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Abstract. In low-rank tensor completion tasks, due to the underlying
multiple large-scale singular value decomposition (SVD) operations and
rank selection problem of the traditional methods, they suffer from
high computational cost and high sensitivity of model complexity. In
this paper, taking advantages of high compressibility of the recently
proposed tensor ring (TR) decomposition, we propose a new model for
tensor completion problem. This is achieved through introducing convex
surrogates of tensor low-rank assumption on latent tensor ring factors,
which makes it possible for the Schatten norm regularization based
models to be solved at much smaller scale. We propose two algorithms
which apply different structured Schatten norms on tensor ring factors
respectively. By the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)
scheme, the tensor ring factors and the predicted tensor can be optimized
simultaneously. The experiments on synthetic data and real-world data
show the high performance and efficiency of the proposed approach.

1 Introduction

Tensor decomposition aims to find the latent factors of tensor valued data (i.e. the
generalization of multi-dimensional arrays), thereby casting large-scale tensors
into a multilinear tensor space of low-dimensionality (very few degree of freedom
designated by the rank). Tensor factors can then be considered as latent features
of data, and in this way can represent the data economically and predict missing
entries when the data is incomplete. The specific form and operations among latent
factors defines the type of tensor decomposition. A variety of tensor decomposition
models have been applied in diverse fields such as machine learning [2002/T6] and
signal processing [307]. Tucker decomposition and CANDECOMP /PARAFAC
(CP) decomposition are classical tensor decomposition models, which have been
studied for nearly half a century [I8[24|T3].
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In recent years, the concept of tensor networks has been proposed and has
become a powerful and promising aspect of tensor methodology [5l6]. One of the
most recent and popular tensor networks, named the matrix product state/tensor-
train (MPS/TT), is studied across disciplines owing to its super compression and
computational efficiency properties [21I20]. For a tensor of N-dimensions, the
most significant property of TT decomposition is that the space complexity will
not grow exponentially with NV, thus providing a natural remedy for the ‘curse of
dimensionality’, while the number of parameters of Tucker decomposition is expo-
nential in V. Although the CP decomposition is a highly compact representation
which has desirable property of being linear in IV, it has difficulties in finding the
optimal latent tensor factors. To address these issues, recent studies propose a
generalization of TT decomposition, termed the tensor ring (TR) decomposition,
in order to relax the rank constraint of T'T, thus offering an enhanced represen-
tation ability, latent factors permutation flexibility (i.e. tensor permutation is
directly related to the permutation of tensor factors) and structure information
interpretability (i.e. each tensor factor can represent a specific feature of original
tensor) [29127].

Tensor completion aims to recover an incomplete tensor from partially ob-
served entries. The theoretical lynchpin in matrix or tensor completion problems
is the low-rank assumption, and tensor completion has been applied in various
applications such as image/video completion [I9I28], recommendation systems
[17], link prediction [8], compressed sensing [10], to name but a few. Since the
determination of tensor rank is an NP-hard problem[I4/18], many tensor low-
rank surrogates were proposed for tensor completion. One such surrogate is the
Schatten norm (a.k.a. nuclear norm, or trace norm), which is defined as the sum
of singular values of a matrix, and is the most popular convex surrogate for rank
regularization. Unlike matrix completion problems, the Schatten norm model of a
tensor is hard to formulate. Recent studies mainly focus on two convex relaxation
models of tensor Schatten norm, the ‘overlapped’ model [T9123/422]T5] and the
‘latent’ [23]12] model.

The work in [23] first proposes the ‘latent’ norm model and shows that the
mean square error of a ‘latent’ norm method scales no greater than the ‘overlapped’
norm method. Under the low-rank regularization of the latent model, the tensor
does not need to be low-rank at every mode, which is considered as a more flexible
constraint. Both models do not need to specify the rank of decompositions, and
the rank of tensor is optimized to be minimal subject to the equivalence of
observed elements. However, the two methods need to perform multiple SVD
operations on the matricization of tensors, and the computational complexity
grows exponentially with tensor dimension. Other tensor completion algorithms,
like alternating least squares (ALS) [I1I25] and gradient-based algorithms [26/T],
need to specify the rank of the decompositions beforehand, which leads to annoyed
parameter tuning problems. In addition, the completion performance of tensor
completion algorithms is mainly affected by rank selection, the number of observed
entries and tensor dimensions.



In this paper, in order to tackle the high computational cost and the sensitivity
to rank selection problems that most proposed algorithms experience, we propose
a new tensor completion model based on the tensor ring decomposition. Our
main contributions are listed below:

— The relation between low-rank assumption on tensor and latent factors is
theoretically explained , and the low-rank surrogate on latent factors of tensor
ring decomposition is introduced.

