ “ sup

MPC_{mixed}zt0u ? d_2 }M}_{1Ñ2} }M}_F . Then μ denotes the “spikiness” of the column norms. With

SNR “ ř_{Ld2} k“1 ErtrpA^J_k M_0q^2s ř_{Ld2} k“1 E rη^2_k s “ }M_0}^2_F σ^2 , the error bound in (16) is rewritten as

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F }M_0}^2_F

À μ^2 ¨ max ^ 1, μ^{´1} logpLd_2q

SNR^{1{2} ˙ ¨ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^4pd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 . (17)

Particularly, in a high noise regime where SNR “ Opμ^{´2} logpLd_2qq, we note that (17) further reduces to

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F }M_0}^2_F À d SNR^{´1} ¨ μ^2rpd_1 ` d_2q log^4pd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 . (18)

Since the error bound in (18) is invariant under scaling of M_0, it indeed applies to C_{mixed}, which consists of all non-spiky and approximately rank-r matrices. That is, in order to achieve an ϵ-accurate estimation in the normalized error, it suffices to obtain rOpϵ^{´2} ¨SNR^{´1}¨ μ^2rpd_1 ` d_2qq random local measurements. To show the tightness of the error bound in Theorem 1.2, we compare it to a matching lower bound given in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.3. For the measurement model in (1), suppose that the parameters satisfy 48α^2 d_1 _ d_2 ď α^2r ď σ^2d_1 128L . Then the minimax }¨}_F-risk is lower-bounded as

inf_Φ sup

M_0PK_{mixed}

E}Φ ´ M}^2_F d_1d_2 ě α^2 16d_1 ~ 1^ σ α ? d_2 d rpd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ¸ . (19)

Further, when Ld_2 ą rpd_1 ` d_2q, we have that

inf_Φ sup

M_0PK_{mixed}

E }Φ ´ M}^2_F d_1d_2 ě α^2 16d_1 d rpd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ^ 1^ σ α ? d_2 ˙ . (20)

Note that, in a low SNR regime, the error bound in (16) matches the minimax lower bound in (19) up to a logarithmic factor. However, in a high SNR regime, where the SNR^{1{2}μ^{´1} term is op1q, the error bound in (16) is suboptimal. In particular, the estimator does not provide exact parameter recovery in the noiseless case (σ “ 0).

The only results in the literature that are directly comparable to Theorem 1.3 are [36, 37]. These works show how M_0 can be recovered using an alternating minimization or gradient descent algorithm. When the unknown matrix is exactly rank-r and there is no noise in the measurements, they showed that alternating minimization (resp. gradient descent) provides an ϵ-accurate estimate from rOpμ̃^2 maxpd_1r^3, d_2rq logp1{ϵqq (resp. rOpμ̃^2r^2pd_1` d_2q logp1{ϵqq) measurements, where the incoherence parameter μ̃ “ }V^J}_{1Ñ2} a d_2{r corresponds to the “spikiness” of the right singular vectors. We compare these results to Theorem 1.2 in the following perspectives.

Low-spikiness vs incoherence: The incoherence parameter μ̃ on singular vectors is upper-bounded by the product of the condition number κ and the spikiness μ of M_0. This implies that their sample complexity depends on conditioning of the unknown matrix M_0. This dependence has been pointed out as a weakness of nonconvex algorithms for low-rank recovery compared to the convex counterpart. It might be possible to alleviate this dependence by adopting a scaled gradient descent algorithm as in [54]. However, in the presence of noise, the spectral initialization, on which the theoretical performance guarantees of these algorithms depend critically, cannot be made free from the dependence on κ. Furthermore, it is easy to construct matrices such that μ̃ is much larger than μ. To see this, let M be of rank r ´ 1. Suppose that all left (resp. right) singular vectors are orthogonal to u P S^{d1´1} (resp. e_1 P S^{d2´1}). Then M_0 “ M ` tue^J_1 is of rank-r. It follows that the right singular vectors of M_0 are given as those of M and e_1. For small t, the spikiness μ of M_0 is similar to that of M. However, the incoherence μ̃ of M_0 is close to the maximal value a d_2{r. In this scenario, if μ “ Op1q and r “ Op1q, then the sample complexity for alternating minimization is larger than that for the convex estimator in (2) in order. Also note that the condition number κ is very large for small t. Therefore, one may deduce that the convex estimator has advantages in its stable operation regardless of conditioning of M_0.

Flexibility of model: In an ideal scenario where M_0 is exactly rank-r and measurements are noise-free, if one ignores the difference between μ and μ̃, then the sample complexity for alternating minimization and gradient descent [36, 37] is significantly better than that in Theorem 1.2 in terms of their dependence on ϵ. To get within accuracy ϵ, [36, 37] require Oplogp1{ϵqq measurements whereas Theorem 1.2 requires Op1{ϵ^2q. However, Theorem 1.2 provides a uniform error bound over all matrices that are approximately low-rank. It is unclear how the results in [36, 37] could be extended to this more flexible model.

Furthermore, our result shows that the convex estimator in (2) is consistent and provides a near optimal error bound in the presence of (not too weak) noise. This result matches the minimax lower bound presented in Theorem 1.3.

1.4 Low-rank matrix completion without incoherence conditions As shown earlier, a local measurement operator also arises in matrix completion. Even in the absence of noise, the unique identification of M_0 in matrix completion has been shown only under certain incoherence conditions imposed on its singular vectors. However, in practice, it is often not possible to verify that such incoherence conditions are satisfied by the ground-truth matrix M_0. On the contrary, in many applications like collaborative filtering, the entries of the unknown matrix are bounded by a certain threshold. Motivated by this observation, Negahban and Wainwright [39] considered an alternative estimation problem, in which the unknown matrix satisfies the above milder condition. Specifically, they demonstrated that a LASSO estimator with the nuclear norm provides the minimaxoptimal error bound when the noise level is higher than some threshold. Later the maxnorm has been proposed as an alternative regularizer to the nuclear norm [33, 46, 47]. Particularly for completing low-rank matrices with bounded entries, it has been shown that the max-norm regularized estimator empirically outperforms that with the nuclear norm [47]. Foygel and Srebro [20] presented a near-optimal error bound. This result was extended to sampling with a non-uniform distribution and sharpened to an optimal error bound by Cai and Zhou [5].

We provide an alternative derivation of the statistical analysis of the max-norm LASSO estimator for matrix completion. Cai and Zhou [5] employed Bousquet’s version of Talagrand’s concentration inequality for empirical processes indexed by bounded functions. Indeed, this enabled to drop the logarithmic factor in the previous result [20]. Our approach is based on a unifying characterization of the γ_2 norm via the projective tensor norm and Maurey’s empirical method by Carl [10]. Although our error bound resulted in an extra poly-log factor, we believe that this alternative analysis can be useful to understand other regression problems with a local measurement operator sharing similar structure. The result is presented in Section 6.

1.5 Summary of contributions and related work In this paper, we present a unifying design principle and statistical analysis for a convex estimator for approximately low-rank matrices from local noisy measurements. The results are given as a near-optimal error bound specifically for two illustrating examples of decentralized sketching and matrix completion. The convex regularizer we design adapting to the structure in local measurement operators generalizes the max-norm and mixed-norm to a set of tensor norms. It has been empirically shown that tensor norms beyond the two examples also provide successful regularization for denoising [4].

The relations among various tensor norms of rank-constrained linear operators are derived for selected pairs of Banach spaces via fundamental properties studied in classical functional analysis [25]. In particular, we show that the mixed-norm and regularized inference with respect to it can be rewritten as a standard semidefinite program.

Furthermore we present upper bounds on the entropy integral with respect to covering number between tensor products of Banach spaces via Maurey’s empirical method [10].

This result leads to a version of restricted isometry property for the local linear operators arising in decentralized sketching and matrix completion. Finally, we show that these concentration results provide a near optimal error bound for the corresponding applications.

Besides the aforementioned related work on decentralized sketching and matrix completion, there has been discussions on related problems in the literature. Multilinear regression [38] and sketching low-rank covariance [1, 2] share similar structure to decentralized sketching. However, the problem settings and objectives are different from decentralized sketching in various perspectives and the results are not directly comparable. Kliesch et al. [29] considered a set of novel ideas on a related regularization problem. They extended the nuclear norm to square and diamond norms. The former improved the stability of inverse problem by optimizing the descent cone of the regularizer and the latter enabled regularization applies to a more general objects in operator spaces, which was inspired from key applications in quantum tomography.

Another related work [4] studied the use of various tensor norms as a regularizer for denoising low-rank matrices. He considered various products of norms on the left and right factors of a low-rank matrix, which are chosen according to the underlying structure of the factors. Nonconvex optimization algorithms were proposed for denoising with these regularizers. It has been shown that a suitably chosen tensor norm empirically outperforms the other norms. This study is different from our approach since our choice of tensor norms is based on the inherent structure in the measurement process.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Preliminaries on tensor products and tensor norms are provided in Section 2. The choice of tensor norms for matrix completion and descentralized sketching is discussed in the language of tensor products in Section 3. This is followed by the analysis of tensor norms on selected pairs of Banach spaces in Section 4. We present the covering number analysis of tensor products in Section 5. Then we apply these results to get an error bound in Section 6. A matching information-theoretic lower bound is derived in Section 7. We conclude the paper with discussions and future directions.

2 Notations and preliminaries

In this section, we introduce notations used throughout the paper, and recall the definition of a tensor product of two Banach spaces and various norms defined on it.

For a positive integer d, let rds denote the set t1, 2, . . . , du. For real numbers a and b, let a _ b and a ^ b denote the maximum and minimum of ta, bu. For a matrix M, its transposition is denoted by M^J. For a linear operator A, we use A^˚ to denote the adjoint operator of A. For a vector space X, the dual space consisting of all linear functionals on X is denoted by X^˚. We use b for both tensor product and Kronecker product, the distinction will be clear in the context. By a À b, we mean that there is an absolute constant C such that a ď Cb. Throughout the paper, c, C, c_k, C_k will denote absolute constants which might vary line to line.

2.1 Algebraic tensor product The algebraic tensor product of two vector spaces X and Y , denoted by X b Y , is a set of all finite sum of outer products of two vectors respectively from X and Y . An element in X b Y acts as a bilinear function on X^˚ ^ Y^˚, i.e. ~_r ÿ k“1 x_k b y_k ¸ px^˚ b y^˚q “ rÿ k“1 x^˚px_kqy^˚py_kq,

where x_1, . . . , x_r P X, y_1, . . . , y_r P Y , x^˚ P X^˚, and y^˚ P Y^˚. Alternatively, an element in X b Y acts as a linear operator mapping X^˚ to Y , i.e. ~_r ÿ k“1 x_k b y_k ¸ x^˚ “ rÿ k“1 x^˚px_kqy_k.

Indeed, X b Y is embedded into the set BpX^˚, Y^˚q of all bilinear functions on X^˚ ^ Y^˚ or into the set LpX^˚, Y q of all linear operators from X^˚ to Y via an isomorphism. Particularly when X and Y are finite-dimensional, then the aforementioned inclusions become equality. More details are referred to the monographs by Defant and Floret [13] and by Diestel et al. [14].

In this paper, we only consider the finite-dimensional case. Thus a matrix M P R^{m^n} , as the matrix representation of a linear operator from a vector space of dimension n to another vector space of dimension m, is interpreted as an element in the corresponding tensor product of vector spaces.

2.2 Tensor norms For Banach spaces X and Y , there exist various ways to define a norm on X b Y . A norm }¨} on X b Y is called a tensor norm [13, p. 147] or reasonable crossnorm [23] [14, p. 5] if it satisfies }x b y} ď }x}_X }y}_Y , @x P X, y P Y,

and its dual norm, denoted by }¨}_˚, satisfies

}x^˚ b y^˚}_˚ ď }x^˚}_X˚ }y^˚}_Y ˚ , @x^˚ P X^˚, y^˚ P Y^˚.

