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Abstract

We study the stochastic optimization of canonical cori@aanalysis (CCA),
whose objective is nonconvex and does not decouple ovairigpsamples. Al-
though several stochastic gradient based optimizatiooriéhgns have been re-
cently proposed to solve this problem, no global convergen@arantee was pro-
vided by any of them. Inspired by the alternating least seg/aower iterations
formulation of CCA, and the shift-and-invert preconditismmethod for PCA, we
propose two globally convergent meta-algorithms for CCéthtof which trans-
form the original problem into sequences of least squar@sli@ms that need only
be solved approximately. We instantiate the meta-algmstivith state-of-the-art
SGD methods and obtain time complexities that significaintigrove upon that
of previous work. Experimental results demonstrate thgiesior performance.

1 Introduction

Canonical correlation analysis (CCA, [1]) and its extensi@are ubiquitous techniques in sci-
entific research areas for revealing the common sourcesratbility in multiple views of the
same phenomenon. In CCA, the training set consists of paipsdrvations from two views, de-
noted (x1,y1),...,(Xn§,y~), Where N is the training set sizex; € R% andy; € R for
i=1,...,N.We also denote the data matrices for each ¥iBpwX = [x,...,xy] € R%>*" and

Y = [y1,...,yn] € R%>*N ‘andd := d, + d,. The objective of CCA is to find linear projections
of each view such that the correlation between the projesti® maximized:

max u' YoyVv st. u'¥,,u=v" Yv=1 (1)
u,v

whereX,, = XY T is the cross-covariance matriX,, = +XX' ++,Iand%,, = +YY ' +
~, I are the auto-covariance matrices, &g, v,) > 0 are regularization parameters [2].

We denote byu*, v*) the global optimum of (1), which can be computed in closedrfdDefine
T:=%,7%,,5,7 €Rixd, @)

and let(¢, ) be the (unit-length) left and right singular vector pairasated withT’s largest
singular valuep;. Then the optimal objective value, i.e., the canonical éation between the

_1 1
views, isp;, achieved by(u*, v*) = (.2 ¢, X7 ¥). Note that
=1 2] [t <

Furthermore, we are guaranteed to have< 1 if (v;,v,) > 0.

*The first two authors contributed equally.
2\We assume thaX andY are centered at the origin for notational simplicity; ifytere not, we can center
them as a pre-processing operation.
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Table 1: Time complexities of different algorithms for aeVing n-suboptimal solutior{u, v) to
CCA, i.e.,min ((u' X;,u*)?, (v Z,,v*)?) > 1 — . GD=gradient descent, AGD=accelerated
GD, SVRG=stochastic variance reduced gradient, ASVRGalatated SVRG. Note ASVRG pro-
vides speedup over SVRG only whén> N, and we show the dominant term in its complexity.

| Algorithm | Least squares solver Time complexity |
AppGrad [3] GD @) (dN,%p%pjp% -log (%)) (local)
CCALin [6] AGD o (dN\/E s log (%))
~ 2 2
This work: AGD o dN\/E(pzp_lpz) log? (%))
Alternating least i ! 22 5
squares (ALS) SVRG O (d(N + &) (p2@p2)  log? (%))
- 2 2
ASVRG O (dvNw (pf;pz) log? (%))
This work: AGD o (dN\/E\/min log? (%))
Shift-and-invert SVRG A (a (N (12 1002 (1
preconditioning (SI) + (Ro=5;)7 ) log™ (5
ASVRG O (AN VR, [ -1 - log? (%)

For large and high dimensional datasets, it is time and mgmansuming to first explicitly form
the matrixT (which requires eigen-decomposition of the covarianceioes) and then compute its
singular value decomposition (SVD). For such datasets, deisirable to develop stochastic algo-
rithms that have efficient updates, converges fast, and tatteantage of the input sparsity. There
have been recent attempts to solve (1) based on stochaatiegt descent (SGD) methods [3, 4, 5],
but none of these work provides rigorous convergence aisdtystheir stochastic CCA algorithms.

The main contribution of this paper is the proposal of twabglty convergent meta-algorithms for
solving (1), namely, alternating least squares (ALS, Allifpon 2) and shift-and-invert precondition-
ing (SI, Algorithm 3), both of which transform the originatgblem (1) into sequences of least
squares problems that need only be solved approximatelyn$tentiate the meta algorithms with
state-of-the-art SGD methods and obtain efficient stoahaptimization algorithms for CCA.

In order to measure the alignments between an approxim&igoso(u,v) and the optimum
(u*,v*), we assume thdl' has a positive singular value gayp := p; — p2 € (0,1] so its top
left and right singular vector pair is unique (up to a chanigggn).

Table 1 summarizes the time complexities of several algarst for achieving)-suboptimal align-
max max(||x: %, [|y:]*)

ments, wherg = is the upper bound of condition numbers of least squares

min(a'min(zzm); Utnin(zyy)) -
problems solved in all casésWe use the notatio®(-) to hide poly-logarithmic dependencies (see
Sec. 3.1.1 and Sec. 3.2.3 for the hidden factors). Each timmplexity may be preferrable in certain
regime depending on the parameters of the problem.

Notations We uses;(A) to denote the-th largest singular value of a matriX, and user,,.x(A)
andomin(A) to denote the largest and smallest singular values ofspectively.

2 Motivation: Alternating least squares

Our solution to (1) is inspired by the alternating least sgagALS) formulation of CCA [7, Al-
gorithm 5.2], as shown in Algorithm 1. Let the nonzero sirgulalues ofT bel > p; > py >

.-+ > p, >0, wherer = rankT) < min(d,, d,), and the corresponding (unit-length) left and right
singular vector pairs bea;, by), . .., (a,, b,), with a;=¢ andb; = . Define

c_[,[?T ’(I)‘]ER”I”. 3)

3For the ALS meta-algorithm, its enough to consider a pensdenditioning. And when using AGD as the
least squares solver, the time complexities dependends,on(X...) instead, which is less thanax; ||z;||*.



Algorithm 1 Alternating least squares for CCA.

Input: Data matriceX € Ré%*N Y € R%W*N regularization paramete(s,, v, ).

Initialize iy € R%, v, € R%, {&50, 1710}
ug < Uo/\/Uug XUy, Vo < Vo/1/ Vg ByyVo {¢o — ¢/ H(}f’oH , o o/ HIZJOH}
fort=1,2,...,7Tdo
¥ -1 g ~3 -3
U — X, 3, Vi1 {¢t — o’ Mgy By ¢t71}
_1
V- 08 u CORED b Hh P
u; < 1~1t/\/ ﬁjszlt, Vi {’t/ ‘N’;rzyy{’t {¢t — ¢t/ ’(ﬁtH , Py 1/’15/ HIZJtH}
end for
Output: (ug,vr) — (u*,v*) asT — oo. {pr,Yr) = (P,v)}

Itis straightforward to check that the nonzero eigenvabfes are:
PLZ 2 Ppr 2 —Pr 2 2 =P,

with corresponding eigenvectO{% { {3)11 ] e f [ ﬁr ] , % [ _a{)‘ } R % [ _aﬁl ] )

The key observation is that Algorithm 1 effectively runs aiaat of power iterations of to extract
its top eigenvector. To see this, make the following charfg@ables

1 1 ~ 1 ~ 1
¢y = Biauy, Py = Xgyvy, ¢, = iUy, P, = gy Ve (4)
Then we can equivalently rewrite the steps of Algorithm lhia hew variables as ifi} of each line.
Observe that the iterates are updated as follows fromt¢step to stept:

el Sllen ] [El-laie] o

Except for the special normalization steps which rescaewo sets of variables separately, Algo-
rithm 1 is very similar to the power iterations [8].

