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Abstract

Optimizing over the set of orthogonal matrices is a centeahgonent in prob-
lems like sparse-PCA or tensor decomposition. Unfortupatech optimization

is hard since simple operations on orthogonal matrice$ydasiak orthogonality,
and correcting orthogonality usually costs a large amoficbmputation. Here
we propose a framework for optimizing orthogonal matrighat is the parallel

of coordinate-descent in Euclidean spaces. It is basd@ivens-rotationsa fast-

to-compute operation that affects a small number of eniniéise learned matrix,
and preserves orthogonality. We show two applications isfdbproach: an al-
gorithm for tensor decomposition that is used in learningture models, and an
algorithm for sparse-PCA. We study the parameter regimaevadsivens rota-
tion approach converges faster and achieves a superiorl mo@degenome-wide
brain-wide mRNA expression dataset.

1 Introduction

Optimization over orthogonal matrices — matrices whosesrand columns form an orthonormal
basis ofR? — is central to many machine learning optimization probler®sominent examples
includePrincipal Component Analysi®CA), Sparse PCAandIindependent Component Analysis
(ICA). In addition, many new applications of tensor orthogonaloaepositions were introduced
recently, including Gaussian Mixture Models, Multi-viewddels and Latent Dirichlet Allocation
(e.g./Anandkumar et al. (2012a); Hsu & Kakiade (2013)).

A major challenge when optimizing over the set of orthogonafrices is that simple updates such as
matrix addition usually break orthonormality. Correctimgorthonormalizing a matri¥” € R%*¢

is typically a costly procedure: even a change to a singleefa of the matrix, may requir@(d*)
operations in the general case for re-orthogonalization.

In this paper, we present a new approach for optimization inemanifold of orthogonal matrices,
that is based on a series of sparse and efficient-to-compuliztes that operateithin the set of
orthonormal matrices, thus saving the need for costly orthonormalization. Thgregach can be
seen as the equivalent of coordinate descent in the margfaddthonormal matrices. Coordinate
descent methods are particularly relevant for problemsattestoo big to fit in memory, for problems
where one might be satisfied with a partial answer, or in gnoislwhere not all the data is available
at one timel(Richtarik & Takac, 2012).

We start by showing that the orthogonal-matrix equivaléatgingle coordinate update is applying a
singleGivens rotatiorto the matrix. In sectiohl3 we prove that for a differentiadi¢ective the pro-
cedure converges to a local optimum under minimal conditiand prove a®(1/7") convergence
rate for the norm of the gradient. Sectidhs 4ahd 5 describ@pplications: (1) sparse PCA, includ-
ing a variant for streaming data; (2) a new method for ortmadjeensor decomposition. We study
how the performance of the method depends on the problenespgameters using synthetic data,

A shorter version of this paper will appear in the proceeding the 31st International Conference for
Machine Learning (ICML 2014).
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and demonstrate that it achieves superior accuracy on dicatmmn of sparse-PCA for analyzing
gene expression data.

2 Coordinate descent on the orthogonal matrix manifold

Coordinate descent (CD) is an efficient alternative to gnaidilescent when the cost of computing
and applying a gradient step at a single coordinate is selative to computing the full gradient. In
these cases, convergence can be achieved with a smalleenofrdomputing operations, although
using a larger number of (faster) steps.

Applying coordinate descent to optimize a function invaleboosing a coordinate basis, usually the
standard basis. Then calculating a directional derivatiibe direction of one of the coordinates.
And finally, updating the iterate in the direction of the chwgoordinate.

To generalize CD to operate over the set of orthogonal nestriwe need to generalize these ideas
of directional derivatives and updating the orthogonalrinédn a “straight direction”.

In the remaining of this section, we introduce the set of @gtinal matrices),, as a Riemannian
manifold. We then show that applying coordinate descenhi¢oRiemannian gradient amounts to
multiplying by Givens rotations. Throughout this sectiardahe next, the objective function is
assumed to be a differentiable functipn O; — R.

2.1 The orthogonal manifold and Riemannian gradient

The orthogonal matrix manifol@, is the set ofl x d matricesU such thaUU” = UTU = I;. It

is a dimensional smooth manifold, and is an embedded sulfoidoi the Euclidean spacB?*?
(Absil et all., 2009).

Each pointy € O, has a tangent space associated with ﬁ%\’ﬁ dimensional vector space, that
we will use below in order to capture the notion of 'direction the manifold. The tangent space is
denotedl; Oy, and defined bY Oy = {Z € R™¥4 Z =UQ : Q = —QT} = USkew(d), where
Skew(d) is the set of skew-symmetritx d matrices.

2.1.1 Geodesic directions

The natural generalization of straight lines to manifoldsgeodesic curvesA geodesic curve is
locally the “shortest” curve between two points on the maldif or equivalently, a curve with no
acceleration tangent to the manifold (Absil et al., 2009pr & pointU € O, and a “direction”
UQ € Ty Qg4 there exists a single geodesic line that passes thrbughdirection(2. Fortunately,
while computing a geodesic curve in the general case mighals computing it for the orthogonal
matrix manifold has a closed form expression: (—1,1) — Oq4, v(0) = UEXpm(62), wherey(6)
with 8 € (—1, 1) is the parameterization of the curve, and Expm is the makporential function.

