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Abstract

High-dimensional matrix regression has been studied in various aspects, such as statis-

tical properties, computational efficiency and application to specific instances including

multivariate regression, system identification and matrix compressed sensing. Current

studies mainly consider the idealized case that the covariate matrix is obtained with-

out noise, while the more realistic scenario that the covariates may always be corrupted

with noise or missing data has received little attention. We consider the general errors-in-

variables matrix regression model and proposed a unified framework for low-rank estima-

tion based on nonconvex spectral regularization. Then in the statistical aspect, recovery

bounds for any stationary points are provided to achieve statistical consistency. In the

computational aspect, the proximal gradient method is applied to solve the nonconvex

optimization problem and is proved to converge in polynomial time. Consequences for

specific matrix compressed sensing models with additive noise and missing data are ob-

tained via verifying corresponding regularity conditions. Finally, the performance of the

proposed nonconvex estimation method is illustrated by numerical experiments.

Keywords: Errors-in-variables matrix regression; Spectral regularization; Nonconvex op-
timization; Statistical consistency; Proximal gradient method

1 Introduction

Matrix regression model, as one of the most popular and important model in the filed of
signal processing and machine learning, has received extensive attention and gained widespread
success in recent decades [39, 46]. In order to alleviate the high-dimensional challenge that
the dimension of the underlying matrix parameter d1×d2 far exceeds the sample size N , some
low-dimensional structural constraints must be imposed on the parameter space to achieve
statistical estimation consistency. The most commonly-used constraint is the rank constraint,
which refers to that the true matrix parameter is of rank r much less than the matrix dimension
d1 × d2. However, unfortunately, due to the nonsmoothness and nonconvexity of the rank
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function, minimizing the rank of a matrix is NP-hard [27]. Therefore, researchers seek to
find other surrogates to estimate a low-rank matrix, such as the nuclear norm, the Schatten-p
norm, the max norm and the row/column sparse functions; see [31, 28, 10, 46] and references
therein. Among these surrogates, the nuclear norm, analogous to the ℓ1 norm as a convex
relaxation of the cardinality for a vector in linear regression, is the convex envelope of the rank
function under unit norm constraint [15], and thus is widely used for low-rank approximation.
In the statistical aspect, there have been fruitful strong guarantees that the nuclear norm
regularization method often generate a solution near the true parameter with lower rank, even
a minimum rank solution in special cases [31, 28, 10]. In the computational aspect, even though
the nuclear norm is nonsmooth, the resulting optimization problem is still computationally
favorable and can be solved efficiently with fast convergence rates using modern optimization
algorithms such as the proximal gradient algorithm [1, 26].

Despite the success, the nuclear norm regularization method also inherited the deficiency
of the ℓ1 norm penalized method in linear regression that larger and more informative singular
values are penalized to induce significant estimation bias. On the other hand, extensive stud-
ies have shown that nonconvex regularizers such as the smoothly clipped absolute deviation
penalty (SCAD) [14] and the minimax concave penalty (MCP) [45] eliminate the estimation
bias to a degree and enjoy more refined statistical convergence rates in linear regression. In
light of the advantages, researchers have begun to adapt the nonconvex regularizers to matrix
regression models, that is to impose nonconvex regularizers on the singular values of a ma-
trix. For example, authors in [46] proposed a class of regularized matrix regression methods
based on spectral regularization that works for for a variety of penalization functions, includ-
ing the Lasso [38], Elastic net [47], SCAD and MCP. They also developed a highly efficient
and scalable estimation algorithm and established nonasymptotic convergence rates. [25] pro-
posed an iteratively reweighted nuclear norm algorithm to solve the nonconvex nonsmooth
low-rank minimization problem and proved that any limit point is a stationary point. A uni-
fied framework was presented in [16] low-rank matrix estimation with nonconvex regularizers.
The nonconvex estimator is solved by a proximal gradient homotopy algorithm and is shown
to enjoy a faster statistical convergence rate than that of the convex nuclear norm regularized
estimator. In order to avoid the expensive full SVD in the proximal step, authors in [43]
and [42] proposed to automatically threshold the singular values obtained from the proximal
operator via the power method and achieved a fast algorithmic convergence rate.

The results above are based on the idealized hypothesis that the collected covariates are
clean enough, while noisy response variables are always considered to be noisy in statisti-
cal models. However, in many real-world applications, due to economical or instrumental
constraints, the collected covariates may usually be perturbed and thus tend to be noisy or
have missing values. This is called the errors-in-variables model. There have been fruitful
researches on estimation in errors-in-variables models under low dimensional situation; see,
e.g., [6, 11] and references therein. Estimation bias is generally corrected by imputation or
using maximum likelihood estimation methods such as the expectation maximization (EM) al-
gorithm in classical low-dimensional framework. Nevertheless, the method of imputation may
change original data and inaccurate estimates of real data may introduce new noise, leading
to more complicated problems. The EM algorithm may face the challenge of a huge amount
of computation and a slow convergence rate. Moreover, due to the potential nonconvexity
of objective functions in errors-in-variables regression, the EM algorithm may terminate in
undesirable local optima. Under high-dimensional scenarios, authors in [36] have pointed out

2



that one can only get misleading results when the method for clean data is applied naively to
the noisy data. Meanwhile, due to the huge amount of data, measurement errors may increase
exponentially, especially for the case of missing data. This phenomenon makes the limita-
tions of classical methods more prominent in face of high-dimensional data. A more practical
method is to perform error-corrected estimation on the promise of keeping the original data
information unchanged as much as possible.

Recently, many researchers have considered estimation in high-dimensional errors-in-variables
regression using the original data. In linear errors-in-variables models, for example, Loh
and Wainwright proposed nonconvex regularized estimator via substituting the unobserved
matrices involved in the ordinary least squares loss function with unbiased surrogates, and
established statistical errors for global and stationary solutions [22, 24]. To overcome the non-
convexity, Datta and Zou defined the nearest positive semi-definite matrix and developed the
convex conditional Lasso (CoCoLasso) which enjoys the benefits of convex optimization and
possesses nice estimation accuracy simultaneously [13]. Rosenbaum and Tsybakov proposed
a modified form of the Dantzig selector [8], called matrix uncertainty selector (MUS) for vari-
able selection [32]. Further development of MUS included modification to achieve statistical
consistency, and generalization to deal with the cases of unbounded and dependent measure-
ment errors as well as generalized linear models [4, 5, 33, 37]. Li et al. investigated a general
nonconvex regularized M-estimator, which can be applied to errors-in-variables sparse linear
regression, and analysed the statistical and computational properties [20]. Li et al. proposed
a corrected decorrelated score test and a score type estimator [17]. Other methods fall out the
category of regularization methods. For instance, [12] modified the orthogonal matching pur-
suit algorithm for variable selection in errors-in-variables linear regression; the measurement
error boosting (MEBoost) algorithm [7] was based on the idea of classical estimation equation
and implemented error-corrected variable selection at every iterative path.

In multi-response errors-in-variables models, Wu et al. developed a new methodology called
convex conditioned sequential sparse learning (COSS) that combines the power of the sequen-
tial sparse factor regression and the nearest positive semi-definite matrix projection, thus
possesses the benefits of stepwise scalability and convexity in large-scale association analyses
[40]. Li et al. proposed a nonconvex error-corrected estimator and established the statistical
consistency and algorithmic linear convergence rate for global solutions of the estimator based
on nuclear norm regularization [18].

However, there is still little attention paying to the more general and widely-used matrix
regression model under the errors-in-variables framework. The matrix regression model, as
a generic and unified observation model, includes many different models such as the multi-
response model, matrix compressed sensing, matrix completion and so on. Our work here
aims to deal with the estimation problem in errors-in-variables matrix regression. A unified
estimation framework based on nonconvex spectral regularization is proposed to reduce the
bias due to measurement errors. Statistical and computational guarantees are then established.
The key to ensuring the success of low-rank recovery relies on suitable regularity conditions
on the nonconvex loss function and the regularizer, while conditions used in linear regression
cannot be used to analyse matrix regression [9].

To date, however, an open question is whether or not appropriate conditions holds for
errors-in-variables matrix regression. In handling this question, the contributions of this paper
are as follows. First, we propose a specialized form of restricted strong convexity (RSC) and
restricted strong smoothness (RSM) on the nonconvex loss function and proved that these
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conditions hold for errors-in-variables matrix regression with overwhelming probability, by
virtue of nontrivial matrix analysis on concentration inequalities and random matrix theory
(cf. Propositions 1–2). Second, in the statistical aspect, we provide recovery bounds for
any stationary point of the nonconvex optimization problem to obtain statistical consistency
(cf. Theorem 1). This recovery bound does not rely on any specific algorithms, and thus any
numerical procedure can recover the true low-rank matrix as long as it converges to a stationary
point. Last but not least, in the statistical aspect, we modified the proximal gradient method
[29] to solve the nonconvex optimization problem and proved the linear convergence to a global
solution (cf. Theorem 2).

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Sect. 2, we propose a general
nonconvex estimator based on spectral regularization. Some regularity conditions are imposed
on the loss function and the regularizer facilitate the analysis. In Sect. 3, we establish
our main results on statistical recovery bounds and computational convergence rates. In
Sect. 4, probabilistic consequences on the regularity conditions for specific errors-in-variables
models are obtained. In Sect. 5, several numerical experiments are performed to demonstrate
theoretical results. Conclusions and future work are discussed in Sect. 6. Technical proofs are
deferred to the Supplementary Material.