We show the convergence rate of ALS below (see its proof inefygx A). The first measure of
progress is the alignment @f, to ¢ and the alignment ofy, to v, i.e., (gb:qb)Q = (u] Z,,u*)?
and (v, ¥)? = (v/ 2,,v*)2. The maximum value for such alignmentslisachieved when the

iterates completely align with the optimal solution. The@®d natural measure of progress is the
objective of (1), i.e.n] X, v, with the maximum value being .

Theorem 1 (Convergence of Algorithm 1)Let 1 := min ((ug Zgeu*)?, (v] By, v*)?) > 0.4

2 . . . % *
Then fort > (p%’fpg log (ﬁ)] we have in Algorithm 1 thatin ((u/ Z.u*)?, (v) Z,,v*)?) >
1 —n,andu/; =,,v; > p1(1 — 27).

Remarks We have assumed a nonzero singular value gap in Theorem Xdm dibear conver-
gence in both the alignments and the objective. When thestsexo singular value gap, the top
singular vector pair is not unique and it is no longer meafuiltg measure the alignments. Nonethe-
less, it is possible to extend our proof to obtain sublineavergence for the objective in this case.

Observe that, besides the steps of normalization to urgtiherthe basic operation in each iteration
of Algorithm 1 is of the formi; + 2,3, vi_1 = (XX + 7,I)" XY "v;_1, which is
equivalent to solving the following regulanzed least Stqasa(ridge regression) problem

1 T
min ﬁHu X-—v YH ] || _mln —Z |u xX; — v, 1yl‘ +2X= (6)
In the next section, we show that, to maintain the convergeﬁALS, it is unnecessary to solve the

least squares problems exactly. This enables us to useo$tdte-art SGD methods for solving (6)
to sufficient accuracy, and to obtain a globally convergtdtgastic algorithm for CCA.

“One can show that is bounded away frorf with high probability using random initializatiofuo, vo).



Algorithm 2 The alternating least squares (ALS) meta-algorithm for CCA

Input: Data matriceX € Ré%*N Y € R%W*N regularization paramete(s,, v, ).

Initialize 6y € R%, v € R%.

iy + 09//0] 2.1, Vo & Vo /Y] ZyyVo, ug < 1o, Vo Vo

fort=1,2,...,7Tdo
Solvemin f;(u) = % [u"X — v,fT,1Y||2 + 7—2”” ||u||* with initialization @, ;, and output
approximate solution; satisfying f;(;) < min,, f;(u) + €.
Solvemin g,(v) = % V7Y —ul X|* 4 22 v with initialization ¥, , and output
approximate solutiok; satisfyingg;(v;) < min, g;(v) + €.
W /N0 By, Ve = ViV By Ve

end for
Output: (ur, vy) is the approximate solution to CCA.

3 Our algorithms

3.1 Algorithm I: Alternating least squares (ALS) with varia nce reduction

Ouir first algorithm consists of two nested loops. The outepluns inexact power iterations while
the inner loop uses advanced stochastic optimization rdsthe.g., stochastic variance reduced
gradient (SVRG, [9]) to obtain approximate matrix-vectadtiplications. A sketch of our algorithm
is provided in Algorithm 2. We make the following observatsdrom this algorithm.

Connection to previous work At stept, if we optimize f;(u) andg,(v) crudely by a single batch
gradient descent step from the initializatigi 1, v:—1 ), we obtain the following update rule:

g —26X(X T, — Y v, 1)/N, w — /4 /0] B,y
Vi Vi1 —26Y(Y'v, 1 — X"u,1)/N, AR RVAAD SR

where{ > 0 is the stepsize (assuming = -, = 0). This coincides with theppGrad algorithm

of [3, Algorithm 3], for which only local convergence is showSince the objective (u) andg;(v)
decouple over training samples, it is convenient to applp$&thods to them. This observation
motivated the stochastic CCA algorithms of [3, 4]. We notevéeer, no global convergence guar-
antee was shown for these stochastic CCA algorithms, arkktht our convergent algorithm is to
solve the least squares problemstidficientaccuracy.

Warm-start Observe that for different the least squares problerfisu) only differ in their targets
asv; changes over time. Sinag_; is close tov, (especially when near convergence), we may use
1, as initialization for minimizingf,+1 (u) with an iterative algorithm.

Normalization At the end of each outer loop, Algorithm 2 implements exactmadization of the
formu, + ,/\/u/ .., to ensure the constraints, wheii¢ ¥,,4, = +(a] X))@/ X)" +

. |t]|* requires computing the projection of the training &¢tX. However, this does not in-
troduce extra computation because we also compute thisqtiaj for the batch gradient used by
SVRG (at the beginning of time stépt 1). In contrast, the stochastic algorithms of [3, 4] (possibl
adaptively) estimate the covariance matrix from a minibaittraining samples and use the esti-
mated covariance for normalization. This is because thgorsihms perform normalizations after
each update and thus need to avoid computing the projectitrecentire training set frequently.
But as a result, their inexact normalization steps intrechmise to the algorithms.

Input sparsity For high dimensional sparse data (such as those used irahknguage process-
ing [10]), an advantage of gradient based methods over tsediform solution is that the former
takes into account the input sparsity. For sparse inpiagirtie complexity of our algorithm depends
onnnz(X,Y), i.e., the total number of nonzeros in the inputs instead\of

Canonical ridge When (~,,v,) > 0, f;(u) andg,(v) are guaranteed to be strongly convex due
to the /s regularizations, in which case SVRG converges linearlys therefore beneficial to use



small nonzero regularization for improved computatioff@iency, especially for high dimensional
datasets where inpuds andY are approximately low-rank.

Convergence By the analysis of inexact power iterations where the legatiges problems are
solved (or the matrix-vector multiplications are compQtedly up to necessary accuracy, we pro-
vide the following theorem for the convergence of AlgoritBnisee its proof in Appendix B). The
key to our analysis is to bound the distances between tregé®of Algorithm 2 and that of Algo-
rithm 1 at all time steps, and when the errors of the leastregyzroblems are sufficiently small (at
the level ofp?), the iterates of the two algorithms have the same qualitg.

Theorem 2 (Convergence of Algorithm 2)Fix T > (pQPjPQ log (#—277 1, and sete(T) <
2 1 2
”122’;?‘ : (%) in Algorithm 2. Then we haveu;%,,ur = v;.Z,vr = 1,

min ((u] X,u*)?, (v§2,,v*)?) > 1 —n, andu; Zyyvr > p1(1 — 2n).

3.1.1 Stochastic optimization of regularized least squage

We now discuss the inner loop of Algorithm 2, which approxiehasolves problems of the form (6).
Owing to the finite-sum structure of (6), several stochagpitmization methods such as SAG [11],
SDCA [12] and SVRG [9], provide linear convergence ratestidse algorithms can be readily ap-
plied to (6); we choose SVRG since it is memory efficient argyéa implement. We also apply the
recently developed accelerations techniques for firstravgémization methods [13, 14] to obtain
an accelerated SVRG (ASVRG) algorithm. We give the sketcBWRG for (6) in Appendix C.

Note thatf(u) = & >N, fi(u) where each componerfit(u) = & [uTx; — v7yi|* + 2% [uf?

is ||xi||2—smooth, andf (u) iS omin (2. )-strongly conveX with o (Z22) > 7.. We show in
Appendix D that the initial suboptimality for minimizing (u) is upper-bounded by constant when
using the warm-starts. We quote the convergence rates os9Rand ASVRG [14] below.
Lemma 3. The SVRG algorithm [9] finds a vectdr satisfying E[f(1)] — min, f(u) < € in time

O (dy (N + kg)log (1)) wherer, = % The ASVRG algorithm [14] finds a such solution
intime O (d,v/ Nk, log (1)).