Throughout this paper, we utilize a selected set of tensor norms summarized below.

Injective norm: The injective norm is induced by viewing X b Y as a subspace of BpX^˚, Y^˚q, i.e. }T }__ :“ sup

x^˚PB_X˚ ,y^˚PB_Y˚

|xx^˚ b y^˚, T y|,

where B_X˚ and B_Y ˚ are the unit balls in X^˚ and Y^˚ respectively [13, p. 46]. Then X qb Y will denote the corresponding Banach space obtained via completion of X b Y with respect to the injective norm. The injectivity of the injective norm refers to the following property: If Z is a closed subspace of X, then Z qb Y is also a closed subspace of X qb Y [14, Proposition 1.1.6]. Furthermore, the injective tensor norm is the smallest tensor norm on X b Y . Since X b Y is also isometrically isomorphic to a subspace of LpX^˚, Y q, the injective tensor norm of T coincides with the operator norm of T P LpX^˚, Y q.

Projective norm: The projective norm is the largest tensor norm on XbY and is defined as the Minkowski gauge function of the absolutely convex hull of B_X b B_Y :“ tx b y : x P B_X , y P B_Y u, where B_X and B_Y denote the unit ball in X and Y , respectively [13, p. 27]. Then the completion of X b Y with respect to the projective norm gives the Banach space X pb Y . The projectivity of the projective norm implies that for a subspace Z of X, pX{Zq pb Y is a quotient of X pb Y , where X{Z denotes the quotient of X with respect to

Z [14, Proposition 1.1.7]. It has been shown (e.g. [23], [14, Proposition 1.1.4], [13, p. 27]) that the projective norm can be computed as

}T }_^ “ inf

#_n ÿ k“1 }x_k}_X }y_k}_Y : n P N, T “ nÿ k“1 x_k b y_k + . It has been shown [43, p. 3] [25, p. 19] that if X or Y is finite-dimensional, then the projective norm coincides with the 1-nuclear norm defined by

ν_1pT q :“ inf

#_8 ÿ k“1 }x_k}_X }y_k}_Y : T “ 8ÿ k“1 x_k b y_k + . The injective and projective tensor products provide a duality as follows: X qb Y is isometrically embedded into a subspace of pX^˚ pb Y^˚q^˚ [13, p. 47]. Furthermore, if X and Y are finite-dimensional, then X qb Y “ pX^˚ pb Y^˚q^˚.

There exist tensor norms induced by viewing T P XbY as a linear operator in LpX^˚, Y q. We consider the following Banach-space-valued sequence spaces. Let ℓ^{strong}_2 pXq denote the Banach space of strongly 2-summable X-valued sequences equipped with the norm }pX_kq}_ℓstrong_{2 pXq} “ }p}x_k}_X q}_2. Let ℓ^{weak}_2 pXq denote the Banach space of weakly 2-summable X-valued sequences equipped with the norm }px_kq}_ℓweak_{2 pXq} “ sup_x˚_{PBX˚} p ř k |x^˚px_kq|^2q^{1{2}.

Let T̃ be the linear operator acting on an X^˚-valued sequence px^˚_k q via coordinate-wise application of T .

2-summing norm: Then the 2-summing norm of T , denoted by π_2pT q, is defined as the operator norm of T̃ : ℓ^{weak}_2 pX^˚q Ñ ℓ^{strong}_2 pY q [15]. In other words, π_2pT q is computed as the smallest constant c ą 0 that satisfies ÿ k }T x^˚_k}^2_Y ď c^2 sup_{xPB} X˚˚ ÿ k |xx, x^˚_k y|^2

for all sequences px^˚_k q Ă X^˚. In particular, if X and Y are Hilbert spaces, π_2pT q coincides with the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, which is the Frobenius norm when T is a finite matrix [43, Proposition 1.9].

γ_2 norm: Again, viewing X b Y as a subspace of LpX^˚, Y q, the γ_2 norm of T P X b Y is induced by factorization via an Hilbert space as follows [43, p. 21]:

γ_2pT q :“ inft}T_1}}T_2} : d P N, T_1 P BpX^˚, ℓ^d_2q, T_2 P Bpℓ^d_2, Y q, T “ T_2T_1u.

Alternatively, γ_2pT q is also written as

γ_2pT q “ inf $ & % sup x^˚PB_X˚ ~ ÿ k |x^˚px_kq|^2

¸_{1{2} sup y^˚PB_Y˚ ~ ÿ k |y^˚py_kq|^2

¸_{1{2} : T “ ÿ k x_k b y_k , . - .

Due to [43, Theorem 2.4], γ_2pT q can be computed as the smallest constant c ą 0 that satisfies ÿ k }T z^˚_k }^2_Y ď c^2 ÿ k }x^˚_k}^2_X˚

for all sequences px^˚_k q, pz^˚_k q Ă X^˚ such that px^˚_kq dominates pz^˚_k q in ℓ^{weak}_2 pX^˚q, i.e. sup xPB_X˚˚ ÿ k |xx, z^˚_k y|^2 ď sup_{xPB} X˚˚ ÿ k |xx, x^˚_k y|^2.

Therefore, it always hold that γ_2pT q ď π_2pT q.

Relation to matrix norms: The above tensor norms reduce to well-known matrix norms in some special cases. Let us consider the first example where X “ ℓ^n_2 and Y “ ℓ^m_2 . Then }T }__ and γ_2pT q become the spectral norm of T P R^{m^n} , which is the largest singular value. Additionally, }T }_^ becomes the nuclear norm of T , i.e. the sum of all singular values. Moreover, π_2pT q becomes the Frobenius norm. Next, we consider the case where X “ ℓ^n_8 and Y “ ℓ^n_8. First }T }__ becomes the largest entry of T P R^{n^n} in magnitude. Let pa_{ij} q denote the pi, jqth entry of T P R^{n^n} , i.e. T “ ř_n i,j“1 aij eie J j , where pe_iq corresponds to the canonical basis for R^n . Furthermore, the projective norm is computed by

}T }_^ “ sup #ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ i,j“1 a_{ij} α_iβ_j ˇ ˇ ˇ : sup_{iPrns} |α_i| ď 1, sup_{iPrns} |β_i| ď 1 + . (21)

Finally, γ_2pT q is represented as

γ_2pT q “ inf_H # sup_{iPrns} }u_i}_H sup_{jPrns} }v_j }_H : pu_iq, pv_j q Ă H, a_{ij} “ xu_i, v_j y, @i, j P rns + , (22)

where the infimum is taken over all Hilbert spaces.

3 Tensor-norm-based estimators

In this section, we justify the choice of matrix norms for matrix completion and decentralized sketching in the language of tensor product. We first recall the known results on matrix completion via ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8 in the literature. Linial et al. [33] showed that the γ_2 norm on ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8 is upper-bounded by the operator norm multiplied by the square root of the rank. In fact, their result is derived from the fact that the Banach-Mazur distance (see e.g. [41]) between a finite-dimensional Banach space and a Hilbert space is no larger than the square root of the dimension. Therefore their result [33, Lemma 4.2] applies to any pair of Banach spaces. We paraphrase it as the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1 (A paraphrased version of [33, Lemma 4.2]). Suppose that T P X b Y with Banach spaces X, Y satisfies rankpT q ď r. Then

}T } ď γ_2pT q ď ? r}T }. In the case of ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8, the γ_2 norm is equal to the max norm defined in (8). Further, it has been shown [47] that the max-norm is computable via a semi-definite formulation given by }M}_{max} “ inf_{W1,W2} max p}diagpW_1q}_8, }diagpW_2q}_8q s.t « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ľ 0.

(23)

Therefore, the estimator in (2) for matrix completion with the regularizer in (9) can be rewritten as a standard form of a semidefinite program (SDP) given by

minimize W_1,W_2,M }y ´ ApMq}^2 subject to }M}_8 ď α, }diagpW_1q} ď R, }diagpW_2q} ď R, « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ľ 0.

(24)

Cai and Zhou [5] proposed an ADMM (alternating direction method of multipliers) algorithm based on an equivalent convex formulation, which scales more efficiently than general purpose solvers for SDP. In the remainder of this section, we will establish analogous results for decentralized sketching via the tensor product ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_2 . Although Lemma 3.1 also applies to ℓ^n_8 bℓ^m_2 , it has not been known whether the γ_2 norm on ℓ^n_8 bℓ^m_2 can be computed easily as a standard convex optimization problem. Therefore, we consider a different tensor norm on ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_2 , which is polynomially computable and provides a proxy of rank similar to Lemma 3.1 simultaneously.

3.1 Low-rankness inducing property of mixed norm First, we show that analogous relationships exist between another pair of tensor norms for rank-r linear operators in ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_2 . Indeed, we start with a slightly generalized result that applies to X b ℓ^m_2 for a general Banach space X. The following lemma, proved in Appendix B, shows that the 2-summing norm of the adjoint does not exceed the operator norm multiplied by the square root of the rank.

Lemma 3.2. Let T P X b ℓ^m_2 , where X is a Banach space. Suppose that T^˚ is 2-summing and rankpT q ď r. Then we have

}T } ď π_2pT^˚q ď ? r}T }. The result in Lemma 3.2 applies beyond the case X “ ℓ^n_8. For example, when X “ ℓ^n_2 , the 2-summing and operator norms become the Frobenius and spectral norms, respectively.

Next we show that π_2pT^˚q for T P ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_2 is written through an optimal factorization via a Hilbert space similarly to the γ_2 norm on the tensor product ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8. The following lemma is used to derive the desired result. Its proof is delegated to Appendix C.

Lemma 3.3. Let T P X b Y with X complete. Then

π_2pT^˚q :“ inftπ_2pT^˚_1 q}T^˚_2 } : d P N, T^˚_1 P LpY^˚, ℓ^d_2q, T^˚_2 P Lpℓ^d_2, Xq, T^˚ “ T^˚_2 T^˚_1 u. (25)

In a special case when T P ℓ^n_8 bℓ^m_2 , the 2-summing norm of T^˚ is computed by the following optimization problem:

π_2pT^˚q “ inft}T_1}_F}T_2} : d P N, T_1 P Lpℓ^d_2, ℓ^m_2 q, T_2 P Lpℓ^n_1 , ℓ^d_2q, T “ T_1T_2u. (26)

The expression in (26) is derived as follows: It trivially holds that }T^˚_2 } “ }T_2}. Furthermore, for every T^˚_1 P Lpℓ^m_2 , ℓ^d_2q, we have

π_2pT^˚_1 q “ }T^˚_1 }_F “ }T_1}_F “ π_2pT_1q.

Plugging in these results to (25) provides (26).

Note that the 2-summing norm of T^˚ in (26) coincides with the definition of the mixed norm in (5). Therefore, due to Lemma 3.2, we have

}M}_{1Ñ2} ď }M}_{mixed} ď ? r }M}_{1Ñ2}

for any matrix of rank r. In other words, the mixed norm plays a proxy on the rank when the input matrix is normalized by the max-column norm. This is analogous to the fact that }M}_F ď }M}_˚ ď ? r }M}_F holds for all rank-r matrices and justifies why the regularizer with respect to the matrix norm in (6) induces a low-rank solution to (2).

3.2 Semidefinite program characterization of mixed norm Next we show that the mixed norm in (26) can be expressed as a semidefinite program. Note that if T_1T_2 “ T , then T^1_1 “ aT_1 and T^1_2 “ a^{´1}T_2 for any a ‰ 0 also satisfy T^1_1T^1_2 “ T . Therefore, from the arithmetic-geometric-harmonic-means inequality, it follows that (26) is equivalently rewritten as

π_2pT^˚q “ 1 2 inft}T_1}^2_F ` }T_2}^2 : d P N, T_1 P Lpℓ^d_2, ℓ^m_2 q, T_2 P Lpℓ^n_1 , ℓ^d_2q, T “ T_1T_2u.