We end this section by introducing useful notations. For a vector β ∈ R
d and an index

set J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , d}, we use βJ to denote the vector in which (βJ)i = βi for i ∈ J and
zero elsewhere, |J | to denote the cardinality of J , and Jc = {1, 2, . . . , d} \ J to denote the
complement of J . For d ≥ 1, let Id stand for the d×d identity matrix. For a matrixX ∈ R

d1×d2,
let Xij (i = 1, . . . , d1, j = 1, 2, · · · , d2) denote its ij-th entry, Xi· (i = 1, . . . , d1) denote its i-th
row, X·j (j = 1, 2, · · · , d2) denote its j-th column, and vec(X) ∈ R

d1d2 to denote its vectorized
form. When X is a square matrix, i.e., d1 = d2, we use diag(X) stand for the diagonal matrix
with its diagonal elements equal to X11, X22, · · · , Xd1d1 . We write λmin(X) and λmax(X) to
denote the minimal and maximum eigenvalues of a matrix X , respectively. For a matrix
Θ ∈ R

d1×d2 , define d = min{d1, d2}, and denote its singular values in decreasing order by
σ1(Θ) ≥ σ2(Θ) ≥ · · ·σd(Θ) ≥ 0. We use |||·||| to denote different types of matrix norms based
on singular values, including the nuclear norm |||Θ|||∗ =

∑d
j=1 σj(Θ), the spectral or operator

norm |||Θ|||op = σ1(Θ), and the Frobenius norm |||Θ|||F =
√

trace(Θ⊤Θ) =
√

∑d
j=1 σ

2
j (Θ). All

vectors are column vectors following classical mathematical convention. For a pair of matrices
Θ and Γ with equal dimensions, we let 〈〈Θ,Γ〉〉 = trace(Θ⊤Γ) denote the trace inner product
on matrix space. For a function f : Rd → R, ∇f is used to denote the gradient when f is
differentiable, and ∂f is used to denote the subdifferential that consists of all subgradients
when f is nondifferentiable but convex.

2 Problem setup

In this section, we first propose a general nonconvex error-corrected estimator based on non-
convex spectral regularization. Then some regularity conditions to guarantee the statistical
and computational properties are also given in detail.
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2.1 General nonconvex estimator

In this paper, we are mainly interested in the high-dimensional estimation scenario where
the number of unknown matrix elements d1 × d2 can be possibly much larger than the
number of observations N . From the theoretical aspect, it has been already known that
one cannot achieve consistent estimation under this high-dimensional setting unless that the
model space is endowed with additional structures, such as low-rankness in matrix estima-
tion problems. Empirical evidence has also demonstrated that low-rank matrices always arise
in real applications, such as collaborative filtering [35] and multi-task learning [41]. In the
following, we shall impose the low-rank constraint on the parameter space. For a matrix
Θ ∈ R

d1×d2 , let d = min{d1, d2} and we use σ(Θ) to represent the vector which is formed
by the singular values of Θ in decreasing order, that is, σ(Θ) = (σ1(Θ), σ2(Θ), · · · , σd(Θ))⊤
and σ1(Θ) ≥ σ2(Θ) ≥ · · · ≥ σr(Θ) ≥ σr+1(Θ) ≥ · · ·σd(Θ). Specifically, the true parameter
Θ∗ ∈ R

d1×d2 is assumed to be of either exact low-rank, that is, the rank of Θ∗ is far less than
d1 × d2, or near low-rank, which refers to the case that Θ∗ can be well approximated by an
exact low-rank matrix. The matrix ℓq-ball is used to measure the degree of low-rank, which
is defined as follows, for q ∈ [0, 1], and a radius Rq > 0,

Bq(Rq) := {Θ ∈ R
d1×d2

∣

∣

d
∑

i=1

|σi(Θ)|q ≤ Rq}. (1)

It is worth noting that these balls are not true balls when q ∈ [0, 1) due to the nonconvexity.
When q = 0, the matrix ℓ0-ball refers to the exact low-rank assumption, i.e., the rank of
a matrix is at most R0; while when q ∈ (0, 1], the matrix ℓq-ball refers to the near low-
rank assumption that enforces some decay rate on the ordered singular values of the matrix
Θ ∈ Bq(Rq). In the following, unless otherwise specified, we assume that the true parameter
Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq) for a fixed value q ∈ [0, 1].

Let us then cast the matrix estimation problem into the framework of the regularized
M-estimation problem. For a random variable B : S → B defined on the probability space
(S,F ,P), with P belonging to a parameterized set P = {PΘ

∣

∣Θ ∈ Ω ⊆ R
d1×d2}. Assume

that one collects a sample of n independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observations
of this random variable B, written as BN

1 := (B1, B2, · · · , BN). The goal is then to estimate
a true parameter Θ∗ ∈ Ω such that the observed data BN

1 is generated by a true probability
distribution PΘ∗ ∈ P. To this end, we introduce a loss function LN : Rd1×d2 ×BN → R+, with
its value LN(Θ;BN

1 ) measuring the fitness between any parameter Θ ∈ Ω and the collected
data BN

1 ∈ BN . Recalling the low-rank constraint imposed on the parameter space, we shall
consider the following regularized M-estimator

Θ̂ ∈ argmin
Θ∈Ω⊆Rd1×d2

{LN(Θ;BN
1 ) + Pλ(Θ)}, (2)

where λ > 0 is a regularization parameter providing a tradeoff between data fitness and low-
rankness, and Pλ : Rd1×d2 → R is a regularizer depending on λ imposing sparsity on the
singular values of the estimator Θ̂, and thus low-rankness of Θ̂.

The regularizer is written as Pλ(Θ) =
∑d

j=1 pλ(σj(Θ)), with pλ : R → R being a univariate
function of the singular values of a matrix Θ. Furthermore, the univariate function pλ(·) is
assumed to be decomposed as pλ(·) = qλ(·) + λ| · |, where qλ(·) is a concave component and
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| · | is the absolute value function. Therefore, one sees that the regularizer can be decomposed
as Pλ(·) = Qλ(·) + λ|||·|||∗, where Qλ(·) is the concave component given by

Qλ(·) =
d
∑

j=1

qλ(σj(·)), (3)

and |||·|||∗ is the nuclear norm function.
In the following analysis, the loss function LN(·;Bn

1 ) is not required to be convex, but only
differentiable. The regularizer Pλ can also be nonconvex. Due to the potential nonconvexity,
the feasible region is specialized as a convex set as follows

Ω := {Θ ∈ R
d1×d2

∣

∣|||Θ|||∗ ≤ ω}, (4)

where ω > 0 must be chosen to ensure the feasibility of Θ∗, i.e., Θ∗ ∈ Ω. Any matrix Θ ∈ Ω
will also satisfy the side constraint ‖Θ‖∗ ≤ ω. Then the existence of global solutions is
guaranteed by Weierstrass extreme value theorem providing the continuity of the loss function
LN(·;Bn

1 ) and the regularizer Pλ. Hereinafter to simplify the notation, the shorthand LN(·)
for LN(·;BN

1 ) will be adopted.

2.2 Regularity conditions

We first impose some regularity conditions on the empirical loss function LN . Regularity
conditions named RSC/RSM have been introduced to analyse linear/matrix regression to
control the statistical error and guarantee nice algorithmic performance, and is applicable
when the loss function is nonquadratic or nonconvex; see, e.g.,[1, 24, 28]. When there exists
no measurement error, researchers have shown that the RSC/RSM conditions are satisfied by
a variety class of random matrices with high probability [1, 28].

However, it is still unknown whether or not a suitable form of RSC/RSM exists for errors-
in-variables matrix regression. In this paper, we provide a positive answer for this question by
proposing the following general RSC/RSM conditions. Verification for specific measurement
error models involves probabilistic discussions under high-dimensional scaling and will be given
in Section 4.

We begin with defining the first-order Taylor series expansion around a matrix Θ′ in the
direction of Θ as

T (Θ,Θ′) := LN(Θ)− LN(Θ
′)− 〈〈∇LN(Θ

′),Θ−Θ′〉〉. (5)

The RSC condition takes two types of forms, one is used to control statistical errors for
any stationary point; the other one is used for the analysis of algorithmic convergence rates
together with the RSM condition. See Definitions 1-3 below.

Definition 1. The function LN is said to satisfy the statistical restricted strong convexity with
parameters α1 > 0 and τ1 > 0 if

〈〈∇LN(Θ
∗ +∆)−∇LN(Θ

∗),∆〉〉 ≥ α1|||∆|||2
F
− τ1|||∆|||2∗, ∀ ∆ ∈ R

d1×d2 . (6)

Definition 2. The function LN is said to satisfy the algorithmic restricted strong convexity
with parameters α2 > 0 and τ2 > 0 if

T (Θ,Θ′) ≥ α2|||Θ−Θ′|||2
F
− τ2|||Θ−Θ′|||2∗, ∀ Θ,Θ′ ∈ R

d1×d2 . (7)
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Definition 3. The function LN is said to satisfy the restricted strong smoothness with param-
eters α3 > 0 and τ3 > 0 if

T (Θ,Θ′) ≤ α3|||Θ−Θ′|||2
F
+ τ3|||Θ−Θ′|||2∗, ∀ Θ,Θ′ ∈ Rd1×d2 . (8)

Then several regularity conditions are imposed on the nonconvex regularizer Pλ(·) in terms
of the univariate functions pλ(·) and qλ(·).
Assumption 1.

(i) pλ satisfies pλ(0) = 0 and is symmetric around zero, that is, pλ(t) = pλ(−t) for all t ∈ R.

(ii) For t > 0, the function t 7→ pλ(t)
t

is nonincreasing in t;

(iii) pλ is differentiable for all t 6= 0 and subdifferentiable at t = 0, with lim
t→0+

p′λ(t) = λ.

(iv) On the nonnegative real line, pλ is nondecreasing and concave.