In the special case where the operdiapm((2) is applied to a skew-symmetric matiix it maps

Q into an orthogonal matrif. As a result;y(9) = UExpm(6S?) is also an orthogonal matrix for all
—1 < 0 < 1. This provides a useful parametrization for orthogonalrioes.

2.1.2 The directional derivative

In analogy to the Euclidean case, the Riemannian diredtiberdvative of f in the direction of a
vectorUQ2 € Ty Oy is defined as the derivative of a single variable functionohhinvolves looking
at f along a single curve (Absil et al., 2009):

d

Val(U) = 00D, = 5 VExPTOD)]| &

Note thatVg, f(U) is a scalar. The definition means that the directional dévieas the limit of f
along the geodesic curve going throughn the directionU 2.

'Because Expiff2) Expm(2)” = Expm(Q)Expm(Q7) = Expm(Q)Expm(—Q) = I



2.1.3 The directional update

Since the Riemannian equivalent of walking in a straigha imwalking along the geodesic curve,
taking a step of sizg > 0 from a pointU € O, in directionU) € Ty O, amounts to:

Uneat = UEXpm(T]Q) ) (2)

We also have to define the orthogonal basisSbew(d). Here we usdee] —ejef : 1 <i < j <
d}. We denote each basis vectorfdg = e;e] —ejel, 1 <i<j<d.

2.2 Givens rotations as coordinate descent

Coordinate descent is a popular method of optimization icliHean spaces. It can be more efficient
than computing full gradient steps when it is possible toddnpute efficiently the coordinate
directional derivative, and (2) apply the update efficigntle will now show that in the case of the
orthogonal manifold, applying the update (step 2) can beael efficiently. The cost of computing
the coordinate derivative (step 1) depends on the specifizanaf the objective functioif, and we
we show below several cases where that can be achievedrfficie

Let H;; be a coordinate direction, 18y, f(U) be the corresponding directional derivative, and
choose step size > 0. A straightforward calculation based on Eg. 2 shows thatupeate
Unext = UEXpm(—nH;;) obeys

Expm(—nH;;) =
.- 0 - 0 e 0]
0 . N COS:(,]) . _Si;l(n) 0
0 ... Sin:(n) : COS:(,]) 0
R T

This matrix is known as &ivens rotation(Golub & Van Loan| 2012) and is denoté{i, j, —n). It
hascos(n) at the(i,4) and(j, j) entries, andtsin(n) at the(j,7) and(i, j) entries. Itis a simple
and sparse orthogonal matrix. For a dense matrix R?*¢, the linear operatiod — AG (i, 7,7)
rotates the*” and;j*" columns of4 by an angle; in the plane they span. Computing this operation
costs6d multiplications and additions. As a result, computing Giseotations successively for all

@ coordinatesH,; takesO(d*) operations, the same order as ordinary matrix multiplicati
Therefore the relation between the cost of a single Givelasive to a full gradient update is the
same as the relation between the cost of a single coordipdte and a full update is in Euclidean

space. We note that any determinant-1 orthogonal matribeatiecomposed into at mo@t‘i;—l)
Givens rotations.

2.3 The givens rotation coordinate descent algorithm

Based on the definition of givens rotation, a natural algamifor optimizing over orthogonal matri-
ces is to perform a sequence of rotations, where each notastiequivalent to a coordinate-step in
CD.

To fully specify the algorithm we need two more ingredieifiy:Selecting a schedule for going over
the coordinates and (2) Selecting a step size. For schegdulinchose here to use a random order of
coordinates, following many recent coordinate descenemafiRichtarik & Takad, 2012; Nesterov,
2012; Patrascu & Necoara, 2013).

For choosing the step sizewe use exact minimization, since we found that for the pnoisieve at-
tempted to solve, using exact minimization was usually #mesorder of complexity as performing
approximate minimization (like using an Armijo step rulerBekas|(1999); Absil et al. (2009)).

Based on these two decisions, AlgoritHmh (1) is a random doate minimization technique.



Algorithm 1 Riemannian coordinate minimization a¥;

Input: Differentiable objective functiorf, initial matrix Uy € Oy4
t=0
while not convergedlo
1. Sample uniformly at random a p&ii(t), j(¢)) such that < i(t) < j(¢) <d.
2.0i41 = argmin f(U:-G(3,5,9)).

3.U41 = Ut G(i,J, 0r+1)-
4.t=t+1
end while
Output: Upfinar.