We also have

}T_1}^2_F “ tracepT_1T^˚_1 q “ xT_1, T_1y and }T_2}^2 “ }diagpT^˚_2 T_2q}_8,

where diagp¨q constructs a column vector consisting of the diagonal entries of the input matrix. Furthermore, by the proof of [47, Lemma 3], there exist T_1 and T_2 such that T “ T_1T^˚_2 , W_1 “ T_1T^˚_1 , and W_2 “ T_2T^˚_2 if and only if « W_1 T T^˚ W_2 ff ľ 0.

Combining these results implies that π_2pT^˚q is written as a semidefinite program given by

π_2pT^˚q “ inf_{W1,W2} max ptracepW_1q, }diagpW_2q}_8q s.t « W_1 T T^˚ W_2 ff ľ 0.

(27)

3.3 Algorithms for convex estimator The semidefinite characterization presented in (27) leads to a practical algorithm for the estimator in (2) for decentralized sketching with respect to the norm in (6) as

minimize W_1,W_2,M }y ´ ApMq}^2 subject to }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α, tracepW_1q ď R, }diagpW_2q} ď R, « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ľ 0,

(28)

where W_1 P R^{d1 ^d1} , W_2 P R^{d2 ^d2} , and M P R^{d1 ^d2} . By using the characterization of semidefiniteness via the Schur complement, (28) can be equivalently rewritten as a standard form of SDP given by

minimize W_1,W_2,M,t t subject to tracepW_1q ď R, « I_{Ld2} ApMq pApMqq^J 2y^JApMq ´ y^Jy ` t ff ľ 0 « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ľ 0, « 1 diagpW_2q diagpW_2q^J R ff ľ 0, « 1 Me_k e^J_k M^J α ff ľ 0, @k P rd_2s.

(29)

The linear matrix inequalities (LMI) for semidefinite constraints in (29) can be combined into a single LMI by combining the matrices in LMIs as a block diagonal matrix. Then (29) can be solved by general-purpose SDP solvers such as SeDuMi [49] and YALMIP [35]. However, these SDP solvers may not scale well to large instances. Instead, we derive an ADMM algorithm [3] as follows. First, we consider an alternative formulation obtained by penalizing the constraints on W_1 and W_2, which is given by

minimize W_1,W_2,M }y ´ ApMq}^2 ` λ_1tracepW_1q ` λ_2}diagpW_2q}_8 subject to }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α, « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ľ 0 (30) for some positive constants λ_1 and λ_2. Next, to split the penalty terms and constraints, we introduce auxiliary variables ĂW_1, ĂW_2, and ĂM, which leads to an equivalent reformulation of (30) in the form of

minimize

W_1,W_2,M,W̃_1,ĂW_2, ĂM

}y ´ ApMq}^2 ` λ_1tracepĂW_1q ` λ_2}diagpW_2q}_8

subject to }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α, M “ ĂM, W_1 “ ĂW_1, W_2 “ ĂW_2, « ĂW_1 ĂM ĂM J ĂW_2 ff ľ 0.

(31)

Then, the augmented Lagrangian of (31) with respect to the equality constraints is written as LpM, W_1, W_2, ĂM, ĂW_1, ĂW_2, Zq “ }y ´ ApMq}^2 ` λ_1tracepĂW_1q ` λ_2}diagpW_2q}_8 ` C Z, « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ´ « ĂW_1 ĂM ĂM J ĂW_2 ffG ` ρ 2 › › › « W_1 M M^J W_2 ff ´ « ĂW_1 ĂM ĂM J ĂW_2 ff› › › 2

F , (32) where its domain is determined by

}M}_{1Ñ2} ď α and « ĂW_1 ĂM ĂM J ĂW_2 ff ľ 0.

The ADMM algorithm, outlined in Algorithm 1, is obtained by minimizing the augmented Lagrangian with respect to tM, W_1, W_2u and t ĂM , ĂW_1, ĂW_2u separately, followed by the linear update of the dual variable Z. As we will show below, splitting variables in the above way makes the resulting sub-problems easy to solve, which enables efficient updates in the ADMM algorithm.

Update of tM, W_1, W_2u: This step is done by the following four separate sub-problems. To explain the solutions to these sub-problems, we introduce submatrices of Z^t denoted by Z^t_{11} P R^{d1 ^d1} , Z^t_{12} P R^{d1 ^d2} , and Z^t_{22} P R^{d2 ^d2} such that

Z^t “ « Z^t_{11} Z^t_{12} ` Z^t_{12}

˘_J Z^t_{22} ff .

Algorithm 1 ADMM algorithm for mixed-norm-based estimator

Input: ĂM^0, ĂW^0_1 , ĂW^0_2 , Z^0 Initialize: t “ 0 while not converged do pM^{t`1}, W^{t`1}_1 , W^{t`1}_2 q “ argmin_{M,W1,W2} ! LpM, W_1, W_2, ĂM^t, ĂW^t_1 , ĂW^t_2, Z^tq : }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α )

p ĂM^{t`1}, ĂW^{t`1}_1 , ĂW^{t`1}_2 q “ argmin_Ă M,ĂW_1,ĂW_2 # LpM^{t`1}, W^{t`1}_1 , W^{t`1}_2 , ĂM, ĂW_1, ĂW_2, Z^tq : « ĂW_1 ĂM ĂM J ĂW_2 ff ľ 0 +

Z^{t`1} “ Z^t ` ρ ~« ĂW^{t`1}_1 ĂM t`1 p ĂM^{t`1}q^J ĂW^{t`1}_2 ff ´ « W^{t`1}_1 M^{t`1} pM^{t`1}q^J W^{t`1}_2 ff¸

t Ð t ` 1 end while Output: ĂM^t

First note that the determination of the optimal M is decoupled from the other variables W_1 and W_2, which is given by

M^{t`1} “ argmin

}M}_{1Ñ2} ďα

}y ´ ApMq}^2 ` xZ^t_{12}, ĂM^t ´ My` ρ 2 } ĂM^t ´ M}^2_F. (33)

Indeed, each column of M^{t`1} is updated independently from the other columns. Note that the measurement vector y P R^n is decomposed into d_2 non-overlapping blocks with respect to the column from which the measurements are taken from. Recall that our measurements are given as y_k “ trpA^J_k M_0q ` η_k for k P rLd_2s. For each l P rd_2s, we denote the column vector consisting of all measurements with A_k “ ξ_ke^J_{jk} such that j_k “ l by y̆_l P R^L . Then y is equivalent to ry̆^J_1 , y̆^J_2 , . . . , y̆^J_{d2} s^J up to a permutation. We can construct matrices Ă_1, . . . , Ă_{d2} P RL^d1 such that the noise-free version of y̆_l is given by y̆_l “ Ă_lpM_0e_lq. Then each summand in the objective function in (33) is decomposed as

}y ´ ApMq}^2 “

d_2ÿ

l“1 }y̆_l ´ Ă_lpMe_lq}^2,

xZ^k_{12}, ĂM^t ´ My “

d_2ÿ

l“1 xZ^t_{12}e_l, ĂM^te_l ´ Me_ly, ρ 2 › Ă M^t ´ M

›_2 F “ d_2ÿ

l“1 ρ 2 › Ă M^te_l ´ Me_l ›_2 2. Furthermore, the constraint }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α is equivalently rewritten as

}Me_l}_2 ď α, @l P rd_2s.

Therefore, the optimization in (33) is rewritten as a set of decoupled optimization problems over columns given by

M^{t`1}e_l “ argmin

wPR^d1 :}w}_2ďα

}y_l ´ Ă_lw}^2 ` e^J_l pZ^t_{12}q^Jp ĂM^te_l ´ wq` ρ 2 } ĂM^te_l ´ w}^2. (34)

The optimization problem in (34) is rewritten as min }w}_2ďα

}b ´ Qw}^2 (35)

with Q “ Ă^J_l Ă_l `^ρ_2 I_{d1} and b “ Ă^J_l y ´^1_2 Z^t_{12}e_l ´^ρ_2 ĂM^te_l. This is a norm-constrained least squares problem, which is equivalent to a ridge-regression problem via the Lagrangian formulation, i.e. there exists λ ą 0 such that (35) is equivalent to

Lpw, λq “ }b ´ Qw}^2 ` λp}w}^2 ´ α^2q.

This can be solved efficiently using least squares and a binary search over λ. Further details are provided in Appendix E.^1

1The norm-constrained least squares in (35) could be avoided as one introduce another block to the ADMM algorithm. However, the resulting ADMM algorithm with three blocks is not necessarily convergent [11]. Next, W1 is updated by a simple closed form given by

W^{t`1}_1 “ ĂW^t_1 ´ ρ^{´1}Z^t_{11}.

Update of t ĂM, ĂW_1, ĂW_2u: With a shorthand notation Φ “ « W̃_1 M̃ M̃ J W̃_2 ff , the objective function is written as a quadratic function in Φ whose Hessian is a scaled identity matrix. Therefore, the solution is written as « ĂW^{t`1}_1 ĂM t`1 p ĂM^{t`1}q^J ĂW^{t`1}_2 ff “ Π_Sd_` ~ Φ^{k`1} ´ ρ^{´1} ~ Z^k ` λ_1 « I_{d1} 0_{d1,d2} 0_{d2,d1} 0_{d2} ff¸¸ , where Π_Sd_` p¨q denotes the orthogonal projection operator onto the set of d-by-d positive semidefinite matrices S^d_`.

4 Relation among tensor norms of rank-r operators

Recall that our primary goal is to establish a unifying analysis framework for low-rank matrix recovery from localized measurements. This is achieved through the entropy analysis between the projective and injective tensor products, which is derived in the next section. To this end, in this section, we verify that the max norm and the mixed norm are equivalent to the projective norm on the corresponding tensor product.

The equivalence of the γ_2 norm and the projective norm on ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8 is known as a form of the little Grothendieck’s theorem (e.g., [42, Theorem 3.1]), stated as the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1 (little Grothendieck [42, Theorem 3.1]). Let T P ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8. Then

γ_2pT q ď ν_1pT q ď K_Gγ_2pT q, (37)

where K_G denotes the Grothendieck constant that satisfies 1.67 ď K_G ď 1.79.

The off-diagonal entries of W2 are updated similarly by “ W^{t`1}_2 ‰ i,j “ “Ă W^t_2 ‰ i,j ´ ρ^{´1} “ Z^t_{22} ‰ i,j , @i ‰ j P rd2s. Finally, the diagonal entries of W2 are updated by

diagpW^{t`1}_2 q “ argmin_{uPRd2} λ2 }u}_8` ρ 2 › ›u ´ diagpĂW t_2 ` ρ´1Zt_{22} q › ›^2 2 . (36)

Note that the right-hand side of (36) corresponds to the proximal operator of } ¨ }8. It has been shown [17] that there exists a closed form expression for the solution to (36).

Indeed, one obtains a more popular form of Grothendieck’s theorem by plugging in the expression of the projective norm (or equivalently 1-nuclear norm since T is finite-rank) in (21) and the γ_2 norm in (22) into the inequality in (37). Furthermore, the following corollary is given as a direct consequence of Lemmas 3.1 and 4.1. Corollary 4.2. Let T P ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8 satisfy rankpT q ď r. Then

}T } ď ν_1pT q ď K_G ? r}T }. Corollary 4.2 shows the equivalence of the injective and projective tensor norms of a rank-r linear operator in ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8 up to K_G ? r. Next, we present the relation between the 2-summing norm and the 1-nuclear norm of a linear operator in ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_2 . Indeed, we show the norm equivalence in a slightly more general setting, in which the tensor product is given as ℓ^n_8 b Y for a Banach space Y of type-2 defined as follows.

Definition 4.3. A Banach space X has type p if there exists a constant C such that for all finite sequence px_j q in X ´ E › › ÿ j ϵ_jx_j › ›^p X ¯_{1{p} ď C ´ ÿ j }x_j }^p_X

¯_{1{p} , (38)

where pϵ_j q is a Rademacher sequence [41]. The type-p constant of X, denoted by τ_ppXq, is the smallest constant C that satisfies (38).