— We formulate the TR overlapped low-rank factor (TR-OLRF) model and the
TR latent low-rank factor (TR-LLRF) model, then the two models are solved
efficiently by the ADMM algorithm.

— We conduct several experiments and obtain the high performance and high
efficiency by using our algorithms. In addition, the experiments results also
show that our algorithms are robust to rank selection and data dimensionality.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 tensor ring decomposition
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Fig. 1. TR decomposition

tensor ring (TR) decomposition is a more general decomposition than tensor-
train (TT) decomposition, and it represents a tensor with large dimension by
circular multilinear products over a sequence of low dimension cores. All of the
cores corresponding to TR decomposition are order-three tensors, and are denoted
by G, € REn*InxEni1 ' — 1 . N. The decomposition diagram is shown in
Fig. [1} In the same way as TT, the TR decomposition linearly scales to the
dimension of the tensor, thus it can overcome the ‘curse of dimensionality’. For
simplicity, we define {G,}Y_; := {G1,G2,...,Gn} to represent a set of tensor
cores. The syntax {R,,}N_; denotes TR-rank which controls the model complexity
of TR decomposition. The TR decomposition relaxes the rank constraint on the
first and last core of TT to R; = Ry41, while the original constraint on TT is
rather stringent, i.e., Ry = Ry4+1 = 1. TR applies trace operation and all the
core tensors are constrained to be third-order equivalently. In this case, TR can



be considered as a linear combination of TT and thus offers a more powerful and
generalized representation ability than TT. The element-wise relation and global
relation of TR decomposition and the original tensor is given by equations (/1))

and : N
X(il,ig,...,iN):Trace{HGn(in)}, (1)

n=1

An(X) = I5(Gp) A3(Gn) ", (2)

where Trace{-} is the matrix trace operator, G, (i,) € RF»*Fn+1 is the 4,th
mode-2 slice matrix of G,,, which also can be denoted by G, (:,in,:). G, €

REn+1XT1 i 1R i 3 subchain tensor by merging all cores except the nth core
tensor, i.e., Gni1,...,GN,G1,-..,Gn_1. I(-) is the mode-n matricization op-
erator of a tensor, i.e., if X € RI1>¥2XXIN ‘then [,(X) € Rfnxf1In—1lntrIn,
A, (+) is another type of mode-n matricization operator of a tensor, e.g., if
X c RIlX"'XIN, then AW(X) c RITLXI”Jrl...INIl...ITHI.

2.2 Tensor completion by Schatten norm regularization

The low-rank tensor completion problem can be formulated as:

m}}n Rank(X), s.t. Po(X) = Po(T), (3)
and the model can be written in a unconstrained form by:
. 1
min Rank(X) + +[[Po(X) = Po(T)lI%, (4)

where X is the low-rank approximation tensor, Rank(-) is a rank regularizer,
P (T) denotes all the observed entries w.r.t. the set of indices of observed entries
represented by (2, and || - || is the Frobenius norm. For the low-rank tensor
completion problem, determining the rank of a tensor is an NP-hard problem.
Work in [19] and [22] extends the concept of low-rank matrix completion and
defines the tensor rank as the sum of the rank of mode-n matricization of
the tensor. This surrogate is named ‘overlapped’ model, and it simultaneously
regularizes all the mode-n matricizations of a tensor into low-rankness by Schatten
norm. In this way, we can define the rank of a tensor as:

Rank(¥) = 3" [5,(0)]., 5)

where || - ||« denotes the Schatten norm.

Another surrogate of tensor rank, named ‘latent’ low-rank, has been proposed
and studied recently. In [23], the ‘latent’ model considers the original tensor as
a summation of several latent tensors and assumes that each latent tensor is
low-rank in a specific mode:

N N
Rank(X) := anl 150 (W) ||, st X = W,.. (6)

n=1



This convex surrogate is more flexible as it can fit the tensor well if the tensor
does not have low-rankness in all modes. The completion algorithms based on
these two models are shown to have fast convergence and good performance
when data size is small. However, when we need to deal with large-scale data,
the multiple SVD operations will be intractable due to high computational cost.