3 Convergence rate for Givens coordinate minimization

In this section, we show that under the assumption that thgctie functionf is differentiable
Algorithm 1 converges to critical point of the functigh and the only stable convergence points
are local minima. We further show that the expectation wthé random choice of coordinates of
the squared,-norm of the Riemannian gradient converge$ with a rate ofO(2) whereT is the
number of iterations. The proofs, including some auxiliangmas, are prowdedTm the supplemental
material. Overall we provide the same convergence guaramie provided in standard non-convex
optimization (e.gl, Nemirovski (1999); Bertsekas (1999))

Definition 1. Riemannian gradient

The Riemannian gradien¥ f(U) of f at pointU € Oy is the matrixU, whereQ? € Skew(d),
Q= —Q;; =V, f(U),1 <i < j <disdefined to be the directional derivative as giveninlHq. 1,
and$; = 0. The norm of the Riemannian gradief¥ f (U)||> = Tr(Vf(U)Vf(U)T) = [|Q]7,,-

Definition 2. A pointU, € Qg4 is asymptotically stablevith respect to AIgonthm[]l) if it has
a neighborhoodV of U, such that all sequences generated by Algorithin (1) withtisigupoint
Up € V converge tdJ..

Theorem 1. Convergence to local optimum

(1) The sequence of iteratés of Algorithm [1) satisfiestim;_, . ||V f(U)|| = 0. This means that
the accumulation points of the sequeR€g }2°, are critical points off.

(2) Assume the critical points gfare isolated. LeU, be a critical point off. ThenU., is a local
minimum off if and only if it is asymptotically stable with regard to thegaience generated by
Algorithm ).

Definition 3. For an iteratet of Algorithm [1), and a set of indicds(t), j(¢)), we define the auxil-

iary single variable functiom” :
9/ (0) = f (U; - G(i, },0)), (3)

Note thatgij are differentiable and periodic with a period &f. SinceO, is compact andf is
differentiable there exists a single Lipschitz constaff) > 0 for all g;”.

Theorem 2. Rate of convergence
Let f be a continuous function with-Lipschitz directional derivatived Let U, be the sequence
generated by Algorithid 1. For the sequence of RiemanniadignesV f (U;) € Ty, O4 we have:

. d2 _ )
max B[IVU)]] < = (J“T<U+o>1 Jnin) @

The proof is a Riemannian version of the proof for the rateafvwergence of Euclidean random
coordinate descent for non-convex functions (Patrascu 8olleal 2013) and is provided as supple-
mental material.

4 Sparse PCA

Principal component analysis (PCA) is a basic dimensignatiducing technique used through-
out the sciences. Given a data sétc R?*™ of n observations ind dimensions, the prin-
cipal components are a set of orthogonal vectars, ..., z, € R? such that the variance

’Because), is compact, any functiotf with a continuous second-derivative will obey this corutiti



S 2T AAT z; is maximized. The data is then represented in a new cooedsiyatemd = Z7 A

111

whereZ = [z1, 2o, . . ., 2] € R¥X™,

One drawback of ordinary PCA is lack of interpretability. the original datad, each dimension
usually has an understandable meaning, such as the levgdrefssion of a certain gene. The dimen-
sions ofA however are typically linear combinations of all gene egpien levels, and as such are
much more difficult to interpret. A common approach to thebpeo of findinginterpretableprin-
cipal components is Sparse PCA (Zou etlal., 2006; Journgéle @010; d’Aspremont et al., 2007;
Zhang et al/, 2012; Zhang & Ghabui, 2012). SPCA aims to findoree; as in PCA, but which are
also sparse. In the gene-expression example, the non-aemponents of; might correspond to a
few genes that explain well the structure of the data

One of the most popular approaches for solving the probleffindfng sparse principal compo-
nents is the work by Journée ef al. (2010). In their papes; formalize the problem as finding the
optimum of the following constrained optimization probléorfind the sparse basis vectdfs

argmax  Tr(ZTAU) —~ Z |Z:/] (5)
UERn*m ZcRdxm

d
st UTU =T,y ZL=1Vj=1...m

i=1

Journée et al. provide an algorithm to solve Ed. 5 that haspgarts: The first and more time
consuming part finds an optiméal, from which optimalZ is then found. We focus here on the
problem of finding the matri¥/. Note that whemn = n, the constraint/ U = I,,, implies thatl

is an orthogonal matrix.

We use a second formulation of the optimization problemq gisen by Journée et al. in section

2.5.1 of their paper:
argmaxzz [[(A-U)i| — 72
UGR’HX’WL 1 /L 1

st. UTU =1,,,,
wheren is the number of sampled, is the input dimensionality angh is output dimension (the

number of PCA component computed). This objective is orifferdntiable and the objective matrix
U grows with the number of samples

4.1 Givens rotation algorithm for the full casem = n

If we choose the number of principal componenido be equal to the number of samplesve
can apply Algorithm ((IL)) directly to solve the optimizatiproblem of Eq[16. Explicitly, at each
roundt, for choice of coordinate, j) and a matrixU; € Oy, the resulting coordinate minimization
problemiis:

m d
argmm - ZZ [[(AUG (3, 5,0))i5] = 7% =

d (6)
argénin - ZHCOS(@)(AUt)m‘ + sin(0) (AU )ij| — )3+
k=1
[| — sin(8) (AU, ki + cos(8) (AU )x;| — 12

See Algorithm [(R) for the full procedure. In practice, théseno need to store the matricés

in memory, and one can work directly with the matt/,. Evaluating the above expressioh 6
for a givend requiresO(d) operations, wherd is the dimension of the data instances. We found
in practice that optimizing Eq.] 6 required an order of 5-18leations. Overall each iteration of
Algorithm (2) require)(d) operations.