The triangle inequality implies that every normed space is of type 1 with constant τ_1pXq “ 1. In this paper, we are interested in Banach spaces of type 2. For example, L_ppΩ, Σ, μq satisfies τ_{minpp,2q}pL_pq ď ? p for 1 ď p ă 8 (e.g. [10, Lemma 3]). This implies that ℓ^n_p is of type 2 for all 2 ď p ă 8.

The following lemma shows that the 1-nuclear norm of T P ℓ^n_8 b Y is equivalent to the 2-summing norm of the adjoint T^˚ up to the type-2 constant of Y . The proof of Lemma 4.4 is provided in Appendix D.

Lemma 4.4. Let T P ℓ^n_8 b Y , where Y is a finite-dimensional Banach space of type-2. Suppose that T^˚ is 2-summing. Then we have

π_2pT^˚q ď ν_1pT q ď ? 2 τ_2pY qπ_2pT^˚q.

By combining Lemmas 3.2 and 4.4 with the fact that τ_2pℓ^m_p q ď ? p for 2 ď p ă 8 (e.g., see [10, Lemma 3]), we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5. Let T P ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_2 be of rank-r. Then, we have

}T } ď π_2pT^˚q ď ν_1pT q ď ? 2r}T }. Corollary 4.5 implies that both the 2-summing and 1-nuclear norms of a rank-r operator are equivalent to the operator norm up to ? 2r. Moreover, the 1-nuclear and operator norms correspond to the projective and injective tensor norms in this setting. In the next section, we will use the interlacing property of these norms to compute entropy integrals, which arise in the analysis of relevant low-rank recovery problems.

5 Entropy estimates of tensor products

This section is devoted to derive estimates on covering number and the resulting entropy integral for tensor products of Banach spaces. Let us first recall relevant definitions to state the main results.

For symmetric convex bodies D and E, the covering number NpD, Eq and the packing number MpD, Eq are respectively defined by

NpD, Eq :“ min ! l : Dy_1, . . . , y_l P D, D Ă ď 1ďjďl py_j ` Eq ) , MpD, Eq :“ max ! l : Dy_1, . . . , y_l P D, y_j ´ y_k R E, @j ‰ k ) . Indeed, they are related to each other by NpD, Eq ď MpD, Eq ď NpD, E{2q . For T P LpX, Y q, the dyadic entropy number [8] is defined by

e_kpT q :“ inftϵ ą 0 : MpT pB_X q, ϵB_Y q ď 2^{k´1}u.

We will use the following shorthand notation for the weighted summation of the dyadic entropy numbers: E_{2,1}pT q :“ 8ÿ k“0 e_kpT q ? k , which is up to a constant equivalent to the entropy integral ş_8 0 a ln NpT pB_X q, ϵB_Y qdϵ [41], which plays a key role in analyzing properties on random linear operators on low-rank matrices.

We derive the E_{2,1} of the identity operator from the injective tensor product to the projective tensor product of a set of Banach space pairs. The main machinery in deriving these estimates is Maurey’s empirical method [10], summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 ([27, Lemma 3.4]). Let T P Lpℓ^n_1 , ℓ^m_8pℓ^d_2qq. Then

E_{2,1}pT q ď C ? 1 ` ln n p1 ` ln mq^{3{2}}T }.

In order to apply Lemma 5.1 to ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_8, we use the fact that ℓ^m_8 qb ℓ^n_8 is isometrically isomorphic to ℓ^{mn}_8 . In fact,

}M}_ℓm_{8 qbℓ}n_8 “ max_{1ďjďn} }Me_j }_8 “ }vecpMq}_8,

where vecpMq rearranges M P R^{m^n} into R^{mn} by stacking its columns vertically. Furthermore, the trace dual and the Banach space dual of ℓ^n_1 pb ℓ^m_1 are ℓ^m_1 qb ℓ^n_1 and ℓ^n_8 qb ℓ^m_8, respectively. Therefore, it follows that ℓ^m_1 pb ℓ^n_1 is isometrically isomorphic to ℓ^{mn}_1 . With these isometric isomorphisms, Maurey’s empirical method in Lemma 5.1 provides the following estimate.

Proposition 5.2. There exists a numerical constant C such that

E_{2,1}pid : ℓ^m_8 pb ℓ^n_8 Ñ ℓ^m_8 qb ℓ^n_8q ď C ? 1 ` m ` n p1 ` ln m ` ln nq^{3{2}.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Let ι_m : ℓ^m_1 Ñ ℓ^{2m}_8 be defined by ι_m ` pa_j q^m_{j“1} ˘ “ ~_m ÿ j“1 ϵ_ja_j ¸ pϵ_j q^m_{j“1}Pt˘1u^m .

Then we have › ›ι_mppa_j q^m_{j“1}q › ›_8 “ max #ˇ ˇ ˇ^m ÿ j“1 ϵ_j a_j ˇ ˇ : pϵ_j q^m_{j“1} P t˘1u^m + “ › ›pa_j q^m_{j“1} › ›_1 .

This implies that ℓ^m_1 is isometrically isomorphic to E_m “ ι_mpℓ^m_1 q Ă ℓ^{2m}_8 . Since ι_m P Lpℓ^m_1 , E_mq is an isomorphism, there exists J_m P Lpℓ^{2m}_8 , ℓ^m_1 q such that ι_mJ_m|_{Em} (resp. on

J_mι_m) is the identity on E_m (resp. ℓ^m_1 ). Then J^˚_mpℓ^m_8q “ E^˚_m and ℓ^m_8 is isometrically isomorphic to E^˚_m. Furthermore, by the Hahn-Banach theorem, ι^˚_m P Lpℓ^{2m}_1 , ℓ^m_8q is surjective and isometric. It also follows that J_m is also surjective and isometric.

Then there exists an isometry ι that embeds ℓ^n_1 qb ℓ^m_1 into ℓ^{2n}_8 qb ℓ^{2m}_8 . Indeed, ℓ^n_1 qb ℓ^m_1 is identified to Lpℓ^n_8, ℓ^m_1 q. By ι_m P Lpℓ^m_1 , ℓ^{2m}_8 q and J^˚_n P Lpℓ^n_8, ℓ^{2n}_1 q, Lpℓ^n_8, ℓ^m_1 q is isometrically isomorphic to LpE^˚_n, E_mq. Since E^˚_n and E_m are subspaces of ℓ^{2n}_1 and ℓ^{2m}_8 respectively, LpE^˚_n, E_mq embeds into Lpℓ^{2n}_1 , ℓ^{2m}_8 q, which is identified to ℓ^{2n}_8 qb ℓ^{2m}_8 . Furthermore, similarly to the above argument, by the Hahn-Banach theorem, ι^˚ : ℓ^{2n}_1 pbℓ^{2m}_1 Ñ ℓ^n_8 pbℓ^m_8 is surjective and isometric.

Then we obtain the following commutative diagram:

ℓ^{2n}_1 pb ℓ^{2m}_1

ℓ^n_8 pb ℓ^m_8 ℓ^n_8 qb ℓ^m_8

ι^˚Tid

Since the map ι^˚ is surjective and isometric, we have

e_kpid : ℓ^n_8 pb ℓ^m_8 Ñ ℓ^n_8 qb ℓ^m_8q ď e_kpT : ℓ^{2n}_1 pb ℓ^{2m}_1 Ñ ℓ^n_8 qb ℓ^m_8q “ e_kpid : ℓ^{2n`m}_1 Ñ ℓ^{nm}_8 q.

Finally, the assertion follows by Maurey’s empirical method in Lemma 5.1.

Next, in order to apply Lemma 5.1 to ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_p with 2 ď p ă 8, we use the following result that shows embedding of finite-dimensional ℓ_p space to ℓ_1 up to a small Banach-Mazur distance.

Lemma 5.3. [10, Lemma 5] Let 1 ă p ď 2. For each ϵ ą 0, there exists a constant cpp, ϵq ą 0 such that for each m, ℓ^m_1 contains a subspace p1 ` ϵq-isomorphic to ℓ^k_p with k ě cpp, ϵqm. Then we can obtain the following entropy estimate for ℓ^n_8 b ℓ^m_p with 2 ď p ă 8 by combining Lemmas 5.1 and 5.3.

Proposition 5.4. We have

E_{2,1}pid : ℓ^n_8 pb ℓ^m_2 Ñ ℓ^n_8 qb ℓ^m_2 q ď C ? 1 ` n ` m p1 ` ln nq^{3{2}.

Proof of Proposition 5.4. By Lemma 5.3, there exists Υ : ℓ^m_2 Ñ ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_1 such that

|}Υx}_1 ´ }x}_2| ď ϵ. (39)

Let E “ Υpℓ^m_2 q denote the image of ℓ^m_2 via Υ. Define E^K “ ty P ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_8 : xy, xy “ 0, @x P Eu, where x¨, ¨y denotes the canonical bilinear transform on ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_8 ^ ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_1 corresponding to the functional evaluation. By the Hahn-Banach theorem, E^˚ is isometrically isomorphic to ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}

8 {E^K and there exists an isometric epimorphism ϱ from ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_8 to the quotient space ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_8 {E^K, i.e. ϱ : ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_8 ↠ ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs}_8 {E^K – E^˚. It follows from (39) that |}Υ^˚|_E˚ y}_2 ´ }y}_E˚ | ď δ }y}_E˚ , @y P E^˚.

Therefore, Υ^˚|_E˚ ˝ ϱ : Y^˚ ↠ ℓ^m_2 is an epimorphism satisfying }Υ^˚|_E˚ ˝ ϱ} ď 1 ` ϵ. Furthermore, by the construction in the proof of 5.2, there is an isometric epimorphism from ℓ^{2rm{cpp,ϵqs} 1 to ℓ^{rm{cpp,ϵqs} 8 . Therefore, we have a surjective map from ℓ^{2rm{cpp,ϵqs}_1 to ℓ^m_2 . On the other hand, we have a surjective map from ℓ^{2n}_1 to ℓ^n_8, which is indeed an isometric epimorphism. By the surjectivity of the projective tensor product, we obtain that there is a surjective map from ℓ^{2n}_1 pb ℓ^{2rm{cpp,ϵqs}_1 to ℓ^n_8 pb ℓ^m_2 . Next note that ℓ^{2n}_1 pb ℓ^{2rm{cpp,ϵqs}_1 is isometrically identified to ℓ^{2n`rm{cpp,ϵqs}

1 . Furthermore, ℓ^n_8 qb ℓ^m_2 is isometrically identified to ℓ^n_8pℓ^m_2 q. By combining the above results, we obtain the following commutative diagram. ℓ^{2n`rm{cpp,ϵqs} 1

ℓ^n_8 pb ℓ^m_2 ℓ^n_8pℓ^m_2 q id

Then the assertion follows from Lemma 5.1 due to the surjectivity of the entropy number [9, p. 12].

6 Estimation error upper bounds

In this section, we derive statistical error bounds for decentralized subspace sketching and matrix completion by using Proposition 1.1. We obtain tail bounds of the geometric quantities θ and Γ.

6.1 Decentralized subspace sketching

We first prove Theorem 1.2 for decentralized subspace sketching. The following lemma, as a corollary of Proposition 5.4, provides a tail bound on θ.

Lemma 6.1. Let pb_kq^{Ld2}_{k“1}, pη_kq^{Ld2}_{k“1}, and |||¨||| be as in Theorem 1.2. Then there exists an absolute constant C such that sup |||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ }M}^2_F´ 1 L Ld_2ÿ

k“1 |xb_ke^J_{jk} , My|^2 ˇ ˇ ˇ ď Cd_2 ¨ ˝rpd^1 ` d^2q log^3pd^1 ` d^2q _ logp2ζ^{´1}q Ld_2 _ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^3pd_1 ` d_2q _ logp2ζ^{´1}q Ld_2 ˛ ‚

holds with probability 1 ´ ζ.