2.3 Tensor completion by tensor decomposition

Some other existing tensor completion algorithms do not employ a low-rank
constraint to the tensor, and thus they do not find the low-rank tensor directly,
instead, they try to find the low-rank representation (i.e. tensor factors) of the
incomplete data by observed entries, then the obtained latent factors are used to
predict the missing entries. The completion problem is set as a weighted least
squares model, e.g., the tensor completion model based on TR decomposition is
formulated below:

min [ W« (7~ X(G1,...,Gn)%, (7)

where * is the Hadamard product of two tensors of same size, X(G1,...,Gn) is
the tensor generated by the tensor factors. WV is a weight tensor which is the
same size as X, it records the indices of the observed entries of T, and every
entry of W satisfies Pp(W) =1 and Pa(W) = 0.

Based on solving tensor factors of different tensor decompositions, many
tensor completion algorithms have been proposed, e.g., weighted CP [1], weighted
Tucker [9], and weighted TT [26], TR-ALS [25]. However, usually these algorithms
are solved by gradient-based method or alternating least squares method, they
are shown to suffer from low convergence speed and high computational cost. In
addition, the performance of these methods is sensitive to rank selection.

In this paper, we make virtue of applying both ‘overlapped’ approach and
‘latent’ approach of structured Schatten norms, and aim to formulate a new
tensor completion model. The main idea is to give a low-rank constraint on
latent factors of a tensor. In this way, we only need to calculate SVD on the
tensor factors instead of the whole scale of data. At the same time, low-rankness
constraint on tensor factors will regularize the tensor factors to low-rank, and in
doing so it will solve the problem of rank selection. The next section we presents
our proposed method based on both ‘overlapped’ and ‘latent’ tensor low-rank
models.

3 Low-rankness on tensor factors

We propose a new definition on low-rank tensor, which gives the low-rankness on
the decomposition factors of a tensor, for TR decomposition, the low-rank model
is formulated as:

N
A
omin ST Rak(G.) + 31~ ZUGHL) IR, st Pa(¥) = Po(T),
. (8)

n=1



where Z({G,}_,) denotes the tensor approximated by core tensors {G,}_;.
We formulate the low-rank assumption of the core tensors by equation and

We need firstly to deduce the relation of tensor rank and tensor factor rank,
which can be explained by the below theorem:

Theorem 1: Forn=1,...,N, 2?21 Rank([;(Gy,))) > Rank(A,, (X)) .

Proof: Forn=1,..., N, from equation , we can infer Rank(A4,(X))) <
Rank(I%(Gy))) < 37, Rank(I3(Gy)).

The above theorem proves the relation between the ranks of tensor X and core
tensors {G,, }2_;. Since 25’21 Rank(I;(Gy,))) is an upper bound of the mode-n
matricization of tensor X, we can take assumption that G, has a low-rank
structure. This can largely decrease the computational complexity compared
to other algorithms which give low-rank assumption on overlapped tensors or
latent tensors. In a similar way, we can deduce that the sum of latent rank of
tensor factors is the upper bound of the latent rank of the original tensor. More
specifically, our tensor ring overlapped low-rank factor (TR-OLRF) model is
formulated as follows:

N N
Smn S S IR(@]+ 51X - ZUGuH I st Pal®) = PolT)

n=1% n=1i=3
(9)

The TR latent low-rank factor (TR-LLRF) model is outlined below:
N 3
min 115 (Wi | *IIX Z({Gn}n=)lE
o 2 ‘ 0
Po(X) = Po(T ’ 1 N
s.t. .Q( )— Q( ); gn—zizlwnia n=1,..., .

The two models have two distinctive advantages. Firstly, the low-rank assumption
is placed on tensor factors instead of on the original tensor, this reduces the
computational complexity of the SVD operation largely. Secondly, low-rankness
on tensor factors can enhance the robustness to rank selection.

3.1 Solving scheme

TR-OLRF To solve the equations @ and , we apply the augmented La-
grangian multiplier method (ADMM) which is efficient and widely used. Because
the variables of TR-OLRF are interdependent, we adopt alternative variables,
and the augmented Lagrangian function of TR-OLRF model is:

£ ({Gahoy X AMEYS L AVuib ) =Zinf

N 3
*”X Z({gn}n 1 ||§7 + Z Z(< yMaMm -G, > JF%HMM - gn”%)a

n=1 i=1
(1)



where {M,;;} N2 i1 are the alternative variables of {G, }7_, {ym}ffjl,i:l are
Lagrangian multlphers < -,- > denotes the inner product, and > 0 is a penalty
parameter.