(v) For t > t′, there exists a positive constant µ ≥ 0 such that

q′λ(t)− q′λ(t
′) ≥ −µ(t− t′). (9)

Note that condition (ii) implies that on the nonnegative line, the function pλ is subadditive.
It is easy to check that the nuclear norm satisfies Assumption 1. Other nonconvex regularizers
such as SCAD and MCP are also contained in our framework. Precisely, fixing a > 2 and
b > 0, the function pλ for the SCAD regularizer is defined as

pλ(t) :=











λ|t|, if |t| ≤ λ,

− t2−2aλ|t|+λ2

2(a−1)
, if λ < |t| ≤ aλ,

(a+1)λ2

2
, if |t| > aλ,

and the function pλ for the MCP regularizer is defined as

pλ(t) :=

{

λ|t| − t2

2b
, if |t| ≤ bλ,

bλ2

2
, if |t| > bλ.

Then

qλ(t) =











0, if |t| ≤ λ,

− t2−2λ|t|+λ2

(2(a−1)
, if λ < |t| ≤ aλ,

(a+1)λ2

2
− λ|t|, if |t| > aλ,

(10)

for SCAD with µ = 1
a−1

, and

qλ(t) =

{

− t2

2b
, if |t| ≤ bλ,

bλ2

2
− λ|t|, if |t| > bλ,

(11)

for MCP with µ = 1
b
, respectively, for condition (v).

At the end of this section, we provide three technical lemmas, which tell us some general
properties of the nonconvex regularizer Pλ and the concave component Qλ. The first lemma
is from [34, Theorem 1] and [44, Theorem 1] concerning about inequalities of matrix singular
values with the proof omitted.
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Lemma 1. Let Θ,Θ′ ∈ R
d1×d2 be two given matrices and d = min{d1, d2}. Let f : R+ → R+

be a concave increasing function satisfying f(0) = 0. Then we have that

d
∑

j=1

f(σj(Θ + Θ′)) ≤
d
∑

j=1

f(σj(Θ)) +
d
∑

j=1

f(σj(Θ
′)), (12)

d
∑

j=1

f(σj(Θ−Θ′)) ≥
d
∑

j=1

f(σj(Θ))−
d
∑

j=1

f(σj(Θ
′)). (13)

Lemma 2. Suppose that Pλ satisfy Assumption 1. Then for any Θ,Θ′ ∈ R
d1×d2, one has that

Pλ(Θ + Θ′) ≤ Pλ(Θ) + Pλ(Θ
′), (14)

Pλ(Θ−Θ′) ≥ Pλ(Θ)− Pλ(Θ
′). (15)

Proof. Since the singular values of a matrix is always nonnegative, the univariate function pλ
actually satisfies pλ : R+ → R+. Then by Assumption 1 (i) and (iv), Lemma 1 is applicable
to concluding that

d
∑

j=1

pλ(σj(Θ + Θ′)) ≤
d
∑

j=1

pλ(σj(Θ)) +

d
∑

j=1

pλ(σj(Θ
′)),

d
∑

j=1

pλ(σj(Θ−Θ′)) ≥
d
∑

j=1

pλ(σj(Θ))−
d
∑

j=1

pλ(σj(Θ
′)).

The conclusion then follows directly from the definition of the regularizer Pλ.

Lemma 3. Let Qλ be defined in (3). Then for any Θ,Θ′ ∈ R
d1×d2, the following relations are

true:

〈〈∇Qλ(Θ)−∇Qλ(Θ
′),Θ−Θ′〉〉 ≥ −µ|||Θ−Θ′|||2

F
, (16a)

〈〈∇Qλ(Θ)−∇Qλ(Θ
′),Θ−Θ′〉〉 ≤ 0, (16b)

Qλ(Θ) ≥ Qλ(Θ
′) + 〈〈∇Qλ(Θ

′),Θ−Θ′〉〉 − µ

2
|||Θ−Θ′|||2

F
, (16c)

Qλ(Θ) ≤ Qλ(Θ
′) + 〈〈∇Qλ(Θ

′),Θ−Θ′〉〉. (16d)

Proof. For arbitrary matrices Θ,Θ′ ∈ R
d1×d2 , let σ(Θ), σ(Θ′) be the vectors of singular values

of Θ,Θ′ in decreasing order, respectively, and d = min{d1, d2}. For the sake of simplicity, we
use σ, σ′ to denote σ(Θ), σ(Θ′), respectively. Then we have the singular value decompositions
for Θ,Θ′ as follows:

Θ = UDV ⊤,

Θ′ = U ′D′V ′⊤,

where D,D′ ∈ R
d×d are diagonal with D = diag(σ), D′ = diag(σ′). By Assumption 1(iv)-(v),

one has for each pair of singular values of Θ,Θ′: (σj , σ
′
j), j = 1, 2, · · · , d, it holds that

−µ(σj − σ′
j)

2 ≤ (q′λ(σj)− q′λ(σ
′
j))(σj − σ′

j) ≤ 0,

Then by the definitions of D,D′, one has that

−µ|||Θ−Θ′|||2F ≤ 〈〈∇Qλ(UDV
⊤)−∇Qλ(U

′D′V ′⊤),Θ−Θ′〉〉 ≤ 0,
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from which (16a) and (16b) follows directly. Then by [30, Theorem 2.1.5 and Theorem 2.1.9],
it follows from (16a) and (16b) that the convex function −Qλ satisfies

−Qλ(Θ) ≤ −Qλ(Θ
′) + 〈〈∇(−Qλ(Θ

′)),Θ−Θ′〉〉+ µ

2
|||Θ−Θ′|||2F,

−Qλ(Θ) ≥ −Qλ(Θ
′) + 〈〈∇(−Qλ(Θ

′)),Θ−Θ′〉〉,

which respectively implies that the function Qλ satisfies (16c) and (16d). The proof is com-
plete.

3 Main results

In this section, the main results on statistical guarantee on the recovery bound for the general
nonconvex estimator (2) and computational guarantee on convergence rates for the proximal
gradient algorithm. These results are deterministic in nature. Stochastic consequences for the
errors-in-variables matrix regression model will be discussed in the next section.

Before proceeding, we need some additional notations to facilitate the following analysis.
First let Ψ(Θ) = LN(Θ) + Pλ(Θ) denote the objective function to be minimized. Recall
that the regularizer can be decomposed as Pλ(Θ) = Qλ(Θ) + λ|||Θ|||∗, then it follows that
Ψ(Θ) = LN(Θ) + Qλ(Θ) + λ|||Θ|||∗. Donote L̄N(Θ) = LN(Θ) + Qλ(Θ), then we have that
Ψ(Θ) = L̄N(Θ) + λ|||Θ|||∗. Through this decomposition, it is easy to see that the objective
function is decomposed into a differentiable but possibly nonconvex function and a nonsmooth
but convex function.

Note that the parameter matrix Θ∗ has a singular value decomposition of the form Θ∗ =
U∗D∗V ∗⊤, where U∗ ∈ R

d1×d and V ∗ ∈ R
d2×d are orthonormal matrices with d = min{d1, d2},

and without loss of generality, assume that D is diagonal with singular values in nonincreasing
order, i.e., σ1(Θ

∗) ≥ σ2(Θ
∗) ≥ · · ·σd(Θ∗) ≥ 0. For each integer r ∈ {1, 2, · · · , d}, We use

U r ∈ R
d1×r and V r ∈ R

d2×r to denote the sub-matrices consisting of left and right singular
vectors indexed by the top r largest singular values of Θ∗, respectively. Then we define the
following two subspaces of Rd1×d2 associated with Θ∗ as:

A(U r, V r) := {∆ ∈ R
d1×d2

∣

∣row(∆) ⊆ col(V r), col(∆) ⊆ col(U r)}, (17a)

B(U r, V r) := {∆ ∈ R
d1×d2

∣

∣row(∆) ⊥ col(V r), col(∆) ⊥ col(U r)}, (17b)

where row(∆) ∈ R
d2 and col(∆) ∈ R

d1 respectively represent the row space and column
space of the matrix ∆. When the sub-matrices (U r, V r) are explicit from the context, we use
the shorthand notation A

r and B
r instead. Definitions of Ar and B

r have been introduced
in [1, 28] to study low-rank estimation problems without measurement errors, in order to
show the decomposability of the nuclear norm, that is, |||Θ+Θ′|||∗ = |||Θ|||∗ + |||Θ′|||∗ holds
for any arbitrary pair of matrices Θ ∈ A

r and Θ′ ∈ B
r, indicating that the nuclear norm is

decomposable with respect to the subspaces Ar and B
r.

Still consider the singular value decomposition Θ∗ = U∗D∗V ∗⊤. For any positive number
η > 0 to be chosen, a set corresponding to Θ∗ is defined as following:

Kη := {j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , d}
∣

∣|σj(Θ∗)| ≥ η}. (18)

Using the above notations, one sees that the matrix U |Kη| (resp., V |Kη|) represents the d1×|Kη|
(resp., the d2 × |Kη|) orthogonal sub-matrix comprising of the singular vectors corresponding

9



to the first |Kη| singular values of Θ∗. Recall the subspace defined in (17b), and define the
matrix

Θ∗
Kc

η
:= Π

B
|Kη |(Θ∗). (19)

Then it is obvious to see that the matrix Θ∗
Kc

η
is of rank at most d − |Kη| and has singular

values {σj(Θ∗)
∣

∣j ∈ Kc
η}. Moreover, since the true parameter is assumed to be of near low-

rank, i.e., Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq) (cf. (1)), the cardinality of set Kη (cf. (18)) and the approximation

error in the nuclear norm ( i.e.,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ∗

Kc
η

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
) can both be bounded from above. In fact, it follows

immediately from standard derivations (see, e.g., [28]) that

|Kη| ≤ η−qRq and
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ∗

Kc
η

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ η1−qRq. (20)

Essentially, the cardinality of Kη serves as the effective rank under the near low-rank assump-
tion, when η is suitably chosen. This fact has been discussed in [19, 28], and we shall also
clarified it in the proof of Theorem 1; see Remark 1 (iv).