4.2 Givens rotation algorithm for the casem < n

The major drawback of Algorithni{2) is that it requires themher of principal components to be
equal to the number of samplesThis kind of “full dimensional sparse PCA’ may not be neeggs



Algorithm 2 Riemannian coordinate minimization for sparse PCA

Input: Data matrix4 € R?*™, initial matrix Uy € O,,, sparsity parameter > 0
t=20
AU =A-U,.
while not convergedlo
1. Sample uniformly at random a p&ii(t), j(¢)) such that < i(¢t) < j(t) < n.
2. 0,41 = argmax
0

Yo ([lcos(0) (AU iy + sin(0) (AU ) o) | — 413
+[| = 5in(0) (AU ) iqry + cos(0) (AU ) )| —13)-
3.AU = AU - G(i(t), (1)), Or41).
4.t=t+1.

end while

5. Z = solveForZ (AU, ~) Il Algorithm 6 of
Journée et all (2010).

Output: Z € Réxn

when researchers are interested to obtain a small numbengbanents. We therefore develop a
streaming version of Algorithmi{2). For a small given we treat the data as if only, samples
exist at any time, giving an intermediate modgl € R4*™. After a few rounds of optimizing over
this subset of samples, we use a heuristic to drop one of #véqus samples and incorporate a new
sample. This gives us a streaming version of the algorithoabee in every phase we need only
m samples of the data in memory. The full details of the alhamitare given in the supplemental
material.

4.3 Experiments

Sparse PCA attempts to trade-off two variables: the fraafaata variance that is explained by the
model’s components, and the level of sparsity of the comptsnén our experiment, we monitor a

third important parameter, the number of floating point agiens (FLOPS) performed to achieve
a certain solution. To compute the number of FLOPS we coutitechumber of additions and

multiplications computed on each iteration. This does ndltide pointer arithmetic.

We first examined Algorithni]2 for the case where = n. We used the prostate cancer gene
expression data hy Singh et al. (2002). This dataset cangishe gene expression levels for 52
tumor and 50 normal samples over 12,600 genes, resulting2nc®0 x 102 data matrix.

We compared the performance of our approach with that ofGheeralized Power Methodf
Journee et al! (2010). We focus on this method for compasigecause both methods optimize
the same objective function, which allows to charactetieerelative strengths and weaknesses of
the two approaches.

As can be seen in Figuké 1, the Givens coordinate minimizatiethod finds a sparser solution with
better explained variance, and does so faster than theajzeerpower method.

We tested the streaming version of the coordinate descgatim for sparse PCA (Algorithm
5, supp. material) on a recent large gene expression datoketted from of six human brains
(Hawrylycz et al.| 2012). Overall, each of the 20K human gewas measured at 3702 different
brain locations, and this data can be used to study the kpatiarns of mMRNA expression across
the human brain.

We again compared the performance of our approach with flthe&Generalized Power Methaaf
Journee et all (2010).

We split the data into 5 train/test partitions, with eaclintiset including 2962 examples and each
test set including 740 examples. We evaluated the amountri@ince explained by the model on the
test set. We use the adjusted variance procedure suggedtes case by Zou et al. (2006), which

takes into account the fact that the sparse principal coetsrare not orthogonal.

For the Generalized Power Method we use the gréedwgrsion of Journée et al. (2010), with the
parametey set to 1. We found the greedy version to be more stable anddblbéo produce sparse
solutions when the number of components was> 1. We used values of ranging fromo0.01

to 0.2, and two stopping conditions: “convergence”, where the@algm was run until its objective
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Figure 1: (a) The explained variance as function of FLOP$efdoordinate minimization method
from Algorithm[2 and of the generalized power method by Jéaret al.[(2010), on a prostate cancer
gene expression dataset. (b) The number of non-zeros inpérses PCA matrix as function of
FLOPS of the coordinate minimization method from Algorit@and of the generalized power
method by Journée etlal. (2010), on a prostate cancer gpnession dataset. The size of the sparse
PCA matrix is12, 600 x 102.

converged within a relative tolerance levelldf-*, and “early stop” where we stopped the algorithm
after 14% of the iterations required for convergence.

For our algorithm we used the same range ehlues, and used an “early stop” condition where the
algorithm was stopped after using 14% of the samples.

Figure[2 demonstrates the tradeoff between floating poirtaipns and explained variance for
sparse PCA with 3, 5 and 10 components and with 3 sparsitistedy®, 10% and 20%. Using low
dimensions is often useful for visual exploration of theadaEach dot represents one instance of
the algorithm that was run with a certain valueyadind stopping criterion. To avoid clutter we only
show instances which performed best in terms of explaingdvee or few FLOPS.