Remarks As mentioned in [14], the acceleration version providesdpe over normal SVRG
only whenk, > N and we only show the dominant term in the above complexity.

By combining the iteration complexity of the outer loop (Dhem 2) and the time
complexity of the inner loop (Lemma 3), we obtain the totamdi complexity of

6] (d (N + k) ( i )2 log? (%)) for ALS+SVRG and? (d\/m( o )2 log? (%)) for

pi—p3 pi—p3

ALS+ASVRG, wherer := max (Tj’;(”;zﬂia T:t(‘gy!;) and O(-) hides poly-logarithmic depen-

dences onl7 and--. Our algorithm does not require the initialization to beseldo the optimum
and converges globally. For comparison, the locally cogpeetAppGrad has a time complexity

[3, Theorem 2.1] of) (dNn’ o -log( )) wherexs’ := max (”ma"@”) "“‘“(Eyy)). Note,

1
p%*p% E Omin(Zaw)? Omin(Byy)
in this complexity, the dataset siZé and the least squares condition numbkeare multiplied to-
gether becauskppGrad essentially uses batch gradient descent as the least squodwer. Within
our framework, we can use accelerated gradient descent (B instead and obtain a globally

~ 2
convergent algorithm with a total time complexity(6f<dN\/n’ ( ’iz) -log? (%)) .
2

03

3.2 Algorithm II: Shift-and-invert preconditioning (SI) w ith variance reduction

The second algorithm is inspired by the shift-and-inveeigonditioning method for PCA [16, 17].
Instead of running power iterations @has defined in (3), we will be running power iterations on

-1
- Al -T
M, = (AL - C) f= { —TT Al :| € RdXda (7)

SWe omit the regularization in these constants, which are&jly very small, to have concise expressions.
®The expectation is taken over random sampling of componemtibns. High probability error bounds
can be obtained using the Markov’s inequality.



where\ > p;. Itis straightforward to check th&1, is positive definite and its eigenvalues are:

A—p1 A= pr A+ pr A+ p1
s 1 a 1| ar 1 ar 1 ai
Wlthelgenvectors\/—i{bl],...,ﬁ{br},...,ﬁ[_br],...,ﬁ{_bl].

The main idea behind shift-and-invert power iteration$a tvhen\ — p; = ¢(p1 — p2) with ¢ ~
O(1), the relative eigenvalue gap df, is large and so power iterations &, converges quickly.
Our shift-and-invert preconditioning (SI) meta-algonitior CCA is sketched in Algorithm 3 (in
Appendix E due to space limit) and it proceeds in two phases.

3.2.1 Phase I: shift-and-invert preconditioning for eigerectors of M

Using an estimate of the singular value gApand starting from an over-estimate pf (1 + A
suffices), the algorithm gradually shrinkg,, towardsp; by crudely estimating the leading eigen-
vector/eigenvalues of ead¥l, ,, along the way and shrinking the gajp,) — p1, until we reach
aly) € (p1,o1 + c(p1 — p2)) wherec ~ O(1). Afterwards, the algorithm fixes ) and runs
inexact power iterations oM, ,, to obtain an accurate estimate of its leading eigenvectote N

1
1
in this phase, power iterations implicitly operate on thacaienated variable% E”i””ut 1 and

1 Z:5@/‘715
L | BEue | pd ut with g3 andsi
7 1 in R (but without ever computin®2,, andX2,).
Zyyvt
Matrix-vector multiplication ~ The matrix-vector multiplications in Phase | have the form

-1
ﬁ.t )\EII _Ezy Emm U1
[ Vi } - [ _Ely A3y 2y vie1 |’ (8)
where)\ varies over time in order to locatg ). This is equivalentto solving

ﬁt . 1 T..T )\Emm —Ew u T .
{ Vi ] <—11111151 2 [u v } [ —Ely )\Ey; v | 7Y paWp1 =V Ny Vi

And as in ALS, this least squares problem can be furtheravritis finite-sum:
N

: 1 i
min hi(a,v) = N Zl hi(a,v) where 9)
i L g A (] +d) —Xiy; u T T
hi(u,v) = 3 [u v } [ CyxT \ (yiyiT i Vyl) v |—u YoppWo1 —V Ve,

We could directly apply SGD methods to this problem as before
Normalization The normalization steps in Phase | have the form

u u - - - -
[ VI } — \/5{ ‘7'; ] /\/utTEmut—i—VtTEyyvt,
and so the following remains true for the normalized ites@tePhase I:
u T4 v B,,v =2, for t=1,...,T. (10)

Unlike the normalizations in ALS, the iterates andv, in Phase | daoot satisfy the original CCA
constraints, and this is taken care of in Phase II.

We have the following convergence guarantee for Phase Itéspof in Appendix F).
Theorem 4 (Convergence of Algorithm 3, Phase llet A = p; — p € (0,1], andg :=

i(ugzmuwvgzyyv*)z > 0, andA € [a1A, ;A where0 < ¢, < ¢ < 1. Set

~ m1—1 4 ~ m2—1 )
my = [8log (%)1, my = [5log (%)], andé < min <ﬁ (%) , 4o (%) ) in
Algorithm 3. Then theur, vr) output by Phase | of Algorithm 3 satisfies (10) and

2

1 . * n
Z(u;Emu —l—v;Eny 2 >1- o1
and the number of calls to the least squares solver(af, v) is O (log (%) log (%) -+ log (#))

(11)



3.2.2 Phase II: final normalization
In order to satisfy the CCA constraints, we perform a lastmadization

u <+ uT/ u;Z]muT, V VT/ V;E EnyT. (12)

And we output(a, v) as our final approximate solution to (1). We show that thip giges not cause
much loss in the alignments, as stated below (see it prooppeAdix G).

Theorem 5 (Convergence of Algorithm 3, Phase.ll)et Phase | of Algorithm 3 output@iy, vr)
that satisfy (11). Then after (12), we obtain an approxinggkition (1, v) to (1) such that
a'y,,a= \?szyff =1, min ((ﬁszu*)Q, ((ITZyyv*)Q) >1-n, andﬁTZmyG > p1(1-2n).

3.2.3 Time complexity

We have shown in Theorem 4 that Phase | only approximatel)esa small number of instances
of (9). The normalization steps (10) require computing thaggztions of the traning set which are
reused for computing batch gradients of (9). The final nozatibn (12) is done only once and
costsO(dN). Therefore, the time complexity of our algorithm mainly aegfrom solving the least
squares problems (9) using SGD methods in a blackbox fashioth the time complexity for SGD
methods depends on the condition number of (9). Denote

1 1
Q)\ — |: T Yy :| — T N |: :| T N (13)
5 SHNDY > w3, | [-TT AL =3,
It is clear that Tmax(Qx) < (A =+ p1) - max (Omax(Ezz)s Tmax(Zyy))

Umln(Q)\) el (/\ - Pl) - min (Umin(zmm)a Umin(zyy)) .
We have shown in the proof of Theorem 4 t ”1 < % < i throughout Algorithm 3 (cf.

Lemma 10, Appendix F.2), and thus the condtlon number forA.é:"‘"“(S:)) < p‘?/c; k', where

R = ﬁ’;((‘x“g::))g‘“ixgyyy)))) For SVRG/ASVRG, the relevant condition number dependéen t

gradient Lipschitz constant of individual components. Wevgin Appendix H (Lemma 12) that the
max; maxy ||X; 2. i 2 . .
relevant condition number is at mogt%f%, whererk := min(dm(z(l) I(Lm’l’('z‘;‘yz)). An interesting
issue for SVRG/ASVRG is that, depending on the valug,ahe independent componeifgu, v)
may be nonconvex. IA > 1, each component is still guaranteed to by convex; othersisee
components might be non-convex, with the overall averﬁggfvzl h! being convex. In the later
case, we use the modified analysis of SVRG [16, Appendix B}$dime complexity. We use warm-
startin Sl as in ALS, and the initial suboptimality for eactbproblem can be bounded similarly.