Consider an arbitrary matrix ∆ ∈ R
d1×d2 with a singular value decomposition ∆ = UDV ⊤,

where U ∈ R
d1×d and V ∗ ∈ R

d2×d are orthonormal matrices with d = min{d1, d2}. Let σ(∆)
be the vector formed by the singular values of ∆ in decreasing order. Let r be a positive
integer and J = {1, 2, · · · , 2r}. Define

∆J = Udiag(σJ(∆))V ⊤ and ∆Jc = Udiag(σJc(∆))V ⊤. (21)

Then it is easy to see that ∆ = ∆J +∆Jc and ∆J ⊥ ∆Jc .
With these notations, we now state a useful technical lemma that shows, for the true

parameter matrix Θ∗ and any matrix Θ, we can decompose the error matrix ∆ := Θ − Θ∗

as the sum of two matrices β and β ′ such that the rank of β is bounded. In addition, the
difference between the regularizer imposed on Θ∗ and Θ can be bounded from above in terms
of the nuclear norms.

Lemma 4. Let Θ ∈ R
d1×d2 be an arbitrary matrix. Define the error matrix ∆ := Θ−Θ∗ with a

singular value decomposition as ∆ = UDV ⊤. Let r be a positive integer and J = {1, 2, · · · , 2r}.
Let ∆J and ∆Jc be given in (21). Then the following conclusions hold:
(i) there exists a decomposition ∆ = ∆′ +∆′′ such that the matrix ∆′ with rank(∆′) ≤ 2r;
(ii) Pλ(Θ

∗)−Pλ(Θ) ≤ λ(|||∆J |||∗ − |||∆Jc |||∗) + 2λ
∑d

j=r+1 σj(Θ
∗).

Proof. (i) The first part of this lemma is proved in [31, Lemma 3.4], and we provide the
proof here for completeness. Write the singular value decomposition of Θ∗ as Θ∗ = U∗D∗V ∗⊤,
where U∗ ∈ R

d1×d1 and V ∗ ∈ R
d2×d2 are orthogonal matrices, and D∗ ∈ R

d1×d2 is the matrix
consisting of the singular values of Θ∗. Define the matrix Ξ = U∗⊤∆V ∗ ∈ R

d1×d2, and partition
Ξ in block form as follows

Ξ :=

(

Ξ11 Ξ12

Ξ21 Ξ22

)

, where Ξ11 ∈ R
r×r and Ξ22 ∈ R

(m1−r)×(m2−r).

Set the matrices as

∆′ := U∗

(

0 0
0 Ξ22

)

V ∗⊤ and ∆′′ := ∆−∆′.

10



Then the rank of ∆′ is upper bounded as

rank(∆′) = rank

(

Ξ11 Ξ12

Ξ21 0

)

≤ rank

(

Ξ11 Ξ12

0 0

)

+ rank

(

Ξ11 0
Ξ21 0

)

≤ 2r,

which established Lemma 4(i).
(ii) It follows from the constructions of ∆′ and ∆′′ that σ(∆′)+σ(∆′′) = σ(∆) with supp(σ(∆′)) ≤
2r and 〈〈∆′,∆′′〉〉 = 0. Note that the decomposition Θ∗ = ΠAr(Θ∗) + ΠBr(Θ∗) holds. This
equality, together with Lemma 2, implies that

Pλ(Θ) = Pλ[(ΠAr(Θ∗) + ∆′′) + (ΠBr(Θ∗) + ∆′)]

= Pλ[(ΠAr(Θ∗) + ∆′′)− (−ΠBr(Θ∗)−∆′)]

≥ Pλ(ΠAr(Θ∗) + ∆′′)−Pλ(−ΠBr(Θ∗)−∆′)

≥ Pλ(ΠAr(Θ∗)) + Pλ(∆
′′)− Pλ(ΠBr(Θ∗))−Pλ(∆

′).

(22)

Consequently, we have

Pλ(Θ
∗)− Pλ(Θ) ≤ Pλ(Θ

∗)−Pλ(ΠAr(Θ∗))− Pλ(∆
′′) + Pλ(ΠBr(Θ∗)) + Pλ(∆

′)

≤ Pλ(∆
′)− Pλ(∆

′′) + 2Pλ(ΠBr(Θ∗))

≤ Pλ(∆J )−Pλ(∆Jc) + 2Pλ(ΠBr(Θ∗)),

(23)

where the last inequality is from the definitioen of the set J and Assumption 1 (iv). Then it
follows from [21, Lemma 5 and Lemma 6] that

d
∑

i=1

pλ(σi(∆J))−
d
∑

i=1

pλ(σi(∆Jc)) ≤ λ

(

d
∑

i=1

σi(∆J)−
d
∑

i=1

σj(∆Jc)

)

,

d
∑

i=1

pλ(σi(ΠBr(Θ∗))) ≤ λ

d
∑

i=1

σi(ΠBr(Θ∗)).

Combining these two inequalities with (23) and the definition of Pλ, we arrive at that Pλ(Θ
∗)−

Pλ(Θ) ≤ λ(|||∆J |||∗−|||∆Jc|||∗)+ 2λ|||ΠBr(Θ∗)|||∗. Then Lemma 4 (ii) follows from the fact that

|||ΠBr(Θ∗)|||∗ =
∑d

j=r+1 σj(Θ
∗). The proof is complete.

3.1 Statistical recovery bounds

Recall the feasible region Ω given in (4). We shall provide the recovery bound for each
stationary point Θ̃ ∈ Ω of the nonconvex optimization problem (2) satisfying the first-order
necessary condition:

〈〈∇LN(Θ̃) +∇Pλ(Θ̃),Θ− Θ̃〉〉 ≥ 0, for all Θ ∈ Ω. (24)

Theorem 1. Let Rq > 0 and ω > 0 be positive numbers such that Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq)∩Ω. Let Θ̃ be
a stationary point of the optimization problem (2). Suppose that the nonconvex regularizer Pλ

satisfies Assumption 1, and that the empirical loss function LN satisfies the RSC condition
(6) with α1 > µ. Assume that (λ, ω) are chosen to satisfy

λ ≥ 2max{|||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op, 4ωτ1}, (25)
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then we have that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

≤ 9Rq

(

λ

α1 − µ

)2−q

, (26)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ (24

√
2 + 8)Rq

(

λ

α1 − µ

)1−q

. (27)

Proof. Set ∆̃ := Θ̃−Θ∗. By the RSC condition (6), one has that

〈〈∇LN(Θ̃)−∇LN(Θ
∗), ∆̃〉〉 ≥ α1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
− τ1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∗
. (28)

On the other hand, it follows from (16a) and (16d) in Lemma 3 that

〈〈∇Pλ(Θ̃),Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉 = 〈〈∇Qλ(Θ̃) + λG̃,Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉

≤ 〈〈∇Qλ(Θ
∗),Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉+ µ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ∗ − Θ̃

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
+ 〈〈λG̃,Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉

≤ Qλ(Θ
∗)−Qλ(Θ̃) + µ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ∗ − Θ̃

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
+ 〈〈λG̃,Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉,

where G̃ ∈ ∂
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

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

|||Θ∗|||∗ −
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≥ 〈〈G̃,Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉.

This, together with the former inequality, implies that

〈〈∇Pλ(Θ̃),Θ∗ − Θ̃〉〉 ≤ Pλ(Θ
∗)− Pλ(Θ̃) + µ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
. (29)

Then combining (28), (29) and (24) (with Θ∗ in place of Θ), we have that

α1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
− τ1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∗
≤ −〈〈∇LN(Θ

∗), ∆̃〉〉+ Pλ(Θ
∗)−Pλ(Θ̃) + µ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

≤ |||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ Pλ(Θ

∗)− Pλ(Θ̃) + µ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

≤ λ

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ Pλ(Θ

∗)−Pλ(Θ̃) + µ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

(30)

where the second inequality is from Hölder’s inequality, and the last inequality is from as-
sumption (25). Let J denote the index set corresponding to the 2r largest singular values of ∆̃
with r to be chosen later and recall the definitions given in (21). It then follows from Lemma

4 (ii) and noting the fact that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ |||Θ∗|||∗ +

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ 2ω, one has from (30) that

(α1 − µ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
≤ λ

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ 2ωτ1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
+ λ(

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
−
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃Jc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
) + 2λ

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗)

≤ 3

4
λ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ λ(

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
−
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃Jc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
) + 2λ

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗)

≤ 3

4
λ(
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃Jc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
) + λ(

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
−
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃Jc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
) + 2λ

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗),

(31)
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where the second inequality is due to assumption (25) and the last inequality is from triangle
inequality. Since α1 > µ by assumption, one has by the former inequality that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃Jc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ 7

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ 8

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗). (32)

Combining (31) and (32) yields that

(α1 − µ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
≤ 7

4
λ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
− 1

4

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃Jc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ 2λ

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗)

≤ 7

4
λ
√
2r
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+ 2λ

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗),

where the second inequality is due to the fact that rank(∆̃J) ≤ 2r. Then it follows that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̂
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
≤

98rλ2 + 32(α1 − µ)λ
∑d

j=r+1 σj(Θ
∗)

16(α1 − µ)2
. (33)

Recall the set Kη defined in (18) and set r = |Kη|. Combining (33) with (20) and setting
η = λ

α1−µ
, we arrive at (26). Moreover, it follows from (32) that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ 8

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ 8

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗) ≤ 8

√
2r
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
∆̃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+ 8

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗),

and thus (27) holds. The proof is complete.