When strong sparsity is required (5% or 10% sparsity), tkiergg-rotation coordinate descent algo-
rithm finds solutions faster (blue rectangles are more tdetfién Figure[2), and these solutions are
similar or better in terms of explained variance.

For low-dimensional less sparse solutions (20% sparsigyfind that the generalized power method
finds comparable or better solutions using the same conipughtost, but only when the number
of components is small, as seen in Figure 2.c,f,i.

5 Orthogonal tensor decomposition

Recently it has been shown that many classic machine leaprioblem such as Gaussian Mix-
ture Models and Latent Dirichlet Allocation can be solveficedntly by using 3rd order moments
(Anandkumar et all, 2012a; Hsu & Kakade, 2013; Anandkumal g0120,c; Chaganty & Liang,
2013). These methods ultimately rely on finding an orthogdeaomposition of 3-way tensors
T € R¥*4xd and reconstructing the solution from the decompositionthis section, we show
that the problem of finding an orthogonal decomposition feerssor?’ ¢ R?*?*¢ can be natu-
rally cast as a problem of optimization over the orthogonatrin manifold. We then apply Al-
gorithm [3) to this problem, and compare its performance task of finding a Gaussian Mixture
Model with a state-of-the-art tensor decomposition methadnely the robust Tensor Power Method
(Anandkumar et all, 2012a). We find that the Givens coordin@himization method consistently
finds better solutions when the number of mixture comporisiigsge.

5.1 Orthogonal tensor decomposition

The problem of tensor decomposition is very hard in gendalda & Bader, 2009). However, a
certain class of tensors known as “orthogonally decomge$snsors are easier to decompose, as
has been demonstrated recently by Anandkumatr et al. (P(Hga): Kakade|(2013) and others. In
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Figure 2: The tradeoff between explained variance and cdtetipnal cost for 3, 5 and 10-
component sparse-PCA models applied to Human gene exumetatia. The models are constrained
for maximum sparsity of 5% (a), (d) & (), 10% (b), (e) & (h) a@8% (c), (f) & (i). Red circles
are instances of the Generalized Power method Journée(@04l); Blue squares represent the
Givens coordinate descent procedure. Both algorithms waravith ~ in the range [0.01,...,0.2]
and two stopping criteria ('early-stop’ and 'convergenc&he points presented are chosen for best
performance in terms of computational cost or explainetéwnae. Explained variance was adjusted
following|Zou et al. [(2006)

this section, we introduce the problem of orthogonal tedsmomposition, and provide a new char-
acterization of the solution to the tensor-decompositimbfem as the solution of an optimization
problem on the orthogonal matrix manifold.

The resulting algorithm is similar to one recently propobgdshteva et al. (2013). However, we
aim for full diagonalization, while they focus on finding aagblow-rank approximation. This re-
sults in different objective functions: ours involves thiorder polynomials o, while Ishteva et
al.’s results in sixth-order polynomials on the low-rankmuact Stiefel manifold. Diagonalizing the
tensorT is attainable in our case thanks to the strong assumptiarit tissorthogonally decompos-
able. Nonetheless, both methods are extensions of Jaedipavalue algorithm to the tensor case,
in different setups.

We start with preliminary notations and definitions. We fediere on symmetric tensofs €
Rxdxd A third-order tensor is symmetric if its values are ideatifor any permutation of the
indices: withT; ;,:, =

io(1)to(2)io(3) "
We also view a tensdF as a trilinear map.
. d
T:RYx R x R — R: T(vy,v2,v3) = Za,b,c:l TabcV1aV26V3c-

Finally, we also use the three-form tensor product of a vecte R? with itself: u@u@u € R*¥* x4,
(u®u®u)abe = Uq - Up - ue. SUCh a tensor is calledrank-onetensor.

LetT € R4x4*d he a symmetric tensor.



Definition 4. AtensorT is orthogonally decomposable if there exists an orthondsatof vectors
v1,...vq € R?, and positive scalarg, ... Ay > 0 such that:
d

T:Z/\i(vi®vi®vi)- (7
=1

Unlike matrices, most symmetric tensors are not orthodpdatomposable. However, as shown by
Anandkumar et al. (201Ra); Hsu & Kakade (2013); Anandkurhallg2013), several problems of
interest, notably Gaussian Mixture Models and Latent bigtAllocation do give rise to third-order
moments which are orthogonally decomposable in the limihfifite data.
The goal of orthogonal tensor decomposition is, given ahagnally decomposable tensbr to
find the orthogonal vector set, ... v; € R? and the scalard;, ... \g > 0.
We now show that finding an orthogonal decomposition can &tedtas an optimization problem
overQy:

Theorem 3. LetT € R**?xd have an orthogonal decomposition as in Definifidn 4, and icters
the optimization problem

max f(U ZT Ugy Uiy Uiy (8)

UeOy

whereU = [ujusg ... ug]. The stable statlonary points of the problem are exacthhagbnal
matricesU such thatu; = v,; for a permutationt on [d]. The maximum value they attain is

Z?:l Ai.