Proof. Let Q_M P R^{Ld1 d2^Ld1d2} be a block diagonal matrix defined by

Q_M :“ 1 ? L

» — — — –

I_L b pMe_1q^J 0 ¨ ¨ ¨ 0 0 I_L b pMe_2q^J ¨ ¨ ¨ 0 . . . . . .. . . 0 0 ¨ ¨ ¨ I_L b pMe_{d2} q^J fi ffi ffi ffi fl .

Then we have 1 L Ld_2ÿ

k“1 |xb_ke^J_{jk} , My|^2 “ }Q_M ξ}^2

for ξ „ N p0, I_{Ld1 d2} q. It follows that }Q_M ξ}^2 is a Gaussian chaos indexed by M. Furthermore, it satisfies E }Q_M ξ}^2 “ }M}^2_F .

Therefore, it suffices to obtain a tail estimate on the supremum of | }Q_M ξ}^2 ´ E }Q_M ξ}^2 | over tM : |||M ||| ď 1u. To this end, we use the concentration inequality by Krahmer et al. [30], which is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.2 (Theorem 3.1 in [30]). Let ξ P R^n be a Gaussian vector with E rξs “ 0 and E rξξ^J s “ I_n. Let Δ Ă R^{m^n} . There exists an absolute constant C such that

sup_{QPΔ} ˇ ˇ}Qξ}2 ´ Er}Qξ}2s ˇ ˇ ď C ´E ` V alogp2ζ_{´1}q ` U logp2ζ_{´1}q¯ holds with probability 1 ´ ζ, where

E :“ γ̃_2pΔq rγ̃_2pΔq ` d_FpΔqs , V :“ d_SpΔq rγ̃_2pΔq ` d_FpΔqs , U :“ d^2_SpΔq.

Here γ̃_2pΔ, }¨}q denotes the Talagrand γ_2 functional of the metric space given by the spectral norm, and d_SpΔq and d_FpΔq denotes the radii of Δ with respect to the spectral norm and the Frobenius norm, respectively.^2

We apply Theorem 6.2 to the set Δ :“ tQ_M : M P B_{|||¨|||}u, where the unit ball B_{|||¨|||} :“ tM : |||M ||| ď 1u is written as B_{|||¨|||} “ tM : }M}_{1Ñ2} ď 1, }M}_{mixed} ď ? ru. Note that d_FpΔq and d_SpΔq are respectively upper-bounded by

d_FpΔq ď a d_2 and d_SpΔq ď 1 ? L . Let B_S denote the unit ball with respect to the spectral norm. Then, by Dudley’s inequality, γ̃_2pΔq is upper-bounded through by

γ̃_2pΔq À ż_8 0 a log N pΔ, ηB_Sq dη ď 1 ? L ż_8 0 b log N ` B_{|||¨|||}, ηB_{1Ñ2} ˘ dη

À b rpd_1 ` d_2q log^3pd_1 ` d_2q ? L , where the second inequality holds since }Q_M ´ Q_M 1 } “ L^{´1{2} }M ´ M^1}_{1Ñ2} and the last inequality follows from Proposition 5.4. Then E, U, and V in Theorem 6.2 are upperbounded respectively by

E À d_2 ¨ ˝ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^3pd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ` rpd_1 ` d_2q log^3pd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ˛ ‚, U ď d^2 Ld_2 ,

and

V À d_2 ? Ld_2 ¨ ˝ b rpd_1 ` d_2q log^3pd_1 ` d_2q ? Ld_2 ` 1 ˛ ‚.

2We used an non-standard notation γ̃2 to distinguish it from the γ2 factorization norm in Section 2.

Then the assertion follows by plugging in these upper estimates to Theorem 6.2.

Next, we obtain a tail bound on Γ by the following lemma.

Lemma 6.3. Let pb_kq^{Ld2}_{k“1}, pη_kq^{Ld2}_{k“1}, and |||¨||| be as in Theorem 1.2. Then there exists an absolute constant C such that E_{pgk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ Ld_2ÿ

k“1 g_kb_ke^J_{jk} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ ď C a logpζ^{´1}q a Ld_2 a rpd_1 ` d_2q log^{3{2}pd_1 ` d_2q a logpLd_2 ` 1q

holds with probability 1 ´ ζ.

Proof. The left-hand side is equivalent (up to a logarithmic factor of the size of the summation) to the corresponding Rademacher complexity (e.g. [31], Equation (4.9)), i.e. E_{pgk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ Ld_2ÿ

k“1 g_kb_ke^J_{jk} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ À a logpLd_2 ` 1qE_{prk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ Ld_2ÿ

k“1 r_kb_ke^J_{jk} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ ,

where pr_kq^{Ld2}_{k“1} is a Rademacher sequence and the expectation is conditioned on pb_kq^{Ld2}_{k“1}. Then by the symmetry of the standard Gaussian distribution, we obtain E_{prk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ Ld_2ÿ

k“1 r_kb_ke^J_{jk} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ_˚

“ sup

|||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ Ld_2ÿ

k“1 xr_kb_k, Me_{jk} y ˇ ˇ ˇ “ sup

|||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ Ld_2ÿ

k“1 xb_k, Me_{jk} y ˇ ˇ ˇ looooooooooooomooooooooooooon (§) ,

where the second equation holds in the sense of distribution.

A tail bound on (§) is derived by the following lemma, which is a direct consequence of the moment version of Dudley’s inequality (e.g., p. 263 in [19]) and a version of Markov’s inequality (e.g., Proposition 7.11 in [19]).

Lemma 6.4. Let ξ „ N p0, I_nq, Δ Ă R^n , and 0 ă ζ ă e^{1{2}. Then there exists constant c such that sup_{fPΔ} |f^˚ξ| ď c a logpζ^{´1}q ż_8 0 a log NpΔ, ηB_2qdη

with probability 1 ´ ζ.

Since the set tM : |||M ||| ď αu is symmetric, we can omit the absolute value in the objective function in (§). Let f_M :“ r1_{L,1} b pMe_1q; . . . ; 1_{L,1} b pMe_{d2} qs P R^{Ld2} , where 1_{L,1} denotes the column vector of length L with all entries set to 1. Then (§) is written as the maximum of f^˚ξ with ξ „ N p0, I_nq over the set Δ “ tf_M : |||M ||| ď 1u. Since

}f_M ´ f_M 1 }_2 “ ? L › M ´ M^1 › F ď › M ´ M^1 › 1Ñ2 a Ld_2, it follows that

NpΔ, ηB_2q ď N ^ B_{|||¨|||}, η ? Ld_2 B_{1Ñ2} ˙ ď N ^ ? rB_{mixed}, η ? Ld_2 B_{1Ñ2} ˙ . Recall that the mixed-norm is equivalent to the projective tensor norm up to a constant. Therefore Proposition 5.4 provides an upper bound on NpΔ, ηB_2q. The assertion is obtained by applying this to Lemma 6.4.

Finally, plugging in the tail estimates of θ and Γ respectively by Lemmas 6.1 and 6.3 to Proposition 1.1 provides Theorem 1.2. We choose ζ “ pd_1 ` d_2q^{´1} in applying those lemmas.

6.2 Completion of bounded and approximately low-rank matrices Similarly, Proposition 1.1 can also be used to obtain the error bound for max-norm-constrained matrix completion. The error bound matches the best-known result [5] (up to a logarithmic factor). Indeed, Proposition 1.1 is an abstraction of the proof strategy by Cai and Zhou [5] to general tensor-norm-based LASSO. Cai and Zhou [5] have already provided tail estimates on θ and Γ. Here we provide an alternative tail bound on θ through Maurey’s empirical method.

By applying the entropy estimate in Proposition 5.2 to a version of the Rudelson- Vershynin lemma [27, Proposition 2.6], which generalizes upon previous works [16, 44, 45], we obtain the following concentration inequality on the quadratic form with random entrywise sampling operator.

Lemma 6.5. Let pi_k, j_kq for k “ 1, . . . , n be independent copies of a uniform random variable on t1, . . . , d_1u ^ t1, . . . , d_2u. Let ||| ¨||| be defined as in (9). Then there exists an absolute constant C such that sup |||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ d_1d_2 n nÿ k“1 |xe_{ik} b e_{jk} , My|^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ

ď Cd_1d_2 ¨ ˝rpd^1 ` d^2q ln^3pd^1 ` d^2q _ ln^2pζ^{´1}q n _ d rpd_1 ` d_2q ln^3pd_1 ` d_2q _ ln^2pζ^{´1}q n ˛ ‚ (40) holds with probability at least 1 ´ ζ.

Proof. The assertion is obtained as a consequence of [27, Proposition 2.6]. Let X be a Banach space of d_1-by-d_2 matrices equipped with the norm defined by }M}_X “ ? d_1d_2 |||M |||.

Then it immediately follows that }M}_F ď }M}_X . We consider a generalized sparsity model given by tM : }M}_X ď ? s}M}_Fu. Let v_k : X Ñ R denote the linear operator defined by

v_kpMq “ x a d_1d_2 e_{ik} b e_{jk} , My

for k “ 1, . . . , n. Since the random indices are uniformly distributed, we have the isotropy, i.e. E v^˚_k v_k “ Id. Let v : X Ñ ℓ^n_8 denote the composite operator such that vpMq “ rv_1pMq, . . . , v_npMqs^J. Then [27, Proposition 2.6]^3 implies that there exists an absolute constant C_1 with which sup }M}_X ď ? s ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ 1 n nÿ k“1 |v_kpMq|^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ď C_1 ^c sϱ n _ sϱ n ˙ (41)

holds with probability at least 1 ´ ζ, where

ϱ :“ sup_{kPN} ” pE E_{2,1} pvq^{2k}q^{1{k}` a lnpζ^{´1}qpE }v}^{2k} q^{1{k} ı . Therefore, to get an upper bound in (40), it suffices to calculate the moments of E_{2,1}pvq and }v}.

First we obtain an upper bound on E_{2,1}pvq by Proposition 5.2 as follows. X ℓ^n_8

ℓ^{d2}_8 qb ℓ^{d1}_8 Idvv

3[27, Proposition 2.6] has an extra constraint }M}_F “ 1 in the supremum in the left-hand side. This leads to a multiplicative deviation, i.e. the upper bound is proportional to }M}_F. However, the proof remains valid when this unit-norm constraint is dropped.

By the above commutative diagram, we have

E_{2,1}pv : X Ñ ℓ^n_8q ď }v : ℓ^{d2}_8 qb ℓ^{d1}_8 Ñ ℓ^n_8} ¨ E_{2,1}pId : X Ñ ℓ^{d2}_8 qb ℓ^{d1}_8 q ď a d_1d_2¨ c r d_1d_2

¨ E_{2,1}pId : ℓ^{d2}_8 pb ℓ^{d1}_8 Ñ ℓ^{d2}_8 qb ℓ^{d1}_8 q

ď C_2 b rpd_1 ` d_2q ln^3pd_1 ` d_2q,

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 5.2.

Moreover, the operator norm of v satisfies

}v : X Ñ ℓ^n_8} ď 1 ? d_1d_2

}v : ℓ^{d2}_8 qb ℓ^{d1}_8 Ñ ℓ^n_8} “ 1.

Note that the above upper bounds on E_{2,1}pvq and }v} hold with probability 1. Therefore the corresponding moment terms are upper-bounded in the same way. Then the assertion follows by plugging in these upper estimates to (41) with s “ d_1d_2.

This concentration inequality provides an alternative tail bound on θ. Lemma 6.5 provides sup |||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ d_1d_2 n nÿ k“1 |xe_{ik} b e_{jk} , My|^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ ď C d d_1d_2rpm ` nq ln^3pm ` nq n (42)

with high probability. Compared to the analogous result by Cai and Zhou [5], which is summarized as follows: ˇ ˇ ˇ d_1d_2 n nÿ k“1 |xe_{ik} b e_{jk} , My|^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ ď 1 2 }M}^2_F ` C c rpd_1 ` d_2q n (43)

holds for all M with |||M ||| ď 1 with high probability. Our upper bound in (42) has an extra logarithmic factor compared to (43). Therefore, unlike the result in [5], we do not achieve an optimal rate only up to an absolute constant. However, our proof by Maurey’s empirical method [10] might apply to a broader class of tensor norms beyond the max-norm by leveraging sophisticated embedding theorems (e.g. [18, 21, 24, 26, 28, 34, 40, 50–52]).