To update G,, and M,,;, n =1,..., N, the augmented Lagrangian function
are formulated by:

3

i=1

Y S0 - 2@ (2

3 3
H yni .
M) = D (M)« + ) 5 IMani = (G — . M i=1,2,3. (13)
=1 i=1

For n =1,..., N, the kth iteration update scheme of alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) of TR-OLRF model is listed below:

Gt = D((AAL(XF)(QE)T + u X2y (M) + 320, Ta(Y 1) (AQR(QE)T + 3ul) !

Mk+1 ( u( (Gk an)))v 1=1,2,3

X5 = Po(T) + Po(2 ({gﬁ}ﬁzl))

yk_H ynz""M(MfLi _gﬁ% =123

:U’k+ = max(pﬂk Nmax)'

(14)

where QF = (A (G’;n))T, I,(+) is the reverse operator of I},(+) that transforms
mode-n matricization of a tensor to the original tensor, Dg(-) is the singular value
thresholding (SVT) operator, i.e., if USV7 is the singular value decomposition
of matrix A, then Dg(A) = Umaz{S — BI,0} VT, and 2 is the set of indices of
missing entries.

TR-LLRF Similarly, the augmented Lagrangian function of TR-LLRF model
can be written as:

N 3
z:({gn};tl, {wm}nm,{yn}ﬁﬂ%ZZm i)l

n=1 i=1

3
=1

(15)
To update G,, and W,,;, the augmented Lagrangian function is formulated by:

||Zwm G+ y"nF X - zHg 0l (o)

LOW0) = 1L W)+ Wi — (G~ 22— Z Waillyi = 1,23

Jj=1,j#1

)



The corresponding update scheme of TR-LLRF model is listed below:

Gh T = Do((AAL(XR) Q)T + p X0, To(WE) + (Y E) (AQE(QR)T + ul) ™)
Wit = LDy (I(Gh + 2Y] - S Wai),i=1,2,3
XM = Po(T) + Po(2({G130-1))
Vit = Yh+ (X, Wi, — GE)
P = maz(pp®, pmaz ),
(18)

The ADMM solving model is updated iteratively based on the above model
and updating scheme. The implementation process and hyper-parameter selection
of the two algorithms are summarized in Alg. 1 and Alg. 2.

Alg. 1 TR overlapped low-rank factors (TR-{Alg. 2 TR latent low-rank factors (TR-LLRF)
OLRF)
1: Input: Po(T), initial TR-rank r . 1: Input: Po(T), initial TR-rank r,.

2: Initialization: k = 0, u° = 1, pmaez = 10?|2: Initialization: k = 0, p° = 1, pimaes = 10%
p =101, tol = 1075 X\ = 10, element of G° s.t|p = 1.01, tol = 1075, X\ = 10, element of G° s.t.
N~ (0,1), Y% =0, M% =0,n=1,....,NJN ~ (0,1), Y2 =0, W2, =0, n = 1,...,N,

i=1,2,3. 1=1,2,3.

3: While the stopping condition is not satisfied|3: While the stopping condition is not satisfied
do do

4:  k=k+1; 4:  k=k+1;

5:  Update variables by equation 1 . 5:  Update variables by equation .

6: If || XFT — X*||p/||Po(T)||F < tol, break [6: If | X" — X*%||p/||Po(T)|F < tol, break
7: End while 7: End while

8: Output: X and G,, n=1,...,N. 8: Output: X and G,,,n=1,...,N.

3.2 Computational complexity

Tab. 1. Computational complexity

Algorithm |Computational Complexity
TR-OLRF |O(NI°R®* + NIR* + NR°)
TR-LLRF |O(NI®R® + NIR' + NR")

TR-ALS O(NMR*+ NR%)
TT-SiLRTC| O(NI?/2N 4 N[3/2N-1)
SiLRTC O(NIVTh)
BCPF O(NMR? + R?)

We next compared the computational complexity of our TR-OLRF and TR-
LLRF to the state-of-the-art algorithms TR-ALS [25], SILRTC-TT [3], SiLRTC
[19] and FBCP [28]. The comparative algorithms are state-of-the-art algorithms



and are similar to our algorithms. The complexities are summarized in Tab.
where we denote the dimension of tensor by N, I; = --- = Iy = I, and all the
TT-ranks, TR-ranks and CP ranks are set to R. From Tab. [T we can see that
compared to Schatten norm based algorithms, the computational complexity of
our algorithms are linear in tensor dimension. Compared to TR-ALS and BCPF,
the complexity of our algorithms is independent from the number of observed
entries. The computational complexity of our algorithms increase fast when R
increases, however, due to the linear scalability of TR decomposition, R is often
small in model selection of proposed algorithms. In addition, most of the stated
algorithms are rank adaptive, i.e., robust to rank selection.