The total time complexities of our SI meta-algorithm areegivin Table 1. Note thak (or &)
and are multiplied together, giving the effective conditionnmoer. When using SVRG as

the Ieast squares solver, we obtain the total time complefit) d(N + R ) log?
if all components are convex, an@( (N+( pz) ) - log? n)) otherW|se When us-

ing ASVRG, we have® (d\/N\/E
O(dNZ\/E P1— Pz

and%. It is remarkable that the SI meta-algorithm is able to sajgsthe dependence of dataset size
N from other parameters in the time complexities.

yr p2 -log? ( )) if all components are convex, and

-log? ( )) otherwise. Here_@(-) hides poly-logarithmic dependences gn

Parallel work In a parallel work [6], the authors independently propossitalar ALS algorithnd,
and they solve the least squares problems using AGD. Th lexity of their algorithm for ex-
tractmg the first canonical correlationds dN\/_’ pl -log ( I; ; which has linear dependence

on 2”1 pE log( ) (so their algorithm is linearly convergent butour comjtiefor ALS+AGD has

quadrat|c dependence on this factor), but typically woesgethdence oV andx’ (see remarks in
Section 3.1.1). Moreover, our Sl algorithm tends to sigaifity outperform ALS theoretically and

empirically. It is future work to remove exttag ( ) dependence in our analysis.

"Our arxiv preprint for the ALS meta-algorithm was posteddbeftheir paper got accepted by ICML 2016.
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Figure 1: Comparison of suboptimality vs. # passes for difi¢ algorithms. For each dataset and

2
regularization parametefs,, v, ), we givex’ = max ("“‘“(2”) ”ma"(zyy))) andj = .

Omin(Bzz)? Omin(Byy p3—p3

Extension to multi-dimensional projections To extend our algorithms té-dimensional projec-
tions, we can extract the dimensions sequentially and rerttoe explained correlation frol,,,
each time we extract a new dimension [18]. For the ALS megafithm, a cleaner approach is
to extract thel, dimensions simultaneously using (inexact) orthogonaitens [8], in which case
the subproblems become multi-dimensional regressionsandormalization steps are of the form

U, + U,(U]%,,U,)" 2 (the same normalization is used by [3, 4]). Such normabzsitivolves
the eigenvalue decomposition oflax L matrix and can be solved exactly as we typically look
for low dimensional projections. Our analysis fbr= 1 can be extended to this scenario and the
convergence rate of ALS will depend on the gap betweeandpy, ;1.

4 Experiments

We demonstrate the proposed algorithms, namel-VR, ALS-AVR, SI-VR, andSI-AVR, abbre-
viated as “meta-algorithm — least squares solver” (VR foR®Y and AVR for ASVRG) on three
real-world datasets: Mediamill [19]\ = 3 x 10%), JW11 [20] (V = 3 x 10%), and MNIST [21]

(N = 6 x 10%). We compare our algorithms with batalppGrad and its stochastic version
s-AppGrad [3], as well as theCcCALin algorithm in parallel work [6]. For each algorithm, we
compare the canonical correlation estimated by the iteratelifferent number of passes over the
data with that of the exact solution by SVD. For each dataget/ary the regularization parameters
Yz = v, over{1075,107%,1073,10~2} to vary the least squares condition numbers, and larger
regularization leads to better conditioning. We plot theautimality in objective vs. # passes for
each algorithm in Figure 1. Experimental details (e.g. SMR@meters) are given in Appendix .

We make the following observations from the results. Fitst, proposed stochastic algorithms sig-
nificantly outperform batch gradient based methagsGrad/CCALin. This is because the least
squares condition numbers for these datasets are large5\AR& enable us to decouple depen-
dences on the dataset sizeand the condition numbey in the time complexity. Secon@&I-VR
converges faster than.S-VR as it further decouples the dependencéoand the singular value gap
of T. Third, inexact normalizations keep theAppGrad algorithm from converging to an accurate
solution. Finally, ASVRG improves over SVRG when the thedition number is large.
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A Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Itis easy to see that by the end of the first iteration of Altomi 1,1}1 andy, lie inthe span

of {b;}7_,, while ¢, and¢, lie in the span of a;}_,. And therefore they remain in these spaces
forall ¢t > 1.

Let us first focus op,. Fort > 2, we observe that
60 =Tt/ |60 =TT 0o/ ((|6:] - ||
Since||¢, | = ||¢,|| = 1, itis equivalent to using the following updates:

¢, TTT¢t—2a b &/ D4l -

This indicates that, Algorithm 1 runs the standard poweattens onfT'T " to generate théep, }¢>1
sequence for every two steps.

() Fort = 2,4, ..., we havep, = %. LetM = TT', whose nonzero eigenvalues are
2 oo
p? > p3 > ... > p? > 0, with corresponding eigenvectass, . . ., a,. Then, fori = 1,....r,
TM ? TM: ? 2 2
wrgp o M) (M) Gtale)’  (ale)
i T T T 2lal )2 - N
HM§¢OH by Mo, 2.7:1 p;'(a; ¢o) ijl (%) (a;r(;ﬁo)2
2 2 2
(aiTﬁbo) _ (aqubO) (P_?)t_ (aqubO) (1_P%—P?>t
B (%)t (a] ¢,)? (af ¢g)? \p (af ¢)? pi
T )2 2_ 2
a. —
( zr¢0)2 exp (_pl 2pz t)
(a; @) P1
t—1
(i) Fort =1,3,..., we havep, = (TTT)tfl %o LetN = T'T, whose nonzero eigenvalues
(TTT) 7 Ty,
arep? > p3 > --- > p2 > 0, with corresponding eigenvectdss, ..., b,.. Then, fori = 1,...,r,
(aT(TTT)%sz )2 ((TTa»)TN%qp )2 BT )
a0 o) _(Te™NTv) e
1 o) 5 s g Niap, S, 2(b, )7
bl )> 2 _ 2
< 7( lT’l'bO)Q exp (—L 2p1 t) )
(by ) P1

Givend € (0,1), defineS(8§) = {i: p? > (1 — §)p3}. Fordy, 2 € (0,1), define

T(51,8,) = [% log (ﬁ)]

Foralli ¢ S(61), whent > T(d1,02), it holds that(a, ¢,)? < da(a ¢,)? if ¢ is even, and
(al ¢;)* < d2(b1hy)? if tis odd. In both cases, we haye, ¢ (s, (a] ¢;)* > 1 — do.

When there exists a postive singular value gap, pe+ p2 > 0, setd; = (p? — p3)/p? and thus
S(61) = 1. Futhermore, set, = n and we obtaifa] ¢,)? > 1 — 1.
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The proof fory, is completely analogous. To obtain the bound on the objectwe have

u/ Bayvi = ¢/ T, = pr(p) ar) (3, b1) + > iy ;) (3] by)
1=2

> pi(d) a1)(3h, br) —p1 ) ‘ﬁthai ¥, b;
i=2

>p(l—n)—p i(qb;ai)z i(¢:bi)2

=2 =2
= p1(1 =n) = pin = p1(1 = 2n),
where we have used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in thensenequality. O

B Proof of Theorem 2

From now on, we distinguish the iterates of our stochastjordthm (Algorithm 2) from the iterates

of the exact power iterations (Algorithm 1) and denote theetawith asterisks, i.eqi; andv; for

the unnormalized iterates amd andv; for the normalized iterates. We denote the exact optimum
of f;(u) andg,(v) by u; andv, respectively.

The following lemma bounds the distance between the itei@tmexact and exact power iterations.