7 Information-theoretic lower bound

Cai and Zhou [5] have established a minimax lower bound for matrix completion where the unknown matrix is approximately low-rank and bounded. We present the proof of

Theorem 1.3 by adapting their strategy to our setting of decentralized sketching. Let us first recall the notion of packing (e.g. see [55, Definition 4.2.4]): For any set S, a subset P “ tx_1, x_2, ¨ ¨ ¨ x_nu Ă S is called ϵ-packing of S if dpx_i, x_j q ą ϵ for all i ‰ j P rns. The parameter ϵ denotes the packing density. Further, the packing number of S is defined as

MpS, d, ϵq “ maxtn P N : D ϵ-packing set of S of size nu. (44)

We now proceed with the proof.

Let κpα, Rq “ tM : }M}_{1Ñ2} ď α, }M}_{mixed} ď Ru with R “ ? rα. The first step is to show that there exists a packing set of κpα, Rq of a desirable size and packing density, which is followed by a multiway hypothesis testing argument and Fano’s inequality. These steps will establish the minimax lower bound.

The following lemma, obtained by adapting the statement and proof of [5, Lemma 3.1] to our setting, provides a random construction of a packing set of κpα, Rq.

Lemma 7.1. Let r “ R^2{α^2 and γ ď 1 satisfy r ď γ^2pd_1 ^ d_2q is an integer. Then there exists a subset M Ă κpα, Rq with cardinality

|M| “ R exp " rpd_1 _ d_2q 16γ^2 *V

with the following properties:

1. Every M P M satisfies that rankpMq ď r{γ^2 and M_{kl} P t˘γα{ ? d_1u for all k P rd_1s and l P rd_2s, thereby

}M}_{1Ñ2} “ γα, and }M}^2_F “ γ^2α^2d_2.

2. Any two distinct M^i, M^j P M satisfy › M^i ´ M^j

›_2 F ě γ^2α^2d_2 2 .

Proof. The idea is to show the existence of M by leveraging the empirical method. Without loss of generality, we may assume that d_2 ě d_1. (Otherwise we only need to flip d_1 and d_2 in the first assumption.) Let N “ expprd_2{16γ^2q, B “ r{γ^2 and for each i “ 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , N, we draw a random matrix M^i as follows: The matrix M^i consists of i.i.d. blocks of dimensions

B ^d_2, stacked up from top to bottom, with entries of the first block being i.i.d. symmetric random variables, taking values in ˘αγ{ ? d_1 such that

M^i_{kl} “ M^i_k1_l, @l, @k, k^1 : k^1 ” k pmod Bq.

It can be verified that all the matrices M^1, . . . , M^N drawn in such a manner satisfy the first property above. We can then define the packing set M as the set tM_1, M_2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , M_N u. It remains to show that the second property is also satisfied.

For any M^i ‰ M^j , we have

}M^i ´ M^j }^2_F “ ÿ k,l pM^i_{kl} ´ M^j_{kl}q^2 ě Z d_1 B ^_Bÿ k“1 d_2ÿ

l“1 pM^i_{kl} ´ M^j_{kl}q^2 “

4α^2γ^2 d_1 Z d_1 B ^_Bÿ k“1 d_2ÿ

l“1 δ_{kl}, where pδ_{kl}q denotes an array of i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with mean 1{2. Then Hoeffding’s inequality implies P ~_B ÿ k“1 d_2ÿ

l“1 δ_{kl} ě Bd_2 4 ¸ ď e^{´Bd2{8}.

By using the union bound argument over all

`_N 2 ˘ possible pairs, we obtain that

min_{i‰j} }M^i ´ M^j}^2_F ą α^2γ^2 Z d_1 B ^ Bd_2 d_1 ě α^2γ^2d_2 2 (45)

holds with probability at least 1´

`_N 2 ˘ exp p´Bd_2{8q ě 1{2. In other words, the second property is satisfied with nonzero probability, thereby, there exists such an instance satisfying (45). This concludes the proof.

Lemma 7.2. Let M Ă κpα, Rq be δ-separated, i.e. every distinct pair in M is at least separated by δ in the Frobenius norm. Let ĂM “ argmin_{MPM}}M ´Φ}_F and M^˚ be uniformly distributed over M. Then

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq E}Φ ´ M}^2_F ě δ^2 4 min_{ĂMPM} Pp ĂM ‰ M^˚q.

Proof. Suppose that there exists M^j P M such that M^j ‰ ĂM . By the optimality of ĂM and the triangle inequality, we have

}Φ ´ M^j }_F ě }M^j ´ ĂM}_F ´ }Φ ´ ĂM}_F ě }M^j ´ ĂM}_F ´ }Φ ´ M^j }_F, which implies }Φ ´ M^j }_F ě

}M^j ´ ĂM}_F 2 . Thus, since M^j , ĂM P M satisfy }M^j ´ ĂM}_F ě δ, we obtain

}Φ ´ M^j }^2_F ě δ^2 4 . Hence we deduce that M^j ‰ ĂM ùñ }Φ ´ M^j}^2_F ě δ^2 4 . (46)

Finally, we have

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq E }Φ ´ M}^2_F ě inf_Φ max_{M j PM} E }Φ ´ M^j }^2_F paq ě inf_Φ max_{M j PM} δ^2 4 P ^ }Φ ´ M^j }^2_F ě δ^2 4 ˙

pbq ě δ^2 4 min_{ĂMPM} max_{M j PM} Pp ĂM ‰ M^jq pcq ě δ^2 4 min_{ĂMPM} Pp ĂM ‰ M^˚q,

where (a) holds by Markov’s inequality; (b) follows from (46); and (c) holds since the worstcase error probability is larger than the error probability with respect to the uniformly distributed random matrix M^˚. This completes the proof.

We now proceed to provide a lower bound on min_{ĂMPM} Pp ĂM ‰ M^˚q by using the following lemma, which is a consequence of Fano’s inequality (Theorem 2.10.1, [12]).

Lemma 7.3 ([5, Eq. (6.17)]). Let P py|M, pA_kq^n_{k“1}q denote the conditional probability density of y in (1) given M and pA_kq^n_{k“1}. Let D_{KL}pM } M^1q denote the Kullback-Leiber divergence between ppy|M, pA_kq^n_{k“1}q and ppy|M^1, pA_kq^n_{k“1}q. Then

Pp ĂM ‰ M^˚q ě 1´

`_{|M|} 2 ˘_{´1} ř

j‰j^1 E DKL pM

j } M^{j1} q ` log 2 log |M|

, (47)

where M is the packing set derived in Lemma 7.1.

Moreover, with Gaussian noise, KLpM^j ||M^{j1} q is simplified as follows.

Lemma 7.4. Suppose that η_1, . . . , η_n are i.i.d. N p0, σ^2q. Then

D_{KL}pM^j } M^{j1} q “ 1 2σ^2 nÿ k“1 |xA_k, M^j ´ M^{j1} y|^2.

Furthermore, if E A_k xA_k, My “ M for all M, then

E D_{KL} pM^j } M^{j1} q “ 1 2σ^2

}M^j ´ M^{j1} }^2_F.

Proof. Since the conditional density function of y is written as

ppy|M, pA_kq^n_{k“1}q “ nź k“1 1 ? 2πσ^2 exp ^ ´ 1 2σ^2 py_k ´ xA_k, Myq^2 ˙ , it follows that

D_{KL}pM^j } M^{j1} q “ ż ppy|M^j , pA_kq^n_{k“1}q log ^ ppy|M^j , pA_kq^n_{k“1}q ppy|M^{j1} , pA_kq^n_{k“1}q ˙ dy “ E ~_n ÿ k“1 py_k ´ xA_k, M^{j1} yq^2 ´ p ? Ly_k ´ xA_k, M^j yq^2 2σ^2 ˇ ˇ ˇ M^j, pAkq^n_{k“1} ¸

“ 1 2σ^2 nÿ k“1 |xA_k, M^{j1} ´ M^j y|^2.

The second part follows immediately from the isotropy assumption.

Lemma 7.1 implies that }M^j ´ M^{j1} }^2_F ď 4α^2γ^2d_2 for all distinct M^j and M^{j1} in M. Furthermore, we also have log |M| ě rpd_1 _ d_2q{p16γ^2q. With this, we want to identify the conditions under which the above probability is non-zero. Let us suppose that γ^4 ď σ^2rpd_1 _ d_2q{p128α^2d_2q and rpd_1 _ d_2q ě 48. Then, using the above estimate of the KL divergence in from (47) provides

Pp ĂM ‰ M^˚q ě 1´

16γ^2 rpd_1 _ d_2q ^ 2α^2γ^2d_2

σ^2

` log 2 ˙ ě 1 2 . We already have that rpd_1 _ d_2q ě 48 from the assumption stated in Theorem 1.3. We now show how the condition on γ^4 can be satisfied. If σ^2rpd_1 _ d_2q ě 128α^2d_2, then we can choose γ^2 “ 1. In this case, we obtain

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq E}Φ ´ M}^2_F ě δ^2 4 ¨ 1 2 ě α^2d_2 16 , since δ “ αγ a d_2{2. Hence

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq E 1 d_2

}Φ ´ M}^2_F ě δ^2 4 ¨ 1 2 ě α^2 16 . Otherwise, we choose γ^2 “ a σ^2rpd_1 _ d_2q{p128α^2d_2q and obtain

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq E}Φ ´ M}^2_F ě δ^2 4 ¨ 1 2 ě α^2σ c rpd_1 _ d_2q 128 ¨ 1 α ? d_2 ¨ d_2 2 ¨ 1 4 ě ασ c rpd_1 _ d_2q 128 ¨ ? d_2 2 since δ “ αγ a d_2{2. Note that this choice of γ^2 obeys the conditions in Lemma 7.1. Hence

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq E 1 d_2

}Φ ´ M}^2_F ě α^2 16 ¨ σ ? L α d rpd_1 _ d_2q Ld_2 Finally, combining the above results, we obtain

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq 1 d_2

E}Φ ´ M}^2_F ě min ~ α^2 16 , α^2 16 ¨ σ ? L α d rpd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ¸ . To simplify further, we can consider the case where the number of measurements Ld_2 is greater than the degrees of freedom:

Ld_2 ě rpd_1 ` d_2q “

R^2pd_1 ` d_2q α^2 . Then, we have that α^2 ě^{R2pd1`d2q}_{Ld2} . Under this condition, the above minimax lower bound reduces to

inf_Φ sup MPκpα,Rq 1 d_2

E }Φ ´ M}^2_F ě α^2 16 ^ α^2 16 ¨ σ ? L α d rpd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ě αR 16 c d_1 ` d_2 Ld_2 ^ αR 16 ¨ σ ? L α c d_1 ` d_2 Ld_2 ě R 16 c d_1 ` d_2 Ld_2 ´ α ^ σ ? L ¯ . Therefore, we have the following minimax lower bound:

inf_Φ sup

M_0PK_{mixed}

E }Φ ´ M}^2_F

d_1d_2 ě α^2 16d_1 d rpd_1 ` d_2q Ld_2 ~ 1^ σ ? L α ¸ .

8 Discussion

We presented a tensor-norm-constrained LASSO estimator for low-rank recovery and its statistical analysis. When the observations are obtained by a local measurement operator, we proposed a principled design of a tensor-norm regularizer adapting to the local structure of measurements. Such a tensor norm that generalizes the max-norm and mixednorm has provided a near optimal error bound over decentralized subspace sketching and matrix completion. Importantly, the relaxed low-rank model allows inexact modeling of data. Furthermore, the error bound applies uniformly to all approximately low-rank matrices satisfying a less stringent condition than the conventional incoherence condition. We will provide more applications of the presented framework in companion papers including subspace blind deconvolution and recovery of jointly low-rank matrices.