Remark 1. (i) There are two parameters involved in the nonconvex optimization problem (2),
i.e., the regularization parameter λ and the radius of the side constraint ω. On the synthetic
data, since the true parameter Θ∗ is settled beforehand, these two parameters can be determined
as we did in Section 5. In real data analysis where Θ∗ is always unknown, one might think that
the side constraint |||Θ∗|||∗ ≤ ω is restrictive. Even so, Theorem 1 still provides some heuristic
to find the scale for the radius ω. In detail, it follows from assumption (25) that the relation
λ ≥ 8τω holds, based on which methods such as cross-validation can be adopted to tune these
two parameters. The choice on λ and ω in Theorem 2 can also be decided in this way.

(ii) Note the quantity α1 − µ appearing in the denominators of the recovery bounds in
Theorem 1, which actually plays the role of balancing the nonconvexity of the estimator (2)
(Theorem 2 also involves a similar quantity and can be explained in a similar way). Specifically,
α1 measures the degree of curvature of the empirical loss function LN and µ measures the degree
of nonconvexity of the penalty Pλ, a fact indicating that these two quantities play opposite roles
in the estimation procedure. Larger values of µ result in more severe nonconvexity of the low-
rank regularizer and thus a worse behavior of the objective function (2), while larger values of
α1 means more curvature of the loss function and thus leading to a better estimation. Hence
the requirement that α1 > µ is used to control this oppositional relationship and guarantee a
good performance of local optima.

(iii) Theorem 1 provides a unified framework for low-rank matrix estimation in a generic
observation model via nonconvex optimization and demonstrates that the recovery bound on
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the squared Frobenius norm for all the stationary points of the nonconvex estimator (2) scale

as
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

= O(λ2−qRq), which covers the specific multi-response regression with nuclear

norm regularization in [19, Theorem 1]. Combining assumption (25) and probabilistic discus-
sions on specific error models in the next section (cf. Propositions 1 and 2), one sees that
it is suitable to choose the regularization parameter as λ = Ω

(√
d1d2

log d1+log d2
N

)

. Providing

Rq

(√
d1d2

log d1+log d2
N

)1−q/2
= o(1), this recovery bound implies the statistical consistency of

the estimator Θ̃. Furthermore, due to the nonconvexity of the optimization problem (2), it is
always difficult to obtain a global solution. Nevertheless, this issue is not significant in our
framework since we have established recovery bounds for any stationary points. Theorem 1
thus is independent of any specific algorithms, suggesting that any numerical procedure can
consistently recover the true low-rank matrix provided that it can converge to a stationary
point.

(vi) Theorem 1 provides the recovery bound under the more general near low-rank assump-
tion that Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq) with q ∈ [0, 1]. Since the low-rankness of Θ∗ is measured via the matrix
ℓq-norm and larger values of q means higher rank, (26) indicates that the convergence rate
slows down as q increases to 1. In addition, Theorem 1 also sheds some insight on the ef-
fective rank of a near low-rank matrix Θ∗. Actually, when the regularization parameter λ is
chosen as λ = Ω

(√
d1d2

log d1+log d2
N

)

, and the threshold η in (18) is set to η = λ
α1−µ

as we did in

the proof of Theorem 1, the cardinality of the set Kη (cf. (18)) acts as the effective rank under
the near low-rank assumption. This special value is used to provide a balance between the
estimation and approximation errors for a near low-rank matrix and has also been discussed
in [19, 28]. When the sample size N increases, this effective rank also increases since λ tends
to 0 (cf. (20)), a fact indicating that with more samples collected, it is likely to recover more
smaller singular values of a near low-rank matrix.

(v) [16] also considered the problem of low-rank matrix estimation with nonconvex penalty.
However, the loss function there is still assumed to be convex and only recovery bounds for
global solutions are established. [19] studied the multi-response errors-in-variables regression
and proposed a nonconvex estimator based on a nonconvex loss function and a nuclear norm
regularizer. The results there are only applicable for a global solution whereas Theorem 1 is
a much stronger result holding for any stationary point and covering a more general class of
nonconvex regularizers beyond the nuclear norm.

3.2 Computational convergence rates

The proximal gradient method [29] is now applied to solve the nonconvex optimization prob-
lem (2) through a simple modification of the objective function and is proved to converge
geometrically under the RSC/RSM conditions. Recall that the regularizer can be decomposed
as Pλ(·) = Qλ(·) + λ|||·|||∗, and define the modified loss function L̄N(·) = LN(·) +Qλ(·). Then
the optimization objective function can be written as Ψ(·) = L̄N(·) + λ|||·|||∗. It is easy to see
that the optimization objective function is decomposed into a differentiable but nonconvex
function and a nonsmooth but convex function (i.e., the nuclear norm).

Recall the feasible region S = {Θ ∈ R
d1×d2

∣

∣|||Θ|||∗ ≤ ω} given in (4). Applying the proximal
gradient method proposed in [29] to (2), we obtain a sequence of iteration points {Θt}∞t=0 as

Θt+1 ∈ argmin
Θ∈S

{

1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Θ−
(

Θt − ∇L̄N(Θ
t)

v

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

+
λ

v
|||Θ|||∗

}

, (34)
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where 1
v
is the step size.

Given Θt, one can follow [24] to generate the next iteration point Θt+1 via the following
three steps; see [24, Appendix C.1] for details.

(1) First optimize the unconstrained optimization problem

Θ̂t ∈ argmin
Θ∈Rd1×d2

{

1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Θ−
(

Θt − ∇L̄N(Θ
t)

v

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

+
λ

v
|||Θ|||∗

}

.

(2) If
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂t

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ ω, set Θt+1 = Θ̂t.

(3) Otherwise, if
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂t

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
> ω, optimize the constrained optimization problem

Θt+1 ∈ argmin
Θ∈S

{

1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Θ−
(

Θt − ∇L̄N(Θ
t)

v

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

}

.

Before we give our main computational result that the sequence generated by (34) converges
geometrically to a small neighborhood of any global solution Θ̂, some notations are needed to
simplify the expositions. Define the Taylor error T̄ (Θ,Θ′) for the modified loss function L̄n as

T̄ (Θ,Θ′) = T (Θ,Θ′) +Qλ(Θ)−Qλ(Θ
′)− 〈〈∇Qλ(Θ

′),Θ−Θ′〉〉. (35)

Recall the RSC and RSM conditions in (7) and (8), respectively. Throughout this section, we
set τ := max{τ2, τ3}. Recall the true underlying parameter Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq) (cf. (1)). Let Θ̂ be a
global solution of the optimization problem (2). Then unless otherwise specified, we define

ǭstat := 8λ−
q

2R
1
2
q

(√
2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+ λ1−

q

2R
1
2
q

)

, (36)

κ :=

{

1− 2α− µ

8v
+

512τλ−qRq

2α− µ

}{

1− 512τλ−qRq

2α− µ

}−1

, (37)

ξ := 2τ

{

2α− µ

8v
+

1024τλ−qRq

2α− µ
+ 5

}{

1− 512τλ−qRq

2α− µ

}−1

. (38)

For a given number δ > 0 and an integer T > 0 such that

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ δ, ∀ t ≥ T, (39)

define

ǫ(δ) := 2min

{

δ

λ
, ω

}

. (40)

With this setup, we now state our main result on computational guarantee as follows.

Theorem 2. Let Rq > 0 and ω > 0 be positive numbers such that Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq)∩ S. Let Θ̂ be
a global solution of the optimization problem (2). Suppose that the nonconvex regularizer Pλ

satisfies Assumption 1, and that the empirical loss function LN satisfies the RSC and RSM
conditions (cf. (7) and (8)) with α2 > µ/2. Assume that (λ, ω) are chosen to satisfy

λ ≥ max

{

4|||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op, 8ωτ,

(

256τRq

2α2 − µ

)1/q
}

. (41)
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Let {Θt}∞t=0 be a sequence of iterates generated via (34) with an initial point Θ0 and v ≥
max{2α2−µ

4
, 2α3}. Then for any tolerance δ∗ ≥ 8ξ

1−κ
ǭ2stat and any iteration t ≥ T (δ∗), we have

that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

≤ 4

2α2 − µ

(

δ∗ +
δ∗2

8τω2
+ 4τ ǭ2stat

)

, (42)

where

T (δ∗) := log2 log2

(

ωλ

δ∗

)(

1 +
log 2

log(1/κ)

)

+
log((Ψ(Θ0)−Ψ(Θ̂))/δ∗)

log(1/κ)
, (43)

and ǭstat, κ, ξ are defined in (36)-(38), respectively.

Remark 2. (i) Due to the nonconvexity of (2), it is usually difficult to obtain a global solution
in general. However, Theorem 2 shows that this is not a question under suitable conditions.
Specifically, Theorem 2 establishes the upper bound on the squared Frobenius norm between Θt

at iteration t and any global solution Θ̂. The iteration sequence can be easily computed via
the proposed proximal gradient method, implying that the nonconvex estimator is solvable in
practice. Moreover, Theorem 2 guarantees that the proximal gradient method converges geo-
metrically to a small neighborhood of all global optima. Noting from (42) that the optimization

error
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
depends on the statistical error

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
ignoring constants, one sees

that the converged point essentially behaves as well as any global solution of the nonconvex
problem (2), in the sense of statistical error. Hence, Theorem 2 provides some prospect on
nonconvex optimization problems that though global optima cannot be achieved generally, a
near-global solution can still be computed via certain numerical algorithms and works as a
good candidate under suitable regularity conditions.

(ii) The geometric convergence rate is revealed by the number of required iterations T (δ∗)
(cf. (43)) in a logarithmic scale. It is worth noting that the convergence is not guaranteed to
an arbitrary precision, but to an accuracy dependent on the parameters ǭstat (cf. (36)), κ (cf.