Lemma 6. Assume that Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 start with the sanigatization, i.e.,iip = G
andv, = v{. Then, fort > 1, the unnormalized iterates of Algorithm 2 satisfy

)Sgta

1

1 - 1 1
max (HE%mut —¥zu;

1
35 3 o*
s |[ZBgyve — By vy

where
& (2p1/pr)t =1
Sy i=V2e T
(2p1/pr) — 1
Furthermore, fot > 1, the normalized iterates of Algorithm 2 satisfy
1 1 25,
Yoy — Zyzyfo) <S5 := 5 L

1 1
max (HE%zut —X2.uy

)

Proof. We focus on thga, }:>o and{u; }+>o sequences below; the proof fo¥; };>0 and{v;}:>o
is completely analogous.

We prove the bound for unnormalized iterates by inductiarstRhe case fot = 1 holds trivially.
Fort > 2, we can bound the error of the unnormalized iterates usiagxact solution tg; (u):
1

1 1 1 1 1
2 7 2 % 2 2 2 2 gk
Hzmwut - Emmut S szmut - EmmutH + szmut - Emmut

. (14)

For the first term of (14), noticg;(u) is a quadratic function with minimum achieved@t =
nglzmyvt,l. For the approximate solutiai,, we have

5 B 1 _ B B B 1 1 2
Je(tg) — fe(ay) = 5(1115 —0y) B (T — ) = 3 Hxizut — EizutH <e
< V2e.

The second term of (14) is concerned with the error due toaicitarget in the least squares problem
fi(u) asv;_; is different fromv;_,. We can bound it as

1 1
It then follows thaﬂzgwﬁt -3z

1 1
Hzémﬁt - Zému:

1 1 1 -1 *
_1 _1 1
= H (Emz 2acyzyyz) (Eﬁy (Vie1 — VZM)) H

1 1 1 1
< I ||=hvios = Shvin|| = o [Sivis - Sivi|. @5)
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In view of the update rule of our algorithm and the trianglegoality, we have

1 1
bl 2
Yjyvi-1 — Enyle
1 i . 3 =k
YgyVi Yy YgyVi XiyViq
< _ _
- 1 1 1 1
2o 2 ok 2 ok 2 *
1 1 1 1
— 2 7 *
= ||ZyyVi-1 1 - 1 1 szyvt—l Eyyvt—IH
22 Vio1 2,V 2,V
vy yyVi—1 yyVi—1
1 1 1
*; 2 v —|x2,v + ! N2Vl — X2,V
Tt . yyVi—1 yyvi—1 P yyVi—1 yyVi—1
XgyVioa szyvt—IH
2 1 1 25,1
2 5 * —
e b -S| < 2 a6)
~ Sk
XgyvVioa szyvt—lu

We now boun(” ;yvt 1” from below. Since > 2, we have
Efyf'?fl = 23112;@112;—74“:—2 = (2 22T i ) (szwut 2) =T (23112‘72) .

Now, Zému;‘_z corresponds t@,_, in Algorithm 1, which has unit length and lies in the span of
{a1,...,a,}, sowe have

szy"%k 1H = HTT(ZBFzH e

Combining (14), (15) and (16) gives

2 t—1 _
[2-a - =, N RN O R0
Pr (2p1/pr) —1
201/pr)t =1 4
— Ve (7 s
Cor/pr)—1 7
The bound for normalized iterates follows from (16). O

Proof of Theorem 2. We prove the theorem by relating the iterates of inexact pateeations to
those of exact power iterations.

Assume the same initialization as in Lemma 6. First obsérae t
(utTZ)Mu*)2 = ((u;f)—r Yoeut + (u — uI)T Z)Mu*)2

> ((u;f)T 3, u ) + 2 (( Y. ) ( u; — uy) Mu*)

> ((uj;)T zﬂu*) _ 2‘( 2 (up —uf ) (meu )

> ((0) Bawt)” -

(17)

1
2 *
xmut zxzxut

1
where we have used the fact tlﬂﬁmut 2.u*

inequality in the last two steps.

- szzut

2
Applying Theorem 1 withl" > (pz’i2 log (#—277)] we have thaI((u*T)T Emu*) >1-n/2.
1 2
On the other hand, in view of Lemma 6, we have for the specifiedlue in Algorithm 2 that
1 1
Hz;zuT — Zﬁxui}H < St = n/4. Plugging these two bounds into (17) gives the desired tresul

The proof forvy is completely analogous. O
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C SVRG for minimizing f(u)

We provide the pseudo-code of SVRG for solving the leastisguaroblem (6) below.

SVRG formin, f(u):= LN, (% uTx; — vy + % HuH“‘).

Input: Stepsizet.
Initialize u() € R,
forj=1,2,...,M do
Wo < U1
Evaluate the batch gradie®Wtf (wo) = X(XTwo — Y "'v)/N + v, wo
fort=1,2,...,mdo
Randomly picki; from {1,..., N}
wi — wi_1 — & (%, %] +7.1)(wie1 — wo) + V f(wo))
end for
u(;) < w; forrandomly chosenec {1,...,m}.
end for
Output: u(,y) is the approximate solution.

D Initial suboptimality of warm-starts in Algorithm 2

At time stept, we initialize the least squares problefy{u) with the unnormalized iteraté;_;

from the previous time step. We now bound the suboptimafithis initialization. Observe that the

minimum of f;(u) is achieved bya; = E;mlzmyvt_l, and that
1

. _ . _ . _ 11l - 1
fr(@—1) — fe(my) = E(utfl —y) B (g — W) = 3 Hzgzutfl — 30

Applying the triangle inequality, we have for= 1 that

2

1 1 1 1 1
1 1
=1+ | T, vo|| < 1+ IT) | Bivo| =14 o1 <2

1 1 L. . .
where we have used facts tl'“iljyﬁou = HEjyvoH = 1 due to the initial normalizations.

And we have for > 2 that

1

1 1 1 1
Hza%mutfl — 30

1 1 1 1
< Hzizutq - Zﬁmule + Hzﬁzutq — 320

< V2e+ || SLEL S v s - SRS Sy v
= V2e+ | T (Sipviee - Sive )|

< V2e+ T [Shyvie — Shve
<V2e+2p1 < V2e+2

1 1 . . .
where we have used the fact tlﬂa‘:jyvt_gu = HEjyvt_lH = 1inthe last inequality.

Therefore, for alk > 1, the ration between initial suboptimality and requireduaecy is

fe@e1) - fe@e) 2

€ €
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E The shift-and-invert preconditioning (SI) algorithm for CCA

Our shift-and-invert preconditioning (SI) meta-algonitlis detailed in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 The shift-and-invert preconditioning meta-algorithm @&CA.

Input: Data matriceX, Y, regularization parametefs,, v, ), an estimate\ for A = p; — po.
Initialize 6y € R%, vy € R%

g (—ﬁo/\/ﬁgzmmﬁo, Vo <—\70/w/\70TEyy\70
I/l Phase I: shift-and-invert preconditioning for eigenvedors of M
s+ 0, )\(0) —~1+A
repeat
s+ s+1
fort=(s—1)m1+1,...,smy do
Optimize the least squares problem

A(.S—I)Z:zz _Emy :| |: u

) N .
min h(u,v) := B} [u'v'] [ —E;ry As—1)Byy v

u,v

T T
:| —u zzzutfl -V 2:yyviifl

and output an approximate solutiéi,, v,) satisfyingh, (t;, v;) < miny v h(u, v) + €.
L u u N - - ~
Normahzauon:{ VZ } — \/5[ \7; } /\/utTEmut + v, 3y, V¢

end for
Optimize the least squares problem
: L 1 T )\(3—1)23zz _Emy T Ezzusml
min ls(w) := 5V [ _EIy . W — W S Vo,

and output an approximate solutien, satisfyingls(w,) < miny l5(w) + €.
1

Ag % As) & As_1y — 2=
5572 S > (s) (s=1) = 2
%[ujmlvjml]{ Sy }wrz\/g/A
until A(s) < A
A(f) € Aes)

for t = sm1 +1,sm1 +2,...,sm1 + mo do
Optimize the least squares problem

/\(f)zm —Xay

. Le T 7 [
min A;(u,v) = - |u v
(u,v) 2 [ } —Ely A By

u T T
e :| |: :| —u zmmutfl -V Z:yyvtfl

v

and output an approximate solutii,, v;) satisfyingh;(t, v¢) < miny v he(u, v) + €.
L u u N - - -

Normallzatlon:[ V: ] — 2 { Vi ] /\/ujzmut + 9, By, Ve

end for
/I Phase II: Final normalization

T < smq + ma, ﬁ(—uT/q/u—TeruT, V< vp/ vgzyva
Output: (1@, V) is the approximate solution to CCA.