There are several interesting directions to which the presented results may extend. Much less is known about tensor products of three or more Banach spaces compared to the case of two Banach spaces. Recently, the geometry of selected triple tensor products has been studied [22]. The extension along this direction will advance understanding on the regression with multilinear data. With applications in quantum tomography, it will be also fruitful to study the extension to tensor products of operator spaces similarly to the diamond norm approach in [29].

Funding

This work was supported in part by NSF CCF-1718771, DMS-1800872, and CAREER Award CCF-1943201.

Acknowledgment

K.L. thanks Felix Krahmer and Dominik Stöger for helpful discussions. The authors thank the anonymous reviewers for their constructive comments, which helped significantly improve the presentation of this paper.

A Proof of Proposition 1.1

First, note that since both M_0 and Φ are feasible, we have

||| Φ ´ M_0 ||| ď 2α,

and since Φ is optimal, nÿ k“1 ` y_k ´ trpA^J_k Φq

˘_2 ď nÿ k“1 ` y_k ´ trpA^J_k M_0q

˘_2 .

Then under the assumption (13), and using the fact that y_k “ trpA^J_k M_0q ` η_k, we have

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F ď 4α^2θ` 1 n nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k pΦ ´ M_0qq^2

“ 4α^2θ` 1 n nÿ k“1 “ py_k ´ trpA^J_k Φqq^2 ` 2η_kptrpA^J_k Φq ´ y_kq ` η^2_k ‰

ď 4α^2θ` 1 n nÿ k“1 “ py_k ´ trpA^J_k M_0qq^2 ` 2η_kptrpA^J_k Φq ´ y_kq ` η^2_k ‰

“ 4α^2θ` 2 n nÿ k“1 η_ktrpA^J_k pΦ ´ M_0qq.

To upper bound the right-hand side, we take the supremum over all feasible M̃, sup |||M̃|||ďα nÿ k“1 η_ktr ´ A^J_k pM̃ ´ M_0q ¯ “ sup

|||M|||ď2α nÿ k“1 xη_kA_k, My “ 2α ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 η_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ_˚ . The quantity on the right is a Gaussian empirical process for which [41, Theorem 4.7] provides the concentration bound ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 η_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ ď σE ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 g_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ ` σπ gf f elogp2ζ^{´1}q 2 sup |||M|||ď1 nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2, which holds with probability 1 ´ ζ, where the pg_kq^n_{k“1} are i.i.d. Gaussian with zero mean and unit variance. Thus

}Φ ´ M_0}^2_F ď 4α^2θ` 4ασΓ n ` 4ασπ n gf felogp2ζ´1q 2 sup |||M|||ď1 nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2

ď 4α^2θ` 4ασαΓ n ` 4ασαπ n gf fen logp2ζ´1q 2 ~ θ ` sup

|||M|||ď1

}M}^2_F ¸

ď 4α^2θ` 4ασΓ n ` 2πασ c 2 logp2ζ^{´1}q pθ ` R^2q n . B Proof of Lemma 3.2

Let E “ kerpT^˚q^K. Then it follows that T^˚ “ T^˚P_E , where P_E denotes the orthogonal projection onto E. Furthermore, since rankpT^˚q ď r, we have dimpEq ď r. By [25, Proposition 3.1], the 2-summing norm of T^˚ is upper-bounded by

π_2pT^˚q ď }T^˚}π_2pP_E q.

Since the ℓ_2 norm is unitarily-invariant, there exists a diagonal operator Λ such that π_2pP_E q “ π_2pΛq. Then, since dimpEq ď r, it follows by [25, Proposition 3.5] that

π_2pP_E q ď ? r. Finally it trivially holds that }T^˚} “ }T }. Combining the results provides the upper bound. Next, the lower bound is obtained from the fact that the 2-summing norm is always lowerbounded by the operator norm (see [25, Proposition 3.1]). This completes the proof.

C Proof of Lemma 3.3

We use the following result by Pietsch to prove Lemma 3.3.

Lemma C.1 ([25, Theorem 5.8]). Let X, Y be normed linear spaces (Y complete) and T P LpX, Y q be a 2-summing operator. Then there exists a Hilbert space H and operators T_1 P LpX, Hq and T_2 P LpH, Y q such that T “ T_2T_1, π_2pT_1q “ π_2pT q, and ν_1pT_2q “ 1.

By Lemma C.1, there exist d P N, T^˚_1 P LpY^˚, ℓ^d_2q, and T^˚_2 P Lpℓ^d_2, Xq such that T^˚ “ T^˚_2 T^˚_1 , π_2pT^˚_1 q “ π_2pT^˚q and }T^˚_2 } “ 1. Furthermore, by [25, Proposition 3.1], we have π_2pT^˚_2 T^˚_1 q ď π_2pT^˚_1 q}T^˚_2 }

for any T^˚_1 P LpY^˚, ℓ^d_2q and T^˚_2 P Lpℓ^d_2, Xq. Therefore, the 2-summing norm of T^˚ is written as in (25).

D Proof of Lemma 4.4

We first compute the nuclear-1 norm of the adjoint T^˚ P Y b ℓ^n_8. By the trace duality, the projective tensor norm of T^˚ is written as

ν_1pT^˚q “ supttrpS^˚T^˚q : S^˚ P ℓ^n_1 b Y^˚, }S^˚} ď 1u. (48)

Recall that the 2-summing norm π_2 is self-dual with respect to the trace duality. Therefore, we have trpS^˚T^˚q ď π_2pS^˚qπ_2pT^˚q. (49)

Since S^˚ P ℓ^n_1 b Y^˚ and Y is of type-2, by [25, Propositions 9.3 and 9.8], it follows that

π_2pS^˚q ď ? 2 τ_2pY q}S^˚}. (50)

By plugging in (49) and (50) into (48), we obtain

ν_1pT^˚q ď ? 2 τ_2pY qπ_2pT^˚q.

Moreover, since all Banach spaces here are finite-dimensional, it follows from [25, Proposition 1.13] that ν_1pT q “ ν_1pT^˚q.

The lower bound is obtained from the fact that the nuclear-1 norm is the largest operator ideal norm and the 2-summing norm is an operator ideal norm. This completes the proof.

E Solving a norm-constrained least squares

We consider a norm-constrained least squares problem in the form of

minimize

}x}_2ďα

}y ´ Ax}^2, (51)

where A P R^{m^n}, y P R^m, and x P R^n. Then the Lagrangian is given by

Lpx, λq “ }y ´ Ax}^2 ` λp}x}^2 ´ α^2q.

Since (51) satisfies Slater’s condition, an optimal solution is characterized by the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions. The KKT conditions for (51) are given by

}x}^2 ď α^2, λ ě 0, λp}x}^2 ´ α^2q “ 0, pA^JAx ´ A^Jyq ` λx “ 0.

If the unconstrained least squares solution x_0 “ pA^JAq^{´1}A^Jy is feasible by satisfying the norm constraint }x_0}_2 ď α, then x_{LS} and λ “ 0 satisfy the KKT conditions. Therefore, x_0 is an optimal solution to (51). Otherwise, we need to find the optimal Lagrange multiplier λ^‹ that satisfies the KKT conditions. Note that x_λ :“ pA^JA ` λI_nq^{´1}A^Jy satisfies the last condition for all λ ě 0. Further, the norm of this solution }x_λ}^2 “ }pA^JA ` λI_nq^{´1}A^Jy}^2 is a decreasing function of λ. By using a binary search, we can arrive at λ that can approximately satisfy all the constraints for any desired level of accuracy. At each step in a binary search, x_λ needs to be computed. However, this can be done efficiently by pre-computing the SVD of the matrix A.

F Non-local case analysis

Since A_1, . . . , A_n be independent copies of a random matrix with i.i.d. entries following N p0, 1q, it follows that E nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2 “ n }M}^2_F , @M. (52)

The left-hand side of (52) without the expectation is written as a Gaussian quadratic form given by_n ÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2 “ }Q_M ξ}^2 , (53)

where Q_M :“ ` I_n b vecpMq^J ˘ and ξ :“ rvecpA_1q . . . vecpA_nqs P R^{nd1 d2} „ N p0, I_{nd1d2} q. The identity in (53) holds in the sense of distribution.

Recall that we are interested in reconstructing a low-rank matrix M from the linear measurements in the form of

y_k “ trpA^J_k Mq ` η_k, k P rns,

where η_1, . . . , η_n are i.i.d. following N p0, σ^2q, which are also independent from everything else. To invoke Proposition 1.1, we need to derive probabilistic upper bounds in (13) and (14).

We first show that sup |||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ 1 n nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ À d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n _ rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n ` 1 ? n ¨ ˝ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n ` 1 ˛ ‚ a logp2ζ^{´1}q` logp2ζ^{´1}q n (54) holds with probability 1 ´ ζ. By (53), the left-hand side of (54) satisfies sup |||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ 1 n nÿ k“1 trpA^J_k Mq^2 ´ }M}^2_F ˇ ˇ ˇ “ sup

|||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ}QM ξ}^2 ´ n}M}^2_F ˇ ˇ . (55)

We apply Theorem 6.2 to get a tail bound on the right-hand side of (55). Let Δ “ tQ_M : M P B_{|||¨|||}u. The radii of Δ with respect to the Frobenius and spectral norms are given by

d_FpΔq “ sup_{MPB}

|||¨|||

}Q_M }_F “ sup_{MPB}

|||¨||| ? n }M}_F ď ? n and d_SpΔq “ sup_{MPB}

|||¨|||

}Q_M } “ sup_{MPB}

|||¨|||

}M}_F ď 1.

Furthermore, since }Q_M ´ Q_M 1 } “ }M ´ M^1}_F, the γ_2-functional of Δ is upper bounded by Dudley’s inequality as

γ̃_2pΔ, }¨}q À ż_8 0 a log N pΔ, ηB_Sq dη ď ż_8 0 c log N ´ B_{|||¨|||}, ηB_Sd_1,d_{22} ¯ dη ď ż_8 0 c log N ´? rB_Sd_1,d_{21} , ηB_Sd_1,d_{22} ¯ dη À ? rE_{2,1}pid : S^{d1,d2}_1 Ñ S^{d1,d2}_2 q, (56)

where S^{d1,d2}_q denotes the Schatten-q class of d_1-by-d_2 matrices. The upper bound in (56) is further bounded from above by using Maurey’s empirical method as follows. Note that the unit ball in S^{d1,d2}_1 is contained in the unit ball in S^{d1,d2}_q for any q ě 1. Then we apply [27, Equation (3)] and [27, Theorem 3.15] to an upper bound by substituting S^{d1,d2}_1 by S^{d1,d2}_q , which yields

E_{2,1}pid : S^{d1,d2}_q Ñ S^{d1,d2}_2 q À p1 ` ln d_1 ` ln d_2q^{3{2}pq^1q^{3{2}α_{d1d2} pidq,

where q^1 satisfies 1{q ` 1{q^1 “ 1 and

α_{d1d2} pidq “ › › a d_1I_{d2} › ›_{Sd2q1}` › › a d_2I_{d1} › ›_{Sd1q1} “ d^{1{2}_1 d^{1{q1}_2 ` d^{1{q1}_1 d^{1{2}_2 .

By choosing q^1 “ log d_1 ` log d_2, we obtain

E_{2,1}pid : S^{d1,d2}_1 Ñ S^{d1,d2}_2 q À a d_1 ` d_2 log^3pd_1d_2q. (57)

Then plugging in (57) to (56) provides

γ̃_2pΔ, }¨}q À b rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q.

Then E, U, and V in Theorem 6.2 are upper-bounded respectively by E À n ¨ ˝ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n _ rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n ˛ ‚, U ď 1,

and V À ? n ¨ ˝ d rpd_1 ` d_2q log^6pd_1d_2q n _ 1 ˛ ‚.

Therefore, plugging in these upper estimates to Theorem 6.2 provides (54).