4 Experiment results

4.1 Synthetic data

To verifying the performance of our two proposed algorithms, we test two tensors
of size 10 x 10 x 10 x 10 and 4 x 4 x 4 x 6 x 6 x 6. The tensors were generated by
TR factors of TR-ranks {4,5,4,5} and {4,4,4,4,4, 4} respectively. The values of
the TR factors were drawn from an i.i.d. normal distribution N ~ (0,0.5). We
define SSR as the sum of square root of TR-rank (i.e. SSR = ZnN:1 VR,,) to be
the index of model complexity. The observed entries of the tensors were randomly
removed. We verified the performance of the proposed two algorithms in several
scenarios, with the mean RSE values of 10 times of dependent experiments as the
final results. All the hyper-parameters of the two algorithms were set according
to Alg. 1 and Alg. 2.

For the first experiment, we test the completion performance of our two
algorithms and four other state-of-the-art algorithms under different missing
rates, from 0.1 to 0.99. For our algorithms, we set the TR-rank to be the same as
the real rank of the synthetic data and other hyper-parameters were set as default.
For other compared algorithms, we tuned the hyper-parameters respectively to
obtain the best results of each algorithm. Fig. [2] shows the experiment results for
the order-four tensor and order-six tensor respectively.

For the second experiment, we tested the completion performance of our two
algorithms under various SSR values, the missing rate was set to 0.7, and used
again two different tensors. The results in the first picture of Fig. [4.1] show that
our two algorithms obtained the lowest RSE values when the SSR was near the
real SSR, and when the SSR value increased, the RSE value remained stable.
This indicates that our algorithms are robust to rank selection.

For the third and forth experiments, we tested the performance of our algo-
rithms over different values of A\, missing rate was set to 0.7, and TR-rank is
chosen as the real rank of the two tensors. Fig. [{.I] shows the robustness for the
three different values of A and verifies that our two algorithms are robust to the
selection of .
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Fig. 2. Completion performance of six algorithms under different missing rates
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Fig. 3. Algorithm robustness to rank and A

4.2 Hyperspectral image

A hyperspectral image of size 200 x 200 x 80 was next considered. This was an
image of urban landscape collected by a satellite. We compare our TR-OLRF
and TR-LLRF to TR-ALS , TT-SiLRTC , SiLRTC and BCPF. We examined
order-three, order-five, order-seven and order-eight tensors respectively. The
missing rate is set as 0.9 and the hyper-parameters are set as defaults. For each
tensor, we choose all the TR-ranks as a same value, i.e., Ry = ... = Ry. The
tensor size and TR-ranks are recorded in the first column of Tab. [2| and the RSE
values of each tensor against each algorithm are listed in Tab. 2]

From the results we can see, our algorithms significantly outperform TT-
SiLRTC, SiLRTC, BCPF. Though the results of TR-ALS are comparable to our
algorithms, it should be noted that the computational time of TR~-ALS is more
than double of the time TR-OLRF and TR-LLRF spent (1891 seconds vs 756
seconds and 988 seconds) in order to get the similar results.



Tab. 2. Completion results under four different tensor dimensions

TR-OLRF|TR-LLRF|TR-ALS|TT-SiLRTC|SiLRTC|BCPF
RZ00X200X80 "R =12 0.0710 | 0.0677 | 0.0681 | 0.4572 | 0.3835 |0.3750
RI0*20x10x20x80 B — 18 | 0.1062 | 0.1072 | 0.1122 | 0.4895 | 0.4307 |0.3742
RAXPX10x4x5x10x80 B — 20| 0.1436 | 0.1483 | 0.1497 | 0.5051 | 0.4408 |0.3680
REX5XOXEXEXEXEXI0 B — 92 0.1520 | 0.1524 |0.1430| 0.4957 | 0.4526 |0.3981

5 Conclusion

In order to solve the large-scale SVD calculation and rank selection problem that
most tensor completion methods have. We proposed two algorithms which impose
low-rank assumption on tensor factors. Based on tensor ring decomposition, we
proposed two optimization models named as TR-OLRF and TR-LLRF. The two
models can be solved efficiently by ADMM algorithm. We test the algorithms
on synthetic data in various situations by synthetic data and real world data.
The high performance and high efficiency of ur algorithms are obtained from the
experiment results. In addition, the results also show that the proposed algorithms
are robust to tensor rank and other model parameters. The proposed method is
heuristic to all the model-based low-rank tensor completion and decomposition,
and it can be applied to various tensor decompositions to create more efficient
and robust algorithms.
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