F Proof of Theorem 4

The proof of Theorem 4 closely follows that of [16, Theorei2]4And we will need a few lemmas
on the convergence of inexact power iterations.
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F.1 Auxiliary lemmas

Define the condition number &I, as

oMy 3o Ap
R) i — = 1

Ud(M)\) Py N )\—pl’
and the inverse relative spectral gap\df, as
1
5A = Ul(M}‘) = A—p1 = )\ P2
o1(My) —02(My) 2o — 51 pi—p

The first lemma states the convergence of exact power i@stparalleling [16, Theorem A.1].
Lemma 7 (Convergence of exact power iteration§)x « > 0. For the exact power iterations on

M., where
ﬁr - /\Eww _Emy ! zmx urfl
vi _E;—y Ay gy L
u; u; ~ ok ok it s
[ V% ] +— 2{ \7% } /\/(ut)TZJmut + (Vi) T2, Vi, for t=1,...,m,

andy’ =1 ((uf) " Zppu* + (vg)TEyyv*)2 > 0, we have

e (crude regime)

1 N 1 N 1
By |:(ut)T21217 (Vt)Tzﬁy} M>\

N

1o
TisW | S (12 a) - 0y(My)
Eﬁyvf

fort > % log (#?a

e (accurate regime)

1
1 (@) e + (v)) T2, v) 2 1-a

)

The second lemma bounds the distances between the iteffail@sxact and exact power itera-
tions, paralleling [16, Lemma 4.1]. Recall that the, v;) in Algorithm 3 satisfiesh,(t;, v;) <
ming v h(u, v) + €. Let (a,, v,) be the exact minimum df;. Then we have

he(Qg, Vi) — he(Qy, V)

fort > (% log (#}a

1. . T T Ao _Zmy u; —
5 [(ut — U.t) (Vt — Vt) ] |: _ZIU /\zyy {’t — Vi
71 ~ T - T /\Em _E;Ey 1jlt — 0y
=3 [(ut —wy) (Ve — V) ] { _E;'—y AZy, Vi — Vy
1
2

~ B 1 ~ B 1 )\I -T
- [(Ut -) T2, (Vt_vt)—rzﬁy} { -TT Al }

zm%m(ﬁt —uy) ]
l ~ —
2iy(Ve — Vi)

1

1
1 1 2 (1 — T
=3 (8 —a) =2 (% - )T My io(8; — ) 1 <e (18)

Biy (Ve — Vi)
Lemma 8 (Power iterations with inexact matrix-vector multiplicans). Consider the inexact power
iterations oriVI, where

(Qg, Vi) satisfies (18)

[ut}%ﬁ[g:]/\/ﬁfEmﬁt—i—V;Eyy%, for t=1,...,m.

Vi
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Compare these iterates with those of the exact power ibesiiescribed in Lemma 7 using the
same initializationiy = 4g, vo = v{. Then, fort > 0, the unnormalized iterates satisfy

3 - 3 )
1| Bt ] L Esu ) R
V2 | 22,9, V2 | 32,9
where
. - (2r)f -1
= M . [ A
Byi= Voiu(M) - € 50
while the normalized iterates satisfy
1 E%zut 1 E%zuf <R — 2R,
S 1 - = 1 S Iy = .
V2 | Bgve | V2| SEvr oa(My)

The third lemma states the convergence of inexact powettiters, paralleling [16, Theorem 4.1].

Lemma 9 (Convergence of inexact power iteration$)ix o« > 0. Consider the inexact power
iterations described in Lemma 8.

e (crude regime) Lett; = (élog(lfa)] Fix T > t;, and sete(T) =
2., oy — 2
SEAN ((zif)Tl—l) . Then we have
1
1 1 1 2
_[u;zém, V;Z]éy} M, | Z4UT S (1 a) oy (M),
2 Siyvr
e (accurate regime) Lety = (%bg (#/%)] Fix T > to, and seté(T) =

a2~gd(M>\) ( 2k —1

2
Sy (2m)T71) . Then we have

1
~ (u7 Zgeu” + V;Zyyv*)2 >1—oa.

4
For brevity, let us define the following short-hands:
1 1 1
f‘ _ 1 E%mﬁt r; = 1 Efmut T = 1 E%mﬁt
t— T = 1 ) t— T = 1 ) t— T = 1 )
V2 | 22,9, V2 | 22w, V2 | 22,9,
L L[ s oo L[ s o L[ shae
= = 1 ) = 7= 1 ’ =5 i '
VORI SER VORI SER V2 | B2,v
All these vectors are iiR? and have lengtih.
Observe that the matrix-vector multiplication (8) is eqlént to
1 1 — 1 1
PR >2, ABow —Zay |7 | B2 S
1 — 1 —ZT A 1 1 )
Xgyve Xy zy vy Xy XjyVi-1
and
1 -1 1
1 T 1
zéy ey Ay zéy
_1 -1 1 _1 -1
2112 |: /\211 _zry :| E;E;Ez
= _1 T _1
Zyyé =3, AZy Eyyé
-1
= _1 T 1
Eyyé =3, Ay Zyyé
1 191
- Al 30 Xy By
- _1 _1
T St N |
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Then the updates for exact power iterations can be written as
rp Moy, orper/E] =1,
and the updates for inexact power iterations can be writen a

f‘t’flﬁM)\I‘t_l, I‘t<—f‘t/Hf‘t”, t=1,....

Note we have according to (18) that

e e e _ . 1 -
€> (ty — 1) "M (T — ) > oa(M}Y) - ||E — | = [T — 7l
1(My)
or equivalently
|T: — 7¢]| < /o1 (M) - €. (19)
Proof of Lemma 7. Recall that the eigenvectors M, are:
1 1 1 1
N\ = > Ny = > o> Ny = > Ag = ,
YT X = TN T T T e T N,

with corresponding eigenvectors

e Aa] o] oA ] _1]a
1= - \/5 bl , €2 — \/§ b2 y ey ©d—1 = \/5 _'b2 y €d = B _bl .