The proof is given in the supplemental material.

5.2 Coordinate minimization algorithm for orthogonal tensor decomposition

We now adapt Algorithni{1) for solving the problem of orthogbtensor decomposition of a tensor
T, by minimizing the objective functiof] 8 (U) = — Zle T(u;,ui,u;). For this we need to
calculate the form of the functiofi (U - G(i, j,0)). Defined; = cos(0)u; + sin(0)u; anda; =
cos(0)u; — sin(0)u;.

f(U-G(,3,0) ZTuk7uk,uk
k#i,j
T (U, w;y Uy) + T (ﬂj, Uj, ﬂj) .
Define: B
and denote by the tensor such that:
Tijk = T(ui7 Uy, uk) (10)

Collecting terms, using the symmetry’Gfand some basic trigonometric identities, we then have:
g, (6) =cos™(6) (Tm + Tjjj — 3Ty - 3Tju‘) (11)
+5in(0) (Toas — Tigs — 3Tuig + 3751
+cos(6) (3ﬂjj + 3@-%)
+sin(6) (3@,,,- - 3:@-“) .

In each step of the algorithm, we maximigg (9) over—r < # < . The functiong’ has at most

3 maxima that can be obtained in closed form solution, ang gHucan be maximized in constant
time.

The most computationally intensive part of Algorithin 3 isdi2, naively requiring(d*) operations.
This can be improved t@(d?) per iteration, with a one-time precomputation@fd*) operations,
by maintaining an auxiliary tensor in memory. The more effitialgorithm is not described due to
space constraints. We will make the code available online.



Algorithm 3 Riemannian coordinate maximization for orthogonal terkmomposition
Input: Symmetric tensof’ € R¥*4*4 initial matrix Uy € Oy
t=20
while not convergedlo
1. Sample uniformly at random a p&ii(t), j(¢)) such that < i(t) < j(¢) <d.

2. CalculatETiii, fjjj’ Tijj, Tjii‘as |
3. 0; = argmax g;’ (9), whereg,’ is defined as i 11.
6

4, Ut+1 = UtG(i,j, 9t)

5t=t+1.
end while
1 1
1 —=3 —o
3 0.75, 0.757
o
8
= 05 y 0.5¢
£
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Figure 3: Clustering performance in terms of normalized Mite Givens coordinate algorithm
vs. the tensor power method lof Anandkumar etlal. (2012a).st@ling by fitting a GMM from
samples drawn from a 20-component GMM with varying dimemsising 3rd order moments. The
reconstruction is performed from (a) 10K samples and (b)}288mples. Blue line with circles
marks the Givens coordinate minimization method. Red lifith tiangles marks the tensor power
method, and the black line is the optimal performance iftedl GMM parameters are known.

5.3 Experiments

Hsu & Kakade|(2013) and Anandkumar et al. (2012a) have ricsimbwn how the task of fitting a
Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) with common spherical covada can be reduced to the task of
orthogonally decomposing a third moment tensor. We evalilnet Givens coordinate minimization
algorithm using this task. We compare with a state of theearsdr decomposition method, the
robust tensor power method, as given in Anandkumar et al. 2@0

We generated GMMs with the following parameters: number ofmedisions

in {10, 20, 50, 100, 200}, number of samples sampled from the model in
{10K,30K,50K,100K,200K}. We used20 components, each with a spherical variance of
2. The centers were sampled from a Gaussian distribution arithnverse-Wishart distributed
covariance matrix. Given the samples, we then construbethird order moment, decomposed it,
and reconstructed the model following the procedure cedlim| Anandkumar et al. (2012a). We
then clustered the samples according to the reconstructetklmand measured theormalized
mutual information(NMI) (Manning et al.,| 2008) between the learned clusterangl the true
clusters.

Figure[3 compares the performance of the two methods witlopienal NMI across dimensions.
The coordinate minimization method outperforms the temsaver method for the large sample
size (200K), whereas for small sample size (10K) the tenewep method performs better for the
intermediate dimensions. In Figurk 4 we see the performahieth algorithms across all sample
sizes for dimensioa- 100. We see that the coordinate minimization method again paddetter
for larger sample sizes. We observed this phenomenon fooBiponents as well, and for mixture
models with larger variance.
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Figure 4: Same task as Figlide 3, but for fixed dimendien100 and varying number of samples.
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6 Conclusion

We described a framework to efficiently optimize differable functions over the manifold of or-
thogonal matrices. The approach is based on Givens rosatidrich we show can be viewed as the
parallel of coordinate updates in Euclidean spaces. Weegtw/procedure’s convergence to a local
optimum.

Using this framework, we developed algorithms for two uresused learning problems. First, find-
ing sparse principal components; and second, learning asgaumixture model through orthogonal
tensor decompoasition.