(37)) and ξ (cf. (38)). The quantity ǭstat (cf. (36)) consists of the statistical error
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F

with some constants and the term λ1−qRq, and the latter one appears for the correction of the
near low-rank assumption; see Remark (1) (iv) for a detailed discussion. It has been pointed
out in [1] that when solving optimization problems in statistical settings, there is no point to
pursue a computational precision higher than the statistical precision. Therefore, the converged
near-global solution is the best one we can expect from the point of statistical computing.

(iii) Theorem 2 establishes the geometric convergence rate when Θ∗ ∈ Bq(Rq) with q ∈ [0, 1]
and suggests some important differences between the exact low-rank and the near low-rank
assumptions, a finding which has also been discovered in [1, 20, 19]. Concretely, under the
exact low-rank assumption (i.e., q = 0), the parameter ǭstat (cf. (36)) actually does not
involve the second term λ1−qRq (To see this, turn to the proof of Lemma 5 (cf. inequality

( (48))) and note the fact that
∑d

j=r+1 σj(Θ
∗) = 0. This case was not explicitly shown in order

to make the compactness of the article.) Thus in the exact low-rank case, the optimization

error
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
only depends on the statistical error

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
. In contrast, under the

near low-rank assumption, the squared optimization error (42) also has an additional term

λ2−2qR2
q besides the squared statistical error

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
(To see this, take the square of (36)

with some computation.) This additional term arises from the essence of the matrix ℓq-ball
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(i.e., the statistical nonidentifiability), and it is no larger than
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

with overwhelming

probability.

Before the proof Theorem 2, we need two technical lemmas as follows.

Lemma 5. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2 are satisfied, and that there exists a pair
(δ, T ) such that (39) holds. Then for any iteration t ≥ T , it holds that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ 4

√
2λ−

q
2R

1
2
q

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F

+ ǭstat + ǫ(δ),

where ǭstat and ǫ(δ) are defined respectively in (36) and (40).

Proof. We first prove that if λ ≥ 4|||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op, then for any Θ ∈ S satisfying

Ψ(Θ)−Ψ(Θ∗) ≤ δ, (44)

it holds that

|||Θ−Θ∗|||∗ ≤ 4
√
2λ−

q

2R
1
2
q |||Θ−Θ∗|||F + 4λ1−qRq + 2min

{

δ

λ
, ω

}

. (45)

Set ∆ := Θ−Θ∗. From (44), one has that

LN(Θ
∗ +∆) + Pλ(Θ

∗ +∆) ≤ LN(Θ
∗) + Pλ(Θ

∗) + δ.

Then subtracting 〈〈∇LN(Θ
∗),∆〉〉 from both sides of the former inequality, we obtain that

T (Θ∗ +∆,Θ∗) + Pλ(Θ
∗ +∆)− Pλ(Θ

∗) ≤ −〈〈∇LN(Θ
∗),∆〉〉+ δ. (46)

We now claim that

Pλ(Θ
∗ +∆)− Pλ(Θ

∗) ≤ λ

2
|||∆|||∗ + δ. (47)

In fact, combining (46) with the RSC condition (7) and Hölder’s inequality, one has that

α2|||∆|||2F − τ2|||∆|||2∗ + Pλ(Θ
∗ +∆)− Pλ(Θ

∗) ≤ |||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op|||∆|||∗ + δ.

This inequality, together with the assumption that λ ≥ 4|||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op, implies that

α2|||∆|||2F − τ2|||∆|||2∗ + Pλ(Θ
∗ +∆)− Pλ(Θ

∗) ≤ λ

4
|||∆|||∗ + δ.

Noting the facts that α2 > 0 and that |||∆|||∗ ≤ |||Θ∗|||∗ + |||Θ|||∗ ≤ 2ω, one arrives at (47) by
combining the assumption λ ≥ 8ωτ2. Let J denote the index set corresponding to the 2r largest
singular values of ∆ with r to be chosen later and recall the definitions given in (21). It then fol-
lows from Lemma 4(ii) that Pλ(Θ

∗)−Pλ(Θ) ≤ λ(|||∆J |||∗−|||∆Jc |||∗)+2λ
∑d

j=r+1 σj(Θ
∗). Com-

bining this inequality with (47), one has that 0 ≤ 3λ
2
|||∆J |||∗− λ

2
|||∆Jc|||∗+2λ

∑d
j=r+1 σj(Θ

∗)+δ,

and consequently, |||∆Jc |||∗ ≤ 3|||∆J |||∗+4
∑d

j=r+1 σj(Θ
∗)+ 2δ

λ
. Using the trivial bound |||∆|||∗ ≤

2ω, one has that

|||∆|||∗ ≤ 4
√
2r|||∆|||F + 4

d
∑

j=r+1

σj(Θ
∗) + 2min

{

δ

λ
, ω

}

. (48)

17



Recall the set Kη defined in (18) and set r = |Kη|. Combining (48) with (20) and setting

η = λ, we arrive at (45). We now verify that (44) is satiafied by the matrix Θ̂ and Θt,
respectively. Since Θ̂ is the optimal solution, it holds that Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ Ψ(Θ∗), and by assumption
(39), it holds that Ψ(Θt) ≤ Ψ(Θ̂) + δ ≤ Ψ(Θ∗) + δ. Consequently, it follows from (45) that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ 4

√
2λ−

q

2R
1
2
q

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+ 4λ1−qRq,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt −Θ∗
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤ 4

√
2λ−

q

2R
1
2
q

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt −Θ∗
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+ 4λ1−qRq + 2min

{

δ

λ
, ω

}

.

By the triangle inequality, we then arrive at that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt −Θ∗
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗

≤ 4
√
2λ−

q
2R

1
2
q

(
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θ∗

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt −Θ∗
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F

)

+ 8λ1−qRq + 2min

{

δ

λ
, ω

}

≤ 4
√
2λ−

q

2R
1
2
q

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

F
+ ǭstat + ǫ(δ).

The proof is complete.

Lemma 6. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2 are satisfied, and that there exists a pair
(δ, T ) such that (39) holds. Then for any iteration t ≥ T , we have that

T̄ (Θ̂,Θt) ≥ −2τ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2, (49)

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≥ 2α2 − µ

4

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F

− 2τ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2, (50)

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ κt−T (Ψ(ΘT )−Ψ(Θ̂)) +
2ξ

1− κ
(ǭ2stat + ǫ2(δ)), (51)

where ǭstat, ǫ(δ), κ and ξ are defined in (36), (40), (37) and (38), respectively.

Proof. It follows from the RSC condition (7) and Lemma 3 (cf. (16c)) that

T̄ (Θ̂,Θt) ≥
(

α2 −
µ

2

)
∣

∣

∣

∣
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∣

∣

∣
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Θ̂−Θt
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∣

∣

∣
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∣

∣

2

F
− τ2
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∣
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∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂−Θt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∗
. (52)

Combining Lemma 5 and the assumption that λ ≥
(

256τRq

2α2−µ

)1/q

yields that

T̄ (Θ̂,Θt) ≥ −2τ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2,

which establishes (49). Furthermore, by the convexity of |||·|||∗, one has that

λ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
− λ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
− λ〈〈Ĝ,Θt − Θ̂〉〉 ≥ 0, (53)

where Ĝ ∈ ∂
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θ̂
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
. It follows from the first-order optimality condition for Θ̂ that

〈〈∇Ψ(Θ̂),Θt − Θ̂〉〉 ≥ 0. (54)
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Combining (52), (53) and (54), we obtain that

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≥
(

α2 −
µ

2

)
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Then applying Lemma 5 to bound the term
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and noting the assumption that

λ ≥
(

256τRq

2α2−µ

)1/q

, we arrive at (50). Now we turn to prove (51). Define

Ψt(Θ) := L̄N(Θ
t) + 〈〈∇L̄N(Θ

t),Θ−Θt〉〉+ v

2
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∣Θ−Θt
∣
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∣
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2

F
+ λ|||Θ|||∗,

which is the objective function minimized over the feasible region S = {Θ
∣

∣|||Θ|||∗ ≤ ω} at

iteration t. For any a ∈ [0, 1], it is easy to see that the matrix Θa = aΘ̂+ (1− a)Θt belongs to
S due to the convexity of S. Since Θt+1 is the optimal solution of the optimization problem
(34), one has that

Ψt(Θ
t+1) ≤ Ψt(Θa) = L̄N(Θ

t) + 〈〈∇L̄N(Θ
t),Θa −Θt〉〉+ v

2
‖Θa −Θt‖22 + λ|||Θa|||∗

≤ L̄N(Θ
t) + 〈〈∇L̄N(Θ

t), aΘ̂− aΘt〉〉+ va2
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Θ̂−Θt

∣

∣
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∣
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∣
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F
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∣

∣

∣

∣
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Θ̂
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∣

∣
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∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+ (1− a)λ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
,

where the last inequality is from the convexity of |||·|||∗. Then by (49), one sees that

Ψt(Θ
t+1) ≤ (1− a)L̄(Θt) + aL̄(Θ̂) + 2aτ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2

+
va2
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Θ̂−Θt
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∣

∣

2

F
+ aλ
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∣

∣

∣

∣
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∣

∗
+ (1− a)λ
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∣
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∣

∣Θt
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗

≤ Ψ(Θt)− a(Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂)) + 2τ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2 +
va2

2
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∣
Θ̂−Θt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
.

(55)

It then follows from the RSM condition (8) and Lemma 3 (cf. (16d)) that

T̄ (Θt+1,Θt) ≤ α3

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt+1 −Θt
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
+ τ3

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt+1 −Θt
∣
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∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∗

≤ v
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∣

∣

∣

∣
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∣
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∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
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∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt+1 −Θt
∣

∣
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∣

∣

∣

2

∗
,

where the second inequality is due to assumption v ≥ 2α3. Adding λ|||Θt+1|||∗ to both sides of
the former inequality, we obtain that

Ψ(Θt+1) ≤ L̄(Θt) + 〈〈∇L̄(Θt),Θt+1 −Θt〉〉+ λ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt+1
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∗
+
v
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∣
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∣

2

∗

= Ψt(Θ
t+1) + τ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt+1 −Θt
∣
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∣
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∣

2

∗
.