By the update rule of exact power iterations, it holds thaife 1,...,d that
2 %)\ 2 %) 2
ey - ©IMID)” eI MIR)®  (uelwi)® (o))
i - i * - r* TMQtr* - 2 T 2 d A 2t )2
[Mr oH (r5) AT0 ZJ 1A (e ro) ijl (A—J) (e;—ro)

e T )

A1

(3)" el
T
4

S( NO) -exp(—2/\1_)\it>.
A1

L

Givend € (0,1), defineS(6) = {i: A\; > (1 — d)A1}. Fordy, d2 € (0, 1), define

T(01,02) = (25 tog (uib)1

For alli ¢ S(d1), whent > T(81,82), it holds that(e r})? < d2(e/ rj)?, and thus in particular
Zies(a/Z) (ef rt) =110

Part one (crude regime) of the lemma now follows by notichrag tby setting, = d» = § we have

that fort > 7' (%, %), it holds that

(r}) TMAI',: Z/\ e rt > Z (1—5))\1(e rt) 2(1_%)2/\12(1—(1))\1.

i€S(a/2)

For the second part (accurate regime) of the lemma, noteﬁtﬁé&%) = {1}. Thus for all
t>T (Al Ao ) it holds that(e] r})? > 1 — a.
|
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Proof of Lemma 8. We prove the bound for unnormalized iterates by inductidre Gase for = 1
holds trivially. Fort > 2, we can bound the error of the unnormalized iterates usiageiact

solution toh:
|T, — 57| < T — 0| + |70 — T ] - (20)
The second term of (20) is concerned with the error due tceicitarget in the least squares problem

he(u, v) as[ 3“1 ] is diﬁerentfrom{ 3?1 ] We can bound this term as
t—

t—1
[Fe = £7] = [[Mre—y — Mary 4 || < [M]| - [[re-1 = ri |
= 0'1(M>\) . Hrt_l — 1‘221” . (21)

In view of the update rule of our algorithm and the trianglegoality, we have

*
lre—1 =i

Iy i1 Ty Ty
<7z — Tz + ||z — T
‘ Ferll [[E4] | ‘ [y [ ‘
= el | = T |+ e e = 52
[t | |
- 1 - s
- ’ Ty 1H - Hrt%”‘ + ’ f;&k—lH Hrtfl - I't71||
2 . . 2R,
< Ee =l < = (22)
7724 [z
Fort > 2, we haver; ; = Myr;_, and||rj_,|| = 1, and thus
||f‘:71H > Ud(Mk).
Combining (20), (21) and (22) gives
||f't — f':” S Ul(M)\) - €+ 2/{)\Rt71 == Rt.
The bound for normalized iterates follows from (22). O
Proof of Lemma 9. For the first item (crude regime), observe that
r; Myr; = (r}) "Myr} + ((r;‘)TMArI - r:M,\rt) , (23)

and that
1 1 T 1 1
‘(r;‘)TMA(rf) — rtTMArt| = '(Mfrf + Mfrt) (Mfl‘f — Mfrt)

1 1
< HMf\rf + M;ir,

1 1
M - Mg

i 1
< [z [+ el v
< M (I el [ = x|
= 201 (M) - el

Our choices ofl” andé make sure thatrs.) "M,rk > (1 — £) - 01(M,) by Lemma 7 and that
|lr% — rp|| < Rr = a/4 by Lemma 8. Continuing from (23), we have

rf My > (1 - 5) o1 (M) — % o1 (My) = (1 —a) - o1 (M)

[ — el

For the second item (accurate regime), observe that
2
(/)2 = () T+ (o =) ) > (@) ") = 2 ey — . (24)

Our choices of" andé make sure thaf(r7.) 'r *) > 1— % by Lemma 7 and thafr}, — rp|| <

Rr = «a/4 by Lemma 8. Continuing from (24) we have
«
>l—-—=—=-=1-
(I'Tr ) 59 .
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F.2 Iteration complexity of Algorithm 3

Observe that, thior loops within therepeat-until loop, as well as the findibr loop in Algorithm 3
are running inexact power iterations by andMA(f) for my andmsy inexact matrix-vector mul-
tiplication respectively. And the convergence of inexampr iterations is provided by Lemma 8.

For each iteration of theepeat-until loop, we work in the crude regime and only requitg,, to
give a constant multiple estimate M, ,,. The lemma below shows an important property\af
which is used to locatg s, and the number of iterations needed to reagh.

Lemma 10 (Iteration complexity of theepeat-until loop in Algorithm 3) Suppose thai\ e
~ mlfl

[c1A, c2A] wherec, < 1. Setm; = [8log (L—G)W andé < - (1%) in Algorithm 3.

Then for alls > 1 it holds that

1
5(/\(5—1) —p1) SAy < A1) — p1y
upon exiting this loop, tha ;) satisfies
A 3A
01+Z§)\(f)§/)1+7, (25)

and the number of iterations run by trepeat-until loop islog (i)

Proof. Leta be an upper bound of a (M, ,, ) used in theepeat-until loop, i.e.,

7 >01(My,), s=1,2,....
And suppose for now that throughout the loégatisfies
M
oz < 2 M) z;(“))' (26)
Seta = i in Lemma 8 (crude regime), and with our choicenef and
2
oq(M 2K -1
e< 71 (2o 21 ) @7)
1024k, (2’%3)) -1
we have
3
r;rmlM)\(s—l)rsml 2 Zol (M)‘(s—l))' (28)
In view of the definition of the vectow ; in Algorithm 3, and following the same argument in (18),
we have
Zs N
ﬁ - MA(sq)rsml <4/o1 (M)\(sfl)) - €
25
wherez, = e | ws.
gy

Then for every iteration of theepeat-until loop, it holds that

1 Yoa
5 [u;rml V;rml} |: Eyy j| W

T Zs \ _ T T Zs
_rsm1 (\/5) - rsmle(sfmrSml +rsm1 (\/5 _M)\(sl)rsml)

T - T / ~
€ [rsmlMA(sfanml —4/91 (Mk(sfn) "6 rsmlMA(sfanml +4/01 (M)‘(s—l)) €

T — T —
e [1‘87711M>\(571)1‘5,,«L1 — Voé, rsmlMA(kl)rsm1 + \/cre} ,
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where we have used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in thensestep.
In view of (26) and (28), it follows that

1 b
T T xx —~
3 [usmlvsml} > Wy — Voe
T — T
€ {rsmlMA(sfl)rsml — 2V e, I“S,,“MA(S?])I“mn1

1
S |:501(M>\(51))a Ul(Mk(sl))j| .

By the definition ofA, in Algorithm 3 and the fact that; (MX(H)) = ﬁ, we have

1 1
3 S € {5 A =p1) s Ay — pl} - (29)
% [UT v ] |: s Eyy :| W, — \/ﬁ

And as a resullt,

As 1 A(sfl) + P1
As) = As—1) — <> > ANs—1) — 3 (As—1) —p1) = -
and thus by induction (notgy > p1) we have ;) > p; throughout theepeat-until loop.
From (29) we also obtain
Ay 1 3
A(s) = P1 = As—1) — P1 — < < A-1) —p1— 1 (As=1)y —p1) = 1 (As=1) = p1) -

To sum up ) approaches; from above and the gap betwegn, andp; reduces at the geometric
rate of 3. Thus after at r~no% = [logs,, (ﬁ)] ~0 (log (i)) iterations, we reach &)

such that\;,) — p1 < 0. And in view of (29), therepeat-until loop exits in the next iteration.

Hence, the overall number of iterations is at mgst 1 = O (i)

We now analyze\ ;) and derive the interval it lies in. Note that; < A andAy_; > A by the
exiting condition. In view of (29), we have
A
Ap == Aoy —p - 5h <28y - h = <
On the other hand,

A 1 1
Ap =01 = Ao == 5 2 M — = 5 (Agey =) = 5 (g — 1) - (30)

If f =1, then by our choice ok, we have thah ;) — p1 > A. Otherwise, by unfolding (30) one
more time, we have that

Ay
4

>

N

1
A = =7 Aoz —p) =
Thus in both case, we have thaty) — p; > % holds.

It remains to give an explicit bound @rbased on the two requirements (26) and (27). Since the
values are monotonically non-increasing and lower-bodrgep; + %, we have

1 4 _
mpx 01 (M) = 1 (Ma) = 32 S =0
and
min o1 (My, ) = o1(My,, ) ! !
o No) =0 A = = —
P () 1 © Xoy—p 1+A—p
1—C2~
>—2>1 1—c)A>1 A=
_1—|—02A—A_ +( 02) - + Co &
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where the first inequality holds since by definition®fit follows thatp; = po + A > A.
Therefore, for the assumption (26) to hold, we just need

= = > €. (31)
— 4 4 =
8VGE 64- % 64- % 256
We now derive a lower bound of the right hand side of (27). bioti
Ais) +p1 2p1 9
Exgy =v———— =1+ +———<1+2p0<1+20 < —. (32)
“ A — As) = P1 ' A
On the other hand,
(My,)) > 0a(My,) = — >
g g = = = —.
B0/ = TET 20 Aoyt+pP1 14+A+p 3
As a result, we have
2 2 17)?
oa(Max,,,) < 2Kz, — 1 ) _ 1 2% -1 . (X)
1024k, 2 1) T 3084-2 9™ - 9 (18\™
Ao\ (2Rr,) A (25) —1 3084 £ - (X)
1 (A"
> [ = . 33
— 3084 (18) (33)
Our final bound ori chooses the smaller of (31) and (33). O

For the finalfor loop of Algorithm 3, we work in the accurate regime of powerdttions.