We expect that the framework can be further extended to giwslems requiring learning over
orthogonal matrices including ICA. Moreover, coordinagscent approaches have some inherent
advantages and are sometimes better amenable to pasditeliz Developing distributed Givens-
rotation algorithms would be an interesting future resedaitection.
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A Proofs of theorems of section 3

Below we use a slightly modified definition of Algorithioh 1. Téference lies only in the sam-
pling procedure, and is essentially a technical differdnaensure that each coordinate step indeed
improves the objective or lies at an optimum, so that the fsroould be stated more succinctly.

Definition 5. A pointU, € O, is asymptotically stablavith respect to Algorithril4 if it has a
neighborhood’ of U, such that all sequences generated by Algorithm 4 with siguiointU, € V
converge tdJ,.

Theorem 1. Convergence to local optimum
(1) The sequence of iteratés of Algorithm[4 satisfieslim;_,~ ||V f(U:)|| = 0. This means that



Algorithm 4 Riemannian coordinate minimization @¥;, sampling variant

Input: Differentiable objective functioif, initial matrix Uy € O4
t=20
while not convergedio
1. Sample coordinate pai$(¢), j(¢)) such thatl < i(¢t) < j(t) < d uniformly at random
without replacement, until the objective function can i
2. Ut+1 = argmin f (Ut . G(’L,_], 9))
6

3.t=t+1.
end while

the accumulation points of the sequer&g}:°, are critical points off.

(2) Assume the critical points of are isolated. Let/, be a critical point off. ThenU. is a local
minimum of f if and only if it is asymptotically stable with regard to thegaience generated by
Algorithm[4.

Proof. (1) Algorithm[4 is obtained by taking a step in each iteratiamthe direction of the tangent
vector Z;, such that for the coordinatés(t), j(t)) we have(Z;),; = —(Vf(U))ij, (Ze)ji =
—(Vf(U))ji , and(Z;); = 0 for all other coordinate§k, I).

The sequence of tangent vectots € 1y,O, is easily seen to be gradient related:

limsup k — 0o(V f(Uy), Z;) < 0B. This follows fromZ; being equal to exactly two coordinates
of V f(U,), with all other coordinates being 0.

Using the optimal step size as we do assures at least as largere@asef (U;) — f(Uiy+1) as
using the Armijo step size rule (Armijo, 1966; Bertsekas94® Using the fact that the man-
ifold O, is compact, we obtain by theorem 4.3.1 and corrolary 4.3/Alsl et al. (2009) that
limg o0 [V (UL)]] = 0

(2) Since Algorithni ¥ produces a monotonically decreaseagusncef (Uy), and since the manifold
O, is compact, we are in the conditions of Theorems 4.4.1 an@ 4#Absil et al. (2009). These
imply that the only critical points which are local minimaasymptotically stable.

O

We now provide a rate of convergence proof. This proof is arfRienian version of the proof for
the rate of convergence of Euclidean random coordinateedé$ar non-convex functions given by
Patrascu & Necoara (2013).

Definition 6. For an iteratet of Algorithni4, and a set of indicgs(?), j(t)), we define the auxiliary
single variable functiom,’ :

97(0) = (U, - G(i, 4,0)), (12)

Note thatgij are differentiable and periodic with a period &f. SinceO, is compact andf is
differentiable there exists a single Lipschitz constagf) > 0 for all g;”.

Theorem 2. Rate of convergence

Let f be a continuous function witlh-Lipschitz directional derivative® Let U, be the sequence
generated by Algorithia4. For the sequence of RiemanniatignesV f (U;) € Ty, O, we have:

L- d2 U - Jmin
Org{ixTE [||vf(Ut IB } (f{](“ _|(_))1 Fin)

Lemma 1. Letg : R — R be a periodic differentiable function, with peri@a, and L—Lipschitz
derivativeg’. Then there for alb € [~ 7]: g(6) < g(0) + 6¢'(0) + £62.

(13)

Proof. We have for alb,
lg’(0) — ¢’ (0)] < L|6|. We now havey(6) — g(0) — 8¢’ (0 fo 0)dr < fo lg’ (1
g(0)|dr < [ Llz|dr = L2, D

3To obtain a rigorous proof we slightly complicated the samgpprocedure in line 1 of Algorithfal1, such
that coordinates with O gradient are not resampled untilrezezo gradient is sampled.

“Becausa?, is compact, any functioif with a continuous second-derivative will obey this coruiti



Corollary 1. Letg = gf;gil)j(tﬂ). Under the conditions of Algorithid 4, we have:

fU) — f(Ups1) > %Vijf(Ut)Q for the same constart defined i L.