Next, we show that E_{pgk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 g_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ_˚ À b nrpd_1 ` d_2q logpζ^{´1}q log^6pd_1d_2q (58)

holds with probability 1 ´ ζ, where the probability is with respect to the random matrices A_1, . . . , A_n. By [31, Equation (4.9)], the left-hand side of (58) is upper-bounded by the corresponding Rademacher complexity multiplied by a logarithmic factor, i.e. E_{pgk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 g_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ À a log n ¨ E_{prk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 r_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ for a Rademacher sequence pr_kq^n_{k“1}. Then, due to the symmetry of the standard Gaussian distribution, we obtain E_{prk q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 r_kA_k ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˚ “ sup

|||M|||ď1 ˇ ˇ ˇ nÿ k“1 xr_kA_k, My ˇ ˇ ˇ “ sup

|||M|||ď1 nÿ k“1 xA_k, My looooooooooomooooooooooon (§) . ,

where the last identity used the fact that the set tM : ||| M ||| ď αu is symmetric. Below we derive a tail bound on (§) by using Lemma 6.4. Let f_M :“ 1_{n,1} b vecpMq P R^{nd1 d2} , where 1_{n,1} denotes the column vector of length n with all entries set to 1. Then (§) is written as the maximum of f^˚ξ with ξ „ N p0, I_{nd1 d2} q over the set Δ “ tf_M : |||M ||| ď 1u. Since

}f_M ´ f_M 1 }_2 “ ? n › ›M ´ M^1 › ›_F ,

it follows that

NpΔ, ηB_2q ď N ^ B_{|||¨|||}, η ? n B_Sd_1,d_{22} ˙ ď N ^ ? rB_Sd_1,d_{21} , η ? n B_Sd_1,d_{22} ˙ . Therefore, we have

ż_8 0 d log N ^ Δ, η ? n B_2 ˙ dη ď ż_8 0 c log N ´? rB_Sd_1,d_{21} , ηB_Sd_1,d_{22} ¯ dη À ? nrE_{2,1}pid : S^{d1,d2}_1 Ñ S^{d1,d2}_2 q À a nrpd_1 ` d_2q log^3pd_1d_2q.

Plugging in this upper bound to Lemma 6.4 provides (58). Finally, (12) is obtained by invoking Proposition 1.1 with (54) and (58).

References

[1] Farhad Pourkamali Anaraki and Shannon Hughes. Memory and computation efficient PCA via very sparse random projections. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1341–1349. PMLR, 2014.

[2] Martin Azizyan, Akshay Krishnamurthy, and Aarti Singh. Extreme compressive sampling for covariance estimation. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 64(12): 7613–7635, 2018.

[3] Stephen Boyd, Neal Parikh, Eric Chu, Borja Peleato, and Jonathan Eckstein. Distributed optimization and statistical learning via the alternating direction method of multipliers. Foundations and Trends® in Machine learning, 3(1):1–122, 2011.

[4] John Jacob Bruer. Recovering structured low-rank operators using nuclear norms.

PhD thesis, California Institute of Technology, 2017.

[5] T Tony Cai and Wen-Xin Zhou. Matrix completion via max-norm constrained optimization. Electronic Journal of Statistics, 10(1):1493–1525, 2016.

[6] Emmanuel Candes and Benjamin Recht. Exact matrix completion via convex optimization. Communications of the ACM, 55(6):111–119, 2012.

[7] Emmanuel J Candes and Yaniv Plan. Tight oracle inequalities for low-rank matrix recovery from a minimal number of noisy random measurements. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 57(4):2342–2359, 2011.

[8] B. Carl and I. Stephani. Entropy, Compactness and the Approximation of Operators.

Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 1990.

[9] B. Carl and I. Stephani. Entropy, Compactness and the Approximation of Operators.

Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2008.

[10] Bernd Carl. Inequalities of Bernstein-Jackson-type and the degree of compactness of operators in Banach spaces. Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble), 35(3):79–118, 1985.

[11] Caihua Chen, Bingsheng He, Yinyu Ye, and Xiaoming Yuan. The direct extension of ADMM for multi-block convex minimization problems is not necessarily convergent. Mathematical Programming, 155(1-2):57–79, 2016.

[12] T.M. Cover and J.A. Thomas. Elements of Information Theory. Wiley Series in Telecommunications and Signal Processing. Wiley, 1991.

[13] Andreas Defant and Klaus Floret. Tensor norms and operator ideals, volume 176.

Elsevier, 1992.

[14] J. Diestel, A. Grothendieck, J.H. Fourie, and J. Swart. The Metric Theory of Tensor Products: Grothendieck’s Résumé Revisited. Amsns AMS non-series Title Series. American Mathematical Soc., 2008. ISBN 9780821872697.

[15] Joe Diestel. An introduction to the theory of absolutely p-summing operators between banach spaces. In Miniconference on Linear Analysis and Functional Spaces, volume 9, pages 1–27. Australian National University, Mathematical Sciences Institute, 1985.

[16] Sjoerd Dirksen. Tail bounds via generic chaining. Electronic Journal of Probability, 20, 2015.

[17] E. X. Fang, H. Liu, K. Toh, and W. Zhou. Max-norm optimization for robust matrix recovery. Mathematical Programming, 167(1):5–35, 2018.

[18] Tadeusz Figiel, Joram Lindenstrauss, and Vitali D Milman. The dimension of almost spherical sections of convex bodies. Acta Mathematica, 139(1):53–94, 1977.

[19] S. Foucart and H. Rauhut. A Mathematical Introduction to Compressive Sensing.

Applied and Numerical Harmonic Analysis. Springer New York, 2013.

[20] Rina Foygel and Nathan Srebro. Concentration-based guarantees for low-rank matrix reconstruction. In Proceedings of the 24th Annual Conference on Learning Theory, pages 315–340. JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, 2011.

[21] Omer Friedland and Olivier Guédon. Random embedding of ℓ^n_p into ℓ^n_r . Math. Ann, 350(4):953–972, 2011.

[22] Ohad Giladi, Joscha Prochno, Carsten Schütt, Nicole Tomczak-Jaegermann, and Elisabeth Werner. On the geometry of projective tensor products. Journal of Functional Analysis, 273(2):471–495, 2017.

[23] Alexandre Grothendieck. Résumé de la théorie métrique des produits tensoriels topologiques. Soc. de Matemática de São Paulo, 1956.

[24] Olivier Guédon, Shahar Mendelson, Alain Pajor, and Nicole Tomczak-Jaegermann.

Subspaces and orthogonal decompositions generated by bounded orthogonal systems. Positivity, 11(2):269–283, 2007.

[25] Graham James Oscar Jameson. Summing anefant nuclear norms in Banach space theory, volume 8. Cambridge University Press, 1987.

[26] William B Johnson and Gideon Schechtman. Embedding ℓ^m_p into ℓ^n_1 . Acta Mathematica, 149(1):71–85, 1982.

[27] Marius Junge and Kiryung Lee. Generalized notions of sparsity and restricted isometry property. part I: a unified framework. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 9(1):157–193, 2020.

[28] Boris Sergeevich Kashin. Diameters of some finite-dimensional sets and classes of smooth functions. Izvestiya Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk. Seriya Matematicheskaya, 41 (2):334–351, 1977.

[29] Martin Kliesch, Richard Kueng, Jens Eisert, and David Gross. Improving compressed sensing with the diamond norm. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 62(12): 7445–7463, 2016.

[30] Felix Krahmer, Shahar Mendelson, and Holger Rauhut. Suprema of chaos processes and the restricted isometry property. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 67(11):1877–1904, 2014.

[31] M. Ledoux and M. Talagrand. Probability in Banach Spaces: isoperimetry and processes. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013.

[32] Kiryung Lee, Rakshith Sharma Srinivasa, Marius Junge, and Justin Romberg. Entropy estimates on tensor products of banach spaces and applications to low-rank recovery. In 2019 13th International conference on Sampling Theory and Applications (SampTA), pages 1–4. IEEE, 2019.

[33] Nati Linial, Shahar Mendelson, Gideon Schechtman, and Adi Shraibman. Complexity measures of sign matrices. Combinatorica, 27(4):439–463, 2007.

[34] AE Litvak, A Pajor, M Rudelson, Nicole Tomczak-Jaegermann, and R Vershynin.

Euclidean embeddings in spaces of finite volume ratio via random matrices. Journal für die reine und angewandte Mathematik, 2005(589):1–19, 2005.

[35] Johan Lofberg. YALMIP: A toolbox for modeling and optimization in matlab. In 2004 IEEE international conference on robotics and automation (IEEE Cat. No. 04CH37508), pages 284–289. IEEE, 2004.

[36] Seyedehsara Nayer and Namrata Vaswani. Fast and sample-efficient federated low rank matrix recovery from column-wise linear and quadratic projections. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.10217, 2021.

[37] Seyedehsara Nayer, Praneeth Narayanamurthy, and Namrata Vaswani. Phaseless pca:

Low-rank matrix recovery from column-wise phaseless measurements. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4762–4770. PMLR, 2019.

[38] Sahand Negahban and Martin J Wainwright. Estimation of (near) low-rank matrices with noise and high-dimensional scaling. The Annals of Statistics, pages 1069–1097, 2011.

[39] Sahand Negahban and Martin J Wainwright. Restricted strong convexity and weighted matrix completion: Optimal bounds with noise. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 13(1):1665–1697, 2012.

[40] Gilles Pisier. On the dimension of the ℓ^n_p -subspaces of Banach spaces, for 1 ď p ă 2.

Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 276(1):201–211, 1983.

[41] Gilles Pisier. The volume of convex bodies and Banach space geometry, volume 94.

Cambridge University Press, 1999.

[42] Gilles Pisier. Grothendieck’s theorem, past and present. Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society, 49(2):237–323, 2012.

[43] Gilles Pisier et al. Factorization of linear operators and geometry of Banach spaces, volume 60. American Mathematical Soc., 1986.

[44] Holger Rauhut. Compressive sensing and structured random matrices. Theoretical foundations and numerical methods for sparse recovery, 9:1–92, 2010.

[45] Mark Rudelson and Roman Vershynin. On sparse reconstruction from fourier and gaussian measurements. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 61(8): 1025–1045, 2008.

[46] Nathan Srebro and Adi Shraibman. Rank, trace-norm and max-norm. In International Conference on Computational Learning Theory, pages 545–560. Springer, 2005.

[47] Nathan Srebro, Jason D. M. Rennie, and Tommi S. Jaakkola. Maximum-margin matrix factorization. In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, page 1329–1336, Cambridge, MA, USA, 2004. MIT Press.

[48] Rakshith Sharma Srinivasa, Kiryung Lee, Marius Junge, and Justin Romberg. Decentralized sketching of low rank matrices. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32:10101–10110, 2019.

[49] Jos F. Sturm. Using SeDuMi 1.02, a MATLAB toolbox for optimization over symmetric cones. Optimization Methods and Software, 11(1-4):625–653, 1999. doi: 10.1080/10556789908805766.

[50] Stanisław Jerzy Szarek. Kashin’s almost Euclidean orthogonal decomposition of ℓ^1_n.

Bulletin de L’Académie Polonaise Des Sciences: Série des sciences mathématiques, astronomiques, et physiques, 26(8):691–694, 1978.

[51] Stanisłlaw Szarek and Nicole Tomczak-Jaegermann. On nearly euclidean decomposition for some classes of banach spaces. Compositio Mathematica, 40(3):367–385, 1980.

[52] Michel Talagrand. Selecting a proportion of characters. Israel Journal of Mathematics, 108(1):173, 1998.

[53] Robert Tibshirani. Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 58(1):267–288, 1996.

[54] Tian Tong, Cong Ma, and Yuejie Chi. Accelerating ill-conditioned low-rank matrix estimation via scaled gradient descent. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.08898, 2020.

[55] Roman Vershynin. High-Dimensional Probability: An Introduction with Applications in Data Science, volume 47. Cambridge University Press, 2018.