Lemma 11 (Iteration complexity of the findbr loop in Algorithm 3) Suppose thah [c1A, c2 A
4 ~ mgfl

wherec, < 1. Setms = [2log (%)] andé < 75 (%) in Algorithm 3. Then thduz, vr)

output by Phase | satisfies

1 2

LA SRTRINIRVLE SR E S . (34)

4 64
Proof. Notice whem\ = p; + ¢(p1 — p2), we have

1
M - A — — p2) —
5(M) = o1(M,) S TR p2_ pr+c(pr—pa) — p2 el
01(My) —02(My) 5= — 5=, P1L— P2 p1— p2
In view of (25),A(s) — p1 < 3A < 32A < A, and thus (M, ;) < 3.
Seta = g—z in Lemma 8 (accurate regime), and with our choicengfand
774 . Ud(M)\ ) 2I€>\ -1 g
e< g ) (f)m2 : (35)
647 - ixgy, (2rr,,) " =1

we are guaranteed to obtained the desired alignment.

We now give a lower bound of the right hand side of (35). First,
1 1
= > 3 >
Ay +p1 T prt+5A+
Recall that we have proved in (32) that
we have

oq(M

1
/\<f)) 1

o < %. Following a derivation similar to that of (33),

2 ~ mgfl
,,74 . Ud(M)\(f)) 2/45)\(” -1 > ’]7_4 é (36)
64% - kx ) (2“/\<f))m2 —1) — 40 \18

and this explains thewe set in the lemma. O
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Proof of Theorem 4. As shown in Lemma 11, theepeat-until loop runsO(log (%)) ~

O (log (%)) iterations, and inside each iteration, we mun approximate matrix-vector multipli-
cations. On the other hand, the fifat loop runsmsy approximate matrix-vector multiplications.
By the definitions ofm; andms, the total number of invocations of approximate matrixteec

multiplications/least squares problems is

my - log <%) +ma ~O <1og <i> log (%) +log (#)) ~ O(1).

G Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. Notice that the eigenvectors M, form an orthonormal bases B+, Thus when (34)

1 1
2 3 2 *
holds, i.e., the alignment betwe nszuT and meu is large, the alignments be-
XV Xgyv*

1
tween EﬁzuT and other eigenvectors have to be small. In particular, ligaraent bewteen
Yy
1
2 7 2 *
EﬁzuT and the tailing eigenvectdr iju has to be small:
Xygyvr —Xgyv*
2
(U Tt — v 3y, v")? < % (37)

From (37) and (34), we have respectively

< ful S| - VB < T,

2
|u;2mu*| + ‘V—TrEny*‘ >24/1— % > 2 (1 — g)

where we have used the fact that — = > 1 — /z for z € [0, 1] in the second inequality.
Averaging the above two inequalities gives

Finally,
(@ S )? 4 (07 5,y v)? = (02Dt vy By vy
T vy ugzzzuT V;Zyva
U 1 1
>(1—-= +
= 4) (u;EmuT V—TrznyT>

n\?2 4
z (1 B _) T T
4 uTEmuT + VszyVT

7
>2(1——)=2—
> 5 I

where we have used the fact t@a&% > % in the firstinequality, and (10) in the second inequality.
Then the theorem follows from the fact that" >,,u*)? and(v' £,,v*)? can be atmost. [

H Condition number of h,; for SVRG

Lemma 12. Throughout Algorithm 3, the condition number/of for SVRG is at mos%f-@, where

2 2
max max (||X1H s [yl )

min (Gmin(Bez), Omin(Byy))
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Proof. The gradient Lipschitz constant bf(u, v) is bounded by the largest eigenvalue (in absolute
value) of its Hessigh

o

Qi — [ Ax;x,; —xiyl-—rr }
S R 22 TP A A

and the largest eigenvalue is defined as

] 2 2
max ﬂ:—\[gz,gJ]Qa[gm H st [l + g2 = 1.
goERde g Ry 8y

We have
B =|\gsxi)*+ g, vi) — 2(g.xi) (g, vi)|
< Mgaxi)® + Mgy vi)* +2|gs x| gy vil
<SMgL %)+ Mgy yi)® + (8. %)% + (8, yi)°
=(A+1) ((glxi)Q + (g;ryz))
< O+ 1) (llgall® Il + Nl I vl
< O+ Dymax (il vl

where we have used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and th&treont in the third and the last
inequality respectively.

It only remains to boun@f—}). Note that we have shown in Lemma 10 that p; + % throughout
Algorithm 3, and thus

| More details of the experiments

The statistics of these datasets are summaized in TableeBeTiatasets have also been used by [3, 4]
for demonstrating their stochastic CCA algorithms.

Table 2: Brief summary of datasets.

Datasets Description dy d, N
Mediamill Image and its labels 100 | 120 | 30,000
JW11 Acoustic and articulation measurement273 | 112 | 30,000
MNIST Left and right halves of images 392 | 392 | 60,000

We now provide additional details for the experiments. &atppGrad, both gradient and normal-
ization steps are estimated with mini-batchs166 samples (the authors of [3] suggest that the
mini-batch size shall be at least the same magnitude as tiendionality of the CCA projection).
For SI-VR andSI-AVR, within therepeat-until loop, we apply SVRG with\/ = 2 epochs to ap-
proximately find the top eigenvecter,, and SVRG with\/ = 2 epochs to approximately calculate
its top eigenvalue oMAm a5wZMk(s)w3. We exit therepeat-until loop whenAg < 0.06. After-
wards, for the fixed\ sy, we apply SVRG to solve every least squares problems Witk 4 epochs.
Each epoch of SVRG includes a batch gradient evaluationnand N stochastic gradient steps.

We set the step size according to the smoothness for eadtstpeares solver, i.em for

GD/AGD in AppGrad/s-AppGrad/CCALin, andm for SVRG/ASVRG in our algorithms.

8We omit the regularization terms, which are typically vemyadl, to have concise expressions.
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J Other related work

Recent years have witnessed continuous efforts to scalengafmental methods such as principal
component analysis (PCA) and partial least squares witthastdic/online updates [22, 23, 24, 25,
5, 16, 17]. But as pointed out by [23], the CCA objective is mmohallenging due to the constraints.

[26] proposed an adaptive CCA algorithm with efficient oalipdates based on matrix manifolds
defined by the constraints. However, the goal of their atgoriis anomaly detection for streaming
data with a varying distribution, rather than to optimize @CA objective on a given dataset. Similar
to our algorithms, the stochastic CCA algorithms of [3, 4} arotivated by the ALS formulation.
[5] proposed a stochastic algorithm based on the Lagrarigiarulation of the objective (1). None
of these online/stochastic algorithms have rigorous dlobavergence guarantee.
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