Proof. By the definition ofy we havef (U;11) = mein g(#), and we also havg(0) = f(U,). Finally,

by Eq. 1 of the main paper we ha¥g; f (U;) = ¢’(0). From Lemmall, we havg(d) — ¢(0) <
09'(0) + £6. Minimizing the right-hand side with respectfowe see thainein {g(0) —g(0)} >
52 (9'(0))?. Substitutingf (Uy 1) = min 9(0) .f(Ur) = g(0), and5-V; f(Ur) = ¢'(0) completes
the result. O

Proof of Theorerh]JABy Corollary[d, we havef (U;) — f(Ui11) > ivijf(Ut)Q. Recall that

1V, f(U) is the (i, 5) and(j,i) entry of Vf(U,). If we take the expectation of both sides with
respect to a uniform random choice of indiéeg such thatl < ¢ < j < d, we have:

E(f(U) — f(Urs)] > —

m||vf(Ut)||25 (14)

Summing the left-hand side gives a telescopic sum which edohbnded by (Up) — Unn(gl FfU) =
€0q
fWo) = fmin- Summing the right-hand side and using this bound, we obtain

T
D EIVSIE] < L-d*(f(U0) = fnin) (15)
t=0
. . L-d*(f(Uo) = fmin)
This means thaotlgl}flélTE V()3 < ==L dme), O

B Proofs of theorems of section 5

Definition 4. AtensorT is orthogonally decomposabiiethere exists an orthonormal set of vectors
v1,...vq € R?, and positive scalark;, . .. Ay > 0 such that:

d

T =Y XN(vi@v; @v;). (16)
=1

Theorem 3. LetT € R**?*4 have an orthogonal decomposition as in Definifibn 4, andidens
the optimization problem

d
[%fng(U) = T(ui, ui, u;), 17)
i=1

whereU = [ujus ... uq]. The stable stationary points of the problem are exactlgagonal
matricesU such thatu; = v.(; for a permutationr on [d]. The maximum value they attain is

Z?:l Ai.

Proof. For a tensofl” denote vetI”) € R?’ the vectorization of”’ using some fixed order of in-
dices. Set'(U) = 3%, (wi®@u;@u;), With T(U) ape = S0 iauiptic- The sum of trilinear forms
in Eq. [I7 is equivalent to the inner product®{’ between'(U) and T Zle T(ug,uiyu;) =
Zle Zabc TabelliaUiptic = Zabc Tabe (Z;‘izl uiauibuic) = Zabc TabcT(U)abc = VeC(T) .
vedT'(U)). Consider the following two facts:

1) T(U)ape < 1 Va,b,c = 1...d: since the vectors; are orthogonal, all their components
Uiq < 1. ThusT(U)al7c = Z?Zlumuibuic < Zleumuib =< 1, where the last inequality is
because the sum is the inner product of two rows of an orthalgoatrix.

(2) |lvedT(U))||3 = d. This is easily checked by forming out the sum of squaresieiip) using
the orthonormality of the rows and columns of the matrix
Assume without loss of generality thdt = [;. This is because we may replace the terms



Algorithm 5 Riemannian coordinate minimization for streaming spaGA P

Input: Data streamu; € R?, number of sparse principal componentsinitial matrix Uy € O,,,
sparsity parameter > 0, number of inner iterations.
AU = [araz .. .an] - Uy . 1AU is of sized x m
while not stoppedlo
fort=1...Ldo
1. Sample uniformly at random a p&il(t), j(¢)) such thatl < i(¢) < j(t) < m.
2.0;41 = argmax
0

ZZ:1([|005(9)(AU)M(15) + sin(0) (AU )iy | — 7%
+[| = sin(0) (AU )ity + cos(0) (AU )iy | — ~]3)-
3.AU = AU - G(i(),§(1)), 0141 )-

end for

4 min = arglmin||(AU):7i||2.

5. Sample new data point,,,.
6. (AU)me = Apew-
end while
Z = solveForZ(AU,~) Il Algorithm 6 of
Journee et all (2010).
Output: Z € Réxm

T (us, u;, u;) in the objective withl' (V7 u;, Vu;, VTu;), and because the manifold” O, is iden-
tical to Q4. Thus we have thaf is a diagonal tensor, with,,, = A\, > 0,a = 1...d. Considering
facts (1) and (2) above, we have the following inequality:

d

i ws) = [ T <
Jnax 2 T (ug, wi,u;) [Brézgzvec(T(U)) T< (18)
max vedT) - T s.t. |[vedT)||o <1 A ||vedT)||2 =d. (19)
T

T is diagonal by assumption, with exactlynon-zero entires. Thus the maximum|[of](16) is attained
if and only if T,,,, = 1, a = 1...d, and all other entries df are0. The value at the maximum is
then>" % | \.

The diagonal ones tens@rcan be decomposed inEf:1 e; ®e; ® e;. Interestingly, in the tensor
case, unlike in the matrix case, the decomposition of odhagtensors isiniqueupto permutation

of the factors|(Kruskal, 1977; Kolda & Bader, 2009). Thuse tinly solutions which attain the
maximum of 18 are those whetg = e, (;y,i = 1,...d. O

C Algorithm for streaming sparse PCA

Following are the details for the streaming sparse PCA oarsf our algorithm used in the experi-
ments of section 4. The algorithm starts with running thgiagl coordinate minimization procedure
on the firstm samples. It then chooses the column with the I&éaahd replaces it with a new data
sample, and then reoptimizes on the new set of samples. &heroeneed for it to converge in the
inner iterations, and in practice we found that ordesteps after each new sample are enough for
good results.
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