Combining this inequality with (55) yields that

Ψ(Θt+1) ≤ Ψ(Θt)− a(Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂)) +
va2

2
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F
+ τ
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣Θt+1 −Θt
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∗
+ 2τ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2.

(56)
Define ∆t := Θt − Θ̂. Then it follows directly that |||Θt+1 −Θt|||2∗ ≤ (|||∆t+1|||∗ + |||∆t|||∗)2 ≤
2|||∆t+1|||2∗ + 2|||∆t|||2∗. Combining this inequality with (56), one has that

Ψ(Θt+1) ≤ Ψ(Θt)−a(Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂))+
va2
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F
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∣
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∗
+
∣
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∣

∣∆t
∣

∣
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∣

∣

∣

2

∗
)+2τ(ǭstat+ǫ(δ))

2.
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To simplify the notations, define ψ := τ(ǭstat + ǫ(∆))2, ζ := τλ−qRq and δt := Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂).

Using Lemma 5 to bound the term |||∆t+1|||2∗ and |||∆t|||2∗, we arrive at that

Ψ(Θt+1) ≤ Ψ(Θt)− a(Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂)) +
va2

2
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∣
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∣

∣

∣∆t
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∣

2

F
+ 128τλ−qRq(

∣
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∣

∣∆t+1
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∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
+
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣∆t
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
) + 10ψ

= Ψ(Θt)− a(Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂)) +

(

va2

2
+ 128ζ

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣∆t
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
+ 128ζ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣∆t+1
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
+ 10ψ.

(57)
Then subtracting Ψ(Θ̂) from both sides of (57), one has by (50) that

δt+1 ≤ (1− a)δt +
2va2 + 512ζ

2α2 − µ
(δt + 2ψ) +

512ζ

2α2 − µ
(δt+1 + 2ψ) + 10ψ.

Setting a = 2α2−µ
4v

∈ (0, 1), it follows from the former inequality that

(

1− 512ζ

2α2 − µ

)

δt+1 ≤
(

1− 2α2 − µ

8v
+

512ζ

2α2 − µ

)

δt + 2

(

2α2 − µ

8v
+

1024ζ

2α2 − µ
+ 5

)

ψ,

or equivalently, δt+1 ≤ κδt+ ξ(ǭstat+ ǫ(δ))
2, where κ and ξ were previously defined in (37) and

(38), respectively. Finally, it follows that

δt ≤ κt−T δT + ξ(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2(1 + κ+ κ2 + · · ·+ κt−T−1)

≤ κt−T δT +
ξ

1− κ
(ǭstat + ǫ(δ))2 ≤ κt−T δT +

2ξ

1− κ
(ǭ2stat + ǫ2(δ)).

The proof is complete.

By virtue of the above lemmas, we are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. We first prove the inequality as follows:

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ δ∗, ∀t ≥ T (δ∗). (58)

First divide iterations t = 0, 1, · · · into a sequence of disjoint epochs [Tk, Tk+1]. Then define
the associated sequence of tolerances δ0 > δ1 > · · · such that

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ δk, ∀t ≥ Tk,

and the corresponding error term ǫk := 2min
{

δk
λ
, ω
}

. The values of {(δk, Tk)}k≥1 will be
determined later. At the first iteration, we use Lemma 6 (cf. (51)) with ǫ0 = 2ω and T0 = 0
to obtain that

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ κt(Ψ(Θ0)−Ψ(Θ̂)) +
2ξ

1− κ
(ǭ2stat + 4ω2), ∀t ≥ T0. (59)

Set δ1 :=
4ξ
1−κ

(ǭ2stat + 4ω2). Noting that κ ∈ (0, 1) by assumption, it follows from (59) that for

T1 := ⌈ log(2δ0/δ1)
log(1/κ)

⌉,

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ δ1
2
+

2ξ

1− κ

(

ǭ2stat + 4ω2
)

= δ1 ≤
8ξ

1− κ
max

{

ǭ2stat, 4ω
2
}

, ∀t ≥ T1.
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For k ≥ 1, define

δk+1 :=
4ξ

1− κ
(ǭ2stat + ǫ2k) and Tk+1 :=

⌈

log(2δk/δk+1)

log(1/κ)
+ Tk

⌉

. (60)

Then we use Lemma 6 (cf. (51)) to obtain that for all t ≥ Tk,

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ κt−Tk(Ψ(ΘTk)−Ψ(Θ̂)) +
2ξ

1− κ
(ǭ2stat + ǫ2k),

which further implies that

Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ δk+1 ≤
8ξ

1− κ
max{ǭ2stat, ǫ2k}, ∀t ≥ Tk+1.

On the other hand, it follows from (60) that the recursion for {(δk, Tk)}∞k=0 is as follows

δk+1 ≤
8ξ

1− κ
max{ǫ2k, ǭ2stat}, (61a)

Tk ≤ k +
log(2kδ0/δk)

log(1/κ)
. (61b)

Then by [2, Section 7.2], one has from (61a) that

δk+1 ≤
δk

42k+1
and

δk+1

λ
≤ ω

42k
, ∀k ≥ 1. (62)

Now let us show how to decide the smallest k such that δk ≤ δ∗ via (62). If we are at the
first epoch, (58) is clearly satisfied due to (61a). Otherwise, from (61b), one sees that δk ≤ δ∗

holds after at most

k(δ∗) ≥ log(log(ωλ/δ∗)/ log 4)

log(2)
+ 1 = log2 log2(ωλ/δ

∗)

epoches. Combining the above bound on k(δ∗) with (61b), we obtain that Ψ(Θt)−Ψ(Θ̂) ≤ δ∗

holds for all iterations

t ≥ log2 log2

(

ωλ

δ∗

)(

1 +
log 2

log(1/κ)

)

+
log(δ0/δ

∗)

log(1/κ)
,

from which (58) is established. Finally, as (58) is proved, we have by (50) in Lemma 6 and

assumption λ ≥
(

256τRq

2α2−µ

)1/q

that, for any t ≥ T (δ∗),
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4

)
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∣
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F
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2 ≤ δ∗ + 2τ

(
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λ
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)2

.

Hence, for any t ≥ T (δ∗), one has by (41) that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
Θt − Θ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

F
≤ 4

2α2 − µ

(

δ∗ +
δ∗2

8τω2
+ 4τ ǭ2stat

)

.

The proof is complete.
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4 Errors-in-variables matrix regression

In this section, we investigate high-dimensional errors-in-variables matrix regression with nosiy
observations as an application of the nonconvex regularized method. The matrix regression
model has been first proposed in [39] and has been studied from both theoretical and appli-
cational aspects in the last decade; see, e.g., [3, 10, 28, 31] and references therein. Consider
the following generic observation model

yi = 〈〈Xi,Θ
∗〉〉+ ǫi, i = 1, 2, · · · , N, (63)

where for two matricesXi,Θ
∗ ∈ R

d1×d2 , the inner product is defined as 〈〈Xi,Θ
∗〉〉 := trace(Θ∗X⊤

i ),
{yi}Ni=1 are observation values for the response variable, {Xi}Ni=1 are covariate matrices, {ǫi}Ni=1

are observation noise, Θ∗ is the unknown parameter matrix to be estimated. With operator-
theoretic notation, model (63) can be written more compactly as

y = X (Θ∗) + ǫ, (64)

where y := (y1, y2, · · · , yN)⊤ ∈ R
N is the response vector, ǫ := (ǫ1, ǫ2, · · · , ǫN )⊤ ∈ R

N , the
operator X : R

d1×d2 → R
N is defined by the covariate matrices {Xi}Ni=1 as [X (Θ∗)]i =

〈〈Xi,Θ
∗〉〉.

The observations {(Xi, yi)}Ni=1 are assumed to be fully-observed in standard formulations.
However, this assumption is not realistic in many applications, where the covariates may be
observed with noise or miss values and one can only observe the pairs {(Zi, yi)}Ni=1 instead,
where Zi’s are noisy observations of the corresponding true Xi’s. We mainly consider the
following two types of errors:

(a) Additive noise: For each i = 1, 2, · · · , N , one observes Zi = Xi +Wi, where Wi ∈ R
d1×d2

is a random matrix.

(b) Missing data: For each i = 1, 2, · · · , N , one observes a random matrix Zi ∈ R
d1×d2 , such

that for each j = 1, 2 · · · , d1, k = 1, 2 · · · , d2, (Zi)jk = (Xi)jk with probability 1 − ρ, and
(Zi)jk = ∗ with probability ρ, where ρ ∈ [0, 1).

Throughout this section, we impose a Gaussian-ensemble assumption on the errors-in-variables
matrix regression model. Specifically, for a matrix X ∈ R

d1×d2, define M = d1 × d2 and let
vec(X) ∈ R

M stand for the vectorized form of the matrix X . Then the Σ-ensemble is defined
as follows.

Definition 4. Let Σ ∈ R
M×M be a symmetric positive definite matrix. Then a matrix X is

said to be observed form the Σ-ensemble if vec(X) ∼ N (0,Σ).

Then for i = 1, 2, · · · , N , the true observed matrix Xi and the noisy matrixWi are assumed
to be drawn from the Σx-ensemble and the Σw-ensemble, repectively. Observation noise on the
response variables, i.e., ǫ, is assumed to obey the Gaussian distribution with ǫ ∼ N (0, σ2

ǫ IN).
In order to estimate the true parameter Θ∗ in 63 with clean covariate data, it is natural to

introduce the empirical loss function as

LN(Θ) =
1

2N
‖y − X (Θ)‖22 =

1

2N

N
∑

i=1

(yi − vec(Xi)
⊤vec(Θ))2. (65)
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Then define X = (vec(X1), vec(X2), · · · , vec(XN))
⊤ ∈ R

N×M , and one sees that (66) can be
written as

LN(Θ) =
1

2N
‖y−Xvec(Θ)‖22 =

1

2N
‖y‖22−

1

N
〈X⊤y, vec(Θ)〉+ 1

2N
〈X⊤Xvec(Θ), vec(Θ)〉. (66)

However, in the errors-in-variables case, the quantities X⊤X

N
and X⊤y

N
in (66) are both unknown,

meaning that this loss function can not work. Nevertheless, this transformation still offers
some heuristic to construct the loss function in the errors-in-variables case through the plug-
in method proposed in [22]. Specifically, given a set of observations, one way is to find suitable

estimates of the quantities X⊤X

N
and X⊤Y

N
that are adapted to the cases of additive noise and/or

missing data.
Let (Γ̂, Υ̂) be estimators of (X

⊤X

N
, X

⊤Y
N

). Then recalling the nonconvex estimation method
proposed in 2, we obtain the following estimator in the errors-in-variables case

Θ̂ ∈ argmin
Θ∈Ω⊆Rd1×d2

{

1

2
〈Γ̂vec(Θ), vec(Θ)〉 − 〈Υ̂, vec(Θ)〉+ Pλ(Θ)

}

, (67)

Define Z = (vec(Z1), vec(Z2), · · · , vec(ZN))
⊤ ∈ R

N×M . For the specific additive noise
and missing data cases, as discussed in [22], an unbiased choice of the pair (Γ̂, Υ̂) is given
respectively by

Γ̂add :=
Z⊤Z

N
− Σw and Υ̂add :=

Z⊤y

N
, (68)

Γ̂mis :=
Z̃⊤Z̃

N
− ρ · diag

(

Z̃⊤Z̃

N

)

and Υ̂mis :=
Z̃⊤y

N

(

Z̃ =
Z

1− ρ

)

. (69)

Under the high-dimensional scenario (N ≪ M), the estimated matrices Γ̂add and Γ̂mis in
(68) and (69) are always negative definite; actually, both the matrices Z⊤Z and Z̃⊤Z̃ have rank

at most N , and then the positive definite matrices Σw and ρ · diag
(

Z̃⊤Z̃

N

)

are subtracted to

get the estimates Γ̂add and Γ̂mis, respectively. Therefore, the above estimator (67) is based on
solving a optimization problem consisting of a loss function and a regularizer which are both
nonconvex and falls into the framework of this article.

In order to apply the statistical and computational results in the previous section, we need
to verify that the RSC/RSM conditions (6), (7) and (8) are satisfied by the errors-in-variables
matrix regression model with high probability. In addition, noting from (25) and (41), we
shall also bound the term |||∇LN(Θ

∗)|||op to provide some insight in setting the regularization
parameter. Specifically, Proposition 1 is for the additive noise case, while Proposition 2 is for
the missing data case.

To simplify the notations, we define

τadd := λmin(Σx)max

{

(|||Σx|||2op + |||Σw|||2op
λ2min(Σx)

, 1

}

, (70)

τmis := λmin(Σx)max

{

1

(1− ρ)4
|||Σx|||4op
λ2min(Σx)

, 1

}

, (71)

ϕadd := (|||Σx|||op + |||Σx|||op)(|||Σx|||op + σǫ)|||Θ∗|||F, (72)

ϕmis :=
|||Σx|||op
1− ρ

( |||Σx|||op
1− ρ

+ σǫ

)

|||Θ∗|||F. (73)
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Note that ϕadd and ϕmis respectively appears as the surrogate error term for errors-in-variables
matrix regression and plays a key role in bounding the quantity |||∇LN(Θ

∗)|||op in the require-
ment of the regularization parameter λ (cf. (25) and (41)).

Proposition 1. In the additive noise case, let τadd and ϕadd be defined as in (70) and (72),
respectively. Then the following conclusions are true:
(i) there exist universal positive constants (c0, c1, c2) such that with probability at least 1 −
c1 exp

(

−c2N min
{

λ2
min

(Σx)

(|||Σx|||
2
op
+|||Σw|||2

op
)2
, 1
})

, the RSC condition (6) holds with parameters

α1 =
1

2
λmin(Σx), and τ1 = c0τadd

√

d1d2
log d1 + log d2

N
, (74)

the RSC condition (7) holds with parameters

α2 =
1

4
λmin(Σx), and τ2 = c0τadd

√

d1d2
log d1 + log d2

N
, (75)

the RSM condition (8) holds with parameters

α3 =
3

4
λmax(Σx), and τ3 = c0τadd

√

d1d2
log d1 + log d2

N
; (76)

(ii) there exist universal positive constants (c3, c4, c5) such that

|||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op ≤ c3ϕadd

√

log d1 + log d2
N

,

holds with probability at least 1− c4 exp(−c5d1d2).
Proof. (i) Note that the matrices X and W are sub-Gaussian with parameters (Σx, |||Σx|||2op)
and (Σw, |||Σw|||2op), respectively [23]. Then [22, Lemma 1] is applicable to concluding that,

there exist universal constants (c0, c1, c2) such that for any β ∈ R
M

β⊤Γ̂addβ ≥ 1

2
λmin(Σx)‖β‖22 − c0τadd

logM

N
‖β‖21, (77)

β⊤Γ̂addβ ≤ 3

2
λmax(Σx)‖β‖22 + c0τadd

logM

N
‖β‖21. (78)

with probability at least 1− c1 exp
(

−c2N min
{

λ2
min

(Σx)

(|||Σx|||
2
op+|||Σw|||2op)

2
, 1
})

. On the other hand, for

any Θ,Θ′ ∈ R
d1×d2 , note that T (Θ,Θ′) = 1

2
(vec(Θ) − vec(Θ′)⊤Γ̂add(vec(Θ)− vec(Θ′)). Then

with vec(Θ)−vec(Θ′) in place of β and noting the facts that ‖vec(Θ)−vec(Θ′)‖22 = |||Θ−Θ′|||2F
and that ‖vec(Θ)−vec(Θ′)‖21 ≤

√
M‖vec(Θ)−vec(Θ′)‖22 =

√
M |||Θ−Θ′|||2F ≤

√
M |||Θ−Θ′|||2∗,

we obtain that the RSC condition (7) and the RSM condition (8) hold with high probability
with parameters given by (75) and (76), respectively.

Then let Θ∗ be the true underlying parameter (i.e., Θ∗ satisfies (64)). Fix ∆ ∈ R
d1×d2

such that Θ∗ +∆ ∈ S. Since in the case of additive noise, it follows that 〈〈∇LN(Θ
∗ +∆) −

∇LN(Θ
∗),∆〉〉 = vec(∆)⊤Γ̂addvec(∆). Now with vec(∆) in palce of β and noting the facts

that ‖vec(∆)‖22 = |||∆|||2F and that ‖vec(∆)‖21 ≤
√
M‖vec(∆)‖21 =

√
M |||∆|||2F ≤

√
M |||∆|||2∗, one

has that (77) implies that the RSC condition (6) hold with high probability with parameters
given by (74).
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(ii) Since
|||∇LN(Θ

∗)|||op = ‖Γ̂addvec(Θ
∗)− Υ̂add‖∞,

[22, Lemma 2] is applicable to concluding that, there exist universal positive constants (c3, c4, c5)
such that

|||∇Ln(Θ
∗)|||op ≤ c3ϕadd

√

logM

N
,

holds with probability at least 1− c4 exp(−c5M).
The proof is complete.

The proof of Proposition 2 is similar to that of Proposition 1 with the modification that
[22, Lemma 3 and Lemma 4] is applied instead of [22, Lemma 1 and Lemma 2], and so is
omitted.

Proposition 2. In the missing data case, let τmis and ϕmis be defined as in (71) and (73),
respectively. Then the following conclusions are true:
(i) there exist universal positive constants (c0, c1, c2) such that with probability at least 1 −
c1 exp

(

−c2N min
{

(1− ρ)4
λ2
min

(Σx)

|||Σx|||
4
op

, 1
})

, the RSC condition (6) holds with parameters

α1 =
1

2
λmin(Σx), and τ1 = c0τmis

√

d1d2
log d1 + log d2

N
,

the RSC condition (7) holds with parameters

α2 =
1

4
λmin(Σx), and τ2 = c0τmis

√

d1d2
log d1 + log d2

N
,

the RSM condition (8) holds with parameters

α3 =
3

4
λmax(Σx), and τ3 = c0τmis

√

d1d2
log d1 + log d2

N
;

(ii) there exist universal positive constants (c3, c4, c5) such that

|||∇LN(Θ
∗)|||op ≤ c3ϕmis

√

log d1 + log d2
N

,

holds with probability at least 1− c4 exp(−c5d1d2).

5 Numerical experiments

6 Conclusion

In this work, we proposed a unified framework for low-rank estimation problem, which can
be used to analyse high-dimensional errors-in-variables matrix regression. A general estima-
tor consisting a loss function and a low-rank induced regularizer which are both nonconvex
was constructed. Then we provided statistical and computational guarantees for the non-
convex estimator. In the statistical aspect, recovery bounds for any stationary point are
established to achieve the statistical consistency. In the computational aspect, the proximal
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gradient algorithm was applied to solve the nonconvex optimization problem and was proved
to converge geometrically to a near-global solution. Probabilistic discussions on the required
regularity conditions were obtained for specific errors-in-variables matrix models. Theoret-
ical results were illustrated by several numerical experiments on errors-in-variables matrix
regression models with additive noise and missing data.
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